Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 24, 2017

To:

Lisa Rheinheimer, Director of Planning and Marketing, Monterey-Salinas Transit

From:

Erin Harwayne, AICP, Senior Project Manager, Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
Ashley Quackenbush, Assistant Environmental Planner, Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.

Subject:

Draft Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice Analysis for the Monterey-Salinas Transit
South County Operations and Maintenance Facility Project

This memorandum provides an analysis of the potential socioeconomic and environmental justice effects
that may result from the proposed Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) South County Operations and
Maintenance Facility Project (proposed project).
Introduction
The MST South County Operations and Maintenance Facility Project consists of developing an
approximately 4.8-acre, vacant parcel in King City, California, to construct an operations and
maintenance facility for public transit vehicles that primarily serve southern Monterey County. The
proposed project would accommodate future transit needs in the surrounding rural communities of
Monterey’s South County. The proposed project includes a maintenance area; an administration area; an
area for parts storage, mezzanine, steam cleaning, and other miscellaneous uses; and parking, totaling
approximately 14,000 square feet.
The site is bounded to the west by a vacant lot, to the south by San Antonio Drive, to the north by the
King City Energy Center, and to the east by Don Bates Way (Figure 1). The proposed project site is part
of the existing industrial park site for which King City has approved the East Ranch Business Park
Specific Plan (Specific Plan). The Specific Plan Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Final
IS/MND) was certified as adequate and the Specific Plan was approved by the King City Council on
August 14, 2007. The proposed project would fall under the permitted uses and adhere to the design
requirements as stipulated by the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan defines the development framework,
establishes the development and design standards, and identifies implementation measures to
accommodate a well-planned business park. Manufacturing and other industries can be located in the
East Ranch Business Park and operate away from the restricting influences of non-industrial uses, while
maintaining an environment free from offensive or objectionable noise, dust, odor, or other nuisances
(Specific Plan, 2007). The proposed project is allowed under the Specific Plan as an industrial type use,
pursuant to acquiring a Conditional Use Permit and Architectural Review approval from King City.
Site Selection Process
MST's Facilities Committee meets quarterly to discuss agency issues, such as the selection of an
appropriate site location that would meet the broader agency needs as well as ensure that the site was
located in an area that would not result in unavoidable equity impacts. Toward that end, the MST Board
of Directors adopted Site Selection Goals, described further below, to assist in the process. These goals
are also required under federal Civil Rights guidance, per Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
requires that agencies ensure that the location is selected without regard to race, color, or national origin.
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Several site locations were considered, including Soledad, Greenfield, and King City:


Soledad Unified School District – This location was considered, but rejected because a joint
agreement to use the school district's bus yard was deemed financially infeasible. In addition, the
City of Soledad has in excess of 20,000 residents according to the U.S. Census, and, hence, is not
eligible for a U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) rural assistance loan. In addition, this
location was not large enough to accommodate a long-range buildout scenario and was in a
densely populated residential area adjacent to a school.



Greenfield – This location was considered, but rejected because of its close proximity to a
residential area with a primarily minority population, which raised federal Title VI civil rights
and Environmental Justice concerns.

Site Selection Goals
As previously noted, the MST Board adopted Site Selection Goals to ensure that the location of the new
facility would not result in avoidable discriminatory impacts based on race, color, or national origin.
These goals include those associated with site functionality, site efficiency, site development and site
equity. The goals below include the evaluative measures that were used within each goal to determine
how well each site compared to the goal. As previously noted, two sites in addition to King City were
evaluated. However, King City selected as the preferred site, based on how well it performed against
these goals.
Below is the evaluation summary matrix, including the goals and evaluation metrics that were used to
evaluate the three sites.
Table 1. Site Selection Evaluation Matrix
Site Functionality Goal: Accommodate Bus Operations

King City

Soledad

Greenfield

3

1

1

3

3

3

6

4

4

King City

Soledad

Greenfield

3

1

1

4

1

1

Size
1

Less than 3 acres

2

3 to 4 acres
Greater than 4 acres

3
Entry/Exit
1

No direct access to site (requires road construction)

2

Direct access to site via one roadway

3

Direct access to site via two roadways

4

Direct access to site via more than two roadways

SITE FUNCTIONALITY GOAL: TOTAL SCORE
Site Efficiency Goal: Reduce Deadhead Costs
Distance From End of Line
1

Greater than 10 miles

2

5-10 miles

3

1-5 miles

4 Less than 1 mile
Proximity to Future Intermodal Centers
1 Greater than 5 miles
2

4-5 miles

3

2-4 miles
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. ▪ 947 Cass Street, Suite 5 ▪ Monterey, CA 93940 ▪ (831) 373-4341
3

