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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background
On August 1, 2008, the City of Seaside (City), as lead agency, circulated a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code §21000 et seq. The Draft EIR was prepared to analyze the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan (the
“proposed project”). The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period, from August 1,
2008 to September 15, 2008. The City of Seaside received four timely comment letters and six late
comment letters from state, regional, and local agencies. After the close of the public comment period,
the City of Seaside determined it was necessary to add significant new information to the Draft EIR
related to biological resources, traffic, and alternatives. A Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) was prepared
and circulated for public review from November 10, 2009 to December 23, 2009. The City of Seaside
received five timely comment letters on the RDEIR.
The purpose of the public review process under CEQA includes sharing expertise, disclosing agency
analysis, checking for accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter
proposals (CEQA Guidelines §15200). This Final EIR contains a list of the comments submitted on the
Draft EIR and RDEIR, copies of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR and RDEIR, responses to
the points raised in those comments, and limited revisions to the Draft EIR and RDEIR made as a result
of the public review process. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15132, this Final EIR has been
prepared to address the comments received during the public review periods and, together with the Draft
EIR and RDEIR, constitutes The Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan Final EIR.
The Specific Plan EIR addresses the potential environmental effects of implementation of The Projects at
Main Gate Specific Plan (March 2008). The Specific Plan identifies two project components on
approximately 57 acres within the City of Seaside: 1) an open-air retail center and 2) a
hotel/spa/conference facility. Two variations of the overall site plan are identified in the Specific Plan for
the retail center. Alternative A includes a 16-screen cinema and Alternative B proposes a large
department store in lieu of the cinema. Both alternatives include the hotel. The project is located in the
City of Seaside, directly north of the City of Monterey and approximately 115 miles south of San
Francisco, in Monterey County. The project site is located on a portion of the former Fort Ord military
base at the northwest corner of Light Fighter Drive and Second Avenue.
The Draft EIR and RDEIR were prepared to inform the public of the significant environmental effects of
the proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe a reasonable
range of project alternatives. The City notified all responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, and
individuals that a Draft EIR had been completed for the proposed project. The following is a list of the
actions taken during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR.


The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the State Clearinghouse on July 26, 2007. The
California State Clearinghouse assigned the proposed Specific Plan Clearinghouse Number
#2007011069. In addition to state agency distribution through the Clearinghouse, the City distributed
the NOP to responsible and trustee agencies, and interested groups, organizations, and individuals.



A scoping meeting was held on Tuesday, August 7, 2007 to receive input on the Draft EIR.
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On August 1, 2008, the Draft EIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, interested
groups, and individuals, and circulated for public review for a 45-day review period. The City
received four timely comment letters and six late comment letters from state, regional, and local
agencies. No comment letters were received from private organizations or individuals.



After the close of the public comment period, the City determined it was necessary to prepare and
circulate for public review a Recirculated Draft EIR, which contained revisions to certain sections of
the Draft EIR. The RDEIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, and
individuals, and circulated for a 45-day public review period from November 10, 2009 to December
24, 2009. The City received five timely comment letters from state, regional, and local agencies. No
comment letters were received from private organizations or individuals.

1.2 Organization of this Document
This Final EIR is organized into the following six sections:


Section 1.0, Introduction, contains this introduction to the Final EIR, including a discussion of the
background of the environmental review, a description of the contents of the Final EIR, and a
summary of the project decision-making process.



Section 2.0, List of Comments, contains a list of all written comments received on the Draft EIR and
RDEIR.



Section 3.0, Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR contains a list of all written comments
received on the Draft EIR, copies of all comment letters received on the Draft EIR, and appropriate
responses to each comment.



Section 4.0, Comments and Responses on the Recirculated Draft EIR contains a list of all written
comments received on the RDEIR, copies of all comment letters received on the RDEIR, and
appropriate responses to each comment.



Section 5.0, Revisions to the Draft and Recirculated Draft EIR, contains revisions to the text of
the Draft EIR and RDEIR in response to the public comments.



Section 6.0, References and Report Preparation, contains a list of report preparers, persons
contacted, and references.

1.3 Project Decision-Making Process
At least 10 days prior to the City Council hearing to consider whether to certify the Final EIR and
approve the proposed Specific Plan, written responses to comments will be sent to those public agencies
that provided comments on the DEIR and RDEIR. No aspect of the proposed Specific Plan will be
approved until after the Final EIR is considered.
The City Council, as Lead Agency, will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City Council finds that
the Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and has been prepared in accordance with CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Council will certify the adequacy and completeness of the Final EIR.
A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by written findings prepared in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, and if applicable, Section 15093. For each significant effect identified
in the Final EIR, the findings will describe whether it can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
through feasible mitigation measures and if not, why there are no feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. If in approving the Specific Plan, the
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City Council adopts mitigation measures to reduce significant effects, it also will adopt a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), as required by Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The MMRP describes how each of the mitigation measures will be implemented and provides a
mechanism for monitoring and/or reporting on their implementation. If the City Council approves the
Specific Plan with associated significant effects on the environment that cannot be feasibly avoided or
reduced to less-than-significant levels, the Council must also adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations that explain the benefits that outweigh the significant unavoidable environmental effects,
in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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2.0 LIST OF COMMENTS
2.1 Introduction
A total of 10 comment letters were received by the City on the Draft EIR during the public review process
from state, regional, and local agencies. No comment letters were received from private organizations or
individuals. A list of comment letters received on the Draft EIR is included below in Section 2.2.
A total of five comment letters were received by the City on the RDEIR during the public review process
from state, regional, and local agencies. No comment letters were received from private organizations or
individuals. A list of comment letters received on the RDEIR is included below in Section 2.3.

2.2 List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR
Following is a list of comment letters received on the 2008 Draft EIR and the dates these letters were
received.
Agency/Individual
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.

Date

Association of Bay Area Governments
California Department of Fish & Game
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Transportation
California Governor’s Office of Planning & Research
California Native Heritage Commission
California State University at Monterey Bay
City of Marina
City of Monterey
Transportation Agency for Monterey Bay

September 16, 2008*
September 18, 2008*
September 19, 2008*
September 16, 2008*
September 19, 2008*
August 18, 2008
September 15, 2008
September 15, 2008
September 8, 2008
September 16, 2008*

*Received after close of the public review period.

2.3 List of Comment Letters on Recirculated Draft EIR
Following is a list of comment letters received on the 2009 Recirculated Draft EIR and the dates these
letters were received:
Agency/Individual
K.
L.
M.
N.
O.

Date

California Department of Transportation
California State University at Monterey Bay
City of Monterey
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
Transportation Agency of Monterey County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR
3.1 Introduction
This section provides responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR. A list of the comment letters
is presented in Section 3.2, and copies of each of the comment letters are included in Section 3.3, with
responses to each comment provided following the letter.

3.2 List of Comment Letters
Following is a list of comment letters received on the Draft EIR and the dates these letters were received:
Agency/Individual
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.

Date

Association of Bay Area Governments
California Department of Fish & Game
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Transportation
California Governor’s Office of Planning & Research
California Native Heritage Commission
California State University at Monterey Bay
City of Marina
City of Monterey
Transportation Agency for Monterey Bay

September 16, 2008*
September 18, 2008*
September 19, 2008*
September 16, 2008*
September 19, 2008*
August 18, 2008
September 15, 2008
September 15, 2008
September 8, 2008
September 16, 2008*

*Received after close of the public review period.

3.3 Response to Comments
Each letter received on the Draft EIR is presented in this chapter, as identified in Section 3.2 above.
Individual comments within each letter are numbered. Correspondingly numbered responses to each
comment are provided in the discussion following the comment letter.
Where the response notes an addition or deletion to the text, tables, or figures in the Draft EIR, a brief
description of the change is given and the reader is directed to Section 5, Revisions to the Draft and
Recirculated Draft EIR. Where a comment does not raise a significant environmental issue and, therefore,
does not require a response under CEQA, the response so states.
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Letter A

A1

6

LETTER A: ASSOCIATION
(AMBAG)

OF

MONTEREY

BAY

AREA

GOVERNMENTS

A1: No response required.
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Letter B

B1

B2

B3

B4

8

B5

B6

B7

9

B8

B9

B10

B11

B12

B13

10

B14

B15

11

LETTER B: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME (CDFG)
B1: Comment acknowledged. No response is required.
B2: The City of Seaside submitted a request for concurrence letter to the USFWS requesting concurrence
that the project would not result in take of Smith’s blue butterfly based on the condition of the buckwheat
plants located on the property and the nearest occurrences of butterfly populations. In order to confirm the
absence/presence of Smith’s blue butterfly, Entomological Consulting, Ltd. conducted multiple site visits
over the course of the adult flight season and larval feeding periods during 2009. During the course of
these investigations no life stages of the Smith’s blue butterfly were observed. Based on these
observations, Entomological Consulting, Ltd. determined that Smith’s blue butterfly was not present onsite. Although Smith’s blue butterfly have been documented east of the project site in the Ford Ord Dunes
State Park, Highway 1 is considered a significant barrier that prevents the butterflies from dispersing
eastward towards the project site.
B3: As described on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, Monterey spineflower can be found in low (less than
10% of total cover) to medium (10% to 50% of total cover) density in open areas within the project site.
Development of the project would require grading, excavation, and other construction activities that
would impact the Monterey spineflower on the site.
The Fort Ord HMP establishes guidelines for the conservation and management of species and habitats on
former Fort Ord lands by identifying what type of activities can occur on each parcel. Parcels are
designated as “development with no restrictions,” “habitat reserves with management guidelines,” or
“habitat reserves with some development allowed.” The intent of the HMP is to establish large,
contiguous habitat conservation areas and corridors to compensate for future development in other areas
of the former base. The project site is designated as a “development” parcel and, therefore, the
implementation of the habitat management requirements identified for each parcel designated as “habitat
reserves with management guidelines” or “habitat reserves with some development allowed” mitigate for
the loss of HMP species and habitats within the project site. The “Description of Parcels” in Chapter 4 of
the HMP (pages 4-23 through 4-58) identifies the habitat management requirements for the habitat
management parcels. Examples of habitat management requirements identified in the HMP that mitigate
for impacts to Monterey spineflower base-wide include, but are not limited to, the following (paraphrased
from HMP):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Limited or no development within habitat management areas; where development is
allowed, it must be sited to avoid impacts to HMP species and habitat to the maximum
extent feasible
Managing for maritime chaparral habitat, including prescribed burns
Access and erosion control measures
Public education
Restoration
Monitoring

