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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

CEQA REQUIREMENTS – NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines section 15074(b) requires, in part, that prior to approving a project, the 

decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed negative declaration or 

mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the public review 

process.   

The public review period for the proposed Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Mitigated Negative 

Declaration/Initial Study (IS/MND) extended for 30 days from August 11, 2014 through 

September 10, 2014.  

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

The following organizations and interests submitted written comments on the IS/MND: 

1.  Salinas Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnessing, Inc. (9/10/14) 

2.  Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (9/10/14) 

3.  Monterey Salinas Transit (9/10/14) 

4.   L+G LLP Attorneys at Law (9/10/14) 

5.  Monterey County Resource Management Agency (9/10/14) 

6.  Transportation Agency for Monterey County (9/10/14) 

7.  Monterey County Health Department (9/3/14) 
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8.  Monterey County Water Resources Agency (9/4/14) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ORGANIZATION 

The first page of each letter is numbered in the upper right hand corner to denote the letter 

number as presented above. Comments in each letter are numbered consecutively in the right 

hand margin of each page. Following each letter, responses to individually numbered comments 

are provided. Each response is numbered. The first number denotes the letter number and 

second number denotes the individual comment number.  For example, the response to the first 

comment in the second comment letter is numbered 2-1.     



September 8, 2014 

Salinas Congregation of Jehovah' s Witnessing, Inc. 
1484 Constitution Boulevard 

Salinas, CA 93905 
831.455.6075 

Mr. Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager 
Community and Economic Development Department 
65 W. Alisa) Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Re: Salinas Regional Sports Authority File No M2012-004 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

Letter #l 

RECEIVED 
SEP 1 0 2014 

COMMUNr··y ,fs: ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our comments on the proposed Salinas Regional 
Sports Authority Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study. We have two concerns 
that we wish to note, noise level and traffic impact. 

The Salinas Congregation of Jehovah' s Witnessing is located directly east of the 
proposed project site with a regular attendance of approximately 700 congregation 
members who attend weekday and weekend service and activities. Our most active day is 
Sunday when members of the community come to worship and are taught Bible teachings 
and Godly principles. 

The proposed project, located directly west of our property is designed to have two 
soccer fields next to our existing place of worship, the Kingdom Hall. During weekday 
meeting times starting at 7:30 pm and Sunday throughout the day, from 9:00 AM to 9:30 
PM, a program of worship consisting of prayer, discourse and instruction is being 
conducted in dignified and proper manner appropriate to a place of worship. 

Recognizing that noise is a natural part of recreation we have been in conversations with 1 
the applicant to determine ways to minimize noise during our meeting times. The Initial 
Study on page 77, states that during the year, leagues would utilize the lighted fields from 
a 4 :00 to 8:00 pm timeframe. Assuming this ending time applied to the practice fields 
located at the back of our property, we would like to recommend the eastern located 
fields be regulated to end play by 7:30 pm rather than 8:00 pm. We are willing to work 
with the applicant over the first 6-8 months to determine how best to regulate noise 



impact to our meetings, including a noise barrier and determine what adjustment can be I 1 cont. 
made to accommodate both our needs. 

Traffic 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration Plan states that within one year of the date that all 
soccer field and parking facilities are constructed and operational, the applicant shall 
conduct a follow-up traffic analysis to validate whether signalization of the Constitution 
Boulevard/proposed project entrance/Natividad Medical Center intersection is warranted. 

We recognize that during tournament play, traffic wm have a notable impact to the area. 2 
To help mitigate this impact a representative from our congregation spoke with the 
applicant and recommended that a shared restricted traffic agreement with Natividad 
Hospital possibly be explored to determine the feasibility of using Hospital parking 
during tournament periods only, and only if sufficient parking in a restricted area should 
exist . Furthermore, it was suggested that users of the soccer compl,ex be reminded in 
writing to utilize the existing parking, car pool or shuttle during tournaments. 

We are gladly willing to work with the applicants to help find solutions that minimize the 
negative impact to the quality of life and worship of our congregation members while 
optimizing traffic safety and managing nose levels of the proposed soccer complex. 

Please feel free to contact Jerry Hernandez at 755-5393 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~~~//ad e; Carvalho, Treasurer 
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1. Comments and Responses to Comments from the Salinas Congregation 

of Jehovah’s Witnessing, Inc.  

1-1. The commenter suggests that the duration of use of the eastern most fields be limited to 

7:30 PM to avoid potential noise nuisance to functions at the Kingdom Hall. 

 Response: As noted in the comment letter, the applicant and the Congregation had 

previously met to discuss the project and to coordinate on possible land use compatibility 

nuisances. To further collaborate with the Congregation, the applicant again met with 

Congregation representatives on September 20, 2014. Several issues related to prior 

concerns of the Congregation were discussed. As an outcome of the discussion related to 

noise concerns, the concept of the applicant planting landscape screening at the common 

property line was discussed as was the concept of limiting use of whistles if the 

Congregation finds that the need arises. 

 It should also be noted that the proposed project includes operational measures designed to 

minimize off-site noise nuisances from use of playing fields. As described in the IS/MND 

on page 77, the playing field closest to the Congregation property and residential uses to 

the northeast would be used only during the daylight hours. Also, as noted on page 14 of 

the applicant’s noise assessment included as Appendix K of the IS/MND, operationally, 

the applicant would prioritize use of fields located furthest from the Congregation property 

and residences to the northwest by progressively using closer fields only as demand 

warrants. The fields closest to these locations, fields 7 and 8, would be the last to be 

utilized.   

 The applicant and Congregation representatives have agreed to continue to collaborate as 

the project is implemented and becomes operational to determine solutions to noise 

nuisances if such arise. No physical site development/structural improvements or other 

actions are anticipated to address noise nuisance issues. Consequently, implementation of 

noise nuisance solutions, if required, is not expected to result in adverse environmental 

effects.  

1-2. The commenter suggests that the applicant consider a shared use parking agreement with 

Natividad Hospital to address parking issues that may arise during tournament play and 

that the applicant encourage project users to carpool/shuttle to reduce parking demand. 

 Response: Please refer to the response to comment 1-1 above regarding 

applicant/Congregation collaboration regarding potential project nuisances. The applicant 

has agreed to consider approaching the County about a shared parking use concept. The 

applicant has also agreed to encourage users to carpool/shuttle and to use transit to access 

the site.  Please refer to the response to comment 3-2 from MST regarding the applicant’s 

agreement to include a bus pull-out/stop at the project site.  



.:n ~!,~-!~9.1;! Al' Pollution Contromsofot ~ Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties 

September 8, 2014 

Courtney Grossman 
Planning Manager 
Community and Economic Development 
65 W. Alisal Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Subject: Comments on Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Project 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

Letter #2 

24580 Silver Cloud Court 
Monterey, CA 93940 

PHONE: (831) 647-9411 •FAX: (831) 647-8501 

Thank you for providing the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (Air District) the opportunity to 1 
comment on the above-referenced document. The Air District has reviewed the document and has no 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Clymo 
Supervising Air Quality Planner 

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer 
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2. Comments and Responses to Comments from the Monterey Bay Unified 

Air Pollution Control District  

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District stated that it had no comment on the 

IS/MND. No response is necessary. 



Letter #3 

MST 
MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT 

TRANSIT DISTR ICT MEMBERS: 

City of Carmel-by-the-Sea • City of Del Rey Oaks • City of Gonzales • City of Greenfield 
City of King • City of Marina • City of Monterey • City of Pacific Grove • City of Salinas 

City of Sand City • City of Seaside • City of Soledad • County of Monterey 

Courtney Grossman 
Planning Manager 
Community and Economic Development Department 
City of Salinas 
65 West Alisal Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

September 10, 2014 

RE: Notice of Intent to Adopt a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration: 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 
Project 

Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) appreciates the oppmtunity to provide comments on the 
above referenced environmental document and proposed project. We offer the following 
comments to better address impacts and access to public transit associated with the proposed 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Project. 

By way of background, MST operates 4 transit lines within a 1/2 mile of the site and 
along Constitution Boulevard in front of the proposed project. Transit connections to and from 
this area offer mobility options for people travelling to/from the Northridge area of Salinas as 
well as to/from the Monterey Peninsula. 

With respect to the Initial Study, the impacts of the proposed project to transit service are 
inadequately described or mitigated in Section (f) on page 90. The checklist indicates that 
impacts are significant unless mitigated yet no mitigation measures related to public transit are 
incorporated into the project. The fnitial Study suggests that demand created from the proposed 
project is low and that capacity to accommodate transit demand is available. The Initial Study 
fails to address access to bus stops which could be better addressed in the comments below. 

MST suggests the following modifications to the proposed project to help mitigate the 
impacts to transit and access to bus stops: 

One Ryan Ranch Road • Monterey, California 93940-5703 USA• Fax 831.899.3954 •Phone 831.899.2558 or 888.MST.BUSl 
www.mst.org •e-mail: mst@mst.org 
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• Extend the sidewalk adjacent to Constitution Boulevard along the proposed project 1 
frontage for walking access to MST bus stops. The project applicant proposes to provide 
internal sidewalks for circulation in lieu of sidewalks along Constitution Boulevard. This 
proposal is not desirable considering that people walking to the proposed Soccer 
Complex would only be able to use the sidewalk on the north side of Constitution 
Boulevard. In order to walk from the bus stop at Natividad, someone walking would 
cross 4 lanes of travel to get to the proposed project. This impact is not addressed in the 
Initial Study and fails to provide for access to the existing bus stop at Natividad. A great 
resource and reference for designing streets for all users including walking and transit can 
be found at 
http://www. tam cm ontercy. org/programs/com p I ctestreets/CS Guidebook. htm 1. 

• While the description of transit capacity may be accurate today, transit ridership is 2 
expected to increase with the proposed project and over the long term. Providing no 
transit amenities for the anticipated growth in ridership associated with this project is not 
desired. ln consideration of all the trips to and from the existing and proposed Soccer 
Complex, MST requests that the project include a bus pull out and bus stop on 
Constitution Boulevard. A bus stop in front of the proposed project site will provide 
transit access to the Soccer Complex and help mitigate the increase in vehicle trips 
associated with planned activities. When the proposed project nears the implementation 
phase, please invite MST staff to review and approve the design and location of a bus 
pull out and bus stop. 

• The City of Salinas and project applicant should also consult MST's Designing for 
Transit Manual, which can be found at http://mst.org/about-mst/planning-development/. 
This resource is meant to help project applicants in developing plans to accommodate and 
encourage transit ridership. 

• Please update the Traffic Impact Analysis as it relates to transit routes near the proposed 
project and within the City of Salinas. Many of the routes have changed since the 
Analysis was prepared in December 2012 and the map in Appendix L, Figure 4 is out of 
date. The description of transit service is also out of date on page 34 Df the Traffic Impact 
Anaiysis. A compiete map of transit service in the Sajinas area can be found at: 
ht1p://mst.org/maps-schedules/system-maps/salinas/. 

MST appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Initial Study for the proposed 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Project. We hope that these suggestions help mitigate the 
impacts of vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project. Transit service in Salinas is a 
critical component of a multimodal transportation system which supports the economy and 
improves access for residents. 

3 
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Please feel free to contact me or Lisa Rheinheimer, Director of Planning and 
Development at lrhcinheimer@mst.org. 

Sine rely, 

Assistant General Ma 1ager 
finance and Administration 
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3. Comments and Responses to Comments Monterey Salinas Transit (MST) 

3-1. The commenter suggests that a sidewalk be extended along the project frontage on 

Constitution Boulevard to provide pedestrian access in addition to the existing sidewalk on 

the north side of Constitution Boulevard. 

Response: The issue of pedestrian access was discussed with MST in response to its 

comment. The proposed project includes pedestrian access inside the project site.  A 

pedestrian walk starts at the north end of the site on Constitution Boulevard where it 

connects to the existing sidewalk. A sidewalk along the south side of Constitution 

Boulevard is not included in the project for three primary reasons: 1) to reduce adverse 

effects on existing mature landscaping located along the project frontage; 2) avoid potential 

biological impacts related to removing/disrupting protected wetland habitat along 

Constitution Boulevard; and 3) pedestrians would likely prefer a route through the site 

rather than around it as there are no other pedestrian destinations for which a sidewalk on 

the south side of the road would provide superior access.    

 It should be noted that pedestrian access to the site from the walkway on the northern side 

of Constitution Boulevard and from an existing bus stop/sidewalk within the Natividad 

complex will be facilitated in the future. The County has agreed, based on a memorandum 

of understanding with the City, that it would install a traffic signal at the Natividad 

intersection with Constitution Boulevard. The new proposed main project entrance forms 

a fourth leg to this intersection. With signalization, the safety of pedestrian access from the 

north side of the roadway will be significantly improved.    

3-2. The commenter suggests that transit amenities be provided at the site.  

 Response: The applicant met with MST staff to discuss transit access in response to the 

comment. The applicant has agreed to include a bus pull-out on Constitution Boulevard 

and to ensure adequate pedestrian access from the bus stop to internal portions of the site. 

The new facility would be located at the existing southerly driveway on Constitution 

Boulevard. The exhibit “Proposed Bus Pullout and Stop” shown on the following page 

illustrates the location and footprint of the proposed pull-out. That driveway would be 

closed as part of the proposed project. The location is central to the entire 

existing/proposed soccer complex and provides good connectivity to existing and 

proposed facilities. The pull-out out would be designed in collaboration with MST and 

consistent with MST design specifications.  
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 To ensure that the transit facility is constructed, the following would be included as a 

condition of project approval: 

A bus pullout shall be provided at the location of the existing south 

entrance to the soccer complex, which would be closed as part of the 

proposed project. Prior to issuance of a certificate of completion for 

grading permits issued for  Phase I improvements (proposed new soccer 

fields and parking), an easement enabling a construction of the bus pull 

out at that location, generally as  depicted  in the attached exhibit entitled 

“Proposed Bus Turnout and Stop”, shall be recorded to the satisfaction of 

the City Engineer. The applicant shall construct the bus pull out in 

accordance with MST standards to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 

prior to the completion (certificate of completion/occupancy) for Phase 

II improvements (stadium, indoor facility).   

As can be seen from the Proposed Bus Pullout and Stop exhibit, the footprint of the 

improvements would be entirely within the existing paved apron/throat of the existing 

southerly driveway. Therefore, the improvements would not affect previously undisturbed 

portions of the site. Construction of the improvements would not have potentially 

significant impacts that are new or more intense than identified for other project 

improvements as discussed in the IS/MND.   

3-3. Update the Traffic Analysis Report to reflect subsequent changes in the transit routes and 

description of transit service. 

 Response:  The Traffic Analysis Report was up-to-date at the time it was prepared. The 

routes in the area have changed since the report was prepared. Per MST’s current Salinas 

Route map (http://mst.org/maps-schedules/system-maps/salinas/), routes 41, 48, and 95 

enter Natividad Medical Center from Constitution Boulevard across from the project site.  

Routes 56 and 95 are located along Constitution Boulevard and pass by the project site. 

The updated bus route information does not affect the analysis included in the IS/MND. 

See responses to comments 3-1 and 3-2 above for discussion of transit and 

pedestrian/bicycle facility improvements being considered for incorporation into the 

project.   

 



PROPOSED BUS TURNOUT AND STOP
SALINAS REGIONAL SOCCER COMPLEX
A Project of the Salinas Regional Sports Authority 1"=10'
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September 10, 2014 

Wa Mail and E -m ail 

City of Salinas 
Community and Economic Development Department 
Attn: Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager 
65 West Alisa! 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Letter#4 

RE: Comments on Mitigated Negative Declaration for Soccer Complex 

Dear Courtney: 

Jeffery R. Gilles 

Dennis C. Beougher 

Patrick S. M. Casey 

E. Soren Diaz 

Aaron Johnson 

Stephen H . Kim 

Gavin E. Kogan 

Ronald A. Parravano 

Jason S. Retterer 

Paul A. Rovella 

Bradley W. Sullivan 

James W. Sullivan 

Our office represents Higashi Farms, Inc. and Henry Hibino Family Farms, LLC, 
who own and actively farm the majority of the roughly 480-acres of Carr Lake, which is 
located just south and downstream of the proposed Soccer Complex project ("Project"). We 
are writing specifically to provide our comments and concerns regarding the legal adequacy 
of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") and the initial study that purports 
to support the City's determination that this Project will not have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

I. Introduction 

As a threshold matter and as a result of the well-known and long history of flooding 
that has plagued Carr Lake and the area surrounding Carr Lake (discussed below), many of 
the issues and concerns that are presented in this letter have been the subject of numerous 
City of Salinas ("City") and County of Monterey ("County") studies analyzing the Carr Lake 
Watershed. Carr Lake flooding has been exacerbated by significant development that has 
occurred upstream of Carr Lake and the lack of capacity of existing drainage facilities to 
handle runoff from this development. Notwithstanding these studies that highlight this 
environmental hazard, and presumably due to the cost and other budget constraints or 
priorities, neither the City nor County has improved the downstream drainage facilities or 
installed flood control facilities within Carr Lake. In fact, the County actually removed a 
pump (the remnants of which still remain at Carr Lake) that was previously installed for 
flood control purposes. This inaction has created less productive agricultural land in Carr 
Lake due to the inability to farm the land for half of the year, and an extremely shallow 

Serving California's Central Coast 
o SALIN AS 318 Cayuga Street I Salinas, CA 93901/TEL831.754.2444 / FAX 831.754.2011 

o HOLLISTER 530 San Benito Street, Suite 202 I Holister, CA 95023 I TEL 831.630.9444 I FAX 831.630.5935 

o MONTEREY 270 El Dorado Street / Monterey, CA 93940 I TEL 831.717.4995 I FAX 831.717.4996 

o PASO ROBLES 745 Pine Street I Paso Robles, CA 93446 I TEL 805.226.0626 

o KING CITY 218 Bassett Street I King City, CA 93930 I TEL 831.385.0900 

TOLL FREE 888.757.2444 I www.LG-Attomeys.com 
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groundwater table that has caused large portions of Carr Lake to be taken out production 
entirely. 

TI1is Project is also one of many proposed projects that are currently planned for 
construction in the City upstream of Carr Lake that will only increase the amount of 
impervious coverage and volume of runoff tlut is discharged into this massive watershed 
area, all of which ultimately discharges into Carr Lake. Neither the environmental 
document for this Project nor any of the other project, such as the County's proposed Jail 
Housing Addition (right across the street), identify any mitigation measures to address the 
significant direct and cumulative drainage and off-site flooding impacts of these Projects. 
Moreover, this Initial Study and the Jail .Housing Addition project Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR") don't' even mention Carr Lake, let alone, evaluate the potential impacts on 
Carr Lake. The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") demands more. 

A. The Well Documented Impacts of Upstream Development on Carr 
Lake Due to Increased Impervious Coverage and Undersized Drainage 
Facilities Downstream of Carr Lake. 

