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It is assumed that the project mitigation measures described above are included under the cumulative with 
project conditions analysis. The cumulative with project analysis includes evaluation of intersection levels 
of service with and without the extension of Gabilan Drive to US 101 as described above. 
 
Cumulative Intersection Levels of Service Operations 
 
The results of the intersection LOS analysis under cumulative conditions are summarized in Figure 4.13-
12. The results show that all of the study intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better 
under cumulative conditions with and without the project. 
 
Cumulative Signal Warrant Operations 
 
The peak-hour signal warrant analysis for cumulative conditions showed that the Caltrans peak-hour 
volume warrant would not be satisfied at any further study intersections than those identified under 
project conditions. The results of the signal warrant analysis can be found in the Transportation Impact 
Analysis contained in Technical Appendix T-8 in Volume II of this EIR. 
 
Cumulative Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Traffic volumes for cumulative conditions on each of the studied roadway segments were developed by 
adding to background condition volumes the trips associated with each of the pending projects and 
proposed project.  The roadway segment analysis indicates that all but one of the studied roadway 
segments are projected to operate at LOS D or better during both peak hours under cumulative no project 
conditions at: 
 

Front Street - between East St and Nestles Rd (westbound) 
  
The roadway segment analysis indicates that the addition of project traffic would cause four additional 
studied roadway segments to deteriorate to LOS E or worse during at least one peak hour under 
cumulative with project conditions at: 

 
Front Street - between Moranda Rd and San Vicente Rd (eastbound) 
Front Street - between East St and Nestles Rd (eastbound) 
San Vicente -between Market St. and Gabilan Dr. (northbound & southbound) 

 
The degradation of roadway segment levels of service indicates the need for roadway widening.  
 
Cumulative Freeway Segment Analysis 
 
Traffic volumes for cumulative conditions on each of the studied freeway segments were developed by 
adding to background condition volumes the trips associated with each of the pending projects and 
proposed project. The pending project trips were assigned to the freeway system in the same manner as 
with the proposed project. The freeway segment analysis indicates that all but one of the studied roadway 
segments are projected to operate at LOS C or better during both peak hours under cumulative no project 
conditions. The freeway segment analysis indicates that one additional study segment than those 
identified under project conditions would deteriorate to LOS D or worse during at least one peak hour 
under cumulative with project conditions. Freeway segment analysis is presented in Tables 28 and 29 of 
the Transportation Impact Analysis.  
 
 US 101 –Northbound between Gloria Road and Soledad Prison (AM Peak Hour) 



DENISE DUFFY & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Figure

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2007

Cumulative Growth Traffic Volumes 4.13-12
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Table 4.13-4 
Cumulative Project Trip Generation Estimates 

 Daily  AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Land Use Size 
Rate 
/a/ Trips 

Rate 
/a/ In Out Total 

Rate 
/a/ In Out Total 

The Village at Soledad             
             
Shopping Center /d/ 139,730 s.f. 42.94 6,000 1.03 88 56 144 3.75 252 272 524 
Hotel /e/ 84 Rooms 8.17 686 0.56 29 18 47 0.59 26 23 50 
Cinema 1,329 seats       0.08 38 68 106 

Totals    6,686  116 74 191  316 364 680 
Soledad Plaza             
Shopping Center /d/ 415,000 s.f. 42.94 17,820 1.03 261 167 427 3.75 747 809 1556 
263 Front Street             
Specialty Retail Center /c/ 12,200 s.f. 44.32 541  8 9 16 2.71 15 19 33 
Residential /b/ 152 units 5.86 891  11 56 67 0.52 53 26 79 

Totals    1,431  19 64 83  68 45 112 
Total All Approved Projects    25,938  397 305 702  1,131 1,218 2,348 
Notes: 
 /a/ Rates expressed in trips per dwelling units. 
/b/ Trip Generation rates for residential condominium/townhouse (ITE Land Use #230) used for this project.  
/c/ Trip Generation rates for specialty retail center (ITE Land Use #814) used for this project.  
  
/d/ Trip Generation rates for shopping center (ITE Land Use #820) used for this project.  

/e/ Trip Generation rates for hotel (ITE Land Use #310) used for this project.  
Source for rates: ITE Trip Generation, Seventh Edition. 
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Cumulative Freeway Ramp Analysis 
 
Traffic volumes for cumulative conditions on each of the studied freeway ramps were developed by 
adding to background condition volumes the trips associated with each of the pending projects and 
proposed project. The pending project trips were assigned to the freeway ramps in the same manner as 
with the proposed project. The freeway ramp analysis indicates that no further study ramps than those 
identified under project conditions would deteriorate in levels of service under cumulative no project and 
with project conditions. Freeway ramp analysis is presented in Tables 30 and 31 of the Transportation 
Impact Analysis. 
 
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
Impact Based on the significance impact criteria, the project together with the cumulative 

developments will have a significant impact on two intersections.  The traffic impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation 
identified below.   
 

Mitigation    
 
4.13-13 Moranda Road and Front Street: Addition of an east leg to the intersection to serve the Soledad 

Plaza project site. In order to mitigate potential impacts at this intersection, the project applicant 
shall submit payment of the City’s adopted traffic impact fee in effect at the time of building 
permit issuance for each phase of development, subject to the review and approval of the City of 
Soledad Director of Public Works. All fees shall be paid prior to the issuance of any building 
permit for each phase of development.  
 

4.13-14 San Vicente Road and Gabilan Drive:  Addition of a west leg to the intersection to serve the 
Soledad Plaza project site. In order to mitigate potential impacts at this intersection, the project 
applicant shall submit payment of the City’s adopted traffic impact fee in effect at the time of 
building permit issuance for each phase of development, subject to the review and approval of the 
City of Soledad Director of Public Works. All fees shall be paid prior to the issuance of any 
building permit for each phase of development. 
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4.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Introduction 
 
This section evaluates the impacts of the project on water distribution systems and facilities, wastewater 
collection, treatment and disposal systems and facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, and energy 
(specifically electricity) supply and infrastructure.  Impacts related to the quality of water supply and 
stormwater/drainage infrastructure are addressed in Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
To obtain information from public utility providers, DD&A contacted the sewer, water, and landfill 
operators. Additionally, a Water Supply Assessment and Written Verification of Supply (WSA) was 
prepared for this project by Byron Buck & Associates. A copy of the WSA is contained in Appendix K 
and the following section was prepared using information contained in that report. Further, information 
received from public providers is used to evaluate existing capacity, projected capacity, and existing and 
projected future use of that capacity. 
 
Setting 

Water Supply 
 
The municipal water purveyor for the proposed project is the City of Soledad, which currently operates a 
series of wells, tanks, and distribution lines within the City’s boundaries. As an urban water supplier of 
more than 3,000 customers, the City is required, under the Urban Water Management Planning Act, as 
amended, to prepare and periodically update an urban water management plan that describes and projects 
estimated past, present, and future water sources, supply and demand for at least 20 years into the future. 
The City’s most recent urban water management plan (UWMP) was adopted in December 2005. A 
portion of the projected water demand associated with the project was included in the UWMP.  Under 
Water Code § 10910(c)(2), and Public Resources Code § 21151.9, when an individual land use project’s 
water demand was accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, the urban 
water management plan's information and analysis may be incorporated in the water supply and demand 
assessment. Accordingly, the information and analysis in the UWMP, including the overall water 
planning projections and supply projections, is incorporated into this EIR.   
 
The water supply analysis in this section is based on a number of sources in addition to the UWMP, 
including the following: the June 2001 EIR/EIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project, information 
developed by the City, the City’s 2005 Water Supply Assessment and Written Verification of Supply 
(WSA) prepared for this project by Byron Buck & Associates, and the City’s 2005 Water Master Plan 
prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler.   
 
As identified in the above referenced documents, the City’s sole source of water is groundwater from the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (herein referred to as “Basin”), which follows the Salinas River 
throughout Monterey County. Due to significant groundwater overdraft, the Basin, which consists of four 
subareas (East Side, Pressure, Forebay, and Upper Valley), has historically experienced saltwater 
intrusion of varying magnitude along its northern terminus. More specifically, overdraft has caused 
saltwater intrusion in areas closer to the coast. The City of Soledad, however, is located within the 
Forebay Subarea, which has a total surface area of 94,000 acres. Soledad draws its water from the 
unconfined shallow aquifer zone, and overdraft has not historically been a problem in the Forebay 
Subarea.  
 
Existing groundwater production is shown in Table 4.14-1. According to the 2005 UWMP, the City 
anticipates pumping up to 8,458 acre feet per year (AFY). This projection, however, is considered 
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conservative as it does not represent all new demands on the Basin, as existing agricultural uses will 
gradually be retired, mitigating much of the impacts on the Basin. Table 4.14-2 depicts projected water 
demand in comparison with available water supply.  
 
 

Table 4.14-1  
City of Soledad’s Groundwater Production (AFY)  

2000 – 2004 
Year City of Soledad Service 

Area 
2000 1,716 
2001 1,749 
2002 1,878 
2003 2,322 
2004 2,363 
Source:  City of Soledad Urban Water Management Plan, Harris & 
Associates, December 2005.  
 

 
 

Table 4.14-2  
City of Soledad Water Supply Demand & Supply Comparisons (AFY)  

Year Available Supply Projected Demand Proportion of Available Supply 
2005 1,500,000 2,337 0.16% 
2010 1,500,000 5,592 0.37% 
2015 1,500,000 6,531 0.43% 
2020 1,500,000 7,506 0.50% 
2025 1,500,000 8,458 0.56% 

Source:  City of Soledad Urban Water Management Plan, Harris & Associates, December 2005.  
 
Infiltration in the Salinas River channel is the principal source of groundwater for the Basin. Flows from 
the Salinas River channel and its tributaries percolate through alluvial materials and porous geological 
structures, recharging the local aquifers. While seawater intrusion does not directly affect the City of 
Soledad, it is an issue for the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), which manages 
water resources throughout the County. MCWRA is currently in the process of implementing a long-term 
program to address and ultimately eliminate overdraft and seawater intrusion in the basin known as the 
Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP). The objectives of the SVWP, as delineated in the June 2001 
EIR/EIS (SVWP EIR) for the project, include halting seawater intrusion, continuing conservation of 
winter flows for recharge of the Salinas Valley basin through summer releases, improving long-term 
hydrologic balance between recharge and withdrawal, and providing a sufficient water supply to meet 
water needs through the year 2030.  
 
According to the 2005 UWMP and the City’s WSA for the proposed project, sufficient water exists to 
meet the anticipated demands generated by the proposed project. Additionally, the project site is located 
in Zone 2C of the SVWP and would subsequently benefit from the implementation of the measures 
previously identified above. Furthermore, projected water supplies are sufficient to meet the projected 
annual water demands of existing and previously approved uses and the proposed Miravale III project 
during normal, single dry and multiple dry years” (Water Supply Assessment and Written Verification of 
Supply).  
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Water System 
 

According to the 2005 Soledad Water Master Plan prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler, the existing City 
operated system consists of production wells, storage tanks, one booster pump station, and approximately 
40 miles of water distribution pipelines ranging in size between 2” to 16” in diameter. The existing 
system provides approximately 3,900 metered connections and is classified as a large water system 
according to the State of California Department of Health Services. Figure 4.14-1 provides a graphical 
representation of the City’s water distribution system. The following section provides an overview of the 
City’s existing water distribution system as described in the 2005 Soledad Water Master Plan. 
 
The existing system, which is defined as two pressure zones, Zone A and Zone B, five production supply 
wells, four reservoirs (i.e. storage tanks), and one booster pump. Due to elevation changes, the City has 
been defined as two pressure zones in order to ensure that adequate pressure and services are provided to 
area residents. More specifically, the service elevation for Zone A ranges between 180 and 215 feet above 
sea level and Zone B ranges between 215 and 340 feet above sea level. There are two existing storage 
tanks, including a 100,000 gallon tank located in Vosti Park, and a one million gallon tank located near 
the La Cuesta Views subdivision, in Zone A. All the production wells are also located within Zone A. 
After water has been pumped from the wells it is subsequently treated with a Chlorine solution to provide 
for residual disinfection. Two of the existing wells are emergency/standby production wells that have 
historically tested high for nitrates and low levels of bromobenzene. These wells have not been used and 
they will be abandoned as new wells are added to the system. Two additional one million gallon storage 
tanks are located in Zone B. Since all the production wells are currently located within Zone A, a booster 
pump station, consisting of three pumps, is located at the La Cuesta site and provides water from Zone A 
to the storage facilities in Zone B. The total storage capacity for the entire system is approximately 3.1 
million gallons or approximately 9.5 acre-feet (AF). Existing supply capacity from the five groundwater 
wells is estimated at 7.5 million gallons per day (MGD) or approximately 8,400 acre-feet per year (AFY).  
 
As identified in the Soledad Water Master Plan, a number of Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
projects have been identified as requiring immediate attention in order to address system deficiencies. 
These projects include the provision of permits and land acquisition for additional supply wells, installing 
an additional reservoir at the La Cuesta location, and discontinuing the use of the Vosti Park tank. In 
summary, the existing systems requires infrastructure upgrades in order to meet existing demands and 
further upgrades are warranted to accommodate both “Near Future Development,” which includes the 
proposed project, and ultimate buildout of the City as envisioned in the General Plan.   
 

Wastewater 
 

In 2005, the City of Soledad, due to the urgent need for wastewater infrastructure to accommodate 
planned growth, undertook the preparation of a comprehensive Long Term Wastewater Management Plan 
(LTWMP) for upgrading, operating, maintaining, and expanding the City’s sewer system. In May 2006, 
the City Council adopted Resolution No. 3783 adopting the LTWMP prepared by Black & Veatch. The 
following discussion provides an overview of the City’s wastewater system as described in the Black & 
Veatch report.  
 



Source: Shcaaf and Wheeler, 2007

D
EN

ISE D
U

FFY  &
 A

SSO
C

IA
TES, IN

C
.

Figure
N Existing Water Distribution System 14.4-1



  4.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

DD&A 4.14-5 Miravale III Project 
October 2008  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

As identified in the LTWMP, wastewater and sanitary sewer services are provided by the City of Soledad. 
The City operates two wastewater treatment plants, including a plant owned by the California Department 
of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR), located southwest of the City. The City Plant is owned by the 
City, and the Prison Plant is leased from CDCR. Currently, the City is in process of purchasing the Prison 
Plant from the State. The two plants treat wastewater from the City, two prison facilities (CDCR’s Salinas 
State Prison and Correctional Training Facility), and several industrial dischargers.  
 
In November 2001, due to capacity concerns, Carollo Engineers conducted a capacity evaluation and re-
rated the capacity of the City Plant at 3.6 million gallons per day (mgd). This re-rating allowed the City to 
continue approving new development while planning for plant expansion. In 2004, however, the City 
council adopted Urgency Ordinance No. 612 “Establishing a Moratorium on the Issuance of Building 
Permits Requiring Sewer Connections and Making Findings Related Thereto” due to treatment capacity 
concerns. More specifically, in September of 2004 flow rates were measured at 2.9 mgd, exceeding 
percolation pond capacity. As a result, the City determined that the only viable alternative was to prohibit 
additional inflow until such time that additional capacity could be provided. Subsequently, the council 
also adopted Resolution No. 3557 “Declaring an Emergency Pursuant to Section 20168 of the Public 
Contract Code and Authorizing Contracting Without Compliance With Mandatory Contract Bidding 
Procedures” in order to expedite design and construction efforts necessary to resolve the treatment and 
disposal emergency created by the conditions at the facility.  
 
The City’s existing wastewater collection system includes more than 100,000 feet of gravity wastewater 
pipelines, ranging in diameter from 6 to 15 inches, and one small temporary sewage pump station.  
Currently, the City Plant utilizes both biological and physical treatments, which consist of headworks, 
aeration ponds, secondary ponds, and effluent disposal. See Figure 4.14-2. After disposal, additional 
biological and physical treatment occurs within the soil column, but is limited due to high groundwater 
conditions. The City, however, has committed to phasing in tertiary treatment by 2010 in order to mitigate 
groundwater quality concerns and allow for the future use of recycled water.  
 
The 2006 LTWMP, which provides for funding, upgrading, operating, maintaining, and expanding the 
City’s wastewater infrastructure, has an emphasis on use of recycled water. The recommended 
improvements include process improvements and capacity expansion (5.5 MGD) to the City’s 
Wastewater Treatment Plant and implementation of a 1.3 MGD Scalping Plant within the City’s 
collection system. This scalping plant would provide Title 22 water for irrigation of golf courses, parks 
and other landscape areas. The estimated cost of the capital improvements required to meet the City’s 
projected growth at the year 2028 is approximately $42.8 million. Currently, the City is in the process of 
soliciting proposals for the expansion of plant capacity. These upgrades are scheduled to be in service by 
2010.  

 
Solid Waste 

 
The project area is within the jurisdiction of the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA), which 
provides solid waste services to the cities of Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Salinas, Soledad, and the 
unincorporated areas of Monterey County in the Salinas Valley Region. Currently, the SVSWA owns 
three landfills and a transfer station, and oversees the contract operation of these facilities. The SVSWA is 
also responsible for overseeing future landfill siting or expansion to meet the area's long-term solid waste 
disposal needs. Solid waste collection is provided by Tri-Cities, a private hauler.  
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In 1999, the SVSWA developed a Regional Plan to provide the Salinas Valley with additional landfill 
capacity. As a result of this process, the SVSWA Board of Directors adopted a program that provided for 
the expansion of Crazy Horse, Johnson Canyon and Jolon Road Landfills, as well as a good faith effort to 
find a new landfill site to supplement the capacity of the existing landfills in the Salinas Valley for at least 
35 years. In 2002, the SVSWA undertook the preparation of an EIR for the Regional Solid Waste 
Facilities Project in order to procure additional landfill capacity for the SVSWA’s member jurisdictions. 
On November 14, 2002, the SVSWA Board of Directors adopted the Regional Solid Waste Facilities 
Project, which would maximize the capacity of existing facilities within the SVSWA’s jurisdiction.  
 
In addition to disposing of waste at the above referenced landfills, the SVSWA also disposes of waste at 
Foothill Sanitary Landfill and the Monterey Regional Waste Management District Marina Landfill. As 
identified in the City of Soledad General Plan EIR, solid waste is primarily disposed of at the Johnson 
Canyon facility. According to the California Integrated Waste Management Board, the Johnson Canyon 
facility has an estimated capacity of approximately 6,601,100 cubic yards. Approximately 5,936,250 
cubic yards of capacity is available for disposal.    
 

Energy 
 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (PG&E) provides gas and electric service to the project site. Natural gas is 
measured in British thermal units (Btu), which is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature of 
one pound of water one degree Fahrenheit. Electricity is measured in kilowatt hours (kwh). A kilowatt 
(kw) is a measure of power produced through sources of generation at 3,413 Btu/kw-hour.  Most 
electricity is produced by converting other primary energy sources into electricity.  PG&E operates a grid 
distribution system that transmits electricity with a vast network of transmission and distribution lines 
throughout the service area to the users.  Most of the electricity that PG&E distributes throughout 
Monterey County is obtained from the Duke Energy Moss Landing Plant. The Moss Landing Plant 
generates over 1,500 megawatts, which is adequate to supply the Monterey region (Jose Rios, PG&E, 
personal communication, August 2007). 
 

Regulatory Environment 
 
City of Soledad General Plan  
 
The City of Soledad General Plan provides policies for adequate utilities and service systems.  Please 
refer to Table 4.9-2 of the Land Use section for a detailed analysis of the project’s consistency with 
the relevant utilities and service systems provisions of the Soledad General Plan. The following policies 
address utilities and service systems relevant to the proposed project. 
 
Policy S-1 The City shall ensure through the development review process that adequate public 

facilities and services are available to serve new development. New development shall 
not be allowed until adequate public services and facilities to serve such development are 
provided. Where existing facilities are inadequate, new development may only be 
approved when the following conditions are met: 
a. The development and/or City can demonstrate that all necessary public facilities will 

be adequately finance and installed in time (through fees or other means); and 
b. The facilities improvements are consistent with applicable facility plans approved by 

the City or other agencies in which the City is a participant.  
 

Policy S-2 The City shall plan for the expansion of needed water and sewer infrastructure including, 
but not limited to, the expansion of water production, storage and distribution facilities, 
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the expansion of wastewater collection and treatment capacity, and storm drainage 
facility expansion. 

 
 Policy S-3 Public facilities, such as wells, pumps, tanks, and yards shall be located and designed so 

that noise, light, odors, and appearances do not adversely affect nearby land uses. 
 
Policy S-4 Where new development requires the construction of new public facilities, the new 

development shall pay its fair share of the construction. Where necessary, the City shall 
require the dedication of land within newly developing areas for public facilities. 

 
Policy S-5 The City shall require that new development pay its fair share of the cost of all existing 

facilities it uses based on the demand for these facilities attributable to the new 
development; exceptions may be made when new development provides alternative 
sources of funding or equipment to offset any shortfall in revenues. 

 
Policy S-8 The City shall promote the efficient use of water and reduce water demand by: 

a. Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction; 
b. Encouraging water-conserving landscaping and other conservation measures; 
c. Encouraging the retrofitting of existing fixtures with water-conserving fixtures. 
 

Policy S-10 The City will manage the increase in water demand from new development to help insure 
groundwater resources are not overdrafted. The City will work with Monterey County 
and public and private water entities to plan for the efficient, long term management of 
groundwater resources. 

 
Policy S-11 Gravity flow for sewer and water service shall be employed wherever feasible. 
 
Policy S-12 The City shall encourage the use of natural drainage systems where feasible to preserve 

and enhance natural features. 
 
Policy S-15 The City shall require new development to adequately mitigate increases in stormwater 

peak flows and/or volume. Mitigation measures shall take into consideration impacts on 
adjoining properties and impacts on groundwater recharge related to existing and 
proposed water wells.  

 
Policy S-16 The City shall encourage project designs that minimize drainage concentrations and 

impervious coverage and maintain, to the extent feasible, natural site drainage conditions. 
Drainage onto adjacent properties shall be restricted to pre-project levels minus any 
runoff from the area to be developed. 

 
Policy S-17 The City shall require projects to allocate land as necessary for the purpose of retaining 

flows and/or for the incorporation of mitigation measures for water quality and supply 
impacts related to urban runoff.  

