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CHAPTER 1. PROJECT DATA
1.

Project Title: Costco Fueling Station Addition Project

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Seaside, 440 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, CA 93955

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:
rmedina@ci.seaside.ca.us

4.

Project Location: The proposed project, described below, is located on the northeastern corner of
the intersection at Del Monte Boulevard and Auto Center Parkway in the City of Seaside (City),
California. The proposed project site is made up of a single 0.98-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel
Number [APN] 011-523-018-000) which is developed and currently occupied by a car sales lot.
The property is bordered by development on all sides; specifically, commercial uses to the north,
the Auto Center to the east and south, Auto Center Parkway to the south, and to the west Del Monte
Boulevard with commercial uses beyond. Regional access to the site is available via State Route 1
(SR 1) and Del Monte Boulevard.

5.

Project Description: The proposed project consists of the construction of a 24-pump gasoline
fueling station. The 24-pump fueling station would be an addition to the existing Costco
Warehouse located across Del Monte Boulevard to the west. The fueling station would be owned
and operated by Costco Wholesale Corporation and would be a membership fueling station in
which gasoline products would only be available for purchase by active Costco members. The
proposed project would include a 6,768 square foot (sq. ft.) fueling canopy which would cover
three fueling bays with four multi-product dispensers (gasoline pumps) each, and each gasoline
pump could fuel two cars at once. In addition, the proposed project would include three 40,000gallon gasoline underground storage tanks (UST) and one 1,500-gallon UST, three remote fill ports,
a controller enclosure, and associated site improvements such as landscaping, directional ground
painting, and an exit-only driveway onto Del Monte Boulevard. The proposed project site is located
in the City’s Automotive Regional Commercial (CA) zone and would require a text amendment to
the City’s Municipal Code to allow the proposed project as a conditional use.

6.

Acreage of Project Site: The proposed project is located on a 0.98-acre developed parcel.

7.

Land Use Designations: The Seaside General Plan (2004) designates the proposed project area as
Regional Commercial (RGC) and the proposed project site is zoned Automotive Commercial (CA).

8.

Date Prepared: February 2020

9.

Prepared By: Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

Rick Medina, Senior Planner, (831) 899-6726,

1

February 2020
Chapter 1. Project Data

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

2

February 2020
Chapter 1. Project Data

CHAPTER 2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1

INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with the
Costco Fueling Station Addition Project (project or proposed project), located in the City of Seaside (City),
California. This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), Public Resources Code §21000 et. seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines, California Code of
Regulations (CCR) §15000 et. seq.
An Initial Study is an informational document prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have
a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15063, subd. (a)). If there is substantial
evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) must be prepared, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15064(a). However, if the lead agency
determines that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant mitigate
the potentially significant effects to a less-than-significant level, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) may be prepared instead of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15070, subd. (b)). The lead
agency prepares a written statement describing the reasons a proposed project would not have a significant
effect on the environment and, therefore, why an EIR need not be prepared. This IS/MND conforms to the
content requirements under CEQA Guidelines §15071.
The City is acting as the lead agency pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15050(a). As the lead agency, the
City oversaw preparation of this Initial Study pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15063, §15070, and §15152.
This Initial Study will be circulated for agency and public review during a 20-day public review period
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073. Comments received by the City on this IS/MND will be reviewed
and considered as part of the deliberative process in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15074.
The following section is consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15124 to the extent that it
is applicable to the proposed project. This section contains a detailed description of the project location,
existing setting, project components and relevant project characteristics, and applicable regulatory
requirements.

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project, described below, is located on the northeastern corner of the intersection at Del Monte
Boulevard and Auto Center Parkway in Seaside, California. The City is within the County of Monterey
(County) and is located approximately 18 miles southwest of the City of Salinas and three miles eastnortheast of the Monterey City center (see Figure 1 Regional Project Map). The site is made up of a single
0.98-acre parcel (APN 011-523-018-000) and is located approximately a quarter of a mile east of SR 1 (see
Figure 2 Project Location). The property is developed with an existing car sales lot and is located within
the City Auto Center (see Figure 3 Site Photos).
Regional access to the proposed project site is provided from SR 1. The site would be accessed by a
driveway from Del Monte Road and Auto Mall Parkway. The property is bordered by development on all
sides; specifically, commercial uses to the north, the Auto Center to the east and south, Auto Center
Parkway to the south, and to the west Del Monte Boulevard with commercial uses beyond. The Seaside
General Plan (2003) designates the proposed project area as Regional Commercial (RGC) and the proposed
project site is zoned Automotive Commercial (CA).
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Photo 1. View from the southeast corner of the proposed project site facing northwest, showing Auto
Center Parkway bordering the site and the Tioga and Auto Center Parkway intersection in the
distance.

Photo 3. Views from the northern boundary of the proposed project site facing south.

Photo 2. Views from the northwest corner of the proposed project site facing southeast.