Figure B-2 of the HMP depicts a low density population of Monterey spineflower located north and south
of Light Fighter Drive, which includes the project parcel. However, it is noted that Table B-1 of the
HMP, which identifies HMP species occurrence by parcel, does not identify Monterey spineflower as
occurring in the project site. This is assumed to be an error in the table.
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Thus, impacts to Monterey spineflower were anticipated and mitigated through the measures in the HMP.
With the implementation of these measures, the impact to the Monterey spineflower is less-thansignificant as described on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR. No additional mitigation is required under CEQA
for impacts to HMP species, including Monterey spineflower.
As discussed on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, the HMP, deed restrictions, and Memoranda of Agreement
between the Army and land recipients provide the legal mechanism to assure HMP implementation. The
HMP is a legally binding and enforceable document and all recipients of former Fort Ord lands, including
the City of Seaside, are required to abide by its management requirements and procedures.
B4: Comment acknowledged. No response is required.
B5: Comment acknowledged. The project would not result in impacts to stream bed or bank or take of
species listed under CESA.
B6: Please see Response B2.
B7: Please see Response B3.
B8: As discussed in Response B3, Monterey spineflower was identified within the project site on Figure
B-2 of the HMP. The Biological Opinion (BO) issued for Monterey spineflower analyzed the impacts of
the Army’s closure and reuse of the former Fort Ord (1-8-99-F/C-39R). The reuse analysis assumed loss
of all HMP species and habitats within the designated development parcels, including the project site.
The BO determined that the Army’s actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
Monterey spineflower. As described on page 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR, the HMP does not provide specific
authorization for incidental take of federal or state listed species protected under the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) or California ESA (CESA) to future land recipients. Future land recipients would
need to obtain take authorization for impacts that may result in take of listed wildlife species after the
transfer of land. However, under the federal ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service cannot authorize
take of federally listed plants (e.g., Monterey spineflower) but does provide for their protection under
section 7 of the ESA. As described above, the BO determined that Monterey spineflower would not
likely be jeopardized as a result of implementation of the HMP.
The implementation of the HMP follows the hierarchy of CEQA mitigation (CEQA Guidelines Section
15370) by avoiding large acreages of Monterey spineflower habitat, minimizing the impact to Monterey
spineflower by designating development parcels within primarily disturbed or developed areas, rectifying
the impacts to Monterey spineflower by restoring habitat, reducing the impact by preserving large areas
of habitat, and compensating for impacts to Monterey spineflower by providing additional suitable habitat
in reserve areas. As described on page 4.4-11 of the EIR, the measures outlined in the HMP mitigates the
project’s impacts to Monterey spineflower to a less-than-significant level. Furthermore, the HMP is a
binding agreement, and its measures are fully enforceable in accordance with CEQA.
B9: Please see Responses B3 and B8.
B10: Comment acknowledged. Due to the scattered location of Monterey spineflower throughout the
site, complete avoidance was not considered feasible. As final site designs are prepared, the City will
coordinate with the project applicant to design future development to avoid Monterey spineflower to the
maximum extent feasible (see also Response B8).
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B11: Due to the high number of non-native, invasive grasses on the project site, there is some concern
regarding seed collection and salvage of Monterey spineflower. Based on the results of the biological
assessment for the site, it was determined that planting and/or transplanting plants may result in the
spread of invasive species.
B12: Comment acknowledged. This comment repeats the discussion on pages 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 of the
Draft EIR. Additionally, Monterey spineflower is a federally listed plant species and, therefore, an
incidental take permit issued by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is not required or
appropriate. Further, the Service cannot authorize take of a federally listed plant species under ESA.
There are no state listed species or federally listed wildlife species within the project site. Therefore, the
project does not require issuance of incidental take permits from either the Service or DFG prior to
ground-disturbing activities.
B13: The Draft EIR does not defer any mitigation for impacts to Monterey spineflower. Please see
Responses B3 and B8. Impacts to Monterey spineflower were anticipated and mitigated through the
measures in the HMP. With the implementation of these measures, the impact to the Monterey
spineflower is less-than-significant as described on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR. No additional mitigation
is required under CEQA for impacts to HMP species, including Monterey spineflower. The HMP is an
approved, legally binding and enforceable document that requires each land recipient to implement the
habitat management requirements outlined in the HMP for each parcel on the former Fort Ord. Although
the City is not required to implement any habitat management requirements because the project site is
designated a “development” parcel, other land recipients are and will be required to implement habitat
management requirements where applicable. With the exception of the inland range that is still being
retained by the Army for remediation, almost all of the parcels have been transferred to local
jurisdictions; with each transfer, the habitat management requirements are included in the deed. Thus, the
HMP’s measures are fully enforceable as required by CEQA. In addition, the project does not require any
incidental take permits and does not need to rely on the issuance of the base-wide incidental take permits
to carry out the proposed project.
B14: Please see Responses B2, B3, and B8.
B15: Comment acknowledged. No response is required.
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Letter C

C1

15

C1

16

LETTER C: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
(DTSC)
C1: To ensure that future site users are not exposed to groundwater contamination, the FOST contains
several clauses that restrict future site users from extracting water from the underlying aquifer, including
two land use covenants (LUCs) for the project site that restrict use of groundwater and prohibit any
activity that would adversely affect existing groundwater remediation systems (LUC Document
2003115235 recorded September 22, 2003 and LUC Document 2002048598 recorded May 22, 2002).
Text identifying the two land use covenants for the site that restrict us of groundwater and prohibit
activities that affect groundwater remediation systems has been added to the EIR (refer to Section 5).
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Letter D

D1

D2

D3

18

LETTER D: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)
D1: Comment noted.
D2: At the time that the traffic analysis for the project was initiated, it was common practice to utilize a
LOS D standard when analyzing freeway facilities. The justification for the use of a LOS D standard for
freeway segments was based on the TAMC regional standard of LOS D and the assumption that it would
be difficult to maintain LOS C operations on freeway segments given planned development levels in
Monterey County.
In order to address Caltrans’ concerns, the traffic consultant contacted Caltrans District 5 for clarification
of Caltrans’ LOS standards and impact criteria. The Caltrans levels of service standard and impact criteria
was verified via an e-mail message received from Frank Boyle, Caltrans Traffic Engineer, on April 12,
2010 and reads as follows:
“This is in response to your question of what the Caltrans’ impact threshold is;
simple answer, …any degradation in the performance measure from the C/D cusp (Appendix C,
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies). To illustrate, this translates to a Percent
Time-Spent Following higher than 65% and/or an average travel speed below 45 mph, for TwoLane highways (e.g. SR 1).
If a facility is currently operating at Level-of-Service (LOS) D, then any trips added to that
facility is an impact. This will require the performance measure to be brought back to
predevelopment conditions. With respect to two-lane highways this will require either an increase
in Travel Speed or a decrease in Percent Time-Spent-Following (i.e., performance measures for
two-lane highway).
Caltrans does not accept the percent-increase methodology on state-owned facilities for
impact/mitigation analyses.
The Department considers any trip to a degraded system as an impact. This includes any facility
operating below the performance measure threshold for LOS C/D. Although, a single trip added
to a facility operating at a degraded LOS isn’t usually reflected in the performance measure.
However we do reserve the ability to consider a single trip as an impact.”
In response to the above clarification provided by Caltrans, the traffic consultant applied the Caltrans
recommended LOS criteria set forth above to the study freeway segments of SR 1. Results indicated that
impacts would occur to each of the freeway segments of SR 1 studied under each of the project scenarios
for the peak direction of travel (southbound in the AM and northbound in the PM) during each of the peak
commute hours, as shown in the table provided in Attachment A.
Although this re-evaluation of project traffic on freeway segments of SR 1 results in additional impacts to
freeway segments that were not identified in the traffic study, impacts to five directional freeway
segments of SR1 were already identified in the RDEIR, and impacts to only one additional directional
segment of SR 1 would result from the re-evaluation of project traffic based on Caltrans’ recommended
LOS criteria. Additionally, the mitigation measure to reduce these additional impacts to SR 1 remains the
same as that presented in the traffic study, Draft EIR, and RDEIR (i.e., the payment of TAMC fees).
Additional mitigation measures would require physical improvements to freeway facilities that have not
been identified as part of the TAMC list of improvements or other regional improvement projects. This
includes the widening of SR I. The widening of SR 1 would be prohibitively costly and beyond the
financial capability of the project or any one single development. Therefore, the impacts to freeway
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facilities is deemed significant and unavoidable, as stated in the RDEIR (refer also to Section 4.12 of the
RDEIR).
D3: These documents will be provided to Caltrans at the time they are completed.
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Letter E

E1

21

LETTER E: CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING & RESEARCH
(OPR)
E1: No response required.
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Letter F

F1

F2

F3

F4

23

24

25

LETTER F: NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION (NAHC)
F1: This comment states that the appropriate regional information center should be contacted to conduct a
records search in order to determine whether cultural resources are located on the project site. As
identified in Section 4.5 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, the Northwest Regional Information Center
(NRIC) at Sonoma State University was contacted by Archaeological Consulting to identify whether any
cultural resources were known to occur on-site. The search revealed that no resources were recorded
within 2/3 of a mile radius from the project site.
F2: A Preliminary Cultural Resources Report was prepared for the site by Archaeological Consulting and
specific recommendations and mitigation measures from that report were incorporated in the Draft EIR as
project-specific mitigation. Please refer to Section 4.5 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR for further
information.
F3: Subsequent to receipt of this letter, the City contacted the Native American Heritage Commission for
a sacred lands file check and circulated a letter to appropriate contacts. One letter was received during the
consultation process from the Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) regarding the EIR for the
project. The City responded with a letter on February 17, 2009. The City’s letter is summarized as
follows.
The Specific Plan is a regulatory document that will be used to guide future development projects on the
property. At the time the Draft Specific Plan was originally prepared, the City had entered into an
Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) with Clark Capital Realty, LLC/General Growth Properties to
develop a retail lifestyle center project; that ENA has expired. At the present time, a developer has not
been identified for the project. That being the case, there are no current applications, plans, or drawings
for a development project. OCEN and other tribal representatives identified on the Native American
Contacts List for Monterey County prepared by the State of California Native American Heritage
Commission will continue to remain on the City’s mailing list for public notices related to the adoption of
the Specific Plan in accordance with the requirements of SB 18.
F4: This comment suggests that lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude
the presence of cultural resources on-site and that measures should be incorporated to minimize potential
impacts to accidentally discovered archaeological resources. Mitigation is provided in the Draft EIR,
including construction monitoring, to assure that encountered archaeological materials are evaluated and
salvaged as necessary. Project mitigation also stipulates that Native American tribes be consulted prior to
the removal of uncovered resources. In addition, the mitigation requires that the appropriate culturally
affiliated Native American tribe is contacted in the event that buried human remains are uncovered. See
Section 4.5 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, specifically Mitigations 4.5-1 and 4.5-2.