 
Policy S-19 Engineered drainage plans shall be required for all development projects. Engineered 

drainage plans shall incorporate a collection and treatment system for stormwater runoff 
consistent with applicable federal and state laws. 

 
Environmental Impact Report on the Soledad General Plan. The General Plan EIR evaluated 
potential utilities and service systems impacts associated with the adoption and implementation of the 
Soledad General Plan, including future development within the project area.  This program-level EIR 
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focused on general impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan, rather than project-
specific impacts associated with individual development projects, such as the Miravale III Specific Plan 
project.  According to the General Plan EIR, the following utilities and service systems impacts were 
identified:  
 
 Buildout of the General Plan would require considerable expansion of wastewater infrastructure 

capacity for collection, treatment, and disposal. This impact was identified as significant unless 
mitigated. 

 
 Buildout of the General Plan would significantly increase the amount of biosolids generated by 

the wastewater treatment plan, which would impact the capacity of licensed disposal facilities. 
This impact was identified as adverse, but not significant.  

 
 Buildout would increase additional solid waste generation, which will adversely impact the 

capacity of landfills serving the City. This impact was considered significant unless mitigated.  
 
 Development accommodated under the General Plan would increase the demand for electricity 

and therefore additional distribution facilities. This was considered significant unavoidable 
impact.   

 
Soledad Municipal Code. 
 
The following discussion provides a general overview of applicable provisions of the City of Soledad 
Municipal Code, in addition to associated Ordinances and City Council Resolutions, as they pertain to the 
construction of recycled water infrastructure and development impact fees for various public facilities. 
This information is intended to provide a contextual background of various City requirements pertaining 
to the payment of public facilities impact fees, as well as infrastructure requirements identified in the 
City’s Municipal Code. Moreover, as discussed below, the City of Soledad annually updates the various 
development impact fees to reflect the percentage change in the construction index for San Francisco. As 
a result, the proposed project would be subject to the requirements of the adopted impact fee in effect at 
the time of building permit issuance.  
 
Chapter 13.11 – Recycled Water Service 
 
On June 6, 2007 the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 645, which amended the City of Soledad 
Municipal Code to include a new chapter, Chapter 13.11, governing the use of recycled water within the 
City’s service area. More specifically, as identified in Section 13.11.010, the general purpose of 
Ordinance No. 645 is to “establish procedures, specifications, and limitations for the safe use and 
operation of recycled water facilities and systems within the City's service area, and adopt rules and 
regulations controlling such use” in order to achieve conservation of potable water supplies. Development 
of all recycled water components associated with the proposed project would be required to adhere to the 
requirements set forth in this Ordinance in order to ensure that project infrastructure adheres to the 
standards and specifications of the City of Soledad.  
 
Ordinance No. 642 
 
On January 17, 2007 the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 642, which amended Chapter 14.06 of Title 
14 of the Soledad Municipal Code to incorporate Water Development Impact Fees (see Section 
14.06.111). The general purpose of Ordinance No. 640 was to identify impact fees to mitigate impacts to 
public facilities associated with new developments.  Pursuant to Section 14.06.111, the water 
development impact fees are required to be annually adjusted to reflect the annual percentage change in 
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the construction index for San Francisco as reported in the Engineering News-Record. In order to mitigate 
potential project-induced impacts to water facilities, the project applicant would be required to submit 
payment of impact fees consistent with the requirements of Ordinance No. 642 and the corresponding 
impact fee in effect at the time of building permit issuance. Since the proposed project is scheduled to be 
constructed over a duration of 20 years, the project would be subject to all impacts fees as amended that 
are in effect at the time of building permit issuance.  
 
Ordinance No. 640 
 
On December 6, 2006 the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 640, which amended Chapter 14.06 to 
Title 14 of the Soledad Municipal Code to incorporate Wastewater Development Impact Fees (see Section 
14.06.110). The general purpose of Ordinance No. 640 was to identify wastewater impact fees to mitigate 
impacts to public facilities associated with new developments.  Pursuant to Section 14.06.110, the 
wastewater development impact fees are required to be annually adjusted to reflect the annual percentage 
change in the construction index for San Francisco as reported in the Engineering News-Record. In order 
to mitigate potential project-induced impacts to wastewater facilities, the project applicant would be 
required to submit payment of impact fees consistent with the requirements of Ordinance No. 640 and the 
corresponding impact fee in effect at the time of building permit issuance.  
  
Miravale III Specific Plan 
 
 Sections 5.0 of the Miravale III Specific Plan identify goals and policies to ensure the adequate provision 
of public services. Applicable goals are summarized as follows: 

 Public Services and Facilities Goal PSF-1 states that project development should provide an 
efficient, self sustaining system of public facilities that accommodate the needs of project build-
out. 

 Goal PSF- 2 further states that project development should provide adequate and reliable services 
and utilities to area residents and business while ensuring that adequate maintenance of these 
facilities is provided. 

 
Relevant Project Characteristics 
 
The Miravale III Specific Plan and Vesting Tentative Map would result in the introduction of 
approximately 15,201 persons within the Specific Plan area, in addition to commercial uses, open space, 
and public facilities. Project infrastructure, including storm drainage mains, sanitary sewer lines, and 
water lines, would also be constructed to provide services to the project site.  
 
Thresholds of Significance  
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a project impact would be considered significant if the project 
would: 
 
 Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or require new or expanded entitlements. 
 
 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction or which could cause significant environmental effects. 
 
 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 

project, that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments. 

 
 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
 
 Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 

disposal needs. 
 
 Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
 
Impacts and Mitigation 

 
Water Supply 

 
Potable Water Supply and Distribution System 
 
The City of Soledad would provide domestic water service to the Miravale III project.  The 2005 UWMP, 
which includes a portion of the anticipated land uses for the proposed project, states that the City has 
sufficient water supply to accommodate the development of the proposed project, in addition to, full 
buildout of the City as envisioned under the 2005 General Plan. 
 
Senate Bills 610 (Water Code Section 10910 et seq.) and 221 (Government Code Section 66473.7), 
require the preparation of a water supply assessment in conjunction with project review under CEQA.  
The intent of SB 221 and 610 is to assure that certain new developments are provided with a reliable 
supply of water, and inform decision making regarding water supply implications of development. A 
Water Supply Assessment (WSA) has been prepared for this project by the City of Soledad and Byron 
Buck & Associates (August 2007). This EIR section supports the City’s fulfillment of its obligation to 
independently assess and publicly disclose potential water-supply-related impacts of the project under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15083.5, Water Code Section 10911(c), and Government Code Section 
66473.7.  The factual analysis in this EIR draws upon and discusses a range of water supply related 
information, including information developed by the City, the City of Soledad’s 2005 UWMP, and the 
WSA for this project.  The WSA for the project is included as part of this EIR (as required by SB 610) 
and is attached as Appendix K. 
 
Table 4.14-3 shows the projected average annual water demand from the proposed project as determined 
in the WSA. This assessment applied accepted water use factors and assumed the use of low flow 
plumbing devices and other water conservation measures. As identified in Table 4.14-3, project 
development would result in an annual water demand of approximately 2,521.21 AFY. Net consumptive 
demand after factoring the use of recycled water is estimated as approximately 1,566.3 AFY. Taking into 
account historical land uses (i.e. agricultural) on the project site, development of the proposed project 
would result in an overall net reduction in groundwater extraction by 501.2 AFY. Actual water demands, 
however, would vary depending on the ultimate mix of specific uses, water use behavior, and landscape 
development/maintenance practices. In any given year, consumption is expected to vary depending on 
weather and precipitation. However, as identified in the WSA, the City of Soledad has sufficient water 
available to accommodate project generated demand during normal, single dry and multiple dry years. 
Payment of water impact fees as required by the City further insure that project-related impacts are 
considered less-than-significant. Therefore, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
on water supply and services. 



  4.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

DD&A 4.14-12 Miravale III Project 
October 2008  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

Table 4.14-3 
Miravale III Annual Water Demand 

Annual Water Demand  Demand 
Residential Uses 

  

No. 
Units 

  Factor AF/Y Unit AF/YR 
Large Lot Single Family  80 0.9 72.0 
Standard Lot Single Family  1390 0.6 834.0 
Duplex, small lots 116 0.25 29.0 
Townhome/Apt. and Senior Units  2614 0.25 653.5 

total 4200 subtotal 1588.50 
            

Non-Residential 
No. 

Acres 
Annual Water Demand 

(AF/Acre)    
    
Village and Gateway Commercial 33.22 2.91 96.67 
Institutional (4) 9.71 2.95 28.64 
Elementary Schools  20 3.87 77.40 
Middle School 19 4.0 76.00 
Hotel, 120 Rooms     (.0.27 AF/Unit) 32.4 
      subtotal 311.11 

Open Spaces          
Golf Course(1)  144.87 3.75 543.26 
Practice Driving Range (1)  12.62 3.75 47.33 
Golf Pond  3.13 3.0 9.39 
Developed Park(1)(2)  1.61 3.75 5.13 
Upland Park  (6) 75.77 2.5 18.94 
Agricultural 1 3.85 1.54 
Urban Reserve (7) 84.8 0.00 0.00 
      subtotal 625.59 
            

      
Total Annual Gross 
Demands AF/Yr  2525.21 

            
Wastewater Produced for Recycling in AF/Yr  

Residential Return Flows        865.17 
Non-Residential Return Flows        93.33 
      subtotal 958.50 
          

 Recycled Water Demands  
SF Home Front Yard Irrigation  15% gross demand 135.90 
Golf Course     90% gross demand 488.94 
Golf Course Driving Range       90% gross demand 42.59 
Golf Course Pond (100% recycled)      100% gross demand 8.45 
Developed Park       90% gross demand 5.13 
Upland Park       100% gross demand 18.94 
Elementary School Playfields  8 acres 30.00 
Middle School Playfields  7 acres 26.25 
Ag Buffer  1 acre 3.75 
Roadway landscaping  10% of 122 acres of 30.53 
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Table 4.14-3 
Miravale III Annual Water Demand 

Annual Water Demand  Demand 
Residential Uses 

  

No. 
Units 

  Factor AF/Y Unit AF/YR 
roadways 

      subtotal 756.20 
Net Recycled Water Available Due to Project 

         202.30 
Net Consumptive Demand on Groundwater 

    
       1566.70 

Historical Irrigated Agricultural Uses (746 out of 922 acres)     
Row Crops Annual Groundwater Demand (3)        2067.9 
Net Demand Change (reduction) on Aquifer        (501.2) 
            
(1) 3.0 ETO @80% efficiency           
(2) 85% irrigated, 15% hardscape           
(3) 10% unirrigated roads, access; net of deep percolation and 
20% annual fallowing at 3.85 ETO    
(4) Police/Fire, golf maint., recycled water plant and church 
site    
(5) 40% landscape    
(6) 10% buffer area irrigated only, drought tolerant landscape    
(7) no change in land use    
   Source: Byron Buck & Associates, WSA and Written Verification of Supply, August 2007  
 
Recycled Water Distribution and Storage 
 
As identified in the WSA prepared for the project, in addition to the City’s Urban Water Master Plan, a 
substantial portion of recycled water would be used to provide irrigation of the golf course and driving 
range, parks, landscaped parkways, trail areas, front yards, and other landscaped areas within the project 
site. The recycled water system for the project site would be distributed through a system of 12-inch 
“purple” pipes (as required for recycled water under Title 22).  Mains would be extended to enable access 
to recycled water at most areas of the site where it can be used for irrigation of the public open 
space/parks.   
 
The use of recycled water for irrigation purposes would substantially lessen the extent of water demand 
associated with project development. Installation of project infrastructure would not result in any 
additional environmental impacts beyond those identified in other sections of this EIR. This represents a 
less-than-significant impact. 
 

Water System 
 
According to the City of Soledad Water Master Plan prepared by Schaaf and Wheeler, the existing City 
operated water distribution system requires a number of improvements to address current system 
deficiencies. These improvements have been identified as necessary in order to meet existing system 
demands. Moreover, buildout of “Near Future Development,” which was identified as Miravale III, would 
necessitate a number of infrastructure improvements to ensure that project generated demands were 
accommodated. In addition to requiring current improvements, the existing system would need to be 
extended to provide water services to the project area. As such, additional on-site infrastructure 
improvements would be warranted.  Moreover, development of the proposed project would result in the 
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introduction of new residences and commercial uses outside of the two existing pressure zones previously 
described above. In order to accommodate the Miravale III project a new pressure zone, Zone C, would 
be necessary to accommodate development outside of the existing pressure zones. 
 
As proposed, the project would allow the development of 4,200 units, in addition to, commercial and 
public uses. Based on the assumed buildout of 3,000 units, the Soledad Water Master Plan determined 
that the existing water distribution system would be insufficient to meet maximum day demand and at 
least two additional wells would need to be drilled, permitted, and connected to the existing system. 
Additionally, new and/or upgraded booster pump stations would also be warranted in Zone B and the new 
pressure zone, “Zone C.” Additional storage tanks would also be necessary to accommodate project 
development. Preliminary estimates identified in the Soledad Water Master Plan determined that a 1.2 
million gallon tank in Zone B would be necessary. A conceptual water distribution map is presented in 
Figure 4.14-3.  
 
The final design, sizing, and location of system infrastructure would be determined by the City in order to 
ensure that adequate infrastructure would be provided to meet project demand. Project development 
would, therefore, require the construction of a number of improvements to expand City services to the 
project area. The installation of project infrastructure would not result in any new environmental impacts 
beyond those identified in other sections of this EIR. Furthermore, the City requires applicants to pay all 
costs associated with extending water mains to provide water service and fire fighting flows to and 
through the project site. In addition, the applicant would be required to pay impact fees. Implementation 
of the following mitigation measures would not result in any new environmental impact beyond those 
identified elsewhere in this EIR. 
 
Impact Development of the proposed project would require or result in the construction of 

new water and recycled water facilities and the expansion of existing facilities. 
Project development would also require the construction of additional distribution 
and storage systems, transmission mains and improvements. Potential significant 
environmental effects could be realized through construction of the facilities if not 
planned and constructed consistent with Citywide infrastructure improvement 
plans. This would represent a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

 
4.14-1 Design and construct the water supply and distribution system for the project that is integrated 

with the City’s water distribution system and consistent with the Urban Water Management Plan 
and the City’s 2005 Water Master Plan. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the project 
applicant shall submit detailed design-level infrastructure plans in accordance with this measure, 
subject to the review and approval of the City of Soledad Director of Public Works.  

 
4.14-2 All water and recycled water facilities and infrastructure shall be designed with sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the project and be required to adhere to all applicable City standards in 
terms of infrastructure sizing, design and construction. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the project applicant shall submit detailed design-level infrastructure plans in accordance 
with this measure, subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works.   
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Source: RRM Design Group, 2007

Conceptual Water Distribution System 4.14-3
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4.14-3 All water and recycled water pipelines shall be placed underground and in the utilities right-of-

way and constructed to comply with all applicable state and local standards. Prior to the issuance 
of any building permit, the project applicant shall submit detailed design-level infrastructure 
plans in accordance with this measure, subject to the review and approval of the City of Soledad 
Director of Public Works. 

 
4.14-4 The project shall be required to construct new infrastructure that is of adequate capacity to serve 

the project’s projected water and fire flow demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the project applicant shall submit 
detailed design-level infrastructure plans in accordance with this measure, subject to the approval 
of the Director of Public Works. 

 
Provided that the applicant makes all water system capacity improvements as required by the City’s 
Public Works Department, project impacts on the City’s water system would be mitigated. The proposed 
project would not result in any potentially significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level through implementation of standard conditions of approval and mitigation measures 
identified above. No additional mitigation measures are required.  This represents a less-than-
significant impact.  
 

Wastewater 
 
The City of Soledad would be responsible for providing sanitary sewer services within the project area 
and the existing collection system would be extended to provide services to the project site. New 
wastewater infrastructure (i.e. distribution lines, treatment facility, etc.) would need to be constructed in 
order to provide services to the project area. According to the City’s Long-Term Wastewater 
Management Plan, the City’s total permitted wastewater treatment and disposal capacity is 4.1 mgd and 
the existing infrastructure would need to be expanded in order to support projected growth. Currently, the 
City is in the process of expanding its existing treatment capacity to 5.5. mgd with a 4.3 mgd disposal 
capacity (Clifton Price, personal communication, August 2007). In other words, the City’s existing 
treatment capacity would be expanded to 6,160 AFY with approximately 4,816 AFY of disposal capacity.  
 
Based on the anticipated population of the proposed project and using a wastewater generation rate of 
67.5 gpd per person, the proposed project would generate a total of 1.02 mgd of domestic wastewater with 
an additional 0.08 mgd of commercial flow or a total of approximately 1,232 AFY of residential and non-
residential wastewater. Preliminary estimates by the City indicate that projected wastewater generation 
may be as high as 1.5 mgd or 1,680 AFY. The wastewater generation for the Specific Plan area is greater 
than that projected in the City’s LTWMP due to the difference between the assumed land uses in the 
LTWMP and the proposed land uses associated with the Miravale III Specific Plan. More specifically, it 
was originally assumed that buildout of the project site would result in the construction of 2,890 
residential units and commercial uses with a projected wastewater flow of 1.0 mgd or 1,120 AFY. Due to 
an increase in the number of units, projected wastewater flow is now approximately 1.5 mgd or 1,680 
AFY.  
 
Based on the preceding analysis, existing treatment capacity is inadequate to accommodate project 
generated wastewater. Therefore, project buildout would result in an increased generation of wastewater 
that would cause a need for additional wastewater collection and treatment capacity, including new or 
expanded facilities. This represents a potentially significant impact. In order to accommodate projected 
wastewater, a recycled water facility is being planned in the southwest corner of the Specific Plan area as 
part of the proposed project. All project generated wastewater would be treated at this facility and 
subsequently used as recycled water for irrigation purposes. According to the City of Soledad, initial 
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treatment capacity at this facility would be able to accommodate an estimated 1.0 mgd or 1,120 AFY. Full 
buildout of the project site would, however, exceed the initial treatment capacity at this facility. While the 
initial capacity is inadequate to support full buildout of the project site, the City has indicated that the 
facility would be expanded to accommodate a total treatment capacity of over 2.0 mgd or 2,240 AFY. 
Project impacts can be further reduced to a less-than-significant impact through the incorporation of the 
following mitigation measures identified below. Implementation of the following mitigation measures 
would not result in any new environmental impact beyond those identified elsewhere in this EIR. 
 
Impact Development of the proposed project would potentially exceed existing and planned 

wastewater treatment capacity. This would represent a potentially significant impact 
that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the 
following mitigation measures. 

 
Mitigation 
 
4.14-5 In order to ensure that the proposed wastewater treatment system is consistent with the applicable 

requirements of the Soledad Urban Water Management Plan, Long-Term Wastewater 
Management Plan, and Chapter 13.11 Recycled Water Service, the project applicant shall submit 
detailed design-level plans in accordance with these requirements, prior to the issuance of any 
building and/or grading permit, subject to the review and approval of the City of Soledad Public 
Works Director.  

 
4.14-6 Prior to the approval of the first final map within the Specific Plan area, all required permits for 

the on-site recycled water facility, including, but not limited to, a Waste Discharge Permit from 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and approval of the system design, shall be obtained. 
The project applicant shall submit written evidence to the City of Soledad documenting 
compliance with this measure.  

 
4.14-7 In order to ensure that adequate wastewater treatment is available to accommodate each phase of 

project development, the treatment capacity for the on-site recycled water facility shall be 
increased to accommodate each phase of the project prior to the final approval of the first 
building permit or occupancy permit for each of the respective project phases as appropriate. 
Subject to the review and approval of the Director of Public Works, excess treatment capacity 
shall be added to the plant and disposal facilities, as needed, for each phase of the project, to 
accommodate future increases in wastewater flow rates, based on estimates of future 
development. In addition, flows shall be metered and records of the flows shall be provided to the 
RWQCB for review and approval. No building permits shall be issuance unless sufficient 
capacity exists to accommodate additional phases of development.  

 
4.14-8 Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant/developer shall submit payment of the 

current City Development Impact Fee for each type of development in accordance with the 
adjusted impact fee in effect at the time of building permit issuance. Additionally, the 
applicant/developer shall submit payment of all fees necessary to fund the construction of the 
expansion of the treatment plant located within the project site, as required by the City of 
Soledad. All fees shall be subject to the review and approval of the Director of Public Works.  

 
The Miravale III Specific Plan and Vesting Tentative Map have developed a preliminary onsite sanitary 
sewer plan that addresses the development of the Specific Plan area, as well as its relationship to the 
existing sewer system. This plan analyzes the sewer system for the Plan area and establishes policies that 
will help to facilitate the design and construction of a system that would meet the needs of the public. 
Sanitary sewer lines will be located within the proposed street right-of-ways, and connect to the existing 
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sanitary sewer lines that serve the City. A conceptual layout of the wastewater plan is presented in Figure 
4.14-4. 
 
The City Public Works Director has stated that all wastewater mains must be designed consistent with the 
requirements set forth by City. All wastewater pipelines would be placed underground and in the utilities 
right-of-way.  The project would be required to construct new infrastructure that is of adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the wastewater provider’s existing commitments 
(Cliff Price, City of Soledad, personal communication, July 2007). Implementation of the following 
mitigation measures would not result in any new environmental impact beyond those identified elsewhere 
in this EIR. 
 
Impact Development of the proposed project would require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment facilities and expansion of existing facilities, 
including the construction of water and wastewater facilities, transmission mains 
and improvements which could cause significant environmental effects through 
construction of the facilities if not planned and constructed consistent with Citywide 
infrastructure improvement plans. This would represent a potentially significant 
impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the 
following mitigation measures. 

 
4.14-9 All water and wastewater infrastructure shall be designed with sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the project and be required to adhere to all applicable City standards in terms of 
infrastructure sizing, design and construction. Prior to the issuance of any building and/or grading 
plan, the project applicant shall submit detailed evidence, including but not limited to design-
level infrastructure plans, consistent with the requirements of this mitigation, subject to the 
approval of the Director of Public Works.   