Photo 4. Views from the eastern boundary of the proposed project site facing west.
Source: DD&A, October 2019
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2.3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would consist of the construction of a new Costco fueling station. The new fueling
station would be located 400 ft. east of the existing Costco Warehouse, which is located across Del Monte
Boulevard from the project site. The fueling station would be owned and operated by Costco and would
be a membership fueling station in which gasoline products would only be available for purchase by active
Costco members. The new fueling station would consist of 24 gasoline pumps, four new underground
storage tanks (USTs), three remote fill ports, a 125 sq. ft. controller enclosure, and associated site
improvements (see Figure 4 Site Plan). In addition, the proposed project site is located in the City’s
Automotive Regional Commercial (CA) zone and would require a text amendment to the City’s Municipal
Code to allow the proposed project as a conditional use.
The project would include a 6,768 sq. ft. fueling canopy which would cover three fueling bays with four
multi-product dispensers (gasoline pumps) each and each gasoline pump could fuel two cars at once (see
Figure 5 Project Rendering). Therefore, the fueling station would have fueling capacity for 24 cars at a
time. The fueling station would also have six stacking lanes.
Four USTs would be installed in the northwestern portion of the fueling station. This would include two
40,000-gallon regular unleaded USTs, one 40,000-gallon premium unleaded UST, and one 1,500-gallon
additive UST. The USTs would consist of double-walled fiberglass fuel-storage tanks with leak detection
sensors and would be certified to meet the federal UST leak detection standards of 95 percent probability
of detection and five percent probability of false alarm. California State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) also certifies the system. The UST monitoring system incorporates automatic shutoffs. If
gasoline is detected in the sump at the fuel dispenser, the dispenser shuts down automatically and an alarm
is sounded. Further, each fuel dispenser includes several safety devices. Specifically, each dispenser sump
is equipped with an automatic shutoff valve to protect against vehicle impact. In addition, each fuel hose
includes a breakaway device that will stop the flow of fuel at both ends of the hose in the event of an
accidental drive-off. Also, each dispenser is equipped with an internal fire extinguisher. Lastly, all
dispensers include leak detection sensors connected to the alarm console inside the controller enclosure.
Additional project improvements include a controller enclosure, transformer, Healy Clean Air Separator,
landscaping, and security lighting. The underground tank and piping controls would be housed in a 125 sq.
ft. prefabricated controller enclosure. The enclosure would be painted to match the existing Costco
Warehouse building and would be located on the southeast corner of the parcel, south of the gasoline pumps.
Emergency shut-off switches are installed next to the controller enclosure and in locations near the
dispensers, as dictated by the fire code. Light emitting diode (LED) lights would be recessed into the
overhead canopy and would provide lighting during operating hours and a lower level of security lighting
after hours.
The following discussion provides a more detailed description of key proposed project elements, including
construction, grading, parking and circulation, drainage and utilities, landscaping, lighting and signage,
architectural design, and operation.
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Construction
Construction of the proposed project would take place over approximately four months. Construction is
anticipated to begin in early 2020, with the first full year of operation to take place in 2021. Construction
activities would be limited to weekdays between the hours of 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. and no night-time construction
is proposed. Construction activities would include demolition, grading, site preparation, building
construction and paving/landscaping/irrigation. Construction equipment would include, but would not be
limited to, concrete/industrial saws, rubber tired dozers, tractors, loaders, backhoes, cranes, pavers, rollers,
air compressors. Staging and parking areas would be located on-site; no separate construction access roads
would be needed.

Grading
The proposed project would result in a total of one acre to be graded, with 1,550 cubic yards of cut to be
exported (see Figure 6 Grading Plan).

Parking and Circulation
The fuel facility is designed to facilitate single-direction circulation with a full-length bypass lane between
each dispenser island. To facilitate circulation into and out of the center fueling position, the gasoline
pumps are spaced 28 ft. apart to allow maneuvering space between the center and front dispensers.
Members will access the fuel facility using a private access easement from either Auto Drive Parkway or
La Salle Avenue. Members will exit the facility by using the exit-only driveway onto Del Monte Boulevard
or the private access easement.
The proposed project does not include parking. Parking at the service station is not necessary for members
because no other services or products are sold on-site other than gasoline. Attendants will park at the
warehouse where employee facilities are located and will walk to the fueling facility. City Code parking
standards are 0.25 space for each gas pump, plus two spaces for each gasoline pump island. A text
amendment is required to allow parking spaces to be required as determined by an approved use permit.

Drainage & Utilities
The storm drainage system for the fueling area would be designed in accordance with State of California
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for water quality treatment standards. Stormwater drainage would be
directed toward the on-site bioretention treatment area and the sanitary sewer east of the site. Stormwater
from the fueling area would be isolated and would be directed to a catch basin and processed through an
oil/water separator prior to discharge to the downstream system (see Figure 7 Drainage Plan).
Underground utilities include telephone (provided by AT&T), water lines (provided by California
American Water [CalAm]), natural gas and electrical services (provided by Monterey Bay Community
Power [MBCP] and Pacific Gas and Electric [PG&E]). No new utilities are required (see Figure 8 Utility
Plan).

Landscaping
In addition to the bioretention treatment area/rain garden, the project includes approximately 6,050 sq. ft.
of landscaping and an overall site coverage of 14 percent. City landscape standards for services stations
require a minimum of 5 percent landscape coverage for the site. The proposed project is consistent with
and exceeds the City's minimum landscape requirements. A landscape plan with proposed plantings and
landscaping design is included in Figure 9 Landscape Plan.
Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study
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Lighting and Signage
The under-canopy lighting will be low-profile LED fixtures. Sign lighting will also be LED. The fuel
canopy signage will include a 20 sq. ft. "Costco Wholesale" sign centered on each fascia. City Code sign
standards allow three wall signs per primary structure frontage and one sign on a secondary frontage. The
total allowed signage area is one sq. ft. per lineal foot of primary building frontage, not to exceed 100 sq.
ft. The project is consistent with the City maximum sign standards.

Architectural Design
The fuel canopy is designed to include a flat roof with metal-wrapped fascia and steel columns.

Operation
The fueling facility hours are anticipated to be daily from 5:30 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. The fueling station would
be for Costco members only and would be fully automated and self-service. However, a trained employee
would be present on-site to oversee operations and assist members if they have fueling issues during all
hours of operation. Trained employees would also identify maintenance requirements and physically
inspect the fuel islands regularly to check for leaking hoses, malfunctioning nozzles, fuel spills, and
physical damage to the dispensers and the controller enclosure. In addition to the above-mentioned
employees, the facility would be supported by senior management in the Costco Warehouse during all gas
station operation hours. During non-operating hours, the power to the fuel dispensers would be turned off
and each nozzle pad would be locked. Should the system require attention beyond what the trained site
person could handle, the local authorized and certified service contractor would be contacted and dispatched
to repair the equipment. Costco’s gasoline training program also includes proper spill cleanup and
emergency response procedures.

2.4

PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS

Federal Agencies
▪

United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
o

U.S. EPA National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Subpart CCCCCC
(National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants [NESHAP] 6C)


120-Day Initial Notification for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities



60-Day Notification of Performance Test



180-Day Notification of Compliance Status/ Testing and Reports for Gasoline
Dispensing Facilities

o

Tier II Chemical Reporting

o

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act Hazardous Chemical Inventory
Reporting

o

Class A/B Operator Training

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
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State Agencies
▪

California Department of Industrial Relations
o

▪

Annual Trench/Excavation Permit

California Department of Tax and Fee Administration
o

Underground Storage Tank Registration

Local Agencies






City of Seaside, Community Development Department
o

Text amendment to the City Municipal Code

o

Conditional Use Permit

o

Environmental Review

o

Building Permit, includes building, fire, mechanical, electrical, and grading

o

Sign Permit

Monterey Air Resources District (MBARD)
o

Authority to Construct (ATC) permit

o

Permit to Operate (PTO) a gas station which would include a maximum daily throughput
limit

o

48-hour Notification Prior to Testing

Monterey County, Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures
o



Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
o



Registration of Devices
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit

Monterey Environmental Health Bureau (EHB), Hazardous Materials Management Services
(CUPA)
o

UST Construction/Repair Permit

o

Operation Permit

o

Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP) through the California Environmental
Reporting System (CERS)

o

Inspections (underground storage tank placement, pipe test, and monitoring test; Enhanced
Leak Detection test; and a final inspection)

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

16

February 2020
Chapter 2. Project Description

CHAPTER 3. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.