As noted in the City of Salinas 2002 General Plan, Carr Lake is an historic lake bed 
that lies roughly 1,000 feet south of the project site. Carr Lake, which has been drained and 
used as agricultural lands for much of the last century, captures runoff from approximately 
64,000 acres (101 square miles) of watershed that drains through Carr Lake.1 Three creeks 
confluence in Carr Lake: Gabilan Creek to the north, Natividad Creek, and Alisal Creek to 
the south.2 

A 2007 study of Carr Lake3 documented the history of Carr Lake, including the 
construction of the currently undersized reclamation ditch and downstream drainage 
facilities that continue to adversely affect agricultural production at Carr Lake, which has 
been actively farmed for approximately 100 years. The study stated in pertinent part: 

Carr Lake is a natural depression that captures runoff from 260 km2 of 
watershed (Fig 1.1). The Lake functions as a thru-flow detention basin, where 
flows exiting the lake are controlled by the lake's water elevation. Drainage out 
of the lake is regulated by a double 8 ft x 8 ft box culvert under the Main 
Street bridge. The box culvert itself is undersized compared to others 

1 2002 City of Salinas General Plan, Safety Element, p. S-25 
2 Id. 
3 Joel M. Casagrande, Fred Watson, PhD, Central Coast Watershed Studies, The Carr Lake Project: Potential Biophysical 
Benefits o f Conversion to a Multiple-Use Park, D ec. 12, 2007 (Pertinent Excerpts of the Study are attached as Exhibit 
B) 



Mr. Courtney Grossman 
September 10, 2014 
Page 3 

upstream and downstream of it and therefore restricts peak Dows and 
downstream flooding (SWCCE, 2002). In addition, the culvert is usually 
impacted by accumulated sediments which require ret,>ular dredging 
(Casagrande and Watson, 2006a). 

Beneath the box culvert is a 36-inch diameter pipe that is used to convey 
water during low flow periods. When stream flow is in excess of the pipe's 
capacity, water is impounded until it reaches the bottom of the overriding box 
culvert. This generally results in partial flooding of the lake during most storm 
events. Figure 2.1 shows the flood patterns and water elevations in the lake 
during a variety of runoff conditions. D uring a 2-year event, more than half of 
the lake bottom is flooded. This has been observed several times since 2000 
(e.g. cover photo) and has been a common condition for some time (Bechtel 
Corp, 1959). During a ten year event, nearly 90% of the lake bed is inundated 
and in a 25 year event, the entire lake and some areas outside including the 
Sherwood Lake Mobile Home Park are inundated (Fig 2.1 C). At 100 year 
event, water elevations could spill onto Highway 101 and into parts of 
downtown Salinas (SWCCE, 2002; Cameron et al. 2003). 

In summer, each of the channels in the lake has surface water due to 
upstream sources and local tile drains within the lake. The Lake's landowners 
install a seasonal earthen dam to restrict water from Gabilan Creek flowing 
up Natividad Creek (Cameron et al. 2003). 

The same study also documents the most recent flooding history: 

Since its construction in 1920, the Redamation Ditch system has 
experienced significant flooding due to its limited capacity and the 
overall expansion of the urban areas upstream. During the winter of 
19 51/52, the Reclamation Ditch was unable to handle "record flows'', which 
resulted in significant flooding between the Alisal neighborhood and 
downtown Salinas (CDPHBSE, 1952). The 1995 and 1998 El Nino events 
resulted in substantial flooding and property damage throughout the northern 
Salinas Valley, including Carr Lake and the Reclamation Ditch system. During 
this event, the City of Salinas received 20.1 inches of rainfall, approximately 6 
inches above the annual average. Rainfall in the southern half of the Salinas 
Valley was more substantial (25.3 inches in King City) which caused the 
Salinas River to peak at 95,000 cfs at the Spreckels gage - the highest on 
record. The lower portions of the Gabilan Watershed were most impacted by 
floodwaters from the Salinas River which overtopped its banks at several 
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locations sending river water onto the flat areas (Blanco Drain sub-watershed) 
between the Reclamation Ditch and the Salinas River (Fig 2.2). This caused 
Tembladero Slough and the Reclamation Ditch (already at or near capaciity) to 
backup, flooding both the Espinosa and the Merritt Lake drainages to the 
north. Further east, Carr and Heinz Lakes were partially filled due to heavy 
runoff from the Gabilan, Natividad and Alisal drainages (Fig 2.2). 

During the winter of 1998, the city of Salinas received 30.1 inches of rain 
(second highest total on record). Gabilan Creek peaked at 1,035 cfs, a 25-year 
event and the highest level since records began in 1970. Carr Lake reached an 
elevation of 42.9 feet, flooding the Sherwood Lake Mobile Home Park for 11 
days and reaching 0.1 feet from flooding a home situated on one of the raised 
"island" areas within the lake bed. While physical property damage was not 
significant, damage to fields and the drainage system itself were substantial. 

(Emphasis Added.) 

A separate report, which was prepared for the Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency, called the "Reclamation Ditch Watershed Assessment and 
Management Strategy'' corroborated the 2007 study: 

In summary, flooding remains an issue in the Reclamation Ditch Watershed. 
The continued increase in impervious surfaces has led to increased 
discharge and faster runoff response throughout the watershed has 
resulted in the increase in Oood damage throughout the watershed 
Most of the damage caused from flooding in average years occurs on 
farmlands, of which most lies within the historical lake bottoms and 
downstream of the City of Salinas.4 

Despite the wealth of information regarding the flood history of Carr Lake and this 1 
watershed in general, the Initial Study inexplicably includes no discussion of the tremendous 
flood control challenges endemic to this area. Accordingly, the Initial Study fails to contain 
an adequate discussion of the "environmental setting" or baseline condition for purposes of 
assessing the Project's potential environmental impacts relating to hydrology and drainage. 
Under CEQA, a description of important environmental resources that will be adversely 
affected by the project is critical to a legally adequate discussion of the environmental setting. 

4 Central Coast Watershed Studies, Final Report - Monter-ry County Water Resources Agenry - Reclamation Ditch 
Watershed A ssessment and Management Strategy: Part A Watershed A ssessment, p. 84 (Pertinent excerpts from this Study, which 
relate to flooding history, are attached as E xhibit C) 
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See e.g. San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctt: v Co1mty of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 
722-723. 

B. Summary of Comments 

Based on our review of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and supporting 
documents, we have concluded that the MND and its supporting Initial Study do not 
comply with the requirements of CEQA. The Initial Study omits key information and fails 
analyze or disclose key impacts. Moreover, the City must prepare an EIR that adequately 
discloses, analyzes and mitigates the Project's direct and cumulative impacts on agriculture 
and hydrology/ drainage. 

We have prepared these comments with the assistance of Peter Haase, M.S., P.E., a 
Principal Engineer of Fall Creek Engineering, Inc. ("FCE"), who has studied the Carr Lake 
watershed. Mr. Haase's comments and resume are attached as Exhibit A. These expert 
comments supplement the issues addressed below. 

II. The Project Will Have Significant Impacts That Must Be Analyzed in an 
EIR. 

We have thoroughly reviewed the impacts discussion contained in the Initial Study 
and strongly recommend that the City prepare an EIR for the proposed project. A negative 
declaration can only be prepared when, after completing an initial study, a lead agency 
determines that the project "would not have a significant effect on the environment." (Pub. 
Resources Code §21080 (c)) An EIR, however, is required whenever substantial evidence in 
the record supports a "fair argument" that significant effects may occur, even if other 
substantial evidence supports the opposite conclusion. (No Oil Inc. v. Ciry of Los Angeles 
(1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75) "Significant effect on the environment" is defined as a "substantial 
or potential substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project, including land, air, water minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance." (CEQA Guidelines §15382) The "fair 
argument" standard creates a "low threshold" for requiring preparation of an EIR. (Citizens' 
Action to Serve Ali Students v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal. at 3d 748, 754) 

As discussed in more detail below, the Initial Study is inadequate to support the City's 2 

determination that the Project's environmental impacts can be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. Moreover, based on long and troubling history of flooding of the Carr Lake 
watershed and its adverse impact on Carr Lake, an EIR is required for thiis Project to 
evaluate the project's significant and unavoidable environmental impacts relating to 
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agriculture and hydrology and water quality. The EIR should also provide a comprehensive 12 cont. 
analysis of feasible project redesign alternatives and cumulative impacts. 

A. The Project Will Have a Significant Direct Impact on Hydrology and 
Drainage. 

1. On-Site Conditions Suggest that Compliance with State and County 
Storm Water Regulations Is Inadequate to Demonstrate that Project 
Will Have Less Than Significant Impacts. 

The Initial Study concludes that the project would have a less than significant 
impact on existing hydrology and drainage during construction and once the project is 
operational because it will comply with existing regulatory requirements. 

A determination that regulatory compliance will be sufficient to prevent 
significant adverse impacts must be based on a project-specific analysis of potential 
impacts and the effect of regulatory compliance. In Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v 
Depattment of Food & Agric. (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, the court set aside an EIR for a 
statewide crop disease control plan because it did not include an evaluation of the risks to 
the environment and human health from the proposed program, but simply presumed that 
no adverse impacts would occur from use of pesticides in accordance with the 
registration and labeling program of the California Department of Pesticide 
R egulation. (See also Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 
43 Cal.4th 936, 956 (fact that Department of Pesticide Regulation had assessed 
environmental effects of certain herbicides in general did not excuse failure to assess effects 
of their use for specific timber harvesting project]). The Initial Study takes a similar 
approach to assessment of the Project's hydrology and drainage impacts. The Initial Study 3 
simply presumes that compliance with the City and State regulations relating to the 
preparation of storm water management plans will ensure that the Project will not adversely 
affect drainage conditions or increase flooding potential. 

In addition, the Initial Study assumes that a key component of compliance with 
regulatory requirements, which are the creation of on -site retention or infiltration basins that 
have been incorporated into the conceptual drainage plan, will ensure that project's impacts 
would be less than significant. However, the City's consultant (RBF) who independently 4 

assessed the applicant's conceptual stormwater plan concluded that the plan would be 
inadequate and would not comply with the regulatory requirements. (Initial Study, p. 62-63) 
Nonetheless, the Initial Study concludes that the imposition of a standard City condition that 
will require refinemen t of the plans to conform to applicable regulatory standards will ensure 
that this impact will be less than significant. This analysis is inadequate and inconsistent with 
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CEQA's mandate to disclose and analyze impacts prior to Project approval. The required 4 cont. 
refinements and their effectiveness at reducing impacts must be disclosed now. Accordingly, 
the Initial Study's conclusion that compliance with regulatory standards and the drainage 
plan will ensure that project impacts would be less than significant is not supported by 
substantial evidence. Rather, this failure to comply with regulatory requirements is a 
potentially significant impact that must be analyzed in an EIR. 

Finally, because compliance with these regulatory standards, which include the s 
preparation of future plans (e.g. a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and a post
construction final on-site storm water drainage plan), are not incorporated into the project as 
mitigation measures or conditions of approval, there is no guarantee or assurance that the 
Project will actually prepare and implement the required plans. In other words, because 
these plans are basically incorporated into the Project as regulatory requirements to 
purportedly avoid or minimize drainage impacts, the Project's drainage impacts would be 
less than significant. In the recent case, Lotus v. Department of Transpottation (2014) 223 
Cal.App.4th 645, the Court of Appeal concluded that an EIR for a highway construction 
project violated CEQA where it effectively incorporated proposed mitigation measures into 
the project, rather than separately identifying and analyzing them as actual mitigation 
measures. The Court of Appeal explained: 

The failure of the EIR to separately identify and analyze the significance of the 
impacts to the root zones of old growth redwood trees before proposing 
mitigation measures is not merely a harmless procedural failing. Contrary to 
the trial court's conclusion, this short-cutting of CEQA requirements subverts 
the purposes of CEQA by omitting material necessary to informed decision
making and informed public participation. It precludes both identification of 
potential environmental consequences arising from the project and also 
thoughtful analysis of the sufficiency of measures to mitigate those 
consequences. Id. at 658. 

2. The Balance Hydrologies Report Is Incomplete and Inadequate to 
Support the Initial Study's Conclusion that H ydrology and Drainage 
Impacts would be Less Than Significant. 

The 2011 Balance Hydrologies Inc. report submitted by the applicant (attached 16 
as Appendix H to the Initial Study) ("BH Report")5 states that "[a] small portion of 

5 We note that the text of the Initial Study refers to a 2013 Balance H ydrologics Report; however, the report that is 
attached as Exhibit H is dated January 22, 2011. Accordingly, it's not clear if this was a typo of whether an updated 2013 
Report exists. If there is an updated 2013 Report, the conclusions of the Report should be disclosed in the Initial Study, I 7 
and the Initial Study and updated report should be recirculated for a second public review and comment period. -!-
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impervious area on the site south and west of the proposed building does not currently drain 
towards any of the identified vegetated swales. As the site plan is moved to final design, 
additional opportunities to expand or incorporate additional IMPs in this drainage will be 
identified." (p. 3) However, this issue must be addressed and analyzed now, as opposed to 
deferring the analysis to future final design, in order to substantiate the Initial Study's 
conclusions that impacts would be less than significant and to provide the public agencies an 
opportunity to comment on the efficacy of the final design to reduce impacts. The Initial 
Study must analyze and disclose: (1) the amount of impervious area that will not drain 
towards the swales, (2) where this runoff will be collected and discharged, and (3) if runoff 
will be discharged off-site, the location of the discharge and adequacy of downstream 
drainage facilities to accommodate the discharge volume. The Initial Study must assess now 
whether any feasible design options exist for diverting this water to any of the designated 
swales, which according to the analysis are essential to ensuring that storm water generated 
from the Project site will be captured on site and not be discharged into Gabilan Creek or 
the drainage ditch that runs along the Project site's western boundary, both of which 
discharge directly in.to Carr Lake. 

The BI-I Report further states that "[a] small portion of the northwest extent 
of the site drains ttowards a drainage ditch alongside Constitution Boulevard that conveys 
runoff beyond East Laurel Drive and into Carr Lake.") (p.1) However, the BI-I Report does 
not analyze whether and to what extent the Project features, including anticipated 
construction dewatering and 7 months of irrigation, in this portion of the site will increase 
tl1e amount of runoff discharging into the drainage ditch and what direct or cumulative 
in1pact these flows may have on Carr Lake drainage and hydrology. Again, due to the 
historical flooding that has occurred at Carr Lake and impacted the agricultural operations, 
tlus impact must be fully analyzed and addressed to substantiate the Initial Study's 
conclusion that this Project would purportedly have a less than significant hydrology and 
drainage impact. 

The BH Report also makes some questionable and unsubstantiated 
assumptions to support its conclusion that the shallow infiltration basin will be adequate to 
retain stormwater on-site. Specifically, the BB Report assumed in its modeling that "the 
drainage ditch along Constitution Boulevard and Gabilan Creek would not overtop their 
banks onto the project site, the developed property to the northwest would not discharge 
runoff onto the site beyond what is indicated on the attached Figure 3, and rising 
groundwater levels would not substantially impact infiltration capacities during the analyzed 
storm events." (p. 3) However, Figure 7 of the Initial Study clearly shows that during an 
extreme storm event, the Creek would indeed overtop its banks. In addition, the Project's 
Geotechnical Tnvestigation (Appendix F) and the Ttnitial Study itself very clearly document 
the presence of shallow groundwater at the site that could impact the infiltration capabilities 

6 cont. 

8 

9 
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of the basins. Rather than simply assuming that these conditions will not occur to support 
the conclusions of the BH Report and the Initial Study, the BH Report and Initial Study 
must disclose its rationale for assuming these conditions will not exist. 

FCE also conducted a peer review of the Initial Study's hydrology and water 
quality analysis and identified several deficiencies with the analysis. (See Exhibit A). 
According to FCE, the infiltration basins will be inadequate to retain 100% of the project's 
runoff onsite, which means runoff will ultimately discharge into Gabilan Creek, which 
discharges directly into Carr Lake. (~1, p.2) As FCE notes, the City's own consultant who 
peered review the BH Report had a similar criticism of the plan and identified the need for 
further mitigation. (~2, p.2) FCE further noted the potentially significant impacts from the 
discharge of irrigation water during the dry season and the complete absence of any 
cumulative impacts analysis. (1[~3-4, p.2 -3) Accordingly, the Initial Study's conclusion is not 
supported by substantial evidence and fails provide sufficient information regarding the 
Project's significant drainage impacts. The City must undertake a more thorough review and 
analysis of the capacity of off-site drainage facilities in order to conclude that the Project will 
have a less than significant impact relating to the alteration of existing drainage facilities or 
potential off-site flooding impacts. 

3. The Initial Study Fails to Address Potential Impacts of Groundwater 
Dewatering During Construction and 7 Months of Irrigation. 

The Project's Geotechnical Investigation states in pertinent part: 

Groundwater will be encountered during construction of the proposed 
arena structure building pad. To construct the modified soil layer, 
dewatering will be required to approximately 10 to 15 feet below the 
existing ground surface ... 

The dewatering system should be capable of dewatering the excavation 
to at least 2 feet below the bottom of the excavation to prevent wet soil 
conditions in the bottom of the excavation that would inhibit 
compaction efforts. D ewatering should be continued until it is no 
longer required to prevent instability or ground movement during 
grading operations. (Section 6.7, p. 26) 

9 cont. 

110 

Despite the significant groundwater dewatering that is expected to occur 11 
during construction activity due the presence of shallow groundwater, the Initial Study fails 
to include any analysis of this potential impact. The Tnitial Study must disclose (1) the 
expected volume of groundwater that would be discharged during construction, (2) where 
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this groundwater will be discharged, and (3) to what extent this dewatering could impact 11 cont. 
Gabilan Creek or the drainage ditch along Constitution Boulevard. This potential impact 
would be significant if the groundwater activity occurs during the dry season when Carr Lake 
is being actively farmed. Historically, the occasional storm event and periodic well testing 
just upstream of Carr Lake during the dry season have flooded portions of Carr Lake 
effectively wiping out areas of active row crop production. 

The Initial Study also states that dry season irrigation demand is expected to 12 
be about 61.5 acre-feet per year for the Project and another 44.5 acre-feet per year for the 
existing soccer fields. D ue to the extremely shallow groundwater underlying the Project site 
and Carr Lake, the Initial Study must analyze the impact of saturating the soccer fields with 
100+ afy of water on groundwater levels on and off-site. 

4. The Project Will H ave A Significant Cumulative Hydrology and 
Drainage Impact. 

The Initial Study's analysis of "cumulative impacts" is conclusory and 
inadequate. A cumulative impacts analysis informs the decision maker that the project may 
cause an impact that in and of itself may be insignificant, but will exacerbate an existing 
environmental condition that is already significantly degraded. (Pub. Resources Code 
§21083(b); CEQA Guidelines §15064(i)). T he purpose of the cumulative impacts analysis is 
to avoid considering projects in a vacuum, because failure to consider cumulative harm may 
risk environmental disaster. (Whitman v Board of SupenJisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408).) 
Without this analysis, piecemeal approval of several projects with related impac ts could lead 
to severe environmental harm. (San Joaquin Raptor/ Wildlife Rescue Ctr: v County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 720; Las Virg,enes Homeonmers Fed'n v County of Los Angeles (1986) 
177 Cal.App.3d 300, 306.) An adequate analysis of cumulative impacts is particularly 
important when another related project might significantly worsen the project's adverse 
environmental impacts. Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agenry (2003) 108 CA 4th 
859. 

Even though, as the initial study improperly concludes, the project may have a 
less than significant impact on hydrology and drainage, the overall hydrology and drainage of 
the Carr Lake watershed has changed dramatically as a result of urban development that has 
occurred and will continue to be altered as additional impervious coverage is constructed in 
conjunction with numerous projects that are currently being planned downstream and in the 
immediate vicinity of Carr Lake. The Project alone will add 7.1 acres of impervious coverage 
to an area that cannot currently handle storm water flows. This is an undeniable cumulative 
impact that must be analyzed in depth by the initial study. CFQA mandates that the initial 
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study disclose and discuss past projects, current projects, and probable future projects, in the 
area which may affect hydrology and drainage conditions. (CEQA Guidelines §15064(i)(1)) 

The Initial Study contains no meaningful analysis of the Project's potentially 13 
significant cumulative impacts. In this case and despite the well documented conclusion 
regarding the cumulative impact of upstream development on Carr Lake due to the 
undersized drainage facilities, the Initial Study inexplicably concludes that the Project's 
increase in storm water flows would not result in significant cumulative impact. For example, 
the City's Final Supplemental EIR for the Future Growth Area concluded as follows as it 
relates to Storm Drainage Impacts: 

Future development identified in the Salinas General Plan has the 
potential to modify the surface runoff generated from the Project area 
local watershed that is tributary to the receiving waters or adjacent 
creek systems compared to the natural runoff conditions. This includes 
the addition of more impervious surfaces, increasing the quantity of 
local storm water runoff. This condition creates a potentially significant 
drainage (surface hydrology) impact requiring mitigation. 