The Projects at Main Gate
Final EIR

26

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
June 2010

Letter G

27

G1

G2

28

G3

G4

G5

G6

G7

29

G8

30

G9

G10

31

G11

G12

G13

32

G14

G15

G16

33

LETTER G: CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY MONTEREY BAY (CSUMB)
G1: Negotiations are currently underway between CSUMB and City staff with respect to right-of-way,
access, and other issues related to the 2.29-acre parcel of land at the northwest corner of Second Avenue
and Light Fighter Drive.
In response to this comment, analysis of an alternative access was completed by the traffic consultant and
incorporated into the RDEIR (refer to Section 6.0 of the RDEIR). This analysis considered relocation of
the primary project entrance from Second Avenue to First Street and elimination of an additional access
to the site from Second Avenue (just north of Light Fighter Drive). The access alternative analysis
concluded that although relocating the main entrance from Second Avenue to First Street would not result
in additional traffic level of service impacts compared to the proposed project, several operational
improvements would be required to serve project traffic under this scenario, as follows:
•
•
•

Second Avenue and First Street – add a second northbound left-turn lane, a separate eastbound
right-turn lane, and a second southbound through lane
Second Avenue and Light Fighter Drive – add a third southbound left turn lane
East Driveway and First Street – signalize with a separate westbound left-turn lane

G2: The RDEIR identifies the intersections and roadway segments that lie within CSUMB’s jurisdiction
on pages 4.12-4 and 4.12-5 of the RDEIR. The traffic analysis (Appendix H) of the Draft EIR and
RDEIR currently identifies the project’s percentage contribution and financial share for each of the
mitigation improvements. CSUMB does not currently have a mechanism or program for collecting traffic
mitigation fees. At the time that such a program is in place and specific design plans are developed for the
mitigation improvements, the project will provide its fair-share contribution to CSU.
G3: As stated previously, negotiations are currently underway between CSUMB and City staff with
respect to right-of-way, access, and other issues related to the 2.29-acre parcel at the northwest corner of
Second Avenue and Light Fighter Drive. The City will coordinate with CSUMB to address their
concerns prior to approval of improvements along Second Avenue.
G4: The widening of Second Avenue between Imjin Parkway and Third Street to six lanes is deemed
infeasible due to the lack of available property to accommodate this facility with required pedestrian and
transit improvements given the planned uses in the area (including CSUMB and University Villages
buildout). In addition, widening of the roadway, along with the increased traffic volumes, would not be
pedestrian or transit friendly and would not be compatible with the adjacent planned CSUMB uses, and
planned park and residential development.
G5: A parking structure has been shown near the southeast corner of the project site. While a parking
structure at this location is considered an efficient use of land, such a structure may not actually be
required for the project. Consequently, final design of this portion of the site, which currently includes
property owned by CSUMB, is subject to negotiation between CSUMB and City staff.
G6: Comment noted. In the future, the City will refer to this segment of First Street as Divarty Street.
G7: The Draft EIR describes that construction of the proposed hotel would create a visual landmark that
would be visible from adjacent and distant land uses, which would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to a scenic vista, the existing visual character of the site, and a scenic resource within view of
Highway 1 (an eligible scenic highway). Moreover, the Draft EIR also identifies that the proposed hotel
would exceed the height of the tallest building within the former Fort Ord and would be visible from the
surrounding area. It is important to note, however, that the proposed hotel site is located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor identified in the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines. As per the
The Projects at Main Gate
Final EIR