Aesthetics
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Energy
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
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Mineral Resources
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Systems
Wildfire
Mandatory Findings of Significance
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CHAPTER 5. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
This Initial Study evaluates the following resource sections within Section 5.2. Environmental Setting and
Impacts: aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy,
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality,
land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation, transportation,
tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire.

5.1

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following describes how the proposed project’s impacts to resource areas will be analyzed in this Initial
Study in accordance with the CEQA. Each resource section includes: 1) existing setting and applicable
regulatory background, 2) CEQA impact checklist for the resource area, and 3) impact discussion in
response to the questions in the checklist and mitigation where warranted. The impact discussion will
identify the level of environmental effect from the proposed project. An explanation or discussion is
required for all answers to the resource impact checklist as follows.
1. A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on projectspecific screening analysis).
2. All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular environmental impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial
evidence that an effect may be significant based on the thresholds. If there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
4. “Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less-ThanSignificant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain how
they reduce the effect to a less than significant level mitigation measures.
5. Supporting Information Sources: A source list will be attached, and other sources used, or individuals
contacted will be cited in the discussion.
6. The explanation of each issue will identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.

5.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS

The following section describes the environmental setting and identifies the environmental impacts
anticipated from implementation of the proposed project. The criteria provided in the CEQA environmental
checklist was used to identify potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.
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5.2.1

AESTHETICS

Setting
The proposed project is located 0.5 miles west of Monterey Bay, which is a notable visual resource. The
proposed project site is currently developed and utilized by an existing car sales lot. The City General Plan
does not designate the proposed project site as a “scenic vista” (City 2004). The operation of the proposed
project would require exterior lighting.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

X

1, 2, 3

b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not
limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

X

1, 2, 3

c)

In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and
its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points). If
the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

X

1, 2

Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

X

1, 2, 4

d)

Explanation
a)

No Impact. A scenic vista is generally characterized as a viewpoint that provides expansive views
of a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. The proposed project site is
located in an urbanized location in the City and is not located in an area designated by the City’s
General Plan as having any scenic vistas. Further, due to distance and existing development,
Monterey Bay is not visible from the proposed project site. As a result, the proposed project would
have no impact on scenic vistas.

b)

No Impact. The State Scenic Highways Program is designed to protect and enhance the natural
scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors through special conservation
treatment. There are no State Scenic Highways designated under the Scenic Highway Act located
in the proposed project vicinity. In addition, according to the City’s General Plan, there are no
designated scenic corridors within the City limits. There are no historic buildings or rock
outcroppings located on the proposed project site or in the surrounding vicinity, as it is on a
developed parcel in a commercial area. Furthermore, construction of the proposed project would
not result in the removal or damage of scenic resources. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would not damage scenic resources within a state or locally designated scenic roadway;
therefore, no impact would occur.
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c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed facilities would be located in an urbanized area;
specifically, the project is proposed in the Seaside Auto Center. Introducing a new fueling station
would be consistent with the visual character the of area. However, a text amendment of the
Seaside Municipal Code would need to be approved to allow fueling stations within the Automotive
Regional Commercial (CA) Zone as a conditional use. In addition, all development would be
consistent with applicable City zoning and regulations governing scenic quality. Construction
impacts would include the presence of construction vehicles, equipment and materials, stockpiles,
and exposed soils. These impacts would be temporary in nature. For these reasons, construction
and operation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to the visual
quality of the site.

d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would include exterior lighting. However,
the existing car sales lot on the proposed project site also includes exterior lighting. Further, all
proposed exterior lighting would be downward facing, shielded to direct light downwards to ensure
that lighting does not spill over onto nearby residential properties, and consistent with local lighting
ordinances, including the City Outdoor Illumination Standards (City Municipal Code 17.30.070).
In addition, the proposed project does not propose to introduce materials into the design that would
create substantial glare. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on light
and glare.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on aesthetics with local ordinance
compliance.

5.2.2

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Setting
In California, agricultural land is given consideration under CEQA. According to Public Resources Code
§21060.1, “agricultural land” is identified as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, or unique
farmland, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture land inventory and monitoring criteria, as
modified for California:


Prime Farmland (P) comprises the best combination of physical and chemical features able to
sustain long-term agricultural production. Irrigated agricultural production is a necessary land use
four years prior to the mapping date to qualify as Prime Farmland. The land must be able to store
moisture and produce high yields.



Farmland of Statewide Importance (S) possesses similar characteristics to Prime Farmland with
minor shortcomings, such as less ability to hold and store moisture and more pronounced slopes.



Unique Farmland (U) has a production history of propagating crops with high-economic value.



Farmland of Local Importance (L) is important to the local agricultural economy. Local advisory
committees and a county specific Board of Supervisors determine this status.



Grazing Land (G) is suitable for browsing or grazing of livestock.

The Monterey County Important Farmlands Map classifies the proposed project site as “Urban and Built
Up Land.” CEQA also requires consideration of impacts on lands that are under Williamson Act contract.
The project site does not contain lands under Williamson Act contract (DOC 2016).
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CEQA requires the evaluation of forest and timber resources where they are present. The proposed project
site is located on a parcel within the Seaside Auto Center. The site does not contain any forest land as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526, or property zoned for Timberland Production as defined by Government Code section
51104(g).

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department
of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

X

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

X

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?

X

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest uses?

X

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

X

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Explanation
a, b)

No Impact. The proposed project site is designated as “Urban or Built Up Land” on the Important
Farmlands Map for Monterey County and does not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance, nor lands under Williamson Act contract. As a result, the
project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland) to a non-agricultural use, nor conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c, d)

No Impact. The proposed project site would not impact forest resources or result in the loss or
conversion of forest land since the proposed project site does not contain any forest land as defined
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland as defined by Public Resources Code
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section 4526, or property zoned for Timberland Production as defined by Government Code section
51104(g). Therefore, no impact would occur.
e)

No Impact. As per the discussion above, the proposed project would not involve changes in the
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland
or agricultural land, since none are present on this property. The proposed project includes
development of a fueling station on an already developed parcel and would not convert any land
for other use; therefore, no impact would occur.

