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Responses to letter received from the City of Monterey during the comment period for the Draft EIR.
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CITY1. Comments noted.
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Monterey Peninsula Airport District
Planning and Environmental

200 Fred Kane Drive, Suite 200
Monterey, CA 93940

Re: Environmental Impact Report for Runway Safety Area Improvements
- Request for Comment Period Time Extension

Dear Monterey Peninsula Airport District

The Department of the Navy is currently reviewing the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Runway Safety Area Improvements project and
anticipates forwarding a number of comments.

The Department of the Navy respectfully requests a 45-day extension of the
comment period for the DEIR to allow sufficient time to conduct an appropriately-

thorough review.

Your prompt reply to our request is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Steve Quimb
Installation P
831-656-2301
Naval Support Activity Monterey/NPS
USN
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Responses to letter received from the U.S. Navy, Naval Support Activity, Monterey during the comment
period for the Draft EIR.

NAVY2. The U.S. Navy was made aware of the preparation of the Recirculated Draft EIR and was
provided a copy of the document for comment in March 2011.
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The Highway 68 Coalition

c/o Mike Weaver

52 Corral de Tierra Rd

Salinas, CA 93908

Phone: 831-484-6659

Email: highway68coalition@yahoo.com

Lead Agency/Contact Person:

Mr. Benedict Stuth, Project Manager
Monterey Peninsula Airport District
Planning and Environmental

200 Fred Kane Drive, Suite 200
Monterey, CA 93940

Phone: 831-648-7000

Via Fax: 831-648-7026

Via Email: bstuth@montereyairport.com

Re: Highway 68 Coalition response to Monterey Peninsula Airport Recirculated Draft
EIR, dated March 2011.

This is additional Highway 68 Coalition response from a previous response to Draft
Environmental Impact report for:

Monterey Peninsula Airport Runway Safety Area Improvements

(SCH# 200907114) October 2010

April 23,2011
Table of Contents

1. Project Description

II. Traffic

II1. Historic Resources
1V. Visual

V. Water

VI. Proposed Mitigations
VII. Alternatives

VIII. Conclusions

Dear Mr. Huth,
Following are comments submitted by the Highway 68 Coalition.

I. Project Description:
Your initial DEIR stated the following, under project description;
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"The EIR process, as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
0of 1970, as amended, requires the preparation of an objective, full-disclosure
document to:

- Inform agency decision-makers and the general public of the potential direct and
indirect environmental effects of a proposed action.

- Identify alternatives to the proposed project to reduce or lessen environmental
impacts.

- Identify mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any identified significant
impacts.

The MPAD has prepared this EIR to address the potential environmental impacts
associated with proposed runway safety improvements at Monterey Peninsula
Airport. In conformance with CEQA, this EIR addresses the potential individual
and cumulative impacts of the proposed project. MPAD, as the lead agency, will
review and consider the EIR in its decision to approve, revise, or deny the project."

However, your Draft EIR failed to inform decision makers and the public about potential
direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed action. Among its many
problems was that it failed to identify a range of alternatives, and it failed to identify
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any significant impacts.

The Highway 68 Coalition was initially pleased to see a Recirculated Draft EIR and
sincerely hoped it was a comprehensive full-disclosure that would correct the previous
inadequate DEIR. After reviewing this Recirculated DEIR, we are disappointed.

THE RECIRCULATED DEIR PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
"The Project takes into account the various development constraints located beyond

the existing runway ends and provides needed RSA while maximizing runway
length. The following development is proposed to meet the project objective."

Your new project description is inconsistent with your previous DEIR project description.

For example, it doesn't address a range of project alternatives. It is inconsistent with what
you previously describe as preparing a full disclosure document. Instead, your
recirculated DEIR takes what seems to be your preferred project, and attempts to justify
this preferred project by making the recirculated DEIR document try to match what it is
you are trying to do. You don't disclose or discuss cumulative impacts. You find there are
no significant impacts, because your analysis is missing in important details, or uses
conflicting analytical methodologies. Thus, you document starts out on the wrong foot.

II. Traffic

Your recirculated DEIR justifies its disclosure and conclusions by a Traffic Analysis
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that was missing in the original DEIR. However, this Traffic Analysis does not identify
the author, or authors, or what their credentials are. We find some charts and graphs with
The name Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. stamped on the side. Are they the authors

of this entire Traffic Analysis? We ask who is the registered and licensed traffic engineer
that prepared this report? Is this person registered and licensed in the State of California?