4 1 mile or less
Proximity to Multiple Service Types and Routes
1 No area serving routes within 1 mile of facility
2

Most area serving routes within 1 mile of facility

All area serving routes within 1 mile of facility
All area serving routes & other carriers (e.g Greyhound)
4
within 1 mile of facility
Access to US 101
1 No access to US 101 within 5 miles
3

2

Access to one US 10 interchange within 1-5 miles

3

Access to two US 101 interchanges within 3 miles
SITE EFFICIENCY GOAL: TOTAL SCORE

Site Development Goal: Keep Development Costs Low
Consistent with Local Plans
1 Special variances required for construction and use
2 No special variances required for construction and use
Context Sensitive Land Uses
1 Not zoned for industrial use
2 Zoned for industrial use

4

3

3

3

3

3

14

8

8

King City

Soledad

Greenfield

2

1

2

2

1

2

4

1

3

2

2

2

3

1

1

13

6

10

King City

Soledad

Greenfield

3

1

1

Existing Structures or Features
1 Requires significant demolition and reconstruction
2

Requires some modification to structures

3

No structures or utilities exist at or near location

4 No structures exist, but site has access to utilities
Existing Conditions
1 Existing easements or Right of Way issues
2 No existing easements or Right of Way issues
Environmental Considerations
1 Existing environmental issues
No existing environmental issues but site is sloped and/or
2 requires significant grading and/or construction to
accommodate bus operations
3 No existing environmental issues and site is flat
SITE DEVELOPMENT GOAL: TOTAL SCORE
Demographic & Title VI Goal: Ensure Minority Residents &
Businesses are not Disproportionately Affected
Impacts to Residents and Businesses
1

Facility creates disproportionate impacts to protected residents
and/or causes minority business displacement

2

Facility does not create impacts to protected residents but
causes minority business displacement

3

Facility does not create impacts nor causes minority business
displacement
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Neighborhood Context
1

Facility does not fit into other neighborhood or area uses

2

Facility fits into neighborhood uses
DEMOGRAPHIC & TITLE VI GOAL: TOTAL SCORE

TOTAL SITE SELECTION SCORE

2

1

1

5

2

2

King City

Soledad

Greenfield

38

20

24

Site Selection Conclusion
King City was determined to be the most centrally located and economically feasible option that had the
fewest impacts on residential areas, including those with primarily minority occupants. Multiple
industrial parcels were considered within King City, but ultimately the proposed project site was selected
because it has access to two public roads, allowing for alternate egress if one of the two roads were
blocked due to natural disaster or vehicle accident. It is also one mile from a planned multi-modal transit
center that will be served by MST buses and future passenger rail. In addition, there are no easements or
rights-of-way issues.
Regulatory Framework
The following discussion provides an overview of the regulatory framework affecting socioeconomic and
environmental justice issues.
Federal
National Environmental Policy Act
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.), the
social and economic effects of a project, if they are related to the project’s natural or physical effects,
must be considered. Implementation of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) defines “effects” to include
economic and social factors whether direct, indirect or cumulative in nature (40 CFR Section 1508.8).
Consequently, a federal agency must analyze a project’s economic and social impacts related to natural or
physical effects to the affected area’s physical environment. However, NEPA provides no specific
thresholds of significance for socioeconomic impact assessment.
Executive Order 12898
Federal agencies are directed by Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority and Low Income Populations, as amended, to identify and address any
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies,
and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. The executive order requires
federal agencies to consider impacts on minority and/or low-income populations during their
environmental and socioeconomic analyses of projects or programs that are proposed, funded, or
licensed under their authority. Specifically, Executive Order 12898 requires that:
“To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, and consistent with the
principles set forth in the report on the National Performance Review, each federal
agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
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environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations
and low-income populations.
Each federal agency shall conduct its programs, policies, and activities that
substantially affect human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures that such
programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons (including
populations) from participation in, denying persons (including populations) the benefits
of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to discrimination under, such
programs, policies, and activities, because of their race, color, or national origin.”
The executive order also requires that “each federal Agency shall analyze the environmental effects,
including health, economic and social effects, of federal actions, including effects on minority
communities and low-income communities, when such analysis is required by NEPA.”
Regulation of the federal Government’s compliance with Executive Order 12898 and NEPA is provided by
the Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) with assistance from the EPA and other agencies.
Council for Environmental Quality Regulations
The CEQ coordinates federal environmental efforts and works closely with agencies and other White
House offices in the development of environmental policies and initiatives. The CEQ has developed
guidance to assist federal agencies with their NEPA procedures so that environmental justice concerns
are effectively identified and addressed. The CEQ’s Environmental Justice Guidance under the
National Environmental Policy Act advises agencies to consider the composition of the affected area,
to determine whether minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes are present in the area
affected by the proposed action, and if so whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse
environmental effects to these populations (CEQ, 1997).
The CEQ provides guidance for incorporating environmental justice into NEPA compliance and
definitions of key terms and concepts relevant to Executive Order 12898 as established by the Interagency
Work Group on Environmental Justice.1 The CEQ guidance identifies minority populations where the
percentage of minority individuals is greater than 50 percent, or “meaningfully greater” than that of the
general population.2 For the purposes of environmental justice analysis, the minority population for a
community consists of all non-white individuals as well as all Hispanic or Latino individuals (i.e. of both
white and non-white racial origin).
Similarly, a low-income population exists if the community consists of 50 percent or more living below
the poverty threshold (as defined by the U.S. Census) or is meaningfully greater than the proportion of
low-income individuals within the general population.
State
California Government Code
While there is no requirement to address environmental justice issues under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), following the lead of Executive Order 12898, the State of California passed a series
of environmental justice regulations.
California Government Code Section 65040.12 defines
1