Conclusion: The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources.

5.2.3

AIR QUALITY

Setting 1
An Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Impact Assessment for the proposed project was prepared by Ambient
Air Quality and Noise Consulting (November 2019) and is included as Appendix A. The Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Assessment provides an evaluation of potential air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts associated with the proposed project. Information contained in the section was derived from this
assessment.
Existing Setting
The proposed project is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB) and within the
jurisdiction of the MBARD. Air quality in a region is affected by its topography, meteorology, and climate.
These factors are discussed in more detail in the following sections:
Topography. The NCCAB encompasses Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey counties. The NCCAB is
generally bounded by the Diablo Range to the northeast, which together with the southern portion of the
Santa Cruz Mountains forms the Santa Clara Valley which extends into the northeastern tip of the NCCAB.
Further south, the Santa Clara Valley transitions into the San Benito Valley, which runs northwest-southeast
and has the Gabilan Range as its western boundary. To the west of the Gabilan Range is the Salinas Valley
that extends from Salinas at the northwest end to King City at the southeast end. The northwest portion of
the NCCAB is dominated by the Santa Cruz Mountains.
Meteorology and Climate. The climate of the NCCAB is dominated by a semi-permanent high-pressure
cell over the Pacific Ocean. In the summer, the dominant high-pressure cell results in persistent west and
northwest winds across the majority of coastal California. As air descends in the Pacific high-pressure cell,
a stable temperature inversion is formed. As temperatures increase, the warmer air aloft expands, forcing
the coastal layer of air to move onshore producing a moderate sea breeze over the coastal plains and valleys.
Temperature inversions inhibit vertical air movement and often result in increased transport of air pollutants
to inland receptor areas. Predominant wind flow during most times of the year is typically from the west
to the east.
In the winter, when the high-pressure cell is weakest and farthest south, the inversion associated with the
Pacific high-pressure cell is typically absent in the NCCAB. Air frequently flows in a southeasterly
direction out of the Salinas and San Benito valleys in the NCCAB. The predominant offshore flow during
this time of year tends to aid in pollutant dispersal producing relatively healthful to moderate air quality
Air quality within the NCCAB is regulated by several jurisdictions including the U.S. EPA, ARB, and the MBARD,
more information on federal and state regulations governing air quality can be referenced in Appendix A.

1
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throughout the majority of the region. Conditions during this time are often characterized by afternoon and
evening land breezes and occasional rainstorms. However, local inversions caused by the cooling of air
close to the ground can form in some areas during the evening and early morning hours.
Winter daytime temperatures in the NCCAB typically average in the mid-50s during the day, with nighttime
temperatures averaging in the low 40s. Summer daytime temperatures typically average in the 60s during
the day, with nighttime temperatures averaging in the 50s. Precipitation varies within the region, but in
general, annual rainfall is lowest in the coastal plain and inland valley, higher in the foothills, and highest
in the mountains.
Criteria Air Pollutants. For the protection of public health and welfare, the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA)
required that the U.S. EPA establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for various
pollutants. These pollutants are referred to as "criteria" pollutants because the U.S. EPA publishes criteria
documents to justify the choice of standards. These standards define the maximum amount of air pollutants
that can be present in ambient air. An ambient air quality standard is generally specified as a concentration
averaged over a specific time period, such as one hour, eight hours, 24 hours, or one year. The different
averaging times and concentrations are meant to protect against different exposure effects. Standards
established for the protection of human health are referred to as primary standards; whereas, standards
established for the prevention of environmental and property damage are called secondary standards. The
FCAA allows states to adopt additional or more health-protective standards.
Table 1 provides a summary discussion of the primary and secondary criteria air pollutants of primary
concern. In general, primary pollutants are directly emitted into the atmosphere, and secondary pollutants
are formed by chemical reactions in the atmosphere. The health effects of common criteria air pollutants
are also summarized in Table 1. Additional information about these pollutants can be found in Appendix
A.
The State of California has established air quality standards for some pollutants not addressed by federal
standards. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has established state standards for hydrogen
sulfide, sulfates, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. More information on these pollutants
including a description of the pollutants’ physical properties, health and other effects, sources, and the
extent of the problems can also be referenced in Appendix A.
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Pollutant

Table 1.
Summary of Criteria Air Pollutants and Health Effects
Major Man-Made Sources
Human Health & Welfare Effects

Ozone (O3)

Formed by a chemical reaction between
volatile organic compounds (VOC) and
nitrous oxides (NOx) in the presence of
sunlight. Motor vehicle exhaust, industrial
emissions, gasoline storage and transport,
solvents, paints and landfills.

Irritates and causes inflammation of the mucous
membranes and lung airways; causes wheezing,
coughing and pain when inhaling deeply; decreases
lung capacity; aggravates lung and heart problems.
Damages plants; reduces crop yield. Damages
rubber, some textiles and dyes.

Particulate Matter
(PM10 & PM2.5)

Power plants, steel mills, chemical plants,
unpaved roads and parking lots, wood-burning
stoves and fireplaces, automobiles and others.

Can get deep into your lungs or even enter your
blood stream and cause serious health problems.
Increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of
the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing;
aggravated asthma; development of chronic
bronchitis; irregular heartbeat; nonfatal heart attacks;
and premature death in people with heart or lung
disease. Impairs visibility (haze).

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)

Formed when carbon in fuel is not burned
completely; a component of motor vehicle
exhaust.

Reduces the ability of blood to deliver oxygen to
vital tissues, effecting the cardiovascular and
nervous system. Impairs vision, causes dizziness,
and can lead to unconsciousness or death.

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO2)

Fuel combustion in motor vehicles and
industrial sources. Motor vehicles; electric
utilities, and other sources that burn fuel.

Respiratory irritant; aggravates lung and heart
problems. Precursor to ozone and acid rain.
Contributes to global warming, and nutrient
overloading which deteriorates water quality.
Causes brown discoloration of the atmosphere.

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Formed when fuel containing sulfur, such as
coal and oil, is burned; when gasoline is
extracted from oil; or when metal is extracted
from ore. Examples are petroleum refineries,
cement manufacturing, metal processing
facilities, locomotives, large ships, and fuel
combustion in diesel engines.

Respiratory irritant. Aggravates lung and heart
problems. In the presence of moisture and oxygen,
sulfur dioxide converts to sulfuric acid which can
damage marble, iron and steel; damage crops and
natural vegetation. Impairs visibility. Precursor to
acid rain.

Source: CAPCOA 2019.

