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1 Introduction 

This environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Seaside (City) as the Lead 
Agency in conformance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. 
Section 15000 et seq.) to analyze the environmental effects of construction and operation of up to 
1,485 housing units, 250 hotel rooms, 75 youth hostel beds, 150,000 square feet (sf) of Retail, 
Dining, and Entertainment, 50,000 sf of Office, Flex, Makerspace, and Light Industrial, as well as 
park/recreational areas (including approximately nine acres of public open space and 3.3 acres of 
private open space), and supporting infrastructure, on approximately 122.23 acres, through the 
adoption of the Campus Town Specific Plan and associated entitlements (“Proposed Project” Or 
“Project”). The Proposed Project would consist of the development of a mixed-use urban village 
located at the northern end of the City in an area formerly part of the Fort Ord army base (former 
Fort Ord land). The Proposed Project is described in greater detail in Section 2, Project Description. 

1.1 Purpose and Legal Authority 
The Proposed Project requires discretionary approval by the City of Seaside; therefore, the Project is 
subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. In accordance with Section 15121 of 
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14), the purpose of this EIR is to serve as 
an informational document that: 

“...will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 

This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public, the City of Seaside decision-makers, 
as well as any other public agencies that may have discretionary review over certain aspects of the 
Proposed Project.  

1.2 Scope and Content of EIR 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated. A copy of the NOP is included in 
Appendix A. Responses received on the NOP were considered when setting the scope and content 
of the environmental information in this EIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.18 address the resource areas 
outlined in the bullet points below. Section 5, Other CEQA Required Discussions, covers topics 
including growth-inducing effects, irreversible environmental effects, and significant and 
unavoidable impacts. Environmental topic areas that are addressed in this EIR include: 

 Aesthetics 
 Air Quality 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 
 Energy 
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 Geology/Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Hydrology/Water Quality 
 Land Use/Planning 
 Noise 
 Population/Housing 
 Public Services and Recreation 
 Transportation  
 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities/Service Systems 
 Wildfire 
 Agricultural and Forestry Resources  
 Mineral Resources 

This EIR addresses the environmental topic areas referenced above and identifies significant 
environmental impacts, including both project and cumulative impacts. In addition, the EIR 
recommends mitigation measures where feasible that would reduce or avoid significant 
environmental impacts. The EIR also identifies impacts that would be significant and unavoidable.  

The impact analyses contained in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR include a 
description of the existing physical setting within each resource area, the regulatory setting within 
each issue area which help shape the way development occurs in the area to be governed by the 
Specific Plan (Plan Area), the methodologies used, the significance thresholds used, followed by an 
analysis of the Proposed Project’s impacts. Each specific impact is called out separately and 
numbered, followed by an explanation of how the level of impact was determined. When 
appropriate, mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts are included following the 
impact discussion when determined to be potentially feasible. Mitigation measures are numbered 
to correspond to the impact that they mitigate (although some mitigation measures may address 
multiple resource areas, and may be named based upon the first resource area analyzed). Finally, 
following the mitigation measures is a discussion of the residual impact that remains following 
implementation of recommended measures. The decision to adopt and incorporate mitigation 
measures will be decided by the Proposed Project’s decision-makers; consequently, if a 
recommended mitigation measure is not adopted, impacts associated with such measures would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  

The alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6) was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of 
the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on a reasonable range of alternatives that are capable of 
eliminating or reducing significant adverse effects associated with the Proposed Project while 
feasibly attaining most of the basic project objectives, as well as the CEQA-required no project 
alternative. In addition, the alternatives section identifies the "environmentally superior" alternative 
among the alternatives assessed.  

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and 
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy 
on which this document is based. The Guidelines state: 
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“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed 
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked 
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” 

Similarly, Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines explains: 

“…reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is 
reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity 
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters.” 

To determine the appropriate scope of analysis for this EIR, the City of Seaside prepared and 
circulated an NOP on March 1, 2018, as required by State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082 and 
15063. A scoping meeting was held on March 14, 2018. Five people attended the scoping meeting, 
four of whom provided oral comments on the scope and content of the EIR. Oral and written 
comments received during the 30-day scoping period are included in Appendix A.  

Section 7, References, of this EIR includes full citations for all in-text citations within this EIR. 
Subheadings within this section indicate which section of the EIR the references were cited within. 
In some cases, multiple references from the same source and same year are cited within a single 
section, and these citations are differentiated by adding letters to the year in the order of 
appearance within that section (e.g. CDFW 2018a, CDFW 2018b). Please note that some sources 
may be repeated within multiple sections of the EIR, but are cited with different lettering in these 
sections based on the order of appearance within each individual section. 

1.3 Environmental Review Process 
The environmental impact review process is summarized below. The steps are presented in 
sequential order. 

1. Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting. The City distributed an NOP of the EIR for an 
agency and public review period starting on March 1, 2018. A scoping meeting was held for the 
on March 14, 2018. 

2. Draft EIR Prepared and Released. This EIR includes contents required by the CEQA Guidelines, 
including but not limited to: a) table of contents; b) executive summary; c) project description; 
d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, 
growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives; g) mitigation 
measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes. 

3. Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR. The City has filed a Notice of 
Completion (NOC) with the State Clearinghouse and prepared a Public Notice of Availability of 
the Draft EIR. The City is soliciting input from other agencies and the public, and will respond in 
writing to all significant environmental issues raised in comments. Because this Draft EIR will be 
sent to the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period will be 45 days. Additional 
details on the review period for this Draft EIR are included in these published notices. 
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4. Final EIR. The Final EIR will include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received during the 
Draft EIR review period; c) list of persons and entities commenting; d) responses to significant 
environmental issues raised in comments, and (e) and any other information added by the lead 
agency. 

5. Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision to approve a project, the City must certify 
that: a) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR was 
presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and the decision-making body 
reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project, and c) the 
Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15090). 

6. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each of the Proposed Project’s significant 
impacts, the City must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a) changes or alterations 
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project which avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR; b) such changes or 
alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the 
agency making the finding and such changes have been adopted by the other agency or can and 
should be adopted by such other agency; or, c) specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final 
EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If the City proposes to approve a project with unavoidable 
significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that sets forth the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental risks (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15093). 

7. Project Decision. The City may a) disapprove the Proposed Project and its alternatives; b) 
require changes to the Proposed Project or an alternative, including project modifications or 
conditions of approval; or c) approve the Proposed Project or one of its alternatives.  

8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the City makes findings on significant effects 
identified in the EIR, it must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program (MMRP) for 
mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate 
significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). 

9. Notice of Determination. The City will file a Notice of Determination (NOD) if it decides to 
approve the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094).  

1.4 Draft EIR Public Review 
This Draft EIR is being circulated to governmental agencies and to interested organizations and 
individuals that may wish to review and comment on the document. Publication of the Draft EIR 
initiates a 45-day public review period, during which time the City will accept comments on the 
Draft EIR. The public review period for the Draft EIR is identified in the Notice of Availability/Notice 
of Completion. Copies of the Draft EIR are available for public review at the following locations:  

 Oldemeyer Center, 986 Hilby Avenue, Seaside, California 
 City of Seaside, Planning Division, 440 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, California 
 Seaside Branch Library, 550 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, California 
 Seaside Creates, 656 Broadway Avenue, Seaside, California 
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The Draft EIR is also available on the City’s website: http://seasidecampustown.com/. Written 
comments on the Draft EIR must be received during the review period identified in the NOA/NOC 
and should be sent by mail to: Kurt Overmeyer, Economic Development Department, City of 
Seaside, 440 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, CA 93955; or by email to: KOvermeyer@ci.seaside.ca.us.  

Additional details on project meetings are included in the NOA/NOC and available on the City’s 
website at: http://seasidecampustown.com/  

 

http://seasidecampustown.com/
mailto:KOvermeyer@ci.seaside.ca.us
http://seasidecampustown.com/
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2 Project Description 

The Proposed Project involves the construction and operation of up to1,485 housing units; 250 
hotel rooms; 75 youth hostel beds; 150,000 square feet (sf) of retail, dining, and entertainment 
uses; and 50,000 sf of office, flex, makerspace,1 and light industrial uses; as well as park/recreational 
areas (including approximately nine acres of public open space and 3.3 acres of private open space), 
and supporting infrastructure, on approximately 122.23 acres, through the adoption of the Campus 
Town Specific Plan and associated entitlements (“Proposed Project” or “Project”). 

This section describes the Proposed Project, including the Plan Area setting and location, the 
existing site characteristics and land uses, the Project objectives, the proposed Specific Plan and 
associated approvals for the Proposed Project. The characteristics of the Proposed Project specific 
to each environmental resource analyzed within this Draft EIR are detailed further in the individual 
subsections (i.e., Sections 4.1 to 4.18 of Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis). 

2.1 Lead Agency/Project Applicant 

Lead Agency/Applicant 
City of Seaside 
440 Harcourt Avenue 
Seaside, California 93955 
Contact: Kurt Overmeyer, 831-899-6839 

Development Applicant 
KB Bakewell Seaside Venture II 
5000 Executive Parkway, Suite 125 
San Ramon, California 94538 
Contact: Charles Hazelbaker, 209-345-6836 

2.2 Proposed Project Setting and Location  

2.2.1 Setting and Location 
The area to be governed by the Specific Plan (Plan Area or site) is located within the City of Seaside 
(“Seaside”) on former Fort Ord land; situated at the northern end of Seaside, approximately one-
mile east of Monterey Bay and 2,600 feet east of the Fort Ord Dunes State Park, and 900 feet east of 
State Route 1 (SR 1).2 The Plan Area is bounded to the west by 1st Avenue and vacant land that lies 
just east of SR 1; and to the east by 7th Avenue and a parking lot. The Plan Area is bisected by 
General Jim Moore Boulevard, which runs north to south. Between 1st Avenue and General Jim 
Moore Boulevard, the Plan Area is bounded to the north by the Lightfighter Drive and California 
                                                      
1 Defined in the Specific Plan as a collaborative workspace that provides a variety of resources to foster entrepreneurship and business 
startups. 
2 The Plan Area is 900 feet east of State Route 1 and 500 feet east of the SR 1 Lightfighter Drive northbound off ramp. 
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State University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB); and is bounded to the south by Ord Community 
Commissary, Army and Air Force Exchange Service Military Exchange PX, Ord Military Community 
housing, the Ord Military Community Recreation Center, and the General Stilwell Community Center 
of the U.S. Army Garrison Presidio of Monterey. Between General Jim Moore Boulevard and 7th 
Avenue, the Plan Area is bounded to the north by Colonel Durham Street and by various uses such 
as CSUMB, the Army National Guard Recruiting Center, Department of Defense-Defense Manpower 
Data Center, and former Fort Ord land; and is bounded to the south by Gigling Road, Ord Military 
Community housing and the United States Department of Defense Army Hospital. The Fort Ord 
National Monument, located approximately 1.5 miles to the east, provides recreational 
opportunities, such as hiking, biking, horse riding [Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 2019]. Figure 
2-1 shows the regional location and Figure 2-2 shows the Plan Area.  

2.2.2 Existing Site Characteristics and Land Use 
The majority of the Plan Area east of Malmedy Road is located on land referred to by the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority (FORA) as the Seaside II Surplus (Surplus II) Area. As shown in Figure 4.8-1 of 
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Surplus II Area includes the area east of 
Malmedy Road, west of 7th Avenue, south of Colonel Durham Street, and north of Gigling Road. The 
Plan Area is developed primarily with abandoned U.S. Army buildings, including 18 barracks 
buildings (including ten rolling-pin buildings and eight hammerhead buildings, totaling 
approximately 702,200 sf), five administration buildings (totaling approximately 33,300 sf), two 
armories (approximately 12,200 sf each), one cafeteria (approximately 11,400 sf), and one 
gymnasium (approximately 21,000 sf) with an adjacent small metal structure. Non-Army buildings 
on-site include one operational joint-use fire station (City of Seaside, CSUMB, and U.S. Army 
Garrison Presidio of Monterey), one former fast food restaurant, two office buildings 
(approximately 5,000 sf each), one police station, one former church (approximately 20,000 sf), one 
intake center (approximately 5,000 sf), the Monterey College of Law, Monterey County Bar 
Association, and the Monterey Peninsula College Public Safety Training Center. Figure 2-1 shows the 
locations and types of existing buildings in the Plan Area that were used as U.S. Army buildings as 
described above. 

In 2015 FORA approved contracts for the removal of buildings in the Surplus II. In December 2018 
the Army began demolition of these buildings and remediation of the Surplus II Area pursuant to the 
FORA Capital Improvements Program. During preparation of this EIR, FORA has removed most 
buildings in the Plan Area that had been identified for demolition (including ten rolling-pin buildings 
between Malmedy Road and 6th Avenue, two mess halls, and four armory buildings); the eight 
hammerhead buildings have not been demolished (FORA 2019b). Additional details on the building 
removal process for the Plan Area are available at: https://www.fora.org/SurplusII.html. 

Vegetated areas east of Malmedy Road occur between existing buildings and roads, which include 
non-native species. Habitats in the Plan Area are heavily disturbed by the spread of ice plant and by 
previous land use. Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, for additional information about 
habitats within the Plan Area. The Plan Area also contains streets, driveways, parking lots and 
utilities that were part of the former Fort Ord Military base. FORA created its Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) to comply with and monitor its obligations from the 1997 Fort Ord Base 
Reuse Plan (BRP). The CIP is a policy approval mechanism for ongoing BRP requirements as well as 
other capital improvements established by FORA Board policy. The CIP improvements include FORA 
removal of buildings in the Surplus II Area. The U.S. Army transferred the Surplus II Area to the City 
of Seaside in 2005 (FORA 2018). 

https://www.fora.org/SurplusII.html
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Figure 2-1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2-2 Campus Town Specific Plan Area 
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Figure 2-3 Existing Buildings 
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The portion of the Plan Area located directly west of the Surplus II Area, bounded by Malmedy Road 
on the east, General Jim Moore Boulevard on the west, Lightfighter Drive on the north, and Gigling 
Road to the south includes developed parcels. This area includes the Presidio of Monterey Ord 
Military Community Fire Station, which fronts General Jim Moore Boulevard and includes three 
single-story structures to house trucks and equipment. A vacated restaurant building is located at 
the northeast corner of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Gigling Road. A large paved parking lot is 
located along the eastern end of Malmedy Road. Non-native ice plant is the dominant vegetation in 
the undeveloped portions of this area, in addition to fragmented and disturbed patches of Coast live 
oak woodland.  

Approximately one-third of the Plan Area is located west of General Jim Moore Boulevard and east 
of 1st Avenue, south of Lightfighter Drive. This portion of the Plan Area includes the former visitor 
intake center for former Fort Ord, while other portions of this sub-area are undeveloped. 
Approximately nine acres of Coast Live oak woodland occur in this area along with shrub 
communities and large patches of invasive ice plant.  

The ground elevation in the Plan Area ranges from about 160 feet at the west end to 340 feet at the 
east end. Elevation change between Gigling Road on the south and Colonel Durham Street on the 
north descends about 30 to 40 feet in the northerly direction. The change in elevation is relatively 
gentle. The steepest gradient occurs near General Jim Moore Boulevard, which bisects the site in an 
approximate north-south direction with about 40 feet of grade change in about 350 feet from east 
to west (Berlogar Stevens and Associates 2018). 

Regional access to the Plan Area is provided from SR 1, and local access is provided from Lightfighter 
Drive, 1st Avenue, Gigling Road, General Jim Moore Boulevard, Colonel Durham Street, Malmedy 
Road, Parker Flats Road, 6th Avenue, and 7th Avenue. Table 2-1 below summarizes the existing 
characteristics of the Plan Area. 
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Table 2-1 Plan Area Characteristics 
Specific Plan Area 122.23 acres 

General Plan Land Use Designations Existing 2004 General Plan: Mixed Use (MX) 
Draft Seaside 2040: Future Specific Plan, Public/Institutional  

Zoning Designations CMX – Commercial Mixed Use, PI – Public Institutional, and M– Military 

Current Use and Development Vacant Surplus II remnant buildings from the closure of Fort Ord Military Base: 
Monterey College of Law, Monterey County Bar Association, Monterey 
Peninsula College Public Safety Training Center, Presidio of Monterey 
Community Fire Station.  
West of Surplus II: the Monterey College of Law, Monterey County Bar 
Association, Monterey Peninsula College Public Safety Training Center. 

Surrounding Land Use1 
Zoning Districts 

North: Public Institutional and Mixed-Use High/PI – Public, Institutional, and M 
– Military, and CRG–Regional Commercial 
South: Military, Public Institutional, Employment/M– Military, PI – Public 
Institutional, and RH – High Density Residential 
East: Unincorporated Monterey County 
West: Employment/OSR – Open Space - Recreation 

Regional Access State Route 1  

Local Access Lightfighter Drive, 1st Avenue, Gigling Road, General Jim Moore Boulevard, 
Colonel Durham Street, Malmedy Road, Parker Flats Road, 6th Avenue, and 7th 
Avenue 

Public Services Water: Marina Coast Water District 
Sewer: Marina Coast Water District/Monterey One Water 
Fire: Seaside Fire Department 
Police: Seaside Police Department 

Source: City of Seaside 2019a 

2.2.3 History of the Plan Area & Overview of Planning 
Documents 

1997 Fort Ord Reuse Authority Base Reuse Plan  
The Plan Area is located within the former Fort Ord Army Base, which was closed in 1994 pursuant 
to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) action. The final decision to close the base occurred 
several years earlier, in September 1991. FORA is the regional agency that was created in 1994 to 
oversee the conversion of the Fort Ord Base to civilian use. Its authority covers adopting the base 
reuse plan, reviewing jurisdictional programs for consistency, financing mitigations/infrastructure, 
and property transfer. FORA’s obligations include building removal, munitions clean-up, roadway 
construction, fire equipment purchase, habitat restoration, and storm drain system upgrades. 
Adopted in June 1997 by FORA, the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) serves as the primary planning 
framework that guides future use and development of the more than forty-five square miles 
formerly occupied by Fort Ord. It identifies land uses, goals, and policies to transform the former 
U.S. Army base into an integrated community.  

All Fort Ord property that has been transferred from the federal government must be used in a 
manner consistent with the BRP, except for property transferred to the California State University or 
the University of California. The BRP primarily designates the Plan Area, referred to in the BRP as 
“University Village,” as a Planned Development Mixed Use District with Neighborhood Retail. It 
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provides that the Plan Area should provide “for market-responsive housing in the University Village 
District between the CSUMB campus and Gigling Road” and “encourage a vibrant village with 
significant retail, personal and business services mixed with housing.” Its specific prescriptions 
include: 

1. Promote a pattern of development that subdivides the large land resource into blocks to allow 
for convenience and publicly accessible circulation in a manner that creates an Urban Village 
Character with a mix of uses and a lively streetscape. 

2. Create a central focus for the Village where retail and service uses are concentrated in a fine 
grain typical of historic “main-streets.” 

3. Provide well-designed, pedestrian-oriented streetscapes that accommodate automobiles, 
bicycles, and truck deliveries. 

4. Prepare a master landscape plan for the district that integrates street trees, pedestrian-scaled 
lighting, graphics, and furnishings. 

5. Coordinate development within this district with the preparation of a specific plan or other 
planned development mechanism to achieve the potential integrated design that can be 
realized in this key mixed-use district. Work with various public benefit requests in this district 
to eliminate impediments to coordinated reuse. Coordinate development within this district 
with the preparation of a specific plan or other planned development mechanism to achieve the 
potential integrated design that can be realized in this key mixed-use district. Provide design 
guidelines to address architectural qualities, building massing and orientation, parking, fencing, 
lighting, and signage. 

6. Promote the use of the Park and Ride Facility, which is planned for development at the corner of 
Gigling Road and Eighth Avenue. 

The Campus Town Specific Plan implements the Fort Ord BRP, the 2004 Seaside General Plan, and 
Draft Seaside 2040.  

2004 Seaside General Plan 
The Seaside City Council adopted the 2004 Seaside General Plan by City Council Resolution 04-59 on 
August 5, 2004 and was certified consistent with the BRP on December 10, 2004 by Resolution 04-6 
The 2004 General Plan serves as the City’s current blueprint for growth and development. The 2004 
General Plan elements include: Land Use, Urban Design, Economic Development, Circulation, 
Conservation/Open Space, Safety, Noise, and Housing. The General Plan provides goals, policies, 
and action programs to help Seaside into a cohesive community and lays the groundwork for 
thoughtful decision-making and cooperation among all segments of City government and the 
community.  

The 2004 Seaside General Plan establishes a land use designation of Mixed Use (MX) for the entire 
Plan Area. MX is a special land use designation that promotes pedestrian and transit-oriented 
activity centers in the community with a mix of residential, commercial, office and civic uses, with 
more specific development standards identified in the Zoning Ordinance. This designation allows an 
intensity of 2.0:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and 25 dwelling units per acre, which is based on net 
acreage.  

The MX designation is intended to provide additional residential, employment, and services that are 
conveniently located adjacent to existing population centers. According to the 2004 General Plan, 
development in the MX designation provides certain benefits and opportunities: residents are 
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readily available to support local businesses; businesses and residential projects have opportunities 
to share parking, and traffic congestion may ease as more people choose to walk or bicycle to 
nearby destinations instead of using a car. Under this designation, residential and commercial uses 
may be developed on the same parcel (i.e., residential above commercial).  

Seaside Zoning Code 
The City’s existing Zoning Code identifies 16 zoning districts or zones within the City and 
development standards that apply to each district, including the CMX (Commercial Mixed Use), PI 
(Public Institutional), M (Military) zones that currently apply to the Plan Area. Specific development 
standards and incentives for developing mixed use projects in Seaside are described in greater detail 
in the Zoning Ordinance. For the Proposed Project, the City proposes a zone change to a Campus 
Town Specific Plan zoning district that will apply to the Plan Area. The Specific Plan would provide 
that all land use policies, development standards and design guidelines, and infrastructure 
improvements applicable to development within the Plan Area. Generally applicable zoning 
standards found in the City’s Zoning Code would apply to the Plan Area to the extent the provisions 
are not in conflict with the Specific Plan. 

Draft Seaside 2040 
The City’s draft 2040 General Plan (Draft Seaside 2040) is the proposed policy document to guide 
the City’s future development. Draft Seaside 2040 elements include: Land Use and Community 
Design; Economic Development; Housing; Mobility; Parks, Conservation, and Conservation; Healthy 
and Sustainable Community; Community Facilities and Infrastructure; Safety; Noise; and 
Implementation.  
Draft Seaside 2040 establishes a land use designation for the Plan Area of primarily Future Specific 
Plan (SP) with pockets of Public/Institutional (PI) for the Plan Area. The PI land use designation 
establishes the allowed land uses, including schools, cemetery, parks, public utilities, fire, polices, 
and other government uses, and an allowed intensity of 0.4 FAR.  

Draft Seaside 2040 identifies a series of major strategy and physical improvements that should 
occur over the next 20 years. Building a “campus town” adjacent to CSUMB is strategy six:  

“A long-term opportunity exists to capitalize on the adjacency of CSUMB by providing campus-
supporting uses, including jobs, retail, entertainment, and services for students. This new 
neighborhood can also provide students with diverse housing options, new community parks, 
and safe and convenient walking and biking paths with easy access to CSUMB. This area has the 
potential to expand on the number of diversity of jobs in Seaside by attracting R&D, industrial, 
and ‘makerspace’ uses close to the University.”  

CSUMB Master Plan 
The current enrollment at CSUMB is approximately 7,500 full time equivalent (FTE) students 
(CSUMB 2019). According to the Draft Comprehensive Master Plan (June 2017), in order to achieve 
the targeted enrollment of 12,700 FTE, the university will need to significantly expand its building 
inventory. The 2007 CSUMB Master Plan recommends land use and building strategies that will 
increase institutional capacity to accommodate 12,700 FTE and house 60 percent of students and 65 
percent of faculty and staff on campus. The housing included in the Proposed Project would help 
accommodate some of the immediate student housing needs anticipated in the 2007 CSUMB Draft 
Master Plan and beyond (CSUMB 2017). 
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2.3 Purpose and Proposed Project Objectives 
Under the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act, the Legislature’s stated intent for the reuse of the Fort Ord 
base includes (A) facilitating the transfer and reuse of the real and other property comprising the 
military reservation known as Fort Ord with all practical speed, (B) minimizing the disruption caused 
by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the people of Monterey Bay area, (C) providing 
for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that enhance the economy and quality of 
life of the Monterey Bay community, and (D) To maintain and protect the unique environmental 
resources of the area (Gov. Code § 67651). The BRP was adopted to implement these goals. 

The underlying purpose of the Proposed Project is to implement the policy direction in the BRP, in 
particular Program C-1.4 which states: “The City of Seaside shall prepare a specific plan to provide 
for market-responsive housing in the University Village District between the CSUMB campus and 
Gigling Road. This is designated a Planned Development Mixed Use District to encourage a vibrant 
village with significant retail, personal and business services mixed with housing.” The 2004 General 
Plan designates the entire Plan Area as Mixed-Use and was certified by FORA as being consistent the 
BRP (FORA 2005). To accomplish this purpose, the objectives of the Proposed Project are:  

 Objective 1: To develop a variety of building types and uses, including entertainment, retail, 
housing, visitor lodging, and employment space with sufficient resident population in proximity 
to proposed commercial uses to support a viable Mixed Use Urban Village. 

 Objective 2: Provide shopping, employment, and housing opportunities for households of 
various sizes and income levels, in close proximity to one another and the CSUMB campus, and 
to reduce vehicle miles traveled on a per capita basis. 

 Objective 3: Centrally focus commercial development, typical of historic main streets. 
 Objective 4: To create a vibrant multi-model transportation network, including improvements 

which encourage pedestrian and bicycle activity. 
 Objective 5: To expand the City of Seaside’s retail and employment opportunities, including the 

creation of employment space and live/work space capable of supporting startup businesses. 
 Objective 6: To create a project, including a land use mix and phasing, that is responsive to 

market demand and results in an economically viable development that can support the 
infrastructure investment needed to transform the Plan Area to civilian use. 

This Proposed Project and the associated objectives are also designed to address statewide planning 
efforts. The legislature has adopted findings that “the lack of housing, including emergency shelters, 
is a critical problem that threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in 
California… (3) Among the consequences of those actions are…. reduced mobility, urban sprawl, 
excessive commuting, and air quality deterioration” (Gov. Code Section 65589.5(a)). The Legislature 
also recently adopted findings that “California has a housing supply and affordability crisis of historic 
proportions. The consequences of failing to effectively and aggressively confront this crisis are 
hurting millions of Californians, robbing future generations of the chance to call California home, 
stifling economic opportunities for workers and businesses, worsening poverty and homelessness, 
and undermining the state’s environmental and climate objectives” (Gov. Code Section 
65589.5(a)(2)(A) [AB 3194 (2018)]). The State Legislature has also acknowledged that there is a 
“need to balance the need for level of service standards for traffic with the need to build infill 
housing and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance to mass transit facilities, 
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downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local governments to balance 
these sometimes competing interests” (Gov. Code Section 65088.4 [SB743 (2013)]). 

2.4 Project Overview 
The Proposed Project would involve the construction and operation of up to 1,485 housing units, 
250 hotel rooms, 75 youth hostel beds, 150,000 sf of retail, dining, and entertainment uses, and 
50,000 sf of office, flex, makerspace, and light industrial space, as well as park/recreational areas 
(including approximately nine acres of public open space and 3.3 acres of private open space), and 
supporting infrastructure, on approximately 122.23 acres, through the adoption of the Campus 
Town Specific Plan and associated entitlements described in Section 2.5. A copy of the current 
updated draft Specific Plan is included in Appendix B of this EIR, which provides additional details, 
including policy guidance and development standards and guidelines for development of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project also includes various off-site improvements, as described 
below in Section 2.4.6, Off-Site Improvements, Infrastructure, and Utilities. These improvements are 
analyzed within this EIR as part of the Proposed Project.  

2.4.1 Specific Plan Buildout Projections 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 explains that where the lead agency could describe the Proposed 
Project as either the adoption of a particular regulation or as a development proposal, the lead 
agency shall describe the Proposed Project as the development proposal for the purpose of the 
environmental analysis. To ensure a conservative approach in analyzing environmental effects under 
CEQA, the Proposed Project assumes maximum buildout projections of new housing units, new 
commercial development, and related uses. See Table 2-2. The actual rate and amount of 
development (up to the maximums) could differ; buildout is dependent on market conditions, birth 
rates, death rates, immigration rates, availability of resources, and regulatory processes from 
Federal, State and local regulations. Nevertheless, a conceptual layout for buildout of the Specific 
Plan is shown by conceptual horizontal construction3 phase in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-5 (see Specific 
Plan Section 4.5, Land Use Standards and Guidelines, for detailed discussion of uses). New 
development will be required to conform to the Private Realm Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 4 
of the Specific Plan.  

While a Vesting Tentative Map has been submitted for construction of less than maximum buildout 
projections, this EIR assumes full buildout of the Plan Area as outlined in Table 2-2. 

 

                                                      
3 Horizontal construction includes grading, installation of utilities, and construction of streets, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. Vertical 
construction involves the construction of buildings (from foundations to roofs). 
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Figure 2-4 Campus Town Specific Plan Conceptual Phase 1 
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Figure 2-5 Campus Town Specific Plan Conceptual Phase 2 
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Table 2-2 Maximum Buildout Projections for EIR  
Land Use Categories Maximum Allowed 

Housing Units1 1,485 

Single-Family Housing 885 

Multi-Family Housing 600 

Hotel Rooms 250 

Youth Hostel Beds 75 

Retail, Dining, and Entertainment 150,000 sf 

Office, Flex, Makerspace, and Light Industrial 50,000 sf 

sf = square feet 

Source: City of Seaside 2019a 
1. The breakdown of single-family and multi-family units is based on Section 4.4, Maximum Allowable Development, of the Specific Plan. 
The Proposed Project would provide affordable housing consistent with the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance (Seaside Municipal 
Code Sections 17.32 and 17.33). 

A Youth Hostel was approved by the City in 2013 with 120 beds within the Plan Area (Seaside 
Resolution Nos. 13-82 and 13-87) (City of Seaside 2013a, 2013b). The Youth Hostel included within 
the Proposed Project would replace the previously approved 120 bed hostel with a 75 bed hostel. 

2.4.2 Specific Plan Overview  
The proposed Specific Plan has four major components: (1) the long term vision and policy 
component (Chapters 1 and 2), (2) the public and private realm standards and guidelines (Chapter 3 
and 4), (3) infrastructure plans (Chapter 5), and (4) the implementation program (Chapter 6). The 
vision and policy component provides the goals and policies related to land use, urban design, 
vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and environmental sustainability. The regulatory component 
would enact development standards and guidelines, or a Form Based Code4 that would apply to all 
future development projects in the Plan Area. The infrastructure plan describes the required 
provisions for new and updated utility infrastructure. Together these three components are 
intended to serve as a zoning tool comprised of unique and customized standards that enable the 
City to shape the streets and public spaces, and property owners to develop their properties 
according to the vision and standards of the Specific Plan.  

The Specific Plan contains the following Chapters: 

 The Introduction (Chapter 1) describes the Plan Area plan goals, policies, summary of the 
authority of a Specific Plan according to California State Law, relationship to other plans, project 
location and boundaries, local physical conditions, and a summary of the public participation 
process that involved various forums for community input and participation.  

 The Form and Character chapter (Chapter 2) provides the long-term vision and desired 
outcomes for the Plan Area. The primary elements of the Form-Based Standards, including 
thoroughfare types, building types, and frontage types, are defined. The six designated Sub-

                                                      
4 “Form based codes may be one useful tool for achieving the placemaking and urban design visions of the community. Functioning as 
both zoning designations and design standards, form based codes focus on creating places by examining building types, standards, 
sidewalks, landscaping, and other relevant issues. The form based code approach is applicable to many types of communities and can be 
especially meaningful in suburban contexts seeking to instill a stronger sense of place in sprawl environments and in areas focusing on 
infill development.” (OPR 2017, pp. 18, 47; see also Gov. Code Section 65302.4.)  
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areas – two mixed-use village centers and four residential neighborhoods – are depicted and 
described.  

 The Public Realm Standards and Guidelines chapter (Chapter 3) presents development 
standards for the public realm, which is comprised of thoroughfares and open spaces. The 
standards and guidelines would ensure that the public realm serves the needs of the various 
functions required of an enjoyable, efficient, and resilient infrastructure network.  

 The Private Realm Standards and Guidelines chapter (Chapter 4) presents the maximum 
buildout development to be allowed under the Specific Plan, as well as the development 
standards and guidelines of the private realm, including the goals and policies of the Specific 
Plan and the FORA Urban Design Guidelines, to ensure that new development exhibits a high 
standard of urban design, architecture and landscaping. 

 The Infrastructure chapter (Chapter 5) provides provisions for new and upgraded utility 
infrastructure to meet the needs of the site residents and tenants. Improvements include water, 
sewer, storm drain, electrical, natural gas, and communications infrastructure as well as 
connections necessary to serve project buildings. 

 The Implementation chapter (Chapter 6) provides the framework for implementation of the 
Specific Plan. 

2.4.3 Specific Plan Sub-Areas 

The conceptual Sub-Area Plan divides the Plan Area into six sub-areas: two mixed-use village centers 
and four residential neighborhoods. Each sub-area has a list of permissible uses, as outlined in Table 
4.2 of the Specific Plan. Figure 2-6 shows the location of the six sub-areas and they are further 
summarized below.  

1. Sub-Area WE: West End. Located at the nexus of SR 1, CSUMB, and the western most portion of 
Campus Town at Lightfighter Drive, this sub-area functions as a gateway to Seaside and CSUMB. 
An emphasis on connectivity and permeable urban fabric that fosters walkability and healthy 
lifestyles is integral to the design of the Specific Plan and drives the various connections to and 
through the Plan Area. Two green spaces are proposed, one is a neighborhood green and the 
other area is set aside for the preservation of a tree grove containing native oak trees as a “tree 
save” area.5 A hotel is proposed at the intersection of 1st Avenue and Lightfighter Drive, and 
retail commercial uses are proposed south of Lightfighter Drive at 2nd Avenue.  

2. Sub-Area CC: Commercial Center. Located just east of General Jim Moore Boulevard between 
Lightfighter Drive and Gigling Road, the Commercial Center sub-area at Campus Town is defined 
by a typical main street with streetfacing retail and surface parking lots located at the interior of 
the blocks. Pedestrian scaled frontages on the large tenant buildings foster walkable and lively 
streetscapes while still accommodating the needs of large footprint retailers. The Commercial 
Center is located to take advantage of the regional connections in Seaside to CSUMB from SR 1 
and General Jim Moore Boulevard. 