 
4.14-10 All wastewater pipelines shall be placed underground and in the utilities right-of-way. Prior to the 

issuance of any building permit, the project applicant shall submit detailed design-level 
infrastructure plans in accordance with this measure, subject to the review and approval of the 
City of Soledad Director of Public Works. 

 
4.14-11 The project would be required to construct new infrastructure that is of adequate capacity to serve 

the project’s projected demand in addition to the wastewater provider’s existing commitments. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the project applicant shall submit detailed design-
level documentation, in addition to written documentation from the City of Soledad, documenting 
that design-level plans are in accordance with City standards, as well as documenting that the 
City has sufficient capacity to accommodate project demands in addition to existing 
commitments, subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works. 

 
Construction of wastewater infrastructure has the potential to result in physical environmental impacts 
such as noise dust, water quality, and potential biological impacts.  These issues are addressed within 
their respective section of this EIR. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant 
impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through implementation of standard 
conditions of approval and mitigation identified elsewhere in this EIR. No additional mitigation measures 
are required. This would represent a less-than-significant impact. 
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Conceptual Wastewater Distribution System 4.14-4



  4.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

DD&A 4.14-20 Miravale III Project 
October 2008  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Solid Waste 
 

Change in solid waste streams generally results from population growth, successful diversion efforts, and 
substantial fluctuations in demolition and construction activities. The project would result in a population 
increase as well as new construction activities. As a result, it would increase solid waste generation that 
could adversely affect local facilities that process or store solid waste. 
 
The project would generate solid waste related to project operations. The solid waste generation rate of 
5.4 pounds per person per day is a target rate mandated by the Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) 
and assumes that solid waste reduction and recycling program would be implemented. According to the 
Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA), solid waste generation for each of the six jurisdictions 
averages approximately 5.0 pounds per capita per resident per day (Jorge Gamboa, SVSWA, personal 
communication, August 2007). Based on a solid waste generation rate of 5.0 pounds per person per day, 
upon buildout, the project would generate about 76,005 pounds of solid waste per day, or 13,870 tons per 
year. According to SVSWA, project generated solid waste would be disposed of primarily at the Johnson 
Canyon facility, which is permitted to receive 300 tons of solid waste per day. In 2000, the facility 
received an average of 132 tons of solid waste per day from six jurisdictions. Development of the 
proposed project would contribute an additional 38 tons of solid waste per day.  
 
The Johnson Canyon landfill has adequate capacity to serve its present service area, including the 
development of the proposed project site. Moreover, the SVSWA is currently in the process of expanding 
the capacity of several of its existing facilities, including the Johnson Canyon landfill, which would 
provide adequate disposal capacity for 70 years. The project’s solid waste generation of 13,870 tons per 
year represents an incremental increase in the yearly receipt of solid waste by the Johnson Canyon facility 
that can be accommodated by existing landfill facilities (Jose Gamboa, SVSWA, personal 
communication, August 2007). Further, current efforts to expand capacity would ensure that solid waste 
generated by the proposed development would be accommodated within existing facilities. As such, no 
new facilities would need to be constructed in order to accommodate project generated solid waste. 
Although project-generated solid waste would be accommodated in an existing disposal facility with 
adequate capacity, project construction would result in significant construction-generated waste. The 
SVSWA has identified the following mitigation measure as necessary, in order to reduce project 
construction impacts.  Implementation of the following mitigation measure would not result in any new 
environmental impact beyond those identified elsewhere in this EIR. 
 
Impact Project construction would result in significant construction-generated waste. The 

following mitigation has been identified by the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority  
to ensure that all construction-generated waste is recycled to the greatest extent 
feasible in order to minimize impacts to existing facilities within their jurisdiction. 
This would represent a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

 
Mitigation 
 
4.14-12 Prior to the commencement of construction related activities, the applicant/developer shall 

prepare and submit a Construction and Demolition Diversion Plan consistent with the 
requirements of the City’s adopted Diversion Plan Ordinance, subject to the review and approval 
of the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority and the City of Soledad. This plan shall identify on-
going implementation measures for the diversion and separation of construction waste to ensure 
that all construction-generated solid waste is recycled to the greatest extent possible.    
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 Energy 
 
The project site would be constructed with a variety of commercial, residential, and hospitality-oriented 
uses that would increase demands on electricity and natural gas supplies. In addition, the proposed project 
also entails the development of a number of public facilities, including several school sites, a police/fire 
substation, as well as various parks. Development of the proposed project would result in both direct and 
indirect energy consumption. Indirect energy consumption includes 1) energy consumed by construction 
vehicles and energy used for construction materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes and 
manufactured or processed materials such as lumber and metal, and 2) energy consumption related to 
project land uses (i.e. vehicular traffic). At this time information regarding the type and quantity of 
building materials is not known. Therefore, only direct energy consumption associated with project 
operation is considered for this analysis. Anticipated operational energy demand is presented in Table 
4.13-4 and 4.13-5 below. Please note that energy and natural gas estimations do not include estimates for 
institutional uses, such as schools and other public facilities, due to the fact the size of these facilities is 
currently unknown. Nevertheless, potential energy demands associated with these facilities would not 
result in the wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy.  Although development of the 
proposed project would result in indirect energy consumption as a result of project construction and 
operation, these additional demands are not anticipated to result in the need for new facilities such that an 
adverse environmental impact would occur. PG&E is currently in the process of updating an existing 
substation and has indicated that this facility, upon completion of the upgrades, would have sufficient 
capacity to meet project generated demands.   
 

 
According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), total energy consumption in California in 2005 
was approximately 272,464 M kWh.1 Monterey County’s average energy consumption in 2005 was 

                                                           
1 Please note that “M” refers to the International System of Units prefix representing “mega,” which denotes one 
million units or 106. 

Table 4.13-4 Anticipated Annual 
Energy Demand 

Use 
Proposed 
Dwelling 

Units 

Proposed 
Floor Area 

(sq. ft.) 

Demand Factor 
(kiloWatt hour per 

du/sq)1 

Approximate 
Energy Demand 

(kiloWatt 
hour/year) 

Commercial/Retail/Restaurant N/A 275,000 13.55 3,726,250 

Single Family Residential 1,470 N/A 6,081 8,939,070 

Residential - Multifamily 2,230 N/A 6,081 13,560,630 

Senior Unit 500 N/A 6,081 3,040,500 

Hotel 120 N/A 6,081 729,720 

Golf Clubhouse N/A 15,000 13.55 203,250 

Total: 30,199,420 kWh 
Source Estimations:  Please note that these are rough estimates. Actual energy demand will likely vary depending on 
commercial uses and other factors. Estimates obtained from Energy Information Administration, California Energy 
Commission, and SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993.  
1). Estimates obtained from the Energy Information Administration. Demand factors are provided according to the 
type of use. Each demand factor either corresponds with total square footage or dwelling units.  
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approximately 2,539 M kWh. As identified in Table 4.13-4, development of the proposed project would 
generate additional demands for energy consumption on the project-site beyond pre-project conditions. 
Specifically, the proposed project would demand approximately 30.2M kWh. (Note: the figures contained 
in Table 4.13-4 were converted from kWh to M kWh for consistency.) The additional demands associated 
with the operation of the proposed project would result in an incremental, albeit insignificant, increase in 
the demand for electricity consumption. Although the incremental increase in energy demand is relatively 
insignificant in comparison to energy usage within Monterey County, additional infrastructure would be 
necessary to provide services to the project site. As identified by PG&E, the capacity of an existing 
substation would need to be expanded to serve projected demands associated with the proposed project. 
PG&E has indicated that these improvements would be able to accommodate project demands.  
 

 
According to the CEC, total natural gas consumption in California in 2005 was approximately 2,092 T 
Btu per year.2 At the time of report preparation, data regarding Monterey County’s average natural gas 
consumption was not readily available. As identified in Table 4.13-5 below project demands would be 
approximately 0.000094 T Btu per year. (Note: the projected natural gas demand figures contained in 
Table 4.13-6 were converted from K Btu to T Btu for consistency.) The additional demands associated 
with the operation of the proposed project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for 
natural gas. Although project generated demands would result in an insignificant increase in natural gas 
consumption, services would need to be extended to the project site in order to meet project demands.   
 
As identified above, the project site would be constructed with a variety of residential and commercial 
uses, increasing demands on electricity and natural gas supplies.  It is anticipated that PG&E would 
extend their services to the project area under a franchise agreement with the City.  According to PG&E, 
the project would not result in any adverse effects on their services, and PG&E has the capacity to 
provide electric service to the project (Jose Rios, PG&E, personal communication, August 2007).  
                                                           
2 Please note that “T” refers to the International System of Units prefix representing “tera,” which represents one 
trillion units or 1012. 

Table 4.13-5 Anticipated Annual 
Natural Gas Demand 

Use 
Proposed 
Dwelling 

Units 

Proposed 
Floor Area 

(sq. ft.) 

Demand Factor 
(kBtu/unit of 

measurement per 
du/sq. ft.) 1 

Gas Demand 
(kBtu/unit 

measurement /year) 

Commercial/Retail/Restaurant N/A 275,000 5.17 1,421,750 

Single Family Residential 1,470 N/A 45,900 67,473,000 

Residential - Multifamily 2,230 N/A 45,900 1,023,57,000 
Senior  Unit 500 N/A 45,900 22,950,000 

Hotel 120 N/A 45,900 5,508,000 

Golf Clubhouse N/A 15,000 5.17 77,550 

Total: 97,430,300 kBtu 
Source Estimations: Estimates obtained from the Energy Information Administration & US Environmental Protection 
Agency. Please note that these are rough estimates of potential natural gas demand associated with the proposed project. 
Actual demand will likely vary depending on commercial uses and other factors. 
1). Demand factors are provided according to the type of use. Each demand factor either corresponds with total square 
footage or dwelling units.  
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Existing PG&E-operated gas mains and electrical distribution systems would be extended and new 
distribution mains installed in a new joint trench adjacent to roadways. In addition, the expansion of 
existing gas and electrical transmission facilities outside of the project site may be required.  The need for 
these improvements will be determined by PG&E. More specifically, PG&E has indicated that they are 
currently in the process of upgrading an existing substation within the northern portion of Soledad to 
ensure that adequate facilities are provided to meet project generated demands, in addition to, full 
buildout of the General Plan (Jose Rios, PG&E, personal communication, August 2007).  As a result, the 
project would be adequately served by PG&E.   
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(c) identifies that energy conservation measures, in addition to 
mitigation measures intended on reducing energy consumption, should be identified within the context of 
an EIR. In order to ensure that project impacts related to increased energy consumption are minimized to 
the extent feasible, the Specific Plan contains policies to reduce energy consumption. In addition, the City 
of Soledad implements Title 24 requirements as part of their building code to ensure that energy 
conservation measures are incorporated into project design. While adherence to existing City 
requirements related to Title 24 compliance would generally reduce project-induced impacts, the 
increased energy consumption, albeit relatively insignificant from a regional perspective, would still 
result in the permanent commitment of a non-renewable resource. Development of the proposed project, 
however, would not result in the wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy. Policies 
are incorporated into the Specific Plan to minimize the wasteful use of energy and ensure that planning 
and building efforts are coordinated to maximize energy conservation. In addition, the implementation of 
additional project-specific mitigation would also ensure that energy use is minimized to the greatest 
extent feasible and thereby ensure that project-impacts would be considered less-than-significant.   
 
Increased demand for energy and natural gas would also result in additional greenhouse gas emissions as 
identified in sections 4.3 Air Quality and 5.0 CEQA Considerations. While project-induced impacts 
associated with greenhouse gas emissions are addressed elsewhere in this EIR, it is important to 
acknowledge the relationship between energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. According to 
the CEC, approximately 20% of greenhouse gas emissions are associated with the energy sector in 
California. As a result, increased energy demands associated with the construction and operation of the 
proposed project would contribute towards climate change. In order to ensure project impacts are 
minimized to the greatest extent feasible, mitigation is warranted. The following mitigation measure is 
necessary to reduce project demands for electricity and natural gas and is in addition to other mitigation 
measures identified elsewhere in this EIR to reduce energy consumption and thereby greenhouse gas 
emissions. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would not result in any new 
environmental impact beyond those previously identified in this EIR.  
 
Impact Development of the proposed project would increase demands for electricity and 

natural gas consumption. This would represent a potentially significant impact that 
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of the following 
mitigation measure.   

 
4.13-1 In order to prevent the wasteful use of energy, all new residential, commercial, and hospitality 

oriented structures shall incorporate the principles of passive solar design to the maximum extent 
feasible. Typical passive solar design principles may include the following; 1) large south-facing 
windows; 2) tile, brick, or other thermal mass material used in flooring or walls to absorb natural 
heat; 3) improved insulation; 4) building orientation that takes advantage of the sun, shade, and 
wind; and 5) energy efficient building materials. For new structures that are unable to incorporate 
these principles, the project applicant shall submit detailed evidence, such as site plans, landscape 
plans, and similar, to the City of Soledad Public Works Director demonstrating that there are no 
viable design alternatives to accommodate these principles. Prior to the issuance of each 
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individual building permit for new structures, the project applicant shall submit evidence, 
including but not limited to, site plans, proposed building materials, and landscape plans, to the 
City of Soledad Public Works Director for review and approval.  
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 5.0 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
5.1 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 
 
CEQA (Section 15126 (d)) requires that any growth inducing aspect of a project be addressed in an EIR.  
This discussion includes consideration of ways in which the project could directly or indirectly foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, in the surrounding area. 
Projects that would remove obstacles to population growth, such as a major public service or utility 
expansions, are also considered in this discussion. 
 
Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of little 
significance to the environment. Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be 
considered significant if it encourages growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is 
assumed in appropriate master plans, land use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies 
such as the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).  Significant growth impacts 
could also occur if the project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth beyond 
the levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies.  In general, growth inducement by a 
project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to 
provide needed public services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects 
the physical environment in some other way, such as through an increase in traffic congestion or 
deterioration of air quality.  In addition, the removal of constraints to growth, such as the extension of 
services or infrastructure into an area, can be considered growth-inducing.  
 
Soledad’s existing population (2007) is 28,361.  The project would increase population in the area 
through the development of 1,470 single family units and 2,730 multi-family units for a total of 4,200 
residential units. Based on assumptions for persons per housing type identified in Section 4.11 
Population and Housing, the 4,200 new units proposed by the project could result in an additional 
15,201 people.  This additional population represents about 54 percent of Soledad’s existing (2007) 
population. This growth in population would increase demands on existing community facilities, 
requiring construction of new facilities. The project site is located outside City limits, within an area 
planned for City expansion. The project would provide new infrastructure to the area, including 
extensions of water and sanitary sewer lines, as well as roadway improvements.      
 
Based on the above discussion, the project would result in a significant growth-inducing impact.  
 
  
5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to generate impacts that may be 
individually limited, but could be significant when taken together with other similar projects in the area 
(cumulative impacts).  As defined by Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact 
is an impact that is created as a result of the combination of the proposed project and related past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 
 
Approach 
 
This EIR uses the general plan approach and the project list approach for determining potential 
cumulative impacts. The geographic area considered in this general plan analysis includes the area within 
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the City of Soledad incorporated limits and general plan area, as defined in the City General Plan. The 
General Plan and General Plan EIR are incorporated by reference and available for review at the offices 
of the City of Soledad. The area covered by the General Plan is  referred to herein as the City’s planning 
area and includes the incorporated limits as well as “...any land outside its boundaries which in the 
planning agency’s judgment bears a relation to its planning” (Government Code Section 65300).  The 
City’s planning area is shown on Figure 4-9.1 and covers an area generally defined by the ridegline of the 
Gabilan Range to the east and the foothills of the coast range to the west, extending north past the Soledad 
prison, and to the south about mid-way between Soledad and Greenfield.  
 
City of Soledad General Plan and EIR. The cumulative and growth inducing impacts of continued 
development of the City of Soledad including the project site were evaluated by the City of Soledad 
General Plan EIR.  As noted in Table 5.2-1, below, the EIR concluded that buildout of the Plan area in 
forty or more years will have unavoidable adverse impacts related to the permanent loss of prime 
agricultural land, regional traffic, cumulative air quality, visual resources, biological resources, energy 
consumption, and water supply. However, potentially significant adverse impacts related to infrastructure, 
traffic, noise, and others, will be avoided by implementing the policies and programs recommended by 
the adopted General Plan.  Additionally,  the following impacts were found to be less-than-significant by 
the General Plan EIR.  
 
 Fire protection for industrial development  
 Energy consumption related to motor vehicle fuel 
 Traffic hazards 
 Demand for public transit 
 Increase of population in relation to consistency with the Clean Air Plan 
 Air quality impacts relative to CO hotspots 
 Impacts related to stationary noise sources and agricultural operations 
 Impacts to groundwater recharge 
 Impacts to the beneficial use of groundwater resources 
 Groundwater quality 
 Impacts relating to the movement of animal species across the Valley floor 
 Urbanization impacts (light, glare, and noise) on animal populations 
 The potential for urban development to hasten the cancellation of Land Conservation Act 

contracts 
 Visual impacts of construction storage 
 Jobs housing balance 

 
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to generate impacts that may be 
individually limited, but could be significant when taken together with other similar projects in the area 
(cumulative impacts). This EIR addresses the cumulative considerations of this development with the 
buildout considered in the Soledad General Plan DEIR. 
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Table 5.2-1 
Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  

 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

 
Class I Impacts -- Significant and unavoidable impacts. 

 
Public Services Impact PS-1:  Water demand associated 

with buildout of the draft Plan will 
contribute to the cumulative demand for 
water for domestic use from the Salinas 
Groundwater Basin. 

Policies S-1 though S-
40, HZ-9 through H-
11, 
Programs 5.11, 7.1 
through 7.9, 9.4 
through 9.7, 4.1 and 
4.2 

Significant and 
adverse. 

Energy Impact PS-14:  Development 
accommodated by the draft will increase the 
demand for electricity within the Plan area 
and the need for distribution facilities. 

Policy H-11, Program 
5.11 

Significant and 
adverse. 

Traffic and Circulation Impact T-1:  Buildout of the land uses 
recommended by the Draft General Plan 
will significantly increase traffic generation 
with a corresponding cumulative impact on 
the level of service of regional roadways, 
streets and intersections serving the City. 

Policies T-1 through 
T-37,  
Programs 5.1 through 
5.24 

Significant and 
adverse. 

Air Quality Impact AQ-2:  Motor vehicle trips 
associated with buildout of the draft Plan 
will contribute to a cumulative adverse 
impact on regional air quality. 

Policies T-1 through 
T-37,  C/OS-13 
through C/OS – 16 
Programs 5.2 through 
5.11, Programs 5.15, 
8.1 through 8.4 

Significant and 
adverse. 

Biological Resources Impact BIO-4: Development accommodated 
by the draft Plan will increase groundwater 
withdrawals, which has the potential to 
diminish in-stream flow along the Salinas 
River. 

Significant and 
adverse. 

 Impact BIO-7: The permanent loss of 3,500 
acres of foraging area for special status 
animal species would contribute to the 
cumulative loss of such areas within the 
Salinas Valley. 

Policies C/OS-7 
through C/OS-12; 
Policies C/OS-17 
through C/OS-21 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 
 Significant and 

adverse. 

Agricultural Resources Impact A-1: Development of land 
designated for urban development by the 
draft Plan, and the development of 
additional disposal ponds for the wastewater 
treatment plant, will result in the permanent 
conversion of about 3,500 acres of land 
classified Prime and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Significant and 
adverse. 
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Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

 Impact A-2:Development of additional 
rapid infiltration basins as recommended by 
the draft Wastewater Treatment and 
Disposal Master Plan will result in the 
permanent conversion of about 469 acres of 
land classified Prime and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance. This is considered an 
unavoidable and adverse project-specific 
and cumulative impact (Class I). 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Significant and 
adverse. 

Visual Resources Impact V-1 Development of the various 
land uses contemplated by the Draft Plan 
will alter the visual character and/or quality 
of the Plan area.   

Policies L-3, L-42 
through L-52; Policies 
C/OS-7 through C/OS-
9, C/OS-18 
Programs 8.7 through 
8.9 

Significant and 
adverse. 

 
Class II Impacts -- Significant impacts that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by recommended 
mitigation measures. 
 
Public Services Impact PS-3:  Buildout of the area 

designated for urban development will 
require the expansion and extension of 
water storage and distribution infrastructure 
to accommodate the level of development 
anticipated. 

Not significant 

Not significant. Impact PS-4:  The draft Plan designates 
some 2,750 acres for urban expansion 
beyond the area currently served by the 
City’s wastewater collection and treatment 
systems.  Serving this area will require 
considerable expansion of infrastructure 
capacity for collection, treatment and 
disposal. 

 

Impact PS-6:  Buildout of the City as 
contemplated by the draft Plan will increase 
the need for fire fighting personnel and 
equipment. 

Not significant 

Impacts PS-7: Buildout of the draft Plan 
will require additional fire protection 
facilities and equipment to maintain an 
acceptable response time. 

Not significant 

Impact PS-9:  Buildout of the City as 
contemplated by the draft Plan will increase 
the need for police protection personnel and 
equipment. 

Not significant 

 

Impact PS-10:  Buildout of the draft Plan 
will significantly increase the City’s 
population and the demand for parkland. 

Policies S-1 though S-
40, HZ-9 through H-
11, 
Programs 5.11, 7.1 
through 7.9, 9.4 
through 9.7, 4.1 and 
4.2 

Not significant 



5.0 CEQA Considerations 

DD&A 5.0-5 Miravale III Project 
October 2008  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

Impact PS-12: Buildout of the draft Plan 
will accommodate about 11,539 additional 
dwelling units which in turn are expected to 
generate additional school aged children.  
The number of new households and 
associated students will significantly 
increase the demand for school facilities. 

Not significant 

Impact PS-13:  Buildout of the draft Plan 
will result in the generation of additional 
solid waste which will adversely impact the 
capacity of landfills serving the City and 
surrounding cities. 

Not significant 

Traffic Impact T-2: Buildout of the land uses 
recommended by the Draft General Plan 
will adversely affect the operation and level 
of service of the two freeway interchanges 
serving the City. 

Policies T-1 through 
T-37,  
Programs 5.1 through 
5.24 

Not significant 

Noise Impact N-1: Noise associated with 
construction activities may adversely impact 
nearby noise-sensitive uses.   