In general, future urban development in the Project area could 
potentially result in direct modifications to surface hydrology through 
several areas that include (1) decreasing the development watershed 
response time associated with a more hydraulically efficient drainage 
conveyance system of streets and pipes, (2) increasing runoff volume, 
(3) reducing infiltration through increased impervious areas, and ( 4) 
increasing peak runoff rates. In addition, urban runoff can result in 
increased concentrations of different constituent pollutants that can 
result in impacts to water quality. The quantity of runoff can 
potentially influence the stability of the river process in alluvial stream 
systems directly related to sediment transport and affect the 
downstream existing hydrologic operation of Carr Lake. 

Even though the Project's incremental contribution of storm water flows may 
not be significant as the Initial Study concludes, when these off-site flows are combined with 
build-out of tl1e City's Future Growth Area and other nearby projects that are upstream of 
Carr Lake, including the County's proposed Jail Housing Addition Project at the existing Jail 
site and Juve Hall Project 6 that are directly across the Constitution Boulevard, the future 

6 Information on these two fully funded and pending projects, including d1e recently released Jail Housing Addjtion EIR, 
are located at the following websites: 
http:/ / \Vww.co.monterey.ca.us / publicworks / PDF/) ail%20Housing%20Addition%20DEIR.pdf 
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Natividad Medical Facility (depicted on Figure 2 of the Initial Study), a Residential Project 
that is planned at Constitution and Independent Boulevard, these flows are significant and 
mitigation must be identified to address this impact. The Initial Study does noll: include any 
pertinent information regarding the cumulative amount additional impervious coverage and 
anticipated storm water flows or drainage impacts that are expected to occur from these 
others projects to substantiate that the Project would have a less than significant cumulative 
drainage impact. This information is critical because as documented above and in the 
attached FCE analysis, the drainage facilities downstream of this Project simply do not have 14 
the capacity to accommodate storm water flows from any upstream "cumulative" projects. 
In order to mitigate this cumulative impact, nothing short of increasing the capacity of these 
facilities will reduce the significant cumulative impacts of this Project and other upstream 
projects to a less than significant level. If this Project or these other projects are not 
required to increase downstream drainage capacity, or at least contribute their fair share for 
the cost of improvements that are reguired to increase capacity, the inescapable conclusion is 
that this Project and these other projects will have a significant and unavoidable drainage and 
hydrology impact. 

B. The Initial Study Does Not Adequately Document that the Project Will 
Have a Less Than Significant Impact on Agricultural Resources. 

The Initial Study concludes that the Project will not result in the loss of agricultural 15 
lands. However, as explained above, the agricultural use of Carr Lake has already been 
adversely affected the Carr Lake landowners have had to take portions of Carr Lake out of 
active crop production as a result of a rising groundwater table that can occasionally breach 
the surface at Carr Lake. The Initial Study must analyze the impact of an additional 100+ 
afy of irrigation of the existing and proposed soccer fields and the runoff that ultimately gets 
stored in the larger infiltration basins and percolates into an area where shallow groundwater 
is prevalent. As noted above, the Carr Lake landowners have already been forced to remove 
land from agricultural production due to groundwater levels that can sometimes breach the 
surface of certain portions of Carr Lake. 

C. At The Very Least, the Initial Study Must Identify Mitigation Measures 
to Reduce H ydrology and Drainage Impacts on Carr Lake. 

At the very least and as noted by FCE in Exhibit A to mitigate the Project potential! 16 
impact on Carr Lake, the City and this applicant, as well as all future applicants for projects 

http: I I ·www.co.monterey.ca.us I juvenilehall/ 
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that are proposed and approved within the Carr Lake Watershed and in coordination with 16 cont. 
the County Water Resources Agency, should develop and implement a program for regular 
and on-going channel maintenance until such time as a long term and permanent solution 
can be developed. This requirement should be incorporated into the Initial Study /MND to 
mitigate the Project's direct and cumulative hydrofogy and drainage impacts. The City, 
applicant, and its consulting team should also analyze the feasibility of long term solutions, 
such as the reinstallation of a pump at Carr Lake, and other drainage improvements. 

IU. CON CLUSION 

The City's MND and Initial Study for the Project violate CEQA. The Project would 
result in significant impacts that are not disclosed, erroneously evaluated or insufficiently 
mitigated in the Initial Study. Accordingly, the City must prepare an EIR to properly analyze 
these impacts and to explore reasonably feasible alternatives to reduce these impacts. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the MND. 

Very truly yours, 
L+G, LLP Attorneys at Law 

Jason S. Retterer 
Enclosures 
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FALL CREEK ENGINEERING, INC. Letter #4-E 

Civil • Environmental • Water Resource Engineering and Sciences 

Tel. (831) 426-9054 P.O. Box 7894, Santa Cruz, CA 95061 Fax. (831) 426-4932 

September 10, 2014 

Jason S. Retterer 
L+G, LLP 
318 Cayuga Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 
Jason@lg-attorneys.com 

Subject: 

Dear Jason: 

Review of Hydrologic Impact Assessment 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Project, Salinas, California 

Fall Creek Engineering, Inc. (FCE) reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study 
(MND/ IS) for the Salinas Regional Soccer Complex, prepared by EMC Planning Group for the 
City of Salinas, Dated August 7, 2014. Specifically, FCE has reviewed the MND/ IS analysis of 
hydrology and water quality impacts, and the supporting technical appendices (Appendix F 
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report, Appendix H Preliminary Storm Water 
Management Concept, Appendix I Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts Review, ond Appendix 
J Groundwater Supply Potential for Irrigation of the Proposed Salinas Regional Sports Complex). 

The purpose of FCE's review was to determine whether the MND / IS conclusions are adequately 
supported by the evidence relied upon in the MND/ IS, the referenced documents, and based on 
our knowledge of the watershed area and the existing drainage infrastructure in this area. 

FCE has completed several engineering studies and drainage improvements projects in the vicinity 
of the subject project and has a good technical understanding of the drainage issues in Carr Lake 
and the Reclamation District. FCE designed the Natividad Creek Stormwater Detenition Facility 
for the City of Salinas, and developed a hydraulic model of the Natividad Creek and Carr Lake 
Basin to evaluate drainage and hydrologic conditions in this watershed area. FCE has also 
modeled and designed the Reclamation Ditch channel improvement projects along Sherwood and 
Harrod Drives and has analyzed drainage and hydrologic conditions in the Reclamation Ditch. 

Peter Haase, Principal Engineer for FCE conduct this review and has o ver 29 years of professional 

experience in civil engineering and in the fields of drainage and hydrology. A copy of Mr. 
Haase's resume is attached. 

FCE has reviewed the MND/IS and Technical Appendices to determine whether the evidence set 
forth in these documents supports the MND / IS determination that the project will not result in any 
site :specific or cumulative hydrologic or water quality impacts. 

Based on our review of the MND / IS and the reference documents, FCE has concluded that the 
information presented in the MND / IS and referenced studies does not support the determination 
that the that project will not result in less than significant impacts to hydrologic and water quality 
impacts downstream of the planned facility. 
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Based on our review of the subject documents, FCE provides the following comments: 

l. The findings of the MND/IS are based on a conceptual drainage plan prepared by 1 
Blanace Hydrologies, dated September 22, 201 l. The conceptual plan presents an onsite 
drainage system to treat and retain runoff from the proposed sports complex using a 
series of bioretention swa les and shallow infiltration basins. The infiltration basins are 
quite large and as discussed in the report will cover approximately l l acres of land. The 
infiltration basins will be constructed adjacent to Gabilan Creek and are designed to 
infiltrate runoff to the underlying soils and shallow groundwater. Due to shallow ground 
water conditions, relatively fast infiltration rates of the underlying soils, natural 
topography, and close proximity to the creek, a majority of the runoff leaving the 
infiltration basins will most likely indirectly contribute flow to Gabilan Creek. Gabilan 
Creek is a main tributary stream to Carr Lake and the Reclamation Ditch. According to the 
City of Salinas's Storm Water Master Plan (May 2004 ), "the City's existing storm drain 
systems is already operating at its maximum capacity." The Reclamation Ditch system, 
which is the receiving water from the project site "does not have capacity to handle 
additional runoff." 

The conceptual drainage study did not assess any impacts to downstream facilities from 
the proposed drainage system improvements at the site. A more thorough hydrologic 
analysis of potential flow capacity of downstream facilities is required to assess if the 
project will impact downstream facilities and what mitigation, if any, is required to reduce 
this impact(s). 

2. The Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts Review (Appendix I) completed by RBF 2 
Consulting, dated February l 8, 21 04 identifies a potentially significant impact unless 
mitigation measures are adopted. This finding by RBF Counsulting is based on the fact 
that the infiltration basins proposed in the above referenced conceptual drainage plan 
prepared by Balance Hydrologies in 2011, may violate the City of Salinas' Infiltration 
System Design Standards for groundwater separation and that "measures must be 
implemented to ensure adequate treatment has been provided that would allow for direct 
discharge to surface water if separation criteria are not met." The letter further states 
that "any design that does not meet the separation requirements must be clearly identified 
in the stormwater control plan and a waiver of requirement, based on the system, be 
designed to minimize risk to groundwater and surface water quality must be approved by 
the City." 

As pointed out by RBF Consulting the proposed conceptual drainage plan may not be a 
permittable plan, and as such could require that the project be redesigned to have a 
surface water discharge into Gabilan Creek. A direct discharge into Gabilan Creek could 
be a significant environmental impact to the Carr Lake watershed and this has not been 

addressed in the MND / IS. 

3. Summer or dry weather flows from Gabilan and Natividad Creek routinely result in 3 
flooding conditions in Carr Lake that significantlly impact the farm lands and their 
operations in the lake basin. The project as described in the MND / IS proposes to supply 
approximately 1 26 acre-feet of irrigation water by way of an on-site well to irrigate the 
existing and new soccer fi'elds. The irrigation of this area will likely influence base or low-

2 
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flow conditions in Gabilan Creek, which could potentially result in more frequent dry 
season flooding in Carr Lake. This potential impact was not addressed in the MND/ IS and 
referenced studies. 

The MND/ IS should fully assess both on- and off-site hydrologic impacts related irrigation, 
st ream flow and dry seasons flood conditions in Carr Lake. 

4. The MND / IS and reference documents did not assess the cumulative hydrologic and water 
quality impacts from the p ro ject in the Car Lake Watershed. Therefore, the MND/ IS 
cannot conclude that cumulative hydrologic and water quality impacts are not significant. 

Many of the downstream hydro lo g ic issues and constraints in the Carr Lake and Reclamation Ditch 
d rainage system stem in part from a la ck of flow capacity due to inadequate maintenance and 
cleaning of the existing culverts a1nd channels in the Reclamation Ditch in and downstream of Carr 
Lake. FCE suggests that, at the very least, the City and this applicant, as well as a ll future 
applicants for p rojects that a re p roposed and approved within the Carr Lake Wate rshed, 
develop and implement a program for regular and on-going channel maintenance until such time 
as a long term and permanent so lution can be developed. This requirement should b e 
incorporated into the Initial Study /MND to mitigate the Project's direct and cumulative hydrology 
and drainage impacts .. The City, applicant, and its consulting team should a lso ana lyze the 
feasibility of long term solutions, such as the reinstallation of a pump at Carr Lake, and other 
d ra inage improvements. 

Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project. If you have any questions or require 
additional informat ion, please contact me at (831 ) 426-9054 or email me at 
phaase@fallcreekengineering.com. 

Principal Engineer 

Attachment 
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PETER H. HAASE 

EDUCATION 

B.S., 1985, Environmenta l Resource Eng ineering, Humboldt State University 

FALL CREEK 
ENGINEERING, INC. 

M.S., 200 9, Environmental Systems, International Development and Technology, Humboldt 
State University 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

California Registered Civil Engineer, No. C055605 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

1998-Present. Principal Engineer. Fall Creek Engineering, Inc. Santa Cruz, CA 
Specializes in small community water and wastewater system design, surface water 
hydrology, water resource planning and management, surface and ground water pollution 
control, and water quality / quantity monitoring system design. 

1994- 1997. Senior Engineer. Applied Science and Engineering, Inc. Santa Cruz, CA 
Project manager and senior engineer on a variety of projects in the areas of surface water 
hydrology, water resource planning ond management, small community water and 
wastewater system designs, ir rigation system evaluation and designs. 

1993 - 1994. Consulting Engineer. Municipal Water Agency, County of San Pedro Sula. 
Honduras, Central America. Independently contracted by the Water Agency to develop a 
water resources management plan for surface and g round water resources in the county. 
Developed preliminary water pollut ion control legislation (this was the first environmental 
control legislation developed in the country) and a feasibility study for its implementation. 
Completed a technical study to establish land use controls to protect ground water resources 
in the region. 

1990-1992. Project Engineer (Volunteer). U.S. Peace Corps, Water and Sanitation 
Project. Honduras, Central America. Job responsibilities included assessment and trouble
shooting of rura l water systems, project feasibility stud ies, topographic surveys, system 
designs, material and cost estimation, execution and management of labor contracts, 
transportation and construction planning, and construction supervision. 

1986-1 990. Water Resource Control Engineer. California State Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Valley Region. Sacramento Office. Responsible for the preparation of 
State and Federal permits for municipal and industrial wastewater facilities, private and 
public solid waste landfills. Implemented state underground storage tank laws, supervised 
municipal industrial pretreatment p rograms, and conducted technical evaluations of land 
treatment of waste projects, ground water investigations, surface water modeling and 
monitoring programs and toxicity identification/ evaluation studies. 

1985-1986. A ssociate Engineer. Grice Engineering, Inc., Salinas, California. 
Responsible for design projects and technical studies. Design projects included water supply 
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Final Report 

Created in 2005, the "1000 Friends of Carr Lake, " a group of community members and 

educators, are now working closely with local partners, such as the Watershed Institute, the City 

of Salinas, and t he Big Sur Land Trust to make a multi - use park at Carr Lake a reality. 

1 .2 Objective and Report Structure 

The objective of this document is to provide a summary of the current conditions in the Carr 

Lake Watershed and to discuss potential benefits to flood control, water quality, and habitat for 

wildlife if the lake is converted to a multi- use park. 

This report contains a review of current hydrologic conditions, followed by a review of known 

water quality conditions and biological resources in t he vicinity of the Carr Lake Watershed. 

The final chapter discusses the anticipated socio-economic and bio-physical benefits to 

converting Carr Lake into a multi- use regional park by drawing from relevant local studies and 

the literature. 

1.3 Study Area 

Carr Lake is a main ly privately owned, approximately 1 82-hectare (450 acre) historic lake bed 

that lies in the center of the City of Salinas in northern Monterey County (Fig. 1.1 ). The Lake, 

which has been drained and used as agricultural lands for much of the last century, captures 

runoff from approximately 260 km2 (101 mi2) of the Gabilan Watershed and is a critical 

influence on flooding in the City of Salinas and downstream areas (SWCCE, 2002). Three creeks 

confluence in the Lake: Gabilan Creek to the north, Natividad Creek, and Alisal Creek to the 

south. The Lake is drained by t he Reclamation Ditch, flowing northwest towards Castroville. 

Near Cast roville t he Reclamation Ditch becomes Tembladero Slough which flows into t he Old 

Salinas River Channel before emptying into Moss Landing Harbor. 

The Lake is an island of agricultural fields encircled by urban developments. Its upstream 

boundary is defined by East Laurel Ave and its downstream boundary is bordered by Highway 

101. The lands between Highway 101 and East Laurel Ave as well as some developed areas, 

including t he Sherwood Lake Mobile Home Park, are designated by FEMA as floodway (SWCCE, 

2002). The floodway designation restricts future development plans in t he Lake. In t he 

updated 2002 General Plan, the City of Salinas designated Carr Lake as park space, rather than 

agricultural lands, suggesting a vision for Carr Lake as a park in the future. 

Several parks and open space areas are in close proximity to the Lake (Fig 1 .1 ). just upstream 

is Upper Carr Lake, a remnant arm of the Lake restored in 2003. Further upstream is Nat ividad 

Creek Park, a partially restored multi-use park along Natividad Creek. To the northwest are the 

Salinas Rodeo Grounds and Sherwood Park and to the south Caesar E. Chavez Memorial Park. 
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1 .4 Historical Conditions 

Prior to large urban and agricultural developments much of the lower Gabilan Watershed was 

occupied by a large wetland complex, including a series of shallow lakes (Figs 1 .2 & 1.3). Carr 

Lake, one of the larger water bodies, usually contained water year- rnund (SWCCE, 2002). The 

lakes and swamp areas were rich with wildlife some of which are now extirpated or extinct 

(Bresch ini et al. 2000; Gordon, 1996; Shumate, 1983). 

After the turn of the 20th Century, agricultural developments expanded rapidly. The 

Reclamation Ditch was constructed between 1917 and 1920 for the purpose of draining the 

wetlands to be used for agriculture. The ditch was an en largement of an existing waterway 

(Gabilan Creek) that connected the series of historic lakes (Fig 1.3). Carr Lake was f irst 

reclaimed by Jesse D. Carr in the early 1 890's (Anderson, 2000; Breschini et al. 2000). Heavy 

rains during the winter of 1 890 filled the lake caus ing it to spill into Salinas. This prompted 

Carr and others to modify the outlet of the lake and in doing so they were able to reclaim 1,475 

acres. After the Reclamation Ditch was completed in 1 920, Carr Lake and most of the other 

lakes were permanently reclaimed for agricultural uses. In the 1920's, Carr sold the lake and 

surrounding lands to a Japanese family who finished reclaiming the lands for farming. These 

lands are still farmed today by the descendants of t his family which include the lkedas, the 

Hibinos, and the Higashis (Cameron et al. 2003). 
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Figure 1 .1 The Gabilan Watershed (upper right) and the Carr Lake basin and surrounding areas (lower left). Carr Lake boundary circa 1900 was 

estimated using the maps presented in Figures 1.2 and 1 .3. 



5 

Introduction 

~ ~--.....r-~~~~~~~~~~~.....,.,-r-o ....... ~ 

J•: S </ 0 H I' I~ A S 

,,.( 

'" \ 

Figure 1.2 This l 912 USGS topo map of the Salinas vicinity (pre- Reclamation Ditch 

construction) shows some of the historic wetlands of the lower Gabilan Watershed including 

Espinosa Lake (upper left), Carr Lake (center right) and Heinz Lake (lower right corner). 