Page 45 of the recirculated DEIR tells the reader that Highway 68 is level of Service F. It
says:

""According to the report findings, the current level of service (LOS) for Highway 68
in the project area is “F.” The Monterey County General Plan indicates that the
daily capacity of Highway 68 in the vicinity of the airport is 15,300 vehicles per day.
The existing traffic volume is estimated at 25,500 vehicles per day, far exceeding the
capacity, which translates to the LOS “F.” Guidance provided by CalTrans
indicated they would not issue a permit for a project that causes a further
degradation of traffic delays in the area."

When a Highway's Level of Service declines to "F", even one additional trip is
considered a significant impact. You correctly report that under current conditions the
existing traffic volume far exceeds the capacity.

* Your statement again fails to disclose which Monterey County General Plan you are
referring to. What is the date of the adopted plan you are referring to?

*Your recirculated DEIR fails to disclose the cumulative impacts of projects both
pending and approved, but not yet built, that will further affect State Highway 68 traffic,
as well as traffic on nearby State Highway 218. Your recirculated DEIR is flawed.

* Your recirculated DEIR fails to disclose how traffic volumes can change as a result of
big events on the Monterey Peninsula. These are events such as the AT&T Golf Event, or
races at nearby Laguna Seca Racetrack. Your recirculated DEIR is flawed.

Then, after disclosing that Highway 68 is level of Service "F", the recirculated DEIR tells
the reader further on page 45 that:

"The traffic study also evaluated the LOS of intersections in the project area"

Without telling the reader, the author of the traffic portion of this recirculated DEIR, now
switches gears by changing methodologies for measuring traffic impacts. The
methodology is changed from an analysis of the highway, to an urban style methodology
of looking at just a specific intersection. What isn't revealed is that if traffic is backed up
and stopped on either side of an intersection due to high volumes, then not much traffic
can actually get through an intersection between green lights. The less traffic actually
getting through an intersection, the better the "Intersection Level of Service" looks.
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Page 4
Page 47 of the recirculated DEIR now tells us:

An evaluation of the new intersection LOS resulting from construction of the
proposed access road Alternative C and closure of the west Tarpy’s access point
found that the LOS for midday and PM at the new intersection will be LOS “C,” an
improvement over the existing PM LOS “E.” The LOS for Highway 68 would be
unchanged.

The footnotes at the bottom of RDEIR pages 45 and 46 are misleading by stating:

Intersection LOS E is defined as poor, representing the most vehicles that the
intersection approaches and accommodates; may be long lines of waiting vehicles
through several signal cycles. LOS C is defined (continued page 46) as good,
drivers may have to wait through one or more red lights and LOS D is defined as
fair, delays may be substantial during portions of the rush hours.

*This confuses the traffic situation and makes a proposed new access road off Highway
68 appear to improve overall traffic on Highway 68 to be better than what it is.

* Alternatives to this proposed new access road are not discussed. Where is discussion
and analysis of routing airport service traffic through the already commercial area
immediately adjacent to the other side of the airport off Highway 218? This complies
with the project stated objective.

* Page 47 of the RDEIR tells the reader:

""At the request of CalTrans, the existing, gated, gravel airport access to Highway 68
will be closed."

In years of traveling Highway 68, no one we talked to remembers seeing any traffic using
the narrow dirt and gravel road to access a portion of the airport. We assume they
sometimes do. However, it necessitates unlocking a metal cyclone type gate before going
through. Replacing this narrow, gated, gravel road with a 50-foot wide asphalt entryway
is growth-inducing and not analyzed in this RDEIR. Using this argument of permanently
closing a small gravel road, as justification for improving Level of Service on Highway
68 is misleading. Further, using this argument of closing a small gravel dirt road as
justification for moving thousands of cubic yards of dirt and installing a 50-foot wide
new entryway is misleading, not cost effective, and further makes for a faulty EIR,
because other alternatives are not explored.

The RDEIR (recirculated draft EIR) then concludes on page 48:

Implementation of these measures will reduce the number of connections to
Highway 68 in the area, thereby minimizing traffic impacts. Traffic analysis
undertaken for the proposed connection to Highway 68 determined that the LOS for
the highway will not be further degraded and the LOS for the Tarpy’s interchange
is improved
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* The referenced "traffic analysis" here is flawed. For one reason is because two different
analyzing methodologies were used.

*The area in question is at the bottom of a downbhill curve. It is known for traffic
accidents. There is no discussion or analysis of traffic accidents at this spot, even though
the Highway Patrol and CalTrans would have the data.

* There is some discussion, but no safety comparison of plans for right turn in and out
only, or possible left turn channel for cars heading eastbound, and how this may increase
traffic accidents.