Not significant 

 Impact N-2: Noise associated with motor 
vehicle traffic generated by the development 
of land uses accommodated by the draft 
Plan will increase, which may result in the 
exceedence of the standards described in 
Table V.4-1 adjacent to the roadway. 

Policies N-1 through 
N-5; 
Programs10.1 and 10.2 

Not significant 

Geologic Hazards Impacts GEO-1: A major earthquake on the 
San Andreas faults could produce ground 
accelerations of 0.15g to 0.7g within the 
Plan area, resulting in damage to structures 
and a potential safety hazard to occupants of 
such structures. 

Not significant 

Impact GEO-2: Portions of the Plan area 
may be subject to landslides and/or slope 
failure.   

Not significant 

Impact GEO-3: Development activities 
associated with the various land uses 
contemplated by the draft Plan have the 
potential to result in soil erosion. 

Not significant 

 

Impact GEO-4:  Construction and 
renovation activities associated with the 
Wastewater Master plan could result in 
erosion and sedimentation.   

Policies C/OS-7, 
C.OS-8, C/OS-9, HZ-5 
through 8; S-12 
through S-19; 
Program 9.2 

Not significant 

Flooding, Drainage and 
Water Quality 

Impact W-1 Buildout of the land uses 
designated by the draft Plan will increase 
the amount of impervious surfaces within 
the City’s Plan area, thereby increasing the 
volume and velocity of runoff, and the 
potential for erosion and sedimentation in 
the Salinas River and its tributaries. 

Policies S-12 through 
S-19; HZ-1 through 
HZ-4; 
Programs 9.1 and 9.2 

Not significant 
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Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

Impact W-2: Heavy metals and other 
hazardous materials washed from the 
surface of parking lots and roadways 
constructed within the Plan area could enter 
natural drainage courses such as the Salinas 
River during a rainstorm. 

Not significant 

Impact W-3: Construction activities could 
result in the release of oil, engine fuel and 
other toxic substances into the Salinas River 
or its tributaries, adversely affecting water 
quality. 

Not significant 

 

Impact W-4:  Buildout of the land uses 
designated by the draft Plan may expose 
people and property to the periodic effects 
of flooding. 

Not significant 

Biological Resources Impact BIO-1: Buildout of the Plan area 
with urban uses could result in the 
permanent conversion of 3,500 acres of 
agricultural land to urban use.  This land 
may provide suitable foraging habitat for 
certain special status animal species, and 
uncultivated areas could contain sensitive 
plant species. 

Not significant 

Impact BIO-2: Construction activities could 
result in a number of temporary impacts, 
including, but not limited to, disturbance of 
special status plant or animal species 
(nesting raptors, burrowing owls, etc.), 
increased erosion potential, and noise, 
particularly along the Salinas River and its 
tributaries, and the foothills. 

Not significant  

Impact BIO-3: Urban development in the 
planning area could adversely impact 
riparian habitat by increasing impervious 
surfaces, accelerating erosion and input of 
sediments and pollutants.   

Policies C/OS-7 
through C/OS-12; 
Policies C/OS-17 
through C/OS-21 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 

Agricultural Resources Impact A-3: The expansion of urban uses 
contemplated by the draft Plan will increase 
the potential for incompatibility between 
urban uses and agricultural operations. 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 

Visual Resources Impact V-3: Development of the various 
land uses accommodated by the draft Plan 
will result in additional sources of light and 
glare.  These new sources will be visible 
from adjoining areas and from the 101 
Freeway. 

Not significant 

 Impact V-4: New urban development could 
adversely affect the historic character of the 
City. 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 

Cultural Resources Impact C-1:  Development of the land uses 
contemplated by the draft Plan could 
unearth or disturb previously undiscovered 
resources of cultural or historic significance.  

Policies L-49, L-52, 
C/OS-23, C/OS-24, 
Programs 8.5, 8.9, 8.10 

Not significant 
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Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

 Impact C-2:  Development in accordance 
with the draft Plan could alter the historic 
character of the City. 

Not significant 

 
Class III Impacts -- Impacts that are adverse but not significant. 
 
Public Services Impact PS-2: The increased demand on 

groundwater resources required to serve 
buildout of the City’s Plan area could 
potentially reduce water levels in wells 
serving agricultural operations in the 
vicinity of the City.   
Impact PS-5:  Buildout of the draft Plan will 
significantly increase the amount of 
biosolids generated by the wastewater 
treatment plant which in turn will impact the 
capacity of licensed disposal facilities. 
Impact PS-8: The additional industrial 
development accommodated by the draft 
Plan may necessitate specialized fire 
fighting and hazardous materials equipment 
to maintain an acceptable level of fire 
protection. 

Not significant 

Impact PS-11:  Buildout of the draft Plan 
will significantly increase the City’s 
population and the demand for recreation 
programs. 

Not significant 

 

Impacts PS-15: Development of the land 
uses contemplated by the draft Plan will 
increase motor vehicle use with a 
corresponding increase in the consumption 
of motor vehicle fuels.   

Policies S-1 though S-
40, HZ-9 through H-
11, 
Programs 5.11, 7.1 
through 7.9, 9.4 
through 9.8, 4.1 and 
4.2 

Not significant 

Traffic Impact T-3: Buildout of the land uses 
recommended by the Draft General Plan 
could result in traffic hazards on city streets 
and intersections. 

Not significant 

Impact T-4:  Buildout of the land uses 
recommended by the Draft General Plan 
will significantly contribute to the demand 
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the 
City’s planning area. 

Not significant  

Impact T-5:  Buildout of the land uses 
recommended by the Draft General Plan 
will contribute to the demand for public 
transit serving the City’s planning area. 

Policies T-1 through 
T-37,  
Programs 5.1 through 
5.24 

Not significant 

Air Quality Impact AQ-1: The draft Plan accommodates 
a considerable increase in the City’s 
population over the next twenty or more 
years which may hamper efforts to achieve 
and maintain federal and state air quality 
standards. 

Policies T-1 through 
T-37,  C/OS-13 
through C/OS – 16 
Programs 5.2 through 
5.11, Programs 5.15, 

Not significant 
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Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

Impact AQ-3:  Buildout of the draft Plan 
will degrade the operation of intersections 
within the City’s Plan area which may lead 
to CO ‘hotspots’ where the state or federal 
standard may be violated. 

Not significant  

Impact AQ-4:  Expansion of the City’s 
wastewater treatment and disposal capacity 
as contemplated by the draft Wastewater 
Treatment and Disposal Master Plan could 
result in the generation of nuisance odors. 
 
 

8.1 through 8.4 
 

Not significant 

Noise Impact N-3: Buildout of land uses 
accommodated by the draft Plan will 
increase the exposure of people to new and 
existing stationary sources of noise. 

Not significant 

 Impact N-4: Noise from ongoing 
agricultural operations could periodically 
exceed the City’s noise standards for 
adjacent residences. 

Policies N-1 through 
N-5; 
Programs10.1 and 10.2 

Not significant 

Flooding, Drainage and 
Water Quality 

Impact W-5:  The increase in impervious 
surfaces could adversely affect groundwater 
recharge.   

Not significant 

Impact W-6: Improvements contemplated 
by the draft Wastewater Treatment and 
Discharge Master Plan and resulting 
treatment plant expansions could impair 
groundwater beneficial uses or quality. 

Not significant 

Impact W-7:  The proposed change in land 
use at the project area could affect regional 
groundwater quality. 

Not significant 

 

Impact W-8: Expanded infiltration basins 
could result in increased risk of surface 
water degradation to the Salinas River in the 
event of a spill. 

Policies S-12 through 
S-19; HZ-1 through 
HZ-4; 
Programs 9.1 and 9.2 

Not significant 

Biological Resources Impact BIO-5: The conversion of 
agricultural land to urban uses within the 
Plan area may restrict the east-west 
movement of animals from the hills to the 
west across the Salinas Valley.   

Not significant 

 Impact BIO-6: Buildout of the Plan area 
with urban uses will result in long-term 
indirect impacts associated with increased 
urbanization, including light, noise, pets, 
traffic, and other effects of increased human 
presence. 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 

Agricultural Resources Impact A-4: Development of land 
designated for urban development by the 
draft Plan may hasten the early cancellation 
of Land Conservation Act Contracts.   

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 
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Table 5.2-1 

Summary Of Impacts  in the 2005 City General Plan EIR  
 

Environmental 
Issue 

 
Impact 

 

Policy Response/ 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Residual 
EFFECT 

 

 Impact A-5: Development of infiltration 
basins could hasten the cancellation of LCA 
contracts on properties surrounding the 
wastewater treatment plant. 

Not significant 

Visual Resources Impact V-2:  Grading and construction 
activities and the storage of construction 
materials may be visible from public 
vantage points. 

Policies C/OS-1 
through C/OS-8 
Programs 8.7 and 8.8 

Not significant 

Housing and Population Impacts PH-1: Continued development of 
the City as contemplated by the draft Plan 
will result in considerable additional 
housing and population growth which in 
turn could affect the supply of affordable 
housing and the relationship between jobs 
and housing. 

Policies L-1 through 
L-20, L-43, H-1 
through H-12,  
Programs 2.1 through 
2.7; 4.1 through 4.23 

Not significant 

 
5.2A Viewshed 
  
Setting: The viewshed surrounding the City consists largely of agricultural fields with a backdrop of 
mountain ranges to the east and west.  The outward expansion of the City has established a firm visual 
edge between urban and rural uses. However, commercial and industrial businesses located along the 
Highway 101 right-of-way north of the City interrupt this established boundary.   The scenic variety of 
the City’s Plan area could hardly be considered ‘distinctive’ within the context of the Salinas Valley.  The 
fairly uniform rows of crops with the mountain ranges behind is the predominant visual experience when 
traveling through the Salinas Valley. 
 
When approaching the City from either the north or south on Highway 101, the most prominent view of 
the City is the commercial businesses along the east side of Front Street which form a nearly solid facade 
when viewed from the west.  The freeway interchanges serving the City are important visual gateways 
that provide visitors with their first impressions of the form and character of the community and its 
largely-agricultural setting. 
 
General Plan EIR:  The General Plan EIR evaluated potential aesthetic impacts associated with the 
adoption and implementation of the Soledad General Plan, including future development within the 
project area.  The General Plan EIR identified the following cumulative impacts:  
 
 Development of the various land uses contemplated in the General Plan would alter the visual 

character and/or quality of the area. This impact was identified as significant and unavoidable. 
 
 Temporary construction related impacts were identified due to buildout according to the General 

Plan. This impact was identified as adverse, but not significant. 
 
 Buildout of the General Plan would result in additional sources of light and glare, which would be 

visible from adjoining areas and from Highway 101. This impact was considered significant, 
unless mitigated. 
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Cumulative Impact: Implementation of the project in conjunction with cumulative projects associated 
with General Plan buildout would introduce substantial new development, decreased views of open space, 
and potential reduction of views of the Gabilan Mountain Range foothills.  The proposed Specific Plan 
adoption amends a key goal of the General Plan that will introduce substantial new development, 
including structures of various heights and densities, which would result in decreased views of open 
space, within that portion of the Gabilan Mountain Range foothills located within the project boundaries. 
Mitigation is presented in this EIR to reduce these impacts as much as feasible at the project level but this 
project impact remains significant and unavoidable. Similarly, the General Plan includes goals and 
policies intended to protect the visual character of the City and surrounding scenic resources. This EIR 
finds that the increased visibility and intensity of development would have a substantial adverse effect on 
a scenic vista.  The cumulative loss of natural open space and introduction of urban development would 
result in a significant unavoidable impact to the scenic vista.  Based on the above discussion, the 
cumulative impacts associated with loss of viewshed materials would be cumulatively considerable.  
 
Cumulative Mitigation:   Implementation of the policies and programs contained in the City General Plan 
(Table 5.2-1 above). 
 
 
5.2B Agricultural Resources 
 
Setting:  Conversion of agricultural land to urban uses continues to be a public policy issue in California.  
The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) has determined that approximately 828,445 
acres (approximately 1.8 percent of California’s landmass) were converted to urban and built uses 
between 2000–2002.  Of the total acres converted, 397,097 were formerly cropland and 172,857 were 
formerly grazing land. 

Monterey County cities and residential communities continue to grow and in recent years, agricultural 
land has been converted to residential and other non-agricultural uses. The single most important factor in 
the decline of agricultural acreage in Monterey County has been the rapid spread of urban development.  
In the South Monterey County area, significant development pressures have resulted in the conversion of 
agricultural land to urban uses.   
 
According to a study by the California Department of Conservation, conversions of farmland to urban 
uses adversely affect the efficiency of remaining farming operations in the area.  For example, 
agricultural production decreases as a result of increased air pollution, livestock predation by pets, crop 
diseases resulting from inadequate care of off-farm ornamental plants, restriction on pesticide use and 
burning, and requirements to set aside on-farm buffer zones.  Production costs increase because of rising 
land costs, water scarcity, theft and vandalism of farm equipment, crop pilferage, road congestion, and 
personal injury liability associated with farm trespass. 
 

Based on data from the FMMP for the years 2000 to 2004 (Table 5.2. 1), it would appear that the majority 
of residential and commercial development has occurred on prime farmlands (prime and important lands, 
combined).  However, the conversion of prime irrigated lands is not consistently related to the increases 
in urban land areas.  As an example, Table 5.2.2 shows that between 2000 and 2002, approximately 12.5 
percent of irrigated farmland loss was due to conversion to urban development.  During this period total 
irrigated agricultural acreage increased by 1,596 acres.  The additional prime land is largely attributable to 
the conversion of non-irrigated grazing and other lands.   
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Table 5.2.2 

Change in Monterey County Prime and Important Farmland Acreage 
Category Years Inventoried  Net Change (%) 

  1984 2000 2004 
1984-
2000 

2000-
2004 

Prime Farmland 176,779 169,255 169,368 -4.3 0.1 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 37,762 45,877 44,544 21.5 -2.9 

            
Prime Farmland Subtotal 214,541 215,132 213,912 0.2 -0.6 
      Acres 591 -1220 
           
Grazing Land  1,081,510 1,060,663 1,066,539 -1.9 0.6 
      Acres -20,847 5876 
      
Agricultural Land Subtotal 1,306,926 1,299,937 1,306,929 -0.5 0.5 
      Acres -6989 6992 
            
Urban and Built-Up Land 42,374 52,486 54,293 23.9 3.4 
 Acres 10,112 1807 

Source: California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 1994-
2000 
*Due to the incorporation of digital soil survey data (SSURGO) in 2000, acreages for farmland, grazing 
and other land categories may differ from those published in the 1998-2000 Farmland Conversion 
Report. 
 

 
 Table 5.2.3 

Change in Monterey County Irrigated Farmland Acreage Between 2000 and 2002 
Land converted to irrigated Land converted from irrigated 

Prime Statewide and 
Unique Total Urban Grazing Other Total 

1295 2953 4248 331 1461 860 2652 
 
 
The proposed project would incrementally contribute to this significant cumulative impact by converting 
approximately 760 acres of prime cropland to a non-agricultural use and is therefore considered 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
The draft County General Plan includes a policy where “... impacts to productive farmlands resulting 
from urban development shall be mitigated through the implementation of agricultural land conservation 
programs.  Mitigation shall be provided at a ratio of 1 acre conserved for each acre impacted. In lieu of 
conserving land through a conservation easement, another mitigation approach is payment of a fee based 
upon a one to one replacement for a farmland conservation easement or farmland deed restriction 
established by the Board of Supervisors by resolution or through an enforceable agreement with the 
developer.  The in lieu fee option must be approved by the Board of Supervisors.  The fee shall be equal 
to or greater than the value of a previous farmland conservation transaction in the planning area plus the 
estimated cost of legal, appraisal and other costs, including staff time, to acquire property for agricultural 
mitigation...”. 



5.0 CEQA Considerations 

DD&A 5.0-12 Miravale III Project 
October 2008  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

General Plan EIR:  The impact to agricultural lands due to the allowable development under the General 
Plan Land Use Element was identified as an unavoidable significant impact. 

Cumulative Impact: Implementation of the project in conjunction with cumulative projects associated 
with General Plan buildout would introduce substantial new development, decreased agricultural lands 
and open space, and potential conversion and early cancellation of Williamson Act parcels in the planning 
area of the City.  Due to the conversion of 3500 acres of state-identified prime agricultural land within the 
planning area of the City, the impacts from loss of agricultural lands due to development accommodated 
by the General Plan Land Use Element is considered an unavoidable significant impact. 

Cumulative Mitigation:  Currently there are no formal mitigation fee and/or conservation easement 
policies in place.  There are grant programs provided by the State’s Department of Conservation to assist 
in the acquisition of conservation easements and the Monterey County Agricultural and Historical 
Conservancy Inc. has successfully acquired easements in the Salinas Valley.   

Impact after Mitigation - No measures are available to fully mitigate the loss of prime agricultural 
land, therefore even after mitigation the impact will be significant and unavoidable.  This conclusion 
is consistent with the City of Soledad General Plan EIR, Agricultural Resources section for the eventual 
phased development of adjacent agricultural land.   

5.2C Geologic Hazards 
 
Setting:  The City of Soledad is located on the eastern side of the Salinas Valley. The Valley is bordered by 
the Santa Lucia mountain range to the west, and the Gabilan range to the east and is underlain by alluvial fill 
to an estimated depth of between 800 and 1,000 feet.  The composition of the fill is mainly unconsolidated 
or loosely consolidated sediments.  These sediments were derived through weathering and subsequent 
movement of this material from upland areas to the valley floor.  Most of the City of Soledad overlies recent 
alluvium although underlying geologic structure can vary considerably due to alternating layers of silt, sand, 
gravel, cobble, and occasional boulders that have been deposited over the alluvial fans in the valley.  Clay 
layers occur at irregular intervals and depths throughout the area (Soledad General Plan, 2005). The City of 
Soledad is located in a seismically active region.  The alluvial Salinas Valley is bordered both to the east and 
west by active or potentially active fault zones.   
 
General Plan EIR:  Potential geological and geotechnical hazards due to development accommodated by 
the Land Use Element were identified as potentially significant impacts which would be reduced to less- 
than-significant with implementation of policies and programs in the General Plan.  

Cumulative Impact: The San Andreas Fault lies some thirteen miles east of the City and has produced 
some of the largest earthquakes in California history.  A major seismic event associated with this fault could 
result in significant damage to structures and public infrastructure within the Plan area. The Plan area 
includes a portion of the foothills of the Gabilan Range which contain slopes of twenty percent and more. 
Portions of the Plan area may be subject to landslides and/or slope failure.  Development activities 
associated with the various land uses under cumulative development of the General Plan construction 
activities will involve grading, excavation, and fill, all of which will expose soils to wind, water and other 
eroding elements.     
 
Cumulative Mitigation:   Implementation of the policies and programs contained in the City General Plan 
(Table 5.2-1 above) will reduce the potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Based on 
the above,   cumulative impacts associated with geologic hazards would be less-than-significant. 
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5.2D Hydrology/Drainage    
 
Setting:  The project site is located north and northwest of the City of Soledad. The City is divided into 
nine drainage basins. Five of these lie entirely within the City limits, three are partially inside the City 
limits, and one lies entirely outside City boundaries. The Salinas River is located approximately 1.25 
miles to the south of the site and is the primary surface drainage feature that affects the area.   The City is 
located within the Salinas Valley groundwater Basin within the Forebay area. The Forebay area is 
characterized by gravels, sands, and clays of fluvial origin with minor, interfingering alluvial fan deposits 
occurring along the valley margins.  These sediments constitute an unconfined aquifer over 800 feet thick, 
although local occurrence of clay layers may create partially confined conditions in some areas.   
 
Recharge to groundwater occurs principally by 1) infiltration from the Salinas River, fed during the dry 
part of the year by water release from the Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs, 2) infiltration and 
underflow from tributary drainages around the basin and 3) return flows from agricultural irrigation and 
percolation of rainfall.  Groundwater flow in the valley is to the northwest, towards the mouth of the 
Salinas Valley.  However, pumping from large agricultural wells can have a significant local impact on 
groundwater gradient, and may locally induce cross valley groundwater flow.   
 
Soledad General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR evaluated potential hydrologic and drainage impacts 
associated with the buildout of the Soledad General Plan, including future development within the project 
area.  According to the General Plan EIR, the following potentially significant impacts were identified:  
 
 Buildout of the General Plan would increase the amount of impervious surfaces within the City’s 

Plan area, thereby increasing the volume and velocity of runoff, and the potential for erosion and 
sedimentation in the Salinas River and its tributaries. 

 
 Buildout of the General Plan would increase the amount of heavy metals and other hazardous 

materials washed from the surface of parking lots and roadways constructed within the Plan area 
that could enter natural drainage courses such as the Salinas River during a rainstorm. 

 
 Development and associated construction activities could result in the release of oil, engine fuel 

and other toxic substances into the Salinas River or its tributaries, adversely affecting water 
quality. 

 
 Buildout of the land uses designated by the General Plan have to potential to expose people and 

property to the periodic effects of flooding. 
 
 The increase in impervious surfaces resulting from General Plan buildout could adversely affect 

groundwater recharge.   
 
 Development and the proposed change in land use from buildout of the General Plan could affect 

regional groundwater quality. 
 
Impacts to water quality were determined to be significant if project implementation would not comply 
with surface water quality objectives established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
in Chapter 3 of the Water Quality Control Plan, Central Coast Region.   
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Additionally, the General Plan EIR concluded that water demand associated with buildout of the draft 
Plan will contribute to the cumulative demand for water for domestic use from the Salinas Groundwater 
Basin.   
 
The remaining impacts were considered to be less-than-significant with mitigation proposed as part of the 
General Plan. 
 
Cumulative Impact: Implementation of the project in conjunction with cumulative projects associated 
with General Plan buildout would introduce substantial new development. Cumulative development on 
undisturbed land within the watershed could increase the amount of impervious surfaces, thereby 
increasing runoff rates in the area. Future development of the project site as proposed by the Miravale III 
Specific Plan would include storm drain facilities not currently sized to be consistent with Storm Drain 
Master Plan requirements. However, with mitigation, the project’s storm drain facilities will be in 
accordance with all local and state regulations, and would not result in significant impacts to hydrology or 
flooding conditions.   
 