Odors. Typically, odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However,
manifestations of a person’s reaction to foul odors can range from the psychological (i.e. irritation, anger,
or anxiety) to the physiological, including circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and
headache.
The ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective. Some
individuals have the ability to smell very minute quantities of specific substances; others may not have the
same sensitivity but may have sensitivities to odors of other substances. In addition, people may have
different reactions to the same odor and in fact, an odor that is offensive to one person may be perfectly
acceptable to another (e.g., fast food restaurant). It is important to also note that an unfamiliar odor is more
easily detected and is more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. This is because of the
phenomenon is known as odor fatigue, in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and
recognition only occurs with an alteration in the intensity.
Quality and intensity are two properties present in any odor. The quality of an odor indicates the nature of
the smell experience. For instance, if a person describes an odor as flowery or sweet, then the person is
describing the quality of the odor. Intensity refers to the strength of the odor. For example, a person may
use the word strong to describe the intensity of an odor. Odor intensity depends on the odorant
concentration in the air. When an odorous sample is progressively diluted, the odorant concentration
decreases. As this occurs, the odor intensity weakens and eventually becomes so low that the detection or
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recognition of the odor is quite difficult. At some point during dilution, the concentration of the odorant
reaches a detection threshold. An odorant concentration below the detection threshold means that the
concentration in the air is not detectable by the average human.
Neither the state nor the federal governments have adopted rules or regulations for the control of odor
sources. The MBARD does not have an individual rule or regulation that specifically addresses odors;
however, odors would be subject to MBARD Rule 402, Nuisance. Any actions related to odors would be
based on citizen complaints to local governments and the MBARD.
Toxic Air Contaminants. Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are air pollutants that may cause or contribute to
an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually
present in minute quantities in the ambient air, but due to their high toxicity, they may pose a threat to
public health even at very low concentrations. Because there is no threshold level below which adverse
health impacts are not expected to occur, TACs differ from criteria pollutants for which acceptable levels
of exposure can be determined and for which state and federal governments have set ambient air quality
standards. TACs, therefore, are not considered “criteria pollutants” under either the FCAA or the California
Clean Air Act (CCAA) and are thus not subject to National or California ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively). Instead, the U.S. EPA and the ARB regulate Hazardous Air
Pollutants (HAPs) and TACs, respectively, through statutes and regulations that generally require the use
of the maximum or best available control technology to limit emissions. In conjunction with MBARD
rules, these federal and state statutes and regulations establish the regulatory framework for TACs. At the
national levels, the U.S. EPA has established National Emission Standards for HAPs (NESHAPs), in
accordance with the requirements of the FCAA and subsequent amendments. These are technology-based
source-specific regulations that limit allowable emissions of HAPs.
Within California, TACs are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807) and the Air
Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588). The Tanner Act sets forth a formal
procedure for ARB to designate substances as TACs. The primary TACs of concern within the State of
California include: Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM), Acetaldehyde, Benzene, 1,3-butadiene, Carbon
Tetrachloride, Hexavalent chromium, Para‐Dichlorobenzene, Formaldehyde, Methylene Chloride, and
Perchloroethylene. A full listing of these TACs and related health effects can be referenced in Appendix
A.
Asbestos. Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally-occurring fibrous minerals found in many
parts of California. The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, but other types are also found in
California. Serpentine rock often contains chrysotile asbestos. Serpentine rock, and its parent material,
ultramafic rock, is abundant in the Sierra foothills, the Klamath Mountains, and Coast Ranges. The
proposed project site, however, is not located in an area of known ultramafic rock.
Asbestos is commonly found in ultramafic rock, including serpentine, and near fault zones. The amount of
asbestos that is typically present in these rocks range from less than 1 percent up to about 25 percent, and
sometimes more. Asbestos is released from ultramafic and serpentine rock when it is broken or crushed.
This can happen when cars drive over unpaved roads or driveways which are surfaced with these rocks
when land is graded for building purposes, or at quarrying operations. It is also released naturally through
weathering and erosion. Once released from the rock, asbestos can become airborne and may stay in the
air for long periods of time.
Additional sources of asbestos include building materials and other manmade materials. The most common
sources are heat-resistant insulators, cement, furnace or pipe coverings, inert filler material, fireproof gloves
and clothing, and brake linings. Asbestos has been used in the United States since the early 1900s; however,
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asbestos is no longer allowed as a constituent in most home products and materials. Many older buildings,
schools, and homes still have asbestos-containing products.
Naturally-occurring asbestos was identified by ARB as a TAC in 1986. The ARB has adopted two
statewide control measures that prohibit the use of serpentine or ultramafic rock for unpaved surfacing and
controls dust emissions from construction, grading, and surface mining in areas with these rocks. Various
other laws have also been adopted, including laws related to the control of asbestos-containing materials
during the renovation and demolition of buildings.
All types of asbestos are hazardous and may cause lung disease and cancer. Health risks to people are
dependent upon their exposure to asbestos. The longer a person is exposed to asbestos and the greater the
intensity of the exposure, the greater the chances for a health problem. Asbestos-related diseases, such as
lung cancer, may not occur for decades after breathing asbestos fibers. Cigarette smoking increases the risk
of lung cancer from asbestos exposure.
Monterey Bay Air Resources District
The MBARD is the agency primarily responsible for ensuring that NAAQS and CAAQS are not exceeded
and that air quality conditions are maintained in the NCCAB, within which the project is located.
Responsibilities of the MBARD include, but are not limited to, preparing plans for the attainment of
ambient air quality standards, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning sources of air
pollution, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspecting stationary sources of air
pollution and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological
conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by the FCAA and the CCAA. In an
attempt to achieve NAAQS and CAAQS and maintain air quality, the MBARD has most recently completed
the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for achieving the state ozone standards and the 2007
Federal Maintenance Plan for maintaining federal ozone standards (MBARD 2018b).
To achieve and maintain ambient air quality standards, the MBARD has adopted various rules and
regulations for the control of airborne pollutants. The MBARD Rules and Regulations that are applicable
to the proposed project include, but are not limited to, the following:


Rule 402 (Nuisances). The purpose of this rule is to prohibit emissions that may create a public
nuisance. Applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air contaminants or other
materials.



Rule 418 (Transfer of Gasoline into Stationary Storage Containers). The purpose of this rule is to
limit the emissions of vapors of gasoline from the transfer of gasoline from delivery vessels into
stationary storage containers.



Rule 425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt). The purpose of this rule is to limit the emissions of vapors of
organic compounds from the use of cutback and emulsified asphalt. This rule applies to the
manufacture and use of cutback, slow cure, and emulsified asphalt during paving and maintenance
operations.