34

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
June 2010

Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines, the regulation of any viewshed located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor is the purview of the individual jurisdiction. Therefore, the proposed hotel
would not be subject to the recommendation that building heights not exceed 40 feet in height.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR identifies project-specific mitigation measures to minimize the extent of
project impacts. Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 through 4.1-6 seek to reduce the visual/aesthetic impacts of
the project, including the hotel, through the following actions: landscaping; tree replacement and
transplantings; a 100-foot setback from Highway 1; development of a color palette and building materials
plan; and outdoor lighting restrictions (see pages 4.1-11 to 4.1-17 of the Draft EIR). The City of Seaside
will coordinate with CSUMB in preparing the final design and landscaping plans for the project site.
Per the requirements of the Specific Plan, a minimum 30-foot landscape setback is required along the
property boundaries. The mitigation in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this requirement.
Mitigation 4.1-2 has also been revised to provide the same tree replacement ratio (3:1) identified in
mitigation 4.1-1. The other minor text revisions requests have been incorporated into the Draft EIR. Refer
to Section 5, Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR.
G8: This comment suggests that implementation of the project would block residential views from
campus dorms as well as interfere with the views of future buildings within the campus. Moreover, this
comment also requests that specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR be incorporated to reflect that the
proposed hotel would be visible from campus and the project would define the primary entrance to
CSUMB. Changes have been made to reflect this comment, please refer to Section 5, Revisions to the
DEIR and RDEIR.
This comment further suggests that Figure 4.1-8 should be revised to reflect that the proposed hotel would
be visible from the campus, specifically from CSUMB’s library. Figure 4.1-8 correctly identifies that the
roofline of the proposed hotel would be visible from CSUMB’s library. This figure is intended to provide
an illustrative rendering of the hotel and its corresponding visual impacts. It is important to note that
changes in elevation between the proposed hotel location and the CSUMB library also influence
visibility. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR correctly identifies that the proposed hotel would constitute a visual
landmark that would be visible from distant land uses, including CSUMB, and would therefore represent
a significant and unavoidable impact.
Finally, this comment also suggests that the proposed design guidelines identified in the Specific Plan
should be incorporated as mandatory project design features instead of discretionary guidelines. Specific
design standards are incorporated into Section 4.0 of the Specific Plan to ensure that potential impacts
associated with the implementation of the Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan are minimized to the
greatest extent feasible. As identified in the Specific Plan, the design guidelines are intended to
complement and be used in conjunction with, the basic development standards set forth in Section 4.0.
Moreover, as no physical development is actually currently being proposed, guidelines are necessary to
ensure that future development applications are consistent with the purpose and vision identified in the
Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan.
The City will provide CSUMB staff with project drawings on all subsequent specific design proposals
and CSUMB staff will be closely consulted on design issues affecting the campus.
G9: Aesthetic impacts to CSUMB are addressed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. The implementation of
landscaping and design plans is considered standard mitigation for aesthetic impacts. The City
understands that the project is located in an area that CSUMB considers the "gateway" to its campus.
Therefore, the City welcomes feedback and input on its Master Landscape Plan from CSUMB, and will
provide CSUMB staff with project drawings on all subsequent specific design proposals, including edge
treatment landscape plans. The City is not able to provide CSUMB with final jurisdictional authority to
approve the Master Landscape Program, signage placement and design plans, the Urban Design Program,
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or landscaped edge treatments for the proposed project site, but will work in cooperation with CSUMB to
the extent feasible .
G10: CEQA does not require an alternatives analysis to be exhaustive. CEQA only requires that the
alternatives evaluation provide a qualitative analysis of potential impacts. Given the somewhat
speculative nature of the alternatives and the fact that specific improvement locations are not known,
graphics have not been included.
G11: The City will consider the No Hotel Alternative during its review of the EIR and project.
G12: Comment noted. The text of the Draft EIR has been revised accordingly. Refer to Section 5,
Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR.
G13: Comment noted. The City will coordinate with CSUMB in design of the final drainage system and
mutual storm water obligations.
G14: The City will provide CSUMB staff with project drawing on all subsequent specific design
proposals and CSUMB staff will be closely consulted on design issues affecting the campus. The City has
formally made an offer to acquire the Second Avenue right-of-way and adjacent 2.29-acre parcel
referenced in this comment, and is actively engaged in negotiations with CSUMB. In addition, an analysis
of an alternative access was completed by the traffic consultant and incorporated into the RDEIR that
eliminated access to the site from Second Avenue (refer also to response G1).
G15: The City will require the undergrounding of all utilities as set forth in the proposed Specific Plan
(see Implementation Measures 6-12 and 8-4).
G16: Responses to CSUMB’s concerns are addressed in the responses above. In order to address
CSUMB’s concerns with acquisition of the Second Avenue, an alternative access analysis was prepared
to evaluate elimination of all access from Second Avenue (refer to response G1). The City of Seaside will
coordinate with CSUMB in final design of all future improvements associated with implementation of
The Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan prior to project approval.
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LETTER H: CITY OF MARINA
H1: The analysis in the EIR and traffic study made a good faith effort to provide the information
requested by Marina in previous correspondence. Responses to Marina’s specific concerns are provided
below.
H2: There is no physical intersection at Light Fighter Drive and SR 1. Two lanes of traffic from the
freeway off-ramp merge with the eastbound lane along Light Fighter Drive. The original traffic analysis
considered the intersection/ramp operations of SR 1 and Light Fighter Drive (see page 114 of Appendix H
of the RDEIR). The results of the study indicate that the freeway ramps would not operate at deficient
levels of service at the Light Fighter/SR 1 interchange; however, the current SR 1 northbound off-ramp to
eastbound Light Fighter Drive would likely incur operational issues with project traffic. Vehicles exiting
northbound SR 1 at Light Fighter Drive and bound for the project site would need to enter the inner
eastbound lane of Light Fighter Drive to make a left-turn at Second Avenue. The required lane change
would cause a weaving area between the northbound SR 1 off-ramp and Second Avenue. Due to the
conflict of through traffic from the SR 1 southbound off ramp to eastbound Light Fighter and close
spacing of the upstream intersection at Second Avenues along Light Fighter Drive, the lane changes may
cause blockage of eastbound through traffic along Light Fighter Drive. Weaving level of service analysis
based on Caltrans methodology for freeway segments was conducted for the area between the SR 1
northbound off-ramp and Second Avenue for each project scenario. The level of service for weaving and
non-weaving vehicles was projected to be LOS B or better for each of the study scenarios along the extent
of Light Fighter Drive between the SR 1 northbound off-ramp and Second Avenue.
In response to this comment, the intersection at SR 1 and Imjin Parkway was subsequently analyzed using
the City of Marina’s criteria as part of the RDEIR (see section 4.12 Traffic and Circulation of the
RDEIR). Under existing plus project conditions, the SR 1 and Imjin Parkway (west) intersection would be
significantly impacted, since the project would add traffic to an intersection operating at LOS F under
existing conditions. Signalizing this intersection and adding a second westbound left-turn lane would
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level. These improvements are included in the City of
Marinas traffic impact fee program. As indicated in the traffic analysis and RDEIR, the project proponent
would be responsible for a fair-share contribution of $24,000 towards this improvement.
In addition, the intersection at SR 1 and Imjin Parkway (west) is projected to operate at LOS F during the
AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours under long-term cumulative conditions. This would require
reconstruction of the entire interchange. This improvement is identified by TAMC in their Regional
Impact Fee, as part of a series of improvements to the Marina-Salinas Corridor. As indicated in the traffic
analysis and RDEIR, reconstruction of the interchange would be funded by the payment of FORA fees.
H3: Although there was no specific analysis completed of the planned closure of First Avenue on existing
and future travel patterns, existing counts were collected for the project analysis at the time when the
roadway was closed north of First Street and serving no traffic. Thus, the closure is reflected in the traffic
analysis provided.
H4: The intersection at SR 1 and Imjin Parkway was subsequently analyzed based on the City of
Marina’s criteria as part of the RDEIR (see section 4.12 Traffic and Circulation of the RDEIR). Under
existing plus project conditions, the SR 1 and Imjin Parkway (west) intersection would be significantly
impacted by the project, since the project would add traffic to an intersection operating at LOS F under
existing conditions. Signalizing this intersection and adding a second westbound left-turn lane would
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level. These improvements are included in the City of
Marinas traffic impact fee program. As indicated in the traffic analysis and RDEIR, the project proponent
would be responsible for a fair-share contribution of $24,000 towards this improvement.
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In addition, the intersection at SR 1 and Imjin Parkway (west) is projected to operate at LOS F during the
AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours under long-term cumulative conditions. This would require
reconstruction of the entire interchange. This improvement is identified by TAMC as part of their
Regional Impact Fee, as part of a series of improvements to the Marina-Salinas Corridor. As indicated in
the traffic analysis and RDEIR, reconstruction of the interchange will be funded by the payment of FORA
fees, including those paid by the project proponent.
H5: The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR and RDEIR (Appendix H) presents the project trips at each of
the proposed project entrances. The peak hour trips indicated at each of the entrances equal the total trip
generation estimates without any reductions. Analysis of each of the entrances does not take into account
any reductions as requested (refer to pages 115 and 116 of Appendix H of the RDEIR).
H6: The City of Marina requests that a possible roundabout be considered in lieu of a new signalized
intersection at the project entrance along Second Avenue. Though not impractical, a roundabout has both
advantages and disadvantages. Roundabouts are typically utilized to increase traffic flow. It would appear
that the future land uses along Second Avenue and its use as a transit corridor may see heavy pedestrian
traffic. Roundabouts are generally not pedestrian friendly. The design of the proposed project must be
considered in the evaluation of the use of a roundabout in lieu of a standard traffic signal.
H7: The conclusions of the traffic study are in agreement with this comment. The traffic study and EIR
recommend that transit services in the area be enhanced to serve expected demand. Although no
deduction was applied to the estimated trip generation for the project, it was assumed that some of the
project trips could be made by transit. Assuming up to 3% transit mode share, which is probably the
highest that could be expected, an estimated 22 AM, 58 PM, and 76 Saturday transit trips may be
generated during each of the peak hours. This demand, along with existing and other future demand for
transit service in the area, would justify enhancement of the existing transit system to serve the project
area. As recommended in the EIR, the City of Seaside should continue to coordinate with MST in
planning for future transit facilities and services in the project area (see RDEIR page 4.12-45).
H8: The ITE trip generation rates utilized in the analysis are based on surveys conducted of hotels that
include conference facilities.
H9: The traffic analysis includes the evaluation of a worst case development scenario. Trip generation
estimates indicate that the development scenario studied would result in more traffic than the
development scenario that includes the cineplex.
H10: Mitigation 4.12-2 was modified in the RDEIR to require approval of the design plans for the
intersection improvements to Second Avenue and First Street by the City of Marina (see page 4.12-26 of
the RDEIR). Specifically, the mitigation states “The project proponent shall include the above
improvements on final design plans and submit to the City of Seaside Public Works Director and City of
Marina for approval, prior to issuance of any building permits. The project applicant shall also be
responsible for obtaining an encroachment permit from the City of Marina in connection with the above
improvements.” Through its approval and encroachment permitting process, the City of Marina may
require bonding to guarantee the construction of the improvement as well as set a time period for the
installation of the improvements.
H11: This comment is correct in that the payment would be made to the City of Marina and the proof of
payment provided to the City of Seaside prior to issuance of building permits.
H12: Although there was no specific analysis completed of the planned closure of First Avenue on
existing and future travel patterns, existing counts were collected for the project analysis at the time the
roadway was closed north of First Street and serving no traffic. Thus, the closure is reflected in the traffic
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analysis provided. This does not require a consistency analysis as the reported levels of service would not
change or otherwise result in undocumented traffic impacts. The analysis includes the closure of First
Avenue north of First Street. Since there are no current land uses along First Avenue nor First Street west
of Second Avenue, there is no benefit to the use of First Avenue rather than Second Avenue in its current
state. Therefore, the effects of its full closure would have little effect on traffic circulation along Second
Avenue and Light Fighter Drive.
H13: The analysis contained in the Draft EIR is a program level analysis on a Specific Plan with no actual