Cumulative development and increases in localized runoff could introduce urban pollutants into the 
drainage system and receiving water bodies, impacting water quality. The project proposes BMPs, as well 
as detention basins, to allow infiltration and remove heavy metals and other pollutants from storm water 
before it enters the groundwater.  The onsite drainage system with proposed mitigation in this EIR and 
BMP measures would avoid offsite, cumulative water quality impacts.   
 
The General Plan EIR concluded that water demand associated with buildout of the draft Plan will 
contribute to the cumulative demand for water for domestic use from the Salinas Groundwater Basin. The 
contribution of this project to incremental increase in demand is not considered cumulatively (as 
evidenced by the UWMP and WSA prepared for this project).    
 
Cumulative Mitigation:   Implementation of the policies and programs contained in the City General 
Plan (Table 5.2-1 above) and this EIR will reduce the potentially significant impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  The project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on hydrology and 
water quality.   
 
Based on the above discussion, the cumulative impacts associated with hydrology and water quality 
would be less-than-significant. 
 
5.2E Biological Resources 
 
Setting:  The majority of the lowland portion of the project site is currently in active agricultural 
production or fallow but typically dedicated to agricultural production.  Active and fallow agricultural 
areas represent appropriate foraging and dispersal habitat for a variety of wildlife species and limited 
habitat for special-status plant species.  The grassland portions of the site associated with the Gabilan 
foothills are relatively undeveloped and are not currently grazed; these areas provide valuable plant and 
wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity.   
 
General Plan EIR:  The General Plan EIR evaluated potential biological impacts associated with the 
adoption and implementation of the Soledad General Plan, including future development within the 
project area.  According to the General Plan EIR, the following impacts were identified as unavoidable 
and adverse:    
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 Development accommodated by the draft Plan will increase groundwater withdrawals, which has 
the potential to diminish in-stream flow along the Salinas River.   

 
 The permanent loss of 3,500 acres of foraging area for special status animal species would 

contribute to the cumulative loss of such areas within the Salinas Valley.   
 

Additionally, these impacts were considered significant unless mitigated:  
 
 Buildout of the Plan area with urban uses could result in the permanent conversion of 3,500 acres 

of agricultural land to urban use. This land may provide suitable foraging habitat for certain 
special status animal species, and uncultivated areas could contain sensitive plant species.    

 
 Construction activities could result in a number of temporary impacts, including, but not limited 

to, disturbance of special status plant or animal species (nesting raptors, burrowing owls, etc.), 
increased erosion potential, and noise, particularly along the Salinas River and its tributaries, and 
the foothills.   

 
 Urban development in the planning area could adversely impact riparian habitat by increasing 

impervious surfaces, accelerating erosion and input of sediments and pollutants.  
 
Cumulative Impact: Buildout according to the General Plan in addition to other cumulative 
developments would potentially result in significant cumulative level impacts to biological resources as a 
result of habitat loss, fragmentation, and isolation. More specifically, as identified in Section 4.4 
Biological Resources, the proposed project would result in several significant unavoidable impacts to a 
number of special status species, in addition to significant impacts due to habitat loss. Moreover, as 
identified in the General Plan EIR, the permanent loss of foraging habitat would result in a significant 
cumulative impact to biological resources. To the extent that mitigation has been incorporated into this 
EIR, project impacts, as well as cumulative impacts, would remain significant and unavoidable. This 
represents a significant cumulative level impact.  
 
Mitigation: Mitigation as proposed in the EIR and General Plan Policies identified in Table 5.2-1 above.  
 
 
5.2F Utilities/Public Services 
 
General Plan EIR:  The impacts to Utilities/Public Services due to development accommodated by the 
buildout of the General Plan was identified as a potentially significant impact but reduced to less-than-
significant with mitigation and planned improvements. 

Cumulative Impact: Buildout of the Plan area as contemplated by the General Plan will require the 
expansion and extension of public utilities and infrastructure.  Accordingly, policies and programs of the 
Plan recommend preparation of capital improvement plans to identify these improvements and funding, 
and require adequate capacity for services to be in place concurrently or in advance of such new 
development.   
 

Water: Buildout of the Plan area with urban land uses as contemplated by the draft Plan will 
result in a net increase in water extracted from the Forebay Sub-basin.  An estimate of future 
water demand under cumulative conditions for all land uses was prepared for the Soledad General 
Plan EIR.  Applying assigned demand factors to buildout yielded the following estimate of future 
demand under cumulative conditions: 
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Table 5.2-4 
Future Cumulative Water Demand 

 
Future 

Non-Prison 
Population 

Water 
Demand 
Factor 

Water Demand 
At Buildout 

(AFY)2 

57,273 
 
128 gallons per day 
per capita1 

8,233 

Current Demand (Urban plus Ag.) 7,756 
Increased Demand At Buildout  477 
Notes: 
1. Water demand from all land uses expressed as a per capita 

equivalent (Hanna and Brunetti Water Impact Fee Study, December, 
1999);  

2. Based on average daily demand 
3. Assumes buildout of the General Plan, 2005 projections  
4. Source: Table V.1-4: Future Water Demand At Buildout of the Draft 

Plan, GPEIR 
 
 

As Table 5.2-4 suggests, total water demand from the City’s Plan area will increase by about 477 
AFY at buildout with the uses contemplated by the adopted General Plan.  This will occur 
incrementally over time as more land is annexed to the City and converted from an agricultural to 
an urban use. It should be noted, however, that this estimate of future water demand makes no 
assumptions for savings associated with water conservation measures that will implemented in 
the future as required by State law. For example, new development will be required to incorporate 
water-conserving plumbing fixtures which will reduce future water use.  According to the 
General Plan EIR, with other more aggressive measures, such as the retrofitting of older toilets 
and showerheads with more water efficient fixtures, would reduce future demand to near or 
below current water demand for the Plan area.    

 
Table 5.2-5 from the 2005 General Plan compares present and future water demand with 
identified withdrawals from the Forebay Sub-basin.  The General Plan EIR concluded that water 
demand associated with buildout of the draft Plan will contribute to the cumulative demand for 
water for domestic use from the Salinas Groundwater Basin.  As identified in the General Plan 
EIR, withdrawals from the Forebay sub-basin attributable to buildout of the draft Plan will 
increase by about 0.3 percent over 2004 demand.  The contribution of this project to 
incremental increase in demand is not considered significant in comparison to withdrawal 
in the Forebay Sub-Basin.  
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Table 5.2-5 
Comparison of Present and Future Water Demand In Relation to 2004 

Groundwater Withdrawals from the Forebay Sub-Basin 
 

  
AFY 

Expressed as a Percentage 
of Total Withdrawals 

from Forebay Sub-Basin2 
Current (2004) Demand1 7,756 4.8 % 
Buildout Demand 8,233 5.1% 
Increase  477 0.34% 
Sources: CMCA and DWR Bulletin 118, February, 2004 
Notes: 
1. Urban and agricultural uses within the City’s Plan area. 
2. February, 2004 withdrawals are estimated at 160,000 AFY by DWR Bulletin 118. 
3. Source: Table V.1-5 City of Soledad GPEIR 

 
 

Both the Urban Water Management Plan and the WSA prepared for the project take into account 
the salt water intrusion and Salinas Valley Water Project issues; the EIR concludes that adequate 
water is available to serve the proposed project.   

 
The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin is experiencing overdraft, with seawater intrusion of 
about 9,000 acre-feet per year (AF/Y) at its coastal margins affecting portions of the 180-foot and 
400-foot aquifer systems. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) has been 
pursuing the Salinas Valley Water Project  (SVWP) to address the saltwater intrusion in the 
coastal regions of the basin.  Funding for the SVWP under a special property assessment in 
accordance with Proposition 218 was approved by a vote of property owners in a mailed ballot 
election in 2003, and the MCWRA has secured federal grants to fund analysis of the second 
phase of the project, which involves supplying a portion of the available surface water to coastal 
urban water agencies to further reduce pumping in the coastal areas.  Additionally, the State 
Water Resources Control Board has been monitoring the MCWRA’s ongoing efforts to halt 
seawater intrusion in the basin and has provided $1.4 million in funding to the MCWRA for 
development of this seawater intrusion solution.  As discussed in the SVWP, after reviewing the 
technical documents analyzing the probable effects of the SVWP on seawater intrusion, the 
SWRCB concluded “that seawater intrusion can be stopped” (refer to SVWP EIR). However, 
given the lack of full understanding of the relationship between the Salinas Basin as a whole, and 
the Pressure Subarea in the vicinity of the former Fort Ord, it is uncertain whether this outcome 
will be achieved at currently expected levels of pumping increases in the coastal margins of the 
Pressure Subarea. 

 
The reader is referred to detailed information regarding the background and history of the 
condition of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, including the cause and extent of overdraft 
and seawater intrusion, current and future water needs and trends, and efficacy of alternative 
mitigation measures contained in the EIR/EIS for the Salinas Valley Water Project. (Please refer 
to http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/SVWP/DEIR_EIS_2001/index.htm). The information 
and analysis in the Salinas Valley Water Project EIR/EIS is expressly incorporated into the Draft 
EIR. Under Public Resources Code Section 21061, information or data that is relevant to the 
environmental analysis and is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public need 
not be repeated in the EIR, but may be specifically cited as the source for conclusions stated in 
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the EIR.  It is sufficient that such information or data is briefly described and that its relationship 
to the EIR is indicated.  As set forth in Guideline Section 15150(a), where all or part of another 
document is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language is considered to be provided in 
full as part of the EIR text.   

 
Fire and Police Services: The EIR analyzes the potential impacts of development on fire and 
police protection services, including the impacts of development within the five Expansion Areas.   
The EIR concludes that buildout of the City as contemplated by the Plan will increase the need 
for fire fighting and police protection personnel and equipment.  The EIR further concludes that 
new development to the east and north of the City limits, including within the Expansion Areas, 
will require additional fire protection facilities to maintain an acceptable response time, and that 
implementation of mitigation measures will reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.     
Development of the project site and corresponding fire and police protection for such 
development is anticipated in the General Plan and EIR.  Therefore, the proposed project does not 
create any new or more significant impacts with respect to fire or police protection services.   
 
Wastewater:  The General Plan designates some 2,750 acres for urban expansion to be served by 
the City’s wastewater collection and treatment systems.  Serving this area assumes expansion of 
infrastructure capacity for collection, treatment and disposal.  This impact was considered 
significant unless mitigated in the General Plan EIR.  
 
Services Conclusion: Buildout of the Plan area as contemplated by the draft Plan will require the 
expansion and extension of wastewater collection and treatment facilities, water supply 
infrastructure, as well as fire and police facilities and services.  Accordingly, policies and 
programs of the Plan recommend preparation of capital improvement plans to identify these 
improvements and funding, and require adequate capacity for services to be in place concurrently 
or in advance of such new development.  These improvement plans and programs are ongoing 
under the direction of the City. Thus, the contribution of the project to expansion of public 
services would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 
Mitigation: Mitigation as proposed in this EIR and General Plan Policies identified in Table 5.2-1 above.  
 
5.2G Air Quality 
 

Regional Air Quality 
 
Setting:  The air pollutant emissions resulting from the Miravale III project would contribute to overall 
increases in regional emissions due to other cumulative development. A determination of consistency 
with the Air Quality Management Plan is used to define the cumulative impacts of a proposed project on 
regional air quality.   
 
AMBAG is responsible for determining consistency of the Miravale III project with the Air Quality 
Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region (AQMP).  The 2008 Regional Population & Employment 
Forecast is the official population forecast of the AQMP and is the basis for AMBAG’s consistency 
analysis.  Consistency of the project with the AQMP was analyzed by comparing the total potential 
population growth facilitated by the project with the forecasted growth for Monterey County.    
 
Specific plans are evaluated for cumulative impacts both determining the consistency of the proposed 
project with the applicable regional air quality plan the specific plan’s individual impacts to air quality.  
The MBUAPCD 2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region (AQMP) addresses 
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attainment of the State ozone standard.  MBUAPCD has included emissions related to population growth 
in the AQMP using projections adopted by the AMBAG.  For this specific plan, consistency with 
population forecasts is determined by comparing plan build-out population at the year of project 
completion with the appropriate five-year forecast increment for the jurisdiction that the project is located 
(i.e. Soledad).  Projects or plans that would not cause the estimated cumulative population to exceed 
forecasts are considered consistent with air quality planning efforts.  According to the AMBAG, this 
project is consistent with the 2008 regional forecasts for Monterey County and the Air Quality 
Management Plan.  A letter from AMBAG documenting the consistency determination is included in the 
Air Quality Report in Appendix E. 
 
As described in the Air Quality Section of this EIR, individual projects developed could have significant 
air quality impacts with respect to direct and indirect emissions of ozone precursor pollutants.  These 
impacts are typically identified at the time project-level analyses are conducted.  Current modeling 
indicated the potential for projects to have VOC emissions in excess of the MBUAPCD thresholds.  
Therefore, this was identified as a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation measures to reduce the 
impacts were suggested to apply to the plan.  Because much of the emission from projects would be 
associated with use of consumer products that cannot be mitigated, the impact could be considered 
significant and unavoidable.  This represents a potentially significant cumulative impact to air quality.   
 
Cumulative Impact: The specific plan consists of mostly residential with commercial retail uses and 
schools that were found by AMBAG to be consistent with 2008 regional forecasts and the Air Quality 
Management Plan; therefore, it would not conflict with regional efforts to attain and maintain ambient air 
quality standards.  Projects developed under the specific plan may have individually significant impacts 
that may not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  As a result, the specific plan may contribute 
significantly to a significant cumulative air quality impact.   
 
Mitigation:  Implementation of the Air Quality mitigations in this EIR and programs and policies in the 
General Plan identified in Table 5.2-1 above. 
  

 Greenhouse Gas and Global Climate Change 
 
Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a 
critical role in determining the Earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters Earth’s atmosphere 
from space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the Earth’s surface. The Earth emits this 
radiation back toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency solar 
radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. Greenhouse gases, which are transparent to solar 
radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a result, this radiation that otherwise would 
have escaped back into space is now retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This 
phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. 
 
Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), ozone (O3), water vapor, nitrous oxide (N2O), and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Human-caused 
emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for enhancing the 
greenhouse effect (Ahrens 2003). Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are 
attributable in large part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, 
transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors (California Energy Commission 2006a). In California, 
the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs, followed by electricity generation (California 
Energy Commission 2006a). A byproduct of fossil fuel combustion is CO2. Methane, a highly potent 
GHG, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Processes that absorb 
and accumulate CO2, often called CO2 “sinks,” include uptake by vegetation and dissolution into the 
ocean. 
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As the name implies, global climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, 
respectively. California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world and produced 492 million 
gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents in 2004 (California Energy Commission 2006a). Carbon 
dioxide equivalents are a measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have different 
potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. This 
potential, known as the global warming potential of a GHG, is also dependent on the lifetime, or 
persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere.  
   
Carbon dioxide, the primary man-made greenhouse gas of concern, would be generated by the project 
from mobile sources and other energy usage. The proposed Specific Plan incorporates the following 
measures to reduce motor vehicle and other energy use:  
 

• Providing employment opportunities near housing to minimize off-site commuting. 
• Linking a mix of land uses with alternative transportation facilities (e.g., bikeways, sidewalks, 

and trails). 
• Promote the use of solar energy devices to encourage solar orientation of residential and business 

buildings to reduce the use of fossil fuels.   
 
In addition, mitigation is identified in this EIR, including Transportation Demand Measures, to further 
reduce mobile source emissions.   
 
Regulatory Framework 
 
This section describes recent state regulations that specifically address greenhouse gas emissions and 
global climate change. At the time of writing, there are no regulations setting ambient air quality 
standards or emission limits for greenhouse gases.   
 
Assembly Bill 1493.  In 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493. AB 1493 
requires that the California Air Resources Board (ARB) develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, 
regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger 
vehicles and light-duty truck and other vehicles determined by the ARB to be vehicles whose primary use 
is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.” For more information see 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/01-02/bill/asm/ab_1451-1500/, http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/grnhsgas 
/revfro.pdf and http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/grnhsgas/revtp.pdf. 
 
 
Assembly Bill 32, the California Climate Solutions Act of 2006. In September 2006, Governor 
Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires that 
statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. This reduction will be 
accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 
2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs ARB to develop and implement regulations to 
reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that regulations adopted in 
response to AB 1493 should be used to address GHG emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also 
includes language stating that if the AB 1493 regulations cannot be implemented, then ARB should 
develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions under the authorization of AB 32.  AB 32 
requires that ARB adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990 emissions levels and 
disclose how it arrives at the cap; institute a schedule to meet the emissions cap; and develop tracking, 
reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the state achieves reductions in GHG emissions 
necessary to meet the cap. AB 32 also includes guidance to institute emissions reductions in an 
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economically efficient manner and conditions to ensure that businesses and consumers are not unfairly 
affected by the reductions. For more information see http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-
06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf 
 
Senate Bill 1368.   SB 1368 is the companion bill of AB 32 and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger 
in September 2006. SB 1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to establish a 
greenhouse gas emission performance standard. Therefore, on January 25, 2007, the PUC adopted an 
interim GHG Emissions Performance Standard in an effort to help mitigate climate change.  The 
Emissions Performance Standard is a facility-based emissions standard requiring that all new long-term 
commitments for baseload generation to serve California consumers be with power plants that have 
emissions no greater than a combined cycle gas turbine plant. That level is established at 1,100 pounds of 
CO2 per megawatt-hour. "New long-term commitment" refers to new plant investments (new 
construction), new or renewal contracts with a term of five years or more, or major investments by the 
utility in its existing baseload power plants. In addition, the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
established a similar standard for local publicly owned utilities that cannot exceed the greenhouse gas 
emission rate from a baseload combined-cycle natural gas fired plant.  On July 29, 2007, the Office of 
Administrative Law disapproved the Energy Commission’s proposed Greenhouse Gases Emission 
Performance Standard rulemaking action and subsequently, the CEC revised the proposed regulations.  
Those regulations can be found at http://www.energy.ca.gov/ghgstandards/documents/index.html. SB 
1368 further requires that all electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be 
generated from plants that meet the standards set by the PUC and CEC.  
 
Executive Order S-3-05. signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that California is 
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change and declares that increased temperatures could reduce the 
Sierra’s snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea 
levels. To combat those concerns, the Executive Order established total greenhouse gas emission targets. 
Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80% 
below the 1990 level by 2050.  The Executive Order directed the Secretary of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to the target levels. The Secretary will also submit biannual reports to the governor and state 
legislature describing: (1) progress made toward reaching the emission targets; (2) impacts of global 
warming on California’s resources; and (3) mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these impacts. To 
comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of the CalEPA created a Climate Act Team (CAT) made 
up of members from various state agencies and commission. CAT released its first report in March 2006. 
The report proposed to achieve the targets by building on voluntary actions of California businesses, local 
government and community actions, as well as through state incentive and regulatory programs. For more 
information see http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/executive-order/1861/. 
 
In addition to S-3-05, the following executive orders deal with greenhouse gas reduction: 

• Executive Order S-01-07 regarding low carbon standard for transportation fuels 
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/executive-order/5172/ 

• Executive Order S-20-06 regarding implementation of AB 32 
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/executive-order/4484/ 

• Executive Order S-20-04 regarding energy conservation by state 
http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/executive-order/3360/ 

 
The following documents have been recently released to assist state and local governments and agencies 
with compliance with the above legislation, including defining how to address the issue in CEQA 
documents, in particular development and planning projects such as Miravale III.  The recommendations 
in these guidance documents provide tools for entities and agencies to implement to voluntarily reduce 
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their greenhouse gas emissions and their susceptibility to the risks of adverse effects of global climate 
change by addressing it in planning and site design of development projects: 

• California Air Resources Board, June 2008.  Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: a framework 
for change. 

• California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, January 2008.  CEQA & Climate 
Change. 

• California Office of Planning and Research, June 19, 2008.  CEQA and Climate Change: 
Addressing Climate Change Through CEQA. 

 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Global Climate Change Thresholds 
 
No air districts have established significance thresholds for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions or a 
methodology for analyzing air quality impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions.  With the adoption of 
AB 32, the state has set a goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.   It has been 
acknowledged by previous EIRs addressing this issue that it may be considered speculative to determine 
if a project would be consistent with the AB 32 goals.  CO2 emissions do not directly create 
environmental effects; rather it is the cumulative increased concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere that 
results in global climate change and associated consequences.  While it is possible to estimate the 
project’s CO2 emissions, it is typically not possible to determine whether those emissions (however small) 
would manifest into significant environmental impacts.  The complexity of global and regional-scale 
physical, chemical, atmospheric, terrestrial, and aquatic systems preclude a meaningful determination of 
whether the CO2 emitted by a single project (or in this case adoption of a Specific Plan) would result in a 
measurable or even, non-negligible change in climate.  A quantitative standard of significance is not used 
in this EIR because of the global nature of the analysis required, instead a project’s contribution to the 
cumulative significant impact of global climate change would be considered significant if, due to the size 
or nature of the project, it would generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions.  In addition, the discussion considers whether or not the project would result in greenhouse 
gas emissions that would hinder or delay the State's ability to meet the reduction targets contained in AB 
32. 
 
Analysis Methodology 
 
GHG emissions associated with the Miravale III Project were estimated using CO2 emissions as a proxy 
for all GHG emissions. Urbemis 2007 version 9.2.2 was used to calculate CO2 from operational and on-
site area source emissions.  The CO2 emissions from non-vehicular sources associated with the project 
were calculated based upon the statewide factor of 40.7% of emissions that are attributed to transportation 
sources (California Energy Commission 2006).  This is consistent with the current reporting protocol of 
the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). Calculations of GHG emissions typically focus on CO2 
because it is the most commonly produced GHG in terms of both number of sources and volume 
generated, and because it is among the easiest GHGs to measure. However, it is important to note that 
other GHGs have a higher global warming potential than CO2.  Emissions of other GHGs from the 
Miravale III Project (and from almost all GHG emissions sources) would be low relative to emissions of 
CO2 and would not contribute significantly to the overall generation of GHGs from the project. 
 