Rule 1000 (Permit Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants).
To prevent the emission into the atmosphere within the District of toxic air contaminants, which
may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may
pose a present or potential hazard to human health; and,



Rule 1002 (Transfer of Gasoline into Vehicle Fuel Tanks). This rule complies with the California
Health and Safety Code section 39666(d) by establishing control requirements for the reduction of
benzene emissions from gasoline-dispensing facilities.
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Regulatory Attainment Designations
An attainment designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not violate the standard for
that pollutant in that area. A nonattainment designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the
standard at least once, excluding those occasions when a violation(s) was caused by an exceptional event,
as defined in the criteria. Unclassified designations indicate insufficient data is available to determine
attainment status.
The attainment status of the NCCAB is summarized in Table 2. Under the CCAA, the basin is designated
as a nonattainment transitional area for the state ozone Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). The basin
is designated attainment or unclassified for the NAAQS.
Table 2.
NCCAB Attainment Status Designations
Pollutant

State Designation

National Designation

Ozone (O3)

Nonattainment 1

Attainment/Unclassified2

Inhalable Particulates (PM10)

Nonattainment

Unclassified

Fine Attainment (PM2.5)

Attainment

Attainment/Unclassified3

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Monterey County-Attainment
San Benito County-Unclassified
Santa Cruz County-Unclassified

Attainment/Unclassified

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Attainment

Attainment/Unclassified4

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

Attainment

Attainment/Unclassified5

Lead

Attainment

Attainment/Unclassified6

Notes:
1) Effective July 26, 2007, the ARB designated the NCCAB a nonattainment area for the state ozone standard, which was revised in 2006 to
include an 8-hour standard of 0.070 ppm.
2) In 2015, EPA adopted a new 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm.
3) This includes the 2006 24-hour standard of 35 μg/m3 and the 2012 annual standard of 12 μg/m3.
4) In 2012, EPA designated the entire state as attainment/unclassified for the 2010 NO2 standard.
5) In June 2011, the ARB recommended to EPA that the entire state be designated as attainment for the 2010 primary SO2 standard. Final
designations to be addressed in future EPA actions.
6) On October 15, 2008, EPA lowered the NAAQS for lead to 0.15 μg/m3. Final designations were made by EPA in November 2011.
Source: ARB 2018, MBARD 2018a.

Ambient Air Quality
Air pollutant concentrations are measured at several monitoring stations in Monterey County. The “Carmel
Valley-Ford Road Monitoring Station” is the closest representative monitoring site to the proposed project
site with sufficient data to meet U.S. EPA and/or ARB criteria for quality assurance. This monitoring
station monitors ambient concentrations of ozone and PM2.5. Ambient monitoring data for nitrogen dioxide
was obtained from the “Salinas #3 Monitoring Station.” Ambient monitoring data for PM10 was obtained
from the “King City 415 Pearl Street Monitoring Station.” Carbon monoxide has not been exceeded in
recent years and, as a result, is no longer monitored in Monterey County. Ambient monitoring data for the
last three years of available measurement data (i.e., 2016 through 2018) are summarized in Table 3. As
depicted, state and federal standards for ozone and nitrogen dioxide did not exceed ambient air quality
standards during the last three years of available data. The national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5
was exceeded in 2018 at the Carmel Valley-Ford monitoring station. The national standard for PM10 at the
King City monitoring station was not exceeded. Given that prevailing winds typically flow from the west
to the east, ambient PM concentrations along coastal areas, including the project site, are anticipated to be
less.
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Table 3.
Summary of Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data1
2016

2017

2018

0.068/0.061
0/0
0/0

0.066/0.058
0/0
0/0

0.082/0.070
0/0
0/0

Maximum concentration, ppm (1-hour average)
Annual average
Number of days state/national standard exceeded
Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)3

33
5
0/0

33
4
0/0

34
4
0/0

Maximum concentration, μg/m3 (state/national)
Annual Average
Number of days state/national standard exceeded
Suspended Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

72.6
24.5
*/0

71.4
26.0
*/0

95.3
29.3
*/0

Maximum concentration, μg/m3 (state/national)
Annual Average
Number of days national standard exceeded
(measured/calculated2)

22.6
4.5

28.7
5.2

42.2
5.6

0/0

0/0

1/1

Ozone

Maximum concentration, ppm (1-hour/8-hour average)
Number of days state/national 1-hour standard exceeded
Number of days state/national 8-hour standard exceeded
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

ppm = parts per million by volume, μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
1. Ambient data was obtained from the Salinas #3 Monitoring Station.
2. Measured days are those days that an actual measurement was greater than the standard. Calculated days are the estimated number of days
that a measurement would have been greater than the level of the standard had measurements been collected every day.
3. Based on data obtained from the King City-415 Pearl Street Monitoring Station.
* = Insufficient data available to determine the value.
Source: ARB 2019a

Sensitive Receptors
One of the most important reasons for air quality standards is the protection of those members of the
population who are most sensitive to the adverse health effects of air pollution termed "sensitive receptors."
The term sensitive receptors refer to specific population groups, as well as the land uses where individuals
would reside for long periods. Commonly identified sensitive population groups are children, the elderly,
the acutely ill, and the chronically ill. Commonly identified sensitive land uses would include facilities that
house or attract children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the
effects of air pollutants. Residential dwellings, schools, parks, playgrounds, childcare centers, convalescent
homes, and hospitals are examples of sensitive land uses.
The nearest sensitive receptor is a residence located approximately 525 ft. southwest of the proposed project
site. In addition, a hotel is located approximately 80 ft. northeast of the proposed project site.
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CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

X

6

b)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

X

6

c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

6

d)

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

X

6

Approach to Analysis
To assist local jurisdictions in the evaluation of air quality impacts, the MBARD has published the CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines (MBARD 2008). This guidance document includes recommended thresholds of
significance to be used for the evaluation of short-term construction, long-term operational, odor, toxic air
contaminant, and cumulative air quality impacts. These thresholds were developed taking into
consideration potential impacts to regional and local air quality and related public-health concerns. The
following MBARD-recommended thresholds of significance were relied upon for the determination of
impact significance:


Short-term Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants. Construction impacts would be significant if the
proposed project would emit greater than 82 pounds per day (lbs/day) of PM10 or will cause a
violation of PM10 national or state AAQS at nearby receptors. Construction-generated emissions
of ozone precursors (i.e., ROG or NOX) are accommodated in the emission inventories of state and
federally required air plans. For this reason, the MBARD has not identified recommended
thresholds of significance for construction-generated ozone precursors.