development project proposed. As such, all future plans and submittals to develop the project site must be
in compliance with the requirements of the Specific Plan and the mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIR. The analysis in the Draft EIR identifies the visual and aesthetic impacts of the project as
significant and unavoidable. However, future project development would be required to minimize impacts
through measures set forth in the Specific Plan, including Development Measures 4-1, 4-5 to 4-17, and
the Design Measures in Section 5.0. The Specific Plan includes photos and illustrations that identify
specific landscaping and design concepts for the project site (refer to Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of the Specific
Plan). The mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are intended as supplemental measures to help minimize
and reduce the visual and aesthetic effects of project development, acknowledging that the visual impacts
are not fully avoidable with the current design.
Any future application submittal to develop the project site shall include a Master Landscape and Urban
Design Program for consideration by the City of Seaside and Board of Architectural Review. Section 8.4
of the Specific Plan identifies specific development review processes applicable to development of the
project site. Section 8.4 identifies that all future applications to develop the project site shall be subject to
a site plan and design review process, including final review and approval by the Board of Architectural
Review. As identified in Section 8.4(c), review by the Board of Architectural Review shall be required to
adhere to normal public noticing and meeting procedures. In summary, the proposed program-level
Specific Plan and Draft EIR contain adequate measures to ensure that the general public and decision
makers are afforded every opportunity to comment on future development applications related to the
project site.
H14: Mitigation 4.1-4 has been revised to clarify the 100-foot setback issue. Refer to Section 5, Revisions
to the DEIR and RDEIR.
H15: The determination of whether implementation of the mitigation is adequate will be conducted by
City staff at the site plan review stage and based on long-term ongoing monitoring. Page 4.3-23 of the
Draft EIR states that no certificate of occupancy for any phase, or portion thereof, of the project shall be
granted until all of the applicable measures have been implemented by the project proponent. The
mitigation requires implementation; however, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the mitigation measures
would not reduce the significant ozone and greenhouse gas emissions impact to a less-than-significant
level. This is in part due to the unknown effectiveness of implementation and adequacy of the measures
to reduce the identified operational impact below a level of significance on a long-term basis.
The responsibility for providing public transit incentives is the property owner and leasees, as applicable.
On page 4.3-24, the Draft EIR states that “the proponent shall demonstrate that measures that must be
implemented throughout the life of the project are included in all applicable CC&Rs, commercial center
rules and regulations, and draft tenant lease agreements.” The scope of the transit incentive program must
be presented in the site plan application for review by City staff. The public may review the records at
the City Hall as allowed under the applicable public information laws.
Regarding idling time limits, California law (CA Code of Regulations Title 13, Section 2485) prohibits
idling of diesel trucks over 10,000 pounds gross weight and construction equipment for more than five
minutes. There are exceptions to this idling limit; for example, concrete mixing trucks must idle to keep
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their drums turning. Enforcement has been acknowledged to be difficult. For this reason, the mitigation
measure has been amended to require signage that describes the law in effect at the time of issuance of
certificate of occupancy and the designation of a disturbance coordinator to enforce the law (refer to
Section 5, Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR). More specific or more stringent requirements can be
established by City staff at the time of site plan application, CC&R review, and as stated in the mitigation
measures, no later than prior to issuance of each certificate of occupancy.
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 has been amended as follows:
In order to reduce regional air pollutant emissions, the application for site plan review (and
approval of all proposed construction of structures and site improvements, including but not
limited to determination of substantial conformance, building permits and grading permits in
conformance with Section 8.4 – Development Review and Application Procedures of the Specific
Plan) shall include the following measures to minimize impacts to the extent feasible, subject to
approval by the City:
H16: This comment incorrectly suggests that the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR defer the
development of a monitoring program. Rather, mitigation measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 have incorporated
elements to ensure that monitoring occurs during construction activities to avoid potential impacts to
unknown or buried resources that were not observed during the site reconnaissance or records search
conducted by Archaeological Consulting. Mechanisms have also been incorporated into these mitigation
measures to ensure that the project proponent identifies an on-site construction-phase monitor that will be
responsible for overseeing construction related activities that may have the potential to disrupt buried
remains and/or cultural resources. In addition, these measures also contain provisions that require that
work be stopped and a qualified archaeological consultant be contacted in the event that buried remains or
cultural resources are unearthed during project construction. These are standard practices that were
deemed appropriate by the consulting archaeologist to ensure that development of the project site in
accordance with the proposed Specific Plan would avoid potential impacts to buried remains or cultural
resources.
H17: The text of the EIR has been revised to correct this error. It should read 4.13. Section 5, Revisions
to the DEIR and RDEIR.
H18: This level of detail was not available at the Specific Plan stage and, therefore, not evaluated in the
EIR. The Specific Plan is a conceptual document intended to guide future development; evaluation of
planning details such as retaining walls would be conducted by the City upon final project design.
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR calls for preparation of a “design-level geotechnical analysis
prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit. The design-level analysis shall address site
preparation measures and foundation design requirements appropriate for on-site soils. The design-level
analysis shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the City of Seaside Public Works Director.”
H19: CEQA allows a list or plan approach in evaluating cumulative impacts. A list approach was only
applied to the air quality (CO effects), noise, and traffic sections of this EIR. The list(s) of projects for
these evaluations are provided in the traffic analysis in Appendix H. Where the proposed Specific Plan
would not result in any project-level impacts, no cumulative impacts were identified.
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LETTER I: CITY OF MONTEREY
I1: In order to ensure that project-induced impacts associated with built elements, such as signage, are
minimized to the greatest extent feasible, project signage will be required to comply with the
requirements of the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines. These Guidelines contain specific
standards to ensure that the scenic qualities of Highway 1 are preserved. Compliance with these measures
will ensure that project signage does not unduly impact the existing character of the Highway 1 corridor.
This comment also identifies that the Draft EIR should evaluate potential alternatives that include locating
parking away from Highway 1. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluate a
reasonable range of alternatives intended on reducing or minimizing significant impacts associated with
the proposed project. Several alternatives were selected to minimize visual impacts associated with tree
removal and development adjacent to Highway 1. Applicable alternatives include the retention of the
drumstick parcel as open space and a tree preservation alternative. Although not directly intended to
decrease visual impacts, the reduced project alternative and the no hotel alternative would also
significantly reduce project-induced aesthetic impacts.
Finally, this comment also suggests that the Draft EIR did not evaluate the potential visual impacts from
Highway 1 due to the construction of the proposed hotel. As identified in Section 4.1 Aesthetics
development of the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic-related
impacts. Moreover, the Draft EIR correctly identifies that implementation of the proposed project would
significantly impact a scenic resource, in this instance existing mature vegetation, within view of a state
eligible scenic highway. More specifically, the Draft EIR states that implementation of the proposed
project would directly impact the visual integrity of the Highway 1 Corridor. In addition, the Draft EIR
also correctly identifies that implementation of the proposed hotel would constitute a visual landmark that
would be visible from the surrounding area, including Highway 1, and distant land uses.
I2: This comment suggests that the City of Monterey is concerned with the scale of proposed tree removal
and that measures should be incorporated into the project to minimize tree removal. In addition, this
comment also suggests that adequate site design did not take into account tree removal. The Draft EIR
identified that the removal of existing mature vegetation, which includes Monterey Cypress, would
constitute significant and unavoidable impacts to a scenic vista, the visual integrity of the Highway 1
Corridor, and the existing visual character of the site. Moreover, it should be noted that the proposed
Specific Plan is a programmatic document and the site plans and other exhibits contained in the Plan are
illustrative only. As such, final design would vary. To ensure that the final design minimize tree removal
the Draft EIR has incorporate specific mitigation measures to require that all final design-level plans are
completed in accordance with the recommendations of a registered arborist/forester. The Draft EIR also
contains mitigation that requires that trees identified as suitable for transplanting be relocated and other
trees be preserved. Additional mitigation is provided in Section 4.4 Biological Resources of the EIR to
ensure that retained trees are preserved and protective measures implemented during construction.
Tree removal associated with the future development of the project site in accordance with the
requirements of the Specific Plan would be required to adhere to existing City requirements pertaining to
tree removal (Section 8.54 of the Seaside Municipal Code), which specifies the type and size of
replacement trees. Moreover, additional measures have been incorporated into project-specific mitigation
measures to ensure that there is adequate monitoring to ensure the success of replacement trees. Given the
number of trees proposed for removal, revisions have been incorporated to require that off-site replanting
be required if suitable on-site locations are not available. Refer to Section 5, Revisions to the DEIR and
RDEIR.
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I3: The City of Monterey requests that the intersections of Camino Aguajito/Fremont Street and Del
Monte Avenue/Sloat Avenue be included within the analysis of the traffic study. These intersections were
not studied because they are located approximately five miles from the project site. As a general rule,
study intersections are typically restricted to a two-mile radius of the project site. As distance from the
project site increases, the estimated origin/destination of project trips become more speculative. The
distribution of project traffic to and from the highway system can be predicted with some confidence, but
once on the highway system, there are too many routes and origin/destination points to accurately predict
the distribution of project traffic. The Del Monte Avenue corridor has been evaluated and improvements
identified for intersections along Del Monte in TAMC’s 2005 Regional Transportation Plan.
Additionally, the Monterey area would likely not be a large source of trip origins or destinations for the
proposed project, since there already is an existing retail center (De Monte Shopping Center) located
within Monterey.
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LETTER J: TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY (TAMC)
J1: Comment noted.
J2: Comment noted.
J3: Comment noted. Final design plans and transportation drawings for roadway improvements will
incorporate appropriate pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
J4: Comment noted.
J5: This comment requests that a discussion of necessary upgrades to the First Street under-crossing be
included as part of the Draft EIR and that a fair-share contribution towards those improvements be
incorporated as mitigation. The Specific Plan identified that the First Street under-crossing would be
utilized to provide vehicular as well as pedestrian access to the adjacent Fort Ord Dunes State Park.
Access would only be provided at the time the land is transferred from the U.S. Army to the California
Department of Parks and Recreation (commonly referred to as “State Parks”). Although the Draft EIR
does not identify a fair-share mitigation for costs associated with improvements to the existing undercrossing, specific measures have been incorporated into the Specific Plan to ensure that future
improvements to this under-crossing will be coordinated with Caltrans, TAMC, and FORA to secure
access to Fort Ord Dunes State Park from this location (see Implementation Measure 3-4). Since the
ultimate type of vehicle use and associated improvements at this under-crossing were unknown at the
time of the preparation of the Specific Plan and Draft EIR, a substantive analysis was not provided.
Additional mitigation measures, however, were incorporated to ensure that access to Fort Ord Dunes State
Park would be provided. In addition, mitigation was also identified in the Draft EIR to ensure that
adequate public educational signage was provided at the First Street under-crossing.
J6: Comment noted. These recommendations will be considered upon final project design and review.
J7: Comment noted. These recommendations will be considered upon final project design and review.
J8: The site plans in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR are presented for conceptual purposes only. Final
design plans would show connections to the adjacent existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, as well as locations of onsite alternative transportation components (bike racks, etc.).
J9: Comment noted. These recommendations will be considered upon final project design and review.
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4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
4.1 Introduction
This section provides responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR. A list of the comment letters
is presented in Section 4.2, and copies of each of the comment letters are included in Section 4.3, with
responses to each comment provided following the letter.
4.2 List of Comment Letters
Following is a list of comment letters received on the Draft EIR and the dates these letters were received:
Agency/Individual