Although the CCAR provides a methodology for calculating GHG emissions, the process is designed to 
be applied to a single or limited number of entities or operations where detailed information on emissions 
sources is available (e.g., usage of electricity and natural gas, numbers and types of vehicles and 
equipment in a fleet, type and usage of heating and cooling systems, emissions from manufacturing 
processes). Information at this level of detail is not available for the Miravale III Project. Given the lack 
of detailed design and operational information available at this time for facilities in the Miravale III 
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Specific Plan area, the CCAR emissions inventory methodology is considered to be not appropriate for 
estimating GHG emissions from the project.  In addition, this EIR does not address GHG emissions and 
associated impacts during construction because these would be considered negligible compared to total 
operational, cumulative regional, state, national, and global GHG emissions. 
 
Calculations of GHG Emissions 
 
As discussed in the Analysis Methodology section, above, CO2 emissions are used in this Draft EIR as a 
proxy for all GHG emissions.  Urbemis 2007 v 9.2.2 was used to estimate CO2 emissions shown in Table 
4.3-7 from project-generated vehicle trips and on-site area source emissions (fossil fuel combustion and 
wood burning).  According to the Urbemis model run in Appendix C, operations (including mobile and 
on-site area sources) due to buildout of the Specific Plan would result in emissions of 293,809 pounds per 
day of CO2 which includes vehicular sources emitting 236,630 lbs per day and area sources (natural gas 
burning on-site) emitting 57,179 lbs per day.  This estimate does not include emissions due to off-site 
electricity generation needed for the project.  Converting to tons/year, the Specific Plan would result in 
approximately 53,620 tons of CO2 per year, with 43,185 tons per year due to vehicular sources. To 
include off-site electricity generation and other GHG emissions, the transportation sector has been 
estimated to account for 40.7% of total GHG emissions in California (California Energy Commission 
2006).  Therefore, the project’s non-transportation sector CO2 emissions are estimated to be 62,921 tons 
per year for a total CO2 emission estimate of approximately 106,100 tons per year. 
 
This estimate of CO2 emissions due to project implementation is likely much greater than the net new 
CO2 emission that will actually occur.  At the time of project buildout (beyond 2025), overall CO2 
emissions attributable to the Miravale III project could be substantially less than current emissions 
assumptions might indicate. This is due to the following factors: 
 

• Although this future CO2 emission factor does assume certain reductions in vehicle emissions due 
to future vehicle models operating more efficiently, it does not take into account additional vehicle 
emission reductions that might take place in response to AB 1493, if mobile source emission 
reductions are ultimately implemented through this legislation. 

 
• The emissions calculations described above do not take into account reductions in GHG emissions 

resulting from implementation of AB 32. Stationary emissions sources on the project site and 
stationary sources that serve the project site (e.g., power plants) will be subject to emissions 
reductions requirements of AB 32. The extent of these reductions has not yet been quantified by 
ARB. 

 
• If GHG emissions reductions for vehicles are enacted, through either the requirements of AB 1493 

or AB 32 or a federal regulation, CO2 emissions from the Specific Plan project would be further 
reduced. If regulations proposed to comply with AB 1493 survive current legal challenges, by 
project buildout CO2 emissions from vehicles associated with the project could be 20% to 30% less 
than under current conditions. If AB 1493 is repealed, it is unclear what vehicle emissions limits 
might be adopted as part of AB 32.  

 
• The Miravale III Project includes numerous policies aimed at reducing the burning of fossil fuels 

(including transportation demand management, encouraging pedestrian and bike modes of 
transport, sustainable development, and energy efficiency policies).  These policies are listed above 
City of Soledad General Plan policies and Miravale III Specific Plan policies. 
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• New homes are generally more energy efficient than older homes and by building new homes, it is 
possible that older, less efficient homes would be razed.  The occupants of those older homes 
would reduce their carbon footprint by living in newer more efficient homes. 

 
• Potential in-migration to the County and/or the State may result due to increased housing stock.  

This may be argued to result in more people living in a more temperate climate and thereby using 
less energy for climate control. 

 
Conclusions 
 
As described above, the cumulative increase in GHG concentrations in the atmosphere has resulted in and 
will continue to result in increases in global average temperature and associated shifts in climatic and 
environmental conditions. Multiple adverse environmental effects are attributable to global climate 
change, such as sea level rise, increased incidence and intensity of severe weather events (e.g., heavy 
rainfall, more severe flood events, droughts), and extirpation or extinction of plant and wildlife species. 
Given the significant adverse environmental effects linked to global climate change induced by GHGs, 
the emission of GHGs is considered a significant cumulative impact. Emissions of GHGs contributing to 
global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities associated with the 
industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors (California Energy 
Commission 2006a). Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate 
change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on Earth. Aside 
from the difficulty of assessing the actual GHG emissions of project buildout (as discussed above), it is 
even more difficult to determine the significance of an individual project’s contribution to global GHG 
emissions and associated global climate change impacts. This would require determining whether a 
project’s GHG emissions—which may be considered negligible relative to global emissions— would 
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative climate 
change impact due to all global GHG emissions. 
 
In 2003, global emissions of carbon (i.e., only the carbon atoms within CO2 molecules) solely from fossil 
fuel burning total an estimated 7,303 million metric tons (Marlands et al. 2006).  This translates to 
approximately 29,400 million tons of CO2.  This is only a portion of global CO2 emission because it only 
includes fossil fuel burning and does not address burning of vegetation or other natural sources.  Total 
estimated CO2 emissions from all sources associated with the Miravale III Project (which is potentially 
high given the issues discussed above) would be less than 0.0004% of this partial global total.  CO2 
emission in California totaled approximately 391 million tons in 2004 (California Energy Commission 
2006).  The project’s CO2 emissions at project buildout represent 0.03% of this 2004 statewide emission 
amount. 
 
In addition to uncertainties regarding the project’s net contribution of CO2 emissions to global climate 
change; it is also uncertain how current regulations might affect CO2 emissions attributable to other 
global sources. Also, it cannot be determined how CO2 emissions associated with the project might or 
might not influence actual physical effects of global climate change. For these reasons, it is uncertain 
whether the project would generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions, and whether emissions from buildout of individual projects with the specific plan area would 
make a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global 
climate change.  
 
As a primarily residential development project, Miravale III is not considered to be the type of project that 
would substantially hinder or delay the State's ability to meet the reduction targets contained in AB 32.  
However, the project would potentially result in new greenhouse gas emissions and does not propose pro-
active measures to reduce transportation emissions of CO2 or improve energy efficiencies of project 
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facilities beyond Title 24 requirements; therefore, it is possible that the project may hinder or delay GHG 
emission reductions. 
 
Impact  Implementation of the Miravale III Project may increase global greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions resulting in a potentially cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to significant cumulative global climate change impacts and the project 
may hinder or delay the State’s ability to meet GHG reduction targets in AB 32.  
This is considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact that can be 
reduced by implementation of Mitigation Measures # 4.3-3 and 4.13-1, however, not to 
a less-than-significant level.  

 

Impacts of Global Climate Change on the Project 

Global climate change is expected to affect water resources in California overall, and in particular, areas 
that rely upon the Sierra Nevada snowfall and snowpack.  Because this project is in an area that does not 
rely on this source of water, it would experience less of an impact due to this phenomenon.  In addition, 
global climate change is expected to influence many interconnected phenomena, which will in turn affect 
the rate of climate change itself.  Besides effects on water supply for areas served by Sierra Nevada 
precipitation, the following are other global climate change issues that may significantly adversely impact 
the project: 
 

 Water supplies available in surface reservoirs 
 Water demand 
 Surface water quality 
 Groundwater quality or recharge characteristics 
 Fisheries and aquatic resources 
 Flooding/flood control 
 Sudden temperature and other climatic changes 

 
Details and evaluation of these issues and other related issues are described in various reference 
documents, including the following: Progress of Incorporating Climate Change into Management of 
California’s Water Resources, Technical Memorandum Report (DWR 2006), Climate Change 2001: The 
Scientific Basis. Contribution of Working Group 1 to the Third Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), (IPCC, 2001), Water Planning and Management 
Under Climate Change (Gleick, P.H., 1997), Climate Change and California Resources: A Survey and 
Summary of the Literature.  The California Water Plan, Volume 4 (Kiparsky M. and P.H. Gleick, 2003),  
The Effects of Climate Change on Agricultrue, Land Resources, Water Resources and Biodiversity in the 
United States (U.S. Climate Change Program, May 2008), and Climate Warming and California’s Water 
Future (Lund, J.R., et al, 2003) among others. 
 
It can be assumed that under a long-term cumulative condition, one or more of the above significant 
adverse impacts may occur.  The above issues which are applicable to this project are addressed in the 
relevant sections of this Draft EIR to the extent that the impacts are known and are not simply 
speculative. 
 
5.2H Noise 
 
Setting:  The major noise source in Soledad, as in most other communities, is traffic.  Railroads, aircraft, 
farming activities, quarry activities, and industrial and food packaging facilities also contribute to local 
ambient noise levels.  
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General Plan EIR: The impact to the existing and future noise environment due to development 
accommodated by the buildout of the General Plan was identified as a potentially significant impact. The 
impact was shown to be mitigated to less-than-significant by applying the policies and programs 
recommended by the Noise Element. 

Cumulative Impact: The project would contribute at least 1 decibel to the cumulative noise level 
increase expected throughout Soledad and would be “cumulatively considerable.”  Table 5.2-6 
summarizes the roadway segments where the project would contribute a measurable increase and 
cumulative noise level increases resulting from the project and other planned developments would be 
substantial.   
 

Table 5.2-6 
Cumulative Traffic Noise Level Increases Above Existing Levels 

Roadway  Segment Cumulative Noise Level  
Increase (dBA, CNEL) 

San Vincente Road Market St. to Gabilan Dr. +9 
 Gabilan Dr. to Project Entrance +10 
West Street Market St. to Gabilan Dr.  +6 
 Gabilan Dr. to Project Entrance +8 
Main Street Market St. to Gabilan Dr.  +7 
Gabilan Dr.  San Vincente Rd. to West St. +9 
 West St. to Andalucia Dr.  +5 
 East of Andalucia Dr. +5 
Andalucia Dr.  Metz Rd. to Gabilan Dr.  +4 
Source: Miravale III Specific Plan Environmental Noise Assessment. Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 2007. 

 
Traffic noise levels will increase with the development of the project area and other planned 
developments in Soledad.  In some locations, these increases would be substantial, and the project would 
contribute to the overall cumulative noise impact.  This is a potentially significant impact. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of the Traffic and Noise mitigations in this EIR and programs and 
policies in the General Plan identified in Table 5.2-1 above.  
  
5.2I Traffic 
 
This section describes the results of the traffic analysis prepared by Hexagon Associates and Omni-Means 
(for the City-wide 2030 analysis) under cumulative conditions under the assumption of 2030 buildout, as 
described below. 
 
General Plan EIR According to the General Plan EIR, the following circulation impacts were identified 
for buildout of the Soledad General Plan (2005 EIR):  
 
 Buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan will significantly increase 

traffic generation with a corresponding cumulative impact on the level of service of regional 
roadways (Highway 101), streets and intersections serving the City. This impact was considered 
significant and unavoidable. 
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 Buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan will adversely affect the 
operation and level of service of the two freeway interchanges serving the City. This impact was 
considered significant and adverse. 

 
 Buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan could result in traffic hazards 

on city streets and intersections. This impact was considered adverse but not significant. 
 

 Buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan will significantly contribute to 
the demand for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the City’s planning area. This impact was 
considered adverse but not significant. 

 
Buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan will contribute to the demand for 
public transit serving the City’s planning area. This impact was considered adverse but not significant. 
 
2030 Buildout Conditions This section describes the results of the traffic analysis prepared by Hexagon 
Associates and Omni-Means (for the City-wide 2030 analysis) under cumulative conditions under the 
assumption of 2030 buildout, as described below. The traffic analysis evaluated two cumulative 
conditions: 1) baseline cumulative conditions without the project, and 2) cumulative conditions with the 
project.  The cumulative traffic condition is defined as traffic conditions roughly 25 years into the future, 
or 2030 and beyond.  

 
This section describes the long-term traffic impacts on the transportation system associated with the 
proposed development as well as land use growth and transportation improvements within the entire City 
of Soledad. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the long-term traffic impacts on the transportation 
system associated with the proposed development. 
 

Trip Generation: Year 2030 traffic volumes were developed by Omni Means Engineers & Planning 
Consultants. The traffic forecasts for Year 2030 were produced using the Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG) Regional Traffic Model. The 2030 model includes land use growth and 
transportation improvements associated with buildout of all General Plans within the AMBAG region and 
30 year through-traffic growth on major regional facilities.   

 
The recently adopted 2005 Soledad General Plan is not accounted for in the land use assumptions 
contained in the AMBAG model. Additionally, the proposed Miravale III land uses are of greater 
intensity than those assumed in the General Plan. Therefore, Omni Means and AMBAG adjusted the land 
uses contained in the model to include the adopted General Plan and Miravale III land uses. The roadway 
network contained in the AMBAG model for the City of Soledad was expanded to include the expansion 
of the street network to serve future land uses.   
 
Though the Year 2030 forecasts reflect approximately 23 years of development growth, the forecasts do 
not show significant increases in traffic volumes on US 101 and its ramps within the City of Soledad. The 
lack of volume increases on the regional facilities is primarily due to significant changes in land uses 
within Soledad that are being represented in the model. There currently is very little land uses besides 
residential within Soledad. As such, existing traffic volumes on the regional facilities reflect the 
unbalanced land uses within Soledad where trips originate within Soledad due to its substantial residential 
development and have destinations outside of Soledad in areas that contain industrial/commercial 
(employment) land uses. The model reflects the future addition of a significant amount of 
industrial/commercial (employment) within Soledad thus creating a more balanced land use scenario 
within the City of Soledad. The future balance of land uses will internalize many trips in Soledad.  
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Additionally, several new roadways that will be constructed to serve future development will provide for 
enhanced connectivity to US 101, specifically the Gloria/Camphora interchange. 
 
Peak hour project trips associated with the proposed Miravale project were also produced as part of the 
forecasts completed by Omni Means. The Year 2030 Miravale III project trips differ from those presented 
in the near term project trips calculations due to changes in land uses and the transportation system as 
described above. It is expected that the development of more balanced land uses (employment vs. 
housing) will internalize many of the project trips within Soledad. The near-term project trip assignment 
and analysis depicts the existing unbalanced land use scenario. The Year 2030 projections and project trip 
assignment assumes a more balanced land use with project trip destinations within Soledad and the 
utilization of new and enhanced connections to US 101. 

 
Year 2030 Level of Service Analysis:  Level of service analysis was conducted for all freeway segments 
and interchange ramps within the City of Soledad. The traffic model is intended to provide projections for 
interregional facilities, and may project future forecasts that are significantly different than existing and 
expected future traffic volumes on city-level roadways. Therefore, no intersection analysis is presented. 
The freeway and ramp analysis consists of an evaluation of volume-to-capacity of each of the facilities. 

Freeway Segment Analysis:  Year 2030 conditions freeway segment analysis indicates that all freeway 
segments within the City of Soledad are projected to operate at LOS D or better conditions.  The Miravale 
project will add between 250 and 770 vehicles to the freeway segments during the AM peak and 200-770 
vehicles during the PM peak. 
 
Freeway Ramp Analysis: Year 2030 conditions interchange ramp analysis indicates that all freeway 
ramps ad are projected to operate at LOS D or better conditions.  The Miravale project will add between 
30 and 770 vehicles to the identified ramps during the peak hours. 
 
Year 2030 Freeway Facility Impacts and Mitigation Measures: Long-term traffic analysis of the 
proposed development levels for the project as well as long-term land use growth and transportation 
improvements within the entire City of Soledad indicate that the development levels will not have adverse 
impacts on the major regional facilities serving Soledad. Nonetheless, the proposed project as well as 
other development projects within the City of Soledad will be required to contribute to the regional 
development impact fee program as described under near-term project conditions. 

 
Mitigation in this EIR addresses cumulative impacts. Additionally, cumulative development will be 
required to contribute to the regional development impact fee program as described under near-term 
project conditions in the Traffic Section of this report.   
 
Mitigations: Implementation of the Traffic mitigations in this EIR and programs and policies in the 
General Plan identified in Table 5.2-1 above.  
 
Cumulative development will be required to contribute to the regional development impact fee program 
as described under near-term project conditions in the Traffic Section of this report. Even with cumulative 
contribution to traffic mitigations, buildout of the land uses recommended by the Draft General Plan will 
significantly increase traffic generation with a corresponding cumulative impact on the level of service of 
regional roadways, streets and intersections serving the City. The General Plan EIR found this 
cumulative impact to be significant and unavoidable.   
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5.2J Population and Housing  
 
Setting:   This growth in population in the expansion areas including the project site would increase 
population and demands on housing and existing community facilities.  According to the adopted General 
Plan, the site is within an area of planned growth and expansion although outside of the current City 
limits and sphere of influence for the City. The City has identified holding capacities for individual major 
properties within these expansion areas. The proposed Specific Plan for Miravale III proposes an increase 
in the applied density for the project site, approximately 1,500 units above the estimated holding capacity 
for the Miravale III site. 
 
General Plan EIR: General Plan policies L-2 to L-7 address policies to phase develop and plan for 
expansion of City service capacity, per the General Plan EIR:    
 
 L-2 Further annexations to the City may occur when a) a substantial portion of the 

development capacity within the existing city limits has been developed, b) a substantial 
public benefit can be realized through the annexation, such as the provision of public 
open space, additional parkland, or the protection of scenic vistas, or natural resources, or 
c) a special type of use is proposed that cannot be practically accommodated in the 
existing city limits, and d) the project can be found to provide a financial benefit to the 
City or to be fiscally neutral. The Planning Commission shall review the merits of a 
request for annexation based on these criteria, and make a recommendation to the City 
Council. 

 
 L-3 A specific plan shall be required for all annexations and development of properties 

designated Expansion Area.  Specific plans shall be prepared in accordance with the 
standards provided in Appendix B of the General Plan.  

 
 L-4 The City shall promote patterns of development that allow for the efficient and timely 

extension of infrastructure and services. 
 
 L-5 New development shall not be allowed unless adequate public services are available to 

serve such new development, or that can be provided at the time of development.  
 
 L-6 New development shall pay its fair share of providing additional public services needed 

to accommodate such development.  
 
 L-7 Master plans for sewer, water, roads, drainage and other public improvements shall be 

required for new development on large undeveloped parcels and may be included in the 
specific plan required by policy L-3, and as determined by the City. 

 

Cumulative Impact:  The project would represent an incremental increase in overall holding capacity 
identified in the 2005 General Plan EIR for the Mirassou, San Vincente and Northwest Expansion Areas 
and could be considered growth inducing if annexations and development in the area exceed development 
potential addressed in the General Plan EIR. The additional population increase (15,201) associated with 
buildout of the project site over the projected 15-20 years of project development represents 
approximately 54 percent of Soledad’s existing (2007) population. Depending upon the timing of project 
development, this additional population represents a major portion of the projected City wide population 
of 28,000 by year 2020.  Buildout of the City density over and above the development anticipated in the 
2005 General Plan could impact planned services and city wide infrastructure or be considered growth 
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inducing.   This would represent a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the following mitigation measures.  
 
Cumulative Mitigation (Consistent with Project Mitigations Section 4-11) 
 
4-11.1  Phase approval of development applications and annexations in the Mirassou, San Vincente and       

Northwest Expansion Areas to maintain holding capacity and population projections in Table 
4.11-5 of the General Plan EIR. Monitor development approvals in these expansion areas to limit 
overall density and population growth to the holding capacity identified to ensure consistency 
with projections in approved City planning documents.   

 
4-11.2 Implement General Plan policies L-2 to L-7 and other applicable policies for phased                   

development and population growth in the project and expansion areas.   
 
5.3 OTHER CUMULATIVE CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Land Use 
 
Future development of the project site as proposed by the Specific Plan would not significantly contribute 
to cumulative impacts associated with land use and planning.  Land use effects would be localized and 
would not combine with similar effects in other locations.  Further, there is no cumulative context to 
assess land use consistency and compatibility issues unless there is an environmental impact, whereby 
these impacts are discussed in the appropriate environmental discussion sections in this EIR.  The project 
would have a less-than-significant impact cumulative impact on land use. 

 
Hazardous Materials  
 
The project, together with other cumulative development in the project area, could increase the use of 
hazardous materials. This could increase the occurrence of hazardous materials releases, resulting in 
potential health and safety risks. However, hazardous materials incidents, which usually involve 
inadvertent releases or accidental spills, are typically site-specific and occur on an isolated basis.  
Associated health and safety impacts are likewise normally limited to the persons using or working in the 
vicinity of the materials or to others in the immediate vicinity.  Thus, the contribution of the project to 
risks from hazardous materials would not be cumulatively considerable.  Any potential for such impacts 
would be minimized by implementation of federal, state, and local requirements regulating the use, 
storage, and transportation of hazardous materials. Based on the above discussion, the cumulative 
impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be less-than-significant.  
 
Cultural Resources 
 
The project could significantly impact archaeological resources by disturbing buried resources.  
Mitigation is identified for the project to reduce impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant 
level. The project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources.  In 
addition, the incorporation of appropriate management measures to avoid or remove existing resources, 
protect resources, and/or document resources by cumulative development in the area, as required by the 
City and CEQA, would minimize impacts to cultural resources.  The project would have less-than-
significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 
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5.4 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126[f] of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a discussion of significant, 
irreversible environmental changes that would result from project implementation. This section is 
required for EIRs prepared for plans, policies and ordinances, and for actions involving LAFCO.  The 
intent is to focus special attention on impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment 
or pose long-term risks to health or safety. CEQA Section 15126.2(c) identifies irreversible 
environmental changes as those involving a large commitment of nonrenewable resources or irreversible 
damage resulting from environmental accidents.   
 
The project would develop residential, commercial, office, and public facility uses on the site.  
 