3. Sub-Area CE: Central. Linking the village centers, Central Street is the spine of Campus Town 
that runs from General Jim Moore Boulevard in the west to 7th Street in the east. Although  

                                                      
5 “Tree save” refers to an existing tree grove West of General Jim Moore Boulevard that would be conserved to protect the natural 
landscape and natural ecosystem. Limited interventions, such as walking paths and minimal hardscape would ensure the park is publically 
accessible for recreation. Necessary stormwater management resources located within the park would be appropriately designed to 
maintain public access and recreation (Section 3.4.2.1.A of the Specific Plan). 
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Figure 2-6 Specific Plan Conceptual Sub-Area Plan 
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continuous, Central Street is not a straight alignment through the site, but rather, an episodic 
route punctuated by parks, plazas, and terminated vistas that orient, define, and enliven the 
Campus Town. Given the street’s length and location, it serves the greatest variety of building 
types and uses in all of Campus Town to ensure a rich and vibrant urban experience. 

4. Sub-Area CA: Campus Adjacent. Located at the intersection of Lightfighter Drive and Colonel 
Durham Street, the Campus Adjacent sub-area is a small residential block that abuts the CSUMB 
campus. Given its unique boundaries, this subarea is envisioned as a residential liner with an 
internal alley so that both the street and campus frontages are appropriately defined. A 
common walkway is proposed to line the natural reserve at CSUMB and the adjoining homes to 
link the university with the amenities at the Commercial Center (CSUMB 2017). Existing and 
proposed bike routes are proposed to be accommodated through the site to provide choices 
and opportunities for multi-modal transportation. Two FORTAG trail spurs provide access to the 
Plan Area at this sub-area, linking the greater Monterey Bay region to Campus Town. 

5. Sub-Area UV: University Village. The University Village Sub-area is envisioned as primarily 
serving the CSUMB community. By focusing development on student, faculty, and staff 
amenities the increasingly important 6th Street spine on campus is extended off campus to 
engage and interact with the community at large. The development has the potential for 
student and faculty housing; office; and entertainment venues. The Central Plaza facilitates the 
engagement between the transitory student body and the local permanent residents to foster a 
spirit of neighborly cohesion and community pride. A youth hostel is proposed for this subarea.  

6. Sub-Area EE: East End. The East End sub-area is primarily defined by Central Street’s diagonal 
termination at a proposed sports field. The ending of this primary axis, Central Street, with a 
large park denotes the boundary of the Campus Town by serving as a green transition from the 
compact built environment to the open natural expanse beyond. The variety of building types in 
the East End and its proximity to University Village will provide a diversity of users that will 
animate the park and streetscape. 

2.4.4 Specific Plan Land Use Concept 
The policies in Chapter 1, Introduction, provide guidance on the intended design and land use mix in 
the Plan Area. Development standards and guidelines for the Plan Area are included in Chapter 3, 
Public Realm Standards and Guidelines, and Chapter 4, Private Realm Standards and Guidelines, as 
summarized below.  

In lieu of traditional zoning standards, the proposed Specific Plan utilizes a Form-Based Code, which 
provides a land development regulation that fosters predictable built results and a high-quality 
public realm by using a physical form (rather than separation of uses) as the organizing principle for 
the code. The Form-Based Code is intended to address street design, Building Types, Frontage 
Types, architectural qualities, building massing and orientation, parking, fencing, lighting, and 
signage, among other components. 

The primary elements that will define the Plan Area and of each sub-area area are: Thoroughfare 
Types and Standards (Specific Plan Section 3.3), Building Types (Specific Plan Section 4.6.2), 
Frontage Types (Specific Plan Section 4.6.3), and Open Space Network and Type Standards (Specific 
Plan Section 3.4). The Specific Plan also includes standards and guidelines for landscaping (Specific 
Plan Section 3.5), streetscaping (Specific Plan Section 3.6), Architectural Standards and Guidelines 
(Specific Plan Section 4.7), and signs (Specific Plan Section 4.8).  
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Using the Form-Based Standards, developers would be able to realize different urban contexts with 
the functions and intensities appropriate to their locations within their sub-area. Allowable uses are 
identified for each Sub-area. Refer to Table 4.2, Allowable Uses, in the Specific Plan. For additional 
details please see the text of the draft Specific Plan included in Appendix B. 

2.4.5 Infrastructure & Utilities 
Buildout of the Plan Area requires provision of new and upgraded utility infrastructure to meet the 
needs of the site residents and tenants. Improvements include water, sewer, storm drain, electrical, 
natural gas and communications infrastructure as well associated connections necessary to serve 
project buildings. New public utility lines constructed on-site would be placed underground in public 
street rights-of-way or within easements. The construction and operation of this infrastructure has 
been analyzed in this EIR as part of the Proposed Project. Applicable energy standards are provided 
in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, of Section 4.5, Energy.  

2.4.5.1 Water System 

Potable Water  
The proposed water system would consist of both potable and recycled water. The potable water 
system includes three pressure zones and will be sized to meet both potable water and firefighting 
demand requirements. Existing facilities within the Plan Area that are to remain would be 
connected to the new system.  

The existing water mains within Lightfighter Drive, General Jim Moore Boulevard, Gigling Road, 6th 
Avenue, and 7th Avenue would remain. All other existing water lines within the Plan Area would be 
removed and replaced with new potable water mains that would be installed in all public and 
private roads within the Plan Area. The remaining existing water mains and new mains would be 
tied together to create a gridded, redundant potable water system within each pressure zone. 

Recycled Water  
Excavation would occur within the Plan Area for the installation of recycled water lines, also 
described as purple pipelines. Recycled water would be used to irrigate public street landscape 
medians, public park sites, commercial/flex site landscaping, and front-yard residential landscaping. 
Figure 2-7 shows the conceptual recycled water system plan. 

2.4.5.2 Storm Water System 

Drainage System 
Proposed drainage basins are located at the low points within the Plan Area: at 1st Avenue; in a 
portion of the “tree save” area; and at the General Jim Moore Boulevard/Lightfighter Drive 
intersection.6 The proposed storm drain pipe network would collect runoff from all internal 
residential streets and convey stormwater to these basin areas, which would be designed to provide 
retention up to the 100-year storm event.  

                                                      
6 There are two proposed basins at the General Jim Moor Boulevard and Lightfighter Drive intersection; one is within the Plan Area at the 
southeast corner of this intersection and one is outside the Plan Area and within the CSUMB campus boundaries at the northeast corner 
of this intersection. 
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Figure 2-7 Conceptual Recycled Water System Plan 
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These basins have been sized using the Routing Method outlined in the Central Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board Resolution with additional criteria from the FORA Stormwater Master 
Plan (KB Bakewell Seaside Venture II 2018). A Storm Drain Master Plan showing the proposed storm 
drainage system can be found in the Vesting Tentative Map (Appendix C). The conceptual storm 
water system is shown in Figure 2-8. 

All storm drain mains in privately-owned alleys and auto courts would be private and maintained by 
a homeowners’ association. All storm drain mains in public streets would be owned and maintained 
by the City of Seaside. 

Low Impact Development 
The Proposed Project would employ Low Impact Development (LID) techniques and stormwater 
control measures for residential and commercial uses that manage rainfall at the source. This 
includes compliance with applicable MS4 permit requirements,7 the Seaside 2004 General Plan, and 
applicable Municipal Code regulations, such as Urban Storm Water Control Management and 
Discharge Control. Examples of LID techniques could include: on-lot treatment/retention; pervious 
pavement; minimizing impervious footprints such as narrowed alley and road widths; providing 
vegetated drainage swales/open spaces to pre-treat site run-off; preserving natural on-site areas; 
and disconnecting impervious surfaces. Additional details regarding these requirements are 
discussed Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. Sandy dune soils with moderate to high 
percolation rates underlay most of the Plan Area and provide an opportunity to infiltrate on a lot by 
lot basis. According to the Preliminary Post-Construction Stormwater Control Plan (KB Bakewell 
Seaside Venture II 2018), this on-lot retention approach would result in approximately 837 (i.e., 243 
west and 594 east) distributed drainage management areas spread across 85 acres of the Plan Area 
(Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar Engineering Planners Surveyors [RJA] 2019).  

Runoff generated from streets and public hardscape areas would be tributary to the on-site storm 
drain system. Catch basins that collect runoff would be installed to promote infiltration and reduce 
sediment load to downstream stormwater management facilities. Nearly all public hardscape is 
comprised of detached sidewalks that drain to landscape areas. Many of these landscape areas 
would provide some level of retention as a result of high percolation rates and sandy soils with a 
high degree of surface roughness. Open space, landscaping, and residential lots with proposed on-
lot retention systems accounts for approximately 61 percent of the 85-acre area studied by RJA 
(2018); the remaining 39 percent of is anticipated to contribute runoff to the storm drain system. 

2.4.5.3 Sanitary Sewer System 
Development within the Plan Area would connect to an existing trunk line in 1st Avenue north of 
Lightfighter Drive. Effluent would be conveyed in a gravity-fed system with no pump stations. 
Sanitary sewer mains would be sized to accommodate proposed development and placed in 
street/alley rights-of-way, replacing the old pipe network.  

Gravity-fed mains that once connected to CSUMB’s sanitary system in 6th Avenue and 7th Avenue 
would be disconnected from this system, and would be joined to the new pipe network that feeds 
to 1st Avenue. Existing facilities within the Plan Area that are to remain (i.e., the Monterey College of  

 
                                                      
7 MS4 Permits provide Regional Stormwater Management Programs for construction and operation of facilities in the City of Seaside, 
including incorporation of Best Management Practices.  
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Figure 2-8 Conceptual Stormwater System  
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Law) would be connected to the new system. Existing sewer mains along the Plan Area’s General 
Jim Moore Boulevard frontage would remain and be tied to the new system. 

The Proposed Project’s sewer network would also include the connections of the existing mains 
from outside the Plan Area that serve the U.S. Army Main Exchange and the Defense Department 
complex. See Figure 5.3, Sanitary Sewer System Plan, in the proposed Specific Plan (Appendix B).  

2.4.5.4 Multimodal Transportation 
Sections 2.1.6 and 2.1.7 of the Specific Plan provide conceptual intersection spacing and bike and 
trails diagrams. Section 3.3 of the Specific Plan includes detailed design standards and guidelines for 
Plan Area transportation facilities and also provides a conceptual diagram of thoroughfares. The 
Thoroughfare Types Plan, Figure 3.1 in the Specific Plan, provides a key to the individual 
Thoroughfare Types for adjacent and internal streets, including Lightfighter Drive, General Jim 
Moore Boulevard, Colonel Durham Street, Malmedy Road, Arnhem Road, Parker Flats Cut Off Road, 
6th Avenue, 7th Avenue, and other future internal streets. For each thoroughfare identified, Section 
3.3 of the Specific Plan identifies standards and guidelines, as applicable, for sidewalk paving, 
landscaping, streetlights, street furniture, front setbacks, outdoor dining, and on-street parking.  

2.4.6 Off-Site Improvements, Infrastructure, and Utilities 
Buildout of the Specific Plan Area would require new and upgraded off-site improvements to meet 
the needs of Plan Area residents and tenants. Improvements include transportation facilities, 
recycled water mains, and electricity and gas infrastructure. The Plan Area currently includes a fire 
station located on the east side General Jim Moore Boulevard between Lightfighter Drive and 
Gigling Road. While this fire station is included as a permissible use in the Specific Plan, it would 
likely be removed during Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, with a new fire station being constructed 
at another location. The joint peninsula fire services are currently analyzing the best location for a 
new fire station. While no specific site or development plan has been selected for this fire station, 
for the purposes of this environmental analysis it has been assumed that a new 15,000 square foot 
fire station would be constructed and operational before the closure of the existing fire station and 
located on an approximately two-acre site in proximity to the Plan Area.  

The construction and operation of all these off-site improvements, infrastructure, and utilities have 
been analyzed in this EIR as part of the Proposed Project.  

2.4.6.1 Multimodal Transportation - Public Roads, Bicycle Lanes, and 
Pedestrian Facilities 

Off-site road improvements would include street redesigns and the incorporation of roundabouts. 
Two roundabouts are planned along General Jim Moore Boulevard at Lightfighter Drive and Gigling 
Road to slow vehicles as they approach Campus Town and the CSUMB campus. The majority of the 
new streets would be designed for slow-moving traffic with one travel land in each direction. Bicycle 
lanes would be provided on key streets including Lightfighter Drive, Malmedy Road, 6th Avenue, 
Gigling Road, and General Jim Moore Boulevard, to connect existing and planned bicycle routes in 
the surrounding area. Bicycles and vehicles would share the roadway along all other internal streets 
in the Plan Area.  
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2.4.6.2 Recycled Water 
Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) recently installed a recycled water main in General Jim Moore 
Boulevard. The Proposed Project would include excavation for the installation a recycled water main 
that would branch east and west from the main line in General Jim Moore Boulevard from 1st 
Avenue to 7th Avenue. 

2.4.6.3 Electricity and Natural Gas 
The Proposed Project would include new undergrounded electricity and natural gas pipelines. 
Electricity and natural gas to the Plan Area would be provided by the Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company.  

2.4.7 Project Construction Assumptions and Phasing 
Construction of the Proposed Project would occur in phases, currently anticipated to occur over 
approximately 13 years from April 2021 through 2034. Currently, it is anticipated that demolition, 
grading, and backbone infrastructure construction would occur in two phases, while construction of 
buildings and other site improvements would occur in multiple sub-phases. Demolition of most of 
the buildings in the portion of the Plan Area commonly referred to as the Surplus II property was 
initiated in December 2018 and is being managed by FORA under a separate permit. The following 
buildings would be demolished as part of the Proposed Project: visitor intake center, vacated 
restaurant building at the northeast corner of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Gigling Road, and 
Christian Memorial Community Tabernacle. The Presidio of Monterey Fire Station would be 
demolished as part of the Proposed Project.  

The Specific Plan is divided into two primary phases of horizontal construction, as delineated by 
Malmedy Road. Phase 1 west of Malmedy Road consists of the western portion of the Plan Ara and 
Phase 2 east of Malmedy Road consists of the eastern portion of the Plan Area. For those parcels 
which are not part of the Vesting Tentative Map (which includes parcels in both Phase 1 and Phase 
2); construction assumptions are estimated in the table below under Phase 2. Within these 
horizontal phases, vertical development may occur in sub-phases. The approximate sequencing and 
duration of construction activities are shown in Table 2-3. Table 2-4 describes the square footage of 
each sub-area to be developed during each phase, as well as proposed soil excavation and fill 
quantities for each phase. With the exception of retaining walls, it is assumed that permanent cut 
and fill slopes in the Plan Area would be constructed with slopes of 3:1 or flatter. In connection with 
the subdivision of the Specific Plan Area, the Specific Plan requires that phasing plans provide all 
infrastructure necessary to support each phase in substantial conformance with the Specific Plan. 
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Table 2-3 Conceptual Construction Program Schedule 

Construction Activity 
Start 
(Month/Year) 

Finish 
(Month/Year) 

Duration 
(work months or years) 

Phase 1    

Demolition1/Grading April 2021 November 2021 8 months 

Drainage/Utilities December 2021 July 2022 8 months 

Paving August 2022 September 2022 1 month 

Building Construction/Architectural Coatings October 2022 October 2025 2-4 years 

Phase 2    

Demolition/Grading  October 20226 April 2023 18 months 

Drainage/Utilities May 2023 May 2026 18-36 months 

Paving June 2026 June 2026 3-6 months 

Building Construction/Architectural Coatings June 2026 2034 8 years 
1 Demolition of the Surplus II property was initiated on December 2018 and is being managed by FORA under a separate permit. 

Note: This table includes an estimated construction schedule for each construction phase and are subject to change. 

Table 2-4 Conceptual Construction Program Details by Phase 
Phase 1  

West End Sub-Area  1,058,500 sf +/- 

Commercial Center Sub-Area  540,100 sf +/- 

Central Sub-Area (partial) 364,400 sf +/- 

Phase 1 Subtotal  1,963,300 sf +/- 

Excavated (cut) soil1 185,000 cy +/- 

Soil that will be used as fill1 130,000 cy +/- 

Soil imported from off-site sources  0 cy 

Soil exported1 55,000 cy +/- 

Phase 2 (including parcels outside of the Vesting Tentative Map) 

Central Sub-Area (partial) 1,893,900 sf +/- 

Campus Adjacent Sub-Area 249,700 sf +/- 

University Village East End Sub-Area  425,200 sf +/- 

East End Sub-Area 792,600 sf +/- 

Phase 2 Subtotal 3,361,400 sf +/- 

Excavated (cut) soil1 151,000 cy +/- 

Soil that will be used as fill1 193,000 cy +/- 

Soil imported from off-site sources1,2 42,000 cy +/- 

Soil exported1 0 cy 
1 As related to grading quantities, Lightfighter Drive/Malmedy Road was assumed to be the dividing line between Phases 1 and 2. 
2 Assumes that the 7,000 yards of fill needed in Phase 2 would be exported from Phase 1 and stockpiled in an appropriate location. 

sf = square feet 

cy = cubic yards 
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2.5 Required Approvals 
The Proposed Project may require the following approvals from the City of Seaside: 

 Campus Town Specific Plan 
 Zoning Map and Text Amendments 
 Use Permit pursuant to Specific Plan Section 4.5 
 Project Entitlements pursuant to Specific Plan Section 6.2 
 Vesting Tentative Map(s) and Final Map(s) 
 Development Agreement  
 Affordable Housing Plan 
 Improvement Plans 
 Building Permit 
 Grading Permit 
 Tree Removal Permit 
 Encroachment Permits 

Other approvals from other agencies may include: 

 Disposition and Development Agreement 
 FORA Consistency Determination 
 Infrastructure Agreement with MCWD 
 MCWD Water Supply Verification Report 
 MCWD Annexation 

2.5.1 Vesting Tentative Map 
Concurrent with Specific Plan preparation, a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) has been prepared within 
the Plan Area. The VTM is included in Appendix C. The VTM was submitted in August 2018 by the 
applicant KB Bakewell Seaside Venture II to develop approximately 104.03 acres of the 
approximately 122.23-acre Plan Area. 

The VTM includes two horizontal construction phases (e.g. grading, streets, curbs, storm water 
infrastructure, utilities); Phase 1 involves grading and horizontal infrastructure development of 
approximately 45.06 acres and Phase 2 involves grading and horizontal infrastructure development 
of the remainder of the approximately 77.17 acres. The remaining 18.2 acres of parcels within the 
Plan Area are not within the VTM (see Table 2-5) but have been conservatively assumed to be 
developed in Phase 2 for the purposes of the analysis in this EIR. These remaining parcels are not 
currently owned by the Development Applicant, KB Bakewell Seaside Venture II. Within each 
grading and horizontal infrastructure phase, multiple vertical construction sub-phases would occur. 
Table 2-5 below summarizes the parcels included within the VTM, and Table 2-6 summarizes the 
VTM characteristics.  
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Table 2-5 Assessor Parcel Number (APN) Summary  

Proposed Specific Plan 
(APN) 

Campus Town 
Specific Plan 

(acres) 

Phase 1 
Proposed Project 

(acres)1 

Phase 2 
Proposed Project 

(acres)1 

Phase 2 
Campus Town Parcels 
Not Part of the VTM 

(acres)2 

031-151-013 (portion)3 0.54  0.54 – – 

031-151-018 4.17 – – 4.17 

031-151-0244 1.60 – – 1.60 

031-151-0295 16.23 6.44 9.79 – 

031-151-031 3.81 – 3.81 – 

031-151-032 1.23 1.23 – – 

031-151-036 (portion) 4 1.64 – – 1.64 

031-151-0374 1.16 – – 1.16 

031-151-038 0.83 – – 0.83 

031-151-039 7.35 – 7.35 – 

031-151-0405 37.56 0.22 37.34 – 

031-151-0416 3.20 – – 3.20 

031-151-0426 3.51 – – 3.51 

031-151-0434 0.41 – – 0.41 

031-151-0444 1.68 – – 1.68 

031-151-054 22.52 22.52 – – 

031-151-0557 11.28 11.28 – – 

031-151-056 2.83 2.83 – – 

031-261-003 0.34 – 0.34 – 

031-261-004 0.34 – 0.34 – 

Total 122.23 45.06 58.97 18.2 

1 These parcels are included in the KB-Bakewell VTM.  

2 These parcels are located within the Plan Area, but are not included in the Purchase Agreement with KB-Bakewell. 

3A 0.54-acre portion of this parcel is included in the KB-Bakewell VTM, while the remainder of the parcel is not. The 0.54-acre 
portion of this parcel is within the existing right-of-way and will be abandoned and obtained by KB Bakewell.  
4 These parcels are owned by third parties (not the project applicant). Parcel -024 is owned by MST, parcel -036 is outside City 
boundaries, parcel -037 is owned by FORA, and parcels -043 and -044 are owned by the U.S. Government. 
5 This parcel straddles the proposed phase line. The appropriate acreage is attributed to each phase. 
6 These parcels (containing, Monterey College of Law and Monterey County Bar Association) are not included in the KB Bakewell 
VTM and are not proposed for modification. 
7 A vacated restaurant building is located at the northeast corner of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Gigling Road. This building 
would be demolished by KB-Bakewell. Also, the demolition of the Presidio of Monterey Fire Station has been assumed to be part of 
the Proposed Project. 

--- = not applicable 
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3 Environmental Setting 

This section provides a general overview of the typical environmental setting (or “baseline”) for the 
Proposed Project. For a typical EIR, the “Environmental Setting” is controlled by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125 which states in part:  

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by 
which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the 
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the 
significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement 
is to give the public and decision makers the most accurate and understandable picture 
practically possible of the project's likely near-term and long-term impacts. (1) Generally, the 
lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. Where 
existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary to provide the most 
accurate picture practically possible of the project's impacts, a lead agency may define existing 
conditions by referencing historic conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes 
operational, or both, that are supported with substantial evidence. In addition, a lead agency 
may also use baselines consisting of both existing conditions and projected future conditions 
that are supported by reliable projections based on substantial evidence in the record. 

The State CEQA Guidelines and case law recognize that the date for establishing an environmental 
baseline cannot be rigid (see State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15146, 15151, and 15204). The Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) was published in February 2018. In some instances, information is presented 
in the environmental setting that differs from the precise time of the NOP. Environmental 
conditions may vary from year to year, and in some cases, it is necessary to consider conditions over 
a range of periods. The baseline conditions relevant to the resource areas being analyzed are 
described within each specific resource area in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. While this 
EIR provides information consistent with the typical CEQA baseline, this EIR also provides 
information consistent with special baseline procedures associated with base reuse plans outlined in 
Section 3.3 below. More detailed descriptions of the traditional environmental setting for each 
environmental issue area can be found in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

3.1 Regional Setting  
The Specific Plan Area (Plan Area) is located in Seaside, California. Seaside is a city of approximately 
7.94 square miles of land in northern Monterey County in the Monterey Bay Area, situated adjacent 
to the Pacific Ocean. Urban land uses predominate the City, while open space and former military 
lands also exist in the north and east of the City.  

The elevation in the City of Seaside ranges from approximately mean sea level at the southwest 
corner of the City to approximately 560 feet in the hills to the east in the former Fort Ord area. The 
topography in Seaside generally slopes west toward the Pacific Ocean at the Monterey Bay. Before 
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construction of State Route 1 (SR 1), Roberts Lake and Laguna Grande were a tidal estuary complex, 
but development and fill for the highway cut off ocean influence (City of Seaside 2019). Both of 
these waterbodies now function as small lakes. Vantage points from the surrounding hillsides to the 
east provide views of the City, these lakes, and the Monterey Bay.  

The Mediterranean climate of the region and coastal influence produce moderate temperatures 
year-round. Marine breezes cause winds from the northwest and west, which are strongest and 
most persistent in the spring and summer months. Most rainfall in the City occurs between 
November and March, with an average annual rainfall of approximately 20 inches.  

3.2 Plan Area Setting 
As shown in Figure 2-2 in Section 2, Project Description, the Plan Area is near the northern edge of 
Seaside, south of the City of Marina. The Plan Area is 900 feet east of SR 1 and approximately one 
mile east of Monterey Bay. Fort Ord National Monument, consisting of more than 86 miles of trails 
and pockets of grassland, maritime chaparral, oak woodland, vernal pool and wet meadow habitats 
[Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 2019], is approximately 1.5 miles east. The Plan Area is located 
in an area that was formerly part of the Fort Ord Army Base, which was closed in 1994 pursuant to 
the Base Realignment and Closures (BRAC) action (Fort Ord Reuse Authority [FORA] 1997a).  

The Plan Area is bounded to the west by 1st Avenue; to the north by Lightfighter Avenue, Colonel 
Durham Street, former Fort Ord Land, and various buildings including a church and the Army 
National Guard Recruiting Center; to the east by 7th Avenue; and to the south by Gigling Road and 
various U.S. Army facilities. Elevations range from about 160 feet at the west end to 340 feet at the 
east end of the Plan Area. The steepest gradient occurs in the vicinity of General Jim Moore 
Boulevard, which bisects the site in an approximate north-south direction with about 40 feet of 
grade change in about 350 feet from east to west (Berlogar Stevens and Associates 2018). 

The Plan Area is mostly developed with U.S. Army buildings that are mostly vacant and severely 
dilapidated. When the base was operational, the Plan Area was developed with 28 Army buildings. 
This included: 18 barracks buildings (totaling approximately 702,200 sf), five administration 
buildings (totaling approximately 33,300 sf), two armories (approximately 12,200 sf each), one 
cafeteria (approximately 11,400 sf), and one gymnasium (approximately 21,000 sf) with an adjacent 
small metal structure. Non-Army buildings on-site include one fire station, one former fast food 
restaurant, two office buildings (approximately 5,000 sf each), one police station, one church 
(approximately 20,000 sf), and one intake center (approximately 5,000 sf). Vegetated areas occur 
between the site’s buildings and roads, which include non-native species. Habitats in the Plan Area 
are heavily disturbed by the spread of Ice Plant and by previous land use. Refer to Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, for additional information about habitats within the Plan Area. 

3.3 Base Reuse Plan Statutory Baseline 
The FORA was created by the legislature through the adoption of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act 
(Gov Code Sections 67650-67652). The legislative intent is provided under Section 67651 which 
explains in part that the goals of this act include (a) to facilitate the transfer and reuse of the real 
and other property comprising the military reservation known as Fort Ord with all practical speed, 
(b) to minimize the disruption caused by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the people 
of Monterey Bay area, (c) to provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that 
enhance the economy and quality of life of the Monterey Bay community, and (d) to maintain and 
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protect the unique environmental resources of the area. Pursuant to that authority, in 1997 FORA 
prepared and certified an Environmental Impact Report and adopted the Base Reuse Plan (BRP), 
consistent with Gov. Code Section 67675 (FORA 1997b). The BRP and certified EIR are available on 
FORA’s website at: https://www.fora.org/BRP.html.  

CEQA states that all public and private activities taken pursuant to or in furtherance of a reuse plan 
for which an EIR was prepared and certified pursuant to Section 21083.8.1 shall be deemed to be a 
single project (Pub. Res. Code Section 21083.8.1(b)(2); CEQA Guidelines Sections15125(b) and 
15229(c)). The Proposed Project analyzed in this EIR is taken pursuant to and in furtherance of the 
BRP.  

The underlying purpose of the Proposed Project is to prepare a Specific Plan consistent with the 
policy direction in the BRP, in particular Program C-1.4 which states: “The City of Seaside shall 
prepare a specific plan to provide for market-responsive housing in the University Village District 
between the CSUMB campus and Gigling Road. This is designated a Planned Development Mixed 
Use District to encourage a vibrant village with significant retail, personal and business services 
mixed with housing.” Similarly, the BRP is implemented by the City of Seaside’s 2004 General Plan, 
which has been certified by FORA as consistent with the BRP (Gov. Code Section 67675.5(b), FORA 
1997c, FORA 2005).The Proposed Project implements the City’s certified General Plan which 
designates the entire Plan Area as “Mixed Use” (City of Seaside 2004, Figure LU-2). 

Specialized procedures for Reuse Plan CEQA baselines are provided under Pub. Res. Code Sections 
21083.8.1(b)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15229, which were intended to help expedite CEQA 
review and to fulfill the goals of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act. These provisions state in part: 

the determination of whether the reuse plan may have a significant effect on the environment 
may, at the discretion of the lead agency, be based upon the physical conditions which were 
present at the time that the federal decision for the closure or realignment of the base or 
reservation became final. These conditions shall be referred to as the “baseline physical 
conditions.” Impacts which do not exceed the baseline physical conditions shall not be 
considered significant. 

The BRP EIR certified by FORA states that: 

“As with the Army’s FEIR and DSEIS, this EIR determines whether the proposed project may 
have a significant impact on the environment based on physical conditions that were present at 
the time the decision became final to close Fort Ord as a military base (September 1991). This 
complies with Section 21083.8.1 of the Public Resources Code and utilizes the extensive 
research already conducted for the Army’s NEPA documents, which use the same baseline year” 
(BRP Final EIR, Section 1.2.2, Baseline Determination).In total, the resident population of former 
Fort Ord was 31,270 during fiscal year (FY) 1991. Approximately 85 percent or 26,580 of the 
permanent military personnel and transient military and military family members resided on the 
former Fort Ord. The former Fort Ord’s permanent military population during FY 1991 totaled 
14,372 personnel, including 1,281 officers, 267 warrant officers, and 12,824 enlisted personnel. 
Former Fort Ord’s civilian population totaled 3,855 resident employees, including 1,550 civilian 
employees, 879 Army-Air Force exchange service employees, 524 nonappropriated fund 
employees, 136 commissary employees, 585 medical and dental department employees, and 
113 information management employees. Former Fort Ord also supported a total of 18,283 
personnel and family members, including 1,026 transient military personnel, 219 other active 
military personnel, and 17,038 family members of active duty personnel. Former Fort Ord in 
1991 held a large regionally significant supply of housing, supporting 23,716 housing units. This 

https://www.fora.org/BRP.html
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included 6,365 family housing units and 9,745 barracks for unaccompanied military personnel 
(BRP Section 1.2.1; FORA BRP EIR, Section 4.2.1.). The on-post resident population for those 
portions of Fort Ord within Seaside’s City limits were approximately 17,139 people (USACE 
1992a). 

Additional details regarding the 1991 baseline are included in documents referenced in the FORA 
BRP EIR, including: 

1. Other Physical Attributes Environmental Baseline Study (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 
1992b)  

2. Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord (USACE 1992a)  
3. Flora and Fauna Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California (USACE 1992c)  
4. Soils Baseline Study (USACE 1992d)  
5. Air Quality Baseline Study (USACE 1992e)  

These documents are incorporated by reference and provide additional information on the 1991 
baseline, including but not limited to: public services and utilities, water supply and groundwater 
pumping, traffic and transportation, noise, climate and topography, seismology and geology, 
hydrology, drainage, water quality, hazardous materials, visual resources, coastal resources, soils, 
and air quality. 

While this EIR utilizes a typical baseline, as outlined above, this EIR also utilizes a 1991 baseline, 
consistent the specialized procedures outlined in this subsection. This additional baseline shall be 
considered an independent basis for upholding the impact analyses in this EIR.  

3.3.1 Fort Ord Development Since 1991 
Since 1991, there have been a total of 1,282 dwelling units built on the former Fort Ord. This 
includes 410 dwelling units at the Dunes Phase 1 Project in the City of Marina, 3 dwelling units at 
the Seaside Resort in Seaside, and 869 dwelling units in East Garrison I. A further 4,665 dwelling 
units are planned. Additionally, there have been 106 hotel rooms built on the former military base’s 
campus since the closing of Fort Ord in 1991, with an additional 830 rooms planned for 
development (FORA 2019a). 

Since 1991, there has been a total of 1,766 existing/replacement dwelling units built within the 
former Fort Ord area. This includes 352 units at Preston Park, 201 units at Seahaven, 192 units at 
Abrams B, 56 units at the MOCO Housing Authority Project, 39 units at the Shelter Outreach Plus 
Project, 13 units at the Veterans Transition Center, 11 units at Interim Inc., 297 units at Sunbay, 225 
units at Bayview, and 380 units at Seaside Highlands (FORA 2019a). 

CSUMB has removed 274 military buildings from its campus, reused 66 military buildings, 
constructed 7 new buildings, constructed recreational facilities, and improved the infrastructure on 
the campus. CSUMB has a total of 14 residence halls, which are a mix of reused and newly 
constructed buildings (CSUMB 2017). 

Overall there has been a total of 988,200 square feet of non-residential space built on the former 
Fort Ord since 1991. More specifically, there has been 245,000 square feet of non-residential office 
space, 315,200 square feet of industrial space, and 428,000 square feet of retail space built within 
the former Fort Ord area. A further 2,093,232 square feet of non-residential space is planned. 
Additionally, a number of transit and roadway improvement projects have also been completed, 
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including along General Jim Moore Boulevard, Eucalyptus Road, Second Avenue, Imjin Parkway (12th 
Avenue), and California Avenue (FORA 2019a) 

In fiscal year 2001-2002, the FORA Board established policy on building removal obligations that has 
been sustained since that time. Since 1996, FORA has removed over 500 World War II era wooden 
structures (approximately 4,000,000 square feet [sf]). The building removal programs implemented 
by FORA include industrial hygienist services, which include general hazmat assessments regarding 
toxic and hazardous substantive identification, such as, but not limited to lead, asbestos, 
underground storage tank leaks, molds, other hazardous materials, wastes, report preparation, site 
assessments, preliminary plans, working drawings, remediation and disposal. Additional details on 
building removal are available online at: https://www.fora.org/BuildingRemoval.html (FORA 2019b).  

 

https://www.fora.org/BuildingRemoval.html
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Introduction 
This section discusses the environmental effects of the Proposed Project. “Significant effect” is 
generally defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as: 

“a substantial, or potentially 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. An economic or social change by itself shall not 
be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.” 

Components of Environmental Analysis  
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental and regulatory 
setting related to the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. The environmental 
setting/baseline generally describe the existing and historic physical conditions with regard to the 
environmental resource area reviewed within and in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area (Plan 
Area). Each environmental topic provides a description of the baseline physical conditions by which 
the City, as Lead Agency, determines whether an impact is significant. Additional details regarding 
the Proposed Project’s baseline are included in Section 3 and in the individual resource sections in 
Section 4. The regulatory setting describes the Federal, State, regional, and local laws and 
regulations that will shape the way development occurs in the Plan Area. 

In the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the “significance 
thresholds,” which are those criteria used by the City to determine whether the Proposed Project’s 
effects are significant. The next subsection describes each impact of the Proposed Project, 
recommended mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text with the 
discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also contains a statement 
of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to a less than significant level 
with feasible mitigation measures.  

 Significant but Mitigable. An impact that can be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures.  

 Less than Significant. An impact that is less than significant, does not exceed the significance 
thresholds and does not require mitigation measures.  

 No Impact. A finding of no impact is made when the analysis concludes that the Proposed 
Project would not affect the particular environmental resource or issue.  

Following each environmental impact discussion is a description of mitigation measures (if required) 
and the residual effects and level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). 
The decision to adopt and incorporate a mitigation measures will be decided by the decision-
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makers, consequently if a recommended mitigation measure is not adopted, impacts associated 
with such measures would remain significant and unavoidable. In cases where the mitigation 
measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this 
impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The impact analysis concludes with a 
discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates Proposed Project impacts in conjunction with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects/growth. 