1.5 Future Developments Upstream 

In recent decades, lands upstream of Carr Lake along Gabilan and Natividad Creeks have 

experienced a large increase in suburban development. T he City of Salinas's General Plan 

(2002) outlines locations for future growth (Fig 1.4). Most of the proposed development will 

occur north and east of the city limits (upstream of Carr Lake) on lands currently used for row 

crop agriculture (Fig 1 .4). The new developments will be constructed in phases and will include 

a mixture of suburban residential and commercial uses (COS, 2002). 
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Figure 1.3 This reproduction of the originall 1906 blue- print by Lou Hare, titled the "Improvement of 

Gabilan Creek", is the initial design for the Reclamation Ditch and shows most of the historic chain of lakes 

(includinq Carr Lake in detail lower riqht). 
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Figure l .4 Future growth areas (gray shading) for t he City of Salinas. Map reproduced from the City 

of Salinas General Plan (2002). 
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2 Hydrology 

2.1 Watershed Overview 

9 

Hydrology 

The Gabilan Watershed originates in the northern corner of the Gabilan Mountain Range 

northeast of the City of Salinas (Fig 1 .1 ). There are three sub-watersheds that drain into Carr 

Lake, Gabilan to the north, Natividad Creek, and Alisal Creek to the south. Carr Lake is drained 

by the Reclamation Ditch which empties into Tembladero Slough j ust south of Castroville. 

In their headwaters, Gabilan and Alisal Creeks maintain perennial flow down to the foothill 

region just east of Old Stage Road (Casagrande and Watson, 2006a). Lower Natividad and Alisal 

creeks usually have summer flow in most years due to agricultural runoff. Lower Gabilan Creek, 

just upstream of Carr Lake, maintains some flow during most conditions due to continuous 

groundwater pumping from beneath Alvarez High School. 

Each of the major creek channels are key components to the flood control system. In the 

urbanized areas, runoff response is quick following moderate to heavy precipitation (USGS 

stream gage data 011line). Runoff is routed into the creeks through a network of storm drains 

and by agricultural ditches near the City's northern and eastern boundaries. Further upstream, 

in the agricultural and natural areas, runoff response to precipitation is slower (Casagrande and 

Watson, 2006a). Sediment loading into the creek channels is of concern to local agencies as it 

reduces channel capacities and increases maintenance costs for the City, County and local land 

owners (COM, 2004; COS 2006a). 

2.2 Carr Lake Hydrology 

Carr Lake is a natural depression that captures runoff from 260 km2 of watershed (Fig 1 .1 ). The 

Lake functions as a thru-flow detention basin, where flows exiting the lake are controlled by 

the lake's water elevation. Drainage out of the lake is regulated by a double 8 ft x 8 ft box 

culvert under the Main Street bridge. The box culvert itself is undersized compared to others 

upstream and downstream of it and therefore restricts peak flows and downstream flooding 

(SWCCE, 2002). In addition, the culvert is usually impacted by accumulated sediments which 

require regular dredging (Casagrande and Watson, 2006a). 

Beneath the box culvert is a 36-inch diameter pipe that is used to convey water during low flow 

periods. When stream flow is in excess of the p ipe' s c;;apac;;ity, water is impounded until it 

reaches the bottom of the overriding box culvert. This generally results in partial flooding of 

the lake during most storm events. Figure 2.1 shows the flood patterns and water elevations in 

the lake during a variety of runoff conditions. During a 2-year event., more than half of the lake 

bottom is flooded. This has been observed several t imes since 2000 (e.g. cover photo) and has 

been a common condition for some time (Bechtel Corp, 1959). During a ten year event, nearly 
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90% of the lake bed is inundated and in a 25 year event, the entire lake and some areas outside 

including the Sherwood Lake Mobile Home Park are inundated (Fig 2.1 C). At 100 year event, 

water elevations could spill onto Highway 101 and into parts of downtown Salinas (SWCCE, 

2002; Cameron et al. 2003). 

In summer, each of the channels in the lake has surface water due to upstream sources and 

local tile drains within the lake. The Lake's landowners install a seasonal earthen dam to 

restrict water from Gabilan Creek flowing up Natividad Creek (Cameron et al. 2003). A slide 

gate at the exit of Upper Carr Lake, east of East Laurel Ave. is used to regu late runoff from 

Natividad Creek into the lake bed. 

C. 2 5-year event (42.9 ft) D. l 00-year event (45. 9 ft) 

Figure 2.1 Estimated flood patterns in Carr Lake during a 2, 10, 2 5, and 100- year event. Water 

elevation values in parentheses. Images and elevation data reproduced from Cameron et al. 2003. 
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2.3 Recent Floods (1995 & 1998) 
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Hydrology 

Since its construct ion in 1920, the Reclamation Ditch system has experienced significant 

flood ing due to its limited capacity and the overall expansion of the urban areas upstream. 

During the w inter of 1951 / 52, the Reclamation Ditch was unable to handle "record flows", 

which resulted in significant flooding between the Alisal neighborhood and downtown Salinas 

(CDPHIBSE, 1952). 

The l 995 and 1998 El Nino events resulted in substantial flooding and property damage 

throughout the northern Salinas Val ley, including Carr Lake and the Reclamation Ditch system. 

During this event, the City of Salinas received 20. l inches of rainfall, approximately 6 inches 

above the annual average. Rainfall in the southern half of the Salinas Valley was more 

substantial (25.3 inches in King City) which caused t he Salinas River to peak at 95,000 cfs at the 

Spreckels gage - t he highest on record . The lower portions of the Gabilan Watershed were 

most impacted by floodwaters from the Salinas River wh ich overtopped its banks at several 

locations sending river water onto the flat areas (Blanco Drain sub- watershed) between the 
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Figure 2.2 Flooded areas of the Northern Salinas River Valley and Reclamation Ditch Watershed 

at the peak of the flood on March 12, 1995 . Reproduced from Casagrande and Watson, 2006a. 
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Reclamation Ditch and the Salinas River (Fig 2.2). This caused Tembladero Slough and the 

Reclamation Ditch (already at or near capacity) to backup, flooding both the Espinosa and the 

Merritt Lake drainages to t he north. Further east, Carr and Heinz Lakes were part ially fi lled due 

to heavy runoff from the Gabi Ian, Natividad and Alisal d rainages (Fig 2 .2). 

During the winter of 1998, the city of Salinas received 30.1 inches of rain (second highest total 

on record). Gabi Ian Creek peaked at 1,035 cfs, a 2 5-year event and the highest level since 

records began in 1970. Carr Lake reached an elevation of 42 .9 feet, flooding the Sherwood 

Lake Mobile Home Park for 11 days and reaching 0.1 feet from flood ing a home situated on one 

of t he raised "island" areas within the lake bed. While physical property damage was not 

significant, damage to fields and the drainage system itself were substantial. 

2.4 Impacts to Carr Lake from Future Upstream Developments 

Future developments upstream of the current City boundary (north of Boronda Rd and east of 

Williams Rd) are likely to increase runoff into the storm water system due to increases in the 

amount of impervious surfaces (Dunne and Leopold, 1978). The amount of additional runoff to 

the storm water system will ultimately depend on the extent of impervious surfaces, and 

whether or not management practices (e.g. detention basins, percolation basins) are 

constructed throughout t he developments that will help reduce or slow down the amount of 

runoff entering the system (SWCCE, 2002; USEPA, 2004; Sayre et al. 2006). 

SWCCIE (2002) est imated that as of 2002, 4,372 acres o f impermeable surface exists in the Carr 

Lake watershed. They predicted that a 66% increase in impervious surfaces (7,265 acres) would 

result in a 9% increase in peak flows entering Carr Lake during a 10- year event and 4% increase 

dur ing a 100-year event. They al so cautioned that these percentages could be greater dur ing 

period s with frequent events (such as those witnessed in February 1998). SWCCE (2002) noted 

that the use of smaller detention basins and sed iment catch - basins scattered throughout t he 

developments could improve these percentages. 

An indirect benefit of the future upstream land use conversion from predominantly row crop 

agriculture to suburban residential land will be redu,ced sediment sources from farm lands. 

While storm water runoff is likely to increase, sources of suspended sediment and bedload 

(sand and gravel) should be reduced from these lands (Charbonneau and Kondo lf, 1993; 

Woodward and Foster, 1997). 

The City of Salinas's Storm Wat er Master Plan (COM, 2004) notes that current sediment loading 

into the storm drain system from agricultural lands upstream of Boronda Road and Williams Rd 

presents a "major drainage problem" and that dur ing high runoff events the "agricultural runoff 

also affects private properties". SWCCE (2002) also remarks that efforts should be made to 

reduce sediment inputs from upstream sources prior to implementing any project in Carr Lake. 
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Flooding 

Historical records of significant flooding , specifically in the Carr Lake Watershed, are not 

well documented. . Photos documented by Breschini et al., (2000) show flooding on 

Lak e Street7 in Salinas on March 11, 1911 . This flood resulted after Carr Lake (a FEMA 

Floodway) filled and spread out onto the neighboring streets in the City of Sal inas. More 

recently, during the w inter of 1951 / 52, the Reclamation Ditch was unable to handle 

"record flows", which resulted in flooding between the Alisal neighborhood and the City 

of Salinas (CDPHBSE, 1952). 

In 1982 / 83, a significant storm hit the Central Coast of California. Anderson (2000) 

noted that 23.44 inches of rain fell on the City of Salinas that year and that the Blanco 

area along the Salinas River experienced the greatest damage. However, flood ing was 

primarily water flowing slowly over an area causing less harm than faster, scouring 

flows. 

7 Lake Street is located in the City of Salinas just downstream of Carr Lake. 
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Figure 4.21 Flooded areas of the Northern Salinas River Valley and Reclamation Ditch Watershed at the peak of 

the flood on March 1 2, 1995. The flooded areas were interpreted from both oblique aerial photographs (taken 
March 12 and NASA ER-2, Color IR photos (taken March 1 5), and then drawn into GIS software. 
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Figure 4 .22. Flooded areas during the March 1995 flood event, looking upstream 
at the Salinas River. 

Figure 4.23. Flooded areas during the March 1995 flood event. Image B shows a 

nearly fil led Carr Lake (upper-center). Images A, B, C illustrate the extent of t he 

flooding in the northern Sal inas Valley on March 12, 1995. Photos: John Oliver, 
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Figure 4.24 An example of the photos used for the evaluating flood extant on March l 5, 

1995. T he photos are NASA ER-2, color infrared. Castroville is shown in the upper left corner 
and the Salinas River Lagoon in the lower left corner. 

Tembladero and Moro Cojo Sloughs were unable to drain fast enough due to the 

addition of Salinas River water. Each of the pump stations, at Merritt and Espinosa 

Lakes and on the lower Santa Rita Creek drainage, were not able to d ischarge incoming 

runoff due to the additional water from the Salinas River. Th is led to substantial and 

prolonged inundation of these areas (Fig. ). As a result, Castroville experienced 

significant flooding throughout much the town, including the entire intersection of HWY 

156 and HWY 183. 

Flooding was kept to a minimum within t he City of Salinas and lands to the east and 

north of the city. Much of the flood ing in this region of the watershed occurred in the 

historical lake bottom areas, although Carr and Heinz Lakes nearly filled. 

During the winter of 1997 / 98, 30.09 inches of rain fell on the City of Salinas. This was 

the second highest annual rainfall total recorded since 1861 / 62. As a result, streamflow 

in Gabilan Creek reached 1,030 cfs, a 25- year event and the highest flow recorded since 

records began in 1 970. Once again, local flooding occurred in the historical lake 

bottoms. Carr, Merritt, & Espinosa Lakes were fi lled with water backed up from the 

Reclamation Ditch as well as their own local runoff (SWCCE, 1999). Water elevations in 

Carr Lake reached an elevation of 42. 9 ft, only 0 .1 ft away from flooding structures 

Central Coast Watershed Studies (CCoW.5) 



84 Reclamation Ditch Watershed Assessment and Management Strategy 

above the lake bottom (SWCCE, 1 999). However, the Sherwood Lake Mobi le Home Park, 

located in a FEMA Floodway along the southwest c<0rner of the lake, was flooded for 11 

days (SWCCE, 2002). For the Salinas River Valley, serious flooding of urban and 

agricultural lands was largely avoided because the events were smaller, occurred further 

north, and were less compounding. 

Figure compares the hydrographs for Gabi lan Creek at Hebert Rd during the 1995 and 

1998 flood events. The hydrograph in 1995 shows a much lower peak daily mean flow 

than the 1 998 hydrograph and t hus flooding in Salinas and in the lands east and north 

of Carr Lake was less substantial than in 1998. Conversely, in 1 998, rainfall and runoff 

totals were higher in the nort hern portion of the watershed and thus flood damage in 

the Carr Lake Basin was much more intense. 

In summary, flooding remains an issue in t he Reclamation Ditch Watershed. The 

continued increase in impervious surfaces has led to increased discharge and faster 

runoff response throughout the watershed has resulted in the increase in flood damage 

throughout the watershed. Most of the damage caused from flooding in average years 

occurs on farmlands, of which most lies w ithin the historical lake bottoms and 

downstream of the City of Salinas. 
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Figure 4 .2 5 A comparison of Gabilan Creek stream flow during the 1995 and 1998 

storm season. Stream flow data is from USGS. 
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4. Comments and Responses to Comments from L+G LLP Attorneys 

at Law  

4-1. The commenter suggests that the IS/MND fails to provide sufficient discussion of the 

existing environmental setting related to flood control challenges in the project area. 

 Response: The commenter has included significant background information regarding 

flood control challenges on Carr Lake over time as Exhibit B to the comment letter.  The 

information included is known to the City. The IS/MND and Appendices H and I of the 

IS/MND contain information on existing flood hazard conditions and storm drainage 

setting conditions at the project site.   

 The analysis of storm water/flood impacts of the proposed project as provided in the 

IS/MND is primarily in the context of the project conformance with the City’s Storm 

Water Development Standards (SWDS), which were first adopted in 2010, then revised in 

2013. The SWDS contain standards are intended, in part, to reduce changes in storm 

water runoff volumes from new development relative to pre-project conditions. Were the 

project to result in increased discharge of storm water from the project site relative to pre-

project conditions, it would have potential to affect storm drainage and flood conditions 

downstream of the site, including in Carr Lake. In this case, discussion of the existing Carr 

Lake storm drainage/flood control setting and related challenges would have been 

warranted. 

As described in the response to comment 4-3, the proposed project would result in no 

change in off-site storm drainage or flood conditions, including at Carr Lake, because by 

design, the proposed project would result in no net increase in stormwater peak flow or 

volume downstream of the project site. Consequently, extensive discussion of the existing 

off-site storm drainage/flood setting, including the Carr Lake setting, was not deemed 

necessary.  

4-2. The commenter suggests that an EIR is needed to evaluate the significant and unavoidable 

environmental impacts of the project regarding hydrology and water quality, and 

agriculture.  

Response: Please refer to responses to comments 4-1, 4-3, and 4-13. An EIR is not required 

because the proposed project would not have significant and unavoidable hydrology-

related impacts. Please also refer to response to comment 4-15 regarding project effects on 

Carr Lake agricultural values.    

4-3. The commenter suggests that the IS/MND is faulty in assuming that compliance with City 

and state regulations regarding preparation of stormwater management plans will ensure 

that the project will not affect drainage conditions or increase flooding potential. 
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Response: The City prepared the SWDS pursuant to National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System permit requirements from the California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. The primary purpose of the SWDS is to address water quality effects of 

development. Development in the City, including new development as proposed, is 

required to conform to the standards in the SWDS.   

Consistent with requirements in the SWDS, the applicant prepared the 2011 Preliminary 

Stormwater Management Concept for the Proposed Salinas Regional Soccer Complex (hereinafter 

“2011 PSWCP”) as part of the process for early integration of SWDS requirements into 

the project design. The results of the analysis presented in the 2011 PSWCP, which is 

included in Appendix H of the IS/MND, were based on analysis of discrete storm events. 

These results indicated no discharge from the site in a 100-year storm, 24-hour storm event 

with the expected amount of infiltration from the proposed infiltrations basins designed 

into the project. The analysis presented in the 2011 PSWCP indicated a plan to far exceed 

the minimum requirements of the then current 2010 SWDS. The now current SWDS, 

adopted in 2012, require retention of runoff from 95th percentile events. The 95th 

percentile rainfall depth is 0.98 inches and the 100-year, 24-hour rainfall depth is on the 

order of four inches.   

After extensive further consultations with the City and consistent with the SWDS 

conformance process, the analysis presented in the 2011 PSWCP was further refined in the 

applicant’s 2013 Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan for the Proposed Salinas Regional Soccer 

Complex (hereinafter “2013 CSWCP”). As described in response to comment 4-7, the 2013 

CSWCP was inadvertently omitted from the IS/MND. The 2013 CSWCP is included as 

Appendix A of this response to comments. The analysis in the 2013 CSWCP demonstrates 

through continuous simulation modeling using 30-years of rainfall records that the 

discharge from the site is expected under post-development conditions to be less than the 

discharge under existing, pre-project conditions. Therefore, the project is expected to result 

in a net reduction in off-site stormwater discharge volumes by providing stormwater 

retention storage that exceeds SWDS standards. By providing sufficient retention storage 

to eliminate the need for a new outfall to Gabilan Creek, the project has been designed to 

avoid impacts on receiving waters, including Carr Lake. 

4-4. The commenter points out that comments from the City’s consultant indicate the 2013 

CSWCP is not consistent with the SWDS, and suggests that the inconsistency is an 

impact, that the impact must be disclosed now before project approval, must be analyzed 

in an EIR, and that refinements to the plan must be required as a condition of approval in 

the IS/MND.   

Response: The inconsistency referenced by the City’s consultant (discussed in Appendix I 

of the IS/MND) relates only to the quality of some of the stormwater runoff that could 
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reach the proposed infiltration basins. The separation and setback requirements that were 

not fully met are intended to provide adequate filtration of runoff before mixing with 

ground or surface water. If runoff is treated adequately to discharge directly to surface 

waters before discharging into infiltration areas, the separation and setback requirements 

would not be necessary to provide adequate protection of ground and surface water 

quality.  

Runoff that passes through the swales identified in the 2011 PSWCP could meet surface 

water quality discharge requirements. The biofiltration basins shown in the refined 2013 

CSWCP would provide an even higher degree of treatment for runoff from impervious 

surfaces than the swales indicated in the 2011 PSWCP. The issue relates to the turf fields 

between the biofiltration basins and the infiltration basins. The 2013 CSWCP 

demonstrated that the applicant has dedicated sufficient area for stormwater control 

measures as part of the project design. Because adequate area is available for water quality 

treatment systems around the turf fields, refinement of the 2013 CSWCP to include these 

features can occur as part of the Final Stormwater Control Plan, as discussed below.   

As described in section 2.3 of the SWDS, a Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan is 

required prior to receiving a “planning level approval”. After early consultation with the 

City, preparation of the 2011 PSWCP, additional analysis and additional consultation 

with the City, the applicant then prepared and submitted the 2013 CSWCP. As discussed 

in the response to comment 4-7, the 2013 CSWCP is a refinement of the 2011 PSWCP. 

The applicant has complied with SWDS requirements that are prerequisite to receiving a 

planning level approval, which for the proposed project, is the City’s 

consideration/approval of a Master Lease with the County and a sublease with the project 

applicant.  

The SWDS require that a Final Stormwater Control Plan that meets the requirements of 

Section 2.3.2 of the SWDS be provided and approved before a grading permit is issued by 

the City. The needed refinements to the 2013 CSWCP as identified by the City’s 

consultant would be made as part of this submission. As described above, the refinements 

are feasible based on the availability of space to incorporate them into the project site plan. 

4-5. The commenter states that compliance with stormwater management plans should be 

incorporated into the project as mitigations or conditions of approval, as there is no other 

assurance they will be implemented. The commenter also questions the appropriateness of 

incorporating regulatory requirement into the project rather than defining related impacts 

and using regulatory requirements as mitigation measures. 