Date

K. California Department of Transportation
L. California State University at Monterey Bay
M. City of Monterey
N. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
O. Transportation Agency of Monterey County

December 16, 2009
December 22, 2009
December 23, 2009
December 14, 2009
December 18, 2009

4.3 Response to Comments
Each letter received on the Draft EIR is presented in this chapter, as identified in Section 4.2 above.
Individual comments within each letter are numbered. Correspondingly numbered responses to each
comment are provided in the discussion following the comment letter.
Where the response notes an addition or deletion to the text, tables, or figures in the Draft EIR, a brief
description of the change is given and the reader is directed to Section 5, Revisions to the Draft and
Recirculated Draft EIR. Where a comment does not raise a significant environmental issue and, therefore,
does not require a response under CEQA, the response so states.
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LETTER K. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
K1: This letter contends that the updated traffic analysis did not apply the correct LOS standards. The
comment identifies the Caltrans LOS standard to be the transition from LOS C-D and indicates that LOS
D is considered an unacceptable level of service. The comment also states that based upon Caltrans’
significance criteria, the degradation of any facility from an LOS C to LOS D, due to the addition of
project traffic or the addition of one trip to a facility operating at unacceptable levels is considered an
impact.
The analysis of freeway segments within the EIR identifies the degradation of LOS from C to D as an
impact, but considers LOS D and E to be acceptable operating levels and, thus, the addition of project
traffic to these facilities is not identified as an impact. Additionally, the EIR identifies the addition of
project trips equivalent to 1% or more of the capacity of a freeway segment operating at LOS F as an
impact, based on former guidance from Caltrans. The traffic consultant has historically been referred to
the Caltrans Guide for Preparation of Impact Studies which states that “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a
target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and “D” on state highway facilities, however, Caltrans
acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult with
Caltrans to determine appropriate target LOS.” These guidelines do not provide a discussion of impact
criteria on freeway facilities.
In order to address Caltrans’ concerns, the traffic consultant contacted Caltrans District 5 for clarification
of Caltrans’ LOS standards and impact criteria. The Caltrans levels of service standard and impact criteria
were verified via an e-mail message received from Frank Boyle, Caltrans Traffic Engineer, on April 12,
2010 as follows:
“This is in response to your question of what the Caltrans’ impact threshold is;
simple answer, …any degradation in the performance measure from the C/D cusp (Appendix C, Guide for
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies). To illustrate, this translates to a Percent Time-Spent
Following higher than 65% and/or an average travel speed below 45 mph, for Two-Lane highways (e.g.
SR 1).
If a facility is currently operating at Level-of-Service (LOS) D, then any trips added to that facility is an
impact. This will require the performance measure to be brought back to predevelopment conditions.
With respect to two-lane highways this will require either an increase in Travel Speed or a decrease in
Percent Time-Spent-Following (i.e., performance measures for two-lane highway).
Caltrans does not accept the percent-increase methodology on state-owned facilities for
impact/mitigation analyses.
The Department considers any trip to a degraded system as an impact. This includes any facility
operating below the performance measure threshold for LOS C/D. Although, a single trip added to a
facility operating at a degraded LOS isn’t usually reflected in the performance measure. However we do
reserve the ability to consider a single trip as an impact.”
In response to the above clarification provided by Caltrans, the traffic consultant applied the Caltrans
recommended LOS criteria set forth above to the study freeway segments of SR 1. Results indicate that
impacts would occur to all six of the freeway segments of SR 1 studied under each of the project
scenarios for the peak direction of travel (southbound in the AM and northbound in the PM) during each
of the peak commute hours, based on the V/C methodology, as shown in Table 1 in Attachment A.
Although this re-evaluation of project traffic on freeway segments of SR 1 results in additional impacts to
freeway segments that were not identified in the traffic study, impacts to five directional freeway
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segments of SR 1 were already identified in the RDEIR, and impacts to only one additional directional
segment of SR 1 would result from the re-evaluation of project traffic based on Caltrans’ recommended
LOS criteria. Additionally, the mitigation measure to reduce these additional impacts to SR 1 remains the
same as that presented in the traffic study, Draft EIR, and RDEIR (i.e., the payment of TAMC fees).
Additional mitigation measures would require physical improvements to freeway facilities that have not
been identified as part of the TAMC list of improvements or other regional improvement projects. This
includes the widening of SR I. The widening of SR 1 would be prohibitively costly and beyond the
financial capability of the project or any one single development. Therefore, the impacts to freeway
facilities are deemed significant and unavoidable, as stated in the RDEIR (refer also to Section 4.12 of the
RDEIR).
The Caltrans description includes reference to time-spent following that is a methodology for determining
the operating LOS of two-lane highways. The analysis of freeway segments in the traffic study is based
on V/C methodology and does not utilize the time-spent methodology, since each of the segments
provides two-or more travel lanes in each direction; thus the use of the density method is more applicable.
K2: Please see responses below for each specific concern regarding the assumptions in the traffic study.
K3: At this time, the project is a Specific Plan. When a project is proposed at the site, appropriate
hydrology and drainage plans for project construction and occupancy will be prepared by the project
applicant and submitted to Caltrans.
K4: (1) The commenter asserts that count volumes were not adjusted to passenger-car equivalents before
volumes were compared to passenger-car equivalent thresholds. Volume data is not typically converted
to passenger car equivalents when completing level of service analysis on freeway segments because
details regarding vehicle composition (heavy vehicles) that correlate to the collected volumes are not
available for all segments. Default assumptions regarding vehicle composition can be utilized, but are not
typically reflective of actual conditions. Nonetheless, the freeway segment analysis was re-evaluated by
adjusting the count volumes to passenger-car equivalents. Table 2 of Attachment A (“Freeway Segment
Level of Service Summary Using HCM Methodology”) illustrates this re-evaluation. The equations for
calculation of freeway density provided within the HCM methodology were made using HCS 2000
software and the output is presented in Table 2. This re-evaluation with adjustment of the count volumes
to passenger-car equivalents reveals that the same five freeway segments identified to be impacted by the
project in the RDEIR will also be impacted under the adjusted scenario with the additional of one
directional segment of SR 1 (southbound between Imjin Parkway and Light Fighter Drive). Refer also to
Table 2.
(2) The commenter asserts that the date that the volumes were conducted is unclear. The existing peakhour traffic volumes for intersections were obtained from data collected in August 2006 and November
2007; volumes for the freeway segments and ramps were obtained from 2006 data collected by the Traffic
and Vehicle Data Systems Unit for Caltrans District 5.
K5: (1) The commenter asserts that the traffic study used HCM thresholds and inaccurately compared
vehicles per hour to passenger-car equivalent thresholds. The comment also asserts that the traffic study
applied rural assumptions to an urban area. The analysis of freeway segments in the traffic study was
completed based solely on basic volume-to-capacity (V/C) methodology and did not use HCM
methodology. The freeway analysis did misapply assumptions of freeway capacities for rural areas (2,400
vphpl) rather than urban area capacities ranging from 2,300-2,350 vphpl. The misapplication of assumed
freeway capacity resulted in an overstatement of freeway lane capacity of as much as 100 vphpl. Though
the per lane capacity assumption of 2,300 vphpl will result in minor changes, it will not change the LOS
reported in the traffic study and EIR. This discrepancy does not change the conclusions of the freeway
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analysis because the deduction in capacity (100 vphpl) is too small to result in a degradation in LOS
reported for the freeway segments.
(2) The commenter asserts that the traffic study justified using V/C comparison by claiming the
determination of future free-flow speed is not possible. The traffic study used the V/C methodology
because it provides the simplest means by which to evaluate project impacts and does not require specific
segment data that is not readily available. Although future free-flow speeds can be estimated, they cannot
be field measured. The estimated future free-flow speeds are based on ideal operating conditions and
freeway service volumes that are within the freeway capacity. Future traffic volumes indicate that
segments of Highway 1 will operate at or near capacity. Therefore, the use of default values may not
accurately reflect future freeway speeds and may produce speculative results. The basic V/C method
provides for the development of a base (no project) condition by which project conditions can be
compared and used to evaluate the incremental effects of traffic associated with proposed development
projects.
(3) The commenter asserts the traffic study LOS classifications do not meet the criterion for the
classification as set forth in the HCM. The example referenced within the comment highlights a
typographical error in Figure 4.12-4 and Table ES3 of the RDEIR, which show operations of the Del
Monte to Imjin Parkway segment incorrectly identified as LOS A rather than LOS C. Revised Figure
4.12-4 and ES3 are presented in Section 5.0 of this FEIR. The LOS is accurately documented in Table 13
of the traffic study. Regardless, the error has no effect on the identification of project impacts on freeway
segments, since the error is in reference to both directions of the freeway segment. The impact analysis is
based on directional segment operations for which the correct classifications were used. All segments
were evaluated using the correct LOS classification. The comment refers to the lack of use of the
passenger-car equivalent conversion and application of the density method (use of free-flow speed),
which is addressed in other responses to this letter.
(4) The commenter asserts that Caltrans recommends using HCM methodology. Based on this comment,
the freeway traffic analysis was re-evaluated using the HCM methodology as requested by Caltrans. The
results of this re-evaluation are presented in Table 2 of Attachment A. The results indicate that that all six
of the directional freeway segments studied would be impacted by the project under at least one of the
study scenarios. The analysis completed as part of the RDEIR identified that five freeway segments
would be impacted by the project, with the segments varying under each study scenario. The reevaluation identified impacts to one additional directional segment of SR 1, southbound between Imjin
Parkway and Light Fighter Drive (refer to Table 2). The mitigation to reduce the additional impacts to SR
1 remains the same as presented in the traffic study, Draft EIR, and RDEIR (i.e., the payment of TAMC
fees).
K6: (1) The commenter asserts the traffic study based ramp LOS on V/C ratio comparison. Similar to
freeway segments, the analysis of freeway ramps in the traffic study was completed based solely on basic
V/C methodology. The simplified V/C method is a practical approach for evaluating this location, since
extensive data that is required for the Caltrans methodology is not readily available for SR 1 (in District
5). The application of other methods besides the V/C methodology would require the use of more
speculative assumptions, given the lack of adopted available data for SR 1 (e.g., speed and vehicle
composition, etc.).
(2) The commenter asserts that the ramp sections with auxiliary lanes be analyzed as weaving segments
and identifies the standard methodology for freeway ramp junction analysis. Although the methodology
described by Caltrans is valid, it is not typically used in CEQA-level traffic studies for individual project
developments. The methodology described in the comment is applied in evaluating planned/potential
improvements to freeway interchanges as part of a Project Study Report for that specific regional
improvement. The analysis of merge/diverge and weaving conflicts and analysis along freeway segments
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and ramps is beyond the scope of standard CEQA review of individual development projects, since this
evaluation is intended as part of a larger analysis at the regional level for interchange operations. In
addition, the City of Seaside does not have an adopted level of service policy for freeway facilities.
Rather, the City of Seaside and County of Monterey collect a regional impact fee that is utilized to
improve regional transportation facilities.
(3) The commenter asserts the traffic study has identified LOS F segments, but failed to identify
associated ramps accordingly. As described in response to the above comment, detailed analysis of ramp
operations is beyond the scope of standard CEQA review for individual development projects, since this
evaluation is intended as part of a larger analysis at the regional level for interchange operations
associated with regional freeway interchange improvements. Refer to Response K6(1) above.
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Letter L