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines also requires the following specific issues be addressed as 
part of the environmental review for the project:  

 The potential for the project to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory; 

 Project impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects); and 

 Environmental effects of the project which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, describes the potential effects of the project on plant and animal 
species populations, habitats, communities, and migratory patterns. Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, 
describes the Project’s potential effects on important historical and prehistorical cultural resources, 
and Section 4.15, Tribal Cultural Resources, describes the Project’s potential effects on tribal cultural 
resources in the Plan Area. As discussed in these sections, the Project would not result in significant 
and unavoidable impacts to biological, cultural, or tribal cultural resources. Potential adverse 
environmental effects to human beings are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, Section 4.11, Noise, Section 
4.14, Transportation, and Section 4.18, Less than Significant Effects. As discussed above, each 
environmental analysis section of this EIR concludes with a discussion of the project’s contribution 
to cumulative effects. 

Also refer to the Executive Summary of this EIR, which summarizes all impacts and mitigation 
measures that apply to the Proposed Project. 

Approach for Cumulative Impact Analysis 
In addition to direct impacts, CEQA requires EIRs to consider cumulative impacts of the Proposed 
Project. CEQA defines “cumulative impacts” as two or more individual impacts that, when 
considered together, are substantial or will compound or increase other environmental impacts. The 
individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. 
The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the 
incremental impact of the Proposed Project when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15355).  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 describes the requirements for the discussion of cumulative impacts 
in an EIR. It states that an EIR will discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s 
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. If an incremental effect is not "cumulatively 
considerable," a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but must briefly describe its 
basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. The discussion will 
reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not 
provide as much detail as is provided for the impacts attributable to the Proposed Project alone. In 
addition, the CEQA Guidelines allow for a project’s contribution to be rendered less than 
cumulatively considerable with implementation of appropriate mitigation. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) presents two approaches for analyzing cumulative impacts: 

 A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including those projects outside the control of the agency; or 

 A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan, or related 
planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative 
effect. 

The cumulative analysis presented in this EIR uses a projections-based approach. Buildout of the 
Proposed Project is combined with the growth projections of applicable planning documents. The 
analysis utilizes different geographic scopes depending upon the specific environmental resource 
area; additional details are provided in the individual sections in Section 4. Because different 
geographic scopes are utilized, the projections used vary from section to section. Projections in this 
EIR have primarily been based upon the City of Seaside General Plan. However, where the relevant 
geographic area extends beyond the city boundary, the Marina and/or Monterey General Plan, 
Association of Monterey Bay Governments (AMBAG) forecasts, and the 2015 Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) have also been considered. Each resource section’s cumulative analysis 
identifies the planning documents that correspond to the relevant geographic scope of the analysis. 

While this EIR relies on a projections approach for cumulative impacts, in some cases specific 
pending projects in the vicinity of the Plan Area are discussed to provide additional context. A list of 
reasonably foreseeable future projects is provided in Table 4-1.  

Past and present operational projects are not presented in Table 4-1, as they have already been 
incorporated into baseline conditions. For example, projects recently constructed in the Plan Area 
vicinity that were completed prior to release of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) are considered 
to be an existing condition. This includes, but is not limited to: buildout of Phase 1 of the Dunes on 
Monterey Bay, including the Montage Wellness Center, movie theater, restaurants, housing, and 
hotel uses; and the Joel & Dena Gambord Business & Information Technology Building on the 
CSUMB Campus.  

Table 4-1 Pending Projects in the Vicinity of the Plan Area 
Cumulative Project Description Project Status 

Mosaic Student Housing Demolition of two existing dwellings and construction of multi-
family apartment (12 units) 

Approved 

Filighera Apartment 
Complex 

Demolition of an existing single-family dwelling and construction 
of multi-family apartment (10 units) 

Approved, 
permits 
pending 

Veterans Transition 
Center Housing 

Attached multi-family transitional housing (71 units) Approved 
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Cumulative Project Description Project Status 

Shores at Marina Multi-family apartment (58 units) Approved 

Seacrest Apartments Multi-family apartment (10 units) Approved 

Cypress Knolls Senior 
Residential 

Senior residential community with active-adult housing, care 
services, senior community center, and supportive amenities and 
services on 188 acres. 

Approved, not 
built 

Marina Downtown 
Vitalization Specific Plan 

Redevelopment plan for Marina’s 225-acre downtown area 
comprising mixed-use commercial, residential, educational, and 
civic uses. At full buildout, the plan would result in a net increase 
of 2,440 residential dwelling units, 718,000 square feet of 
multiple use, 70,000 square feet of office space, and 50,000 
square feet of civic facilities, and a net decrease of 161,000 
square feet of retail/service uses, 27,000 square feet of visitor-
serving uses, and 270,000 square feet of industrial uses. 

Undergoing 
environmental 
review 

The Collection at 
Monterey Bay 

342-room coastal resort on the 26.46-acre site that may be 
constructed in two phases. Phase I is a 139-room hotel on a 7.9-
acre site. Phase II is a coastal resort on a 16.25-acre site 
consisting of a 203 visitor rooms, a restaurant with banquet 
facilities, a health/wellness spa, parking, and other ancillary and 
related improvements, and public parking improvements on a 
2.31-acre site. 

Approved, not 
built 

Catalina Lofts 18,636-square-foot mixed-use project on a 15,000-square-foot 
vacant property with 8 residential units and 7 commercial units. 

Approved 

South of Tioga Mixed-use project on 10.64-acre site replacing industrial uses with 
356 residential units and a 216-room hotel, and a restaurant. 

Approved 

Stepanek Mixed-Use 
Project 

8,000-square-foot, 2-story mixed-use development on a 5,625-
square-foot parcel replacing existing commercial building with 1 
residential unit and 1 commercial unit. 

Approved 

Dayton Residential Project Two new single-family homes (one with an accessory unit) on a 
property previously used as a fenced commercial yard. 

Approved 

San Juan Pool’s 
Commercial Project  

7,000-square-foot, 1-story, 2-unit metal frame commercial 
warehouse on an approximately 10,000-square-foot parcel 
previously used as a commercial storage yard. 

Approved, 
construction 
underway 

Monterey Motorsports 
Vehicle Storage 

88-unit commercial condominium vehicle storage facility. Approved 

Fort Dunes State Park 
Campground 

Construction and operation of a campground facility and 
associated infrastructure within Fort Ord Dunes State Park, 
including 45 RV sites and two host sites with electrical and water 
hookups, 10 hike/bike sites, and 43 tent sites; parking for 40 
vehicles; restrooms with showers; a multi-purpose building; an 
outdoor campfire center; interpretation/ viewing areas; 
renovated bunkers; an entrance station near the 1st Street 
underpass; modular structures; storage yard and maintenance 
shop; improved beach access/trails; one plumbed restroom with 
outdoor shower for beach use; a 200-foot wildlife/habitat 
corridor; internal campground trail network, trail improvements, 
and roadway improvements; and off-site utilities. 

Approved, not 
built 

The Projects at Main Gate This project is mixed-use development including retail and 
entertainment. The development site is approximately 60 acres 
of vacant coastal land at the Main Gate of the former Fort Ord 
Army Base, adjacent to CSUMB campus. The proposed mixed-use 
project will include retail, entertainment, residential and hotel. 

Approved, not 
built 
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Cumulative Project Description Project Status 

Del Rey Oaks RV Resort On a 53.6-acre site located north of Ryan Ranch, this project 
would develop 71 RV sites and a 7,670-sf "great lodge" and a 
2,025-sf"operations building on 17 acres in the first development 
phase. Total build out is 210 RV sites and 13,595-sf of structures.   

Approved, not 
built 

Nurses Barracks Located on the former Fort Ord on Park Flats Cutoff Road, on a 
70.4-acre site, where former Nurses Barracks buildings are 
located. The project will redevelop this site to create 40 
apartments. 

Application 
pending 

Central Coast Veterans 
Cemetery 

Development of a cemetery to provide 106,476 gravesites with 
81,040 columbaria and 25,436 casket burial sites to meet the 
needs of veterans for the following 100 years. 

Approved, 
partial 
constructed 

Gigling Road Widening Widening Gigling Road to a four-lane arterial between General 
Jim Moore Boulevard and Eastside Road. 

Approved, not 
built 

Terrace and Broadway This project would develop 105 units of mixed use multi family, 
townhomes and retail on 2.5 acres. 

Application 
Expected 

Aesthetics and Parking – Senate Bill 743 & Public 
Resources Code Section 21099 
Senate Bill 743 was codified within CEQA as Section 21099 et seq. and states that “Aesthetic and 
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site 
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment” (Public 
Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1)).  

Mixed-Use/Employment Center Project 
The Plan Area is composed of approximately 122.23 acres of currently or previously developed land, 
and development is proposed on approximately 104.03 acres. 

The Proposed Project is a mixed-use residential project. As discussed in greater detail in Section 2, 
Project Description, the Proposed Project includes the construction and operation of up to 1,485 
housing units, 250 hotel rooms, 75 youth hostel beds, 150,000 square feet (sf) of Retail, Dining, and 
Entertainment, and 50,000 sf of Office, Flex, Makerspace, and Light Industrial, as well as 
park/recreational areas, and supporting infrastructure. The Proposed Project is also considered an 
employment center project. The entire Plan Area is designated as “Mixed Use” in the City’s 2004 
General Plan, which is designed “[t]o promote pedestrian and transit oriented activity centers in the 
community with a mixed of residential, commercial, office, and civic uses…” (City of Seaside 2004, 
Figure LU-2, Table LU-1). All of the developable land in the Plan Area is currently zoned as 
Commercial Mixed Use (CMX) and includes an integration of residential with commercial land uses 
(Seaside Municipal Code Sections 17.14.020(A) 17.14.030(B)). While the Proposed Project includes 
revisions to these land use regulations, the new regulations in the Specific Plan also include 
commercial/retail uses. Refer to Section 2, Project Description, for more information. 

Infill Site 
The Proposed Project is entirely within the former Fort Ord area and contains a built urban 
environment (U.S. Census Bureau 2019). The infill site has been previously development with 
structures and uses associated with Fort Ord, which included 18 barracks buildings (totaling 
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approximately 702,200 sf), five administration buildings (totaling approximately 33,300 sf), two 
armories (approximately 12,200 sf each), one cafeteria (approximately 11,400 sf), and one 
gymnasium (approximately 21,000 sf) with an adjacent small metal structure. Non-Army buildings 
on-site include one fire station, one former fast food restaurant, two office buildings (approximately 
5,000 sf each), one police station, one church (approximately 20,000 sf), and one intake center 
(approximately 5,000 sf).  

Transit Priority Area/Major Transit Stop 
AMBAG adopted a Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) 
in June 2018. The MTP/SCS outlines priority areas for High Quality Transit Corridors.1 While the 
existing routes in this area do not universally meet the criteria, the area is defined as a high quality 
transit corridor in the MTP/SCS (AMBAG 2018a). As identified in the MTP/SCS, a Sustainable 
Communities Opportunity Area is an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned high quality 
transit corridor (per definition in California Public Resources Code Section 21155(a)) or major transit 
stop (per California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3) that has the potential for transit 
oriented development including mixed use. Appendix I of the MTP/SCS shows the area of Campus 
Town and Main Gate adjacent to the CSUMB campus as a potential “Opportunity Area” typified by 
Town Center and Neighborhood Mixed Use land uses. The Campus Town Specific Plan provides two 
commercial mixed-use centers with a density of approximately 50 units acre. The Proposed Project 
was designed to create a transit oriented corridor at Lightfighter Drive and General Jim Moore 
Boulevard and at 6th Avenue and Gigling Road. Additionally, the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
contemplates a transit center on the border of the City of Seaside and the City of Marina at 2nd 
Avenue near Lightfighter Drive. At present the estimated development schedule would complete 
the buildout of Campus Town well within the timeline of the AMBAG MTP/SCS.  

 

                                                      
1 SB 375 defines high quality transit corridor as a corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes 
during peak commute hours. Projects qualify as a transit priority project if they are within 0.5-mile of a high quality transit corridor or a 
major transit stop (Gov Code Section 21155 (b)). A major transit stop is defined as a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service 
interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods (Gov Code Section 21064.3). 
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4.2 Air Quality 
This section evaluates the potential impacts related to regional and local air quality associated with 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 

a. Climate 
Air quality is affected by the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by climatic conditions that 
influence the movement and dispersion of pollutants. Atmospheric conditions, such as wind speed, 
wind direction, and air temperature gradients, along with local and regional topography, influence 
the relationship between air pollutant emissions and air quality. 

The Specific Plan Area (Plan Area) is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB) which is 
the geographic scope for this analysis, which is comprised of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito 
Counties. The Basin covers an area of 5,159 square miles. The Diablo Range marks the northeastern 
boundary and, together with the southern extent of the Santa Cruz Mountains, forms the Santa 
Clara Valley, which extends into the northeastern tip of the NCCAB. Further south, the Santa Clara 
Valley transitions into the San Benito Valley, which runs northwest to southeast and has the Gabilan 
Range as its western boundary. To the west of the Gabilan Range is the Salinas Valley, which 
extends from Salinas at its northwestern end to King City at its southeastern end. The western side 
of the Salinas Valley is formed by the Sierra de Salinas, which also forms the eastern side of the 
smaller Carmel Valley. The coastal Santa Lucia Range defines the western side of the Carmel Valley 
(Monterey Bay Air Resources District [MBARD] 2008).  

The semi-permanent high-pressure cell in the eastern Pacific is the basic controlling factor in the 
climate of the NCCAB. In the summer, the high-pressure cell is dominant and causes persistent west 
and northwest winds over the entire California coast. Air descends in the Pacific High-pressure cell, 
forming a stable temperature inversion of hot air over a layer of cool coastal air. The onshore air 
currents pass over cool ocean waters to bring fog and relatively cool air into the coastal valleys. The 
warmer air loft acts as a lid to inhibit vertical air movements (MBARD 2008). 

The generally northwest to southeast orientation of mountainous ridges tends to restrict and 
channel the summer onshore air currents. Surface heating in the interior portion of the Salinas and 
San Benito Valleys creates a weak low pressure system which intensifies the onshore air flow during 
the afternoon and evening. In the fall, the surface winds become weak, and the marine layer grows 
shallow, dissipating altogether on some days. The air flow is occasionally reversed in a weak 
offshore movement, and the relatively stationary air mass is held in place by the Pacific High-
pressure cell, which allows pollutants to build up over a period of a few days. It is most often during 
this season that north or east winds develop to transport pollutants from either the San Francisco 
Bay Area or the Central Valley into the NCCAB (MBARD 2008). 

During the winter, the Pacific High-pressure cell migrates southward and has less influence on the 
NCCAB. Air frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the Salinas and San Benito Valleys, 
especially during night and morning hours. Northwest winds are nevertheless still dominant in 
winter, but easterly flow is more frequent. The general absence of deep, persistent inversions and 
the occasional storm systems usually result in good air quality for the NCCAB in winter and early 
spring (MBARD 2008). The Plan Area is positioned east of Monterey Bay, a 25-mile wide inlet that 
allows marine air at low levels to penetrate the interior. 
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b. Air Pollutants of Primary Concern 
Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust stack 
of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere. Primary criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). 
Ozone (O3) is considered a secondary criteria pollutant because it is created by atmospheric 
chemical and photochemical reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOX). The characteristics, sources, and health and atmospheric effects of critical air contaminants 
are described below. As noted under Section 4.2.1(c), Air Quality Standards, the national ambient 
air quality standards (NAAQS) established at the federal level are designed to be protective of public 
health within an adequate margin of safety. To derive these standards, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) reviews data from integrated science assessments and 
risk/exposure assessments to determine the ambient pollutant concentrations at which human 
health impacts occur, then reduces these concentrations to establish an adequate margin of safety 
that is protective of those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as 
children under the age of 14, the elderly (over the age of 65), persons engaged in strenuous work or 
exercise, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. As a result, human health 
impacts caused by the following pollutants generally affect people at the concentrations above the 
health-protective concentrations established by the NAAQS, which are discussed in further detail 
under Section 4.2.1(c), Air Quality Standards. 

Ozone 
Ozone is a colorless gas with a pungent odor. Most ozone in the atmosphere is formed as a result of 
the interaction of ultraviolet light, reactive organic gases (ROG), and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). ROG 
(the organic compound fraction relevant to O3 formation, which is sufficiently equivalent for the 
purposes of this analysis to volatile organic compounds [VOC]) is composed of non-methane 
hydrocarbons (with some specific exclusions). NOX is made of different chemical combinations of 
nitrogen and oxygen, mainly nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). As a highly reactive 
molecule, O3 readily combines with many different components of the atmosphere. Consequently, 
high levels of O3 tend to exist only when high ROG and NOX levels are present to sustain the O3 
formation process. Once the precursors have been depleted, O3 levels rapidly decline. Because 
these reactions occur on a regional rather than local scale, O3 is considered a regional pollutant. 
Ozone has direct human health effects. Short-term effects include eye irritation, shortness of 
breath, asthma attacks, and respiratory irritation that can increase risk of respiratory infection, and 
susceptibility to pulmonary inflammation. Long-term exposure can increase the risk of mortality and 
increase the incidence of asthma and cardiovascular harm (e.g., heart attacks, heart disease, 
strokes) among populations (USEPA 2013a). Groups most sensitive to O3 include children, the 
elderly, people with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously outdoors. 
Specifically, children and people who exercise strenuously outdoors are more sensitive to O3 
because they spend more time outdoors and inhale at a more rapid rate than the average adult 
(California Air Resources Board [CARB] 2019). More information on the health impacts of O3 is 
available from MBARD at http://mbard.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/2012-2015-
AQMP_FINAL.pdf (MBARD 2017). 

Carbon Monoxide 
Carbon monoxide is an odorless, colorless gas that causes a number of health problems including 
fatigue, headache, confusion, and dizziness. The incomplete combustion of petroleum fuels in on-
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road vehicles and at power plants is a major cause of CO. Elevated concentrations, therefore, are 
usually only found near areas of high traffic volumes. The use of wood stoves and fireplaces can also 
be a substantial local source of CO emissions. CO tends to dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; 
consequently, violations of the State CO standards are generally associated with major roadway 
intersections during peak-hour traffic conditions. 

Localized CO “hotspots” can occur at intersections with heavy peak-hour traffic. Specifically, 
hotspots can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local 
CO concentration exceeds the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 35.0 parts per 
million (ppm) or the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) of 20.0 ppm. The health 
effects of CO are related to its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood. At high concentrations, CO 
reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic 
diseases, reduced lung capacity and impaired mental abilities. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Nitrogen dioxide is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor vehicles 
and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of NO2 is produced by combustion of NO, but 
NO reacts rapidly to form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly referred to as NOX. 
NO2 is an acute irritant and can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory diseases, 
particularly asthma. Long-term exposures to NO2 can increase the incidence of asthma and 
susceptibility to respiratory infections. Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and causes a reddish-
brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It can also contribute to the formation of 
particulate matter no more than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and acid rain. 

Sulfur Dioxide 
SO2 is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing 
fossil fuels. When SO2 oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfur trioxide (SO3). Collectively, these 
pollutants are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOX). In humid atmospheres, SO2 can also form sulfuric 
acid mist, which can eventually react to produce sulfate particulates that can inhibit visibility. Fuel 
combustion is the major source, while chemical plants, sulfur recovery plants, and metal processing 
are minor contributors. At sufficiently high concentrations, SO2 irritates the upper respiratory tract. 
At lower concentrations, when in conjunction with particulates, SO2 appears to do still greater harm 
by injuring lung tissues. This compound also constricts the breathing passages, especially in people 
with asthma and people involved in moderate to heavy exercise. Sulfur dioxide causes respiratory 
irritation, including wheezing, shortness of breath, and coughing. Long-term SO2 exposure has been 
associated with increased risk of mortality from respiratory or cardiovascular disease. Sulfur oxides, 
in combination with moisture and oxygen, can yellow leaves on plants, dissolve marble, and eat 
away iron and steel. 

Suspended Particulates 
Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates. They are a by-product of 
fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads and are directly emitted into the 
atmosphere through these processes. Suspended particulates are also created in the atmosphere 
through chemical reactions. PM10 is small particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns in 
diameter, while PM2.5 is fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in diameter. 
Ultrafine particles are particles that are 0.1 micron or less in diameter. These particles have the 
potential to be more easily inhaled and can be deposited deeper into the lungs. Because of their 
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size, they can rapidly penetrate into lung tissue and other organs in the body. Ultrafine particles are 
associated with death from heart disease caused by blocked arteries (California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2015). Ultrafine particles are not currently monitored or 
considered a criteria air pollutant because they are a subsection of PM2.5 and are therefore 
accounted for in the PM2.5 monitoring. 

PM10 consists of particulate matter emitted directly into the air (e.g., fugitive dust, soot, and smoke 
from mobile and stationary sources, construction operations, fires, and natural windblown dust) and 
particulate matter formed in the atmosphere by condensation and/or transformation of SO2 and 
ROG. PM2.5 can also be formed through secondary processes such as airborne reactions with certain 
pollutant precursors, including ROGs, ammonia (NH3), NOX, and SOX. Emissions of PM2.5 are generally 
associated with combustion processes as well as formation in the atmosphere as a secondary 
pollutant through chemical reactions. Traffic generates particulate matter emissions through 
entrainment of dust and dirt particles that settle onto roadways and parking lots. PM10 and PM2.5 
are also emitted by burning wood in residential wood stoves and fireplaces and open agricultural 
burning.  

Fine particulate matter is more likely to penetrate deep into the lungs and poses a serious health 
threat to all groups, but particularly to the elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems. 
More than half of the small and fine particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there, 
which can cause permanent lung damage. These materials can damage health by interfering with 
the body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting as carriers of an absorbed toxic 
substance. Acute and chronic health effects associated with high particulate levels include the 
aggravation of chronic respiratory diseases, heart and lung disease, and coughing, bronchitis and 
respiratory illnesses in children.  

Lead 
Lead (Pb) is a metal found naturally in the environment, as well as in manufacturing products. The 
discussion of Pb in this section focuses on its air quality impacts. Further discussion of Pb impacts 
related to soil contamination and lead-based paint removal, can be found in Section 4.8, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials. Lead occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter. The major sources 
of airborne Pb emissions historically have been mobile and industrial sources. In the early 1970s, 
USEPA set national regulations to gradually reduce the lead content in gasoline. In 1975, unleaded 
gasoline was introduced for motor vehicles equipped with catalytic converters. The USEPA 
completed the ban prohibiting the use of leaded gasoline in highway vehicles in December 1995. As 
a result of the USEPA’s regulatory efforts to remove lead from gasoline, atmospheric lead 
concentrations have declined substantially over the past several decades. The most dramatic 
reductions in lead emissions occurred prior to 1990 due to the removal of lead from gasoline sold 
for most highway vehicles. Lead emissions were further reduced substantially between 1990 and 
2008, with reductions occurring in the metals industries at least in part as a result of national 
emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants (USEPA 2013b). As a result of phasing out leaded 
gasoline, metal processing currently is the primary source of Pb emissions. The highest level of Pb in 
the air is generally found near lead smelters. Other stationary sources include waste incinerators, 
utilities, and lead-acid battery manufacturers. Lead may cause a range of health effects, including 
anemia, kidney disease, and neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction (in severe cases). Lead has 
been well below Federal and State standards for decades and, as discussed under Current Air 
Quality below, is still below ambient air standards in the Plan Area. As detailed further in Section 
4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, demolition of buildings containing lead-based paint is 
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regulated by existing laws and regulations, including California Code of Regulations Title 17, Division 
1, Chapter 8 and Senate Bill 460, to reduce or eliminate the risk to nearby receptors. Lead air 
emissions are not discussed in the analysis below due to low ambient levels, low levels from mobile 
source fuel emissions, and a lack of Project-related stationary sources of lead emissions.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Public exposure to toxic air contaminants (TAC) is a significant environmental health issue in 
California. The California Health and Safety Code defines a TAC as “an air pollutant which may cause 
or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or 
potential hazard to human health.” The majority of the estimated health risks from TACs can be 
attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-
fueled engines. According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), diesel engine emissions are 
believed to be responsible for about 70 percent of California’s estimated known cancer risk 
attributable to toxic air contaminants and comprise about eight percent of outdoor PM2.5 (CARB 
2016). 

c. Air Quality Standards 
The Federal and State governments have authority under the Federal and State Clean Air Acts to 
regulate emissions of airborne pollutants and have established ambient air quality standards (AAQS) 
for the protection of public health. The USEPA is the Federal agency designated to administer air 
quality regulation, while the CARB is the state equivalent in California. Federal and State AAQS have 
been established for six criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and Pb. AAQS are designed 
to protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children 
under the age of 14, the elderly (over the age of 65), persons engaged in strenuous work or 
exercise, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases.  

Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as in 
“attainment” or “non-attainment” for each criteria pollutant. Some areas are unclassified, which 
means no monitoring data are available. Unclassified areas are considered to be in attainment. 
Table 4.2-1 lists the current Federal and State standards for each of these pollutants as well as the 
attainment status of the NCCAB. California air quality standards are identical to or stricter than 
Federal standards for all criteria pollutants. The NCCAB is currently designated nonattainment-
transitional for the State ozone standards and nonattainment for the State PM10 standard, but is in 
attainment for all other Federal and State standards.1 

Local control in air quality management is provided by CARB through county-level or regional (multi-
county) Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). CARB establishes statewide air quality standards and 
is responsible for control of mobile emission sources, while the local APCDs are responsible for 
enforcing standards and regulating stationary sources. CARB has established 15 air basins statewide. 
The City of Seaside is located in Monterey County, which is under the jurisdiction of the MBARD. 
MBARD was formerly called the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution District (MBUAPCD); 
accordingly, documents authored by the MBUAPCD are cited as authored by MBARD in this 
document. 

                                                      
1 Areas are designated as nonattainment-transitional for ozone if no monitoring location in the nonattainment area has recorded more 
than three exceedance days during the previous calendar year (California Code Section 70303.5).  
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Table 4.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards and Basin Attainment Status 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standards Federal Standards 

Pollutant Health Effects Concentration Attainment Status Concentration Attainment Status 

Ozone 1-Hour 0.09 ppm N/T −  Respiratory and eye irritation, changes in lung 
function, increased incidence of asthma and 
cardiovascular harm 

8-Hour 0.070 ppm N/T 0.070 ppm A 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

8-Hour 9.0 ppm A 9.0 ppm A Fatigue, headache, confusion, dizziness, eye 
irritation, airway constriction, heart difficulties in 
people with chronic diseases, reduced lung 
capacity, impaired mental abilities 

1-Hour 20.0 ppm A 35.0 ppm A 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

Annual 0.030 ppm A 0.053 ppm A Respiratory irritation, increased incidence of 
asthma and susceptibility to respiratory infections 1-Hour 0.18 ppm A 0.100 ppm A 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

Annual −  −  Airway constriction, shortness of breath, coughing, 
increased risk of mortality from respiratory or 
cardiovascular disease 

24-Hour 0.04 ppm A −  

1-Hour 0.25 ppm A 0.075 ppm A 

PM10 Annual 20 µg/m3 N −  Lung damage; aggravation of chronic and 
respiratory diseases, heart and lung disease; 
coughing, bronchitis, and respiratory illnesses in 
children 

24-Hour 50 µg/m3 N 150 µg/m3 A 

PM25 Annual 12 µg/m3 A 12 µg/m3 A 

24-Hour −  35 µg/m3 A 

Lead 30-Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 A −  Anemia, kidney disease, neuromuscular and 
neurological dysfunction 3-Month Average −  0.15 µg/m3 A 

ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; A = Attainment; N = Non-attainment; and N/T = Non-attainment-Transitional. 

Source: MBARD 2017 
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d. Current Air Quality 
As the local air quality management agency, MBARD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to 
ensure that State and Federal air quality standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop 
strategies to meet the standards. Table 4.2-2 summarizes the representative annual air quality data 
from the nearest CARB and U.S. EPA monitoring stations between 2016 and 2018 for all criteria 
pollutants. As shown in Table 4.2-2, no State or Federal standards were exceeded at these 
monitoring stations in the past three years, except for PM2.5, for which the standard was exceeded 
one time in 2017.  

Table 4.2-2 Ambient Air Quality Data 
Pollutant Standard 2016 2017 2018 

Ozone (ppm), Worst 1-Hour1   0.066 0.082 0.089 

Number of days of State exceedances 0.09 ppm 0 0 0 

Ozone (ppm), 8-Hour Average1   0.058 0.070 0.052 

Number of days of State exceedances 0.07 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of days of Federal exceedances 0.07 ppm 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide (ppm), Highest 8-Hour Average2   0.9 0.9 1.2 

Number of days of above State or Federal standard 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

NO2 (ppm), Worst Hour1  0.033 0.034 0.047 

Number of days of State exceedances 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of days of Federal exceedances 0.10 ppm 0 0 0 

SO2 (ppm), Worst Hour3  0.0018 0.0036 0.0069 

Number of days of State exceedances 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of days of Federal exceedances 0.075 ppm 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns (µg/m3),  
Worst 24 Hours4 

 44.3 80.9 78.0 

Number of days above State standard 50 µg/m3 0 * * 

Number of days above Federal standard 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns (µg/m3),  
Worst 24 Hours5 

 28.7 42.2 52.7 

Number of days above Federal standard 35 µg/m3 0 1 * 

Lead (µg/m3), 3-Month Average6  0.08 0.07 0.08 

Number of days above Federal standard 0.15 µg/m3 0 0 0 

Notes: ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
* Insufficient data was available to determine the value. 
1 Data sourced from CARB and U.S. EPA at the nearest monitoring station located at 867 East Laurel Drive in Salinas. 
2 Data sourced from U.S. EPA at the nearest monitoring station located at 867 East Laurel Drive in Salinas. 
3 Data sourced from U.S. EPA at the nearest monitoring station located at 158b Jackson Street in San Jose. No monitoring stations 
within the NCCAB report ambient SO2 concentrations. 
4 Data sourced from CARB and the U.S. EPA at the nearest monitoring station located at 415 Pearl Street in King City. 
5 Data sourced from CARB at the nearest monitoring station located at 867 East Laurel Drive in Salinas for 2016 and 2017 and from the 
USEPA at the nearest monitoring station located at 1979 Fairview Road in Hollister for 2018. 
6 Data sourced from nearest U.S. EPA monitoring station located at 2500 Cunningham Avenue in San Jose. No monitoring stations 
within the NCCAB report ambient lead concentrations. 
Sources: CARB 2018, U.S. EPA 2018a 
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Ambient air monitoring for CO has not occurred in the NCCAB since 2012 due to low background 
concentrations. The maximum eight-hour average CO concentration reported at the Salinas #3 
monitoring station in 2012 was 1.39 ppm, which is well below the State standard of 9.0 ppm. 
Similarly, ambient air monitoring for SO2 has not occurred in the NCCAB since 2009 due to low 
background concentrations. The most recently reported maximum 24-hour average SO2 
concentration, reported at the former Davenport monitoring station (located approximately 33 
miles northwest of the Plan Area in Santa Cruz County) in 2009, was 0.004 ppm, which is well below 
the State 24-hour average SO2 standard of 0.04 ppm (CARB 2018). 

Air Quality Trends 
As discussed in Section 3.3 of the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (2015 AQMP) although 
the population trends have increased slightly, the number of exceedance days for the State ozone 
standard has continued to decline during the past 10 years. Only one exceedance of the one-hour 
ozone standard has occurred since the 2008 Basin Complex wildfire even though population slightly 
increased during this time period.2 Exceedances of the eight-hour standard have also dropped from 
a high of approximately 26 per year in 2008 to typically less than five per year. This illustrates a key 
relationship between population growth and air pollution control. More stringent and protective 
emissions standards for automobiles, power plants and other sources of ozone precursors have 
outpaced population growth such that air quality has improved despite increases in population 
growth. The 2012-2015 AQMP provides a list of programs and rules, which the MBARD anticipates 
will further reduce emissions despite cumulative population increases. 

The 2012-2015 AQMP also provides an overview of cumulative emission inventory trends for ozone 
precursors NOX and ROG. NOX emissions are projected to decline substantially through 2035 due to 
an increase in cleaner on-road vehicles that emit fewer pollutants. ROG emissions are also projected 
to decline through 2035 due to a decrease in mobile source emissions; however, the reduction in 
ROG emissions is not as substantial as that of NOX emissions. An increase in stationary and area 
source ROG emissions due to solvent evaporation-related processes is projected to partially offset 
the decrease in mobile source emissions (MBARD 2017). 

Since 2000, no exceedances of the Federal PM10 standard have occurred in the NCCAB. Similarly, the 
Federal PM2.5 standard has not historically been exceeded in the NCCAB; however, the standard was 
exceeded one day in 2015, 12 days in 2016, and two days in 2017 (CARB 2018).3 The high number of 
PM2.5 exceedances in 2016 was likely the result of the Soberanes Fire, which took place in the 
summer of 2016 and burned in the Los Padres National Forest from the Big Sur area almost to the 
Carmel Highlands. As discussed above, ambient concentrations of CO, NO2, SO2, and lead have been 
well below AAQS for the past decade. 

Growth Projections 
Appendix A of the 2012-2015 AQMP provides a table of regional population growth forecasts for 
each jurisdiction within MBARD’s planning area. From 2010 to 2035, population is projected to 
increase by 18 percent in Monterey County, 19 percent in Santa Cruz County, and 47 percent in San 
Benito County. Within Monterey County, cities are projected to experience growth rates between 
five percent (Carmel-By-The-Sea) and 364 percent (Sand City). The population of jurisdictions 

                                                      
2 The 2015 AQMP does not include data from the 2018 wildfires because the 2015 AQMP was published prior to these fires’ occurrences.  
3 The ambient air quality data reported in Table 4.2-2 are from individual, local monitoring stations while the ambient air quality trends 
summarized in the 2015 AQMP are basin-wide, which results in a discrepancy in the number of exceedances per year. 
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neighboring Seaside are projected to increase by 10 percent in Monterey, 114 percent in Del Rey 
Oaks, and 15 percent in Marina (MBARD 2017). The population of Seaside is anticipated to increase 
by 9 percent. 

Sensitive Receptors in the Plan Area 
Certain population groups are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, particularly 
children, the elderly, and acutely ill and chronically ill persons, especially those with cardio-
respiratory diseases. According to the MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008), sensitive 
receptors typically include residences, schools, healthcare facilities, and other live-in housing 
facilities such as prisons or dormitories. Sensitive receptors near the Plan Area include residences 
approximately 65 feet south of the Plan Area across Gigling Road. The California State University 
Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus is immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of the Plan Area, 
and CSUMB dormitories are approximately 0.4 mile north of the Plan Area. The Monterey College of 
Law is located in the Plan Area4 south of Colonel Durham between Malmedy Road and Arnhem 
Road, and Stillwell Elementary School and George C. Marshall Elementary School are approximately 
0.4 and 0.5 mile south of the Plan Area, respectively. In addition, the Proposed Project would 
introduce new sensitive receptors into the Plan Area by constructing single-family and multi-family 
residences. 