* There is currently a safety situation with westbound traffic as they leave the Highway
68 signal light at Canyon Del Ray. Two westbound lanes go through the intersection and
continue on for a couple hundred feet, then end and merge into one lane. This merge
often occurs at speeds of 50-60 mph or more. This causes a drag strip type traffic
situation whereby it is common to see cars dueling to get to be first before the two lanes
merge into one. It is a dangerous spot on Highway 68 and the merge area ends just before
the spot this DEIR is proposing to put the 50-foot wide new entryway both into the
airport and for the existing Tarpey's Restaurant and Ventana Vineyards Wine Tasting
Shop.

*The safety situation is a significant impact and is not analyzed in this RDEIR. Instead a
flawed Intersection Level of Service methodology is used measuring Intersection Delay.
This is found in the unsigned traffic analysis of Appendix H, at page 17, Table 2.

Remember the RDEIR previously identified Highway 68 as being Level of Service "F".
Indeed it has been officially determined to be LOS F, since the Transportation Agency of
Monterey County determined that it was Level of Service F in 1997.

This RDEIR is further flawed in the transportation section by telling the reader that:

"In its email dated February 17,2010, CalTrans provided revised feedback based
on the available information to date. A copy of the email is contained in Appendix
H, page H- 15. The alternative, conditions, and feedback that CalTrans believe have
a good chance of being approved during the Encroachment Permit process, and that
were should be further considered during the design process, are described within
the following impact assessment. Locations of the areas impacted by the proposed
improvements are depicted on Figure 3V.

However, when a RDEIR reader goes to Appendix H, page H-15, the reader will find
there is no copy of an email from CalTrans located there. We couldn't find this email
from CalTrans in the RDEIR.

The Traffic Analysis in Appendix H, contains no cumulative traffic information.
Some of the pending projects approved but not yet built, or built out, are Pasadera,
Monterra Ranch, Ryan Ranch Business Park, San Benancio Oaks, East Garrison.
Some of the pending projects are Del Rey Oaks Resort, Horse Park at Parker Flats,
Veterans National Cemetery at Parker Flats, Condos at York Road, Ferrini Ranch.
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Page 6
The traffic analysis is unsigned and is fatally flawed.

III. Historic Resources

The Highway 68 Coalition commented in the DEIR of the historic nature of the building
currently housing Tarpey's Road House Restaurant. We are sorry to see no analysis

in this RDEIR. Although there is discussion of federal regulations regarding the Navy
Golf Course area to the west of the proposed project, the historical value of this building
to Monterey County, to Highway 68, and the nearby Tarpey Flats scenic area are not
discussed. These are historical resources worthy of federal protection. Significant impacts
that is ignored in this RDEIR.

IV. Visual

The Highway 68 Coalition commented in the DEIR that the height, length, and width of
the proposed retaining wall on the east end are not revealed, although they are for the
west end. We also complained there were no sketches except one small one. The
recirculated DEIR does have a larger sketch included, an artistic rendering of what it may
look like. However, there are still no measurements or estimated measurements

of the a proposed east end retaining wall. How can the reader comment on a proposed
project so ill defined? This is a project estimated to cost $40 Million. The details
provided are deplorable. It appears that the height might be seven stories high or higher?
The height of this retaining wall would dwarf anything else on this scenic highway.
*There is no analysis, disclosure, or comparison of the requirements of surrounding
governmental entities to the Airport District, of building height limitations, setbacks from
the road, lighting prohibitions, preservation of oak forests, or other things that might
affect the visual element of this proposed project. Because of surrounding requirements,
this project may stick out "like a sore thumb". It is a significant impact not fully defined.
*There is no landscape plan. Instead there are references to things that may help.

One such item is replacing removed oak trees with 15-gallon replacements. It is generally
recognized that 15-gallon oak trees do not do as well after several years as five-gallon,
or even one gallon oak trees. There is no plan as to how close they will planted as
replacements. There is reference to "moving" some of the oak trees. The last time the
Highway 68 Coalition checked with the California Oak Foundation, we were told this
was not a recommended alternative to eliminating oak forests. It has not been proven to
be an effective long-term solution. Oak trees, once moved, can take years to die.

* The sizes of potential areas to be lost including oak forestland and Central Maritime
Chaparral have changed from the DEIR to this newer Recirculated DEIR. For example
the RDEIR states that 7.61 acres of Coast Live oak Woodland will be lost. Who is doing
the measuring? Which numbers are correct? Although numbers have increased in several
cases, the conclusion is still that there will be no significant impact.

* We do not find the analytical methods for scenic resources and scenic highways
recommended in the DEIR fully included in this recirculated DEIR. These are analytical
methods that are used elsewhere in California.