Long-Term Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants. Emissions of 137 lbs/day or more of direct and
indirect VOC emissions would have a significant impact on regional air quality by emitting
substantial amounts of ozone precursors (i.e., ROG or NOx) (MBARD 2008). Such projects would
significantly impact attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS. In addition, operational impacts
would be significant if the proposed project would emit greater than 82 lbs/day of PM10, or if the
project would contribute to local PM10 concentrations that exceed AAQS. Emissions of SOX would
be significant if the project generates direct emissions of greater than 150 lbs/day;



Local Mobile-Source CO Concentrations. Local mobile-source impacts would be significant if the
project generates direct emissions of greater than 550 lbs/day of CO or if the project would
contribute to local CO concentrations that exceed the CAAQS of 9.0 ppm for eight hours or 20
ppm for one hour. (Indirect emissions are typically considered to include mobile sources that access
the project site but generally emit off-site; direct emissions typically include sources that emitted
on-site (e.g., stationary sources, on-site mobile equipment).
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Toxic Air Contaminants. TAC impacts would be significant if the project would expose the public
to substantial levels of TACs so that the probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally
Exposed Individual would exceed 10 in 1 million and/or so that ground-level concentrations of
non- carcinogenic toxic air contaminants would result in a Hazard Index (HI) greater than 1 for the
Maximally Exposed Individual.



Odorous Emissions. Odor impacts would be significant if the project has the potential to frequently
expose members of the public to objectionable odors.

Short-term construction emissions associated with the construction of the project were quantified using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. The anticipated duration of
construction would be four months. Emissions were quantified based on project-specific data provided and
default modeling parameters contained in the model for Monterey County. Emissions modeling
assumptions are summarized in Table 4. Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and
results.

Construction Phase

Table 4.
Construction Modeling Assumptions
Duration
Off-Road Equipment 2
(Days) 1

Construction Vehicle
Trips 3

Demolition

6

1 Concrete/Industrial Saw
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe
1 Other Type

8 Worker Trips

Grading

6

1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe
1 Other Type

5 Worker Trips
194 Hauling Trips

Building Construction

72

1 Crane
1 Forklift
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe
2 Other Types

17 Worker Trips

Paving

3

1 Paver
2 Rollers
1 Other Type

10 Worker Trips
23 Hauling Trips

1.
2.
3.

Based on project applicant estimation of construction activity durations.
Based on project applicant equipment assumptions.
Worker trips are based on CalEEMod default assumptions.

Long-term operational emissions of the project were quantified using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2, based
on vehicle trip-generation rates from the project’s traffic report (Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019). A
maximum of 1,434 new vehicle trips and 1,602 vehicle trips diverted from SR 1 and Fremont Street was
assumed. Vehicle trip lengths for new trips were based on default daily average trip lengths identified in
the model. Increases in vehicle trip lengths for diverted trips were based on an estimated increase in travel
distance of approximately 0.6 miles, based on the distance from the project site to the SR 1/Fremont
Boulevard interchange. Other modeling assumptions, including vehicle fleet mix, energy usage rates, and
water usage rates, were based on CalEEMod model defaults. Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling
assumptions and results.
The proposed project would include the operation of a gasoline-dispensing facility that could result in the
emissions of TACs, primarily benzene. Emissions of benzene were computed using ARB emission factors
for gasoline-dispensing facilities (ARB 2013b). The AERSCREEN View dispersion model, version 2.7.0,
was used to predict pollutant concentrations at nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., residences and off-site
workers). The AERSCREEN View dispersion model provides conservative assumptions based on worstcase meteorological conditions. On-site emission sources included in the analysis included fuel dispensing,
fuel transfer to storage tanks, spillage, hose permeation, and pressure-driven losses. Modeling parameters
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were based on California Air Pollution Committee Officers Association (CAPCOA) Gasoline Service
Station Industrywide Risk Assessment Guidelines (CAPCOA 1997). Predicted cancer and non-cancer risks
associated with the proposed gasoline-dispensing facility were calculated in accordance with the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA 2015) Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health
Risk Assessments. Cancer and non-cancer health risks were calculated at the nearest off-site worker and
the nearest residence based on estimated distances of 50 and 160 meters, respectively. Refer to Appendix
A for health risk calculations.

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Consistency with the AQMP is assessed by comparing the
proposed growth associated with a proposed project with the population and dwelling unit forecasts
adopted by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). These projections are
used to generate emission forecasts upon which the AQMP is based. Projects which are consistent
with AMBAG’s regional forecasts would be considered consistent with the AQMP (MBARD
2008). In addition, projects that would result in a significant increase in emissions, in excess of
MBARD significance thresholds, would also be considered to potentially conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the AQMP.
The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in employment, nor would the
proposed project result in increased population growth. In addition, as noted in Response b below,
the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in emissions. For these reasons, the
implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in either
direct or indirect emissions that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.
Therefore, this impact would be considered less than significant.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Construction Emissions
Construction-generated emissions are short-term and of temporary duration, lasting only as long as
construction activities occur, but possess the potential to represent a significant air quality impact.
The construction of the proposed uses would result in the temporary generation of emissions
resulting from site demolition, grading, building construction, and motor vehicle exhaust associated
with construction equipment and on-road vehicle trips. Emissions of PM are largely associated
with ground disturbance and the movement of construction vehicles and equipment on unpaved
surfaces.
Construction-generated emissions associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 5.
As depicted, the proposed project would generate maximum daily PM10 emissions of approximately
2.3 lbs/day and would not exceed MBARD’s significance threshold of 82 lbs/day. Furthermore,
compliance with existing MBARD rules and regulations, such as Rule 402 (Nuisances) and Rule
425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt) would further minimize potential short-term air quality impacts. In
addition, construction projects using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers,
bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that temporarily emit precursors of ozone [i.e.,
volatile organic compounds (VOC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx)], are accommodated in the
emission inventories of state- and federally-required air plans and would not have a significant
impact on the attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS (MBARD 2008). For these same
reasons, construction-generated emissions would not be anticipated to result in a substantial
increase in localized or regional pollutant concentrations that would have a significant adverse
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impact to public health. As a result, short-term construction activities would be considered to have
a less-than-significant air quality impact.
Table 5.
Construction Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Emissions (lbs/day)
ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5

Construction Activity
Demolition

On-Site:
Off-Site:
Total:

0.63
0.04
0.67

6.31
0.04
6.35

0.32
0.07
0.39

0.29
0.02
0.31

On-Site:
Off-Site:
Total:

0.49
0.30
0.79

3.66
9.79
13.45

0.49
0.64
1.14

0.27
0.20
0.47

On-Site:
Off-Site:
Total:

0.87
0.11
0.98

7.03
0.94
7.97

0.50
0.19
0.69

0.46
0.06
0.52

On-Site:
Off-Site:
Total:
Maximum Daily Emissions1:

0.90
0.11
1.02
2.5
NA

10.23
2.36
12.59
32.4
NA

0.54
0.23
0.76
2.3
82
No

0.49
0.07
0.56
1.3
NA

Grading

Building Construction

Paving

MBARD Significance Threshold2:
Exceeds Threshold/Significant Impact?