The Executive Order established the Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice (IWG) to guide and facilitate
cooperation among federal agencies in environmental justice policy implementation. The IWG is chaired by the EPA
Administrator and includes all the major federal departments/agencies and White House offices.
2
Although “meaningfully greater” is not defined by the CEQ guidelines, typically communities with a proportion of minority
individuals twice that of the general population will be recognized as minority communities of concern.
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environmental justice as the “fair treatment of people of all races, cultures and incomes with respect to the
development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and
policies.”
Legislative and executive actions relating to environmental justice in California have been largely
procedural including, but not limited to, formation of environmental justice advisory committees and
assigning coordinating roles and responsibilities to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) and the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA).
Demographics
Population
Table 2 presents existing and projected population for King City and the County of Monterey through
2035. The information presented in Table 2 is based on the current population and historic trends
reported by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). King City is projected to
grow; between 2010 and 2035, King City’s population is expected to increase by 44.63 percent.
Information obtained from the 2010 Census indicates that King City has experienced a population
increase since 2000. In addition, by 2035, the County of Monterey’s population is expected to grow by
19.28 percent.
Table 2. Current and Projected Population Summary for Monterey County and King City
2000
Census
Population

2010
Census
Population

2015
Population

2020
Projected
Population

2025
Projected
Population

2030
Projected
Population

2035
Projected
Population

King City

12,874

14,568

13,389

14,568

16,398

17,759

18,620

County of
Monterey
Total

401,762

415, 057

428,441

447,516

463,884

479,487

495,086

Place of
Residence

Sources: AMBAG, 2014 Regional Growth Forecast, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Minority & Low Income Populations
For the purposes of environmental justice analysis, federal agencies are required to identify whether a
proposed projects will possibly have disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or lowincome populations within the proposed project vicinity.3 The geographic scale used to identify any
environmental justice “communities of concern” should more or less correspond to the scale of the
project’s potential adverse impacts and affected environment. The proposed project vicinity, or the
affected environment for the environmental justice analysis, consists of the proposed project site and
adjacent census blocks (outlined in Table 3); the proposed project site is shown in Figure 1.
Table 3 presents the racial composition for King City and the County of Monterey. Information
regarding the racial composition of the local jurisdictions was derived from the 2011-2015 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. The proportion of minority individuals has also been compared to
the composition of County of Monterey’s total population. As shown in Table 3, the County of Monterey
3

According to CEQ guidelines for environmental justice analysis, “minority populations should be identified where either: (a)
the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent; or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected area is
meaningfully greater than the majority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic
analysis…(A) minority population also exists if there is more than one minority group present and the minority percentage, as
calculated by aggregating all minority persons, meets one of the above-stated thresholds” (CEQ, 1997).
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has a 68.49 percent minority population.4 King City has above a 50 percent minority population;
according to the King City Housing Element, King City is largely Hispanic and White in composition. In
2010 and 2013, the largest number of respondents to the U.S. Census selected White. In 2000, 2010, and
2013, more than 80% of respondents identified their Ethnicity as being Hispanic, increasing steadily from
80.4% to 89.1% through the time period.
Table 3. Proposed Action Vicinity Minority Profile
Jurisdiction