Sensitive receptors also include disadvantaged communities, defined by SB 535 as areas 
disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative 
public health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation and areas with high concentrations of 
people that are of low-income, high unemployment, low levels of home ownership, high rent 
burden, sensitive populations, or low levels of educational attainment. In light of this guidance, 
CalEPA has identified disadvantaged communities as the highest scoring 25 percent of census tracts 
from CalEnviroScreen 3.0 in addition to 22 census tracts that score in the highest 5 percent of 
CalEnviroScreen’s Pollution Burden category but do not have an overall CalEnviroScreen score due 
to a lack of reliable socioeconomic or health data (California Environmental Protection Agency 
[CalEPA] 2017). There are no disadvantaged communities in the City of Seaside. The closest 
disadvantaged communities to the Plan Area are census tract 6053014102, located approximately 
0.4 mile to the north in the City of Marina, and census tract 6053014500, located approximately 
eight miles to the east in the City of Salinas. 

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting 
The Federal Clean Air Act governs air quality in the United States. In addition to being subject to 
Federal requirements, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations under 
the California Clean Air Act. At the federal level, the USEPA administers the Clean Air Act (CAA). The 
CAA is administered by CARB at the State level and by the Air Quality Management Districts at the 
regional and local levels. MBARD regulates air quality at the regional level in Monterey County.  

a. Federal  
The USEPA is responsible for enforcing the federal CAA. The USEPA is also responsible for 
establishing NAAQS. NAAQS are required under the 1977 CAA and subsequent amendments. The 
USEPA regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government, 

                                                      
4 The Monterey College of Law is included in the Plan Area, but is not part of the Proposed Project. 
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such as aircraft, ships, and certain types of locomotives. The agency has jurisdiction over emission 
sources outside State waters (e.g. beyond the outer continental shelf) and establishes various 
emission standards, including those for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles 
sold in California must meet the stricter emission standards established by CARB. 

Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) sets emission standards for 
construction equipment. The first Federal standards (Tier 1) were adopted in 1994 for all off-road 
engines over 50 horsepower (hp) and were phased in by 2000. A new standard was adopted in 1998 
that introduced Tier 1 for all equipment below 50 hp and established the Tier 2 and Tier 3 
standards. The Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards were phased in by 2008 for all equipment. The current 
iteration of emissions standards for construction equipment are the Tier 4 efficiency requirements 
are contained in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1039, 1065, and 1068 (originally adopted in 
69 Federal Register 38958 [June 29, 2004], and most recently updated in 2014 [79 Federal Register 
46356]). Emissions requirements for new off-road Tier 4 vehicles were completely phased in by the 
end of 2015. 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards are federal rules established by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) that set fuel economy and GHG emissions standards 
for all new passenger cars and light trucks sold in the United States. The CAFE standards become 
more stringent each year, reaching an estimated 38.3 miles per gallon for the combined industry-
wide fleet for model year 2020 (77 Federal Register 62624 et seq. October 15, 2012 Table I-1). It is, 
however, legally infeasible for individual municipalities to adopt more stringent fuel efficiency 
standards. The CAA (42 United States Code [USC] Section 7543[a]) states that “no state or any 
political subdivision therefore shall adopt or attempt to enforce any standard relating to the control 
of emissions from new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines subject to this part.” In August 
2016, the USEPA and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two programs related to the fuel 
economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two program will apply 
to vehicles with model year 2018 through 2027 for certain trailers, and model years 2021 through 
2027 for semi- trucks, large pickup trucks, vans, and all types and sizes of buses and work trucks. The 
final standards are expected to lower CO2 emissions by approximately 1.1 billion MT of CO2 and 
reduce oil consumption by up to two billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the 
program (NHSTA 2019). As of September 2018, the NHSTA and the USEPA were undergoing the 
rulemaking process to establish the Safer Affordable Fuel Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule for Model 
Years 2021-2026 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks (SAFE Vehicles Rule). The SAFE Vehicles Rule 
would amend the existing CAFE standards such that the requirements for model years 2021 through 
2026 are lowered to the 2020 standards of 43.7 miles per gallon (mpg) and 204 grams of CO2 per 
mile for passenger cars and 31.3 mpg and 284 grams of CO2 per mile for light duty trucks (USEPA 
2018b). For more information see http://www.nhtsa.gov/fuel-economy. 

Clean Water Act Section 402 
In California, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program is administered 
by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) through the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCBs) and requires municipalities to obtain permits that outline programs and activities 
to control wastewater and stormwater pollution. The federal Clean Water Act prohibits discharges 

http://www.nhtsa.gov/fuel-economy
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of stormwater from construction projects unless the discharge is in compliance with an NPDES 
permit. The SWRCB is the permitting authority in California and adopted an NPDES General Permit 
for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities 
(Construction General Permit) (Order 2009-0009, as amended by Orders 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-
006-DWQ; SWRCB 2009, 2010, 2012). The Order applies to construction sites that include one or 
more acre of soil disturbance. Construction activities include clearing, grading, grubbing, excavation, 
stockpiling, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal or replacement. The 
Construction General Permit requires that the landowner and/or contractor file permit registration 
documents prior to commencing construction, then pay an annual fee through the duration of 
construction. These documents include a notice of intent, risk assessment, site map, stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), and signed certification statement.  

The SWPPP must include measures to ensure that all pollutants and their sources are controlled; 
non-stormwater discharges are identified and eliminated, controlled, or treated; site Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) are effective and result in the reduction or elimination of pollutants 
in stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges; and BMPs installed to reduce 
or eliminate pollutants after construction are completed and maintained. The Construction General 
Permit specifies minimum BMP requirements for stormwater control based on the risk level of the 
site. The Permit also specifies minimum qualifications for a qualified SWPPP developer and qualified 
SWPPP practitioner. The Monterey Regional Stormwater Management Program is an entity that has 
developed BMPs for Construction Site Best Management Practices within the City of Seaside 
(MRSWMP 2014). Construction BMPs include material storage including covering of stockpiles 
during the day, and particularly during rain and wind events, silt fencing, straw wattles, stabilized 
construction entrances, routine cleaning, equipment lubricant drip pans, dust control measures 
including watering trucks to stabilize soil. Although intended to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
runoff, these Construction BMPs also serve to reduce fugitive dust emissions during construction 
activities.5 

b. State 
In California, CARB is responsible for meeting the State requirements of the federal CAA, 
administering the California CAA, and establishing CAAQS. The California CAA, as amended in 1992, 
requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain CAAQS. CAAQS are 
generally more stringent than the corresponding Federal standards and incorporate additional 
standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. CARB 
regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles. The agency is responsible for setting 
emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as consumer 
products and certain off-road equipment. CARB oversees the functions of local air pollution control 
districts and air quality management districts, which in turn administer air quality activities at the 
regional and county level. 

CARB adopted exhaust emissions standards in 1990 for small off-road engines (spark-ignition 
engines rated at or less than 19 kilowatts), such as those used in lawn and garden equipment, 

                                                      
5 More details on SWRCB Order 2009-0009 are available online at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_complete.pdf 
More details on SWRCB Order 2010-0014-DWQ are available online at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2010/wqo2010_0014dwq.pdf  
More details on SWRCB Order 2012-006-DWQ are available online at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2012/wqo2012_0006_dwq.pdf 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_complete.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2010/wqo2010_0014dwq.pdf
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outdoor power equipment, and specialty vehicles. Over time, the small off-road engines program 
has been strengthened for exhaust emission standards and expanded to include evaporative 
emission requirements. 

CARB established passenger vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective on March 1996. 
CARB sets vehicle tailpipe emission standards, under waiver from the federal CAA by the USEPA, 
through its Low Emission Vehicle (LEV) program. The LEV program sets vehicle emission standards 
that increase in stringency over time. CARB administers a program for reducing evaporative and 
refueling emissions from on-road motor vehicles. In addition to on-road motor vehicles, CARB also 
administers programs aimed at reducing air emissions from off-road and on-road heavy-duty 
vehicles, cargo handling equipment, commercial harbor craft, ground support equipment, 
locomotives, commercial marine vessels, and recreational marine vessels. 

In 1998, CARB identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM) as a TAC and 
developed diesel risk reduction plans. This led to the creation of Airborne Toxic Control Measures 
(ATCMs) for stationary and portable diesel engines that apply statewide. CARB maintains a 
statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program that allows owners and operators to register 
their equipment (powered by diesel engines rated at 50 brake horse power [bhp] or larger) to 
operate throughout California without having to obtain individual permits from local air districts. 

CARB established the Large Spark-Ignition Engine Fleet Requirements Regulation in 2006 that 
applies to operators of forklifts, sweeper/scrubbers, industrial tow tractors, and airport ground 
support equipment to achieve fleet average emission level standards that become more stringent 
over time. 

CARB also adopts regulatory requirements for chemically-formulated consumer products, fuel 
containers, and indoor air cleaning products to reduce VOC, TAC, and GHG emissions. The Consumer 
Products Regulatory Program establishes regulations for chemically-formulated consumer products 
such as detergents, cleaning products, polishes, floor finishes, and aerosol paints. 

c. Regional 

Monterey Bay Air Resources District 
MBARD is responsible for assuring that the Federal and State ambient air quality standards are 
attained and maintained in the NCCAB. The agency is also responsible for adopting and enforcing 
rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issuing permits for stationary sources of air 
pollutants, inspecting stationary sources of air pollutants, responding to citizen complaints, 
monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, awarding grants to reduce motor 
vehicle emissions, conducting public education campaigns, and other activities.  

In March 2017, MBARD adopted the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (2015 AQMP) as an 
update to the 2012 AQMP. The 2015 AQMP assesses and updates elements of the 2012 AQMP, 
including ambient air quality data, emission inventory trends, information on ozone transport, 
control measures, mobile source programs, emission reduction strategies, and growth forecasts. 
This document is incorporated by reference and is available online at 
https://www.mbard.org/files/6632732f5/2012-2015-AQMP_FINAL.pdf (MBARD 2017). The 2015 
AQMP only addresses attainment of the State eight-hour ozone standard because in 2012, the 
USEPA designated the NCCAB as in attainment for the current national eight-hour ozone standard of 
0.075 ppm. In October 2015, the national standard was reduced to 0.070 ppm. However, the NCCAB 
continues to be in attainment with the Federal ozone standard (MBARD 2017). 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/consprod/fuel-containers/fuel-containers.htm
https://www.arb.ca.gov/consprod/fuel-containers/fuel-containers.htm
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/indoor/aircleaners/aircleaners.htm
https://www.mbard.org/files/6632732f5/2012-2015-AQMP_FINAL.pdf
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The following MBARD rules would limit emissions of air pollutants from construction and operation 
of the Proposed Project: 

 Rule 400 (Visible Emissions). Discharge of visible air pollutant emissions into the atmosphere 
from any emission source for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any 
one hour, as observed using an appropriate test method, is prohibited. 

 Rule 402 (Nuisances). No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of 
air contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to 
any considerable number of persons or to the public; or which endanger the comfort, repose, 
health, or safety of any such persons or the public; or which cause, or have a natural tendency 
to cause, injury or damage to business or property. 

 Rule 425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt). The use of cutback asphalt (asphalt cement that has been 
blended with petroleum solvents) and emulsified asphalt (an emulsion of asphalt cement and 
water with a small amount of emulsifying agent) is restricted to limit VOC emissions. Rule 425 
prohibits the use of rapid cure asphalt, restricts the use of medium cure asphalt to November 
through March, and limits the content of total distillate in slow cure asphalt and petroleum 
solvents in emulsified asphalt. 

 Rule 426 (Architectural Coatings). This rule limits the emissions of ROGs from the use of 
architectural coatings and sets VOC content limits for a variety of coating categories, including 
flat, nonflat, nonflat – high gloss, and specialty coatings. Specifically, Rule 426 limits the VOC 
content of flat coatings to 50 grams per liter and nonflat coatings to 100 grams per liter. Persons 
are prohibited from manufacturing, blending, repackaging for use, supplying, selling, soliciting, 
or applying architectural coatings that exceed these limits. 

 Rule 439 (Building Removals). This rule limits particulate emissions from the removal of 
buildings by prohibiting all visible emissions from building removal. To achieve compliance with 
this standard, Rule 439 requires work practice standards, including wetting the structure prior 
to removal, demolishing the structure inward toward the building pad, and prohibiting the 
commencement of removal activities when peak wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 

 Rule 1000 (Permit Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants): 
This rule regulates TACs from new or modified stationary sources that have the potential to 
emit carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic TACs. Rule 1000 requires sources of carcinogenic TACs to 
install best control technology and reduce cancer risk to less than one incident per 100,000 
persons. Sources of noncarcinogenic TACs must apply reasonable control technology (MBARD 
2008). 

MBARD also promulgates rules applicable to numerous other activities.6 

1997 Fort Ord Reuse Authority Base Reuse Plan  
The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) adopted the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) in June 1997, and 
a revised version of the BRP was published in digital format in September 2001 and March 2018, 
incorporating various corrections and errata. The Conservation Element of the BRP includes air 
quality policies specific to the City of Seaside. Air Quality Policy A-1 requires the City to continue 
cooperation with MBARD and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) in carrying 
out the regional AQMP and Congestion Management Plan, respectively. Air Quality Policy A-2 

                                                      
6 MBARD Rules available online at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/DRDB/MBU/  
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requires the City to use the CEQA process to identify and avoid or mitigate potential air quality 
impacts associated with development and to use the Transportation Demand Ordinance to 
encourage commute alternatives. Air Quality Policy A-3 requires the City to integrate land use 
strategies established by CARB that encourage clustered development to maximize the efficient use 
of mass transit into local land use decisions. 

d. Local 

2004 Seaside General Plan 
The current adopted City of Seaside General Plan contains goals and policies related to air quality 
within the Conservation/Open Space and Circulation Elements. The General Plan identifies policies 
to integrate air quality planning with land use, economic development, and transportation planning, 
support active transportation modes, and promote mixed-use, higher density residential and 
employment-generating development in areas where public transit is convenient and desirable.  

Draft Seaside 2040 
The City’s Draft Seaside 2040 contains goals and policies aimed at protecting and improving air 
quality in the Healthy and Sustainable Community Element, Land Use and Community Design 
Element, and Mobility Elements. Policies contained under the Healthy and Sustainable Community 
Element Goals HSC-1 and HSC-2 promote land use patterns that encourage walking and active 
transportation, conserve energy and water resources, support active transportation, reduce vehicle 
trips, and improve air quality. Policies under the Land Use and Community Design Element Goals 
LUD-9, LUD-11 and LUD-14 would require the creation of a safe urban environment oriented and 
scaled to pedestrians and bicyclists and focus on infill housing to create high-quality multi-family 
neighborhoods. Goal LUD-19 includes policies requiring new Seaside neighborhoods on former Fort 
Ord lands to be sustainably designed to support non-automobile mobility by providing safe, 
comfortable, and convenient pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists and waiting areas for transit. 
Goal LUD-9 and LUD-24 would require new commercial and mixed-use project to follow best 
practices for pedestrian-supportive design. LUD-24 would require improvements to physical 
connections with CSUMB. Policies under the Mobility Element Goals M-1, M-2, M-3, M-5, and M-6 
promote the use of non-automobile transportation methods through development of a “complete 
streets” network, improvement of multi-model connectivity, enhancement of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities as well as the public transit system. Furthermore, policies under Mobility Element Goal M-
10 focus on environmentally sustainable transportation, which would reduce vehicle air pollutant 
emissions through the use of alternative fuel vehicles, carpools, vanpools, and transportation 
demand management measures.  

Seaside Municipal Code 
Section 17.30.080(E) of the Seaside Municipal Code requires that dust emissions from construction, 
grading, commercial gardening, and similar operations must be limited beyond the Plan Area 
boundary to the maximum extent feasible via the following methods: 

 Grading shall be designed and grading activities shall be scheduled to ensure that repeat grading 
will not be required, and that completion of dust-generating activity (e.g., construction, paving, 
or plating) will occur as soon as possible. 

 Clearing, earth-moving, excavation operations or grading activities shall cease when the wind 
speed exceeds 25 miles per hour averaged over one hour. 
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 The area disturbed by clearing, demolition, earth-moving, excavation operations, or grading 
shall be minimized at all times. 

 Dust emissions shall be controlled by watering a minimum of two times each day, paving, or 
other treatment of permanent on-site roads and construction roads, the covering of trucks 
carrying loads with dust content, and/or other dust-preventive measures (e.g., hydroseeding). 

 Graded areas shall be revegetated as soon as possible, but within no longer than 30 days, to 
minimize dust and erosion. Disturbed areas of the construction site that are to remain inactive 
longer than three months shall be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown and 
maintained. 

 Appropriate facilities shall be constructed to contain dust within the site as required by the 
Zoning Administrator. 

4.2.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The analysis of air quality impacts conforms to the methodologies recommended in MBARD’s CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines (2008). The handbook includes thresholds for emissions associated with both 
construction and operation of land use projects. Construction and operational emissions associated 
with development of the Proposed Project were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2,7 and based upon assumptions from other resources chapters, 
as described in greater detail below. CalEEMod was developed for use throughout the state in 
estimating construction and operational emissions from land use development. The vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) estimate used in the emissions analysis is based on projections provided by TJKM for 
the Proposed Project (Burgett 2019). The Proposed Project does not include any stationary sources 
of lead emissions. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in 
substantial emissions of lead, and this pollutant is not discussed further in this analysis. 

Development Assumptions 
Table 4.2-3 summarizes the land use assumptions were used in CalEEMod: 

                                                      
7 Additional information on the CalEEMod model, including the User Guide, default data tables, technical source documentation is 
incorporated by reference and is available online at: http://www.caleemod.com/ (click on “User’s Guide”).  

http://www.caleemod.com/
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Table 4.2-3 CalEEMod Land Use Assumptions 
Land Use Categories Maximum Allowed 

Housing Units 1,4851 

  Single-family  885 

  Multi-family  600 

Hotel Rooms 250 

Youth Hostel Beds2 75 

Retail, Dining, and Entertainment3 150,000 sf 

  Retail Space 53,900 sf 

  Dining Space 48,050 sf 

  Entertainment Space 48,050 sf 

Office, Flex, Makerspace, and Light Industrial4 50,000 sf 

  Office Space 25,000 sf 

  Light Industrial Space5 25,000 sf 

Public and Private Right-of-Way6 32.3 acres 

Public and Private Open Space6 12.5 acres 
1 The exact breakdown of housing units is not yet known, but it will be a mix of single-family detached, single-family attached, and 
multi-family buildings. There will be no more than 600-multi-family units, with the remaining units being some form of single-family 
units. 
2 Because CalEEMod estimate emissions based on the number of rooms rather than the number of beds, this analysis conservatively 
estimates emissions from the youth hostel based on 75 rooms rather than 75 beds. 
3 The amount of retail square footage is based on the retail square footage contained in the Vesting Tentative Tract (Refer to 
Attachment C, Sheets 7 through 22). The remaining square footage allowed under the Proposed Project was allocated equally between 
dining and entertainment space. 
4 The maximum square footage of office, flex, makerspace, and light industrial square footage under by the Proposed Project was 
allocated equally between office and light industrial space. 
5 Allowable uses for the light industrial development areas under the Proposed Project are small-scale light manufacturing uses 
including the following and similar uses: bakery, upholstery; tile-making, screen-printing, craft brewery, and distillery. As such, this 
analysis uses the “manufacturing” land use subtype in CalEEMod to represent the light industrial development envisioned under the 
Proposed Project because this land use subtype is intended for “manufacturing facilities where the primary activity is the conversion of 
raw materials or parts into finished products” (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2017). 
6 Acreage based on the Vesting Tentative Tract Map (refer to Attachment C, Sheet 1). 

sf = square feet 

Sources: RJA 2019, City of Seaside 2019 

Construction Assumptions 
The construction activities associated with development of the Proposed Project would include 
demolition of existing structures, grading, building and roadway construction, installation of wet 
and dry utilities, and architectural coating. These activities would generate diesel emissions and 
dust. Construction equipment that would generate criteria pollutants includes excavators, graders, 
haul trucks, and loaders. Some of this equipment would be used during both grading and 
construction. It is assumed that all construction equipment used would be diesel-powered. 
Construction equipment for each phase was based on CalEEMod defaults, which are shown in 
Section 3, Construction Detail, of the modeling outputs in Appendix E. The estimated construction 
schedule used for modeling is summarized in Table 2-3 of Section 2, Project Description. As 
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discussed in Table 2-4 of Section 2, Project Description, construction of the Proposed Project would 
require the export of approximately 55,000 cubic yards of soil during Phase I and the import of 
approximately 42,000 cubic yards of soil during Phase II. Of this total, approximately 7,000 cubic 
yards of soil would be exported from Phase I for use in Phase II. Therefore, assuming a standard haul 
truck capacity of 16 cubic yards, grading activities would require approximately 6,875 one-way haul 
trips to export soil from Phase I (including approximately 875 one-way trips to transfer soil between 
Phase I and Phase II) and approximately 4,375 one-way haul trips to import soil for Phase II. The 
Proposed Project would also require the demolition of an approximately 4,400-square foot vacated 
commercial building and the approximately 12,220-square foot Presidio of Monterey Fire Station 
during Phase I and the approximately 20,000-square foot Christian Memorial Community 
Tabernacle during Phase II.8, 9 The construction emissions modelling also conservatively includes 
demolition of approximately 42,017 square feet of Surplus II hammerhead buildings. Therefore, 
approximately 249 one-way haul trips would be required to export demolition debris.  

This analysis assumes that active construction areas would be watered twice daily during the 
construction period in accordance with Section 17.30.080 of the Seaside Municipal Code. In 
addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable regulatory 
standards, including the operative CALGreen Code, MBARD Rule 426, Architectural Coatings, and all 
other applicable MBARD rules. The requirements of Rule 426 were added as “mitigation”10 in 
CalEEMod by including the use of low-volatile organic compound (VOC) non-flat paint (100 grams 
per liter [g/L]). 

Construction emissions modeling includes emissions resulting from construction of several off-site 
improvements, including two planned roundabouts on General Jim Moore Boulevard at Lightfighter 
Drive and Gigling Road, extension of recycled water and underground electricity and natural gas 
pipelines, a potential new fire station that would replace the Presidio of Monterey Station, and the 
potential widening of General Jim Moore Boulevard at Normandy Road to add third northbound and 
southbound through lanes. 11 

Operational Assumptions 
Operational emissions, estimated using CalEEMod, would be comprised of mobile source emissions, 
energy emissions, and area source emissions. Given that the potential new fire station would simply 
replace an existing fire station and the off-site roadway improvements would not emit air pollutant 
emissions upon completion, this analysis does not account for operational air pollutant emissions 
from these off-site improvements.  

Area source emissions are generated by landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, 
and architectural coating. The Proposed Project would not include wood-burning fireplaces; 
therefore, this analysis assumes that only natural gas fireplaces would be utilized. Emissions 
attributed to energy use include electricity and natural gas consumption for space and water 
                                                      
8 The building area estimates for the vacant commercial building and the Presidio of Monterey Fire Station are based on Google Earth 
approximations. 
9 Demolition of the visitor intake center is being managed by the Seaside under a separate FORA permit on or before January 2021. 
Demolition of the Surplus II property was initiated on December 2018 and is being managed by FORA under a separate permit. 
10 CalEEMod is a model for the entire state, and not all air basins or municipalities have the same mandatory regulatory requirements. For 
the purposes of CalEEMod, “mitigation” is a term of art for the modeling input and is not equivalent to mitigation measures that may 
apply to the CEQA analysis. While CalEEMod labels compliance with existing regulations as mitigation measures in this context, these are 
not truly mitigation measures as the term is used in CEQA.  
11 The City of Seaside does not anticipate that widening General Jim Moore Boulevard will be necessary; however, it is included in this 
analysis to provide a conservative estimate of air quality impacts. 
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heating. The lighting energy intensity factor for the residential uses was reduced by 75 percent to 
account for the lighting requirements of the latest iterations of Title 24, which are not included in 
CalEEMod. Furthermore, energy usage from single-family residential usage was reduced by 7 
percent and non-residential energy usage was reduced by 30 percent to account for the 
requirements of 2019 Title 24 standards (California Energy Commission 2019). Indoor and outdoor 
water use rates were based on the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Proposed Project, 
which is discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, and is included as Appendix M. Solid 
waste generation rates were based on CalRecycle rates, consistent with those used in the solid 
waste impact analysis in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems (CalRecycle 2018). Mobile source 
emissions are generated by motor vehicle trips to and from the Plan Area associated with operation 
of on-site development. Mobile source emissions were calculated using forecast VMT provided by 
TJKM, which was calculated based upon the AMBAG 2018 Regional Travel Demand Model. The 
Proposed Project would result in approximately 62,297 net new daily VMT, or 22,738,405 net new 
annual VMT; however, this number is conservative because it does not fully account for displaced 
growth/redistributed population (Burgett 2019). The default trip generation rates for each land use 
in CalEEMod were adjusted to reflect the forecast annual VMT. The air quality analysis uses the 
inputs from Section 4.14, Transportation, under the Plan’s effect on VMT estimation method (Fehr 
& Peers 2019, Appendix K).  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk, or 
the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year 
lifetime will contract cancer. MBARD’s health risk assessment (HRA) procedures recommend 
evaluating risk from extended exposures from stationary TAC sources, and not for short-term 
construction exposures or for infrequent operational exposure to diesel truck deliveries or trash 
hauling (MBARD 2019). The primary purpose of an HRA is to determine long-term health risks, such 
as cancer risks over a 30-year residency or 70-year lifetime. The California Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommends the 30-year exposure duration for estimating 
individual cancer risk and the 70-year exposure duration for estimating population-wide exposure to 
cancer risk in HRAs. The 2015 OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for the 
Preparation of Risk Assessments states (OEHHA 2015):  

The local air pollution control districts sometimes use the risk assessment guidelines for the Hot 
Spots program in permitting decisions for short-term projects such as construction or waste site 
remediation. Frequently, the issue of how to address cancer risks from short-term projects 
arises. Cancer potency factors are based on animal lifetime studies or worker studies where 
there is long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent. There is considerable uncertainty in 
trying to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a lifetime. 
(Page 8-17) 

While OEHHA provides guidance on how to conduct HRAs for temporary TAC emission sources, it 
acknowledges the “considerable uncertainty” in evaluating cancer risk over short-term durations, 
such as the project’s three-year demolition and grading period. In addition, the guidance document 
does not identify short-term projects that warrant the preparation of an HRA, nor does it 
recommend that HRAs be prepared for temporary construction projects. As such, the quantitative 
evaluation of TAC emission impacts from construction activities is not warranted. 

If future individual tenants of the proposed light industrial space propose the use of stationary 
sources with the potential to emit TACs, tenants would be required to obtain an Authority to 
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Construct and/or Permit to Operate from MBARD pursuant to Rule 1000 and conduct a risk 
assessment of associated TAC emissions. In addition, although some air districts such as the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) have adopted guidance on the use of HRAs for 
analyzing mobile source emissions, this guidance refers to emissions associated with facilities such 
as truck stops and distribution centers that attract large volumes of daily heavy-duty diesel truck 
trips, creating a long-term emission source (SCAQMD 2002). Therefore, a quantitative analysis of 
operational TAC emissions from stationary and mobile sources is not relevant for the Proposed 
Project’s infrequent delivery truck trips to the commercial and light industrial space. In light of the 
above factors, this analysis evaluates the Proposed Project’s potential to generate TAC emissions 
qualitatively based on the intensity and duration of construction activities, the types of land uses 
proposed by the Proposed Project, and existing regulations that govern TAC emissions.  

Human Health Impacts 
The methodology in this report makes a reasonable effort to substantively connect any significant 
and unavoidable air quality impacts to the likely human health consequences, consistent with the 
California Supreme Court’s (Court) decision regarding Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (Friant Ranch, 
L.P.) (2018). Project emissions below the AAQS would not have significant health impacts because 
the AAQS are set to be protective of human health.  

Significance Thresholds 
The Proposed Project would have a significant impact to air quality if it would: 

 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 1.
 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 2.

region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard;  
 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;  3.
 Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 4.

number of people. 

To determine whether a significant air quality impact would occur, emissions generated by the 
Proposed Project were compared to MBARD’s thresholds for both construction and operational 
emissions. Section 7 of the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines includes instructions for what an EIR should 
include in its evaluation of air quality impacts when the Project is a specific plan (MBARD 2008): 

 Focus on the project's cumulative air quality impact on regional ozone. A project’s cumulative 
impact should be analyzed by determining its consistency with the AQMP (pursuant to Section 
5.5 of the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines). 

 A project’s localized impact should be assessed by determining whether buildout would create 
or substantially contribute to carbon monoxide "hotspots" where Federal or State AAQS are 
exceeded (pursuant to Section 5.4 of the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines).  

In addition, the Proposed Project would be inconsistent with the MBARD AQMP, and would 
therefore have a cumulatively considerable (significant) contribution to significant cumulative air 
quality impacts, if it would result in either of the following (MBARD 2008, Duymich 2018): 
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 Population growth generated by the Proposed Project would cause the population of Monterey 
County to exceed the population forecast for the appropriate five-year increment utilized in the 
2015 AQMP; or12 

 Construction and operational emissions of ozone precursors would exceed the significance 
thresholds established by MBARD, which are intended to set the allowable limit that a project 
can emit without impeding or conflicting with the AQMP’s goal of attainment ambient air 
quality standards. 

MBARD has issued criteria for determining the level of significance for project specific impacts 
within its jurisdiction in accordance with the above thresholds. Based on criteria set forth in 
MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008), the Proposed Project’s impacts on criteria air pollution 
would be significant if the Proposed Project would result in air pollutant emissions during 
construction or operation that exceed the thresholds in Table 4.2-4. 

Table 4.2-4 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance 
Pollutant Source Threshold of Significance 

Construction Impacts 

PM10 Direct  82 lbs/day1 

Operational Impacts 

VOC Direct and Indirect 137 lbs/day 

NOX Direct and Indirect 137 lbs/day 

PM10 On-site 82 lbs/day2 

CO  LOS at intersection/road segment degrades from D or better to E or 
F or V/C ratio at intersection/road segment at LOS E or F increases 
by 0.05 or more or delay at intersection at LOS E or F increases by 10 
seconds or more or reserve capacity at unsignalized intersection at 
LOS E or F decreases by 50 or more 

Direct 550 lbs/day 

SOX, as SO2 Direct 150 lbs/day 

Notes: lbs/day = pounds per day; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic 
compounds (also referred to as ROG, or reactive organic gases); NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of 
sulfur; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; 
1 This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality 
impact related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in 
Section 5.3 of the MBARD CEQA Guidelines. 
2 The District’s operational PM10 threshold of significance applies only to on-site emissions, such as project-related exceedances along 
unpaved roads. These impacts are generally less than significant. For large development projects, almost all travel is on paved roads, 
and entrained road dust from vehicular travel can exceed the significance threshold. 

Source: MBARD 2008 

The CO thresholds provided by MBARD are designed to screen out from further analysis projects 
that would have a less than significant impact to CO; however, projects that exceed these thresholds 
would not necessarily result in a hotspot. Localized CO concentrations are primarily the result of the 
volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions generated by vehicles; restricted vehicular 
traffic flows can contribute to higher volumes of vehicles on a given roadway in a period of time, but 

                                                      
12 In Monterey County, consistency with population forecasts is based on comparing a project’s population with countywide forecasts to 
avoid confusion related to declining population forecasts for cities on the Monterey Peninsula (MBARD 2008). 
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are not the cause of high CO concentrations. Stringent vehicle emission standards in California have 
reduced the level of CO emissions generated by vehicles over time such that CO hotspots are rarely 
a concern, except for roadways with very high traffic volumes. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has established a volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour as the level 
above which traffic volumes may contribute to a violation of CO standards (BAAQMD 2017). The 
NCCAB and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD, which is the air 
district immediately adjacent to MBARD to the north) are both in attainment for the CAAQS and 
NAAQS for carbon dioxide and have not reported exceedances of the CO standard at local 
monitoring stations for the last two decades (CARB 2018; BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, given the 
similar ambient air quality conditions for CO in both air basins, it is appropriate to use the BAAQMD 
threshold in this analysis. The BAAQMD threshold is applied in the following impact analysis if the 
Proposed Project exceeds the MBARD screening thresholds presented above to determine whether 
the Proposed Project would result in an exceedance of CO standards.  

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

Impact AQ-1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THE 2015 AQMP. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The most recently adopted air quality plan in the MBARD region is the 2015 AQMP. The 2015 AQMP 
only addresses attainment of the State eight-hour ozone standard because in 2012, the USEPA 
designated the NCCAB as attainment for the current Federal eight-hour ozone standard of 0.075 
ppm. The control measures outlined in the 2015 AQMP focus on the MBARD continuing to use grant 
funding to reduce both ROG and NOX emissions, primarily from mobile sources. According to 
MBARD, mobile source emission reductions have been the most effective in achieving progress 
toward attainment of the State one-hour and eight-hour ozone standards (MBARD 2017). 
Furthermore, the 2012-2015 AQMP provides Emission Reduction Strategies in Section 9.1, which 
includes land use “planning efforts such as the ‘Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act 
of 2008 (Sustainable Communities Act, SB 375)…which supports coordinated transportation and 
land use planning with the goal of developing more sustainable communities” (MBARD 2017). 

The Proposed Project includes elements to reduce VMT by creating a Mixed Use Urban Village that 
includes housing in close proximity to entertainment, retail, visitor lodging, and employment 
opportunities that could enable residents to live, work, and shop without the use of motor vehicles. 
The Proposed Project also requires the implementation of a “complete streets” policy to ensure that 
all forms of mobility, including cycling and walking, are considered in the design of the circulation 
roadway network. Furthermore, the Proposed Project provides a motorized intersection density of 
238 intersections per square mile and a combined motorized and non-motorized intersection 
density of 540 intersections per square mile, an urban design pattern known to enable enhanced 
walkability. These goals, policies, and standards would be consistent with the 2015 AQMP because 
they would encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation and reduce reliance on 
automobiles, thereby reducing project emissions of ozone precursors. 

A significant impact to air quality would occur if buildout of the Proposed Project would conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the 2015 AQMP. Although any development project would represent 
an incremental negative impact on air quality in the NCCAB due to increased air pollutant emissions, 
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the primary concern is whether project-related impacts have been properly anticipated in the 
regional air quality planning process and reduced whenever feasible. MBARD uses growth forecasts 
provided by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) to project population-
related emissions, which are used in developing the AQMP for the NCCAB. As discussed in Section 
4.11, Population and Housing, the Proposed Project would accommodate approximately 4,900 new 
residents. The current population of Monterey County is estimated at 443,281 (California 
Department of Finance [CDOF] 2018). Therefore, the Proposed Project would increase the 
population of Monterey County to 448,181 persons (443,281 + 4,900). The population growth 
projections used in the 2015 AQMP forecast that the population of Monterey County will reach 
495,086 residents by 2035 (MBARD 2017). Therefore, buildout of the Proposed Project would not 
exceed the 2015 AQMP population growth forecast for Monterey County and is within the 
applicable assumptions of the air pollutant emissions forecast contained in the AQMP. Consistency 
with the AQMP in consideration of cumulative growth projections is discussed in detail under 
Section 4.2.3(c), Cumulative Impacts. Furthermore, as discussed under Impact AQ-2 and Impact AQ-
3 below, operational emissions generated by the Proposed Project would not exceed MBARD 
thresholds for ozone precursor emissions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be within the 
population forecasts used in the 2015 AQMP and would not generate air pollutant emissions that 
would impede or conflict with the AQMP’s goal of achieving attainment of the State ozone 
standards. As a result, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation 
of the 2015 AQMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Threshold 2: Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal 
or State ambient air quality standard? 