Development of the project will result in irreversible changes to the environment in the following areas: 
 
 The permanent conversion of over 760 acres of prime farmland to urban and/or non-agricultural 

uses; 
 The permanent loss of potential foraging habitat associated with the permanent conversion of 

open space and agricultural land to urban uses; 
 The permanent loss of petroleum products and other materials used to produce energy during 

project operations;  
 Permanent loss of nonrenewable resources during construction, including building materials;   
 The permanent change of the visual character of the City and its environs from one consisting 

predominantly of agriculture and open space to a more suburban character.  In addition, grading 
from the project would permanently alter the topography of the site.   

 
Although the policies and programs of the draft Specific Plan are aimed at minimizing the effects of these 
changes on the environment, they will remain permanent and adverse when compared to current 
conditions.  
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6.0 Alternatives 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 requires the consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the proposed project. CEQA further 
requires that the discussion focus on alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse impacts of the 
project, or reducing them to a less-than-significant level, even if the alternative would not fully attain the 
project objectives or would be more costly.  According to CEQA, the range of alternatives discussed in an 
EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires an EIR to evaluate only those alternatives necessary 
to allow a reasoned choice. An EIR need not consider an alternative where the effects cannot be 
reasonably ascertained, or and where implementation is remote and speculative.  
 

Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail 
 

Alternative Location. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) provides guidelines regarding when it is 
appropriate to analyze an alternative location as part of the alternatives analysis. Specifically, Section 
15126.6(f)(2)(a) states that alternative locations should be analyzed if the location would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Consistent with Section 15126.6(f)(2)(a), 
applicable case law indicates that an off-site alternative should be analyzed where significant impacts can 
be avoided by choosing another site. As previously identified, the project site is located within an area 
identified in the General Plan as a future expansion area and is located adjacent to existing residential 
development within the City of Soledad. This area is considered appropriate for urban expansion. 
Development within adjacent expansions areas would not necessarily result in the reduction of any 
significant environmental impacts. Furthermore, undeveloped privately owned parcels are not under the 
control of the project applicant. Since the selection of an alternative location would not substantially 
lessen project-related impacts and the applicant is unable to acquire feasible alternatives sites, an 
alternative location was not considered.  
 

Alternatives Selected 
 
The following section discusses the alternatives evaluated in this EIR and the comparative environmental 
effects of each. The alternatives considered in this analysis are as follows: 
 

• No Project Alternative – No Development 
• Buildout Consistent with General Plan Alternative  
• Reduced Project Alternative 
• No Golf Course Alternative 
• Alternative Design: Increased Senior Housing Alternative 

 
The alternatives chosen for this analysis, beyond those mandated by CEQA, were developed specifically 
to avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts of the project. A comparison of the impacts for 
each alternative is presented in Table 6-1. A substantive discussion is provided for each issue area where 
a proposed alternative would lessen the significance of an impact. For an alternative that would result in 
approximately the same level of impact (i.e. less-than-significant, less-than-significant with mitigation) as 
the proposed project, a discussion of that issue area is not necessarily provided. It is important to note, 
however, that certain aspects of a given alternative may minimize the extent of impact, but may not 
necessarily affect the level of significance relative to the proposed project. 
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Table 6-1 

Comparison of Impacts – Project Alternatives 

Impact No Project -  
No Build 

Buildout 
Consistent w/ 
General Plan  

Reduced 
Project 

 
No  

Golf Course 

Alternative 
Design: 

Increased 
Senior 

Housing 
Aesthetics/Visual < < < = = 
Agricultural Resources < < < < = 
Air Quality < < < = = 
Biological Resources  < < < < = 
Cultural Resources < = = < = 
Geology/Soils/Mineral Resources < = = = = 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials < = = < = 
Hydrology & Water Quality < < < = = 
Land Use and Planning < < < = = 
Noise < < < = = 
Public Services  < < < < < 
Utilities and Service Systems < < < = = 
Traffic < < < < < 
>  Impact Greater than Project 
=  Impact Comparable to Project 
<  Impact Less than Project 

 
 
6.2 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
Objectives 
 
The following are the primary objectives of the project:  
 

• Provide a range of moderate-income housing for the existing and future residents of Soledad. 
 
• Provide a mixed-use development of housing, parks, schools and neighborhood commercial uses 

to serve the local area and provide a balance of uses. 
 

• Reserve land for commercial development to allow for future economic growth within the City 
and assist in maintaining a local jobs/housing balance. 

 
• Provide public park lands to serve the recreational needs of the proposed development and 

surrounding community. 
 

• Support the local economy by increasing income on the site through permits, fees, property taxes, 
and job creation. 

 
Another project objective of the Specific Plan and development project is to implement the goals of the 
City of Soledad 2005 General Plan and 2003 Housing Element.  A summary of these plans’ goals are 
included in pertinent sections of this EIR. 
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Significant Impacts 
 
The project would result in significant impacts in the following categories, as described in this EIR: 
aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, population 
and housing, public services, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems. All project impacts 
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation identified in this EIR, 
with the exception of the following: 
 
 Significant unavoidable project and cumulative impacts to a scenic vista and to the visual character of 

the project site. 
 Significant unavoidable project and cumulative impacts due to the conversion of prime agricultural 

land and impacts to Williamson Act contracted lands.  
 Significant unavoidable construction-related air quality impacts, as well as, significant and 

unavoidable project impacts due to the generation of regional emissions of an ozone precursor.  
 Significant unavoidable biological impacts due to habitat loss, fragmentation, and impacts to federally 

listed species.  
 Significant unavoidable noise impacts during construction, significant project/cumulative noise 

impacts from increases in traffic volumes, and impacts to existing and proposed noise-sensitive land 
uses. 

 Significant and unavoidable growth-inducing impacts.  
 Significant and unavoidable impacts due to conflicts with adopted land use policies intended to 

reduced and/or avoid environmental impacts.  
 
 
6.3 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
CEQA requires the discussion of the No Project alternative “to allow decision makers to compare the 
impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.”  The 
no development scenario represents baseline conditions and eliminates all development on the project 
site. 
 
NO DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
 
Description 
 
The No Development scenario consists of leaving the site in its current undeveloped condition. The No 
Development alternative would avoid both the adverse and beneficial effects of the project.  It would 
eliminate all of the significant environmental impacts of the project, but would fail to meet any of the 
project’s objectives identified above.  
 
Impacts 
 
The No Development alternative would avoid the significant environmental impacts of the project in the 
following areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils/mineral 
resources, hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, public services, traffic, and water quality. 
This alternative would also avoid construction-related impacts, including noise, dust, and water quality 
impacts; vegetation removal; and potential disturbance of buried archaeological resources. The No 
Development alternative would also avoid the all significant unavoidable impacts previously identified 
above. 
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Summary 
 
The No Project – No Development alternative would avoid all of the environmental impacts of the 
project.  However, this alternative would fail to meet any of the City and project objectives to provide an 
integrated mixed-use community within future expansion areas identified in the City of Soledad General 
Plan.  This alternative would also fail to meet the primary objectives to provide a range of housing types 
for future Soledad Residents. 
 
6.4 BUILDOUT CONSISTENT WITH GENERAL PLAN  
 
Description 
 
Development under this scenario would assume buildout of the project site consistent with existing 
policies contained within the General Plan. Under this scenario, a Specific Plan would be prepared, as 
required by the General Plan. Single family residential uses would be prohibited above the 400 foot 
elevation contour and the project would consist of the construction of approximately 2,680 units. 
Additional units identified in other expansion areas would not be applied to this alternative and no 
General Plan amendments would be required. This alternative would consist of an array of residential 
uses, including low, medium, and high density land uses, as well as commercial, and public uses.   
 
Development under this alternative is assumed to result in approximately the same impacts in regard to 
cultural resources, geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials as the proposed project. 
Although development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the extent of project-related 
impacts, the proposed alternative would not reduce the overall level of significance (i.e. less-than-
significant, less-than-significant with mitigation) for each of these respective issues. The following 
discussion addresses only those issues areas where significant project-related impacts would be 
minimized and/or avoided.  
 
Impacts 
 
Aesthetics. This alternative would result in less intensive urban development of the project site. More 
specifically, significant unavoidable impacts associated with development above the 400 foot elevation 
contour would be eliminated and the proposed alternative would not result in significant impacts to the 
existing Gabilan Range, which is considered a scenic vista. The area above the 400 foot contour would 
remain as open space, consistent with the requirements of the General Plan and views of the project site 
as perceived from adjacent public vantage points would be significantly lessened. Moreover, significant 
grading and changes in topography would not be necessary within the hillside portion of the project site 
as development would be eliminated within the visually sensitive areas on the Gabilan Range. 
Development of this alternative would still substantially alter the visual character of the project site by 
introducing urban development onto a previously undeveloped site. The effects from new light/glare 
sources would be comparable to the proposed project. 
 
Agricultural Resources. Development of this alternative, while not changing the level of significance 
determination (i.e. significant unavoidable), would require less development of the project site and 
therefore less prime farmland would be converted to a non-agricultural use. Despite the reduction in units 
and the corresponding reduction in developable space, the project site would still be converted to a non-
agricultural land use. Furthermore, the project area is identified in the General Plan as an area of future 
urban development. 
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Air Quality. Development of this alternative would reduce the level of emissions associated with buildout 
of the project site. More specifically, due to the reduction in units, project-generated traffic is anticipated 
to decline significantly in comparison to the proposed project. This reduction in traffic trips would reduce 
project emissions associated with the project. In addition, less area would be developed under this 
scenario, therefore, requiring less grading and project construction. While the duration of construction 
impacts are anticipated to be approximately the same as the proposed project, the amount of construction 
would be significantly less.   
 
Biological Resources.  Development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen potential 
impacts to biological resources located within the project area. More specifically, as identified in the 
General Plan portions of the Gabilan Range are identified as Open Space. As development would not 
occur above the 400 foot elevation contour, these areas would remain as natural Open Space. As 
identified in the biological resources section of this EIR, impacts associated with the loss of Open Space 
was identified as a potentially significant impact that would affect a number of federally listed species. 
Although development of this scenario would still result in the introduction of urban features within the 
project site, the extent to which the site would be disturbed would be substantially less.  
 
Hydrology/Water Quality. Development of this alternative would substantially reduce impervious 
surfaces due to the overall reduction of development. Although this alternative would reduce impervious 
surface areas, as well as off-site related impacts, this alternative would not reduce the overall level of 
significant (i.e. less-than-significant with mitigation) as compared to the proposed project. Moreover, 
development of this alternative would also be required to adhere to the requirements of the City of 
Soledad Storm Drainage Master Plan.  
 
Land Use.  As identified in this EIR, development of the proposed project would conflict with adopted 
General Plan policies that are intended to either avoid and/or mitigated a potential environmental impact. 
Development of this alternative would, however, be required to comply with existing General Plan 
policies, including the preservation of areas above the 400 foot elevation contour. The prohibition of 
development above this contour was identified as a mitigating factor for a number of issue areas. By 
complying with existing adopted General Plan policies this alternative would not result in any conflicts 
with policies intended to avoid and/or mitigate a potential adverse environmental impact. As such, this 
alternative would lessen the impact determination to a level considered less-than-significant.  
 
Noise. Due to the overall reduction of units, the proposed project is anticipated to result in less project 
generated noise. Moreover, due to the reduction of units and the corresponding reduction in vehicular 
traffic associated with project development, the proposed alternative would also result in substantially less 
construction noise. Development would also be less intensive and therefore impacts to adjacent sensitive 
land uses could potentially be minimized and/or avoided through site planning and project design.  
 
Population and Housing. This alternative would result in substantial growth-inducing impacts. As 
compared to the proposed project, however, this alternative would generate less population within the 
project area and would not require revisions to the General Plan in order to accommodate increased 
density. The alternative would be required to comply with the City’s adopted Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance and would provide a variety of residential land use types. As the project would result in less 
units, this alternative would also allow the City to maintain a jobs/housing ratio that is more balanced in 
nature.  
 
Public Services. Although all project impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
incorporation of mitigation for public services, the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the 
demand for public services (i.e. fire, police, schools, parks, etc.). Moreover, preliminary estimates 
indicate that this alternative would generate approximately 550 high school aged children. The existing 
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high school would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional demands generated by this 
alternative. Future buildout of the General Plan, however, would still require that the City and School 
District identify a future high school site within the City. Additionally, as development would 
predominantly be located outside of the hillside areas, the proposed alternative would not be subject to 
potential wildland fires. This alternative would still require additional public services, including police 
and fire substations, but the demand for these services would be less due to the reduction in units and 
developable area. Development consistent with the General Plan would also provide additional parkland 
and open space as the hillside areas would be designated as Open Space areas.  
 
Utilities and Service Systems. While the City of Soledad has adequate capacity to provide utilities to the 
project site, the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the demand for water and energy. 
Additionally, due to the reduction of units, the proposed alternative would generate less wastewater, solid 
waste, and water demand. As such, the overall demand for utilities would be reduced. While all project 
impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the overall reduction of population associated 
with the proposed alternative would substantially lessen impacts to City services and infrastructure.  
 
Traffic. Development of the proposed alternative is anticipated to significantly reduce the amount of 
project-generated traffic due to the overall reduction in the number of proposed units. While the level of 
significance (i.e. less-than-significant with mitigation) is not anticipated to change, this alternative would 
likely require less mitigation.  
 
Summary 
 
Buildout consistent with the City of Soledad’s General Plan would substantially lessen potential impacts 
in terms of aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, land use and planning, 
noise, population and housing, public services, utilities, and traffic. As identified in Table 6-1, 
development of this alternative would result in substantially the same impacts in regard to cultural 
resources, geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials. While this alternative would not 
change the level of significance determination for many of the impact areas, the proposed alternative, due 
to the reduction in project site, would lessen the extent to which the project would impact these resources.  
 
6.5 REDUCED PROJECT 
 
Description 
 
This alternative consists of reducing development on the project site to avoid significant impacts. More 
specifically, development of this alternative would result in the reduction of residential uses on the project 
site by 50 percent. As a result, this alternative would result in the construction of 2,100 residential units. 
The Reduced Project alternative would also result in a 50% reduction of commercial uses on the project 
site as well. More specifically, this alternative would allow approximately 125,000 square feet of 
commercial space. All development under this scenario would occur within the predominantly level 
portions of the project site and no development would occur within the foothill areas. Development would 
primarily be concentrated adjacent to existing residential areas within the City of Soledad.    
 
Development under this alternative is assumed to result in approximately the same impacts in regard to 
cultural resources, geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials as the proposed project. 
Development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the extent of project-related impacts; 
however, the proposed alternative would not reduce the overall level of significance (i.e. less-than-
significant, less-than-significant with mitigation) for each of respective issue areas discussed below. The 
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following discussion addresses only the respective issues areas that would be minimized and/or avoided 
under the proposed alternative.   
 
Impacts 
 
Aesthetic. This alternative would result in less intensive urban development of the project site. Consistent 
with the General Plan Consistency Alternative, development of this alternative would eliminate potential 
impacts to the Gabilan Range, which is considered a scenic vista. Grading would no longer be necessary 
within the foothill areas and changes to topography would be minimal. Additionally, due to the overall 
reduction of units, this alternative would also reduce the extent of visual impacts associated with 
development of this alternative. More specifically, the development of 2,100 residential units would be 
less visible from adjacent public vantage points due to the reduction in developable area. Additionally, 
less commercial area would be developed and potential aesthetic impacts associated with the development 
of commercial uses adjacent to residential areas would also be minimized. To the extent that the project 
would reduce the amount of units, the proposed alternative would still result in the conversion of a 
previously undeveloped site into urban uses and would therefore transform the visual character of the site 
permanently.  
 
Agricultural Resources. Development of this alternative, while not changing the level of significance 
determination (i.e. significant unavoidable), would require less development of the project site and 
therefore less prime farmland would be converted to a non-agricultural use. Regardless, this alternative 
would require the conversion of significant prime farmland into an urban use.  
 
Air Quality. Air quality impacts associated with this alternative would be substantially less than the 
proposed project due to the reduction in commercial and residential land uses. Similar short-term 
construction activities would occur under this alternative. However, long-term emissions associated with 
vehicle trips and stationary sources (i.e., non-residential uses) would be incrementally decreased under 
this alternative. In the long-term, at project buildout, the Miravale III Project would exceed criteria 
pollutant emission thresholds (e.g., PM10, CO, NOx) resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact to 
air quality. A decrease in development intensity by 50 percent under the Reduced Project Alternative 
would reduce air quality impacts. Despite the reduction in units, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
not reduce project impacts to a level considered less-than-significant. However, since the Reduced Project 
Alternative would generate less air quality emissions, this alternative is considered to have less effect on 
air quality in relation to the proposed project. 
 
Biological Resources.  Development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen potential 
impacts to biological resources located within the project area. By eliminating development within the 
foothill portions of the project site, the proposed project would not result in the loss of an area of 
significant biological value. This area would remain as Open Space consistent with the City’s General 
Plan and would retain its natural features. As identified in the biological resources section of this EIR, 
impacts associated with the loss of Open Space was identified as a potentially significant impact that 
would affect a number of federally listed species. The proposed alternative would eliminate potential 
impacts to badgers, borrowing owl, Salinas pocket mouse, kit fox, and other species identified as special 
status. The grassland habitat located in the foothill portion of the Gabilan Range is considered a 
biologically sensitive area of the project site. Development of this alternative would substantially lessen 
project impacts. While specific mitigation would still be warranted, impacts could potentially be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Hydrology/Water Quality. Development of this alternative would substantially reduce impervious 
surfaces due to the reduction of development. Although this alternative would reduce impervious surface 
areas, as well as off-site related impacts, this alternative would not reduce the overall level of significant 
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(i.e. less-than-significant with mitigation) as compared to the proposed project. Moreover, development of 
this alternative would also be required to adhere to the requirements of the City of Soledad Storm 
Drainage Master Plan.  
 
Land Use.  As identified in this EIR, development of the proposed project would conflict with adopted 
General Plan policies that are intended to either avoid and/or mitigated a potential environmental impact. 
This alternative would not conflict with any plans or policies intended to minimize and/or avoid an 
adverse environmental impact. This alternative would not require any General Plan amendments to insure 
consistency with adopted plans and policies pertaining to development within the project area.  
 
Noise. In comparison to the proposed project, construction-related noise is anticipated to be similar due to 
the extent and duration of development. Consistent with the proposed project, mitigation measures would 
be applicable to reduce potential noise-related impacts. Project-related long-term noise impacts associated 
with vehicle trips and stationary sources (i.e. mechanical equipment), however, would be significantly 
less. Due to the reduction in vehicle trips and the decrease in commercial square footage, the Reduced 
Project Alternative would result in less noise impacts. The final configuration of land uses may warrant 
mitigation to assure that impacts do not exceed established thresholds. Development would also be less 
intensive and therefore impacts to adjacent sensitive land uses could potentially be minimized and/or 
avoided through site planning and project design.  
 
Population and Housing. This alternative would result in substantial growth-inducing impacts. As 
compared to the proposed project, however, this alternative would generate less population within the 
project area and would not require revisions to the General Plan in order to accommodate increased 
density. The alternative would be required to comply with the City’s adopted Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance and would provide a variety of residential land use types. As the project would result in less 
units, this alternative would also allow the City to maintain a jobs/housing ratio that is more balanced in 
nature.  
 
Public Services. Although all project impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
incorporation of mitigation for public services, the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the 
demand for public services (i.e. fire, police, schools, parks, etc.). This alternative would still require 
additional public services, including police and fire substations, but the demand for these services would 
be substantial less due to the reduction in units and developable area. 
 
Utilities and Service Systems. The Reduced Project alternative would require upgrades and/or extensions 
of utilities such as water and wastewater facilities. As compared to the proposed project, this alternative 
would result in an incremental decrease in the demand for services. However, as identified in Section 
4.14 Utilities and Service Systems, impacts would be mitigated to a level considered less-than-
significant. Since the project would not generate as much demand for utilities, this alternative is 
considered to have fewer impacts on utilities as compared to the proposed project.  
 
Traffic. Development of the proposed alternative is anticipated to significantly reduce the amount of 
project-generated traffic due to the overall reduction in the number of proposed units. While the level of 
significance (i.e. less-than-significant with mitigation) is not anticipated to change, this alternative would 
likely require less mitigation.  
 
Summary 

This alternative would result in approximately the same impacts as the proposed project in the areas of 
cultural resources, geology, and hazardous materials. By decreasing the extent of development, however, 
the Reduced Project alternative would reduce the overall site disturbance and construction-related 
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impacts, including grading, construction noise, and short-term air quality impacts. Furthermore, this 
alternative would substantially reduce the impact of the project on sensitive biological resources and 
would reduce aesthetic, agricultural, air quality, biological, land use, noise, population and housing, 
public services, utilities, and traffic impacts.  
 
6.6  NO GOLF COURSE  
 
Description 
 
This alternative consists of eliminating the golf course and associated infrastructure in order to avoid 
potential significant adverse environmental impacts associated with agricultural resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, public services, utilities, and traffic. This alternative 
would still allow for the development of up to 4,200 residential units and commercial uses. As currently 
proposed, the golf course, driving range, and other associated infrastructure occupy approximately 160 
acres of the 920 acre site. This area may be developed at some future time consistent with the program 
and policies identified in the General Plan, but additional impacts could result from additional 
development within the existing golf course alignment. These impacts would be beyond the scope of 
analysis contained in this EIR. Potential impacts include increased traffic, noise, deterioration of air 
quality, increased demands for public services and similar. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed 
that the existing golf course alignment would be utilized for low-intensity public recreational uses. 
Residential development within this alignment is beyond the scope of the analysis contained in this EIR 
and would be subject to additional review in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.   
 
Development under this alternative is assumed to result in approximately the same impacts in regard to 
aesthetics, air quality, geology and soils, land use and planning, and noise as the proposed project. 
Development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen the extent of project-related impacts; 
however, the proposed alternative would not necessarily reduce the overall level of significance (i.e. less-
than-significant, less-than-significant with mitigation) for each of respective issue areas discussed below. 
Development of this alternative could, however, result in potentially significant impacts in terms of 
hydrology and water quality due to the elimination of the golf course and associated features, which 
include stormwater facilities. The following discussion addresses only the respective issues areas that 
would be minimized and/or avoided under the proposed alternative.   
 