Population

King City
13,389
County of Monterey
428,441
Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Minority
Population
12,307
293,420

Minority Percentage
91.92%
68.49%

Table 4 shows the minority populations for the census blocks that are within the proposed project
vicinity. In addition, Table 4 also contains information related to low income populations within those
census blocks. The CEQ’s environmental justice guidance states that “low-income populations in an
affected area should be identified with the annual statistical poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the
Census’ Current Population Reports, Series P-60 on Income and Poverty.” Generally, a low-income
population exists if a community has 50 percent or more of its residents living below the poverty
threshold (as defined by the U.S. Census) or its population of poverty level residents is meaningfully
greater than the proportion of low-income individuals within the general population. For the purposes of
this analysis, a census block that contains 50 percent or more minority or low-income population
constitutes an environmental justice community.
Table 4. Proposed Action Area Minority Profile by Census Blocks
Block
Population
Minority #
Minority %
060530113043
3,206
2,997
93%
060530113041
79%
1368
1,083
060530113021
90%
1633
9,265
Source: EPA EJSCREEN, https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/ accessed July 31, 2017.

Poverty %
14.77%
12.39%
55.31%

Based on the census block analysis of the minority population contained in Table 4, there is a high
proportion of minority communities within the proposed project vicinity. As shown in Table 4 and
Figure 2, overall, the proposed project vicinity has over 50 percent minority populations. As further
identified in Table 4 and Figure 3, only one census block within the proposed project vicinity contains
low-income populations in excess of 50 percent.

4

It is important to note, however, that the census data obtained for the County of Monterey represents the entire County,
including the incorporated cities and unincorporated areas. The racial composition of the unincorporated areas of the County of
Monterey within the proposed project vicinity is anticipated to vary significantly.
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Housing
Table 5 shows the past housing estimates for King City and the County of Monterey. Between 2000 and
2015, the number of housing units within the County of Monterey increased by 5.78% percent, and King
City experienced a 8.06% increase. However, between 2010 and 2015, King City experienced only a
slight increase in housing. According to the King City Housing Element 2015-2023, this low growth rate
may have been impacted by the downturn in the economy, indicating that household sizes grew with more
persons living together for financial support.
Table 5. Historical Housing in King City and the County of Monterey (2000 – 2015)
Jurisdiction

Percent
Change
(2000 - 2015)

Housing Units

2015
2000
2010
King City
2,736
3,008
2,976
8.06%
County of Monterey
131,708
139,084
139,794
5.78%
Source: U.S. Census 2000 & 2010; 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Percent
Vacant
(2015)
2.6%
10.3%

Generally, a five percent vacancy rate is considered adequate and healthy to allow for consumer choice
and relocation within the housing market. As shown in Table 6, data obtained from the 2015 American
Community Survey data indicates the current county-wide housing vacancy rate is approximately 10.3
percent. County housing vacancy rates are much higher than 2.6 percent in King City. According to the
King City Housing Element 2015-2023, vacancy rates in the City continue to be less than those in the
County although they have proportionally increased more than those in the County since the year 2000.
Housing projections were developed by AMBAG as part AMBAG’s 2014 Regional Growth Forecast.
AMBAG used statistical modeling to develop projections for anticipated housing units through the year
2035. Projected housing stock for King City and Unincorporated Monterey County are shown in Table
6. AMBAG Housing Projections indicate that housing continues to grow in both King City and County
of Monterey.
Table 6. County of Monterey and King City AMBAG Housing Projections 2010-2035
Jurisdiction
King City
Unincorporated County of Monterey
Total Housing Units in the County of
Monterey:1

Year
2010
3,218
38,971
139,048

2020
3,838
39,337
147,106

2025
3,944
39,633
150,260

2030
4,395
39,730
154,585

2035
4,484
39,735
157,992

Note:
1) This includes all housing units within the County of Monterey, including the incorporated cities (i.e. Salinas,
Soledad, King City, etc) and unincorporated areas.
Source: AMBAG, 2014 Regional Growth Forecast.