Impact AQ-2 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF ANY CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE MBARD REGION IS IN 
NONATTAINMENT UNDER APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS. THEREFORE, 
IMPACTS RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.1(c), Air Quality Standards, the NCCAB is currently designated 
nonattainment-transitional for the State ozone standards and nonattainment for the State PM10 
standard, but is in attainment for all other Federal and State standards.13 Therefore, this analysis 
focuses on air quality impacts related to those criteria pollutants for which the Plan Area region is 
nonattainment, which are ozone and PM10. 

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, demolition, grading and construction of backbone 
infrastructure for the Proposed Project would occur in two phases with vertical construction 
occurring in sub-phases of these two phases. Construction activities such as demolition, grading, 
                                                      
13 Areas are designated as nonattainment-transitional for ozone if no monitoring location in the nonattainment area has recorded more 
than three exceedance days during the previous calendar year (California Code Section 70303.5).  
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construction worker travel to and from Plan Area, delivery and hauling of construction supplies and 
debris to and from Plan Area, and fuel combustion by on-site construction equipment would 
generate emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOX), CO, and dust (PM10 and PM2.5). Although 
the MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008) provide no plan-level significance thresholds for 
construction air pollutant emissions, the guidelines include project-level thresholds for construction 
emissions that are utilized for this analysis. If a project’s construction emissions fall below the 
project-level thresholds, the project’s impacts to regional air quality are considered individually and 
cumulatively less than significant and less than cumulatively considerable. According to MBARD 
guidelines, construction projects that temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., ROG or NOX) are 
accommodated in the emission inventories of State- and Federally-required air plans and would not 
have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of State or Federal ozone AAQS. 
MBARD guidelines have an exception if a project uses “non-typical equipment, e.g., grinders, and 
portable equipment.” According to MBARD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008), PM10 is the 
greatest pollutant of concern during construction; therefore, MBARD has established a significance 
threshold of 82 pounds of PM10 emissions per day for construction activities. Table 4.2-5 shows the 
estimated unmitigated maximum daily emissions for each year of construction of the Proposed 
Project, accounting for compliance with Section 17.30.080(E)(4) of the Seaside Municipal Code, 
which requires implementation of dust suppression techniques, and MBARD Rule 426 (Architectural 
Coatings), which requires the use of low-VOC architectural coatings.  
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Table 4.2-5 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 
 Emissions (pounds per day) 

Year ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2021 7.8 88.6 55.7 0.1 10.3 6.4 

2022 31.1 160.2 154.3 0.5 31.7 11.8 

2023 29.1 136.4 143.4 0.5 32.7 12.6 

2024 25.2 98.9 106.0 0.4 32.6 12.4 

2025 24.4 94.3 100.1 0.4 32.3 12.2 

2026 13.9 74.3 82.2 0.3 22.9 6.7 

2027 13.4 66.4 73.0 0.3 22.9 6.7 

2028 13.0 65.3 69.4 0.3 22.9 6.7 

2029 12.5 64.3 66.0 0.3 22.9 6.7 

2030 12.0 58.7 63.1 0.3 22.5 6.3 

2031 11.5 57.9 60.3 0.3 22.5 6.3 

2032 11.0 57.2 57.8 0.3 22.5 6.3 

2033 10.7 56.6 55.7 0.3 22.5 6.3 

2034 10.4 56.1 53.8 0.3 22.5 6.3 

Maximum Daily Emissions for Off-Site 
Improvements (year unknown) 7.0 24.8 19.2 < 0.1 4.2 2.6 

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds per day)1 38.1 185.0 173.5 0.5 36.9 15.2 

MBARD Thresholds n/a n/a n/a n/a 822 n/a 

Threshold Exceeded? n/a n/a n/a n/a No n/a 

N/A = not applicable 

Notes: All numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled 
emissions. 
1 Because it is unknown at this time when off-site improvements would be constructed, maximum daily construction emissions were 
calculated by adding the highest modeled daily construction emissions from off-site improvements to the highest modeled daily 
construction emissions from construction of the Proposed Project. 
2 This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality 
impact related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in 
Section 5.3 of the MBARD CEQA Guidelines. 

Source: See Appendix E for CalEEMod calculations and assumptions 
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As shown in Table 4.2-5, construction of the Proposed Project would generate maximum daily 
emissions of approximately 47 pounds of PM10, which would not exceed the MBARD threshold of 82 
pounds per day for maximum daily PM10 emissions from construction activities. Furthermore, as 
discussed above, MBARD guidelines state that ozone precursor emissions from construction 
projects using typical equipment were accounted for in the emission inventories of the 2015 AQMP. 
The Proposed Project would use typical construction equipment; therefore, ozone precursor 
emissions from project construction were accounted for the emission inventories and would not 
have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of State or Federal ozone AAQS 
(MBARD 2008). Therefore, construction-related air quality impacts from buildout of the Proposed 
Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. Compliance with 
MBARD Rule 400 (Visible Emissions) and Rule 425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt) would further reduce 
emissions of dust particulates during construction activity.  

Although construction emissions of ROC, NOX, and PM10 would be less than significant, project 
construction would temporarily and incrementally increase emissions of these pollutants, which 
would incrementally increase ozone and PM10 concentrations in Monterey County and 
incrementally contribute to Monterey County’s existing nonattainment status for the state ozone 
and PM10 standards. These temporary impacts are not considered significant under the applicable 
MBARD thresholds. For informational purposes, the analysis below describes how the project’s 
incremental (and less than significant) impacts relate to human health.  

The disconnect between the tonnage of pollutants emitted and the localized concentrations of 
ozone and PM10 is important because it is not necessarily the tonnage of pollutants emitted that 
causes human health effects; rather, it is the concentrations of ozone and PM that cause these 
effects. As discussed above under Section 4.2.1(b), Air Pollutants of Primary Concern, the health 
impacts of ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions, and 
the health impacts of PM10 include respiratory irritation, reduced lung function, aggravation of 
cardiovascular disease, and cancer. However, because emissions of ozone precursors and PM10 
would not exceed MBARD thresholds, the Project’s incremental contribution to these cumulative 
adverse health impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Impact AQ-3 OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF ANY CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE MBARD REGION IS IN 
NONATTAINMENT UNDER APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARD. THEREFORE, 
IMPACTS RELATED TO OPERATION WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.1(c), Air Quality Standards, the NCCAB is currently designated 
nonattainment-transitional for the State ozone standards and nonattainment for the State PM10 
standard, but is in attainment for all other Federal and State standards. Therefore, this analysis 
focuses on air quality impacts related to those criteria pollutants for which the Plan Area region is 
nonattainment, which are ozone and PM10. 
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The Proposed Project would result in long-term air pollutant emissions over the course of 
operations. Emissions include area sources, energy sources, and mobile emissions. Area sources 
include use of consumer products, use of gas powered landscaping equipment, re-application of 
architectural coating (re-painting), and use of fireplaces/hearths. Energy sources include natural gas 
for uses such heating/air conditioning, appliances, lighting, and water heating. Mobile emissions 
include vehicle trips (including residents, employees, deliveries, visitors, and customers to the 
commercial areas).  

Similar to thresholds for construction emissions, the MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008) 
have no plan-level significance thresholds for operational air pollutant emissions. However, the 
guidelines include project-level thresholds for operational emissions, which are utilized in this 
analysis. If a project’s operational emissions fall below the project-level thresholds, the Proposed 
Project’s impacts to regional air quality are considered individually less than significant and less than 
cumulatively considerable.  

The Proposed Project was modeled in CalEEMod to estimate total emissions associated with 
operation. Maximum daily emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10 and PM2.5 were estimated based 
on the proposed uses under the Proposed Project, as well as the forecast annual VMT provided by 
TJKM (Burgett 2019). Table 4.2-6 includes the results of operational emissions modeling in 
comparison to the MBARD significance thresholds. As indicated, emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, 
PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed MBARD thresholds. Therefore, operational air quality impacts 
from buildout of the Proposed Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be 
required.  

Table 4.2-6 Estimated Maximum Operational Emissions  
  Emissions (pounds per day) 

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Emissions 75.7 1.4 122.1 < 0.1 0.7 0.7 

Energy Emissions 1.4 12.5 7.4 0.1 1.0 1.0 

Mobile Emissions1 11.0 68.9 111.7 0.5 51.5 14.0 

Project Emissions 88.1 82.8 241.3 0.6 53.2 15.6 

MBARD Threshold 137 137 550 150 82 N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No N/A1 

N/A = not applicable 

Notes: All numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled 
emissions. Numbers may not add up due to rounding. 
1 Default trip generation rates for each land use in CalEEMod were adjusted to reflect the forecast VMT of approximately 22,738,405 
net new annual VMT, as closely as possible (Burgett 2019). However, this analysis is conservative because the CalEEMod model 
assumes 23,739,210 net new annual VMT, which is slightly greater than the annual net new VMT forecasted by TJKM.2 The MBARD 
does not have a significance threshold for operational PM2.5 emissions. 

Source: See Appendix E for CalEEMod calculations and assumptions. 

Although operational emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 would be less than significant, operation of 
the Proposed Project would incrementally increase emissions of these pollutants, which would 
incrementally increase ozone and PM10 concentrations in Monterey County and incrementally 
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contribute to Monterey County’s existing nonattainment status for the state ozone and PM10 
standards. These long-term impacts are not considered significant under the applicable MBARD 
thresholds. For informational purposes, the analysis below describes how the Project’s incremental 
(and less than significant) impacts relate to human health.  

It is not necessarily the tonnage of pollutants emitted that causes human health effects; rather, it is 
the concentrations of ozone and PM that cause these effects. The incremental increase in ozone and 
PM10 concentrations in Monterey County as a result of Proposed Project operation would contribute 
to adverse health impacts that are already occurring due to the region’s nonattainment status for 
these pollutants. As discussed above under Section 4.2.1(b), Air Pollutants of Primary Concern, the 
health impacts of ozone include respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung 
functions, and the health impacts of PM10 include respiratory irritation, reduced lung function, 
aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and cancer. However, because emissions of ozone precursors 
and PM10 would not exceed MBARD thresholds, the Project’s incremental contribution to these 
adverse health impacts would be less than significant and less than cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Threshold 3: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Impact AQ-4 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL 
POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE FORM OF LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE HOTSPOTS. THEREFORE, 
IMPACTS RELATED TO CO HOTSPOTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Buildout of the Proposed Project would result in new development or redevelopment that would 
generate additional vehicle trips on area roadways. Areas with high vehicle density, such as 
congested intersections, have the potential to create concentrations of CO (“CO hotspots”) and 
could potentially expose sensitive receptors to harmful levels of pollution. The NAAQS for CO is 35.0 
ppm and the CAAQS for CO is 20.0 ppm.  

As discussed above in Section 4.2.3(a), Methodology and Significance Thresholds, localized CO 
concentrations are the result of the volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions 
generated by vehicles, rather than the flow of traffic, and vehicle CO emissions have declined over 
time due to stringent State standards for vehicle emissions and would continue to decline as more 
stringent standards are put in place. MBARD provides screening thresholds for CO hotspot impacts 
but does not have a standard for assessing whether a project’s CO hotspot impacts would be 
significant. Therefore, the CO threshold from BAAQMD, which is the air district immediately 
adjacent to MBARD to the north, is utilized in this analysis.14 BAAQMD has determined that a 
volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour is the level above which traffic volumes may contribute to a 

                                                      
14 The NCCAB and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD) are both in attainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS 
for carbon dioxide and have not reported exceedances of the CO standard at local monitoring stations for the last two decades (CARB 
2018; BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, given the similar ambient air quality conditions for CO in both air basins, it is appropriate to use the 
BAAQMD threshold in this analysis. 
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violation of CO standards (BAAQMD 2017). All of the studied road and freeway segments would 
have daily traffic volumes below 44,000 vehicles under buildout of the Proposed Project; see 
Appendix K for roadway volumes. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in volumes of 
traffic that would create, or substantially contribute to, the exceedance of State and Federal AAQS 
for CO. This impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant.  

Impact AQ-5 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL 
POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS IN THE FORM OF TACS. THEREFORE, IMPACTS RELATED TO TACS WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Sensitive receptors near the Plan Area include residences approximately 65 feet south of the Plan 
Area across Gigling Road. Additional sensitive receptors include CSUMB dormitories approximately 
0.4 mile north of the Plan Area, the Monterey College of Law located in the Plan Area south of 
Colonel Durham between Malmedy Road and Arnhem Road, and Stillwell Elementary School and 
George C. Marshall Elementary School located approximately 0.4 and 0.5 mile south of the Plan 
Area, respectively. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during construction would be from diesel particulate 
emissions associated with heavy equipment operations. According to CARB methodology, health 
effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk, which is 
expressed as an estimate of the increased changes of developing cancer due to facility emissions 
over a 70-year lifetime. As discussed under Section 4.2.3(a), Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds, given the construction schedule, construction of the Proposed Project would not result 
in a long-term (i.e., 70-year) source of TAC emissions. Construction activities for the Proposed 
Project would only occur for a temporary duration, after which time all construction-related TAC 
emissions would cease. Further, there would be no residual emissions or corresponding individual 
cancer risk from construction activities after completion of the Proposed Project. Construction of 
the Proposed Project would take approximately 13 years; however, the construction schedule 
estimates that the phases which require the most heavy-duty diesel vehicle usage and generate the 
highest levels of TAC emissions, such as demolition and site grading, would last for a much shorter 
duration (e.g., 3 years). As a result, construction of the Proposed Project would not result in 
substantial, long-term (i.e., 70-year) source of emissions. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project’s construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial concentrations of TACs.  

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic 
emissions. Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs identified by CARB include 
distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline 
dispensing facilities. MBARD also identifies additional common sources of TACs including diesel-
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fueled internal combustion engines and parking areas for diesel-fueled heavy-duty trucks and buses. 
CARB recommends siting distances both for the development of sensitive land uses in proximity to 
TAC sources and for the addition of new TAC sources in proximity to existing sensitive land uses.  

Allowable uses for the light industrial development areas in the Plan Area are small-scale light 
manufacturing uses including the following and similar uses: bakery, upholstery, tile-making, screen-
printing, craft brewery, and distillery. Other permitted uses include dry-cleaning, restaurants, fast 
casual, food halls, outdoor dining, and fast food without drive-through restaurants. While potential 
users of the light industrial space may require stationary equipment, no stationary source 
equipment is proposed at this time. If individual tenants propose the use of stationary sources with 
the potential to emit TACs, tenants would be required to obtain an Authority to Construct and/or 
Permit to Operate from MBARD pursuant to Rule 1000 and conduct a risk assessment of associated 
TAC emissions. As part of the permit process, tenants would be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the following requirements, which are designed to prevent TAC emissions from 
causing or contributing to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness or from posing a 
present or potential hazard to human health: 

 The acute and chronic hazard indices for any target organ or organ system due to TAC emissions 
do not exceed 1.0 at any receptor location; and 

 The cancer risk due to TAC emissions does not exceed 10 in one million at any receptor location. 

Other sources of potential air toxics associated with Proposed Project operations include DPM from 
delivery trucks for commercial/retail uses (e.g., truck traffic on local streets and idling on adjacent 
streets) and the use of household hazardous materials such as cleaning solvents, paints, and 
landscape pesticides. However, these activities, and the land uses associated with the Proposed 
Project, are not considered land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions based on review of 
the air toxic sources listed in MBARD’s and CARB’s guidelines. It is expected that quantities of 
hazardous TACs generated on-site by future residents and tenants (e.g., cleaning solvents, paints, 
landscape pesticides) for the types of proposed land uses would be below thresholds warranting 
further study under the California Accidental Release Program, which regulates stationary sources 
of hazardous substances used annually in quantities ranging from 500 to 20,000 pounds. In the 
event that future tenants of the light industrial space utilize substantial quantities of hazardous 
substances, they would be subject to the requirements of the California Accidental Release Program 
and would be required to develop and implement a Risk Management Plan that would minimize the 
accidental release of hazardous substances and associated TAC emissions. Because stationary TAC 
sources in the light industrial areas would be required to comply with MBARD Rule 1000 and the 
Proposed Project would not otherwise contain substantial TAC sources, the Proposed Project would 
not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to significant amounts of carcinogenic or toxic air 
contaminants. Therefore, impacts related to TAC emissions from stationary sources would be less 
than significant.  

Preliminary Health Risk Assessment 
CEQA does not generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental 
conditions on a proposed project’s future users or residents. Consequently, impacts related to TACs 
generated by vehicular traffic on high-volume roadways would only be considered significant if the 
Proposed Project risks exacerbating those existing environmental conditions. CARB’s Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides guidance for evaluating 
projects near high-traffic freeways and roadways and recommends against siting sensitive receptors 
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within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 
vehicles per day (CARB 2005). The CARB Handbook states that its “recommendations are advisory. 
Land use agencies have to balance other considerations, including housing and transportation 
needs, economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues” (CARB 2005). The freeways 
analyzed in the CARB Handbook are the I-710 and I-405 in Southern California, both of which are 
very high traffic freeways. The primary concern with respect to nearby-traffic roadway adjacency is 
the long-term effect of TACs, such as diesel exhaust particulates, on sensitive receptors. The primary 
source of diesel exhaust particulates is heavy-duty trucks on freeways and high-volume arterial 
roadways.  

The westernmost boundary of the Plan Area is approximately 500 feet east of the State Route 1 (SR 
1)/Lightfighter Drive northbound off ramp15 and is therefore at the edge of the 500-foot 
recommended buffer. However, according to the California Department of Transportation’s 
(Caltrans) 2016 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways report, which is the most recent 
Caltrans data available, the portion of SR 1 nearest the Plan Area experiences an annual average of 
87,000 daily trips (Caltrans 2017). The Proposed Project would generate approximately 17,814 
weekday trips that would be distributed on area roadways. Approximately 15 percent of these trips 
would travel along SR 1; therefore, the Proposed Project would add approximately 2,673 daily trips 
to SR 1 for a total of 89,673 daily trips. Although the westernmost edge of the Plan Area would be at 
the edge of the 500-foot recommended buffer, this segment of SR 1 would experience less than 
100,000 vehicle trips per day under existing plus project conditions and is therefore considered a 
relatively low-volume freeway. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not introduce sensitive 
receptors within 500 feet of an urban road with 100,000 vehicles per day and would not exacerbate 
existing conditions such that on-site or off-site sensitive receptors would be exposed to substantial 
pollutant concentrations resulting from TAC emissions along high-volume roadways. Impacts related 
to TAC emissions from mobile sources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant.  

Threshold 4:  Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

Impact AQ-6 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT CREATE OBJECTIONABLE ODORS THAT WOULD 
ADVERSELY AFFECT A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

During construction activities, temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and construction equipment 
engines would occur. Construction-related odors would be short-term and would cease upon 
completion. Land uses typically producing objectionable odors include landfills, rendering plants, 
chemical plants, agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, and refineries (MBARD 2008). Light 
industrial uses would be allowed in the Commercial Center, Central, and University Village. 
Allowable uses for the light industrial development areas within the Plan Area are small-scale light 

                                                      
15 The Plan Area is located approximately 900 feet east of SR 1 and 500 feet east of the SR 1 Lightfighter Drive northbound off ramp. 
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manufacturing uses including the following and similar uses: bakery, upholstery, tile-making, screen-
printing, craft brewery, and distillery. Other permitted uses include dry-cleaning, restaurants, fast 
casual, food halls, outdoor dining, and fast food without drive-through restaurants. Although 
restaurants and light industrial uses could be located in close proximity to residential areas, the 
allowable restaurants and small-scale light manufacturing uses are not typically associated with 
substantial numbers of odor complaints according to MBARD’s guidance (MBARD 2008). In addition, 
MBARD Rule 402 prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other materials which would cause a 
nuisance or detriment to a considerable number of persons or to the public, with the exception of 
odors from agricultural activities. Therefore, given the nature of land uses under the Proposed 
Project and required compliance with MBARD Rule 402, the Proposed Project would not create 
objectionable odors that would adversely affect a substantial number of people during construction 
and operation, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation  
Less than significant.  

c. Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065(a)(3)). 

Consistency with Air Quality Management Plan 
The geographic scope for related projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis for AQMP 
consistency is Monterey County. Consistency with the AQMP is determined by comparing 
cumulative population growth to the population forecasts contained in the AQMP. According to 
MBARD guidance, “in Monterey County, consistency with population forecasts is based on 
comparing a project’s population with countywide forecasts” rather than the local jurisdiction in 
which the project is located (MBARD 2008). Therefore, the geographic scope of Monterey County is 
appropriate for the AQMP consistency analysis. 

As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the 2015 AQMP forecasts that the population of Monterey County 
will reach 495,086 residents by 2035 (MBARD 2017). AMBAG forecasts that the population of 
Monterey County will reach 489,451 residents by 2035 (AMBAG 2018). Therefore, projected 
cumulative growth in Monterey County would be within the growth anticipated by the 2015 AQMP. 
Furthermore, although projects within Monterey County that were not anticipated by the AMBAG 
growth forecasts could cause population growth to exceed the population forecasts contained in 
the AQMP, the evaluation of such impacts would be speculative because the location and timing of 
such projects is not known at this time, and such development activities would not be caused, 
directly or indirectly, by the Proposed Project. Also, if such future projects were proposed, they 
would require general plan or specific plan amendments and would therefore be subject to CEQA 
review on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, no significant cumulative impact related to consistency 
with the 2015 AQMP would occur. Furthermore, because the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with the AQMP as discussed under Impact AQ-1, the Proposed Project would not have a 
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cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to consistency 
with the AQMP. 

Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 
According to MBARD, a project’s cumulative air quality impacts should be evaluated for ozone, CO, 
and PM10 (MBARD 2008). The geographic scope for cumulative criteria air pollutant emission 
impacts is the NCCAB, which is comprised of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito Counties. This 
geographic scope is appropriate for criteria air pollutants because air quality is affected by the 
climatic conditions, regional topography, and atmospheric conditions of a region. Development that 
is considered part of the cumulative analysis includes buildout of local City General Plans; County 
General Plans for the counties of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito; and other development 
projects proposed within the jurisdiction of MBARD. 

Ozone 
Because the area under the jurisdiction of MBARD is designated a nonattainment-transitional area 
for the State ozone standards, there is a significant cumulative air quality impact related to ozone. 
According to MBARD, if the Proposed Project would be inconsistent with the AQMP, the Proposed 
Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative air quality 
impact related to ozone (MBARD 2008). As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with MBARD’s AQMP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative air quality impact related to 
ozone. 

PM10 
Because the area under the jurisdiction of MBARD is designated a nonattainment area for the state 
PM10 standard, there is a significant cumulative air quality impact related to PM10. According to 
MBARD, if the ambient PM10 levels exceed the CAAQS in the Plan Area and the Proposed Project 
would emit more than 82 pounds of PM10 per day, the Proposed Project would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative PM10 impact (MBARD 2008). As shown in 
Table 4.2-2, ambient air quality in the Plan Area exceeded the CAAQS for PM10 in 2015 and 2017. 
However, as show in Table 4.2-6 under Impact AQ-3, operation of the Proposed Project would not 
generate more than 82 pounds of PM10 emissions per day. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative air quality impact 
related to PM10. 

Carbon Monoxide 
According to MBARD, the Proposed Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
a significant cumulative CO impact if traffic under cumulative plus project conditions caused CO 
concentrations to exceed the NAAQS for CO of 35.0 ppm or the CAAQS for CO of 20.0 ppm 
(MBARD). As discussed under Methodology, localized CO concentrations are the result of the 
volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions generated by vehicles, rather than the flow of 
traffic, and vehicle CO emissions have declined over time due to stringent State standards for 
vehicle emissions. In addition, vehicle CO emissions would continue to decline as more stringent 
standards are put in place. As discussed under Impact AQ-4, MBARD provides screening thresholds 
for CO hotspot impacts but does not have a standard for assessing whether a project’s CO hotspot 
impacts would be significant. Therefore, the CO threshold from BAAQMD, which is the air district 
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immediately adjacent to MBARD to the north, is utilized in this analysis. The NCCAB and the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD) are both in attainment for the CAAQS 
and NAAQS for carbon dioxide and have not reported exceedances of the CO standard at local 
monitoring stations for the last two decades (CARB 2018; BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, given the 
similar ambient air quality conditions for CO in both air basins, it is appropriate to use the BAAQMD 
threshold in this analysis. BAAQMD has determined that a volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour is the 
level above which traffic volumes may contribute to a violation of CO standards (BAAQMD 2017). 
Under cumulative conditions, all of the studied road and freeway segments would have hourly 
traffic volumes below 44,000 vehicles. Furthermore, under Cumulative plus Project conditions, all of 
the studied road and freeway segments would have hourly traffic volumes below 44,000 vehicles 
(see Appendix K for roadway volumes). Therefore, there would be no significant cumulative impact 
related to CO hotspots at congested intersections, and the Proposed Project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact associated with carbon 
monoxide. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
The geographic scope for related projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis for TAC 
emissions is the MBARD region. This geographic scope is appropriate for toxic air contaminants 
because air quality is affected by the climatic conditions, regional topography, and atmospheric 
conditions of a region. Development that is considered part of the cumulative analysis includes 
buildout of local City General Plans; County General Plans for the counties of Monterey, Santa Cruz, 
and San Benito; and other development projects proposed within the jurisdiction of MBARD. 

As discussed under Impact AQ-5, future owners/operators of stationary equipment within the 
MBARD region are required to obtain an Authority to Construct and/or Permit to Operate from 
MBARD per Rule 1000 and conduct a risk assessment of associated TAC emissions. 
Owners/operators would be required to demonstrate compliance that TAC emissions do not cause 
or contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness or from posing a present or 
potential hazard to human health. These analyses are cumulative in nature because they must 
consider existing ambient air quality and nearby existing TAC emission sources; therefore, 
compliance with Rule 1000 would ensure that cumulative impacts related to TAC emissions from 
stationary sources would be less than significant. Other sources of TAC emissions within Monterey 
County, such as construction activities, delivery trucks, and household hazardous materials are 
localized in nature and are not considered to be sources that generate substantial TAC emissions by 
CARB and MBARD; therefore, TAC emissions from these sources from related projects would not 
combine to create a cumulative impact. Therefore, cumulative impact related to TAC emissions 
would be less than significant, and the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact associated with toxic air contaminants. 

Odors 
Odors are primarily a localized impact; therefore, the geographic scope for related projects 
considered in the cumulative impact analysis for odors are those identified in Table 4-1 in Section 4, 
Environmental Impact Analysis. None of the related projects listed in Table 4-1 are odor-producing 
land uses identified by MBARD, which are listed under Impact AQ-6. Furthermore, all future projects 
would be subject to MBARD Rule 402 (Nuisances), which prohibits the discharge of air contaminants 
or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable 
number of persons or to the public; or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any 
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such persons or the public; or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to 
business or property. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to odor would be less than significant. 
As described under Impact AQ-6, the project-level odor impacts would also be less than significant. 
As such, the Proposed Project would not have a cumulative considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact associated with odors. 
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4.3 Biological Resources 
This section addresses the existing environmental conditions in the Campus Town Specific Plan Area 
(Plan Area) and provides an assessment of the potential for direct and indirect impacts to special 
status biological resources, sensitive natural communities, special status species, regulated 
waterways and wetlands, sensitive habitat and mature native trees, and wildlife movement 
corridors associated with implementation of the Proposed Project. The analysis presented in this 
section is based on literature/database reviews and a site reconnaissance survey. During the 
reconnaissance survey completed on November 11 and 18, 2018, a Rincon Biologist walked 
throughout the Plan Area. The purpose of the survey was to document existing biological 
conditions, including plant and wildlife species, vegetation communities, potential jurisdictional 
waters and wetlands, and the potential for presence of special status species and/or habitats.  

4.3.1 Setting 

a. Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 
The Plan Area includes predominantly developed areas consisting of buildings, roads, parking lots 
and walkways interspersed with remnant natural scrub and woodland vegetation and landscaping 
consisting of non-native ornamental species. The western portion of the Plan Area includes some 
areas of oak woodland and scrub communities, and large patches of invasive iceplant. Vegetation 
communities within the developed portions of the Plan Area have been heavily disturbed by human 
activity and the spread of non-native species. Three vegetation communities and one land cover 
type were mapped within the limits of the Plan Area (Figure 4.3-1). 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 
Holland (1986) and Sawyer et al. (2009) describe this community as singularly dominated by coast 
live oak (Quercus agrifolia) with an open underdeveloped understory. Within the Plan Area, this 
vegetation community is largely degraded by fragmentation as a result of prior development and 
disturbance. Ice plant (Carpobrotus spp.) mats have invaded the understory and homeless 
encampments have resulted in significant degradation to the woodland including the general poor 
health of the trees.  

The largest and least disturbed patch of coast live oak woodland occurs southwest of the 
Lightfighter Drive and General Jim Moore Boulevard intersection. This patch is approximately nine 
acres and is consistent with a live oak, poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) alliance (Sawyer et 
al. 2009). Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), was also observed in this area, but was not a dominant 
species. Along the western edge, ice plant is creeping in and overtaking the herbaceous layer. 
Additionally, a number of trees were observed in this patch with sapwood decay fungus (Hypoxylon 
thouarsianum); this fungus typically infects diseased and dying trees. Mammals observed on site 
either through direct observation or the presence of sign (scat, tracks, middens, etc.) include; black-
tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), northern raccoon (Procyon lotor), and Monterey dusky-footed 
woodrat (Neotoma macrotis luciana) (middens). Birds observed onsite include; California towhee 
(Melozone crissalis), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), and 
chestnut-backed chickadee (Poecile rufescens). 

Other small patches of coast live oak woodland east of General Jim Moore Boulevard are more 
consistent with the live oak, black sage (Salvia mellifera), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) 
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Figure 4.3-1 Vegetation Communities, Land Cover Types, and Potenitally Jurisdictional Features  
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alliance (Sawyer et al. 2009). These patches have an open canopy and some chaparral species such 
as; black sage, chamise, coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), and California sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica) in the understory. North of Colonel Durham Street, patches of sandmat manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos pumila) and woolly leaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos tomentosa) were observed in 
this community. In total, approximately 14.14 acres of coast live oak woodland occur within the Plan 
Area. 

Developed Woodland/Shrubland 
This community is not described by Holland (1986) or Sawyer et al. (2009); however, consists of 
primarily non-native ornamental plantings in lawns, park strips, parking lots, commercial parks, 
baseball fields, etc. Tree species found in this community are highly variable and typically non-native 
or not occurring as part of a natural woodland. Species observed in the Plan Area are primarily 
Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), with some 
Monterey pine (Pinus radiata). Bushes and shrubs in this community are variable by occurrence and 
may include oleander (Nerium oleander) and juniper (Juniperus spp.). Some areas mapped within 
this community also contain small patches of remnant native maritime chaparral species such as 
coast live oak and woolly leaf manzanita, with wild oats (Avena fatua) as the primary species. 
Landscaping around unoccupied buildings has not been regularly maintained since the base closure. 
As such these fallow lawns are now comprised of non-native and weedy species, including; annual 
bromes (Bromus spp.), annual barleys (Hordeum spp.) and annual fescues (Festuca spp.). Common 
wildlife species observed in this community include; American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), anna’s 
hummingbird (Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo 
lineatus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), and Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae). 
Developed woodland/shrublands cover approximately 38.42 acres of the Plan Area. 

Ice Plant Mat 
Ice plant species (Carpobrotus edulis, C. chilensis) are non-native invasive species, originally planted 
in the 1940s and 1950s for landscaping and dune stabilization (USACE 1992). These perennial 
ground-hugging succulents form large monospecific mats (Sawyer et al. 2009). Carpobrotus edulis is 
an invasive species with a Cal ICP rating of “High” for its invasive tendencies. This hardy species 
spreads readily from landscaped areas into dune and scrub habitats, out competing native species 
for space, nutrients, and moisture. Generally from 6th Avenue west, many areas have been 
overtaken with ice plant mats, including the understory of some coast live oak woodland. Within 
this community some native species such as deerweed (Acmispon glaber) and bare patches were 
observed. Botta’s pocket gopher burrows and California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi) 
individuals and burrows were observed in ice plant mats. There are approximately 23.05 acres of ice 
plant mats in the Plan Area. 

Developed 
This land cover type is not described by Holland (1986), Sawyer et al. (2009), or Mayer and 
Laudenslayer (1988). It includes all areas that have been developed, including paved roads, 
sidewalks, parking lots, barracks and other buildings, and basketball courts. Virginia opossum 
(Didelphis virginiana), American crow, and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura) were observed in 
developed areas. Many of the buildings in this area are abandoned, providing suitable nesting or 
roosting habitat for barn owl (Tyto alba), black phoebe, Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), cliff swallow 
(Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), and bats. Approximately 44.25 acres of the Plan Area are considered to 
fall within the “developed” land cover type. 



City of Seaside 
Campus Town Specific Plan  

 
4.3-4 

b. Soils 
One soil type was mapped within the Plan Area; Oceano loamy sand. This soil type is an excessively 
drained sandy soil found on dunes. It formed from eolian (wind-blown) deposits, and typically 
occurs near the coast at low elevations (0 to 800 feet). Oceano sand typically has sand textures from 
the surface to at least 80 inches depth, and is typically moderately acidic. Oceano sand differs from 
Marina sand by having softer lamella, with fewer and thinner clay bridges among sand grains, 
making this soil looser and less cohesive. 

c. Sensitive Biological Resources 
The term sensitive biological resources include those special status plants and wildlife, sensitive 
natural communities [see subsection (d) below], and other sensitive biological resources that are 
governed under Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. Information regarding the 
occurrences of special status species in the vicinity of the Plan Area was obtained from reviewing 
background literature and agency database sources, including California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (CDFW 2018a) and Biogeographic 
Information and Observation System (CDFW 2018b); the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2018a), National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands Mapper (USFWS 
2018b), and Information, Planning and Conservation System (USFWS 2018c); the United States 
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey (USDA NRCS 
2018); and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of 
California (CNPS 2018).  