L1

68

L2

L3

69

L4

L5
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LETTER L. CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AT MONTEREY BAY (CSUMB)
L1: CSUMB’s support for the Reduced Project Alternative is acknowledged. Responses to CSUMB’s
comments on the DEIR are presented in Response G7, summarized as follows:
The Draft EIR describes that construction of the proposed hotel would create a visual landmark that
would be visible from adjacent and distant land uses, which would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to a scenic vista, the existing visual character of the site, and a scenic resource within view of
Highway 1 (an eligible scenic highway). Moreover, the Draft EIR also identifies that the proposed hotel
would exceed the height of the tallest building within the former Fort Ord and would be visible from the
surrounding area. It is important to note, however, that the proposed hotel site is located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor identified in the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines. As per the
Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines, the regulation of any viewshed located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor is the purview of the individual jurisdiction. Therefore, the proposed hotel
would not be subject to the recommendation that building heights not exceed 40 feet in height.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR identifies project-specific mitigation measures to minimize the extent of
project impacts. Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 through 4.1-6 seek to reduce visual/aesthetic impacts of the
project, including the hotel, through the following: landscaping; tree replacement and transplants; 100foot setback from Highway 1; development of a color palette and building materials plan; and outdoor
lighting restrictions (see pages 4.1-11 to 4.1-17 of the Draft EIR).
Per the requirements of the Specific Plan, a minimum 30-foot landscape setback is required along the
property boundaries. The mitigation in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this requirement.
Mitigation 4.1-2 has also been revised to provide the same tree replacement ratio (3:1) identified in
mitigation 4.1-1. The other minor text revisions requests have been incorporated into the Draft EIR. Refer
to Section 5, Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR.
The City of Seaside will coordinate with CSUMB in preparing the final design and landscaping plans for
the project site.
L2: Comment acknowledged. Negotiations are currently underway between CSUMB and City staff with
respect to right-of-way, access, and other issues related to the 2.29-acre parcel at the northwest corner of
Second Avenue and Light Fighter Drive.
L3: Of the intersections identified to be under the jurisdictional control of CSUMB (Second Avenue/First
Street and Fourth Avenue/Third Street), only one was identified as impacted by the project. That is the
intersection of Second Avenue/First Street. The traffic study recommends that the identified
improvements at the impacted intersection be fully funded and implemented by the project, since there are
no planned improvements for the intersection and it serves as a primary entrance to the project.
Improvements identified in the traffic analysis at other intersections identified to be under partial
jurisdictional control of CSUMB are included in the CIPs for both the Cities of Marina and Seaside.
These improvements are planned and partially funded. It is expected that the project will pay a fair-share
contribution towards each of the identified planned improvements. Fair-share contribution calculations
are provided within the traffic study.
The jurisdictional authority of studied roadway facilities has no bearing on the traffic analysis or
identified impacts and improvements. Implementation and funding of each of the identified improvements
will require participation of all affected agencies and be coordinated by City of Seaside staff.
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The analysis of existing + project conditions in the traffic study indicates that the addition of project
traffic associated with the project alone would not warrant installation of a traffic signal at the General
Jim Moore/Third Street intersection. Should the project be constructed prior to the University Villages
Phase I development, the intersection improvements would not be necessary. The analysis of short-term
cumulative and long-term cumulative conditions for the project considered traffic associated with all
approved projects including Phase 1 of the University Villages development, and the impacts are
disclosed in Section 4.12 of the RDEIR.
L4: A parking structure has been shown near the southeast corner of the project site. While a parking
structure at this location is considered an efficient use of land, such a structure may not actually be
required for the project. Consequently, final design of this portion of the site, which currently includes
property owned by CSUMB, is subject to the current negotiations between CSUMB and City staff.
L5: Comment noted.
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Letter M

M1

73

LETTER M. CITY OF MONTEREY
M1: These comments are addressed in response I3 to the Draft EIR (see Section 3).
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N1

N2

N3
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N4

76

77

LETTER N. MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
N1: These comments relate to the original analysis in the Draft EIR and not the modifications addressed
in the RDEIR; however, the following information is provided in response to the District’s concerns.
N2: Trip distribution for the project was based on existing traffic patterns that are dictated by existing
land uses within the vicinity of the project site as well as engineering judgment. This procedure is
standard practice for traffic studies and has been historically used in the project region. It is not possible
to predict the exact patterns of travel to and from the project site, because the project itself may result in a
shift in existing traffic patterns; however, the evaluation used provides a best estimate for determining
potential effects of the traffic added to the surrounding roadway. Furthermore, the distribution used in the
traffic study is consistent with that used in the University Villages EIR, which utilized AMBAG
origin/destination matrices.
The use of license plate surveys can provide information regarding existing traffic patterns, but would not
be exact either. Travel patterns change on a daily basis, thus the use of license plate data would only
provide information during the specific time at which the data was collected. In addition, development of
the project as well as other approved development would likely change existing travel patterns than those
reflected by license plate data. The regional traffic forecasting model that is approved for use within
Monterey County and maintained by AMBAG would require extensive refinement for application on the
local street system. As it is a regional model it is intended to reflect travel characteristics on major
regional transportation facilities (highways and major thoroughfares). The use of the model to reflect
travel on local roads would require major adjustment of the model that may invalidate its assignment and
create inconsistency in forecasting of travel throughout the County.
N3: Data for short-term background development traffic was based on the University Villages traffic
study. Due to the close proximity of the proposed project to the approved University Villages
development, it was important that each of the reports reflect a consistent base from which to evaluate the
effects of project traffic. Should a different methodology, such as a traffic model, been utilized in the
analysis to estimate short-term background development traffic volumes it is possible that the analysis
results would be inconsistent the University Villages analysis. Additionally, the AMBAG model is
intended to reflect travel patterns on regional facilities and is based on general land use in the region and
not actual development on individual parcels. Since the University Villages data is based on actual
development projects in the surrounding area it provides the best estimate of background traffic.
N4: The analysis of long-term cumulative conditions included full buildout of the University Villages
development including all opportunity areas; however, this line item was inadvertently left out of the
Table 28. The long-term cumulative conditions analysis did include a total of 212,216 daily trips (145,871
trips indicated in Table 28 plus the 66,315 University Villages Phases 2 and 3 trips that were omitted).

The Projects at Main Gate
Final EIR

78

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
June 2010

Letter O

O1

79
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O. TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY
O1: These comments are addressed in response to the previous letter from TAMC regarding the Draft
EIR (see Letter J in Section 3).
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5.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT AND
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
The following section provides revisions to the text of the Draft and Rcirculated Draft EIR, in amendment
form. The revisions are listed by page number. All additions to the text are presented in underline, and all
deletions are shown in strikeout. Please note that no changes were required to the RDEIR based on
comments received.
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
Page 3-1, fourth paragraph, is revised as follows:
The 2004 City of Seaside General Plan identified the project site as the North Gateway Specific
Plan area, designated for Regional Commercial uses. In early 2005, the City completed a property
profile, conducted public meetings, and circulated a Request for Proposals to prospective
commercial developers to facilitate site development. In November 2005, the City selected the
Clark Capital Realty/General Growth Properties development team for the project. Since that
time, the City of Seaside Redevelopment Agency and Resource Management Division have been
working cooperatively with the development team and local agencies, including California State
University Monterey Bay (CSUMB), Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), and the City of
Marina, to create a comprehensive plan for the project site. The Projects at Main Gate Specific
Plan is the product of those planning efforts.
Page 3-5, third paragraph, is revised as follows:
The proposed retail center is identified as a “lifestyle center.” According to the International
Council of Shopping Centers, a lifestyle center has the following attributes: a location near
affluent residential neighborhoods; an upscale tenant mix; 150,000 to 500,000 square feet of
leasable area; an open-air format; and at least 50,000 square feet of national specialty chain
stores. The retail center would consist of two main pedestrian travel corridors lined with retail
shops. , referred to as “The Strand” and “The Promenade.” Pedestrian and vehicle access through
the shopping center would also be provided via a central, retail-lined corridor. referred to as “First
Avenue.” Parking areas surround the center with connections to the main pedestrian routes.
Page 3-5, revise Table 3.1 as follows:
Table 3-1
Land Use Summary
Use

Large Format Retail (sporting
goods/bookstore/housewares)
In-Line Shops (“First Avenue,” “The
Promenade,” “The Strand,” and other
retail)
Department Store Anchor
Multi-Screen Cinema
Restaurants (excluding hotel)
Hotel
The Projects at Main Gate
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Alternative A (Cinema)
Retail “Lifestyle” Center
87,500 gsf

Alternative B
(Department Store)
87,500 gsf

291,000 gsf

291,000 gsf

N/A
51,500 gsf (2,630 seats)
61,000 gsf
Hotel/Hospitality
225,000 (250 rooms)

120,000 gsf
n/a
61,000 gsf
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Table 3-1
Land Use Summary
Use
Spa
Conference Center
Hotel Restaurant
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Site Coverage
Parking
Landscape Area
Total gsf
Total Acres (limits of work)

Alternative A (Cinema)
24,000 gsf
27,000 gsf
8,000 gsf
Other
0.37
81.9%
2,757 spaces
Approx. 10 acres
775,000 gsf
56.9

Alternative B
(Department Store)
24,000 gsf
27,000 gsf
8,000 gsf
0.35
81.9%
2,495 spaces
Approx. 10 acres
843,500 gsf
56.9

gsf = gross square feet
Source: The Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan, March 2008
Note: The Specific Plan land uses allow some flexibility to adapt to specific market conditions, specific retailers,
and logical site plan adjustments (e.g., for environmental or infrastructure constraints). These adjustments would not
materially alter the character or intensity of uses.

Page 4.1-10, second paragraph, sixth sentence is revised as follows:
Although tThe proposed hotel would be minimally visible from CSUMB’s library, and existing
views of the Monterey Bay from other CSUMB facilities immediately adjacent to the project site
would be obstructed as a result of the proposed hotel, as well.
Page 4.1-11, revise Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 as follows:
4.1-1

In order to minimize potential aesthetic-related impacts due to the removal of existing
mature cypress, as well as the obstruction of existing views of the Monterey Peninsula and
Pacific Ocean from adjacent uses, the project proponent shall submit a detailed
landscaping plan that provides adequate screening along the Highway 1 Corridor,
consistent with the requirements of the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines and
Specific Plan, prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit. In addition, the
landscape plan shall also detail additional landscape treatments along Second Avenue to
minimize visual impacts associated with the construction of the hotel. The landscaping
plan shall be subject to the approval of the Board of Architectural Review. A minimum 25
30’ landscape setback from the existing Caltrans right-of-way shall be designated on the
project plans. All existing mature cypress, 6” or greater in diameter, within the setback
shall be retained. If trees are removed within the landscape setback, replacement trees of
appropriate size shall be planted at a 3:1 ratio. Additional replanting shall be required
within the 25 30’ landscape setback to retain the visual integrity of the Highway 1
Corridor. If there is not adequate space on-site for additional tree replacement planting, an
alternative site shall be identified for additional tree planting. Alternative sites may include
local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent properties for screening purposes.
Appropriate alternative locations shall be determined by the Deputy City Manager –
Resources Management Services or designated representative.
Project landscaping shall be monitored by the landscape architect for a duration of three
years. The landscape architect shall submit annual monitoring reports to the City of
Seaside after each successive year detailing the success of landscaping. Success shall be
based on an 80% survival rate. If it is determined that the replanting has not been
successful, additional replanting shall be required by the City of Seaside. Subsequent
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replacement planting shall be monitored for a duration of three years from the time of
replanting.
Page 4.1-11, revise Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 as follows:
4.1-2