Employment
This section discusses trends in employment and the economy; overall trends in job growth as projected
in AMBAG’s Monterey Bay 2014 Regional Forecast are presented below. Key employment data include
the number of employable residents (i.e., its available labor force) and the number of job opportunities
(i.e. employment) within the community. Table 7 shows civilian labor force and unemployment data for
the County of Monterey and King City. Currently, the unemployment rate within the County of
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Monterey in June 2017 was approximately 5.5 percent (State of California Employment Development
Department, 2017).
Table 7. Labor Force and Unemployment in the County of Monterey and King City
Jurisdiction
County of Monterey
King City
State of California

Labor Force

Unemployed

Unemployment Rate (%)

220,400

16,700

7.6%

6,400

1,000

15.6%

19,102,700

1,037,700

5.4%

Source: California Employment Development Department, Annual Average 2016.

Table 8 presents a breakdown of employment in different industry sectors in King City and the County of
Monterey. The industry with the largest number of jobs in King City include agricultural, services, and
public sectors. Projections for the non-farm industry in the County of Monterey between 2002 and 2012
suggest that the largest changes would be in the services industry, which could increase by approximately
10,400 jobs, mainly in food service industry.
As indicated in Table 8, agriculture is an important aspect of King City’s economy, and seasonal and
permanent farmworkers make up a large percentage of those working in the agricultural sector.
According to the King City Housing Element 2015-2023, in 2013, approximately 50 percent of the
farmworkers in Monterey County were seasonal, meaning they worked less than 150 days per year. It is
important to note, that often it is difficult to know the accuracy of farmworker information, underreporting is common, especially for those residing in the U.S. without documentation (King City Housing
Element, 2015-2023).
Table 8. Labor Force Characteristics
Employment Sector

King City
Agriculture
1,441(33.7%)
Construction
50 (1.2%)
Industrial
306 (7.2%)
Retail
406 (9.5%)
Service
1,060 (24.8%)
Public
1,000 (23.4%)
TOTAL
4,273
Source: AMBAG, 2014 Regional Growth Forecast.

Year 2010
County of Monterey
45,100 (24.8%)
4,300 (2.4%)
5,600 (3.1%)
20,100 (11.0%)
60,900 (33.5%)
46,000 (25.3%)
182,000

In addition to the information contained in Table 7 above, the AMBAG Monterey Bay 2014 Regional
Forecast has also developed employment projections for the region. AMBAG estimates that the County
of Monterey, by the year 2030, will have added 34,486 new jobs. AMBAG’s employment projections
recognize slower job growth between 2005 and 2015 consistent with the current state of the economy.
The current unemployment rate in the County of Monterey is 7.6 percent (California Employment
Development Department, 2016), as shown above. The AMBAG Forecast is consistent with the current
economic climate, but projects that overall employment levels will grow by approximately 22.05 percent
by 2035.
According to AMBAG, the most recent employment data estimate that in 2010, approximately 196,430
jobs are located in the County of Monterey. Between 2010 and 2035, AMBAG projects a county-wide
increase in employment of 22.05 percent. As shown in Table 9, substantial job growth is anticipated to
occur within the King City. The long-term employment forecasts for the County of Monterey are
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expected to remain reasonable since economic fluctuations are typical of any economy and conservative
economic forecasting approaches generally accounted for such cyclical conditions.
Table 9. Employment Forecast
2010

2020

2025

2030

2035

Percentage
Growth
(2010- 2035)

4,274

5,007

5,336

5,569

5,669

32.64%

58,071

62,998

63,795

63,955

63,443

13.36%

County of Monterey
182,000
205,977
Source: AMBAG, 2014 Regional Growth Forecast.

211,218

216,486

222,137

22.05%

Jurisdiction

King City
Unincorporated County of
Monterey

Employment

AMBAG’s employment projections recognize slower job growth between 2005 and 2015 consistent with
the current state of the economy. The AMBAG Forecast is consistent with the current economic climate,
but projects that overall employment levels in the County of Monterey will grow by approximately 22.05
percent by 2035. Overall, jobs across all sectors of the economy are anticipated to increase through 2035;
please refer to Table 10 for more information. A detailed breakdown of employment growth by sector
for each of the individual land use jurisdictions is not provided.
Table 10. County of Monterey AMBAG Employment Projections by Sector
Year

Sector
Agricultural

2010

2020

2025

2030

2035

45,100

47,432

47,927

48,256

48,666

Construction

4,300

5,902

6,010

6,118

6,226

Industrial

5,600

5,651

5,559

5,513

5,425

Retail

20,100

23,306

23,418

23,644

23,869

Service

60,900

71,430

73,414

75,586

77,805

Public

46,000

52,256

54,890

57,369

60,146

Total:

182,000

205,977

211,218

216,486

222,137

Source: AMBAG, 2014 Regional Growth Forecast.