* The RDEIR is flawed because the analysis is sketchy.

*The RDEIR is flawed because mitigations are inadequate and ill defined.
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V. Water

The RDEIR states a water source may need to be created to water the trees and
landscaping. The RDEIR does not identify the location of the source of this proposed
water. Are they proposing a new water well and water distribution system?

The project site is very near an area of known ground water overdraft. It may be within
100 feet of the boundary. The project applicant will need to contact the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District for information, direction, and requirements.
There is no disclosure in this RDEIR as to estimated water use, or whether there will be a
cap on the amount of water used. Neither is there discussion of best management
practices for irrigation. Might this be a significant impact? The RDEIR is flawed.

VI. Proposed Mitigations are ill defined. Where is the accountability? Who specifically
would monitor each mitigation? For how long?

For example planting oak trees inside a portion of a retaining wall may look fine when
the trees are of a patio tree size. If these oak trees grow to be 75 feet high, how does that
affect the retaining wall structure, or ability of airplanes to see over or around the trees.

VII. Alternatives

We find no alternatives to the proposed project in this RDEIR. We asked for alternatives
in the DEIR. We suggested some alternatives in the DEIR. The project description in the
DEIR explained that considering alternatives were part of the EIR process. Yet we find
no alternatives.

*Can a landing strip of sufficient length be installed next to the legally adequate one on
the other side?

Can the now unutilized strip be made to work? Can the jet center be used?

* Can the District be expanded to include the Marina Airport and large planes be landed
there?

*What is the current use of the airport versus the use five years ago? The anticipated use
five years from now? Ten years from now? Why are two landing strips needed

* Why can't an access road to the other side of the airport be located... on the other side
of the airport?

* Dedicating small amounts of permanent "open space" does not fully make up for the
significant elimination of biological and scenic resources.

VIII. Conclusion

The RDEIR is flawed. Basic questions remain unanswered. The time for full disclosure is
now, during the DEIR process. Interested people, organizations, State and local agencies
and departments need to know. The recirculated DEIR is attempting to justify the one
project chosen without a range of alternatives, or even full disclosure of the
environmental impacts of the proposed project. It may have something to do with the
Airport District's chosen consultants not being from California.

The project is disclosed as costing up to $40 Million. There are significant impacts to the
proposed project. Just stating that they will be insignificant with insufficient information
and disclosure does not make them so.
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Please recirculate a new DEIR that addresses a range of alternatives and provides full

disclosure as promised in your initial DEIR project description.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, again.

//s// Mike Weaver
Chair, The Highway 68 Coalition
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Responses to letter received from The Highway 68 Coalition (c/o Michael Weaver) during the comment
period for the Recirculated Draft EIR.

MW21. Agencies charged with oversight of protected species, scenic resources, land use, air quality,
water quality, transportation, etc. did not submit comments regarding the inadequacy of the
Recirculated Draft EIR or the Draft EIR. The purpose of the runway safety improvements is to improve
safety at Monterey Peninsula Airport. Alternatives reviewed within the Draft EIR and the Recirculated
Draft EIR were comprehensive and focused on projects that are under the MPAD’s direct control (i.e.,
contained on or near airport property). Agencies charged with oversight of protected species, scenic
resources, land use, air quality, water quality, transportation, etc. did not submit comments regarding
the inadequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR or the Draft EIR.

MW22. The Recirculated Draft EIR considered additional alternatives to the east access road
relocations. The purpose of the additional development and analysis of additional east access road
alignment and connection was undertaken to address comments received during the Draft EIR comment
period.

Environmental impacts resulting from the Recirculated Draft EIR east access road alignment are very
similar, if not identical, to those analyzed within the Draft EIR; therefore, the cumulative impact
evaluation within the Draft EIR continues to apply. Please note, the Recirculated Draft EIR only contains
those portions of the Draft EIR that were changed to address the new east access road alternative.

MW23. The traffic analysis within the Recirculated Draft EIR replaces the traffic analysis contained
within the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does contain a traffic analysis.

The Traffic Analysis was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. A number of individuals
contributed to the report. The Kimley-Horn individuals who were involved in any aspect of conducting
the analysis or preparing the report are located in one of Kimley-Horn’s six California offices. With the
exception of clerical and AutoCad help, all individuals working on the report are registered Civil
Engineers (PE), Traffic Engineers (TE), or Certified Planners (AICP).