Plants catalogued by CNPS with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1A are presumed extirpated 
or extinct because they have not been seen or collected in the wild in California for many years. A 
plant is extinct if it no longer occurs anywhere. A plant that is extirpated from California has been 
eliminated from California, but may still occur elsewhere in its range. Plants with a CRPR of 1B are 
rare throughout their range with the majority of them endemic to California. Most of the plants that 
are ranked 1B have declined substantially over the last century. CRPR 1B plants constitute the 
majority of taxa in the CNPS Inventory, with more than 1,000 plants assigned to this category of 
rarity. Plants with a CRPR of 2A are presumed extirpated because they have not been observed or 
documented in California for many years. This list only includes plants that are presumed extirpated 
in California, but more common elsewhere in their range. Plants with a CRPR of 2B meet the 
requirements of 1B ranking within California but are common in other states or countries  

Other sources of information about the Plan Area included aerial photographs, topographic maps, 
geologic maps, climatic data, project plans, and a reconnaissance survey completed on November 
11 and 18, 2018. Previous biological studies for projects occurring in the region, including the 
Seaside General Plan Update Existing Conditions Report (Raimi + Associates, et al. 2017), Flora and 
Fauna Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California (United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 1992), 
Installation-wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord, California (HMP) 
(USACE 1997), and Fort Ord Reuse Plan; Final Environmental Impact Report (FORA 1997a) were 
reviewed for pertinent information of special status biological resources and existing conditions 
occurring in the region. 

Queries of the CNDDB and the CNPS online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California 
included the Marina, U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles, and 
surrounding eight quadrangles; Seaside, Monterey, Spreckels, Salinas, Prunedale, and Moss Landing. 
The results of these scientific database queries are presented as an appendix (Appendix G). 
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d. Sensitive Natural Communities 
Sensitive natural communities are vegetation types, associations, or sub-associations that support 
concentrations of special status plant and/or wildlife species, are of relatively limited distribution, 
and/or are of particular value to wildlife. According to the CDFW Vegetation Program, Alliances with 
State ranks of S1-S3 are considered to be imperiled, and thus, potentially of special concern. Natural 
communities with these ranks are generally addressed during CEQA environmental review with 
compensatory mitigation prescribed for impacts as applicable. 

No sensitive natural communities were observed within the Plan Area. However, sensitive natural 
communities documented within five miles of the Plan Area include: 

 Central dune scrub  
 Central maritime chaparral 
 Valley needlegrass grassland 

e. Special Status Species 
Federal, State, and local authorities under a variety of legislative acts share regulatory authority 
over biological resources. The CDFW has direct jurisdiction under law for biological resources 
through the State Fish and Game Code and under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The 
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) also provides direct regulatory authority over specially 
designated species and their habitats to the USFWS. These acts specifically regulate listed and 
candidate endangered and threatened species, which are defined as: 

 Endangered Species: any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. 

 Threatened Species: any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant part of its range. 

There is potential for special-status species protected under FESA, CESA, and other Federal and 
State statutes and regulations to occur in the Plan Area. No critical habitats designated under the 
FESA occur within or adjacent to the Plan Area. CESA does not designate critical habitats.  

Special Status Plants 
Based on the database and literature review, 53 special status plants species were documented 
within the Marina, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (within which the Plan Area 
is located) and the six surrounding quadrangles.1 Twenty-one (21) of these could be eliminated 
based on the absence of suitable habitat, lack of suitable soils, and prior and existing development 
in the Plan Area (see Appendix G for a species by species evaluation). Seven Federal and/or State 
listed plant species and nine species with a rare plant rank of 1B to 2B have a low potential to occur 
in the Plan Area. Sixteen special status plant species are known to occur, or have at least a moderate 
potential to occur within the vicinity of the Plan Area (see Appendix D, Existing Conditions, 
Opportunities, and Constraints Report, prepared for this EIR). Federal and/or State listed plant 
species with at least a moderate potential to occur in the Plan Area include: Monterey spineflower 
(Chorizanthe pungens var. pungens), robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta), seaside 

                                                      
1 Quadrangles are not mapped over the ocean; therefore, the seven-quadrangle search covers the Proposed Project quadrangle and all 
bordering quadrangles.  
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bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. littoralis), and Monterey gilia (Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria). 
Federal and/or State listed species with a low potential include: coastal dunes milk-vetch 
(Astragalus tener var. titi), Menzies’ wallflower (Erysimum menziesii), Gowen cypress 
(Hesperocyparis goveniana), beach layia (Layia carnosa), Tidestrom’s lupine (Lupinus tidestromii), 
and Yadon’s rein orchid (Piperia yadonii). 

One special status plant species with a CRPR rank of 1B.2, sandmat manzanita (Arctostaphylos 
pumila), was observed in the Plan Area and is considered present. No Federal or State listed plants 
were observed within the Plan Area. 

The vegetation communities in the Plan Area generally provide marginal habitat due to 
development, landscaping, and the presence of non-native invasive species. Bare patches in ice 
plant mats and lawns provide sandy open habitat for dune species such as seaside bird’s-beak, 
Monterey spineflower, Monterey gilia, and Menzies’ wallflower. Remnant patches of chaparral 
species within oak woodland and developed shrublands may also contain robust spineflower, 
Gowen cypress, and Yadon’s rein-orchid. Because the oak woodland habitats on the west side of the 
Plan Area are more natural and less disturbed than developed areas on the east side, special status 
species are generally more likely to occur west of General Jim Moore Boulevard. The potential for 
special status plants to occur to the east cannot be excluded, however, due to the presence of sandy 
soils, chaparral species, and known occurrences in the vicinity. 

Special Status Wildlife 
Based on the database and literature review, 33 special-status wildlife species were documented 
within the Marina, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (within which the Plan Area 
is located) and the six surrounding quadrangles.2 Nineteen of these could be eliminated based on 
the absence of suitable habitat (e.g., aquatic habitat, specific vegetation communities) and prior and 
existing development in the Plan Area (see Appendix G). Six non-listed special status species were 
determined to have a low potential to occur in the Plan Area. One Federally listed species, Smith’s 
blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi), has a low potential to occur in the Plan Area. Recent signs 
of one State Species of Special Concern (SSC), Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, was observed in the 
Plan Area during the site reconnaissance survey and is assumed present. The remaining three 
species have moderate to high potential to occur based on the potential presence of suitable 
habitat and known occurrences  

Species with potential to occur within the Plan Area include: 

 Monterey dusky-footed woodrat – SSC 
 Smith’s blue butterfly – Federally Endangered 
 American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)– State Fully protected (FP) 
 Northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra) – SSC 
 Coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) – SSC 
 Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) - SSC 
 American badger (Taxidea taxus) - SSC 
 Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) - SSC 

                                                      
2 Quadrangles are not mapped over the ocean; therefore, the seven-quadrangle search covers the Proposed Project quadrangle and all 
bordering quadrangles.  
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 Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) – Watch List (WL) 
 White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) - FP 
 California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia) – Watch List (WL) 

Generally, special status species are most likely to occur in undeveloped areas on the west side of 
the Plan Area adjacent to General Jim Moore Boulevard, and in areas with less human presence on 
the east side of the Plan Area between Parker Flats Cut Off Road and 7th Avenue. Because some 
buildings are still in use between Malmedy Road and Parker Flats Cut Off Road, there is still a human 
presence in the area which may discourage wildlife. A limited number of species may occur within 
developed areas of the former Fort Ord. Sandy openings in ice plant mats may provide habitat for 
northern California legless lizard and Smith’s blue butterfly. Buildings within developed areas likely 
provide suitable nesting sites for pigeons, which may attract foraging by American peregrine falcon. 
However, these buildings are being demolished by FORA. The Plan Area is far from suitable nesting 
sites for this species, and the species has a low potential for foraging at the Plan Area.  

Coast live oak woodlands in the Plan Area also may also support coast horned lizard. Monterey 
dusky-footed woodrat middens were observed during the site visit in the area containing remnant 
oak woodlands just west of General Jim Moore Boulevard.  

f. Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands 
The Plan Area is located within the Salinas River watershed, which covers approximately 4,600 
square miles from San Luis Obispo County to Monterey County. No CDFW or USACE jurisdictional 
wetlands or waters are present in the Plan Area. One small (0.06 acre) isolated stormwater 
retention basin is located between buildings and a parking lot, which appears to be properly 
maintained (Figure 4.3-1). This stormwater feature was constructed in 2009 when a new parking lot 
was constructed. This feature drains water from the parking lot, lawns, and open space between 
bunkers on the former Fort Ord, no “bed,” “Bank,” “channel,” or riparian vegetation was observed. 
It is therefore not likely to be USACE or CDFW jurisdictional, but potentially a Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdictional stormwater feature under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act, which regulates discharge to waters of the State, including discharge of stormwater. 
Under the new regulations adopted in April 2019, maintained detention basins are not considered 
waters of the state. This stormwater basin is on property owned by Monterey College of Law, and 
this property is not proposed for modification as part of the Proposed Project.  

g. Wildlife Corridors 
Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections between 
habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal 
populations or those populations that are at risk of becoming isolated. Such linkages may serve a 
local purpose, such as providing a linkage between foraging and denning areas, or they may be 
regional in nature. Some habitat linkages may serve as migration corridors, wherein animals 
periodically move away from an area and then subsequently return. Others may be important as 
dispersal corridors for young animals. A group of habitat linkages in an area can form a wildlife 
corridor network.  

The habitats within the link do not necessarily need to be the same as the habitats that are being 
linked. Rather, the link merely needs to contain sufficient cover and forage to allow temporary 
inhabitation by ground-dwelling species. Habitat linkages are contiguous strips of natural areas, 
though dense plantings of landscape vegetation can be used by certain disturbance-tolerant species. 
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Depending upon the species using a corridor, specific physical resources (such as rock outcroppings, 
vernal pools, or oak trees) may need to be located within the habitat link at certain intervals to 
allow slower-moving species to traverse the link. For highly mobile or aerial species, habitat linkages 
may be discontinuous patches of suitable resources spaced sufficiently close together to permit 
travel along a route in a short period of time. Wildlife movement corridors can be both large and 
small scale.  

The California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project commissioned by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and CDFW; identifies “natural landscape blocks” which support native 
biodiversity and the “essential connectivity areas” which link them (Spencer et al. 2010). No 
essential connectivity areas or landscape blocks are mapped within the Plan Area. There is some 
open space to the north on the California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus, open 
space to the south and east on former Fort Ord lands, and dune habitat to the west. These open 
space areas occur in patches within existing development, such as the CSUMB stadium complex, 
residential development, and SR 1. Movement between these areas can occur within the developed 
woodland and coast live oak woodland patches scattered throughout the Plan Area. However, these 
areas are not considered essential connectivity areas and most wildlife species that would utilize 
such connections are likely to be urban, disturbance tolerant species such as raccoon, skunk, 
opossum, and black tailed deer. The Monterey dusky-footed woodrat is also likely to use these areas 
as a small local corridor for movement. Based on the Plan Area’s previous use and disturbance, and 
its proximity to existing urban areas, the site is unlikely to function as an essential connectivity area 
or an important wildlife corridor between the coast and natural lands on the former Fort Ord for 
any special status or non-special status species. To the east are wider expanses of open space. 
Wildlife movement and genetic connectivity in the region is facilitated through the expanses of 
open space east of the Plan Area. Although the Plan Area may function as a corridor for local 
movement of common species, the extent of existing development has isolated the Plan Area, and 
the Plan Area is not likely to function as an essential connectivity area or an important regional 
wildlife movement corridor. 

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting  
The following is a summary of the regulatory context under which biological resources are regulated 
at the Federal, State, and local level. Agencies and regulatory documents pertaining to the 
protection of biological resources include: 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Federally listed species and migratory birds) 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE; wetlands and other waters of the United States) 
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (waters of the State, State listed and fully protected 

species, and other sensitive plants and wildlife) 
 Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (waters of the State) 
 City of Seaside Municipal Code (Chapter 8.54, Trees) 
 City of Seaside General Plan (2004) 
 Draft Seaside 2040 (2019) 
 Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan (HMP) (1997a) 
 Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) (in progress) 
 FORA Base Reuse Plan (1997b) 
 FORA Base Reuse Plan Reassessment (2012) 
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The following discussion provides a summary of those agencies and regulatory documents that are 
most relevant to biological resources. 

a. Federal 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The USFWS implements the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA; 16 USC Sections 668-
668d) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. Sections 703-712). The BGEPA prohibits 
the take of bald eagle and golden eagle without a permit. The MBTA prohibits killing, possessing, or 
trading in migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior. This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs. The USFWS 
shares responsibility for implementation of the Endangered Species Act (ESA; 16 USC Section 1531) 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
[NOAA Fisheries]). USFWS generally implements the ESA for land and freshwater species, while 
NOAA Fisheries implements FESA for marine and anadromous species.  

The ESA prohibits the unpermitted take of Federally listed threatened or endangered species. Take 
under Federal definition means to harass, harm (which includes habitat modification), pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. Proposed 
or candidate species do not have the full protection of ESA; however, the USFWS and NOAA 
Fisheries advise project applicants that they could be elevated to listed status at any time. 

Projects that would result in incidental take of any Federally listed threatened or endangered 
species are required to obtain permits from the USFWS or NOAA Fisheries through either Section 7 
(interagency consultation if there is a federal nexus) or Section 10 (incidental take permit/Habitat 
Conservation Plan) of the ESA. The Section 7 consultation process, which applies to both listed 
animal and plant species, is designed to ensure that the federal agency action does not jeopardize 
the continued existence of a listed species or destroy or adversely modify its critical habitat. An HCP 
prepared under Section 10 outlines conservation measures to minimize the impacts of incidental 
take to listed species, including measures to maintain, enhance and protect the species’ habitat. 

The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion (BO) on the disposal and reuse of Fort Ord in 1993 (1-8-93-F-
14). The BO is based on the Draft Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Biological Assessment prepared by 
the Army in 1993. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Under Section 404 of the CWA, the USACE has authority to regulate activity that could discharge fill 
or dredged material into wetlands or other waters of the United States. Perennial and intermittent 
creeks and adjacent wetlands are considered waters of the United States and are within the 
regulatory jurisdiction of the USACE. The USACE implements the federal policy embodied in 
Executive Order 11990, which, when implemented, is intended to result in no net loss of wetland 
values or acres. In achieving the goals of the CWA, the Corps seeks to avoid adverse impacts and to 
offset unavoidable adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources. Any fill waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, would require a permit from the Corps prior to the start of work. In response to 
Executive order 13778, the USACE and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed a rule on 
December 11, 2018 to revise the definition of “waters of the United States” subject to federal 
regulation under the CWA. The proposed definition includes; “traditional navigable waters, 
including the territorial seas; tributaries that contribute perennial or intermittent flow to such 
waters; certain ditches; certain lakes and ponds; impoundments of otherwise jurisdictional waters; 
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and wetlands adjacent to other jurisdictional waters”. The proposed rule was published on February 
14, 2019, and the public comment period closed on April 15, 2019. As of July 2019, no final action 
has been taken. If adopted, the proposed definition would exclude certain currently-jurisdictional 
waters, such as ephemeral tributaries and adjacent wetlands lacking a continuous surface 
connection, from federal CWA jurisdiction. 

b. State 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA, Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.) establishes 
State policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance species listed under CESA as threatened or 
endangered. For projects that would affect species that are on the Federal and State lists, 
compliance with the Federal ESA satisfies CESA if CDFW determines that the federal incidental take 
authorization is consistent with CESA under California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. For 
projects that would result in take of species that are only State listed, the project proponent must 
apply for an incidental take permit under Section 2081(b) of the California Fish and Game Code in 
order to take those listed species. Take of species designated as Fully Protected is prohibited except 
as provided by California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) Section 2835. 

The CFGC Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 describe unlawful take, possession, or destruction of 
birds, nests, and eggs. Section 3503 prohibits the take of nests or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 
protects all birds-of-prey and their eggs and nests against take. Section 3513 prohibits the take of 
migratory nongame birds as designated in the MBTA except as provided by the MBTA. 

Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category used by the CDFW for those species, which are 
considered indicators of regional habitat changes or are considered potential future protected 
species. Species of Special Concern do not have any special legal status except that which may be 
afforded by the CFGC as noted above. The SSC category is intended by the CDFW for use as a 
management tool to include these species into special consideration when decisions are made 
concerning the development of natural lands.  

The CDFW also administers the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CNPPA) (Fish and 
Game Code Section 1900 et seq.). The CNPPA prohibits importation of rare and endangered plants 
into California, “take” of rare and endangered plants and sale of rare and endangered plants.  

Perennial and intermittent streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present, also fall under 
the jurisdiction of the CDFW. Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC (Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreements) gives the CDFW regulatory authority over work within the stream zone (which could 
extend on either side of the stream bank to the 100-year flood plain) consisting of, but not limited 
to, the diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any 
river, stream or lake. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and each of the nine RWQCBs are 
responsible for establishing and enforcing state water quality standards. Pursuant to Section 401 of 
the CWA, projects that apply for a USACE permit for discharge of dredge or fill material must obtain 
water quality certification under Section 401 from the RWQCB, which certifies that the proposed 
discharge would not violate state water quality standards. 
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The SWRCB and each of the RWQCBs also have jurisdiction over “waters of the State” pursuant to 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. “Waters of the State” are defined as any surface 
water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the State. The SWRCB has 
issued general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of 
the State for certain projects (Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ, Statewide General Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to Waters Deemed by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction). To assure uniformity in RWQCB procedures, the 
SWRCB adopted a State wetlands definition and procedures for discharges of dredged or fill 
materials into waters of the State on April 2, 2019. These new state wetlands regulations will not 
become effective until nine months after approval of the regulations by the Office of Administrative 
Law. 

The CWA and associated Federal regulations (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
123.25(a)(9), 122.26(a), 122.26(b)(14)(x) and 122.26(b)(15)) require nearly all construction site 
operators engaged in clearing, grading, and excavating activities that disturb one acre or more, 
including smaller sites in a larger common plan of development or sale, to obtain coverage under a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for their stormwater discharges, 
and develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The NPDES Program is a federal 
program which has been delegated to the State of California for implementation through the 
SWRCB and the RWQCBs. 

c. Regional 

1997 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Base Reuse Plan  
The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) adopted the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) in June 1997, and 
a revised version of the BRP was published in digital format in September 2001 and March 2018, 
incorporating various corrections and errata. The main objectives related to biological resources 
that are outlined in the BRP for the City of Seaside are: to preserve and protect the sensitive species 
and habitats addressed in the HMP; preserve and protect the sensitive species and habitats that are 
not addressed in the HMP; avoid or minimize disturbance to natural land features and habitats 
through project design; promote awareness and education concerning the biological resources on 
the former Fort Ord; and develop strategies for interim management of undeveloped natural land 
areas.  

Conservation goals, policies, and programs are defined in the BRP to accomplish these objectives. 
Some of the main policies outlined for the City of Seaside are as follows. Policy A-4 requires the City 
to encourage the preservation of small pockets of habitat and populations of HMP species within 
and around developed areas. Policy B-1 strives to avoid or minimize loss of any sensitive species 
occurring in areas planned for development. Policy B-3 requires the City to preserve, enhance and 
protect wetland areas. Policy C-2 encourages the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland 
elements in the natural and built environments. Policy D-2 encourages the preparation of 
educational materials through various media sources which describe the biological resources on the 
former Fort Ord. Policy E-1 requires that the City develop a plan describing how it intends to address 
the interim management of natural land areas for which the City is designated as the responsible 
party. The City of Seaside’s 2004 General Plan was certified as consistent with the BRP and is used to 
determine consistency with the BRP. 
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Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan (HMP) and Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) 
The Fort Ord HMP was published by the USACE in 1997 in compliance with the USFWS final 
Biological Opinion for disposal and reuse of former Fort Ord lands. The HMP establishes guidelines 
for the conservation and management of plant and wildlife species and their habitat that occur on 
former Fort Ord lands. The HMP promotes preservation, enhancement, and restoration of habitat 
and populations of HMP covered species while allowing development on selected properties that 
promotes economic recovery after closure of the fort. The Plan Area is not located within a Habitat 
Reserve or a Habitat Corridor identified in the HMP.  

The Fort Ord HCP is currently being prepared by FORA and is independent of the Fort Ord HMP. The 
HCP has not yet been adopted. The HCP would provide the framework for ensuring conservation of 
State and Federally listed plant and animal species (HCP species) and the natural communities that 
support them on the former Fort Ord. The HCP incorporates all relevant information from the HMP, 
and would supersede it as the primary conservation planning document for listed species and non-
federal recipients of Fort Ord lands. Given that the HCP has not yet been finalized, USFWS has 
generally accepted adherence to the HMP conditions as sufficient to avoid and mitigate impacts to 
Federally listed species within designated development areas of the former Fort Ord. CDFW has 
generally accepted adherence to the HMP conditions as sufficient to avoid and mitigate impacts to 
non-listed sensitive species within designated development areas. However, these have been 
project-specific determinations, and impacts to Federally or State listed wildlife may still require 
individual take authorization from one or both agencies. 

d. Local 

2004 Seaside General Plan 
The Conservation/Open Space Element of the Seaside 2004 General Plan includes policies 
addressing protection of sensitive biological resources. The Goal of COS-4 is to “preserve and 
protect the sensitive habitats and species within the community.” Policy COS-4.1 is to “Preserve 
ecological and biological resources by maintaining these resources as open space.” Implementation 
Plan COS-4.1.1 is to “Require Proper Analysis and Mitigation of Biological Resources. Use proper 
land use planning and environmental review to minimize the impact of urban development on 
sensitive ecological and biological resources. Where feasible, require open space easements and/or 
buffers to avoid impacts to sensitive biological resources. Where on-site preservation is not feasible, 
require habitat replacement at locations and ratios acceptable to the State and Federal agencies 
with jurisdiction over the project.”  

Policy COS-4.2 is to “Protect and enhance the creeks, lakes, and adjacent wetlands for their value in 
providing visual amenity, habitat for wildlife, and recreational opportunities.”  

Policy COS-4.3 is to “Encourage the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland elements in 
the natural and built environments.” Implementation Plan COS-4.3.1 requires “project developers to 
retain coast live oak trees within the planning area, including oaks within new development areas. 
All coast live oak trees should be surveyed prior to construction to determine if any raptor nests are 
present and active. If active nests are observed, the construction should be postponed until the end 
of the fledgling.”  
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Draft Seaside 2040  
The goals, policies, and implementation actions of Draft Seaside 2040 support growth and 
redevelopment, which includes areas within the jurisdiction of the City’s LCP; as well as on 
undeveloped former Fort Ord lands. New development under Draft Seaside 2040 on former Fort 
Ord lands would incorporate open space corridors with trails that support natural vegetation 
communities, and sensitive habitats. 

Draft Seaside 2040 includes “Goal POC-8: Sensitive species and habitat protected on former Fort 
Ord lands. The Fort Ord HMP and HCP provide frameworks to conserve and manage special status 
species, animal communities, and habitat areas on former Fort Ord lands. This goal aims to 
implement those plans locally, identifying and managing habitat areas and species.” Draft Seaside 
2040 includes “Goal POC-9: New development supports the preservation or enhancement of the 
City’s natural resources.” One of the implementing Policies for POC-9 states “Clustered 
development. Cluster new development on former Fort Ord lands to minimize impacts to oak 
woodlands and linkages, preserve habitat management areas, and protect steep slopes, wetlands, 
and waterways.” Other implementing policies for POC-9 state “Integrating oak woodland. Work with 
developers to promote an understanding of existing oak trees and previously-identified oak 
woodland linkages as they design new developments.”  

Seaside Municipal Code 
The City of Seaside Municipal Code Title 8 Health and Safety, Chapter 8.54 Trees provides standards 
for the removal, protection and preservation of trees. The ordinance requires a tree removal permit 
and replacement plantings for any tree to be removed during project construction. In addition to 
requiring tree removal permits, the ordinance also requires measures to protect existing trees 
during project construction.  

4.3.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The analysis presented in this section is based on literature/database reviews and a site 
reconnaissance survey. During the reconnaissance survey completed on November 11 and 18, 2018, 
a Rincon Biologist walked throughout the Plan Area. 

Project impacts to flora and are focused upon rare, threatened, endangered species, as defined 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380. A substantial adverse effect as defined under Threshold 1 to 
Federal or State listed, or fully protected species would be considered significant if any individual 
animal or plant would be affected. A substantial adverse effect as defined under Threshold 1 to 
CRPR 1B and 2B plants are generally considered significant under CEQA if the loss of individuals on 
represented a population-level impact that resulted in a loss of a local or regional population, or 
risked the long-term viability of a local or regional population. 

Significance Thresholds 
The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on biological resources if the project would: 
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1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFW or as defined under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380; 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on a state or Federally protected wetlands (including but not 
limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, or hydrological 
interruption, or other means; 

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites; 

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance;  

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Threshold 1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS, 
or as defined under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380?  

Impact BIO-1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON SPECIES 
IDENTIFIED AS A CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL STATUS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

As shown in Figure 4.3-1, the Plan Area consists of five land cover types, including coast live oak 
woodland, developed woodland, ice plant mat, stormwater basin, and developed. The coast live oak 
woodland land cover type is largely degraded by fragmentation and disturbance. Ice plant mats 
have invaded the understory and homeless encampments have resulted in significant degradation 
to the woodland. The developed woodland/shrubland areas of the Plan Area consist of non-native 
ornamental plantings in lawns, park strips, parking lots, commercial parks, baseball fields, and 
contain highly variable and typically non-native species. The species of ice plant found in ice plant 
mats through the Plan Area are non-native invasive species. The developed land cover type includes 
paved roads, sidewalks, parking lots, former Army barracks, and other buildings (many of which are 
vacant), and basketball courts. 

Construction activity associated with the Proposed Project would include demolition, grading, 
vegetation removal, equipment and vehicle staging, parking, and construction noise within the Plan 
Area as well as within off-site improvement areas, which have the potential to directly impact 
special status plant and wildlife species. While the exact location of the new off-site fire station is 
currently unknown, the construction of this building is analyzed herein as part of the Proposed 
Project, to the extent feasibly based on available information, but without engaging in speculation. 
Wildlife species may be injured or killed by construction activity if present during construction. 
Wildlife present in the Plan Area or in adjacent areas could be impacted by construction noise and 
activity if that activity causes individuals to abandon breeding activity and increases competition 
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with other individuals of the same species. Special status plant species would be directly impacted 
through clearing, grading and vegetation removal in vegetated portions of the Plan Area. 

In general, impacts may also occur if the quality of habitat were degraded by development in 
adjacent areas through the introduction of invasive weeds, human disturbance, and altered 
hydrology. Impacts to CRPR 1B and 2B plants are generally considered significant under CEQA if the 
loss of individuals on represented a population-level impact that resulted in a loss of, or risk to the 
entire regional population. Impacts to the sensitive biological resources listed below, as a result of 
the Proposed Project, would be significant but mitigable to less than significant. 

Light sensitive species such as bats may also be affected by outdoor lighting; however, the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance (SMC Chapter 17.30, Standards for all Development and Land Uses) would require 
outdoor lighting to be directed downward. Once the abandoned buildings have been removed from 
the Plan Area, there would be no suitable habitat for Townsend’s big eared bat maternal colonies, 
and given the surrounding development, bat species in the area are likely to be disturbance 
tolerant. Therefore, impacts due to lighting would be less than significant. 

Plant Species  
State and/or Federally listed and special status plant species with the potential to occur in the Plan 
Area include coastal dunes milk-vetch, Monterey spineflower, robust spineflower, seaside bird’s-
beak, Menzies’ wallflower, Monterey gilia, Gowen cypress, beach layia, Tidestrom’s lupine, and 
Yadon’s rein orchid (Appendix G). Additionally, 18 plants with a CRPR of 1B to 2B have the potential 
to occur in the Plan Area. One rare plant, sandmat manzanita was observed in the Plan Area during 
the site reconnaissance survey. A list of plant species with potential to occur is provided in 
Table 4.3-1 and descriptions of species with potential to occur in the Plan Area are included in 
Appendix G. Impacts described above to Federal or State listed species would be significant under 
CEQA. Impacts to non-listed plants would be considered significant under CEQA if the loss of those 
individuals would jeopardize the survival of a local or regional population. Population level impacts 
are unlikely, but would be potentially significant. The Plan Area is located west of large expanses of 
natural open space (mostly located on FORA lands) that provides suitable habitat for all non-listed 
rare plant species that could occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is comprised of predominantly 
developed areas, and only a small portion of the site includes suitable natural habitat to support 
non-listed rare plants. Impacts to what would amount to a very small number of individuals that 
could occur in the natural portions of the Plan Area are unlikely to jeopardize the viability of any 
local or regional populations; however, the status of non-listed rare plants should be assessed prior 
to construction at the time listed plant species occurrence is assessed. Appropriately timed 
botanical surveys, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a), would identify any individuals or 
populations of rare plants (both listed and non-listed) where present. These surveys would be 
conducted in the blooming period prior to construction and would identify listed species that would 
be impacted by Project development, and unique or locally important populations of non-listed 
species that would be jeopardized by Project development, if present. Mitigation Measures BIO-1(b) 
and BIO-1(c) would then be required to reduce impacts to listed species or population-level impacts 
to non-listed sensitive species. No sensitive plant communities have been documented within the 
Plan Area. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(c) and BIO-1(h) would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Table 4.3-1 Special Status Plants with Potential to Occur in the Plan Area 
Common Name Conservation Status Potential to Occur 

Sandmat manzanita 1B.2 Present 

Monterey cypress 1B.2 Present (Ornamental)  

Monterey pine 1B.1 Present (Ornamental) 

Toro manzanita 1B.2 High  

Fort Ord spineflower 1B.2 High  

Monterey spineflower FT High  

Eastwood’s goldenbush 1B.1 High  

Sand-loving wallflower 1B.2 High  

Monterey gilia FE/ST High  

Kellogg’s horkelia 1B.1 High  

Northern curly-leaved monardella 1B.2 High  

Pajaro manzanita 1B.1 Moderate  

Hooker’s manzanita 1B.2 Moderate  

Pink Johnny-nip 1B.1 Moderate  

Jolon clarkia 1B.2 Moderate  

Seaside bird’s-beak 1B.1 Moderate  

Coastal dunes milk-vetch FE/SE Low  

Twisted horsehair lichen 1B.1 Low  

Robust spineflower FE Low  

Hospital Canyon larkspur 1B.2 Low  

Hutchinson’s larkspur 1B.2 Low  

Pinnacles buckwheat 1B.3 Low  

Menzies’ wallflower FE/SE Low  

Gowen cypress FT Low  

Point Reyes horkelia 1B.2 Low  

Beach layia FE/SE Low  

Tidestrom’s lupine FE/SE Low  

Oregon meconella 1B.1 Low  

Woodland woollythreads 1B.2 Low  

Yadon’s rein orchid FE Low  

Choris’ popcornflower 1B.2 Low  

Angel’s hair lichen 2B.1 Low  

FT: Federal Threatened 

FE: Federal Endangered 

ST: State Threatened 

SE: State Endangered 

SFP: State Fully Protected 

1B.1/1B.2: Rare Plant Ranking 

Source: CNPS 2018  
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Wildlife Species 
Thirty-one special status wildlife species known to occur in the region were evaluated for their 
potential to occur within the Plan Area and off-site improvement areas (see Appendix G). Of these, 
19 were excluded based on the lack of suitable habitat. Eleven special status wildlife species were 
determined to have some potential to occur in the Plan Area (Table 4.3-2). A species account for 
those species with potential to occur in the Plan Area and off-site improvement areas are included 
in Appendix G. Monterey dusky-footed woodrat (SSC), middens (nests) were observed in oak 
woodlands within the Plan Area west of General Jim Moore Boulevard, and are presumed to be 
present. Townsend’s big-eared bat (SSC) may roost in unused buildings and trees that are large 
enough to serve as roosts. Northern California legless lizard and coast horned lizard may also occur 
in undeveloped areas. Additionally, SSC birds and native birds protected by CFGC may nest in trees, 
shrubs, vegetation, and on buildings and bare ground. While the Plan Area includes some open 
spaces that are suitable foraging habitat for ferruginous hawk, American peregrine falcon, and 
white-tailed kite, the amount of suitable foraging habitat potentially affected by construction is 
small compared to the amount that is available for these species outside of the Plan Area. As such, 
impacts associated with bird foraging activities would be less than significant. The Smith’s blue 
butterfly may also occur in the Plan Area if host plants are present and would be directly affected if 
host plants containing eggs or larvae are destroyed or removed during construction. Impacts, as 
described above, to special status wildlife species with the potential to occur in the Plan Area are 
considered significant, not including foraging-only species (i.e., the American peregrine falcon and 
ferruginous hawk). Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(h) would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

The special status plants and animals listed above have potential to occur in the Plan Area. Impacts 
to these species are considered significant due to their potential presence in the Plan Area during 
construction which could result in injury, harm, or death; or disturbance on a level that could result 
in nest abandonment and nest failure. Development could also result in loss of habitat (e.g., host 
plants). 
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Table 4.3-2 Special Status Wildlife with Potential to Occur in the Plan Area 
Common Name Conservation Status Potential to Occur 

Monterey dusky-footed woodrat SSC Present 

Northern California legless lizard SSC High 

Coast horned lizard SSC High 

Townsend’s big-eared bat SSC Moderate 

American peregrine falcon SFP Low (foraging only) 

Smith’s blue butterfly FE  Low 

American badger SSC Low  

Burrowing owl SSC Low  

Ferruginous hawk WL Low (foraging only) 

White-tailed kite SFP Low 

California horned lark WL Low 

FT: Federal Threatened 

FE: Federal Endangered 

ST: State Threatened 

SE: State Endangered 

SFP: State Fully Protected 

SSC: CDFW Species of Special Concern 

WL: CDFW Watch List 

Source: CDFW 2018a 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(c) and BIO-1(h) would reduce 
potential impacts to special status plant species to a less than significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(d) through BIO-1(h) would reduce potential impacts 
to special status wildlife species to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1(a) Special Status Plant Pre-Construction Survey 
Surveys for special status plants shall be completed by the project proponent prior to any 
vegetation removal, grubbing, or other construction activity (including staging and mobilization). 
The surveys shall be floristic in nature, that is, every plant observed shall be identified to species 
subspecies, or variety, sufficient to identify listed plants. The surveys shall be seasonally timed to 
coincide with the target Federal and State listed species and rare plants identified above. All plant 
surveys shall be conducted by a City-approved biologist during the appropriate blooming period 
during the year prior to initial ground disturbance. All special status plant species identified on site 
shall be mapped onto a site-specific aerial photograph or topographic map with the use of Global 
Positioning System (GPS) unit. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the most current 
protocols established by the CDFW, USFWS, and the local jurisdictions if said protocols exist. A 
report of the survey results shall be submitted to the implementing review. 

BIO-1(b) Special Status Plant Species Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
If Federal and/or State listed species are found during special status plant pre-construction surveys 
[required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a)], avoidance of, or mitigation for impacts to, occupied 
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habitat shall be required. If populations of CRPR List 1B or 2 species are found during special status 
plant pre-construction surveys, the City-approved biologist shall evaluate whether the loss of 
occupied areas would result in a regional population level impact. Mitigation for regional population 
level impacts to rare plants shall be required by the City and Mitigation Measure BIO-1(c) would be 
required. If feasible, the Proposed Project shall be re-designed to avoid development in locations of 
Federal and/or State listed or CRPR List 1B or 2 species. Federal and/or State listed or CRPR List 1B 
or 2 species occurrences that are not within the immediate disturbance footprint and would be 
avoided, but which are located within 50 feet of disturbance limits, shall have bright orange 
protective fencing installed at an appropriate distance (as determined by a qualified biologist) to 
ensure they are protected during construction activities. 