Response: The SWDS explicitly require project applicants to conduct early consultation 

with the City to ensure that stormwater management criteria contained in the SWDS are 
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considered and incorporated into the project design. The SWDS require integration of 

measures into a project design from its earliest conceptual stages to assure that SWDS 

water quality criteria are met. The IS/MND evaluates potential impacts of the proposed 

project as physically designed and articulated in the project description provided in the 

IS/MND, including its stormwater management/stormwater control design. As reported 

in the response to comment 4-3, the project has been designed to exceed SWDS standards 

such that off-site stormwater drainage and flooding conditions, including those at Carr 

Lake, would not change relative to existing, pre-project conditions.  

It is possible that absent the project being designed as proposed, off-site storm drainage 

impacts could occur. However, since by design, off-site impacts would not occur, 

mitigation measures are not required.   

Please refer back to the response to comment 4-4 regarding assurance that the stormwater 

plan must be finalized prior to approval of a grading permit.   

4-6. The commenter observes that the 2011 PSWCP noted that a portion of the new 

impervious cover would not drain to the then proposed vegetated bioswales and that the 

issue needs to be addressed now rather than be deferred. 

Response: As noted in the 2011 PSWCP, the design of the project was continuing to 

evolve at that time and, in fact, design revisions were subsequently made to maximize the 

amount of impervious cover that will be directed to stormwater treatment controls. Figure 

5 of the 2013 CSWCP shows that only a very small portion of the new site entrance would 

not drain to the on-site treatment controls. This area has been reduced to approximately 

900 square feet, equivalent to only 0.3 percent of the project impervious cover (see Table 1 

of the 2013 CSWCP).  

Additionally, it is important to reiterate that both the on-site treatment controls and 

infiltration basins are substantially oversized compared to SWDS standards. For example, 

the flow-duration modeling summarized in Appendix D of the 2013 CSWCP shows that 

total runoff from the site will be markedly reduced across the full range of potential flow 

rates relative to existing, pre-project conditions. The extra infiltration basin volume would 

compensate for runoff from the small impervious area that would drain to Constitution 

Boulevard for events when the existing runoff from the larger portion of the site would 

exceed the runoff from the small amount of added impervious area that would drain to the 

Constitution Boulevard drainage ditch.  

4-7. The commenter notes in footnote 5 on page 7 of the comment letter that the IS/MND 

includes a 2011 version of the preliminary stormwater control plan for the project as 

Appendix H, but a 2013 version is referenced in the text of the IS/MND. If a 2013 version 
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is available, it should be evaluated and the IS/MND and 2013 report should be 

recirculated.  

 Response: A 2013 CSWCP was prepared by Balance Hydrologics. However, only the 2011 

PSWCP was included in the IS/MND; the 2013 CSWCP was inadvertently omitted. The 

2013 CSWCP is included in this response to comments document as Appendix A.  

The fact that the 2013 CSWCP was not included in the IS/MND has no significant 

bearing on the conclusions contained in the IS/MND. Please refer back to the responses to 

comments 4-3 and 4-4 for more information on the process for preparing a storm water 

control plan as identified and required by the SWDS. The fundamental components of the 

applicant’s stormwater control approach and description of BMPs related thereto were 

included in the 2011 PSWCP. As required by the SWDS, the applicant subsequently 

consulted with City staff on the stormwater management approach and BMPs identified in 

the 2011 PSWCP. The applicant then refined the preliminary stormwater control plan 

approach as reflected in the 2013 CSWCP submittal. In both cases, the stormwater quality 

and control BMPs proposed are based on the applicant’s mandatory inclusion of such in 

the project design to meet SWDS standards for water quality and hydromodification flow 

control. For example, both versions of the report assume use of shallow infiltration basins 

as summarized in the IS/MND as a primary BMP for meeting the standards.   

 CEQA Guidelines section 15073.5 identifies conditions under which a lead agency is 

required to recirculate a negative declaration.  A lead agency is required to recirculate a 

negative declaration if it must be substantially revised (emphasis added) after public notice of 

its availability has been given, but prior to its adoption. Per CEQA Guidelines section 

15073.5(b) a “substantial revision” shall mean: 

(b) A “substantial revision” of the negative declaration shall mean: 

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation 

measures or project revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect 

to insignificance, or 

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or 

project revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance 

and new measures or revisions must be required. 
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As stated, the 2013 CSWCP refines stormwater control concepts provided in the 2011 PSWCP.  

The 2013 CSWCP provides added clarity and evidence for how and why the preliminary 

concepts identified in the 2011 PSWCP will meet the SWDS. As described in the response to 

comment 4-3, the applicant has exceeded the requirements of the SWDS for flow control such 

that the proposed project would result in no net increase in off-site stormwater runoff volume 

relative to existing, pre-project conditions. No new significant impacts and no significant 

avoidable project impacts result from the refinements identified in the 2013 CSWCP. Rather, 

additional evidence is provided for why the project will not produce stormwater runoff volumes 

from the site that exceed pre-project conditions.  

Per CEQA Guidelines section 15073.5(c): 

(c) Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances: 

(1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective 

measures pursuant to Section 15074.1. 

(2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal 

comments on the projects effects identified in the proposed negative 

declaration which are not new avoidable significant effects. 

(3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation 

of the negative declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do 

not create new significant environmental effects and are not necessary to 

mitigate an avoidable significant effect. 

(4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely 

clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative 

declaration. 

The information provided in this response and all responses to comments from L+G LLP 

Attorneys at Law is consistent with circumstance 15073.5(c)(4) above and does not trigger 

the need to recirculate the negative declaration.   

4-8. The commenter notes that a small portion of the site will continue to drain to the existing 

drainage ditch located alongside Constitution Boulevard that conveys runoff beyond East 

Laurel Drive and into Carr Lake and suggests that potential impacts related to 

construction dewatering and irrigation of the site should be addressed. 

Response: Please see the response to comment 4-6 above regarding runoff from the subject 

portion of the project site.  
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The ditch in question is actually located upslope of the developed portions of the site, and 

no construction dewatering volume would be collected and managed in the infiltration 

basins that are discussed in the 2011 PSWCP and the 2013 CSWCP. Please refer to 

response to comment 4-12below for information on irrigation runoff.  

4-9. The commenter suggests that questionable assumptions related to overflow of adjacent 

drainages and the presence of high groundwater levels support conclusions related to the 

adequacy of the infiltration basins to meet their design objectives. 

Response: The proposed infiltration basins are located near Gabilan Creek, the flooding 

characteristics of which are discussed in the 2011 PSWCP and the 2013 CSWCP. Very 

large storm events, such as the 100-year flood would be expected to overflow into the 

infiltration basins. However, this would not impair the ability of the basins to limit runoff 

from the site. This is the case because the increased volume of on-site runoff would still be 

infiltrated from the site considering the expected timing of the local flows into the 

infiltration basins that would be expected to fill and partially drain before overflows from 

Gabilan Creek into the retention basins. Overflows from Gabilan Creek may refill the 

retention basins and increase the total volume infiltrated from the site. 

With respect to the issue of high groundwater levels, it is important to note that the 

infiltration capacity of the site soils previously assumed was confirmed in infiltrometer 

testing carried out in April of 2013 (reasonably at or near the seasonal high groundwater 

level for that year) and summarized in Appendix C of the 2013 SWCP document. The 

observed infiltration rates were used directly in the revised flow-duration and flood control 

modeling that was completed for the 2013 CSWCP. Therefore, site infiltration rates were 

explicitly included in the most recent analyses and documentation.  

4-10. The commenter suggests that the City must analyze the capacity of off-site drainage 

facilities to conclude the project will have less-than-significant off-site hydrology impacts.  

Response: As described in the response to comment 4-3, the post-project discharge from 

the site is expected to be less than the discharge that occurs under existing, pre-project 

conditions. Because the project is expected to result in a net reduction in discharge rates 

and volumes relative to existing, pre-project conditions, no analysis of project impacts on 

the capacity of off-site drainage facilities was warranted.  

4-11. The comment reiterates concerns related to dewatering associated with activities needed to 

construct the proposed project. 

Response: Construction dewatering is not a major concern at the site and was; therefore, 

not discussed in detail. Groundwater levels at the location of the arena structure have been 

found to be among the lowest on site as documented by piezometer readings in 2013. 
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Small quantities of groundwater will potentially be encountered, but it is routine 

construction practice to handle any such dewatering by directing it to on-site basins for 

storage or percolation. The proposed infiltration basins will serve this function. The basins 

are sized to capture and contain runoff from storm events and will be able to store up to 

four acre-feet of water without surface outflow and would thus be more than capable of 

accommodating construction phase dewatering containment needs.  

4-12. The commenter recommends analyzing the effects of the irrigation volume of 100+ acre-

feet per year for the new and existing fields on the shallow groundwater levels on- and off-

site. 

Response: The existing fields have been irrigated for over 25 years. The existing irrigation 

water volume is part of the baseline environmental setting. The evaluation should; 

therefore, be limited to the 61.5 acre-feet of irrigation water required for the new fields.  

There will be no significant increase in groundwater levels due to increased irrigation 

because of the required use of modern irrigation control systems. California Assembly Bill 

1881 requires irrigation systems to utilize Evapotranspiration (ET) based controls to adjust 

irrigation cycles based upon actual plant water needs, to prevent “over-watering” thus 

eliminating the concerns of affecting groundwater levels. The replenishment requirement 

of cool season turf grass is 80 percent of the actual daily ET. Because of the rising costs of 

water, and the precious resource it has become, today’s modern irrigation systems are 

highly efficient and “Smart”, utilizing only the water needed to replenish that 80 percent of 

the actual daily ET to maintain a viable healthy turf grass. The system will also be required 

to have a rain shut off switch to stop irrigation when a rain event occurs.  

4-13. The commenter states that the IS/MND contains no meaningful discussion of the project’s 

cumulative impact on storm drainage impact in Carr Lake and makes reference to storm 

water impacts for development of the City’s Future Growth Area. 

Response: The proposed project is not subject to the same stormwater management 

requirements as the Future Growth Area. Nevertheless, the information in the 2011 

PSWCP and the continuous simulation results presented in the 2013 CSWCP demonstrate 

that the project will be designed to satisfy the Future Growth Area General Plan 

Implementation Program LU-17. That program requires new development to provide 

adequate stormwater and flood management facilities so that “no net increase in runoff” 

occurs. The comment does not disclose the Supplemental EIR conclusion that with 

implementation of detention/retention facility improvements and low impact development 

features as are proposed by development within the Future Growth Area, downstream 

impacts from increases in stormwater flow rates or flow volumes would be less than 

significant. 
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As discussed in the response to comment 4-3, the proposed project design includes 

stormwater control measures that exceed SWDS requirements and whose implementation 

will ensure that the proposed project results in no change in off-site storm drainage or flood 

effects relative to existing, pre-project conditions. The proposed project would not 

contribute to cumulative, off-site drainage impacts; its effect is not cumulatively 

considerable. Therefore, detailed analysis of the potential cumulative hydrology effects of 

the proposed project in light of effects of other cumulative development (past, present, and 

probable future projects) is not required. 

4-14.  The commenter notes that the proposed project should contribute to improvements to 

undersized storm drainage facilities downstream of Carr Lake to mitigate its impact on 

Carr Lake. 

Response: As described in the response to comment 4-13, the proposed project would have 

no cumulative impact on Carr Lake, as it would create no change in downstream drainage 

or flood conditions relative to existing, pre-project conditions. Regardless, the proposed 

project would not be required to mitigate for existing deficiencies in hydraulic capacity of 

Reclamation Ditch or other related flood control/drainage facilities located downstream of 

Carr Lake.  

4-15. The commenter states that the project would have adverse impacts on agriculture from 

soccer field irrigation that creates groundwater elevation increases that in turn impact 

agricultural productivity in the Carr Lake area. 

Response: Please refer back to the response to comment 4-12 regarding project irrigation 

effects on groundwater elevation. The proposed project would not result in an increase in 

groundwater level due to turf irrigation because irrigation water will be applied only in the 

amount needed for uptake by turf grass.   

4-16. The commenter suggests that a comprehensive program to mitigate hydrology impacts of 

development on Carr Lake should be developed by the City, the project applicant, and 

other development in the Carr Lake watershed, and mitigation should be incorporated into 

the IS/MND. 

Response: As noted in responses to comments 4-3 and 4-13, the proposed project would 

result in a net reduction in runoff from the project site relative to existing, pre-pre project 

conditions.  Therefore, the project would not have direct or cumulative hydrology and 

drainage impacts that require mitigation in the form of participation in solutions to existing 

flood control facility deficiencies. 
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Exhibit A to the L+P LLC Comment Letter – Comments from Fall Creek Engineering 

E-1. The comment suggests that the drainage analyses do not adequately address the potential 

for increased flow in Gabilan Creek from runoff leaving the infiltration basins.  

Response: Fall Creek Engineering (FCE) provides a qualitative assessment stating, “The 

infiltration basins are quite large and as discussed in the report will cover approximately 11 

acres of land.  The infiltration basins will be constructed adjacent to Gabilan Creek and are 

designed to infiltrate runoff to the underlying soils and shallow groundwater.  Due to 

shallow groundwater conditions, relatively fast infiltration rates of the underlying soils, 

natural topography, and close proximity to the creek, a majority of the runoff leaving the 

infiltration basins will most likely indirectly contribute flow to Gabilan Creek.”   

The FCE report does not provide any analysis to support that groundwater would add to 

flows in Gabilan Creek. The geotechnical report (Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc., 

2011) states, “There is however an unlined drainage ditch adjacent to Constitution 

Boulevard that carries runoff from on and off-site southward.  Gabilan Creek parallels the 

property on the south eastern side. Both drainages likely contribute to the groundwater 

regime on this property.” Groundwater on-site is considered to be perched and the 

geotechnical report describes surface water contributing to groundwater rather than 

groundwater contributing to surface water. Therefore, considering the geotechnical report 

and response to comment 4-9, the basis for the 2013 CSWCP concluding that a net 

reduction in runoff from the propose infiltration basins will occur is appropriate. 

E-2. This comment cites concerns related to the potential need for a variance to comply with 

the groundwater separation requirements in the City of Salinas’ Infiltration System Design 

Standards. 

Response: Please refer back to the response to comment 4-4. This comment is out of 

context and difficult to understand in that the letter cited therein (prepared by RBF 

Consulting in February 2014 and included in Appendix I of the IS/MND) clearly states in 

the last paragraph of the first page that the project will comply with the City’s standards by 

providing more than adequate pre-treatment of all runoff (in the proposed biofiltration 

facilities) prior to it flowing into the infiltration basins. In fact, reference to Table 1 in the 

2013 CSWCP shows that the project proposes a total of roughly 24,000 square feet of 

biofiltration area as compared with a City design standard value of roughly 15,500 square 

feet. This is over 50 percent more than the minimum required, and substantiates the 

conclusions in the RBF letter. 
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E-3. The commenter suggests that the irrigation volumes will likely have influences on the base 

or low flows of Gabilan Creek, which could result in more frequent dry season flooding in 

Carr Lake. 

Response: Please refer to the response to comment 4-12. With required modern irrigation 

technology, irrigation water will be limited to the amount needed to maintain soil moisture 

and replenish the turf grass to 80 percent of the actual daily evapotranspiration. Irrigation 

water in excess of the amount needed by turf grasses would not be applied. Therefore, the 

irrigation influence on groundwater levels or the flows within Gabilan Creek would be nil 

to insignificant. 

E-4. This comment suggests that cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality in 

the Carr Lake Watershed were not adequately addressed in the IS/MND.  

Response: Please refer to response to comment 4-13. The information provided in the 2011 

PSWCP and particularly the flow-duration and peak flow analyses presented in the 2013 

CSWCP showed that there would not be impacts from the project due to either low to 

mid-range flows or peak flood inducing storms. Additionally, the project will utilize a 

treatment train approach to water-quality management that includes biofiltration features 

followed by infiltration basins without direct discharge to Gabilan Creek based on applied 

sizing criteria that substantially exceed the minimums required by City standards. Given 

this stormwater management approach, no significant cumulative impacts with respect to 

hydrology or water quality would occur. 
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SUBJECT: SALINAS REGIONAL SOCCER COMPLEX PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Grossman, 

The Department of Public Works appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the 

Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study prepared for the proposed Salinas Regional Soccer 

Complex project, dated August J1h, 2014. Upon review of the document we noticed that the last 

sentence of mitigation measure TRANS-1 needs some minor changes. It should read " ... The city 

shall retain the funds until such time as the county has designated and appro1,.ed the construction of 

signalization improvements at this location are necessary." Since there is a potential that factors 

other than the anticipated changes to the County facilities will require a traffic signal it seems 

appropriat,e to re-write this mitigation measure to allow for its construction when needed. 

If you have any question please contact me at (831) 755-4628. 

Raul Martinez. 
Assistant Engineer 

l 
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5. Comments and Responses to Comments from the Monterey County 

Resource Management Agency  

5-1. The commenter requests minor revisions to the language contained in mitigation measure 

TRANS-1.  

 Response: The City has considered the requested changes and feels that no changes are 

needed. As described on page 88 of the IS/MND, the City and County signed an 

agreement in July 1994 in which the County agreed to install a traffic signal at its expense 

once signalization was deemed necessary. There is no reason to modify the mitigation 

measure to delete reference to the County as the responsible party for signalization design 

and construction.  

 Note that TRANS-1 contains a typo.  The word “designated” should read “designed”.  
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Letter #6 

SUBJECT: Comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Salinas 
Regional Soccer Complex Project 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the Regional Transportation Planning 
and Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County, and agency staff has reviewed 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project. 
The proposed development consists of a stadium with two outdoor synthetic soccer fields, 
lighting, and 2,000 bleacher seats; a 34,429 square-foot building containing an indoor 
soccer arena; eight unlit natural turf soccer fields; an outdoor multi-use sports court; 
approximately 421 new parking stalls; pedestrian circulation; and storm water 
management features including bioswales and percolation facilities lo cated near 
Constitution Boulevard and East Laurel Drive. 

The Transportation Agency offers the following comments: 

Impacts to Regional Roads & Highways 

1. The proposed project would add traffic to highway segments already operating 
below Caltrans' LOS C/D threshold along US-101. Our agency supports and 
appreciates the City's intent to collect Regional Development Impact Fees as 
mitigation for cumulative impacts for this development proposal. 

The regional fee, as designed, is adequate mitigation only for cumulative impacts. 1 
Additional project-specific impacts would still need to be addressed through 
another mechanism, such as direct fair-share payments towards impacted facilities 
or a contribution to the City of Salinas' Traffic Fee Ordinance program. 
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Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Transit Impacts 

September 10, 2014 

2. The Transportation Agency supports that as part of the project the developer will 2 
construct a bike path along the interior of the development site. These proposed 
facilities should provide adequate width that meets Caltrans standards and be 
connected with the existing Class II bicycle lanes along Constitution Boulevard and 
East Laurel Drive. 

3. In addition, our agency supports that the development will maintain public access 3 
with the trail, pedestrian facilities, and public amenities. Included along this route 
should be public bicycle racks and proper lighting for public safety. Also, access to 
the trails and pedestrian facilities should be made wheelchair accessible and 
Americans with Disabilities Act compliant. 

4. New roadways constructed for interior circulation of the development site should 14 
include sufficient room for sidewalks and bicycle facilities that connect to external 
facilities on Constitution Boulevard. 

5. Our agency recommends that the project applicant work with our staff to ensure s 
issues of motorized and non-motorized access, parking requirements, bicycle and 
pedestrian safety, and the proposed roadway projects are properly addressed in the 
design and construction of the development. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

6. Our agency supports the use of light-colored pavement for pedestrian areas to cut 6 
down on the heat island effect. In addition, the development should explore the use 
of gray granite pavement for parking areas, roadways, and bicycle / pedestrian 
facilities, which has the benefit over traditional blacktop of increasing nighttime 
visibility and is permeable to aid in the control of on-site water run-off. 