MW24. The Traffic Analysis for the Monterey Peninsula Airport Runway Safety Area Improvements
Project focused on the traffic-related impacts of relocating the Airport Access Road. CalTrans indicated
that they would not support a project that would result in additional curb cuts on Highway 68 in the
project vicinity. As a result of the project, the existing Airport Access Road would be closed, as would
one driveway in the adjacent Shopping Center, resulting in a net decrease in curb cuts on Highway 68.

The relocation of the Airport Access Road would generate additional trips only for airport operations
and emergency vehicles. No new trips would be associated with the Shopping Center. A slight change
in traffic patterns for the Shopping Center would occur, as identified in the report, but the net traffic
associated with the Airport and the Shopping Center would not change. Therefore, the existing LOS “F”
condition related to daily traffic volumes on Highway 68 would remain as an existing deficiency. The
proposed Airport Access Road relocation would not cause or add to the deficiency.

MW25. The Traffic Analysis refers to the current Monterey County General Plan which was in place at

the time of the analysis. The current General Plan was adopted in 2010. This plan is referenced on page
3-58 of the Draft EIR.
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MW26. Coordination was undertaken with the CalTrans during the preparation of the traffic study
which does address other projects in the vicinity of the airport. CalTrans has received and reviewed the
contents of the traffic analysis as part of the encroachment permit process. The cumulative impact
analysis within the Draft EIR still applies.

MW?27. The Traffic Analysis contains traffic counts conducted at various times of the year. While
elevated traffic volumes generated by special events could result in short-term traffic impacts on area
roadways, the relocation of the Airport Access Road will not generate minimal airport traffic and will not
cause any additional impacts. Furthermore, the relocated Airport Access Road will be restricted to
right turns in and out, which will reduce traffic conflicts on Highway 68 compared to the existing
roadway configuration.

MW28. By stating that “The traffic study also evaluated the Level of Service of intersections in the
project area,” the author of the traffic portion of the RDEIR did, in fact, “tell the reader.”

It is typical for a Traffic Analysis to contain an evaluation of both roadway and intersection operating
conditions. The intersection evaluation was conducted to satisfy Caltrans requirements and was used to
identify the level of delay vehicles would experience with the proposed Relocated Airport Access Road,
compared to the current roadway configuration.

Intersection delay analysis is a detailed analysis methodology that looks at the effects of many traffic
dynamics, including traffic volumes, traffic control, number of lanes, signal timing, signal phasing, etc.
Traffic congestion experienced as a result of one or more of these parameters at an intersection is, in
fact, reflected and reported in the queuing and delay results of the intersection analysis.

MW29. The report does not intend to imply that the overall traffic on Highway 68 will improve as a
result of the relocated Airport Access Road. Traffic volumes will not change as a result of the project.

Because the intersection results for an unsignalized intersection report the highest delay for any one
approach (which, in this case, would be the driveway approach), the intersection Level of Service would
improve as a result of the proposed changes to the driveway approach. The improvement in Level of
Service from LOS E to LOS C is the result of the closure of the westernmost Shopping Center driveway
and of eliminating left turns into and out of the relocated Airport Access Road. Left turns experience
greater conflict and delay than right turns because the left-turning vehicle must wait until there is a
suitable gap in both directions of traffic on the main road. By eliminating the left turns, traffic to and
from the minor road (or in this case, the driveway) will experience less conflict delay, thus resulting in an
improvement in the Level of Service of the driveway operation.

MW30. Airport service vehicles use the existing Airport Access Road to access the runway and the back
side of the airport on an as-needed, intermittent, basis. This access road will need to be closed as the
runway improvements will be constructed in the area containing the access road.

The quote listed above regarding CalTrans’ direction that the existing Airport Access Road be closed
once the relocated Access Road is completed is accurate. The closure was required by CalTrans so as to
not increase the number of curb cuts on Highway 68.

The Traffic Analysis is not to be construed as providing justification for the relocated Airport Access
Road, but rather as providing a technical evaluation of the operational effects of relocating the Airport
Access Road, which has been shown to be needed to achieve the required Runway Safety Area.
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MW31. Itis typical for a Traffic Analysis to contain an evaluation of both roadway and intersection
operating conditions. A Traffic Analysis could even contain more than two types or analysis or
methodologies. It's simply a matter of the requirements of the affected agencies and the nature of the
project.

MW32. The traffic analysis evaluated the effect of relocating the Airport Access Road, removing a
shopping center driveway, and restricting left turns. No additional traffic will be generated by the
project. City staff and CalTrans staff did not identify accident history as a concern to be addressed by
this the Traffic Analysis. Sight distance for the relocated Airport Access Road would be in excess of the
required distance. In addition, the removal of one driveway will reduce turning conflicts, and the
restriction of left turns will reduce left-turning conflicts on Highway 68, therefore reducing the potential
for collision through this area.