If development cannot avoid Federally or State listed plants species, then USFWS and CDFW, as 
appropriate, shall be consulted regarding the potential for salvage of individual plants or seek 
compensation (minimum compensation ratio of 1:1 at a similar density if individuals) for the loss of 
these individuals or their habitat either in an on-site or off-site preserve or as otherwise determined 
in coordinate with USFWS and CDFW through the Coordinated Research Management Planning 
Program and in compliance with FESA and CESA as required. The City shall consult with USFWS and 
CDFW for the potential to salvage or “take” listed species and to determine if take authorization 
would be required by one or both agencies. Impacts to Federal and/or State listed or CRPR List 1B or 
2 species would require adherence to Mitigation Measure BIO-1(c). 

BIO-1(c) Restoration and Monitoring 
If development cannot avoid Federal or State listed plant species, all impacts shall be mitigated by 
the project applicant at a ratio to be determined by the City in coordination with CDFW and USFWS 
(as applicable) for each species. Mitigation ratios shall be a minimum of 1:1 for areas occupied by 
the species, but may be higher pending consultation with CDFW and/or USFWS. Restoration areas 
shall be of a similar density of individuals as areas impacted Project activities. A restoration plan 
shall be prepared by the project applicant and submitted to the City for review and approval. If 
development cannot avoid a Federally and/or State listed plant species, the restoration plan shall be 
submitted to the USFWS and/or CDFW for review and approval. Population level impacts to CRPR 
List 1B or 2 species shall also be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for occupied areas (i.e., quantified as area 
and not number of individuals), and shall also require a restoration plan in coordination with the 
City. Mitigation shall be accomplished at an off-site habitat preserve or through the purchase of 
credits from an approved mitigation bank. The restoration plan(s) shall include, at a minimum, the 
following components: 

 Description of the project/affected species location(s) (i.e., location, responsible parties, areas 
to be impacted by habitat type) 

 Compensatory mitigation [type(s) and area(s) species to be established, restored, enhanced, 
and/or preserved; specific functions and values of species type(s) to be established, restored, 
enhanced, and/or preserved; and establishment of mitigation ratios appropriate to the affected 
species in consultation with the USFWS and CDFW, as appropriate] 

 Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation site (location and size, ownership status, 
existing functions and values) 

 Implementation plan for the compensatory mitigation site (rationale for expecting 
implementation success, responsible parties, schedule, site preparation, planting plan) 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, including weed removal as appropriate 
(activities, responsible parties, schedule) 
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 Monitoring plan for the compensatory mitigation site, including no less than quarterly 
monitoring for the first year (performance standards, target functions and values, target 
acreages to be established, restored, enhanced, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports) 

 Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; said criteria to be, at a minimum, 
at least 80 percent survival of container plants and 30 percent relative cover by vegetation type 

 An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address any shortcomings in 
meeting success criteria 

 Notification of completion of compensatory mitigation and agency confirmation 
 Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for contingency 

compensatory mitigation, funding mechanism) 

BIO-1(d) Special Status Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys 

GENERAL WILDLIFE SURVEYS 
For each construction phase in areas containing oak woodland or developed woodlands, pre-
construction clearance surveys for Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, northern California legless 
lizard, coast horned lizard, and American badger shall be conducted within 14 days prior to the start 
of construction (including staging and mobilization). The surveys shall cover the entire disturbance 
footprint plus a minimum 200-foot buffer, where permissible, and shall identify all special status 
animal species that may occur on-site. California legless lizard, coast horned lizard, Monterey dusky-
footed woodrats and wood rat middens shall be relocated from the site by a qualified biologist. 
American badger shall be passively excluded with the use of one-way doors.  

BURROWING OWL SURVEYS 
A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction clearance surveys for each construction phase, 
prior to ground disturbance activities within all suitable habitats such as open fields, lawns, and park 
strips, to confirm the presence/absence of burrowing owls. The surveys shall be consistent with the 
recommended survey methodology provided by CDFW (2012). Clearance surveys shall be conducted 
within 14 days prior to construction and ground disturbance activities. If no burrowing owls are 
observed, no further actions are required. If burrowing owls are detected during the pre-
construction clearance surveys, the following measures shall apply: 

 Avoidance buffers during the breeding and non-breeding season shall be implemented in 
accordance with the CDFW (2012) and Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993) minimization 
mitigation measures.  

 If avoidance of burrowing owls is not feasible, then additional measures such as passive 
relocation during the nonbreeding season and construction buffers of 200 feet during the 
breeding season shall be implemented, in consultation with CDFW. In addition, a Burrowing Owl 
Exclusion Plan and Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be developed by a qualified biologist in 
accordance with the CDFW (2012) and Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993).  

SMITH’S BLUE BUTTERFLY HOST PLANT SURVEYS 
Prior to grading and construction in undeveloped areas, an approved biologist shall conduct surveys 
for seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) and seaside buckwheat (Eriogonum latifolium), host 
plants of Smith’s blue butterfly.  
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If Smith’s blue butterfly host plants are not located, no further action is required. If host plants are 
located within proposed disturbance areas, they shall be avoided if feasible. If avoidance is not 
feasible, focused surveys shall be conducted to determine presence or absence of the butterfly 
species. This may include transect surveys during the adult flight period (mid-June through early 
September), and/or inspection of host plants for all life forms (egg, larva, pupa, and adult). If 
individuals of any life stage that may be impacted by the Proposed Project are detected during 
focused surveys, a permit for relocation shall be obtained from USFWS, and they shall be relocated 
by a USFWS permitted biologist. 

SENSITIVE BAT SURVEYS 
A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for the presence/absence of special status bats, in 
particular the Townsend’s big-eared bat, in consultation with the CDFW where suitable roosting 
habitat is present within 30 days of the start of demolition of unused buildings for each construction 
phase. Surveys shall be conducted using acoustic detectors. If active roosts are located and are not 
part of an active maternity colony, exclusion devices such as netting shall be installed to discourage 
bats from occupying the site. Maternal bat colonies shall not be disturbed. If a roost is determined 
by a City-approved biologist to be used by a large number of bats, bat boxes shall be installed near 
the site. The number of bat boxes installed will depend on the size of the hibernaculum and shall be 
determined in consultation with a City-approved qualified biologist. If a maternity colony has 
become established, all construction activities shall be postponed within a 500-foot buffer around 
the maternity colony until it is determined by a City-approved biologist that the young have 
dispersed. Once it has been determined that the roost is clear of bats, the roost shall be removed 
immediately. 

REPORTING 
A report of all pre-construction and pre-demolition survey results shall be submitted to the City for 
its review prior to the start of demolition. The report should include a description of the survey 
methodology for each species, the environmental conditions at the time of the survey(s), the results 
of the survey, any requirements for addressing special status species identified during surveys, and 
the biological qualifications of the surveyors. The report shall be accompanied by maps and figures 
showing the location of any special status species occurrences and associated avoidance buffers. 

BIO-1(e) Biological Resources Avoidance and Minimization 
The following measures shall be applied to avoid impacts to sensitive species and biological 
resources for each construction phase. The project applicant shall be responsible for implementing 
selected measures. 

 Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. The 
limits of disturbance for each construction phase shall be flagged. Areas of special biological 
concern within or adjacent to the limits of disturbance shall have highly visible orange 
construction fencing installed between said area and the limits of disturbance.  

 All construction occurring within or adjacent to natural habitats that may support Federally 
and/or State listed endangered/threatened species, State fully protected species, and/or special 
status species shall have a qualified biological monitor present during all initial ground 
disturbing/vegetation clearing activities.  

 No endangered/threatened species shall be captured and relocated without express permission 
from the CDFW and/or USFWS. 
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 If at any time during construction an endangered, threatened, or fully protected species enters 
the construction site or otherwise may be impacted, all construction activities shall cease. A 
qualified biologist shall document the occurrence and consult with the CDFW and USFWS, as 
appropriate, to determine whether it was safe for project activities to resume. 

 At the end of each workday, excavations shall be secured with cover or a ramp provided to 
prevent wildlife entrapment. 

 All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to burying, 
capping, moving, or filling. 

 If night work is required, all construction lighting shall be pointed down and directed only on the 
work area. 

 The City shall approve one or more qualified biologists to oversee and monitor biological 
compliance for the project. At least one qualified biologist shall be present during all initial 
ground disturbing activities, including vegetation removal to recover special status animal 
species unearthed by construction activities.  

BIO-1(f) Pre-Construction Nesting Birds Surveys 
For each construction phase, ground disturbance, building demolition, and vegetation removal 
activities shall be restricted to the non-breeding season (September 16 to January 31) when 
feasible. For ground disturbance, building demolition, and vegetation removal activities occurring 
during the bird nesting season (February 1 to September 15), general pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist, including for, but not limited to, the California 
horned lark and the White-tailed kite, not more than 14 days prior to construction activities 
involving ground clearing, vegetation removal/trimming, or building demolition. The surveys shall 
include the disturbance area plus a 200-foot buffer around the site if feasible, and a 500-foot buffer 
for White-tailed kite. If active nests are located, an appropriate avoidance buffer shall be 
established within which no work activity will be allowed which would impact these nests. The 
avoidance buffer would be established by the qualified biologist on a case-by-case basis based on 
the species and site conditions. In no cases shall the buffer be smaller than 50 feet for non-raptor 
bird species, 200 feet for raptor species, or a 500-foot buffer for White-tailed kite. Larger buffers 
may be required depending upon the status of the nest and the construction activities occurring in 
the vicinity of the nest. If fully protected White-tailed kites are documented nesting within 500 feet 
of construction activities, CDFW shall be consulted on appropriate avoidance and minimization 
methods. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to all construction personnel and equipment until 
juveniles have fledged and the nest is inactive. City-approved Biologist shall confirm that 
breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the nest prior to removal of the buffer.  

BIO-1(g) Tree Habitat Protection Measures 
The project proponent shall assure that oak trees to be preserved within 25 feet of proposed 
ground disturbances shall be temporarily fenced with orange plastic construction fencing or other 
similar material satisfactory to the City throughout all grading and construction activities, as access 
is permitted to ensure nesting bird and special status species habitat is protected. The fencing shall 
be at least five feet high and shall be located at the extent of the dripline or root zone, whichever is 
farther from the main trunk. Fencing shall be maintained for the duration of construction activities. 

 No construction equipment shall be parked, stored, or operated within the fencing. No fill soil, 
rocks, or construction materials shall be stored or placed within the fencing.  
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 Any roots encountered that are one inch in diameter or greater shall be cleanly cut. This shall be 
done under the direction of a Certified Arborist. 

 All work within the dripline of native trees shall be done under the direction of a Certified 
Arborist. 

 Trimming of branches shall be done prior to grading and under the direction of a Certified 
Arborist. 

BIO-1(h) Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
Prior to initiation of construction activities (including staging and mobilization) for each construction 
phase, the project proponent shall arrange for all personnel associated with project construction for 
the applicable phase to attend WEAP training, conducted by a City-approved biologist, to aid 
workers in recognizing special status resources that may occur in the construction area. The 
specifics of this program shall include identification of the sensitive species and habitats, a 
description of the regulatory status and general ecological characteristics of sensitive resources, and 
review of the limits of construction and mitigation measures required to reduce impacts to 
biological resources within the work area. A fact sheet conveying this information shall also be 
prepared for distribution to all contractors, their employers, and other personnel involved with 
construction. All employees shall sign a form provided by the trainer indicating they have attended 
the WEAP and understand the information presented to them. The form shall be submitted to the 
City to document compliance. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant with mitigation.  

Threshold 2: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies regulations, 
or by the CDFW or USFWS? 

Impact BIO-2 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON ANY 
RIPARIAN HABITAT OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, 
POLICIES, REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CDFW OR USFWS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

No natural communities considered sensitive by the CDFW occur within the Plan Area, and the Plan 
Area is dominated by landscape areas that have become fallow. The Plan Area is not located within 
a Habitat Reserve or a Habitat Corridor identified in the HMP. A small remnant stand of oak 
woodland is present on the western end of the Plan Area (see Figure 4.3-1), but is isolated from 
open expanses of oak woodland and scrub habitat to the east on the former Fort Ord, and is largely 
degraded by fragmentation and disturbance. As such, this area is not considered a sensitive natural 
community and is not listed as a sensitive vegetation alliance by CDFW. Because no sensitive or 
riparian habitats are present in, or adjacent to the Plan Area, there would be no impacts to these 
habitats from development of the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required. 
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Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Threshold 3: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Impact BIO-3 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN IMPACTS TO STATE OR FEDERALLY 
PROTECTED WETLANDS THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING, HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION, OR OTHER 
MEANS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

No CDFW or USACE jurisdictional wetlands or waters are present in the Plan Area. One small (0.06 
acre) isolated stormwater retention basin occurs between buildings and a parking lot, which 
appears to be properly maintained (Figure 4.3-1). This stormwater feature was constructed in 2009 
when a new parking lot was constructed and is potentially RWQCB jurisdictional. This feature drains 
water from the parking lot, lawns, and open space between bunkers on the former Fort Ord; no 
“bed,” “Bank,” “channel,” or riparian vegetation was observed. This feature is within the Monterey 
College of Law property; no development is currently proposed for this area. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Threshold 4: Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Impact BIO-4 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH THE MOVEMENT OF 
ANY NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES OR WITH ESTABLISHED NATIVE RESIDENT OR 
MIGRATORY WILDLIFE CORRIDORS, OR IMPEDE THE USE OF WILDLIFE NURSERY SITES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

No significant corridors for wildlife movement occur within the Plan Area. The species most likely to 
move through the Plan Area include common species found in urban areas. These species are likely 
to continue to move through the open space networks proposed under the Proposed Project. 
Movement from nursey sites such as bird nests or dens used by urban wildlife (e.g. culverts, 
crawlspaces, etc.) would not be impeded. Therefore, there are no impacts to movement or use of 
wildlife nursery sites from development of the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 
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Threshold 5: Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Impact BIO-5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT MAY CONFLICT WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR 
ORDINANCES PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS A TREE PRESERVATION POLICY OR ORDINANCE. 
THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

The Conservation/Open Space Element of the Seaside 2004 General Plan includes policies 
addressing protection of sensitive biological resources. The Goal of COS-4 is to “preserve and 
protect the sensitive habitats and species within the community.” Policy COS-4.1 is to “Preserve 
ecological and biological resources by maintaining these resources as open space.” Implementation 
Plan COS-4.1.1 is to “Require Proper Analysis and Mitigation of Biological Resources. Use proper 
land use planning and environmental review to minimize the impact of urban development on 
sensitive ecological and biological resources. Where feasible, require open space easements and/or 
buffers to avoid impacts to sensitive biological resources. Where on-site preservation is not feasible, 
require habitat replacement at locations and ratios acceptable to the State and Federal agencies 
with jurisdiction over the project.” Biological resource analysis and mitigation is occurring as part of 
this EIR process and the Proposed Project is therefore consistent with Policy and Implementation 
Plan COS-4.1. 

Policy COS-4.2 is to “Protect and enhance the creeks, lakes, and adjacent wetlands for their value in 
providing visual amenity, habitat for wildlife, and recreational opportunities.” The Proposed Project 
would not affect creeks, lakes or wetlands, or other riparian areas as discussed under Impact BIO-2 
and the environmental setting. The Proposed Project is therefore consistent with Policy and 
Implementation COS-4.2.  

Policy COS-4.3 is to “Encourage the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland elements in 
the natural and built environments.” Implementation Plan COS-4.3.1 requires “project developers to 
retain coast live oak trees within the planning area, including oaks within new development areas. 
All coast live oak trees should be surveyed prior to construction to determine if any raptor nests are 
present and active. If active nests are observed, the construction should be postponed until the end 
of the fledgling.” Seaside’s Municipal Code (Section 8.54.060) requires a tree removal permit for the 
removal of mature trees. Trees subject to this ordinance are defined as “a woody perennial plant 
which usually but not necessarily has a single trunk and a height of ten feet or more, or has a 
circumference of twenty inches measured at twenty-four inches above the ground.” The Seaside 
Municipal Code also requires that trees not approved for removal be protected during construction 
sufficiently to prevent injury, damage, or defacement (Section 8.54.080).  

Draft Seaside 2040 includes Goal POC-8: “Sensitive species and habitat protected on former Fort 
Ord lands. The Fort Ord HMP and HCP provide frameworks to conserve and manage special status 
species, animal communities, and habitat areas on former Fort Ord lands. This goal aims to 
implement those plans locally, identifying and managing habitat areas and species.” For consistency 
with the HMP, see Impacts BIO-2 and BIO-6.  

Draft Seaside 2040 includes Goal POC-9: “New development supports the preservation or 
enhancement of the City’s natural resources.” One of the implementing policies for POC-requires 
“Cluster new development on former Fort Ord lands to minimize impacts to oak woodlands and 
linkages, preserve habitat management areas, and protect steep slopes, wetlands, and waterways.” 
Other implementing policies for POC-9 state “Integrating oak woodland. Work with developers to 
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promote an understanding of existing oak trees and previously-identified oak woodland linkages as 
they design new developments.”  

Policy COS-4.3, Draft Seaside 2040 policies, and the City’s municipal code do not prohibit the 
removal of oak trees or oak woodlands. The entire Plan Area is designated in the 2004 General Plan 
as Mixed-Use, including residential housing in an urban area and contains degraded and fragmented 
patches of oak trees. The state has explained that “the lack of housing… is a critical problem that 
threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in California… (3) Among the 
consequences of those actions are…. reduced mobility, urban sprawl, excessive commuting, and air 
quality deterioration” (Gov. Code Section 65589.5(a)). Similarly, California law provides for cities to 
consider the consequences of denial of housing projects, which can result in increases in urban 
sprawl and result in elimination of oak woodlands or other natural communities in other locations 
which have significantly greater biological value (Gov. Code Section 65589.5(b)). The concept for 
clustering development to avoid regional impacts is also included in Draft Seaside 2040 Policy POC-9 
and recognized under Seaside Municipal Code Section 8.54.060(C). 

The Proposed Project retains a portion of one of the areas with coast live oak trees within the Plan 
Area (approximately 1.5 acres), located directly west of General Jim Moore Boulevard, and 
designates this location as a “tree save” park. However, the Proposed Project includes the removal 
of approximately 12.64 acres of oak trees, which as noted above under the environmental setting 
are degraded and fragmented. While the Proposed Project includes the removal of existing trees in 
the Plan Area, the Proposed Project also provides for the incorporation of new trees in its 
thoroughfare regulations (Specific Plan Section 3.3), its parking standards (Specific Plan Section 
4.7.14), and its landscape regulations, which include coast live oak, and requires replacement of 
coast live oak trees at a ratio of 1:1.5 (Specific Plan Section 3.5). Specific Plan Figures 2.2, 2.10, and 
3.25 provide plans for new trees within the Plan Area. 

While the Proposed Project includes replacement trees, as discussed under Impact BIO-1, the 
Proposed Project has the potential to encounter sensitive wildlife species, including nesting birds in 
the Plan Area without mitigation, which results in a partial inconsistency with 
Policy/Implementation Plan COS-4.3. Therefore, impacts are considered significant without 
mitigation. To reduce impacts to less than significant, Mitigation Measure BIO-1(f) is proposed, 
which provides for pre-construction nesting birds surveys, and if active nests are located, requires 
an avoidance buffer. Additionally, construction under the Proposed Project may cause damage to 
trees in the “tree-save” area and trees adjacent to the Plan Area if vehicles and equipment are 
stored within the drip line or excavation occurs in the critical root zone. This would conflict with the 
City’s Municipal Code which requires “sufficient guards” to prevent “injury, damage, or defacement” 
of trees during construction, and would be a significant impact under CEQA. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1(g) would prevent damage to existing trees that are not permitted for removal and would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1(f) Pre-Construction Nesting Birds Surveys 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(f) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(g) Tree Habitat Protection Measures 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(g) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 
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Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant with mitigation.  

Threshold 6: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? 

Impact BIO-6 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD POTENTIALLY CONFLICT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF AN 
ADOPTED HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN, NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN, OR OTHER 
APPROVED LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

The Fort Ord HCP has been under development for a number of years. When and if that HCP will be 
adopted is currently unknown. Currently, there are no other HCPs, NCCPs or other State, regional or 
local conservation plans in place. The Fort Ord HMP was developed under the HCP process, and 
adherence to the conditions within the HMP has generally been considered appropriate for 
addressing potential impacts to species that may be covered under the HCP when and if finalized 
and adopted. The HMP identifies habitat management requirements for the disposal and reuse of 
former Fort Ord lands. Reserve parcels identified by the BRP and HMP are largely contained within 
the Fort Ord National Monument, on undeveloped lands east of the City. Parcels in the Plan Area 
are designated for development under the HMP and have no management restrictions under the 
HMP. Biological resources within these parcels are “not considered essential to the long-term 
preservation of sensitive species at former Ford Ord.” The USFWS BO, however, still requires the 
identification of sensitive species and resources that may be salvaged for restoration efforts due to 
remedial activities on the former Fort Ord (e.g. unexploded ordnance removal, clean-up of 
contamination) on the reserve parcels (USFWS 1993). Additionally, the BO assumes that no parcels 
occupied by the Smith’s blue butterfly would be developed and impacts to Federally listed species 
would require agency consultation and permitting. 

As discussed above under Table 4.3-2, there is a potential for special status species to occur in the 
Plan Area, including a low probability of the Smith’s blue butterfly. Consequently, development of 
the Proposed Project without mitigation could result in injury, harm, or death to special status 
species including Smith’s blue butterfly, as described in greater detail under Impact BIO-1 above. 
Given this potential, impacts are considered significant without mitigation. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through (g), the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with the Fort Ord HMP. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1(a) Special Status Plant Pre-Construction Survey 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(b) Special Status Plant Species Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(c) Restoration and Monitoring 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(c) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 
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BIO-1(d) Special Status Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(d) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(e) Biological Resources Avoidance and Minimization 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(e) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(f) Pre-Construction Nesting Birds Surveys 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(f) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(g) Tree Habitat Protection Measures 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(g) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

BIO-1(h) Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1(h) text is included under Impact BIO-1 above. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant with mitigation.  

c. Cumulative Impacts 

A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065(a)(3)). The geographic scope for cumulative biological resources impacts includes the 
developed area of the former Fort Ord, the City of Seaside to the south, and the City of Marina to 
the north. This geographic scope is appropriate for biological resources because it encompasses the 
mosaic of representative land cover and habitat types (and associated biological resources) affected 
by the Proposed Project, including primarily urban, commercial, and industrial development with 
pockets of isolated natural habitats. Development that is considered part of the cumulative analysis 
includes buildout of the City of Seaside and City of Marina General Plans, and buildout of the former 
Fort Ord area. 

Cumulative development in the area could contribute to the loss of habitat for special status 
species; contribute to the decline of special status species; cause further fragmentation of habitat 
and isolation of populations; and decrease movement opportunities. Special status species 
identified in cumulative development project areas include (but are not limited to); Monterey 
spineflower, sand gilia, host plants for smith’s blue butterfly, and several CNPS listed 1B species. A 
review of project documents (where available) revealed that some or all of these species were 
found at the following cumulative project sites: Cypress Knoll (Firma 2006), The Projects at Main 
Gate (City of Seaside 2009), The Dunes at Monterey (Zander Associates 2004), the Marina Municipal 
Airport Master Plan (City of Marina 2018), Sea Haven (Lamphier-Gregory 2003), East Garrison 
Specific Plan (Michael Brandman Associates 2004), and The Collection at Monterey Bay (City of Sand 
City 2012). Together these projects cover a substantial area, primarily within or along the edges of 
previously developed areas. Cumulative impacts to biological resources would be potentially 
significant. 
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The Proposed Project would increase density and intensity of existing land uses, although 
development in natural habitats would be low. As discussed under Impact BIO-1, the Proposed 
Project would have a substantial adverse effect on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or 
special status. However, Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(h) would reduce Project-level 
impacts to a less than significant level through direct avoidance and compensation. Therefore, with 
mitigation, the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact related to sensitive or special status species. 

The Proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
sensitive natural community, nor result in impacts to State or Federally protected wetlands, as 
discussed under Impact BIO-2 and Impact BIO-3, respectively. In addition, the Proposed Project 
would not impact the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites, as discussed under Impact BIO-4. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
related to these resources.  

As discussed under Impact BIO-5, work within the dripline of trees not approved for removal would 
conflict with the City’s Municipal Code, resulting in a significant Project-level impact. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1(f) would require pre-construction nesting bird surveys, and if active nests are 
located, requires an avoidance buffer. Mitigation Measure BIO-1(h) would require the minimization 
of impacts to oak woodlands, the protection of trees to remain during construction and 
redevelopment and the replacement of removed oak trees. Compliance with these mitigation 
measures would reduce Project-level impacts to a less than significant level. As such, the Proposed 
Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
related to conflicts with local tree preservation policies or ordinances.  

Lastly, as discussed under Impact BIO-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) 
through BIO-1(h), the Proposed Project would not conflict with the Fort Ord HMP. It is anticipated 
that other cumulative development projects on the former Fort Ord would be analyzed for 
biological resources impacts and would incorporate similar mitigation to ensure consistency with 
the HMP. This cumulative impact is therefore less than significant, and the Proposed Project would 
not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
conservation plans.  
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Figure 4.5-2 Gas Transmission Pipelines 

 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Energy 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.5-7 

Table 4.5-1 2017 Annual Gasoline and Diesel Consumption 

Fuel Type 
Monterey County 

(gallons) 
California 
(gallons) 

Proportion of 
Statewide 

Consumption 

County per Capita 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

County per Capita 
Consumption 

(MMBtu) 

Gasoline 174,000,000 15,584,000,000 1.1% 393.3 43.18 

Diesel  52,940,000 3,798,040,000 1.4% 119.7 15.25 

Total 226,940,000 19,382,040,000 − 513.0 58.43 

Notes: Diesel and gasoline volumes are expressed in gallons while Btu volumes are expressed in millions of Btu (MMBtu). 
Source: CEC 2018b 

Electricity 

Monterey County 
According to the CEC, Monterey County consumed approximately 2,587 GWh in 2017, or 
approximately 8,826 billion Btu (CEC 2017a). Table 4.5-2 illustrates the County’s 2017 electricity 
consumption in comparison to statewide consumption and displays the County’s equivalent per 
capita energy consumption from its electricity demand. With a population of 442,365 in 2017, 
Monterey County’s 2017 per capita electricity consumption was approximately 5,848 kWh, or 20 
million Btu. 

Table 4.5-2 2017 Annual Electricity Consumption 

Energy 
Type 

Monterey County 
(MWh) 

California 
(MWh) 

Proportion of 
Statewide 

Consumption 

County per Capita 
Consumption 

(kWh) 

County per Capita 
Consumption 

(MMBtu) 

Electricity 
(MWh) 

2,586,761.83 288,613,480.22 0.9% 5,847.57 19.95 

Notes: Electricity consumption volumes for Monterey County and California are expressed in megawatt-hours (MWh) while County per 
capita consumption is expressed in kilowatt-hours (kWh) and millions of Btu (MMBtu). 

Source: CEC 2017a 

Natural Gas 

Monterey County 
According to the CEC, Monterey County consumed approximately 110.3 million U.S. Therms of 
natural gas in 2017, or approximately 10,256 billion Btu (CEC 2017b). Table 4.5-3 illustrates the 
County’s 2017 natural gas consumption in comparison to statewide consumption and displays the 
County’s equivalent per capita energy consumption from its natural gas demand. With a population 
of 442,365 in 2017, as discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, Monterey County’s 2017 
per capita natural gas consumption was approximately 250 therms, or approximately 23.2 million 
Btu. 
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Table 4.5-3 2017 Annual Natural Gas Consumption 

Energy Type 
Monterey County 

(U.S. therms) 
California 

(U.S. therms) 

Proportion of 
Statewide 

Consumption 

County per 
Capita 

Consumption 
(U.S. therms) 

County per 
Capita 

Consumption 
(MMBtu) 

Natural Gas 110,314,459 12,571,045,754 3.0% 249.37 23.19 

Notes: Natural gas consumption volumes for Monterey County and California are expressed in U.S. Therms while County per capita 
consumption is expressed in U.S. Therms and millions of Btu (MMBtu). 

Source: CEC 2017b 

4.5.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
The Energy Independence and Security Act, enacted by Congress in 2007, is designed to improve 
vehicle fuel economy and help reduce the United States dependence on foreign oil. It expands the 
production of renewable fuels, reducing dependence on oil, and confronting climate change. 
Specifically, it does the following: 

 Increases the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel 
Standard, requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022, which 
represents a nearly five-fold increase over current levels 

 Reduces United States demand for oil by setting a national fuel economy standard of 35 miles 
per gallon (mpg) by 2020 – an increase in fuel economy standards of 40 percent 

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 also set energy efficiency standards for lighting 
(specifically light bulbs) and appliances. Development would also be required to install photosensors 
and energy-efficient lighting fixtures consistent with the requirements of 42 USC Section 17001 et 
seq. 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act 
Enacted in 1975, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act established fuel economy standards for 
new light-duty vehicles sold in the United States. The law placed responsibility on the National 
Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA), a part of the United States Department of 
Transportation (USDOT), for establishing and regularly updating vehicle standards. The United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) administers the Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) program, which determines vehicle manufacturers’ compliance with existing fuel economy 
standards.  

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
The CAFE standards are Federal rules established by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) that set fuel economy and GHG emissions standards for all new passenger 
cars and light trucks sold in the United States. The CAFE standards generally become more stringent 
with time, reaching an estimated 38.3 miles per gallon for the combined industry-wide fleet for 
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model year 2020 (77 Federal Register 62624 et seq. [October 15, 2012 Table I-1). It is, however, 
legally infeasible for individual municipalities to adopt more stringent fuel efficiency standards. The 
CAA (42 United States Code [USC] Section 7543[a]) states that “no state or any political subdivision 
therefore shall adopt or attempt to enforce any standard relating to the control of emissions from 
new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines subject to this part.” In August 2016, the USEPA 
and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two programs related to the fuel economy and 
GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two program will apply to vehicles 
with model year 2018 through 2027 for certain trailers, and model years 2021 through 2027 for 
semi- trucks, large pickup trucks, vans, and all types and sizes of buses and work trucks. The final 
standards are expected to lower CO2 emissions by approximately 1.1 billion MT of CO2 and reduce 
oil consumption by up to two billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the program 
(NHSTA 2019).  

As of September 2018, NHSTA and USEPA were undergoing the rulemaking process to establish the 
Safer Affordable Fuel Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule for Model Years 2021-2026 Passenger Cars and 
Light Trucks (SAFE Vehicles Rule). The SAFE Vehicles Rule would amend the existing CAFE standards 
such that the requirements for model years 2021 through 2026 are lowered to the 2020 standards 
of 43.7 miles per gallon (mpg) and 204 grams of CO2 per mile for passenger cars and 31.3 mpg and 
284 grams of CO2 per mile for light duty trucks (USEPA 2018). The SAFE Vehicles Rule had not been 
finalized at the time this EIR was prepared and was undergoing review by the Science Advisory 
Board for the USEPA. 

Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard 
USEPA sets emission standards for construction equipment. The first federal standards (Tier 1) were 
adopted in 1994 for all off-road engines over 50 horsepower (hp) and were phased in by 2000. A 
new standard was adopted in 1998 that introduced Tier 1 for all equipment below 50 hp and 
established the Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards. The Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards were phased in by 2008 
for all equipment. The current iteration of emissions standards for construction equipment are the 
Tier 4 efficiency requirements are contained in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1039, 1065, 
and 1068 (originally adopted in 69 Federal Register 38958 [June 29, 2004], and most recently 
updated in 2014 [79 Federal Register 46356]). Emissions requirements for new off-road Tier 4 
vehicles were to be completely phased in by the end of 2015. 

Energy Star Program 
In 1992, USEPA introduced Energy Star© as a voluntary labeling program designed to identify and 
promote energy-efficient products to reduce GHG emissions. The program applies to major 
household appliances, lighting, computers, and building components such as windows, doors, roofs, 
and heating and cooling systems. Under this program, appliances that meet specification for 
maximum energy use established under the program are certified to display the Energy Star© label. 
In 1996, USEPA joined with the Energy Department to expand the program, which now also includes 
qualifying commercial and industrial buildings, as well as homes (Energy Star 2019). 

b. State 

California Energy Plan 
The CEC is responsible for preparing the California Energy Plan, which identifies emerging trends 
related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the maintenance of a 
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healthy economy. The 2008 California Energy Plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation 
of the transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient 
use of fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan 
identifies several strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in 
implementing incentive programs for zero-emission vehicles and addressing their infrastructure 
needs, as well as encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. 

Assembly Bill 2076: Reducing Dependence on Petroleum 
Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 2076 (Chapter 936, Statutes of 2000), the CEC and the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) prepared and adopted a joint-agency report, Reducing California’s 
Petroleum Dependence, in 2003. Included in this report are recommendations to increase the use of 
alternative fuels to 20 percent of on-road transportation fuel use by 2020 and 30 percent by 2030, 
significantly increase the efficiency of motor vehicles, and reduce per capita VMT. One of the 
performance-based goals of AB 2076 is to reduce petroleum demand to 15 percent below 2003 
demand. Furthermore, in response to the CEC’s 2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Reports, the 
Governor directed the CEC to take the lead in developing a long-term plan to increase alternative 
fuel use.  

Integrated Energy Policy Report  
Senate Bill 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) required the CEC to conduct assessments and 
forecasts of all aspects of energy industry supply, production, transportation, delivery and 
distribution, demand, and prices. The CEC uses these assessments and forecasts to develop energy 
policies that conserve resources, protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the 
state’s economy, and protect public health and safety. The most recent assessment, the 2018 
Integrated Energy Policy Report, contains two volumes. Volume I highlights the implementation of 
California’s innovative policies and the role they have played in establishing a clean energy 
economy. Volume II, adopted February 20, 2019, provides more detail on several key energy 
policies, including decarbonizing buildings, increasing energy efficiency savings, and integrating 
more renewable energy into the electricity system (CEC 2018c and 2019f). 

California Renewable Portfolio Standard and Senate Bill 100 
Established in 2002 under SB 1078, and accelerated by SB 107 (2006), SB X 1-2 (2011), and SB 100 
(2018), California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) obligates investor-owned utilities, energy 
service providers, and community choice aggregators to procure 33 percent total retail sales of 
electricity from renewable energy sources by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. 
SB 100 also states “that it is the policy of the state that eligible renewable energy resources and 
zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of retail sales of electricity to California end-use 
customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve all state agencies by December 31, 
2045.” The CPUC and the CEC are jointly responsible for implementing the program. Electricity in 
the City of Seaside is currently provided by MBCP and Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). MBCP currently 
provides carbon-free electricity. In 2016, PG&E’s power mix included 69 percent carbon-free 
sources (PG&E 2018b). The State’s three largest investor-owned utilities, including PG&E, are on 
track to achieve a 50 percent RPS by 2020 (CARB 2017).  
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Assembly Bill 1493: Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Assembly Bill 1493 (Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002), known as the Pavley bill, amended Health and 
Safety Code sections 42823 and 43018.5 requiring CARB to develop and adopt regulations that 
achieve maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions from passenger vehicles, 
light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used for noncommercial personal transportation in California. 