7. Where appropriate, light-emitting diode (LED) lighting should be used for external 17 
lighting to reduce the site's electricity consumption. 

8. Consideration should be given to including preferred parking spaces for carpools, 18 
alternative fuel vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. If you have any 
questions · lease contact Michael Zeller of my sta ff at 831-775-0903. 

Debra L. Hale 
Executive Director 

CC: Brandy Rider, California Department of Transportation (Cal trans) District 5 
Paul Greenway, Monterey County Department of Public Works 
Carl Sedoryk, Monterey-Salinas Trans it 
Maura Twomey, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
Richard Stedman, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
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6. Comments and Responses to Comments from the Transportation 

Agency for Monterey County  

6-1. The commenter notes that project specific impacts need to be addressed through 

mechanisms other than payment of the TAMC regional fee. 

Response: The IS/MND includes mitigation measure TRANS-1 on page 88. This 

mitigation measure requires the applicant to pay fair share funds for improvements to the 

Constitution Boulevard/proposed project entrance/Natividad Medical Center intersection. 

Requirements to pay traffic fees consistent with the City’s Traffic Fee Ordinance are also 

identified to mitigate project specific impacts as described on pages 86-87 of the IS/MND. 

6-2. The commenter states that an internal bicycle lane should be provided and should meet 

Caltrans standards.  

Response: The main interior road is designed to be approximately 30-feet in width, which 

can accommodate two, 11-foot vehicle travel lanes and two, four-foot Class II bike lanes. 

The narrower 11-foot travel lanes are designed to help reduce travel speed and improve 

safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. The proposed circulation ingress and egress will 

connect Constitution Boulevard to the existing parking lot servicing the existing soccer 

complex. The existing parking is not specifically proposed to include bike lane striping; 

however, due to the low vehicle speeds and ample width, bicycles can “share the road” in 

order to access the existing Class I bicycle facility located south of Gabilan Creek. 

6-3. The commenter states that the project should maintain access to trails, pedestrian facilities, 

and public amenities, and include lighting, bicycle racks, and ADA accessibility. 

Response: The project is designed to maintain public access to the Gabilan Creek trail, 

pedestrian facilities, and the proposed public amenities. Public bicycle racks will be 

included in the project and placed adjacent to the proposed soccer arena and fields.  

Lighting for public safety is proposed within the parking lot and around the buildings. 

Lighting will be designed to facilitate safety in accordance with City standards for 

placement and intensity. Interior circulation includes paved, ADA accessible walks which 

will provide access to the fields, facilities, and public transportation along Constitution 

Boulevard. 

The project includes an interior pedestrian walkway. At its northeast end, the walkway 

connects to the southern terminus of the existing sidewalk located on the south side of 

Constitution Boulevard. The walkway extends through the site, providing access to and 

through the new soccer complex. It then connects to an existing pedestrian walkway 
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within the existing soccer complex that extends east and terminates at a connection with 

the existing Gabilan Creek trail located on the south side of Gabilan Creek.  The applicant 

and the City considered optional pedestrian access options, but found that given the 

project site location and absence of other pedestrian destinations in the project area, an 

internal pedestrian way made the most functional sense for the proposed project. Please 

also refer to the response to comment 3-1 from MST. 

6-4. The commenter states that interior roadways should include bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. 

 Response:  Please refer back to responses to comments 6-2 and 6-3 above.  

6-5. The commenter suggests that the applicant work with TAMC to ensure that vehicular and 

non-vehicular access issues are properly addressed. 

Response: The applicant has consulted with City staff on issues related to vehicular and 

non-vehicular access. The proposed project will be constructed to City standards. As 

described in the responses to comments 3-1 and 3-2 from, the applicant has consulted with 

MST regarding pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements. As an outcome, the 

applicant has agreed to design and construct a new bus pullout on Constitution Boulevard 

and to connect the pull-out to the interior of the project site with pedestrian linkages.   

6-6. TAMC states that it supports use of light-colored paving materials to reduce the heat island 

effect and that alternatives to blacktop paving should be explored. 

Response: Heat island effects will be minimal as the asphalt paving only accounts for 13 

percent of the total project area. The use of lighter colored paving materials will be 

considered during the preparation of final construction documents and will depend on the 

funding available and financial feasibility.  Other pavement areas will be light gray colored 

concrete.   

6-7. The comment suggests that LED lighting should be used where possible. 

Response: All lighting will meet Title 24 requirements for energy efficiency. Site lighting is 

anticipated to be LED type in order to meet the Title 24 requirement.  

6-8. The comment states that consideration should be given to preferred parking for carpools 

and alternative fuel vehicles, and installation of electric vehicle charging stations. 

Response: During the final design, special consideration will be given to providing 

preferred parking spaces for carpools and alternative fuel vehicles, and to providing electric 

vehicle charging stations. If deemed appropriate and financially feasible, some or all of 

these features will be incorporated into the final construction documents. 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Dan Lister, Project Planner 

From: Janna L Faulk 
Environmental Health Review 

Letter #7 

COUNTY OF MONTEREY 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEAL TH BUREAU 

SEPTEMBER 3, 2014 

Subject: REF140075, Draft IS/MND for Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project) 

Thank you for providing the Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) an opportunity to comment on the 
referenced environmental document. The document adequately addresses EHB concerns but we would 
like to make the following comments: 

The irrigation well for the site has yet to be constructed. The irrigation well shall be constructed under 
a well construction permit by EHB. The owner/applicant shall contact EHB for a well 

Due to the ongoing severe drought throughout the State of California, EHB recommends that best 
management practices utilizing the most up to date technology. The system should be designed to 
monitor soil moisture to determine when irrigation is needed to ensure the most efficient use of 
groundwater so that over watering of the fields and other landscape areas do not occur. Furthermore, 
pursuant to California Code of Regulations Title 23 Section 864, the application of potable water to 
outdoor landscapes in a manner that causes runoff such that water flows onto adjacent property, non
irrigated areas, private and public walkways, roadways, parking lots, or structures is prohibited and 
may be fined up to five hundred dollars each day the violation occurs. 

1 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 42648-42648.7, large venue facilities and large events shall 2 
plan for solid waste reduction and upon request, report information regarding their waste reduction 
efforts to their local jurisdiction. The law requires large venue and large event operators to meet with 
recyclers and solid waste handlers to select appropriate waste diversion programs. In determining 
feasible programs, operators may select a target diversion rate and develop a plan and timeline to meet 
that goal. What is appropriate will vary with each venue and event. The operator of the facility shall 
conform to these require ments and ensure that proper waste diversion is incorporated into the facility 
operating procedures. Please visit CalRecycle for more information 
http://www.calrecycle.ca. gov/venues/Mandates/ 
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7. Comments and Responses to Comments from the County of Monterey 

Health Department 

7-1. The commenter recommends use of best management practices to reduce irrigation water 

use. 

 Response: California Assembly Bill 1881 requires irrigation systems to utilize 

Evapotranspiration (ET) based controls to adjust irrigation cycles based upon actual plant 

water needs, to prevent “over-watering” thus eliminating the concerns of affecting 

groundwater levels. The replenishment requirement of cool season turf grass is 80 percent 

of the actual daily ET. Because of the rising costs of water, and the precious resource it has 

become, today’s modern irrigation systems are highly efficient and “Smart”, utilizing only 

the water needed to replenish that 80 percent of the actual daily ET to maintain a viable 

healthy turf grass. The irrigation system used for the proposed project must meet this 

standard and will also be required to have a rain shut off switch to stop irrigation when a 

rain event occurs.  

7-2. The commenter notes that large venue facilities and events must comply with Public 

Resources Code section 42648-42648.7 regarding waste reduction efforts and actions. 

 Response: The comment is noted. The proposed project must comply with all uniformly 

applied regulations and development standards. The applicant recognizes the requirement 

to comply with this regulation and the need to develop a plan for this purpose. The plan is 

not required in response to a significant impact of the proposed project, but rather as a 

means to reduce the volume of solid waste delivered to waste disposal facilities.   



MONTEREY COUNTY 
WATER RESOURCES AGENCY 
PO BOX 930 
SALINAS, CA 93902 
(831 )755-4860 
FAX (831) 424-7935 

DAVID E. CHARDAVOYNE 
GENERAL MANAGER 

Dan Lister, Assistant Planner 

September 4, 2014 

Monterey County RMA - Planning Department 
168 West Alisa!, 2°d Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

SUBJECT: Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Draft IS/MND (REF 140075) 

Dear Mr. Lister: 

Letter #8 

STREET ADDRESS 
893 BLANCO CIRCLE 

SALINAS, CA 93901-4455 

Upon reviewing the REF140075 Draft IS/MND for Salinas Regional Soccer Complex, I have 1 
found that the document provides mitigations to drainage and storm water filtration before No Response 

entering into the adjacent Gabilan Creek in the City of Salinas. These mitigations to drainage Necessary 

should have a less significant impact to what will enter Gabilan Creek. The mitigation measures 
are to comply with the City of Salinas storm water ordinances and NPDES for the City. I have no 
comment on the effects of this proj ect in regards to the sphere of influence with the Monterey 
County Water Resources Agency. 

Sincerely, 

Rich Boyer 
Water Resources Engineer 

Monterey County Water Resources Agency manages, protects, and enhances the quantity and quality of water and 
provides specified flood control services for present and future generations of Monterey County 
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8. Comments and Responses to Comments from the Monterey County 

Water Resources Agency  

8-1. The commenter states that the proposed project includes measures as needed to address 

drainage and stormwater filtration before entering into Gabilan Creek and that the 

mitigations will have a less than significant impact to what will enter Gabilan Creek.  

  Response: The comment does not require a response.  

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX A 

2103 CONCEPTUAL STORMWATER CONTROL PLAN  
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Balance 
Hydrologies, Inc. 

July 8, 2013 

Mr. Richard Weber, P.E. 
Whitson Engineers 
9699 Blue Larkspur Lane, Suite 105 
Monterey, California 93 940 

800 Bancroft Way · Suite 101 · Berkeley, CA 94710-2227 · (510) 704-1000 

Berkeley · Auburn · San Rafael · Santa Cruz · Truckee 

balancehydro.com • email: office@balancehydro.com 

RE: Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan for the Proposed Salinas Regional Soccer 
Complex, City of Salinas 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

This letter presents the Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan (SWCP) for the Salinas Regional 
Soccer Complex project located in the City of Salinas, California. The purpose of this document 
is to explain the basis for the preliminarily proposed stormwater infrastructure at the Project and 
describe post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be used to manage 
stormwater runoff at the site. In this context, BMPs are the various site design elements and 
controls incorporated into a project to enhance stormwater quality and control runoff rates and 
volumes. The stormwater management approaches presented in this plan are intended to 
mitigate potential adverse impacts to off-site receiving waters associated with the project, and to 
meet or exceed current City of Salinas design guidelines and requirements. 

Project Description 

The proposed Salinas Regional Sports Complex consists of the development of approximately 41 
acres of vacant land (site development area) for the purpose of expanding the existing Salinas 
soccer field complex located at the comer of Constitution Boulevard and East Laurel A venue and 
on the north side of Gabilan Creek. The facilities proposed include: a 24,000 s.f. building 
housing an indoor soccer arena, concessions areas, bathrooms, and maintenance facilities; two 
lighted artificial turf soccer fields and bleacher seating; eight natural turf soccer fields; a sports 
court; and ancillary facilities including children's play areas, picnic areas, parking and pedestrian 
circulation (walking trails). A conceptual site plan prepared by Whitson Engineers is included as 
Figure 1 with a landscape plan prepared by Bellinger, Foster, Steinmetz included as Figure 2. 

The project is located on portions of the properties designated Assessor's Parcel Numbers 003-
851-027 and 003-851-024. These properties are owned by the County of Monterey, who will 
lease_a portion of the properties to the City of Salinas, who will sub-lease to the Salinas Regional 

Integrated Surface and Ground Water Hydrology ·Wetland and Channel Restoration · Water Quality · Erosion and Sedimentation · Storm Water and Floodplain Management 



_________________ Balance Hydrologies, Inc. 

Mr. Richard Weber 
July8,20 13 
Page 2 

Sports Authority. The project applicant is the Salinas Regional Sports Authority. The project 
application number is M 2012-004. 

Hydrologic Setting 

The majority of the project site can be characterized as shallow sloping grasslands with drainage 
patterns defined by overland sheet flow (see Figure 3). Runoff from the site typically drains 
from north to south and collects in the southern comer of the site against the earthen levee that 
separates the property from Gabilan Creek. At the southern comer of the site and other less 
pronounced locations across the site, runoff ponds to shallow depths and percolates into the 
ground. During large storm events these areas of shallow ponding may overtop with runoff 
conveyed across the existing soccer complex to the southwest and to a storm drain inlet at the 
intersection of Constitution Boulevard and East Laurel Drive. A small portion of the northwest 
extent of the site drains towards a drainage ditch alongside Constitution Boulevard that flows to 
the same storm drain inlet at the intersection of Constitution Boulevard and East Laurel Drive. 
Flows entering the storm drain network ultimately discharge to Carr Lake as shown on the 
attached Figure 4. 

Soil maps and reporting for the project site and surrounding area provided by the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service are included as Appendix A. This data indicates that the 
majority of the project site is mapped as Pacheco clay loam soils that are classified as Hydrologic 
Soil Group C 1• Portions of the project site adjacent to Constitution Boulevard are mapped as 
Arroyo Seco gravelly loams (Hydrologic Soil Group B) with the southeast portion of the site 
mapped as Diablo clays (Hydrologic Soil Group D). 

Stormwater Treatment Goals and Design Criteria 

The project design proposes to generally maintain existing drainage patterns and to continue to 
infiltrate stormwater runoff on site. Conveyance and treatment systems included with the 
proposed project will be designed in accordance with the City of Salinas Stormwater 
Development Standards for New Development and Redevelopment Projects, May 2013 (SWDS). 
Per this design criteria BMPs will be incorporated into the project to improve the quality of 
storm runoff from the site and to meet numeric criteria for post-development flow conditions. 

A threshold determination spreadsheet has been completed for the project and is attached as 
Appendix B. Per the threshold calculations, the Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project will 
be held to Requirement 5. 

Opportunities and Constraints 

A number of constraints specific to the site location have limited the options for selection and 
placement of water-quality treatment and flow control BMPs. One of the most significant 
constraints is the shallow depth to groundwater reported in the Preliminary Geotechnical 

1 The SCS hydrologic soil groups divide all soil types into one of four categories on the basis of potential to produce 
runoff. Type A soils have the lowest runoff potential and typically have high infiltration rates. Type D soils have 
the highest runoff potential and typically have low infiltration rates and/or shallow depths. 

210082 SWCP 7-8-13.doc 
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Investigation Report (Haro, Kasunich and Associates, June 2011) that effectively precludes the 
use of vertically layered BMPs that include deep ponding, gravel storage layers, and/or 
underdrains at the existing low points within the project site. Similarly, the lack of vertical relief 
across the site and the presence of a FEMA defined Floodway (described in greater detail below) 
limit the ability of the low points on the site to be raised to allow for placement of more 
vertically orientated BMPs. Another constraint inherent in the nature of the project is the 
distributed pedestrian traffic that is expected throughout the site with the implication that 
drainage features and BMPs will need to be selected with public safety and durability as 
foremost concerns. 

The most obvious opportunity that is offered by the current site plan is in the relatively large 
areas dedicated to landscaping and greenways between the soccer fields, along the riparian 
corridor of Gabilan Creek, and within the parking area that allow for the placement of treatment 
BMPs. Additionally, double ring infiltrometer testing completed by Haro, Kasunich and 
Associates (April 2013) and attached here as Appendix C, indicates that infiltration based BMPs 
can be used at the site. Minimal run-on from adjacent properties and a relatively low percentage 
of overall impervious area proposed with the project further promote the use of an infiltration 
based stormwater management approach at the site. 

Water Quality Treatment BMPs 

Given the opportunities and constraints surrounding the site, biofiltration basins have been 
identified as the primary treatment control BMP for meeting the water-quality criteria applied to 
the project. The biofiltration basins have been sized and designed for water-quality treatment 
only, with flow control criteria met separately through the shallow infiltration basins described in 
the following section. 

The biofiltration basins will be designed and sized to meet the criteria contained in the 
Storm water Development Standards. The attached Figure 5 illustrates the siting of the 
biofiltration basins and associated drainage areas on the site plan. The biofiltration basins will be 
designed to the specifications contained in the SWDS. Sizing calculations completed for the 
biofiltration basins are summarized on the attached Table 1. 

Flow Control BMPs 

Given the opportunities and constraints surrounding the site, shallow infiltration basins have 
been identified as the primary treatment control BMP for meeting numeric criteria for runoff 
peaks and durations. Runoff from the developed portions of the site will be conveyed to a pair of 
shallow infiltration basins located adjacent to the riparian corridor of Gabilan Creek along the 
southeastern extent of the site. The upstream infiltration basins will collect and infiltrate runoff 
allowing water to pond to a depth of 30 inches prior to discharging into a swale that will lead to 
the downstream infiltration basin. The downstream infiltration basin will serve as the terminus 
of the drainage system where water will be allowed to pond to a depth of 39 inches before filling 
the extents of the defined basin. In the event that the terminus basin would overtop in a large 
storm event, water would be allowed to pond shallow on the adjacent Field 3. The attached 

210082 SWCP 7-8-13.doc 
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Figure 6 illustrates the preliminary siting of the infiltration basins and associated drainage areas 
on the site plan. 

The shallow infiltration basins were sized to meet the numeric criteria contained in the SWDS 
using the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) that was modified and provided for use with this 
project by the City's stormwater consultant, Harvey Oslick ofRBF Consulting. Model runs were 
developed for two separate meteorological conditions including a 30-year continuous simulation 
period derived from local rainfall data and a 100-year, 72-hour storm event imbedded within a 1-
year continuous simulation period. Inputs to the model are summarized on the attached Tables 2 
and 3. 

Results from BAHM are included as Appendices D and E with the flow duration and peak flow 
curves resulting from the 30-year period model run graphed on Figure 7. Results from the 30-
year model run estimate that relative to pre-project conditions, post-project conditions would 
produce lower peak flow rates and durations released from the project site to the existing soccer 
complex to the southwest. Model results for the 100-year, 72-hour storm event estimate that the 
post-project condition would produce a peak discharge of 8. 7 cfs relative to an existing condition 
peak discharge of I 7.9 cfs. Drawdown criteria for the infiltration basins were assessed using a 
series of storm events surrounding May 4, 1996. Results extracted from the BAHM simulation 
estimate that the basins would be drawn down within 96-hours of the peak water surface 
elevation as indicated in the graph included as Figure 8. 

FEMA Flood Hazard Areas 

A portion of the Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project site is located in a special flood 
hazard area as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The project 
site is covered by Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) panels 06053C0209G and 06053C0228G 
as included in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Monterey County, California, effective April 
2, 2009. A compilation of the FIRM panels focused on the project site is attached to this letter as 
Figure 9. 

A large portion of the site lies in a FEMA Zone AE boundary defined as areas subject to 
inundation by the I-percent annual chance flood (100-year flood) with base flood elevations 
determined. As defined on the FIRM panels and Pages 55P and 56P of the FIS, the base flood 
elevations along the project site range between 53 and 58 feet (NA VD-88). A small portion of 
the southeast comer of the site lies within a FEMA floodway defined as the channel of a stream 
plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be kept free of encroachment so that the I-percent 
annual chance flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. 