MW33. The project plans do not include an eastbound left-turn pocket for the relocated Airport Access
Road. With implementation of the project, two locations where left turns are currently allowed (the
current Airport Access Road and the westernmost Shopping Center driveway) will be reduced to one
driveway, with left-turn restrictions. The proposed project will reduce left-turning conflicts on Highway
68, and therefore reduce the potential for a collision.

MW34. The linear distance provided for the lane drop exceeds the standards established by CalTrans.
The proposed project will result in the closure of the westernmost Shopping Center driveway, reducing
one source of side street conflict with through traffic on Highway 68. In addition, the design plans
indicate that additional width will be provided for vehicles turning right into the Airport Access Road
(westbound on Highway 68), which will allow right-turning vehicles to pull out of the through travel
lane, further reducing conflicts with Highway 68 traffic.

MW35. The intersection Level of Service analysis is not flawed. The intersection analysis methodology
is in accordance with the methodology requirements of CalTrans and the City of Monterey.

MW36. The referenced email is contained within the Draft EIR. This email is no longer applicable as the
permit process has been initiated and it is anticipated that an encroachment permit will be issued in the
summer of 2011.

MW37. The project will not result in minimal traffic on Highway 68. In accordance with the court ruling
based on the Sunnyvale case and with CEQA law, the effect of the project was evaluated using Existing
Conditions as a baseline. CalTrans has received and reviewed the contents of the traffic analysis as part
of the encroachment permit process.

MW38. The facility that houses Tarpy’s Restaurant will not be impacted by the proposed airport safety
improvements. Only the facility parking lot will be impacted. A visual impact assessment was
undertaken to depict the restaurant parking lot after construction of the east access road relocation.
Also see response to comment MW2.

MW39. Vehicles such as cars and a fire truck were provided to allow for visual perspective of the
retaining wall heights. The tallest retaining wall is facing the south side of the Localizer platform
(looking north and not visible from Highway 68). This wall is approximately 18 feet tall. The remaining
east retaining walls will be tiered. The average height of the retaining walls will be ten feet, and none of
the walls will exceed twelve feet in height with the exception of the aforementioned 18 foot wall.
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MW40. All of the proposed improvements will be placed on existing airport property which is under the
jurisdiction of the MPAD, with the exception of the connection of the relocated east access road which
will be placed in an area under the jurisdiction of CalTrans, the City of Monterey, and the City of Del Rey
Oaks. These jurisdictions have been coordinated with and have not indicated an objection to the
mitigation measures included within the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Appropriate vegetation mitigation measures are described thoroughly within the biological evaluation of
the Recirculated Draft EIR. These measures will mitigate any visual impacts resulting from the loss of
vegetation in the project area.

Efforts have been made to incorporate natural materials and vegetation into the project design.

MW41. A detailed landscape plan is being prepared for the project. The mitigation plan takes into
consideration all of the protected plant species that will be relocated or mitigated within the retaining
walls on the east end of the airport. All mitigation within the Draft EIR will be monitored for seven years
to ensure that all plantings are successful. Due to the difficultly in transplanting oak trees, the
mitigation plan includes the planting of young trees, the establishment of numerous conservation areas,
and payment of funds to the California Oak Tree Foundation.

MW42. The analysis within the Recirculated Draft EIR updates what was contained within the Draft EIR;
therefore, the impact assessment within the Recirculated Draft EIR applies to the project evaluation. All
impact determinations were made by the project biologists utilizing mapping software.

MW43. The Recirculated Draft EIR only contains the portions of the Draft EIR that were changed due to
the development of the additional east access road alternative.

MW44. Comment noted. The comment is the opinion of the comment author.

MW 45. The project mitigation measures were formulated based on input received from resource
agencies and previous mitigation measures proven successful in the project area.

MW46. To meet irrigation needs related to mitigation of habitat impacts, no new water well or new
distribution system is currently proposed as part of this project. Instead, the existing airfield water
system will be extended to provide water for project landscaping. No other water demands are
required by the project.

MPAD is currently in the process of completing landscaping and irrigation design. The landscape and
irrigation plans are being designed in accordance with AB 1881, the State’s Model Water Irrigation
Ordinance which took effect in 2010, including all required water use calculations, native, drought
tolerant plant species and low water use irrigation system. Current water use calculations show that
actual project use will be approximately 3.59 AF/year, which is 85 % below the Maximum Applied Water
Allowance permissible under AB 1881. This landscaping demand will dissipate over time as the
landscape matures. Any required permit for water use during construction and for mitigation efforts will
be temporary in nature.