Implementation of new regulations prescribed by AB 1493 required that the state apply for a waiver 
under the federal Clean Air Act. Although the USEPA initially denied the waiver in 2008, the USEPA 
approved a waiver in June 2009, and in September 2009, CARB approved amendments to its initially 
adopted regulations to apply the Pavley standards that reduce GHG emissions to new passenger 
vehicles in model years 2009 through 2016. According to CARB, implementation of the Pavley 
regulations is expected to reduce fuel consumption while also reducing GHG emissions. 

Energy Action Plan 
In the October 2005, the CEC and CPUC updated their energy policy vision by adding some 
important dimensions to the policy areas included in the original EAP, such as the emerging 
importance of climate change, transportation-related energy issues. and research and development 
activities. The CEC adopted an update to the EAP II in February 2008 that supplements the earlier 
EAPs and examines the state’s ongoing actions in the context of global climate change. 

Assembly Bill 1007: State Alternative Fuels Plan 
Assembly Bill 1007 (Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) required the CEC to prepare a plan to increase 
the use of alternative fuels in California. The CEC prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan in 
partnership with CARB and in consultation with other Federal, State, and local agencies. The State 
Alternative Fuels Plan presents strategies and actions California must take to increase the use of 
alternative non-petroleum fuels in a manner that minimizes costs to California and maximizes the 
economic benefits of in-state production. The State Alternative Fuels Plan assessed various 
alternative fuels and developed fuel portfolios to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum 
consumption, increase alternative fuels use, reduce GHG emissions, and increase in-state 
production of biofuels without causing a significant degradation of public health and environmental 
quality. 

Bioenergy Action Plan, Executive Order S-06-06 
Executive Order (EO) S-06-06, April 25, 2006, establishes targets for the use and production of 
biofuels and biopower, and directs State agencies to work together to advance biomass programs in 
California while providing environmental protection and mitigation. The EO establishes the 
following targets to increase the production and use of bioenergy, including ethanol and biodiesel 
fuels made from renewable resources: produce a minimum of 20 percent of its biofuels in California 
by 2010, 40 percent by 2020, and 75 percent by 2050. Executive Order S-06-06 also calls for the 
state to meet a target for use of biomass electricity. The 2011 Bioenergy Action Plan identifies those 
barriers and recommends actions to address them so that the state can meet its clean energy, 
waste reduction, and climate protection goals. The 2012 Bioenergy Action Plan updates the 2011 
Plan and provides a more detailed action plan to achieve the following goals: 

 Increase environmentally and economically sustainable energy production from organic waste 
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 Encourage development of diverse bioenergy technologies that increase local electricity 
generation, combined heat and power facilities, renewable natural gas, and renewable liquid 
fuels for transportation and fuel cell applications 

 Create jobs and stimulate economic development, especially in rural regions of the state 
 Reduce fire danger, improve air and water quality, and reduce waste 

Title 24, California Code of Regulations 
Updated every three years through a rigorous stakeholder process, Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations requires California homes and businesses to meet strong energy efficiency measures, 
thereby lowering their energy use. Title 24 contains numerous subparts, including Part 1 
(Administrative Code), Part 2 (Building Code), Part 3 (Electrical Code), Part 4 (Mechanical Code), Part 
5 (Plumbing Code), Part 6 (Energy Code), Part 8 (Historical Building Code), Part 9 (Fire Code), Part 10 
(Existing Building Code), Part 11 (Green Building Standards Code), Part 12 (Referenced Standards 
Code). 

Part 6 (Building Energy Efficiency Standards) 
Part 6 of Title 24 contains the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for new residential and 
non-residential buildings, which went into effect on January 1, 2017. Part 6 requires the design of 
building shells and building components to conserve energy. The standards are updated periodically 
to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and 
methods. The 2016 Standards improve upon the previous 2013 Standards for new construction of 
and additions and alterations to residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2016 Standards 
improve upon the previous 2013 Standards for new construction of, and additions and alterations 
to, residential and nonresidential buildings. Under the 2016 Standards, residential buildings are 
generally 28 percent more efficient than the 2013 Standards, and nonresidential buildings are 
generally five percent more energy efficient than the 2013 Standards as a result of better windows, 
insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, and other features (CEC 2015). Part 6 also provides for the 
installation of cool roofs in Sections 140.3(a)(1), 141.0(b)(2)(B), and 141.0(b)(3).  

The 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, adopted on May 9, 2018, will become effective on 
January 1, 2020. The 2019 Standards move toward cutting energy use in new homes by more than 
50 percent and will require installation of solar photovoltaic systems for single-family homes and 
multi-family buildings of three stories and less. The 2019 Standards focus on four key areas: 1) smart 
residential photovoltaic systems; 2) updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer 
from the interior to exterior and vice versa); 3) residential and nonresidential ventilation 
requirements; 4) and nonresidential lighting requirements (CEC 2018d). Under the 2019 Standards, 
nonresidential buildings will be 30 percent more energy-efficient compared to the 2016 Standards, 
and single-family homes will be seven percent more energy-efficient (CEC 2018e). When accounting 
for the electricity generated by the solar photovoltaic system, single-family homes would use 53 
percent less energy compared to homes built to the 2016 standards (CEC 2018e). 

Part 11 (CALGreen) 
On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green 
building standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR, Part 11, known as 
“CALGreen”) was adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code. CALGreen established 
planning and design standards for sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the 
California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and internal air 
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contaminants. The mandatory provisions of the CALGreen became effective January 1, 2011 and 
were updated in 2016. The 2016 Standards, which became effective on January 1, 2017, establish 
green building criteria for residential and nonresidential projects. The CEC adopted updates to the 
2016 Standards in 2019 that will take effect on January 1, 2020. These changes include the 
following: increasing the number of parking spaces that must be prewired for electric vehicle 
chargers in residential development; requiring all residential development to adhere to the Model 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance; and requiring more appropriate sizing of HVAC ducts (VCA 
Green 2019).  

c. Local 

2004 Seaside General Plan 
The current City of Seaside General Plan was adopted by City Council Resolution 04-59 on August 5, 
2004. Energy resources are addressed in the Conservation/Open Space Element. The goals, policies, 
and implementation plans include encouraging energy conservation through enforcing Title 24 of 
the California Building Code, implementing energy conservation measures in public buildings, and 
supporting building designs that incorporate sustainability principles and green building materials.  

Draft Seaside 2040  
Draft Seaside 2040 includes several goals and policies intended to help conserve energy through 
various strategies. For example, Goal LUD-21 requires new development to be more water and 
energy efficient through the implementation of more stringent water and energy standards. More 
notably, Chapter 8 of Seaside 2040, Healthy and Sustainably Communities, specifically identifies 
energy efficiency as one of the most cost-effective ways to reduce energy consumption and meeting 
statewide and local GHG emission reduction goals.  

Through various goals, policies, and implementation programs, Chapter 8, Healthy and Sustainable 
Communities, lays out varying strategies for achieving greater energy efficiency, such as reducing 
solid waste generation, minimizing water consumption, and implementing a green building code. 
Policy- Regional presence as sustainability partner – under Goal HSC-1 encourages the City to play 
an active role in the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, and the development and 
implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which encourages land use patterns that 
promote active transportation modes, such as walking and bicycling, and the conservation of land, 
energy, and water resources. Furthermore, policies under Goal HSC-9 provides various strategies to 
encourage more energy-efficient building designs and the use of renewable energy sources, such as 
exploring net zero energy consumption for residential buildings by 2020 and all new commercial 
buildings by 2030, encouraging the installation of renewable energy generation in the design of new 
development, and promoting energy efficiency upgrades for qualified households. Policies under 
Goal HSC-11 promote the incorporation of passive solar technologies, CALGreen requirements, and 
sustainable building practices. In Chapter 6, Mobility, policies under Goal M-10 promote car-sharing 
and neighborhood electric vehicles to reduce traffic and alternative fuel vehicles and support the 
development of a network of electric vehicle charging stations throughout Seaside. 

Seaside Municipal Code 
Seaside’s Municipal Code (SMC) Chapter 15.04, California Building Codes Adopted, mandates the 
implementation of the California Energy Code, which has specific requirements for building design 
to reduce energy consumption. Some of the measures in the California Energy Code include the use 
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of certain building materials to ensure a greater degree of energy efficiency during building 
operation and construction and energy efficiency standards for appliances, lighting amenities, and 
water fixtures, among other project components. 

4.5.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds and Methodology 

Significance Thresholds 
An energy-related impact is considered significant if the Proposed Project would result in one or 
more of the following conditions: 

1. Wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project 
construction or operation;  

2. Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Methodology 
Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) states that an EIR shall include “mitigation measures 
proposed to minimize significant effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, measures 
to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.”  The physical 
environmental impacts associated with the use of energy including the generation of electricity and 
burning of fuels have been accounted for in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions. 

Energy consumption is analyzed herein in terms of construction and operational energy. 
Construction energy demand accounts for anticipated energy consumption during construction of 
the Proposed Project, such as fuel consumed by construction equipment and construction workers’ 
vehicles traveling to and from the construction site. Operational energy demand accounts for the 
anticipated energy consumption during operation of the transportation system and land use 
scenario envisioned by the Proposed Project, such as fuel consumed by cars, trucks, and public 
transit; natural gas consumed for on-site power generation and heating building spaces; and 
electricity consumed for building power needs, including, but not limited to lighting, water 
conveyance, and air conditioning. 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate 
emissions resulting from the Proposed Project. The CalEEMod results (Appendix E) provide the 
average travel distance, vehicle trip numbers, and vehicle fleet mix during construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project. The CalEEMod results additionally provide the estimated gross 
electricity and natural gas consumption by land use during operation of the Proposed Project. The 
values contained therein are used in this analysis to determine the anticipated energy consumption 
during construction and operation of the Proposed Project.   

This analysis takes into consideration the equipment and processes employed during construction of 
the Proposed Project and the land uses, location, and VMT per service population of the Proposed 
Project to qualitatively determine whether energy consumed during construction and operation 
would be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. 
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Seaside has a history of low vacancy rates and has recognized that the lack of available units has 
resulted in overcrowding (i.e., more than one person per room). Approximately 54 percent of 
renter-households and 43 percent of owner-households are experiencing housing cost burdens, 
including overcrowding (City of Seaside 2010). Other cities within the AMBAG region are similarly 
affected; the city of Salinas has noted that it also struggles with low vacancy rates and associated 
high levels of overcrowding. (AMBAG 2014) Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that many of the 
Project’s future residents currently live in Seaside or elsewhere in the AMBAG region. The result of 
this underserved demand for housing in coastal cities such as Seaside is that “[f]aced with expensive 
housing options, workers in California’s coastal communities commute 10 percent further each day 
than commuters elsewhere” (Legislative Analyst’s Office 2015).  

Additionally, the Project would be located adjacent to the CSUMB campus. AMBAG notes in its 
RHNA that “CSUMB is planning for growth which has generated housing pressure on the 
surrounding jurisdictions” (AMBAG 2014). For example, CSUMB’s adopted 2007 Master Plan calls for 
increased enrollment of 8,500 students but plans to house only 60 percent of students on campus 
(CSUMB 2007). The 2007 Master Plan also notes that the primary means of commuting to and from 
campus is driving, but that for students living “very near campus,” the primary means are walking 
and biking. The Project’s clustered housing adjacent to the CSUMB campus likely would be used by 
CSUMB students who likely would primarily commute to campus by walking and biking. Without the 
Project, these students likely would live farther from campus and would need to commute by car. 
The Project  would serve to reduce regional VMT and associated energy consumption because 
students would be able to live closer to campus than under existing conditions. 

Further, the majority of the existing residential structures in the region are substantially older and 
less efficient that those that would be built under the Proposed Project. Approximately 77 percent 
of the City of Seaside’s housing stock was built prior to 1980 and therefore does not incorporate 
modern Building Code efficiency requirements (City of Seaside 2010). Consequently, individuals 
moving from older residences to the Project would consume less energy in the forms of electricity 
and natural gas because the Project would be more efficient than the surrounding housing stock 
from which people are anticipated to move. As described above, development of the Proposed 
Project would not result in a  wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. As a 
result, operation of the Proposed Project would not result in potentially significant environmental 
effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

Threshold 2: Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency? 

Impact E-2 THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT  WITH OR OBSTRUCT A STATE OR LOCAL 
PLAN FOR  RENEWABLE ENERGY OR ENERGY EFFICIENCY. THIS IMPACT WOULD LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

As discussed in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, several state plans as well as both the City’s 
adopted 2004 General Plan and Draft Seaside 2040 include energy conservation and energy 
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efficiency strategies intended to enable the State and the City to achieve GHG reduction and energy 
conservation goals. A full discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with GHG reduction plans 
is included in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As shown in Table 4.5-6, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with State renewable energy and energy efficiency plans.  

The 2004 General Plan includes Goal COS-7 and subsequent policies and implementation plans that 
encourage energy conservation. Draft Seaside 2040 includes various goals and policies that employ 
energy conservation and efficiency measures through an array of strategies. As shown in Table 4.5-
7, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the energy conservation and efficiency strategies 
contained in the 2004 General Plan and Draft Seaside 2040.  

Table 4.5-6 Consistency with State Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Plans 
Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan Proposed Project Consistency 

California Energy Plan. The plan identifies 
several strategies, including assistance to public 
agencies and fleet operators in implementing 
incentive programs for zero-emission vehicles 
and addressing their infrastructure needs, as 
well as encouragement of urban designs that 
reduce VMT and accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle access. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would establish a mixed use area 
that supports higher-density housing, shopping, services, jobs, 
office, and open space. The Plan Area is served by five Monterey-
Salinas Transit District bus routes that stop in or along the boundary 
of the Plan Area (Routes 12, 18, 67, 74, and 75). Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project would be located in a high quality transit corridor 
as designated in AMBAG’s MTP/SCS (2018), which would encourage 
the use of public transit.  
The Specific Plan includes policies to implement a multi-modal 
transportation network on-site through the design of complete 
streets for all forms of mobility and the consideration of safety for 
pedestrians and bicyclists as well as vehicle occupants. The Specific 
Plan also includes goals and policies to develop well-designed, 
pedestrian-oriented streetscapes and create a walkable community 
by restricting intersection density to a minimum of 235 intersections 
per square mile. In addition, the Specific Plan would require that, 
when unrequired parking spaces are provided, at least 5 percent of 
the spaces be equipped for charging of electric vehicles. In addition, 
the Specific Plan would require that an electrical conduit be installed 
at the time of construction to facilitate future installation of EV 
charging stations on at least 10 percent of parking spaces. In light of 
these features, the Proposed Project would encourage urban design 
that reduces VMT and accommodates pedestrian and bicycle access 
as well as facilitate infrastructure for zero-emission vehicles. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would no conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the California Energy Plan. 
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Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan Proposed Project Consistency 

Assembly Bill 2076: Reducing Dependence on 
Petroleum. Pursuant to AB 2076, the CEC and 
CARB prepared and adopted a joint-agency 
report, Reducing California’s Petroleum 
Dependence, in 2003. Included in this report are 
recommendations to increase the use of 
alternative fuels to 20 percent of on-road 
transportation fuel use by 2020 and 30 percent 
by 2030, significantly increase the efficiency of 
motor vehicles, and reduce per capita VMT. One 
of the performance-based goals of AB 2076 is to 
reduce petroleum demand to 15 percent below 
2003 demand. 

Consistent. The Specific Plan would require that, when unrequired 
parking spaces are provided, at least 5 percent of the spaces be 
equipped for charging of electric vehicles. In addition, the Specific 
Plan would require that an electrical conduit be installed at the time 
of construction to facilitate future installation of EV charging 
stations on at least 10 percent of parking spaces. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would facilitate the reduction of petroleum 
demand through increasing the use of alternative fuels and would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of AB 2076 and 
Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence. 

2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report. Volume I 
highlights the implementation of California’s 
innovative policies and the role they have played 
in establishing a clean energy economy. Volume 
II provides more detail on several key energy 
policies, including decarbonizing buildings, 
increasing energy efficiency savings, and 
integrating more renewable energy into the 
electricity system. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would include several 
components that promote the use of renewable energy and energy 
efficiency in new buildings. The Specific Plan contains architectural 
standards and guidelines that promote energy conservation, such as 
employing LED and other technologies to maximize energy 
efficiency in lighting, which would apply to all new development 
including public buildings. The landscaping design of public rights-of-
way in the Proposed Project would reduce building energy needs 
due to increased shade from street trees. In addition, the Proposed 
Project would be required to comply with Seaside’s Municipal Code 
Chapter 15.04, which mandates the implementation of Title 24 of 
the California Building Code. Compliance would include rooftop 
solar on all residential building types that are three stories or less in 
height. Moreover, the Campus Town Specific Plan would include 
urban standards and guidelines for new private development which 
require new development to maximize solar access and encourage 
the use of renewable energy sources. Electricity would be provided 
either by PG&E or MBCP, which source some or all of their power 
from renewable sources. Given these features, the Proposed Project 
would facilitate the decarbonization of buildings, the increase in 
energy efficiency savings, and the integration of more renewable 
energy into the electricity system. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2018 
Integrated Energy Policy Report. 

California Renewable Portfolio Standard. 
California’s RPS obligates investor-owned 
utilities, energy service providers, and 
community choice aggregators to procure 33 
percent total retail sales of electricity from 
renewable energy sources by 2020, 60 percent 
by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. 

Consistent. Electricity in the City of Seaside is provided by MBCP 
and PG&E. MBCP and PG&E are required to generate electricity that 
would increase renewable energy resources to 60 percent by 2030 
and 100 percent by 2045. MBCP currently provides carbon-free 
electricity. In 2016, PG&E’s power mix included 69 percent carbon-
free sources (PG&E 2018b). Because MBCP and PG&E would provide 
electricity service to the Plan Area, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the California 
Renewable Portfolio Standard. 

AB 1493: Reduction of Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. AB 1493 requires CARB to develop 
and adopt regulations that achieve maximum 
feasible and cost-effective reduction of GHG 
emissions from passenger vehicles, light-duty 
trucks, and other vehicles used for 
noncommercial personal transportation in 
California. 

Consistent. Vehicles used by future residents, employees, visitors, 
and patrons of the Proposed Project would be subject to the 
regulations adopted by CARB pursuant to AB 1493. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of AB 1493. 
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Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan Proposed Project Consistency 

Energy Action Plan. In the October 2005, the 
CEC and CPUC updated their energy policy vision 
by adding some important dimensions to the 
policy areas included in the original EAP, such as 
the emerging importance of climate change, 
transportation-related energy issues. and 
research and development activities. The CEC 
adopted an update to the EAP II in February 
2008 that supplements the earlier EAPs and 
examines the state’s ongoing actions in the 
context of global climate change. The nine major 
action areas in the EAP include energy 
efficiency, demand response, renewable energy, 
electricity adequacy/reliability/infrastructure, 
electricity market structure, natural gas 
supply/demand/infrastructure, transportation 
fuels supply/demand/infrastructure, 
research/development/demonstration, and 
climate change. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would include several 
components that promote the use of renewable energy and energy 
efficiency in new buildings. The Specific Plan contains architectural 
standards and guidelines that promote energy conservation, such as 
employing LED and other technologies to maximize energy 
efficiency in lighting, which would apply to all new development 
including public buildings. The landscaping design of public rights-of-
way in the Proposed Project would reduce building energy needs 
due to increased shade from street trees. In addition, the Proposed 
Project would be required to comply with Seaside’s Municipal Code 
Chapter 15.04, which mandates the implementation of Title 24 of 
the California Building Code. Compliance would include rooftop 
solar on all residential building types that are three stories or less in 
height. Moreover, the Campus Town Specific Plan would include 
urban standards and guidelines for new private development which 
require new development to maximize solar access and encourage 
the use of renewable energy sources. Electricity would be provided 
either by PG&E or MBCP, which source some or all of their power 
from renewable sources. Given these features, the Proposed Project 
would facilitate implementation of the nine major action areas in 
the Energy Action Plan. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Energy Action Plan. 

AB 1007: State Alternative Fuels Plans. The 
State Alternative Fuels Plan assessed various 
alternative fuels and developed fuel portfolios 
to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum 
consumption, increase alternative fuels use, 
reduce GHG emissions, and increase in-state 
production of biofuels without causing a 
significant degradation of public health and 
environmental quality. 

Consistent. The Specific Plan would require that, when unrequired 
parking spaces are provided, at least 5 percent of the spaces be 
equipped for charging of electric vehicles. In addition, the Specific 
Plan would require that an electrical conduit be installed at the time 
of construction to facilitate future installation of EV charging 
stations on at least 10 percent of parking spaces. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would facilitate the use of alternative fuels and 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of AB 1007. 

Bioenergy Action Plan, Executive Order S-06-06. 
The EO establishes the following targets to 
increase the production and use of bioenergy, 
including ethanol and biodiesel fuels made from 
renewable resources: produce a minimum of 20 
percent of its biofuels in California by 2010, 40 
percent by 2020, and 75 percent by 2050. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would redevelop a portion of the 
former Fort Ord base and would not interfere with or obstruct the 
production of biofuels in California. Vehicles used by future 
residents, employees, visitors, and patrons of the Proposed Project 
would be fueled by gasoline and diesel fuels blended with ethanol 
and biodiesel fuels as required by CARB regulations. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Bioenergy Action Plan. 

Title 24, California Code of Regulations – Part 6 
(Building Energy Efficiency Standards) and Part 
11 (CALGreen). The 2019 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards move toward cutting 
energy use in new homes by more than 50 
percent and will require installation of solar 
photovoltaic systems for single-family homes 
and multi-family buildings of three stories and 
less.  
The CALGreen Standards establish green 
building criteria for residential and 
nonresidential projects. Updates to the 2016 
Standards include the following: increasing the 
number of parking spaces that must be prewired 
for electric vehicle chargers in residential 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
Seaside’s Municipal Code Chapter 15.04, which mandates the 
implementation of Title 24. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Title 24 
standards. 
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Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan Proposed Project Consistency 

development; requiring all residential 
development to adhere to the Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance; and requiring 
more appropriate sizing of HVAC ducts. 
  

Table 4.5-7 Consistency with the 2004 General Plan and Draft Seaside 2040 
Energy Efficiency Goal, Policy, or Strategy Proposed Project Consistency 

2004 General Plan  

Implementation Plan COS-7.1.1 Title 24 
Construction Standards: Enforce State Title 24 
building construction requirements and apply 
standards that promote energy conservation. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
Seaside’s Municipal Code Chapter 15.04, which mandates the 
implementation of Title 24 of the California Building Code, the 
California Energy Code.  

Implementation Plan COS-7.1.2 Energy 
Conservation in Public Buildings: Implement 
energy conservation measures in public 
buildings through the following actions: 
 Promote energy efficient buildings and site 

design for all new public buildings during 
the site development process; and 

 Install energy saving devices in new public 
buildings and retrofit existing public 
buildings. 

Consistent. The Specific Plan contains architectural standards and 
guidelines that promote energy conservation, such as employing LED 
and other technologies to maximize energy efficiency in lighting, 
which would apply to all new development including public buildings. 

Implementation Plan COS-7.1.3 Energy 
Efficiency Building Design: Support building 
design that incorporates the principles of 
Sustainable Development, Transit Oriented 
Development and Environmentally Friendly 
Building Design, including using “green” 
building material and energy conservation 
measures of the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification 
program. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would locate residences and 
commercial/retail land uses, which would provide opportunities for 
employment, near one another with an emphasis on mixed-use land 
uses. By co-locating these different uses, the Proposed Project would 
minimize the travel distance required for residents to travel to work 
and encourage alternative modes of transportation, such as bicycling 
or walking. In addition, the Specific Plan contains architectural 
standards and guidelines that promote energy conservation, such as 
employing LED and other technologies to maximize energy efficiency 
in lighting. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would be located in a 
planned high quality transit corridor according to AMBAG’s 2040 
MTP/SCS (2018), which would encourage the use of public transit. The 
Specific Plan would require that, when unrequired parking spaces are 
provided, at least 5 percent of the spaces be equipped for charging of 
electric vehicles. In addition, the Specific Plan would require that an 
electrical conduit be installed at the time of construction to facilitate 
future installation of EV charging stations on at least 10 percent of 
parking spaces. 

Draft Seaside 2040  

Goal LUD-21: Resilient neighborhoods on 
former Fort Ord lands. 
Policy: Resource Efficiency. Through more 
stringent water and energy standards, require 
new development to be more water and 
energy efficient and use fewer natural 
resources in order to increase long-term 
neighborhood resilience. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would include several roadway 
segments that would incorporate street tree layouts to improve the 
area’s aesthetic character, the streets’ walkability, and energy 
efficiency of surrounding buildings. Some of these roadways include, 
but are not limited to Lightfighter Drive, Malmedy Road, 6th Avenue, 
and 7th Avenue. In addition to local street tree designs, the Proposed 
Project would prioritize the use of drought-tolerant plants and trees 
along public rights-of-way and in new open spaces. 
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Energy Efficiency Goal, Policy, or Strategy Proposed Project Consistency 

The Proposed Project is designed to comply with the Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance and would use a water-efficient irrigation 
system in irrigated parks and open space areas. Furthermore, the 
Specific Plan requires that development adhere to the requirements 
of Title 24, which includes standards for water-conserving plumbing 
and fixtures. In addition, the Proposed Project would comply with 
Section 17.30.040(G) of the Seaside Municipal Code, which requires 
the use of water-efficient irrigation systems unless infeasible. The 
Proposed Project would use water-efficient irrigation systems.  
Chapter 4, Private Realm Standards and Guidelines, of the  Specific 
Plan requires all new construction to meet the requirements of Title 
24, which would ensure that buildings incorporate appropriate energy 
efficiency features. In addition, Chapter 4 of the Specific Plan requires 
exterior architectural lighting to use LED and other technologies to 
maximize energy efficiency. Furthermore, Chapter 4 of the Specific 
Plan requires all new construction to utilize passive solar techniques 
to the maximum extent practicable by maximizing interior daylighting, 
using cool exterior siding, roofing, and paving materials with relatively 
high solar reflectivity, and planting shade trees on south- and west-
facing sides of buildings. 
Chapter 5, Infrastructure, of the Specific Plan requires the Proposed 
Project to use recycled water to irrigate public street landscape 
medians, public open space, and landscaping for commercial/flex sites 
a residential front yards. Recycled water may also be provided for 
toilets, floor sinks, and other applicable uses allowed under the 
California Building Code. 

Goal POC-12: An abundant, robust urban 
forest that contributes to Seaside’s quality of 
life as it combats the effects of climate change. 
Policy: Sustainability in forest management. 
Manage urban trees to achieve the City‘s 
environmental sustainability goals for water 
and energy conservation, stormwater 
management, and habitat protection. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would include several roadway 
segments that would incorporate street tree layouts to improve the 
area’s aesthetic character, the streets’ walkability, and energy 
efficiency of surrounding buildings because trees provide shade that 
cools buildings and reduces the need for air conditioning in hot 
weather. Some of these roadways include, but are not limited to 
Lightfighter Drive, Malmedy Road, 6th Avenue, and 7th Avenue. Two 
green spaces are proposed - a neighborhood green and an area set 
aside for the preservation of a tree grove containing native oak trees 
as a “tree save” area. The Specific Plan also includes standards for 
replacement of existing trees. 

Goal HSC-1: A City that supports health equity 
for all residents by promoting access to 
affordable, quality health care, mental health 
care, and social services. 
Policy: Regional presence as sustainability 
partner. Play an active role in AMBAG and the 
development and implementation of the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. Encourage 
land use patterns that encourage walking, 
conserve land, energy, and water resources, 
support active transportation, reduce vehicle 
trips, and improve air quality. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would increase the amount of 
mixed-used spaces in the area, would locate jobs and homes closer to 
one another, and minimize the time and distances future residents 
would be required to travel to get to home or work. In addition, the 
Proposed Project’s proximity to CSUMB and its emphasis on providing 
affordable housing for CSUMB students would minimize the travel 
requirements for CSUMB students who live in the Plan Area and 
would encourage the use of alternative transportation methods, such 
as bicycling or walking. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Energy 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.5-25 

Energy Efficiency Goal, Policy, or Strategy Proposed Project Consistency 

Goal HSC-9: Energy efficiency buildings that 
use energy from renewable sources. 

Consistent. The Proposed Project would include several components 
that promote the use of renewable energy and energy efficiency in 
new buildings. The landscaping design of public rights-of-way in the 
Proposed Project would reduce building energy needs due to 
increased shade from street trees. In addition, the Proposed Project 
would be required to comply with Seaside’s Municipal Code Chapter 
15.04, which mandates the implementation of Title 24 of the 
California Building Code. Compliance would include rooftop solar on 
all residential building types that are three stories or less in height. 
Moreover, the Campus Town Specific Plan would include urban 
standards and guidelines for new private development which require 
new development to maximize solar access and encourage the use of 
renewable energy sources. Electricity would be provided either by 
PG&E or MBCP, which source some or all of their power from 
renewable sources. 
Chapter 5, Infrastructure, of the Specific Plan requires the Proposed 
Project to use recycled water to irrigate public street landscape 
medians, public open space, and landscaping for commercial/flex sites 
a residential front yards. Recycled water may also be provided for 
toilets, floor sinks, and other applicable uses allowed under the 
California Building Code. 

Goal HSC-11: New construction that meets a 
high-level of environmental performance. 

Consistent. As discussed under the consistency analysis for Goal HSC-
9, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the 
provisions contained in Title 24 of the California Building Code, which 
lay out requirements for building and construction material used, 
energy efficiency requirements for appliances and equipment used 
during project operation, and water and energy efficiency in building 
design. The Proposed Project would also be required to incorporate 
solar-ready building designs and utilize passive solar techniques, such 
as building orientation, position, and size. 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the City’s adopted energy conservation and 
efficiency strategies contained in its 2004 General Plan and Draft Seaside 2040. As described under 
Impact E-1, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
relevant provisions of CALGreen and Title 24 of the California Energy Code. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Less than significant. 

c. Cumulative Impacts 
A project’s environmental impacts are “cumulatively considerable” if the “incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065(a)(3)). The geographic scope for energy consumption is Monterey County. This 
geographic scope is appropriate because the smallest scale at which energy consumption 
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information is readily available is the county level. Cumulative buildout of the County’s General Plan 
is considered part of this cumulative analysis. 

Cumulative development would increase demand for energy resources. However, new iterations of 
the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen would require increasingly more 
efficient appliances and building materials that reduce energy consumption in new development. In 
addition, vehicle fuel efficiency is anticipated to continue improving through implementation of the 
existing Pavley regulations under AB 1493, and implementation of the AMBAG 2040 MTP/SCS would 
reduce VMT in Monterey County. Nevertheless, the combined increase in energy consumption in 
Monterey County would potentially result in a significant cumulative impact related to the wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy resources. It is therefore conservatively 
assumed that cumulative development could result in a significant impact related to the wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

As described under Impact E-1, the Proposed Project would be constructed in accordance with the 
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 
4.14, Transportation, the regionwide boundary VMT per service population of 16.32 under 
Cumulative (2040) with Plan Conditions is lower than the regionwide threshold of 16.34. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact related to energy. 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project and its associated objectives are also designed to address 
statewide cumulative planning efforts. The legislature has adopted findings that “the lack of 
housing, including emergency shelters, is a critical problem that threatens the economic, 
environmental, and social quality of life in California… (3) Among the consequences of those actions 
are…. reduced mobility, urban sprawl, excessive commuting, and air quality deterioration” (Gov. 
Code Section 65589.5(a)). The Legislature also recently adopted findings that “California has a 
housing supply and affordability crisis of historic proportions. The consequences of failing to 
effectively and aggressively confront this crisis are hurting millions of Californians, robbing future 
generations of the chance to call California home, stifling economic opportunities for workers and 
businesses, worsening poverty and homelessness, and undermining the state’s environmental and 
climate objectives” (Gov. Code Section 65589.5(a)(2)(A) [AB 3194 (2018)]).  

The anticipated 4,900 residents that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project are likely 
already located with the AMBAG jurisdiction and therefore would not represent new energy 
demands within the region. Due in part to its proximity to the ocean and CSUMB, demand for 
housing in Seaside is high as indicated by low owner and rental vacancy rates, overcrowding, and 
overpayment, which thereby requires individuals to commute greater distances (City of Seaside 
2010; AMBAG 2014). 

Seaside has a history of low vacancy rates and has recognized that the lack of available units has 
resulting in overcrowding (i.e., more than one person per room). Approximately 54 percent of 
renter-households and 43 percent of owner-households are experiencing housing cost burdens, 
including overcrowding (City of Seaside 2010). Other cities within the AMBAG region are similarly 
affected; the city of Salinas has noted that it also struggles with low vacancy rates and associated 
high levels of overcrowding. (AMBAG 2014) Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that many of the 
Project’s future residents currently live in Seaside or elsewhere in the AMBAG region. The result of 
this underserved demand for housing in coastal cities such as Seaside is that “[f]aced with expensive 
housing options, workers in California’s coastal communities commute 10 percent further each day 
than commuters elsewhere” (Legislative Analyst’s Office 2015).  
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Additionally, the Project would be located adjacent to the CSUMB campus. AMBAG notes in its 
RHNA that “CSUMB is planning for growth which has generated housing pressure on the 
surrounding jurisdictions” (AMBAG 2014). For example, CSUMB’s adopted 2007 Master Plan calls for 
increased enrollment of 8,500 students but plans to house only 60 percent of students on campus 
(CSUMB 2007). The 2007 Master Plan also notes that the primary means of commuting to and from 
campus is driving, but that for students living “very near campus,” the primary means are walking 
and biking. The Project’s clustered housing adjacent to the CSUMB campus would likely be used by 
CSUMB students that would primarily commute to campus by walking and biking, rather than 
commuting by car from more distant housing, which would serve to reduce regional VMT and 
associated energy consumption because students are able to live closer to campus than under 
existing conditions. 

As a result, the Proposed Project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy, and construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not result in 
potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy, and the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact. 

The geographic scopes for the cumulative impact analysis of consistency with renewable energy and 
energy efficiency plans are the state of California and the City of Seaside because the applicable 
plans are statewide plans in addition to the 2004 General Plan and Draft Seaside 2040.  Projects 
throughout the State of California would be required to adhere to applicable renewable energy and 
energy efficiency laws, programs, and policies such as California’s RPS, AB 1493, and Title 24 
standards. All other pending and future projects in Seaside, as listed in Table 4-1, Section 4, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, would be required to adhere to General Plan policies to mitigate 
energy impacts where feasible. In addition, all pending and future projects would be reviewed for 
consistency with the most recently adopted General Plan, either the 2004 Seaside General Plan or 
Seaside 2040. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. As discussed under 
Impact E-2, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the energy-related goals and policies of 
the statewide plans, the 2004 Seaside General Plan, and Seaside 2040; therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact with respect to consistency with renewable energy and energy efficiency plans. 
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