The Flood Insurance Study and associated flood hazard information are adopted by reference and 
declared to be a part of the City of Salinas Municipal Code, Chapter 9, Article VI. The proposed 
project is committed to meeting the criteria contained in this code section including, but not 
limited to: placing no fill or obstructions within the regulatory floodway, elevating the lowest 
floor of any structure a minimum of two feet above the base flood elevation (base flood elevation 
53 feet at the proposed building), and obtaining elevation certificates for any structures placed 

210082 SWCP 7-8-1 3.doc 
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within the special flood hazard areas. The proposed site plan has also been designed to generate 
more earthwork cut than fill within the special flood hazard area with the intent of preserving 
floodplain storage. 

Closing 

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you to develop the Conceptual Stormwater Control 
Plan for the Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project 

Do not hesitate to contact us if you have questions related to the issues discussed here. 

Sincerely, 

BALANCE HYDROLOGICS, Inc. 

Eric Riedner, P.E. 
Civil Engineer/Hydrologist 

210082 SWCP 7-8-13.doc 

Edward D. Ballman, P.E., CFM, CPSWQ 
Principal Engineer 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLES 



Swale I.D. Drainage Area Composite 'C' WQF

Impervious BMP Artificial Turf Pervious Required Provided
- square feet % % % % - cfs square feet square feet

A 47,264 13 13 0 74 0.52 0.11 971 6,115

B 254,994 9 1 75 15 0.15 0.18 1,552 2,543

C 106,563 64 4 0 32 0.79 0.39 3,357 4,264

D 12,057 96 4 0 0 1.00 0.06 478 500

E 12,019 96 4 0 0 1.00 0.06 477 500

F 52,483 62 3 0 35 0.78 0.19 1,614 1,614

G 33,214 71 4 0 24 0.84 0.13 1,109 1,417

H 10,436 79 5 0 16 0.89 0.04 370 497

I 36,108 80 4 0 16 0.90 0.15 1,284 1,574

J 6,889 67 8 0 25 0.83 0.03 228 550

K 11,004 79 8 0 13 0.92 0.05 400 879

L 48,713 81 4 0 15 0.90 0.20 1,742 1,806

M 74,100 44 3 0 53 0.65 0.22 1,920 1,978

Drainage Area Cover Treatment Area

Notes
- Swale I.D.'s and delineated drainage areas are shown on Figure 5.
- Runoff coefficients, or 'C' values, of 1.0 were assigned to impervious areas, 1.0 to BMP treatment areas,  0.0 to artificial turf areas (assuming no  

runoff from 85% event due to underlying gravel layer), and 0.1 to other pervious areas per Table 2 of the Stormwater Development Standards.
- Water Quality Flow rate, or WQf, was calculated using a rainfall intensity of 0.2 in/hr.
- BMP treatment area refers to the flat bottom of the facilities and does not include side slopes.

Table 1.   Biofiltration basin sizing calculations,
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project

210082 BMP Sizing 7-5-13.xls ©2013 Balance Hydrologics, Inc.



Watershed B Grass, Flat C/D Grass, Flat Parking, Flat Total Area

acres acres acres acres

Pre‐Project
all areas 5.25 32.85 0.00 38.10

Mitigated
downstream 1.25 12.99 2.78 17.02

upstream 2.60 14.54 4.29 21.43

Table 2.   Infiltration basin drainage area modeling parameters,
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project

Notes
- Infiltration basins and delineated drainage areas are shown on Figure 5.
- Hydrologic soil group mapping is included as Appendix A.
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Stage Area Storage Spill Rate Infiltr. Rate Stage Area Storage Spill Rate Infiltr. Rate Stage Area Storage Spill Rate Infiltr. Rate
feet acres acre-feet cfs cfs feet acres acre-feet cfs cfs feet acres acre-feet cfs cfs

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.64
0.25 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.25 0.43 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.25 0.65 0.16 0.00 0.66
0.50 0.16 0.03 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.44 0.21 0.00 0.05 0.50 0.67 0.33 0.00 0.68
0.75 0.34 0.09 0.00 0.20 0.75 0.46 0.33 0.00 0.06 0.75 0.69 0.50 0.00 0.70
1.00 0.68 0.20 0.00 0.25 1.00 0.48 0.44 0.00 0.06 1.00 0.71 0.67 0.00 0.71
1.25 1.10 0.42 0.00 0.33 1.25 0.49 0.56 0.00 0.06 1.25 0.73 0.85 0.00 0.73
1.50 1.69 0.78 0.00 0.40 1.50 0.51 0.69 0.00 0.06 1.50 0.75 1.04 0.00 0.75
1.75 2.06 1.25 0.00 0.47 1.75 0.54 0.82 0.00 0.07 1.75 0.77 1.22 0.00 0.77
2.00 2.70 1.82 0.00 0.54 2.00 0.59 0.96 0.00 0.07 2.00 0.79 1.42 0.00 0.79
2.25 3.30 2.58 24.33 0.67 2.25 0.71 1.13 0.00 0.09 2.25 0.81 1.62 0.00 0.81
2.50 3.92 3.49 68.82 0.00 2.50 0.85 1.32 0.00 0.10 2.50 0.83 1.82 0.00 0.83
2.75 4.50 4.54 126.43 0.00 2.75 1.05 1.56 0.00 0.13 2.75 0.84 2.03 3.48 0.85
3.00 5.57 5.75 194.65 0.00 3.00 1.28 1.85 0.00 0.15 3.00 0.87 2.24 9.83 0.87

3.25 1.63 2.21 0.00 0.20 3.25 1.37 2.52 18.06 1.38
3.50 1.97 2.66 24.33 0.24 3.50 1.87 2.93 27.81 1.89
3.75 2.31 3.20 68.82 0.28
4.00 2.66 3.82 126.43 0.32
4.25 3.00 4.53 194.65 0.36

Existing Conditions Depression Proposed Conditions Downstream Basin Proposed Conditions Upstream Basin

Table 3.   Infiltration basin modeling parameters, Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project

Notes
- Stage 0.0 = Elevation 50.0 feet.
- Depression is assumed to spill at stage 2.0 feet over a weir 

70 feet in width.
- A design infiltration rate of 0.12 inches/hour was assumed.

Notes
- Stage 0.0 = Elevation 48.75 feet.
- Depression is assumed to spill at stage 3.25 feet over a weir 

70 feet in width.
- A design infiltration rate of 0.12 inches/hour was assumed.

Notes
- Stage 0.0 = Elevation 52.0 feet
- Depression is assumed to spill at stage 2.5 feet over a weir 

10 feet in width.
- A design infiltration rate of 0.12 inches/hour was assumed.

210082 BMP Sizing 7-8-13.xls ©2013 Balance Hydrologics, Inc.
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FIGURE 1 - ENLARGED CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

SALINAS REGIONAL SOCCER COMPLEX
A Project of the Salinas Regional Sports Authority

Whitson Engineers

9699 Blue Larkspur Lane | Suite 105 | Monterey, CA 93940 | 831 649-5225 | F 831 373-5065

CIVIL ENGINEERING     LAND SURVEYING    PROJECT MANAGEMENT | 
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Figure 2. Landscape Plan
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Figure 3. Existing site drainage features, 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 
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Figure 4. Existing regional drainage features, 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 
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Figure 5. Biofiltration basin locations and drainage areas, 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 
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Figure 6. Infiltration basin locations and drainage areas, 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 



Figure 7.      Flow duration and peak flow curves,
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project

Figure 7 BAHM Curves.xlsx, graph ©2013 Balance Hydrologics, Inc.



Figure 8.      Infiltration basin stages drawdown graph,
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex project
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Figure 9.  Composite of FEMA FIRM Panels 06053C0209G and 06053C0228G

APPROXIMATE EXTENTS OF PROJECT SITE
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APPENDIX A 
 

Soils Mapping 
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Units

Soil Ratings
A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Political Features
Cities

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Map Scale: 1:5,720 if printed on A size (8.5" × 11") sheet.

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 10N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Monterey County, California
Survey Area Data:  Version 9, Apr 14, 2009

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/13/2005

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Hydrologic Soil Group

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Monterey County, California (CA053)

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

AeA Antioch very fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

D 10.0 7.0%

AeC Antioch very fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent
slopes

D 0.1 0.0%

AvA Arroyo Seco gravelly loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

B 30.4 21.2%

CbA Chualar loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes B 2.4 1.7%

Cf Clear Lake clay D 5.4 3.8%

CnA Cropley silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes D 7.7 5.4%

DbE Diablo clay, 15 to 30 percent slopes D 16.6 11.6%

DbF Diablo clay, 30 to 50 percent slopes D 2.9 2.0%

Pa Pacheco clay loam C 58.8 41.1%

PnA Placentia sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes D 0.4 0.3%

PnC Placentia sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes D 3.1 2.2%

Xb Xerorthents, sandy A 5.4 3.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 143.0 100.0%

Hydrologic Soil Group–Monterey County, California

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/2/2013
Page 3 of 4



Description

Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive precipitation
from long-duration storms.

The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:

Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly
wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively drained sands or
gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water transmission.

Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained
soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils
have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water
transmission.

Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay layer
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.
These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in their
natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method:  Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff:   None Specified

Tie-break Rule:  Higher

Hydrologic Soil Group–Monterey County, California

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/2/2013
Page 4 of 4



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

Threshold Determination Worksheet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Threshold Determination Process Spreadsheet

Project Name:

Street address:

APN: Project Type:

Project Site Area: 1,796,000                      ft2

Pre‐Project 

Impervious Area: ‐                                  ft2
Unchanging Impervious 

Area: ft2

Post‐Project 

Impervious Area: 308,000                         ft2
Unchanging Pervious 

Area: ft2

Note: Applicant may use the 'All' category or provide details, except 'Turf' must be listed separately.

Impervious Area

New  Replaced

Building Footprint: ft2 ft2

Parking: ft2 ft2

Driveways: ft2 ft2

Patios: ft2 ft2

Sidewalks: ft2 ft2

All or Other: ft2 ft2

Total: 308,000                         ft2 ‐                                    ft2

308,000                            ft2

Pervious Area

New  Replaced

Turf: ‐                                  ft2

Landscaping: ft2 ft2

Parking: ft2 ft2

Driveways: ft2 ft2

Patios: ft2 ft2

Sidewalks: ft2 ft2

All or Other, except 

Turf: ft2 ft2

Total: 1,488,000                      ‐                                    ft2

Total New and Replaced Pervious Area: 1,488,000                     ft2

Conclusion

Is the project in an Urban Sustainability Area? No

Applicable Requirement:

Impervious Area for Treatment Design: ft2

Impervious Area for Peak Management: ft2

Impervious Area for Runoff Reduction: ft2

See Section 4 for calculation procedures

1,488,000                        

1,488,000                        

‐                                   

Land disturbance estimate: 1,796,000                         ft2

Area check, set F11+E24+C37‐C11=0:

Area check, set C9‐C11‐E37‐C24≥0:

Area check, set C9‐C13‐E39≥0:

308000

308000

308000

1,488,000                      

1, 4 & 5

Salinas Regional Soccer Complex

Constitution Boulevard

New impervious area is 

impervious area placed on 

existing pervious area and 

replaced impervious area is 

where existing impervious area is 

modified.

New pervious area is pervious 

area placed on existing 

impervious area and replaced 

pervious area is where existing 

pervious area is modified.

Total New and Replaced Impervious Area:

Mixed‐use003‐851‐027 and 024



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

Infiltration Testing 



HARO, KAsuNIC H AND A ssoc1ATES, INc . 

SALINAS REGIONAL SPORTS AUTHORITY 
c/o BGF Planning Group 
114 San Miguel Avenue 
Salinas, California 93902 

Attention: Mr. Brian Foucht 

C ONSULTING G EOTECH NICAL & COASTAL E NGINEERS 

Project No. M10081 
18 April 2013 

Subject: Double Ring lnfiltrometer Testing (ASTM D-3385-03) 

Reference: Salinas Regional Soccer Complex Project 
Laurel Drive and Constitution Boulevard 
Salinas, California 

Dear Mr. Foucht: 

As requested, we performed double ring infiltrometer testing in the areas of proposed 
infiltration basins for the Regional Soccer Complex in Salinas, California. Our 
geotechnical investigation report is dated 9 June 2011. In brief the infiltration rates were 
poor at infiltration basin 1 and fair at infiltration basins 2 and 3. 

Double Ring lnfiltrometer Testing 
Testing was conducted on April 10, 11 and 12, 2013 in the area of three proposed 
infiltration basins. We determined the incremental infiltration rate (i.e. velocity) at 
approximately 2.0 feet below the existing ground surface in each test location. The 
three test locations were selected based on the preliminary infiltration basin layout 
shown on Whitson Engineers Conceptual Site Plan, dated October 7, 2011 (Figure 1 ). 
The double ring infiltrometer test procedure was performed in accordance with ASTM 
test designation 3385-03. Test locations were prepared as follows: 

a. Each location was cleared of seasonal grasses and subexcavated 
approximately 2 feet below adjacent grade with heavy equipment. The 
depth of the test locations were based on the proposed infiltration pond 
invert elevation. The tests locations were as close to the invert elevation 
as possible while at the same time attempting to avoid adverse influence 
from the near-surface groundwater table. 

b. At each test site a location was chosen for the rings where the heavy 
equipment had not compacted the base of the excavation. 

c. The outer ring was manually pounded into the soil to a depth of 5 to 6 
inches below the base of the excavation and leveled. 

d. The inner ring was manually pounded in the center of the outer ring to a 
depth of approximately 2 inches below the base of the excavation and 
leveled. 

116 EAST LAKE AVENUE • W ATS ONVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95076 • (831) 722-4175 • FAX (83 1) 722-3202 



Salinas Soccer Complex 
Project No. M10081 
Salinas Regional Sports Authority 
18 April 2013 
Page 2 

e. Vinyl tubing was connected with hose clamps to the inner ring/outer 
ring/Mariotte tube flow system. 

f. Clear water was poured into each ring, using splash guards to prevent soil 
dispersion, to the desired level (the same elevation as the Mariotte tube 
valves). 

g. Clear water was poured in the Mariotte tubes above the max fill elevation 
and the tube lids sealed shut. 

Test method was performed as follows: 

h. The Mariotte tube valves were opened, allowing water to flow into the 
rings. 

i. Once the flow rate from both tubes into the rings became constant, while 
simultaneously the water level in the rings stayed within Y." inch of each 
other, a trial test for a chosen time period began. 

j. The drop in water level in the tubes during the time period was recorded 
and converted into an incremental infiltration rate in units of cm/hour. 

k. At each test site readings with constant flow rates were recorded over a 
four to six hour test period with multiple timed trials, during which the 
temperature of the water in the rings and soil 12 inches below grade was 
recorded. · 

Subsurface Conditions 
Soil encountered in the test area at infiltration basin #1 was dark brown sandy silt to the 
depths exposed. The results of moisture tests indicate the soil 12 inches below test 
grade had in-situ moisture of 17.5 percent. Results of particle size analysis performed 
on a sample collected 12 inches below the test zone indicates the soil at basin #1 
contains approximately 58 percent fines consisting of silt-clay size particles, on a dry 
weight basis. 
Soils encountered in the test areas at infiltration basins #2 and #3 were similar and 
described as dark brown sandy silt. The results of moisture tests indicate the soil 12 
inches below test grade had in-situ moisture of 31.7 and 34.5 percent. Moisture content 
was evaluated in general accordance with ASTM Test Method D 2216. Results of 
particle size analysis performed on a sample collected 12 inches below the test zone 
indicates the soil at basin #3 contains approximately 78.2 percent fines consisting of silt
clay size particles, on a dry weight basis. Sieve analysis tests were performed in 
general accordance with ASTM Test Method D 422 (Modified). 

Groundwater 
Piezometers were constructed in three locations across the site during our 2011 field 
investigation (Figure 1 ). On 13 March 2013 our staff observed water level in the 
piezometers and found water at 4 feet below grade in PZ -3 (closest to infiltration basin 



Salinas Soccer Complex 
Project No. M10081 
Salinas Regional Sports Authority 
18 April 2013 
Page 3 

#1 ). PZ-1 was dry (closest to Constitution Blvd.) and PZ-2 could not be located in the 
tall grass. 

Test Results 
Incremental infiltration rates plotted over the elapsed testing time are shown graphically 
in the attached figures 2, 3, and 4. Infiltration basin #2 and #3 had fair infiltration rates 
averaging 5 cm/hr and 7 cm/hr, respectively. Infiltration basin #1 had poor infiltration 
rates with an average of 0.6 cm/hr. The poor infiltration rates could be attributed to 
groundwater level and/or high fines content of the soil. 

If you have any questions, please call our office. 

Jeff Davis 
Engineer Assistant 

MC/me 
Copies: 2 to Addressee 

Respectfully Submitted, 



CONSTITUTION 
... ,... ~ 

l1 

lll:llGim 
0 2 - UQHIB) ~ 'l\IF All..C8 
0 BTADUl_'lllQ_lll!ATCN'N::f!Y) 
0 I - NA1\IW. -eocceA AB.De 
0 NlOOll eocceA / Cl'PICl!ll I Cl-"-"lMB / 
oac:.-lNI/~ 

o -1'1.AZA 
0 8P'Olll'COUllT 
O l'ICllC_,. 
0 Pl.AYPlaJf'r 

o -•Alllll'J10IW.•-
<D _,_CR1U110N / WAUIGPAlH 

BLVD. 

--TO 
lll!a.cm:> 
~ 
r-IMA TO 

Gabilati 

I 
KEY: ""'"#1 

= DOUBLE RING INFIL TROMETER TEST LOCATION ON APRIL 10, 11 , & 12, 2013 

PZ-3A 
V = PIEZOMETER LOCATION (SHOWN IN YELLOW) 

' ' 

""" ' ' 
""" 

I.BBQ 
<:::) -Tr-

- IClOCliR~ 
- Tlff'IMA c:::J l'L1114'110NCIWWIB~ 
<JO fft.1114'110N-
~ ..... TTl!HI 

l'NllMJ, P'Nt"! 
IDmlllllBT..u.& -
11)911G~ • 

-8TNAW>8T..u.& -
-~BT..u.& t_ 
TOl'M.P-BT..u.& '/Iii 

QIWMlPIN!"Y (QrMp Mrw> 
CUTI 30,oooc:r 
AJ..o -er 

~ 
TEST LOCATION SIT E PLAN 
Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 

Monterey County, California 

SCAL£. NOT TO SCALE 
site plan from Whitson Engineers, dated 11 October 2011 

DRAWN BY JO 

DATE ApMI 2013 

REVISED. 