The anticipated actual project water use is below the amount MPAD currently has allocated to it under
the MPWMD allocation program. The extension of the airfield water system to irrigate mitigation
plantings would not involve a new service connection and does not involve a change in zoning or use of

2-33



the airport property. Moreover, the use of this water for habitat mitigation is necessary for federally
mandated public health and safety improvements (RSA improvements).

In the event groundwater is necessary or desirable for irrigation, MPAD could drill a new well. Since the
Airport is over 2.5 acres it its exempt from the current moratorium on establishing water wells in the
area. Any new airport well would not overlie the Seaside Groundwater basin.

MWA47. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) a Mitigation Monitoring
Plan has been established for the EIR document. Implementation of this plan is the responsibility of
Monterey Peninsula Airport. The plan includes coordination with appropriate resource and responsible
agencies to ensure mitigation measures are fully implemented.

MW48. Due to the limited platform upon which the airport is located, construction of an additional
runway will require project features that are very similar to the currently proposed project. Retaining
walls would be required to contain the runway safety area improvements as well as the relocated east
and west access roads.

MW49. The “underutilized strip” is an active runway that is currently utilized by small general aviation
activity. The jet center is a facility that provides airport maintenance, fueling, and other aviation-related
services. The jet center is not a runway.

MWS50. The City of Marina is the owner and operator of Marina Airport. The acquisition of Marina
Airport was deemed not feasible due to the cost, ownership, etc.

MWS51. The two runways at the airport are needed to provide separation of the smaller general
aviation aircraft and the larger corporate and commercial service aircraft.

MWS52. An airport access road is needed for the perimeter of the airport. The west access road is also
being relocated to accommodate the proposed airport improvements.

MWS53. Mitigation measures established to mitigate impacts to biological and scenic resources include
a number of measures other than the establishment of conservation areas. For example, the project
retaining walls will be constructed of materials that will blend with the natural environment, protected
plant species are being planted adjacent to the retaining walls, and monies are being paid to the Oak
Tree Foundation.

MWS54. The contents of the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR were thoroughly coordinated with
interested parties, organizations, and resource agencies. No resource agencies commented on the
contents of the EIR documents. Comments received from the City of Monterey indicated support for
the proposed airport improvements.

All project impacts that were identified as being “potentially significant” were mitigated to a “less than
significant” level.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY MONTEREY
271 STONE ROAD
MONTEREY, CA 93943-5000

IN REPLY REFER TO:
o 1 0 1

Ser N4/070
21 Bpr 11

Mr. Benedict Stuth, Project Manager
Monterey Peninsula Airport District
Planning and Environmental

200 Fred Kane Drive, Suite 200
Monterey, CA 93940

Thank you for the opportunity to review the recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed runway area safety
improvements at Monterey Peninsula Airport District (MPAD). Naval
Support Activity Monterey (NSAM) has reviewed the document and has a
number of concerns.

As the local community develops and expands in response to growth and
future market, new land use policies and changes to existing policy
push urban development closer to our installation boundaries. This
growth can potentially impact our current and future mission
capabilities. This growth also presents a wide range of planning
challenges. The U.S. Navy owns, controls, and uses land directly
affected by the runway safety area improvements project outlined in
the DEIR.

Per the DEIR for the project, Runway 10R is to be shifted
approximately 425 feet east to allow for the placement of a 390-foot
EMAS bed directly adjacent to our military Lab/Rec annex area. To
accommodate this displaced threshold, and comply with FAA safety
policy, the arrival and departure runway protection zones need to be
adjusted accordingly.

From our records, an easement was recorded in 1998 by the Navy
granting the existing/present runway protection zones (Monterey County
#9887869) to the MPAD.

At a minimum, the U.S. Navy needs to evaluate the land use impacts
resulting from the adjusted protection zones and mitigate those
impacts, respectively. NSAM requests that the Airport District amend
the DEIR report to include the following formal acknowledgements
and/or conditions:

* The MPAD is currently assisting the Navy with their impact
assessment process.

* The MPAD will provide information to begin the formal assessment
process (legal description and associated maps requested on 31 Jan 11
and will be used to identify mission, property value and any other
operational impacts).
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« The U.S. Navy will determine any required
mitigation/compensation related to the new land-use impacts to its
properties and present them to the MPAD.

e The U.S. Navy requires a new/modified easement related to the
proposed project’s changed RPZ’s.