Impact Analysis
Methodology and Significance Criteria
The analysis contained in this section evaluates the potential effects associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed project that may directly or indirectly affect socioeconomic and environmental
justice issues. Information contained in this section is based on currently available documentation, as
well as applicable NEPA and CEQA Guidelines. This section has been prepared based on applicable
CEQ and EPA NEPA guidance related to the treatment and consideration of potential socioeconomic and
environmental justice considerations (please refer to Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental
Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis, April 1998; see also CEQ’s Environmental
Justice, Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act, December, 1997). In addition, the
following analysis is also based on standard professional practice and a detailed review of applicable
census data.
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Thresholds of Significance
For the purposes of this analysis, an impact is considered to be significant and require mitigation if it
would result in any of the following:


Substantially affect employment, industry, or commerce, including requiring the displacement of
businesses or farms;



Substantially affect property values or the local tax base;



Substantially, disproportionately affect minority, low-income, elderly, disabled, transitdependent, or other specific interest group(s); or



Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Impact 1: Affect employment, industry, or commerce, including requiring the displacement of
business or farms.
For the purposes of the following analysis, implementation of the proposed project would constitute an
adverse effect if it would disproportionately affect existing sources of employment, industry, or
commerce, including causing the displacement of existing businesses or farms.
The proposed project would involve the construction and operation of an operations and maintenance
facility on a vacant 4.8-acre parcel in an existing industrial area of King City. The proposed project is an
allowed used under the approved Specific Plan. The proposed project would allow for a new facility to
support the existing MST services in southern Monterey County. The implementation of the proposed
project, which would entail a variety of operations and maintenance related activities, would directly
affect employment, industry, and/or commerce. Specifically, implementation of the proposed project
would directly cause the creation of approximately 2-4 new sources of employment. Job creation would
represent a beneficial economical effect for the purposes of this analysis. These activities would not
adversely affect existing economic conditions nor would these actions cause the displacement of existing
business or farms. This represents a beneficial socioeconomic effect.
Impact 2: Substantially affect property values or the local tax base.
For the purposes of the following analysis, the proposed project would substantially affect property values
if it would impose new development/land use restrictions that would limit existing development potential.
Property values are dependent on a wide range of site-specific and broad geographic considerations, such
as size and shape of the property, accessibility, environmental conditions, legal constraints, utilities,
zoning and land use regulations, available land supply/inventory, and overall economic climate. The
imposition of land use restrictions (e.g., legal constraints) could significantly affect property values by
limiting allowable uses on-site, requiring dedicated setbacks from sensitive habitats, and requiring the
imposition of certain conditions on site development activities. These types of measures could affect the
value of property.
The proposed project does not entail the imposition of new or expanded land use restrictions. The
proposed project would not result in rezoning, no new or substantially different uses would be introduced,
nor would the proposed project alter or expand existing infrastructure such that the value of surrounding
property would be affected. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect existing property
values or the local tax base.
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Impact 3: Cause a disproportionate effect on minority, low-income, elderly, disabled, transitdependent, or other specific interest group(s).
As described above, a low-income community consists of an area, in this instance a census tract, which
contains 50 percent or more residents living below the poverty threshold. A minority population consists
of a geographic area that contains 50 percent minorities. For the purposes of this analysis, a census tract
that contains 50 percent or more minority or low-income population constitutes an environmental justice
community.
Low-income populations were identified within the proposed project vicinity (please refer to Table 4).
Numerous census tracts were identified as containing a minority population; three census tracts were
identified in the immediate vicinity of the project that contain minority populations for the purposes of
this analysis (please refer to Figure 2). Implementation of the proposed project, therefore, has the
potential to affect a minority or low income community.
The construction and operation of the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental
impacts. Construction of the proposed project may result in short-term, temporary impacts associated
with air quality, noise, water quality, and traffic. Standard construction best management practices
(BMPs) will be implemented, reducing these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Operation
of the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental impacts. Moreover, the new
facility would provide approximately 2-4 new jobs in the project vicinity. This is considered a beneficial
effect.
Impact 4:

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

The proposed project would not displace a substantial number of people. Implementation of the proposed
project involves construction of a new facility on a vacant parcel in an existing industrial park and
providing support to the existing MST services in the area. These activities would not result in the
displacement of persons.
Conclusion
The proposed project will not result in any adverse socioeconomic and environmental justice effects. The
proposed project would have a beneficial effect to the minority communities in the project vicinity by
providing additional employment opportunities.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this memorandum, please feel free to contact Erin at
(831) 373-4341.
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