Impacts 
 
Agricultural Resources. As identified in Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources, development of the 
proposed project would result in the conversion of 760 acres of prime farmland into urban uses. 
Development of the proposed alternative would, however, retain approximately 160 acres of prime 
farmland as Open Space or similar low-intensity recreational uses. Development of this alternative, while 
not reducing the overall significance of project-related impacts (i.e. significant and unavoidable), would 
substantially reduce the total amount of prime farmland permanently converted to non-agricultural uses. 
While this land would not be utilized for agricultural production, prime farmland would be retained as 
Open Space thereby minimizing potential project-related impacts.   
 
Biological Resources. Development of the proposed alternative would lessen potential impacts to 
biological resources located within the project area. As previously identified, the loss of Open Space was 
identified as a potentially significant impact that would affect a number of federally listed species. 
Eliminating the golf course and retaining an additional 160 acres as Open Space or similar low-intensity 
recreational use would minimize potential impacts to badgers, borrowing owl, Salinas pocket mouse, kit 
fox, and other special-status species. Moreover, maintaining the golf course alignment as Open Space  or 
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similar low-intensity recreational use would also provide additional connectivity between existing Open 
Space areas within the Gabilan Range and areas used as foraging habitat. Development of this alternative 
would substantially lessen project impacts; however, mitigation would still be warranted.  
 
Cultural Resources. Development of the proposed alternative would avoid all project-related impacts to 
the historically significant Lorentzen house. As currently proposed, project development would result in 
the relocation of this structure in order to accommodate the proposed golf course and other project 
components. This alternative, however, would avoid project impacts by leaving the proposed golf course 
alignment as Open Space or a similar low-intensity recreational use. While standard mitigation regarding 
buried human remains would still pertain to this alternative, the no Golf Course Alternative would 
substantially project impacts to a historically significant resource such that all potential impacts could be 
feasibly avoid.   
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Development of the proposed alternative would reduce potential 
adverse environmental impacts associated with the maintenance and operation of the golf course. More 
specifically, development of this alternative would not require the use of pesticides and/or other types of 
chemicals in order to maintain the facility. While exposure of these chemicals is not anticipated to be 
significant, the elimination of the golf course would no longer require the application of potentially 
harmful chemicals. While this alternative would not reduce the overall level of significance of potential 
impacts due to the exposure to hazardous materials, this alternative would eliminate the need to routinely 
use and handle harmful chemicals.  
 
Public Services and Recreation. Development of the proposed alternative has the potential to substantially 
increase Open Space or similar low-intensity recreational uses, such as parks, and thereby reduce 
potential impacts associated with project development by providing increased access to passive use 
recreational opportunities. More specifically, the proposed alternative would increase passive recreational 
uses by approximately 160 acres. Total Open Space provided as part of this alternative would account for 
approximately 25% of total land uses. Although not an official component of this alternative, additional 
public parks could be designated within the existing golf course alignment. While development of the 
proposed alternative would increase the total acreage of open space, this alternative would not necessarily 
reduce the level of significance (i.e. less-than-significant) of potential impacts. Mitigations requiring the 
payment of impact fees and other similar mitigations would still apply.  
 
Utilities and Service Systems. Development of the proposed alternative would substantially lessen annual 
project demand. As indicated in Section 4.14 Utilities and Service Systems the proposed golf course 
would account for an annual water demand of approximately 543 acre feet per year. Although the golf 
course would be provided recycled water, this alternative would substantially lessen projected demands.  
 
Traffic. Development of the proposed alternative is anticipated to reduce the amount of project-generated 
traffic associated with the golf course. The reduction of traffic trips, however, is not anticipated to be 
substantial as project traffic associated with the operation of the golf-course is not a significant 
component of project traffic. While the level of significance (i.e. less-than-significant with mitigation) is 
not anticipated to change, this alternative would likely require less mitigation.  
 
Summary 

This alternative would result in approximately the same impacts as the proposed project in the areas of 
aesthetics, air quality, geology and soils, land use and planning, and noise. By eliminating development of 
the golf course and thereby increasing the amount of area to be preserved as Open Space or similar low-
intensity recreational use this alternative would reduce potential agricultural, biological, cultural, hazards, 
public services, and utilities impacts associated with project development. Eliminating development of the 
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proposed golf course, however, could result in additional development potential within the project area. 
As identified by the City of Soledad, the existing golf course could be developed for residential use in 
accordance with the City’s General Plan. Additional residential development within the golf course 
alignment is beyond the scope of this analysis and could result in additional environmental impacts. 
These impacts would be subject to review under the requirements of CEQA.   
 
6.7   ALTERNATIVE DESIGN: INCREASED SENIOR HOUSING ALTERNATIVE 
 
Description 
 
The Increased Senior Housing Alternative consists of increasing the number of senior level housing from 
500 to 1,500 units in order to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts to public services and traffic. 
Build-out of this alternative would still result in the construction of 4,200 units and commercial uses; 
however, a larger proportion of these units, approximately 35 percent, would be restricted for senior level 
housing. This alternative is anticipated to result in approximately the same impacts as the proposed 
project in terms of aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, hazards, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, and utilities as the proposed 
project. Development of this alternative, however, would lessen project impacts to school facilities. The 
following discussion addresses only the respective issues areas that would be minimized and/or avoided 
under the proposed alternative.   
 
Impacts 
 
Population and Housing. Development of the proposed alternative would increase the amount of senior 
level housing provided in conjunction with project development and therefore reduce potential impacts 
associated with development of the proposed project. The incorporation of additional senior level 
housing, however, would not reduce the level of significance of project-related impacts and mitigation 
measures would still be necessary to ensure that project impacts are reduced to a level considered less-
than-significant.   
 
Public Services and Recreation. Development of the proposed alternative would lessen potential impacts 
to educational resources. More specifically, as identified in Section 4.12 Public Services and 
Recreation, development of the proposed project would generate an estimated 4,291 new students. These 
additional students, per the Soledad Unified School District, would necessitate the construction of several 
additional school facilities in order to accommodate the projected students. According to the Soledad 
Unified School District, development of the proposed alternative would generate approximately 3,132 
school aged children. Despite the overall reduction of school aged children, development of this 
alternative would still require additional school facilities, including a high school and an additional 
elementary school. Therefore, mitigation measures would still be warranted as part of the proposed 
alternative. While reducing overall projected student population growth, this alternative would not reduce 
and/or eliminate the need for additional educational facilities to mitigate project-related impacts. 
 
Traffic. Development of the proposed alternative is anticipated to reduce the amount of project-generated 
traffic due to the increase in the number of senior level housing. As identified in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., senior level housing results in less daily 
traffic trips as compared to other housing types. More specifically, the ITE trip generation rate for senior 
housing is identified as 3.48 traffic trips per day. Assuming the construction of 1,500 senior housing 
units, preliminary estimates indicate that the proposed senior level housing would account for 
approximately 5,200 daily traffic trips. As compared to the proposed project, the increased traffic trips 
associated with the senior level housing would correspond with an overall reduction of project traffic by 
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an estimated 4,311 daily trips. Although this alternative would result in less daily traffic trips, project 
impacts are still anticipated to be significant.   
 
Summary 

Although development of this alternative is likely to lessen the extent of project impacts by reducing daily 
traffic trips and the number of projected students, this alternative would not reduce the overall level of 
significance of project impacts. Moreover, this alternative would still require mitigation in order to 
reduce/minimize potential impacts. For instance, development of this alternative would still necessitate an 
additional high school site in order to accommodate projected students and traffic improvements would 
still be necessary. While minimizing impacts related to public services and traffic, this project would 
result in approximately the same environmental impacts as the proposed project.  
 
6.8   ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
A comparison of the impacts of each alternative relative to the proposed project is presented in Table 6-1.  
CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project be specified. In 
general, the environmentally superior alternative is that which minimizes the adverse impacts of the 
project to the greatest extent, while achieving the basic objectives of the project.  
 
The No Project – No Development alternative could be considered the environmentally superior 
alternative because all adverse impacts associated with project construction and operation would be 
avoided.  However, the No Project – No Development alternative does not satisfy the primary project 
objective to provide a range of housing types for future Soledad residents.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(e)(2) states: “If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.   
 
Among the remaining alternatives, the Reduced Project alternative would represent the environmentally 
superior alternative, since it avoids or reduces many of the project’s impacts associated with more intense 
development on the site. While this alternative would result in less units than the “Buildout Consistent 
with the General Plan” Alternative, the General Plan alternative assumes buildout according to the 
maximum allowable density on the site. The Reduced Project alternative would allow the City to meet its 
objectives, while insuring that adverse environmental impacts are reduced to the extent feasible. This 
alternative would reduce impacts in other impact areas in accordance with the decrease in development.   
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MIRAVALE PHASE III 
Notice of Preparation 

City of Soledad 

To: ______________________________   From: City of Soledad__
           (Responsible Agency/Interested Person or Entity)    (Lead Agency)

City of Soledad, City Hall 

        248 Main Street 

        Soledad, California 93960 

        Tel:  (831) 678-3963 

        Fax:  (831) 678-3965 

        E-mail:  communitydev@cityofsoledad.com

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report for Miravale Phase III Specific Plan

Project Applicant: Nader Agha

Public Review Period: NOP response period is from August 24, 2006 to September 23, 

2006   

NOP Scoping Meeting: One scoping meeting will be held to receive input on the EIR:   

(1) September 7, 2006 at 5:00 PM at the City of Soledad City 

Hall Council Chambers, 248 Main Street, Soledad, CA 93960 

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are discussed below.  

The City of Soledad will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 

the Miravale Phase III Specific Plan Project. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 

15082, states that once a decision is made to prepare an EIR, the lead agency must prepare a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) to inform all responsible agencies of that decision. The purpose of the NOP is to 

provide responsible agencies and interested persons with sufficient information describing the proposed 

project and its potential environmental effects to enable them to make a meaningful response as to the 

scope and content of the information to be included in the EIR. 

This NOP is being released to request comments on the scope of the EIR for the proposed project. The 

responses to this NOP will help the City of Soledad determine the scope of the EIR and ensure an 

appropriate level of environmental review.  Project related documents and files are available at the 

address above.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but 

not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. Please send your responses to Don Fleming at the 

address above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.  

Date ____________   Signature _________________________________ 

1



I. INTRODUCTION

PROJECT LOCATION:

The 920-acre project site is located within unincorporated lands of Monterey County on the northern edge 

of the City of Soledad, approximately 35 miles southeast of the Monterey Peninsula and 85 miles 

southeast of the San Francisco Bay Area (see Figure 1).  The project site is generally between San 

Vicente Road and Orchard Lane, and is surrounded by agricultural land to the north and east, an existing 

residential subdivision to the south, and undeveloped foothills of the Gabilan Mountain Range to the 

west.  The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are:  417-151-082, 417-151-083, 417-151-084, 417-151-085, 257-

081-005, 257-081-026, 257-081-027, and 257-081-032. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Miravale Phase III Specific Plan project proposes a mixed-use development consisting of 

approximately 2,600 single-family residential units, 1,600 multi-family residential units, 300 senior 

housing units, 120 hotel rooms, 250,000 square feet of retail commercial space and an 18-hole golf 

course.  Conceptual plans include a variety of residential types, including apartments, townhouses, and 

attached homes on small and large lots.  The project also proposes three school sites (2 elementary 

schools and 1 middle school), a fire and police substation, and approximately 71 acres of open space and 

recreation areas, including parks, playgrounds, and a trail system (see Figure 2). 

The project site is currently zoned by the County for farmland and permanent grazing uses and is being 

used for agricultural cultivation and grazing.  It includes two existing single family units, which will be 

removed as part of the project.  According to the City’s General Plan, the majority of the project site is 

located within a designated Expansion Area, comprising all or a portion of three sub-areas:  Northwest 

Expansion, San Vicente West, and Mirassou.  A specific plan is required by the City in advance of 

annexation and development of each sub-area.  Development of the project site will require annexation to 

the City pursuant to Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County (LAFCO) regulations. 

The project entitlements will include, but not be limited to, General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, 

Zone Change (Pre-Zoning), Architectural Review, Sphere of Influence Amendment, Annexation, 

Tentative Subdivision Map, and Development Agreements to allow for the proposed development. 

II. PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE AND PROBABLE EFFECTS

The environmental review of the project will focus on the following issues and probable environmental 
effects, as identified to date. The environmental analysis will address short-term (construction) and long 
term (life of project) impacts.  

Aesthetics: The EIR will evaluate the visual effects of the project, based on existing visual characteristics, 
impacts to scenic views, proposed site layout/design, and density of development. The visual analysis will 
consider the City’s policies on protection of views and aesthetics. 

Agricultural Resources: According to the Important Farmlands Map, the project site contains farmland 

that is mapped as prime or of statewide importance. The site also contains lands under Williamson Act 
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contract.  The EIR will analyze potential impacts to existing agricultural operations and land uses, 

including loss of farmland, impacts to Williamson Act properties, and compatibility issues.  

Air Quality: The EIR will describe the air quality of the area and provide an assessment of the potential 

air quality impacts of the project in compliance with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 

District guidelines. Short-term air quality impacts associated with construction related activities will also 

be addressed. 

Biological Resources: A biological assessment will be performed as part of the EIR to determine site 
conditions, the presence/absence of sensitive species and habitats, and potential impacts of the project on 
these resources.  

Cultural Resources: The EIR will include a cultural resources investigation to determine the potential 

impacts from the project on any historic, architectural, or archaeological resources.   

Geology and Soils: The EIR will address potential soil, geologic, and geotechnical hazards on the site, 
based on a preliminary geotechnical/geologic report. Such hazards may include seismicity, problematic 
soil conditions, liquefaction, and erosion.  

Hazardous Materials/Health and Safety: The EIR will address potential hazards associated with 

development of the project site, including potential impacts from hazardous materials associated with past 

or current uses (e.g., agricultural chemicals, hydrocarbons, etc,) and the use, storage, or transport of 

hazardous materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality: The EIR will address drainage, flooding, and water quality conditions on 
the site.  Potential impacts from development could include increases in runoff and flooding potential, as 
well as degradation of water quality from increased erosion and sedimentation.  Proposed drainage and 
wastewater disposal systems will be evaluated.  

Land Use and Planning: The EIR will address land use compatibility and project compliance with 

applicable land use policies.  The project will require annexation of the project site into the City of 

Soledad boundaries, as well as expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence, subject to the review and 

approval by the Monterey County LAFCO.  Existing land uses on and surrounding the project site will be 

described and potential land use impacts assessed (i.e., compatibility with surrounding uses, consistency 

with plans and policies, effects on the community). 

Noise: The EIR will describe the existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity, which are dominated by 

vehicular traffic.  The EIR will assess the short-term (construction) and long-term (operational) noise 

impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding land uses, as well as noise impacts on proposed 

residential uses that may be affected by existing and future noise levels. 

Population and Housing: A direct increase in population would occur due to proposed housing 

components of the project and an indirect increase may result from the creation of new jobs. The 

population and housing analysis in the EIR will consider the trends in population statistics for the local 

area and region. 

Public Services/Utilities: The EIR will evaluate the existing public service systems serving the project 

area and evaluate the public service impacts of the project, including increased demands for sanitary 

sewer, storm drain, park, emergency, and school services.  
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Traffic and Circulation: The EIR will describe the existing and proposed roadway system, and evaluate 

traffic impacts.  Traffic impacts, including degradation of levels of service on affected roadways and 

freeways, adequacy of site access, and provision of parking will be evaluated in a technical traffic study. 

Water Supply: The EIR will describe the available water supply resources and projected demand for all 

phases of project implementation. This assessment will also address the proposed water system 

infrastructure to assess compliance with relevant standards (i.e., health and fire safety) and the adequacy 

of proposed storage and transmission capacity and pressures.   

Growth Inducement: The EIR will evaluate the potential growth-inducing effects of the proposed 

development, including increases in jobs and housing, and improvements that may remove impediments 

to growth. 

Cumulative Impacts: The EIR will evaluate the potential cumulative impacts of the project when 

combined with past, present and reasonably anticipated projects in the region. This evaluation will 

address (at a minimum) traffic, air quality, public services, and land use. 

Alternatives: The EIR will consider a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could 

feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6. 

Attachments:

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

Figure 2: Site Plan  
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APPENDIX G 
 

City of Soledad Storm Drain Master Plan Appendix B 
Engineering Results of the RM Associates, Storm Drain and HYDRA hydraulic analysis 

for Miravale III 
 













































































Lot Configuration
Lot Area 2,000 sf minimum

6,000 sf minimum for apartments

Width
     Interior Lot 35' feet minimum
     Exterior Lot 40' feet minimum
Depth 65' feet minimum
Curve / Cul-De-Sac Frontage 30' feet minimum

Building Massing
Lot Coverage 65% of lot maximum

Height 3 stories maximum
Setbacks
Front
     Living Space 10' minimum Architectural features may extend up to 2.5' into the adjacent 

setback.
     Porch   5' minimum Porches and balconies may extend 5' into required front and 

rear yards, 2' into side yards.
     Garage 20' minimum

Lot area may be reduce up to 10% in constrained locations 
provided all setback and usable rear yard area requirements 
are met.

Measured at property line.  May have a lot frontage less than 
specified provided all setback and rear yard area requirements 
are met.

Roof overhangs, patio covers, unenclosed shade structures and 
the like are exempt from the building coverage calculation.

VR/ M3-VR
Category Restriction Interpretation
Land Use Village Residential (VR)
Zoning Village Residential (M3-VR)
Density Range 12-30 dwelling units / gross acre

Permitted Uses
Single-Family dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, apartments, clustered "pack" style homes, townhouses, condominiums, accessory 
buildings, neighborhood serving uses - including garages, and day nurseries.  Any other uses that the Planning Commission finds 
to be consistent with the purpose of this section and the Specific Plan.

Table 2-5     VR/ M3-VR Development Standards



Side
     Interior   5' minimum
     Exterior 10' minimum

Rear
     Residential 10' minimum A 100' wide landsscaped buffer strip irrigated with recycled 

water is required measured from the structure on the lot closest 
to the open space.

     Accessory Structure   5' minimum per story

Distance Between Buildings
     Residential Buildings 10' minimum
     Accessory Structures   6' minimum
Fencing Refer to Section 17.36.010 of the Municipal Code

Landscaping & Open Space
Private/Common Open Space
     Townhomes / Condos 500 sf minimum
     Apartments 300 sf minimum for studio

350 sf minimum for 1 bedroom
50 sf additional per bedroom > 1 bedroom *Private open space includes: patios, porches, balconies, 

terraces, and decks.  A minimum of 80 sf for ground floor units 
and 48 sf for units located on the second level or above.

     4+ Units

Provide a landscaped 4' wide minimum strip 
along the periphery of the project site.  The 
front yard setback shall contain a varying 
landscaped strip varying in width from 6' 
wide to 10' wide.

Parking Refer to Section 17.36.020 of the Municipal Code

Signage Refer to Section 17.36.030 of the Municipal Code

A portion of the required usable open space shall be private*, 
otherwise it shall be shared in common space

Rear loading attached garages shall provide a 5' minimum 
setback.



C / M3-GC & M3-CC  Development Standards
Category Restriction Interpretation
Land Use Commercial (C )
Zoning  (M3-GC & M3-VC) Includes Village Commercial and Gateway Commercial

Permitted Uses
Village Commercial (VC) Gateway Commercial (GC)

Conditional Uses
Village Commercial (VC) Gateway Commercial (GC)

Antiques and the sales of used items, banks and other financial 
institutions, buildings with more than 10,000sf of gross floor 
area (15,000 sf for two or more stories), bowling alleys, cocktail 
lounges, liquor products, office, pool and billiards, hotel, wine 
tasting room, live music venues, all drive throughs, used items 
including furniture and clothing where owned and operated by a 
non-profit organization, and any use the planning commission 
determines consistent with the provisions of this section.

Prohibited Uses VC & GC

Lot Configuration VC & GC
Landscape Area Coverage 10% of lot minimum

Liquor stores as a principal use, bars, automobile body and paint shop, exclusive automobile repair; sheet metal shop; fortune tellers, 
adult entertainment; gambling; pawn shops, thrift shops, and flea markets.  All drive throughs are prohibited in Village Commercial.

Area between front/street side property line and the building, 
excluding driveways, shall be landscaped.  Parking lot areas 
shall be planted to reduce the impact of large paving areas.

Table 2-6

Bakery goods, barbershop, beauty shop, bicycle shop, books, clothing 
store, deli, department store, drug store, dry cleaner, florist shop, 
furniture store, garden supplies, gift shops, grocery store, hardware 
store, health foods, hobby shops, ice cream, laundromats, meat market, 
music store, newspaper stand, pet shop, photographic supplies, 
electronic stores, restaurants, shoe repair store, sporting goods, 
stationary store, toy store, any other use which the planning 
commission finds to be consistent with the purposes of this section

Auto parts, bakery goods, barbershop, beauty shop, bicycle 
shop, books, clothing store, community center, day care, deli, 
department store, drug store, dry cleaner, florist shop, furniture 
store, garden supplies, gift shops, grocery store, gym, hardware 
store, health foods, hobby shops, ice cream, laundromats, meat 
market, music store, newspaper stand, pet shop, photographic 
supplies, electronic stores, restaurants, spa, shoe repair store, 
sporting goods, stationary store, toy store, specialty retail, art 
gallery, any other use which the planning commission finds to 
be consistent with the purposes of this section

Banks and other financial institutions, buildings with more than 50,000sf 
of gross floor area (75,000 sf for two or more stories), bowling alleys, 
cocktail lounges, liquor products, pool and billiards, any use the 
planning commission determines consistent with the provisions of this 
section.



Building Massing
Village Commercial (VC) Gateway Commercial (GC)
Lot Coverage No limitation Lot Coverage                                No Limitation
Height 3 stories  maximum Height                                            4 stories maximum         

     Hotel                                         7 stories maximum
Setbacks Setbacks
Front sidewalk Front                                             0' for buildings fronting sidewalk
Side Side
     Streetside 10' minimum      Streetside                                10' minimum
     Interior   0' minimum      Interior                                       0' minimum
Rear Rear                                               0' minimum
     Commercial   0' minimum
     Residential 20' minimum
Distance Between Buildings 10' minimum Distance Between Buildings         10' minimum

Parking Refer to Section 17.36.020 of the Municipal Code

Signage Refer to Section 17.36.030 of the Municipal Code
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