* The MPAD will not fly the proposed/adjusted runway safety zones
prior to the completion of a new or modified easement, nor prior to
the acceptance of any mitigation/compensation requested by the Navy,
related to the assessment of mission, property value, and operational
impacts/mission impacts.
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Responses to letter received from the U.S. Navy during the comment period for the Recirculated Draft
EIR.

General Response. The MPAD and MPAD staff will continue to coordinate with and provide project
information to the U.S. Navy regarding the easement over the existing and future runway protection
zones (RPZs). MPAD understands that the U.S. Navy may, in the future, require development within the
ultimate RPZ and will coordinate closely with the U.S. Navy regarding the types, height, and function of
facilities which are considered compatible land uses within RPZs.
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Alex Hulanicki
237 Chaucer Drive
Salinas CA 93901

April 25,2011

Mr. Benedict Stuth, Project Manager
Monterey Peninsula Airport District
Planning and Environmental

200 Fred Kane Drive, Suite 200
Monterey, CA 93940

Phone: 831-648-7000

Via Fax: 831-648-7026

Via Email: bstuth@montereyairport.com

Re: Monterey Peninsula Airport Recirculated Draft EIR, dated March 2011, titled
Monterey Peninsula Airport Runway Safety Area Improvements
(SCH# 200907114) October 2010

Dear Mr. Stuth:

[ am sorry to be tardy in writing to you about the Monterey Peninsula Airport
Runway Safety Improvements Project but I am only hearing today about some of the
details of this proposal and recirculated Environmental Impact Report. Therefore, I
request that you consider extending the comment period so that I and many
residents and businesspeople of the area can become acquainted with what we fear
are dramatic noise, traffic and aesthetic impacts caused by your proposed “safety”
improvements.

There are several reasons for asking for not only an extended comment period
beyond today’s expiration date, but for asking the Monterey Peninsula Airport
District to consider further outreach to explain to the public what is proposed
because on cursory review of your proposal, there are several critical questions:

* Will extension of the runways allow for larger aircraft use of the airport, thus
causing more noise and inconvenience to surrounding areas, and potential
safety hazards? As the airport district personnel and elected representatives
may well be aware there has been historic controversy over nearly a half-
century about expanded use of the airport.

e Itis my understanding that only two people attended airport district
presentations on the “runway safety area improvements.” This leads me to
believe there was little understanding of the proposed expansion because of
the ambiguity and, perhaps, error in the title of the project. I request that
there should be further advertising and promotion of meetings, not in
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legalese, but in community terms so that the average neighbor would be able
to understand the project and comment on it.

e Isittrue that Highway 68, already a crowded and dangerous road, would
have an additional ingress and egress on the slope of the southwest corner of
the airport property near Tarpy’s thus causing further congestion and
accidents on that road?

e Has the Monterey Peninsula Airport District taken into consideration the
scenic designation and critical viewshed of Highway 68 and the adjacent
Tarpy Flats area? Have the general plan resource management sections of the
cities of Monterey and Del Rey Oaks and the county of Monterey been studied
so that the airport district’s proposed expansion complies?

Again, I ask that the comment period be extended so that the airport district acts not
only in compliance with the letter of the California Environmental Quality Act but
also its spirit.

Sincerely,
Alex Hulanicki

Email: hulanicki@yahoo.com
831-594-5075

Email: hulanicki@yahoo.com
831-594-5075
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Responses to letter received from Alex Hulanicki after the close of the comment period for the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

AH1. The proposed improvements will provide for the construction of runway safety areas in
accordance with FAA airport design standards. The improvements are not being undertaken to increase
capacity of the airport or introduce larger aircraft to the fleet mix. The improvements are being
undertaken to address the safety needs of existing airport users.

AH2. Three public information workshops were held during the EIR process. These workshops were
advertised in the local newspaper, on the project website, and on the Monterey Peninsula Airport
website. Press releases were prepared at various times during the EIR preparation. Additionally, the
workshops were announced via the airport’s eBlast email system that contains the email addresses of
approximately 1,800 individuals which have previously indicated interest in airport development
projects. Emails and/or postcards were sent to workshop attendees announcing the availability of the
Draft and Recirculated Draft EIRs. Finally, notification was sent to the California State Clearinghouse
prior to the release of the documents for public review.

AH3. Highway 68 would not have an additional ingress/egress. Two existing ingress/egress points on
the east end of airport property would be consolidated to one access point.

AH4. The scenic designation of Highway 68 has been taken into consideration. Refer to Sections 3.1
and 3.9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

AH5. The MPAD has allowed for regular input regarding the projects described within the Draft EIR and

Recirculated Draft EIR documents. The documents have been made available for review for a total of 70
days, which the MPAD believes is a suitable amount of time.
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