J08NO M10081 

HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
GEOTECHNICAL AND COASTAL ENGINEERS 

116 E. LAKE AVENUE, WATSONVILLE, CA g5075 
(831) 722-4175 

ate:CTNO 

FIGURE N0.1 



M10081 Salinas Regional Soccer Complex 

Double Ring lnfiltrometer Test for Infiltration Basin #1 

Test Date: 12 April 2013 Technician: Jeff Davis 

Liquid Used: Watsonville Municipal Tap Water pH: 7.5 

Liquid Level Maintained Using: Mariotte Tube 

Penetration of Rings: Inner 5.1 cm Outer: 12.7 cm 

Soil Temperature @ 12 inches below test grade: l6°C 

Area Depth of Liquid 
CONSTANTS 

(cm
2
) (cm) 

inner ring 730 7.0 

annular space 2189 7.1 

Test Data 

INNER RING 

incremental 

Trial elapsed time infiltration rate 

No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

4 

LU 
!;( 3.5 
ci:: 

z 3 
0 
j:: 

~ - 2.5 
~ g 
~ ~ 2 +---'Ill 

- E 
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~ -1.s 
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LU 

~ 1 
LU 
ci:: 
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(minutes) 

30 

60 

90 

150 

210 

270 
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0 so 

(cm/hour) 
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100 150 200 
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---- ------ -------

Liquid 

No. 
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ANNULAR SPACE 

incremental 

infi ltration rate 

(cm/hour) 

2.1 

0.45 

0.61 
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Conta iners vol/llH 

(cm2/cm) 
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M10081 Salinas Regiona l Soccer Complex 

Double Ring lnfiltrometer Test for Infiltration Basin #2 

Test Date: 11 April 2013 Technician: Jeff Davis 

Liquid Used: Watsonville Municipal Tap Water pH: 7.5 

Liquid Level Maintained Using: Mariotte Tube 

Penetration of Rings : Inner 5.1 cm Outer: 10.2 cm 

Soil Temperature @ 12 inches be low test grade: l6°C 

Area Depth of Liquid Liquid Containers vol/ tiH 
CONSTANTS 

(cm2
) (cm

2
/ cm) (cm) No. 

inner ring 730 8.5 1 62.2 

annu lar space 2189 8.6 2 183.9 

Test Data 

INNER RING ANNULAR SPACE 

incremental incremental 

Trial elapsed time infiltration rate infiltration rate water temperature 

No. (minutes) (cm/hour) (cm/hour) (OC) 

1 30 4.5 5.0 20 

2 60 5.2 5.4 20 

3 90 5.7 5.2 20 

4 120 6.0 4.9 20 

5 150 6.8 4.4 20 

6 180 6.0 5.6 20 

7 210 6.1 5.8 21 

8 240 5.3 5.7 21 

9 270 5.5 5.9 21 

-.-inner ring 

- annular space 

--------- - --

so 100 150 200 250 300 

ELAPSED TIM E {MINUTES) 

---- - _______ _J 



M10081 Sa linas Regional Soccer Complex 

Double Ring lnfiltrometer Test for Infiltration Basin #3 

Test Date: 10 Apri l 2013 Technician: Jeff Davis 

Liquid Used: Watsonville Municipal Tap Water pH: 7.5 

Liquid Level Maintained Using: Mariotte Tube 

Penetration of Rings: Inner 5.1 cm Outer: 11.4 cm 

Soi l Temperature@ 12 inches below test grade: l6°C 

Area Depth of liquid Liquid Containers vol/t.H 
CONSTANTS 

(cm2
) (cm2/cm) (cm) No. 

inner ring 730 8.0 1 62.2 

annular space 2189 8.1 2 183.9 

Test Data 

INNER RING ANNULAR SPACE 

incremental incremental 

Trial elapsed time infiltration rate infiltration rate water temperature 

No. (minutes) (cm/hour) (cm/hour) (OC) 

1 15 5.9 6.6 15 

2 30 6.9 7.4 16 

3 45 6.4 6.7 16 

4 60 6.6 7.4 17 
5 90 6.9 6.6 18 

6 120 6.8 6.4 19 
7 150 6.7 6.2 20 
8 180 6.6 6.1 21 

9 210 6.5 6.0 21 

10 240 7.5 6.2 21 

11 270 7.3 6.5 22 

12 300 7.2 6.6 23 
13 330 7.1 6.2 24 
14 360 7.2 6.3 24 

8 ----------
------, 

I 

-------------- ---- -

- -- --------
-+-inner ring 

- annular space 

0 
0 100 200 300 400 

ELAPSED TIME {M INUTES} 
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APPENDIX D 
 

30-year Simulation BAHM Report 



         Bay Area Hydrology Model   
                    PROJECT REPORT  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:  210082_BAHM_30yr_7-5-13  
Site Address:    
City        :    
Report Date :  7/8/2013  
Gage        :    
Data Start  :  1978/10/01 00:00  
Data End    :  2008/09/30  
Precip Scale:  0.80  
BAHM Version:     
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE   
 
Name      :  Existing  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           5.25  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         32.85  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Existing Basin,  Existing Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Basin  
Depth:          3ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.000      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.250      0.040      0.000      0.000      0.010  
0.500      0.160      0.030      0.000      0.020  
0.750      0.340      0.090      0.000      0.040  
1.000      0.680      0.200      0.000      0.080  
1.250      1.100      0.420      0.000      0.130  
1.500      1.690      0.780      0.000      0.200  



1.750      2.060      1.250      0.000      0.250  
2.000      2.700      1.820      0.000      0.330  
2.250      3.300      2.580      24.33      0.400  
2.500      3.920      3.490      68.82      0.470  
2.750      4.500      4.540      126.4      0.540  
3.000      5.570      5.750      194.7      0.670  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name      :  Upstream  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           2.6  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         14.54  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            4.29  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Upstream Basin,  Upstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Downstream  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           1.25  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         12.99  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            2.78  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Downstream Basin,  Downstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Upstream Basin  
Depth:          3.5ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
Downstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.630      0.000      0.000      0.640  
0.250      0.650      0.160      0.000      0.660  
0.500      0.670      0.330      0.000      0.680  
0.750      0.690      0.500      0.000      0.700  
1.000      0.710      0.670      0.000      0.710  
1.250      0.730      0.850      0.000      0.730  
1.500      0.750      1.040      0.000      0.750  
1.750      0.770      1.220      0.000      0.770  
2.000      0.790      1.420      0.000      0.790  
2.250      0.810      1.620      0.000      0.810  
2.500      0.830      1.820      0.000      0.830  
2.750      0.840      2.030      3.480      0.850  
3.000      0.870      2.240      9.830      0.870  
3.250      1.370      2.520      18.06      1.380  
3.500      1.870      2.930      27.81      1.890  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name      :  Downstream Basin  
Depth:          4.25ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.410      0.000      0.000      0.050  
0.250      0.430      0.100      0.000      0.050  
0.500      0.440      0.210      0.000      0.050  
0.750      0.460      0.330      0.000      0.060  
1.000      0.480      0.440      0.000      0.060  
1.250      0.490      0.560      0.000      0.060  
1.500      0.510      0.690      0.000      0.060  
1.750      0.540      0.820      0.000      0.070  
2.000      0.590      0.960      0.000      0.070  
2.250      0.710      1.130      0.000      0.090  
2.500      0.850      1.320      0.000      0.100  
2.750      1.050      1.560      0.000      0.130  
3.000      1.280      1.850      0.000      0.150  
3.250      1.630      2.210      0.000      0.200  
3.500      1.970      2.660      24.33      0.240  
3.750      2.310      3.200      68.82      0.280  
4.000      2.660      3.820      126.4      0.320  
4.250      3.000      4.530      194.7      0.360  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
MITIGATED LAND USE   
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 



                     ANALYSIS RESULTS  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 1.911546  
25 year                 9.163787  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 2.086831  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
1980          0.000          0.000  
1981          0.000          0.000  
1982          0.000          0.000  
1983          0.000          0.000  
1984          0.000          0.000  
1985          0.000          0.000  
1986          0.000          0.000  
1987          0.000          0.000  
1988          0.000          0.000  
1989          0.000          0.000  
1990          0.000          0.000  
1991          0.000          0.000  
1992          0.000          0.000  
1993          0.000          0.000  
1994          0.000          0.000  
1995          0.000          0.000  
1996          1.647          0.000  
1997          0.000          0.000  
1998          6.378          0.000  
1999          10.923         3.405  
2000          0.000          0.000  
2001          0.000          0.000  
2002          1.951          0.000  
2003          0.000          0.000  
2004          0.000          0.000  
2005          0.000          0.000  
2006          0.000          0.000  
2007          0.000          0.000  
2008          0.000          0.000  
2009          0.000          0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        10.9232             3.4048  
2        6.3781              0.0000  
3        1.9508              0.0000  
4        1.6466              0.0000  



5        0.0000              0.0000  
6        0.0000              0.0000  
7        0.0000              0.0000  
8        0.0000              0.0000  
9        0.0000              0.0000  
10       0.0000              0.0000  
11       0.0000              0.0000  
12       0.0000              0.0000  
13       0.0000              0.0000  
14       0.0000              0.0000  
15       0.0000              0.0000  
16       0.0000              0.0000  
17       0.0000              0.0000  
18       0.0000              0.0000  
19       0.0000              0.0000  
20       0.0000              0.0000  
21       0.0000              0.0000  
22       0.0000              0.0000  
23       0.0000              0.0000  
24       0.0000              0.0000  
25       0.0000              0.0000  
26       0.0000              0.0000  
27       0.0000              0.0000  
28       0.0000              0.0000  
29       0.0000              0.0000  
30       0.0000              0.0000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #1  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
0.0000    262992  262992 100    Pass  
0.0193    60      25     41     Pass  
0.0386    59      23     38     Pass  
0.0579    57      23     40     Pass  
0.0772    55      22     40     Pass  
0.0965    54      20     37     Pass  
0.1159    53      20     37     Pass  
0.1352    52      20     38     Pass  
0.1545    52      19     36     Pass  
0.1738    51      19     37     Pass  
0.1931    50      19     38     Pass  
0.2124    49      19     38     Pass  
0.2317    48      18     37     Pass  
0.2510    48      18     37     Pass  
0.2703    48      18     37     Pass  
0.2896    48      18     37     Pass  
0.3089    48      18     37     Pass  
0.3282    48      17     35     Pass  
0.3476    47      16     34     Pass  
0.3669    46      16     34     Pass  
0.3862    45      16     35     Pass  
0.4055    44      16     36     Pass  
0.4248    43      15     34     Pass  



0.4441    43      14     32     Pass  
0.4634    43      14     32     Pass  
0.4827    43      13     30     Pass  
0.5020    43      13     30     Pass  
0.5213    43      13     30     Pass  
0.5406    43      13     30     Pass  
0.5599    41      13     31     Pass  
0.5793    41      13     31     Pass  
0.5986    39      12     30     Pass  
0.6179    39      12     30     Pass  
0.6372    36      12     33     Pass  
0.6565    35      12     34     Pass  
0.6758    35      12     34     Pass  
0.6951    34      12     35     Pass  
0.7144    33      12     36     Pass  
0.7337    33      12     36     Pass  
0.7530    33      12     36     Pass  
0.7723    33      12     36     Pass  
0.7917    33      12     36     Pass  
0.8110    32      12     37     Pass  
0.8303    31      12     38     Pass  
0.8496    31      12     38     Pass  
0.8689    31      12     38     Pass  
0.8882    31      11     35     Pass  
0.9075    31      11     35     Pass  
0.9268    31      9      29     Pass  
0.9461    31      9      29     Pass  
0.9654    31      9      29     Pass  
0.9847    31      9      29     Pass  
1.0040    29      9      31     Pass  
1.0234    29      7      24     Pass  
1.0427    29      7      24     Pass  
1.0620    29      7      24     Pass  
1.0813    29      7      24     Pass  
1.1006    29      7      24     Pass  
1.1199    29      7      24     Pass  
1.1392    28      7      25     Pass  
1.1585    28      7      25     Pass  
1.1778    28      6      21     Pass  
1.1971    27      6      22     Pass  
1.2164    25      6      24     Pass  
1.2357    25      5      20     Pass  
1.2551    25      5      20     Pass  
1.2744    25      5      20     Pass  
1.2937    25      5      20     Pass  
1.3130    25      5      20     Pass  
1.3323    25      4      16     Pass  
1.3516    25      4      16     Pass  
1.3709    25      4      16     Pass  
1.3902    25      4      16     Pass  
1.4095    25      4      16     Pass  
1.4288    25      4      16     Pass  
1.4481    25      4      16     Pass  
1.4674    25      4      16     Pass  
1.4868    25      4      16     Pass  
1.5061    24      4      16     Pass  
1.5254    24      4      16     Pass  



1.5447    24      4      16     Pass  
1.5640    24      4      16     Pass  
1.5833    24      3      12     Pass  
1.6026    24      3      12     Pass  
1.6219    24      3      12     Pass  
1.6412    23      3      13     Pass  
1.6605    22      3      13     Pass  
1.6798    22      2      9      Pass  
1.6992    22      2      9      Pass  
1.7185    22      2      9      Pass  
1.7378    22      2      9      Pass  
1.7571    22      2      9      Pass  
1.7764    22      2      9      Pass  
1.7957    20      2      10     Pass  
1.8150    20      2      10     Pass  
1.8343    20      2      10     Pass  
1.8536    20      2      10     Pass  
1.8729    20      2      10     Pass  
1.8922    19      2      10     Pass  
1.9115    19      2      10     Pass  
_____________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
This program and accompanying documentation are provided 'as-is' without warranty of any kind.  The 
entire risk regarding the performance and results of this program is assumed by End User.   Clear Creek 
Solutions Inc. and the governmental licensee or sublicensees disclaim all warranties, either expressed 
or implied, including but not limited to implied warranties of program and accompanying documentation.  
In no event shall Clear Creek Solutions Inc, Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated, member agencies of the Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program, member agencies of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 
Program, member agencies of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or any 
other LOU Participants or authorized representatives of LOU Participants be liable for any damages 
whatsoever (including without limitation to damages for loss of business profits, loss of business 
information, business interruption, and the like) arising out of the use of, or inability to use this 
program even if Clear Creek Solutions Inc., Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated or any member agencies of the LOU 
Participants or their authorized representatives have been advised of the possibility of such damages.  
Software Copyright © by Clear Creek Solutions, Inc. 2005-2007; All Rights Reserved.   



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

100-year, 72-hour Storm BAHM Report 



         Bay Area Hydrology Model   
                    PROJECT REPORT  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:  210082_BAHM_1yr_7-5-13  
Site Address:    
City        :    
Report Date :  7/8/2013  
Gage        :    
Data Start  :  2006/10/01 00:00  
Data End    :  2007/09/30  
Precip Scale:  0.80  
BAHM Version:     
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE   
 
Name      :  Existing  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           5.25  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         32.85  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Existing Depression,  Existing Depression,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Existing Depression  
Depth:          3ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.000      0.000      0.000      0.000  
0.250      0.040      0.000      0.000      0.010  
0.500      0.160      0.030      0.000      0.020  
0.750      0.340      0.090      0.000      0.040  
1.000      0.680      0.200      0.000      0.080  
1.250      1.100      0.420      0.000      0.130  
1.500      1.690      0.780      0.000      0.200  



1.750      2.060      1.250      0.000      0.250  
2.000      2.700      1.820      0.000      0.330  
2.250      3.300      2.580      24.33      0.400  
2.500      3.920      3.490      68.82      0.470  
2.750      4.500      4.540      126.4      0.540  
3.000      5.570      5.750      194.7      0.670  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name      :  Upstream  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           2.6  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         14.54  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            4.29  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Upstream Basin,  Upstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Downstream  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           1.25  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         12.99  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            2.78  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Downstream Basin,  Downstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Upstream Basin  
Depth:          3.5ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
Downstream Basin,  
___________________________________________________________________ 



 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.630      0.000      0.000      0.640  
0.250      0.650      0.160      0.000      0.660  
0.500      0.670      0.330      0.000      0.680  
0.750      0.690      0.500      0.000      0.700  
1.000      0.710      0.670      0.000      0.710  
1.250      0.730      0.850      0.000      0.730  
1.500      0.750      1.040      0.000      0.750  
1.750      0.770      1.220      0.000      0.770  
2.000      0.790      1.420      0.000      0.790  
2.250      0.810      1.620      0.000      0.810  
2.500      0.830      1.820      0.000      0.830  
2.750      0.840      2.030      3.480      0.850  
3.000      0.870      2.240      9.830      0.870  
3.250      1.370      2.520      18.06      1.380  
3.500      1.870      2.930      27.81      1.890  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name      :  Downstream Basin  
Depth:          4.25ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.410      0.000      0.000      0.050  
0.250      0.430      0.100      0.000      0.050  
0.500      0.440      0.210      0.000      0.050  
0.750      0.460      0.330      0.000      0.060  
1.000      0.480      0.440      0.000      0.060  
1.250      0.490      0.560      0.000      0.060  
1.500      0.510      0.690      0.000      0.060  
1.750      0.540      0.820      0.000      0.070  
2.000      0.590      0.960      0.000      0.070  
2.250      0.710      1.130      0.000      0.090  
2.500      0.850      1.320      0.000      0.100  
2.750      1.050      1.560      0.000      0.130  
3.000      1.280      1.850      0.000      0.150  
3.250      1.630      2.210      0.000      0.200  
3.500      1.970      2.660      24.33      0.240  
3.750      2.310      3.200      68.82      0.280  
4.000      2.660      3.820      126.4      0.320  
4.250      3.000      4.530      194.7      0.360  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
MITIGATED LAND USE   
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 



                     ANALYSIS RESULTS  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 0  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 0  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
2008          17.938         8.694  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        17.9378             8.6944  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #1  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
0.0000    8760    8760   100    Pass  
0.0000    38      30     78     Pass  
0.0000    37      26     70     Pass  
0.0000    37      25     67     Pass  
0.0000    36      23     63     Pass  
0.0000    33      23     69     Pass  
0.0000    31      20     64     Pass  
0.0000    30      20     66     Pass  
0.0000    29      20     68     Pass  
0.0000    27      18     66     Pass  
0.0000    27      16     59     Pass  
0.0000    26      16     61     Pass  
0.0000    25      16     64     Pass  
0.0000    25      16     64     Pass  
0.0000    25      16     64     Pass  
0.0000    24      15     62     Pass  
0.0000    24      15     62     Pass  
0.0000    23      15     65     Pass  
0.0000    22      15     68     Pass  
0.0000    21      15     71     Pass  
0.0000    20      14     70     Pass  
0.0000    19      14     73     Pass  
0.0000    19      14     73     Pass  
0.0000    18      14     77     Pass  



0.0000    18      13     72     Pass  
0.0000    18      13     72     Pass  
0.0000    18      13     72     Pass  
0.0000    18      12     66     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    17      12     70     Pass  
0.0000    16      12     75     Pass  
0.0000    15      12     80     Pass  
0.0000    14      11     78     Pass  
0.0000    14      10     71     Pass  
0.0000    14      10     71     Pass  
0.0000    14      10     71     Pass  
0.0000    14      10     71     Pass  
0.0000    14      10     71     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      9      64     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    14      8      57     Pass  
0.0000    13      8      61     Pass  
0.0000    13      8      61     Pass  
0.0000    13      8      61     Pass  
0.0000    12      7      58     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    11      7      63     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    10      7      70     Pass  
0.0000    9       7      77     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  



0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    9       6      66     Pass  
0.0000    8       6      75     Pass  
0.0000    8       5      62     Pass  
0.0000    8       5      62     Pass  
0.0000    8       5      62     Pass  
0.0000    8       5      62     Pass  
_____________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #2  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 0  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #2  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 0  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #2  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #2  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #2  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  



0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  



0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
0.0000    0       0      0      Pass  
_____________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
This program and accompanying documentation are provided 'as-is' without warranty of any kind.  The 
entire risk regarding the performance and results of this program is assumed by End User.   Clear Creek 
Solutions Inc. and the governmental licensee or sublicensees disclaim all warranties, either expressed 
or implied, including but not limited to implied warranties of program and accompanying documentation.  
In no event shall Clear Creek Solutions Inc, Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated, member agencies of the Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program, member agencies of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention 
Program, member agencies of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or any 
other LOU Participants or authorized representatives of LOU Participants be liable for any damages 
whatsoever (including without limitation to damages for loss of business profits, loss of business 
information, business interruption, and the like) arising out of the use of, or inability to use this 
program even if Clear Creek Solutions Inc., Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated or any member agencies of the LOU 
Participants or their authorized representatives have been advised of the possibility of such damages.  
Software Copyright © by Clear Creek Solutions, Inc. 2005-2007; All Rights Reserved.   
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