In order to minimize tree removal and associated visual impacts, final design-level
improvement plans shall retain existing mature cypress trees to the greatest extent
possible. Final design-level plans shall be prepared in consultation with a registered
arborist/forester to minimize tree removal and ensure the health of remaining trees. Prior
to the issuance of any grading and/or building permits, final plans shall be subject to the
review and approval of the Deputy City Manager – Resources Management Services or
designated representative. If the removal of existing mature cypress is required the
applicant shall submit evidence demonstrating that there are no feasible design
alternatives to avoid tree removal. In the event that tree removal is required, the project
proponent shall prepare a tree removal and replacement plan for each phase of
construction, subject to the review and approval of the Deputy City Manager – Resources
Management Services or designated representative. The tree removal and replacement
plan shall identify specific grading limits and building footprint siting that minimizes tree
removal, as well as appropriate tree replacement ratios (minimum of 1 3:1) and replanting
locations. If there is not adequate space on-site for additional tree replacement planting,
an alternative site shall be identified for additional tree planting. Alternative sites may
include local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent properties for screening
purposes. Appropriate alternative locations shall be determined by the Deputy City
Manager – Resources Management Services or designated representative. Building,
street, parking lot and other proposed structures shall be adjusted to the greatest extent
possible to reduce tree removal. All ground disturbing activities shall be monitored by the
arborist/forester to ensure impacts to retained trees are minimized.

Page 4.1-13, revise Mitigation Measure 4.1-4 as follows:
4.1-4

In order to minimize impacts associated with the construction of new structures along the
Highway 1 Corridor, the project proponent shall submit detailed plans delineating a 100’
setback from the Highway 1 right-of-way, subject to the review and approval of the
Deputy City Manager – Resources Management Services, or designated representative,
prior to issuance of grading/building permits. At no time shall any development,
including project signage, parking, or construction-related activities, be permitted within
the setback. All existing mature trees within the 100’ setback shall be retained to the
extent possible consistent with mitigation measures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2.

Page 4.1-14, revise the second paragraph, third sentence, as follows:
Views from the intersection of Second Avenue and First Street, which currently provide
unobstructed views of the Monterey Peninsula, would be partially obstructed by project
development, as discussed above.
Page 4.1-14, revise the third paragraph, second sentence, as follows:
The siting, scale, and appearance of the proposed commercial development would largely define
the northern entrance of Seaside and CSUMB.
Page 4.3-21, revise the first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 as follows:
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4.3-3

In order to reduce regional air pollutant emissions, the application for site plan review
(and approval of all proposed construction of structures and site improvements, including
but not limited to determination of substantial conformance, building permits and grading
permits in conformance with Section 8.4 – Development Review and Application
Procedures of the Specific Plan) shall include the following measures to minimize
impacts to the extent feasible, subject to approval by the City:

Page 4.3-23, revise the third bullet on this page (the 7th bullet under Transportation and Traffic Demand
Management Measures of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3) as follows:


Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles by
posting information on the applicable state laws that are in effect at the time of issuance of
certificate of occupancy that restrict idling and designating a disturbance coordinator to
enforce the law. The current applicable state law is contained within Title 13, California
Code of Regulations section 2485.

Page 4.7-5, revise the fifth paragraph, as follows:
According to FOST 6, portions of the project site may be underlain by contaminated
groundwater. The nearest source of known contaminated groundwater is located north of the
project site. To ensure that future site users are not exposed to groundwater contamination, the
FOST contains several clauses that restrict future site users from extracting water from the
underlying aquifer. Specifically, there are two land use covenants (LUCs) for the project site that
restrict use of groundwater and prohibit any activity that would adversely affect existing
groundwater remediation systems (LUC Document 2003115235 recorded September 22, 2003
and LUC Document 2002048598 recorded May 22, 2002). As discussed in subsequent sections of
this EIR, the project would be provided municipal water supply from MCWD, which does not
rely on water supplies contaminated by the TCE groundwater plume.
Page 4.8-2, first paragraph, the following text is added to the end of the paragraph:
Prior to the August 2008 completion of a percolation pond between Sixth Avenue and Colonel
Durham Street, 24 acre-feet per year of stormwater (from property within Seaside and CSUMB)
drained through the campus into the ponds west of Highway 1.
Page 4.8-8, fourth paragraph, the third sentence is revised as follows:
Refer to 4.13 4.14 Utilities and Service Systems for additional discussion of groundwater and
water supply.
Page 6.11, revise first paragraph, fourth bullet, as follows:
Preservation of the trees identified above would require substantial revision of the Specific Plan site
plan as follows:




Relocation of the proposed parking structure at the southeast corner of the site approximately 70100 feet to the north, requiring relocation/reconfiguration of the cineplex or department store.
Relocation of the hotel and spa buildings to the west, requiring relocation of lost parking spaces,
probably to a parking structure.
Reconfiguration of the east parking lot to accommodate existing trees, requiring relocation of lost
parking spaces, probably to a parking structure.
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Removal or relocation of the commercial development along the west side of “The Strand.” the
project site fronting Highway 1.
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ATTACHMENT A
REVISED FREEWAY SEGMENT
LEVEL OF SERVICE TABLES
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Table 1

Freeway Segment Level of Service Summary
Short-Term Cumulative

Segment
SR 1
Del Monte Boulevard and Imjin Parkway

Direction

Project Trips
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume Increase Volume Increase

Existing Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Volume LOS Volume LOS

Long-Term Cumulative

Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Volume LOS Volume LOS

Both
NB
SB

149
59
90

2.01%
2.66%
1.74%

370
192
178

5.00%
3.71%
8.02%

7,549
2,279
5,270

B
A
C

7,770
5,372
2,398

A
C
B

7,866
2,404
5,462

C
B
D

8,414
5,572
2,842

C
D
B

Imjin Parkway and Light Fighter Drive

Both
NB
SB

91
36
55

1.10%
1.45%
0.95%

229
119
110

2.76%
2.05%
4.42%

8,391
2,526
5,865

C
B
D

8,529
5,929
2,600

C
D
B

9,269
2,859
6,410

C
B
D

10,138
6,700
3,438

Light Fighter Drive and Fremont Boulevard

Both
NB
SB

331
199
132

3.85%
7.71%
2.19%

777
374
403

9.03%
6.21%
15.62%

8,931
2,779
6,152

C
B
D

9,377
6,394
2,983

C
D
B

9,878
3,150
6,728

C
B
E

11,124
7,253
3,871

Notes:
/a/ Capacity of freeway lanes based on assumed capacity of 2,400 vphpl, as prescribed by the Highway Capacity Manual
/b/ Data provided by Caltrans Data System Unit 2006, Route 1 District 5
Significant Impacts identified in EIR are shown in BOLD and boxed
Additional significant impacts based on Caltrans significance criteria are shown in BOLD and shaded boxes.

Long-Term Project Trips
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume Increase Volume Increase

Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Volume LOS Volume LOS

C
E
B

158
62
96
0
100
39
61

1.71%
2.49%
1.61%
0.00%
0.81%
1.10%
0.85%

430
222
208
0
275
142
133

4.49%
3.91%
6.72%
0.00%
2.04%
1.96%
2.86%

9,411
2,547
6,070
0
12,440
3,590
7,218

D
F
A

199
121
78

1.46%
2.94%
1.08%

445
218
227

3.00%
2.83%
4.65%

13,828
4,238
7,302

C
B
D

C
D
B

D
B
F

10,004
5,907
3,301
0
13,755
7,392
4,784

E
C
F

15,266
7,930
5,108

F
F
C

E
F
C

Table 2

Freeway Segment Level of Service Summary (Using HCM Methodology)
Short-Term Cumulative

Segment
SR 1
Del Monte Boulevard and Imjin Parkway

Direction

Project Trips
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume Increase Volume Increase

Existing Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/

Long-Term Cumulative

Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/

Long-Term Project Trips
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume Increase Volume Increase

Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour
PM Peak-Hour
Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/

NB
SB

56
87

2.52%
1.68%

199
187

3.84%
8.42%

2,276
5,267

13.3
32.2

B
D

5,379
2,407

33.2
14.0

D
B

2,404
5,462

14.0
34.1

B
D

5,572
2,842

35.3
16.5

E
B

62
96

2.49%
1.61%

222
208

3.91%
6.72%

2,547
6,070

14.8
41.9

B
E

5,907
3,301

39.5
19.2

E
C

Imjin Parkway and Light Fighter Drive

NB
SB

35
54

1.41%
0.93%

123
116

2.12%
4.66%

2,525
5,864

14.7
38.9

B
E

5,933
2,606

39.8
15.2

E
B

2,859
6,410

16.6
--

B
F

6,700
3,438

-20.0

F
C

39
61

1.10%
0.85%

142
133

1.96%
2.86%

3,590
7,218

20.9
--

C
F

7,392
4,784

-28.3

F
D

Light Fighter Drive and Fremont Boulevard

NB
SB

192
123

7.44%
2.04%

389
412

6.46%
15.97%

2,772
6,143

16.1
43.2

B
E

6,409
2,992

-17.4

F
B

3,150
6,728

18.3
--

C
F

7,253
3,871

-22.5

F
C

121
78

2.94%
1.08%

218
227

2.83%
4.65%

4,238
7,302

24.7
--

C
F

7,930
5,108

-30.8

F
D

Notes:
Methodology based on Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
Peak hour volume data obtained from Caltrans Data System Unit 2006, Route 1 District 5
-- Indicates capacity of freeway exceeded, density cannot be caculated
- Indicates unacceptable LOS
/a/ Volume based on Caltrans peak hour volumes adjusted to passenger car equivalents.
/b/ Density measured in passeger car equivalents per mile per lane.
/c/ LOS based on HCM 2000, 23-3.
Significant Impacts identified in EIR are shown in BOLD and shaded boxes
Additional significant impacts based on HCM methodology are shown in BOLD and boxed.