1. Based on the highest daily emissions during summer or winter conditions without the implementation of fugitive dust control
measures. Assumes demolition, site preparation, grading, and paving could potentially occur simultaneously.
2. The MBARD has not identified significance thresholds for ROG, NOX, or PM2.5. Emissions of ROG and NOX are
accommodated in the emission inventories of state- and federally required air plans and would not have a significant impact on
the attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS. Emissions of PM2.5 are a component of PM10.
Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and results.

Operational Emissions
Daily activities associated with long-term operations of the proposed project would generate
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors from mobile, energy, and area sources. Mobile
sources include vehicular trips to and from the project site. Area sources include consumer products
(i.e., cleaning supplies), landscape maintenance equipment, and evaporative emissions (i.e., fuel
dispensing, fuel transfer to storage tanks, spillage, hose permeation, and pressure-driven losses).
Operational emissions are considered the long term and would occur for the lifetime of the proposed
project. Therefore, operational emissions have a greater potential to affect the attainment status of
an air basin, particularly as a result of increased traffic.
Daily operational emissions associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 6. As
depicted, the proposed project would generate maximum daily emissions of approximately 2.7
lbs/day of ROG, 8.9 lbs/day of NOX, 20.1 lbs/day of CO, 1.8 lbs/day of PM10, and 0.5 lbs/day of
PM2.5. Operational emissions are projected to decline in future years due primarily to
improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency. Furthermore, compliance with existing MBARD rules
and regulations, such as Rule 418 (Transfer of Gasoline into Stationary Storage Containers), Rule
1000 (Permit Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants), and
Rule 1002 (Transfer of Gasoline into Vehicle Fuel Tanks) would further minimize potential air
quality impacts. Daily operational emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed any MBARD
emissions thresholds and would not have a significant impact on regional air quality or attainment
and maintenance of ozone AAQS. For these same reasons, operational emissions would not be
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anticipated to result in a significant adverse impact to public health. As a result, long-term
operational activities would be considered to have a less-than-significant air quality impact.
Table 6.
Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Emissions (lbs/day) 1
Source
ROG NOX CO SOX PM10
Area2
Energy
Mobile Sources – New Trips3
Mobile Sources – Diverted Trips4
Maximum Daily Emissions:
MBARD Significance Threshold:
Exceeds Threshold/Significant Impact?

0.1
0.0
2.2
0.4
2.7
137
No

0.0
0.0
7.7
1.2
8.9
137
No

0.0
0.0
17.9
2.1
20.1
550
No

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
150
No

0.0
0.0
1.8
0.0
1.8
82
No

PM2.5
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.5
NA

1. To be conservative, maximum daily emissions are based on the highest daily emissions for summer or winter conditions.
2. Includes avaporative emissions from fuel dispensing, fuel transfer to storage tanks, spillage, hose permeation, and pressure
driven losses.
3. Based on an estimated 1,434 new trips/day and default trip distances contained in the CalEEMod computer program for
Monterey County. Excludes diverted trips.
4. Based on an estimated 1,602 diverted trips/day and an estimated increase in travel distance of 0.6 miles from the project site to
the Highway 1/Fremont Boulevard interchange.
Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and results.

c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. With regard to public health and welfare, both the U.S. EPA and
the State of California have developed AAQS for various pollutants. These standards define the
maximum amount of air pollutants that can be present in ambient air. An AAQS is generally
specified as a concentration averaged over a specific time period, such as one hour, eight hours, 24
hours, or one year. The different averaging times and concentrations are meant to protect against
different exposure effects. In general, the standards adopted by the State of California are
equivalent to or more health-protective than the national standards established by the U.S. EPA.
To assist local jurisdictions with the evaluation of localized pollutant concentrations and potential
health-related impacts, MBARD has developed recommended thresholds of significance and
screening criteria for the pollutants of primary concern (e.g., PM10, CO, TACs). Accordingly,
project-generated emissions of PM10 that exceed 82 lbs/day could result in a violation of PM10
AAQS at nearby receptors, which could result in health-related impacts to nearby receptors. In
addition, ground-level concentrations of TACs that would result in an incremental increase in
cancer risk of 10 in 1 million or a HI greater than 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual would
also be considered to result in a potentially significant impact to human health. Projects that
contribute to or result in decreased levels of service (LOS) of E, or worse, at signalized intersections
may contribute to localized CO concentrations that could exceed AAQS, which may result in
health-related impacts to nearby individuals. Other pollutants of localized concern include
exposure to naturally-occurring asbestos.
Short-term and long-term pollutants of primary concern with regard to potential health-related
impacts include construction-generated emissions of TACs, naturally-occurring asbestos,
particulate matter, and carbon monoxide. Short-term and long-term localized air quality impacts
are discussed in greater detail, as follows:
Short-term Construction
Naturally-Occurring Asbestos. Naturally-occurring asbestos, which was identified by ARB as a
TAC in 1986, is located in many parts of California and is commonly associated with ultramafic
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rock. The project site is not located near any areas that are likely to contain ultramafic rock (DOC
2000). As a result, the risk of exposure to asbestos during the construction process would be
considered less than significant.
TACs (DPM Emissions). The primary TAC of concern associated with short-term construction
projects is diesel-exhaust particulate matter (DPM). Implementation of the proposed project would
result in the generation of DPM emissions during construction associated with the use of off-road
diesel equipment for site grading, paving and other construction activities. Health-related risks
associated with diesel-exhaust emissions are primarily associated with long-term exposure and
associated risk of contracting cancer. For off-site work and residential land uses, the calculation of
cancer risk associated with exposure to TACs is typically calculated based on a 25-year and 30year period of exposure, respectively. The use of diesel-powered construction equipment, however,
would be temporary and episodic. Assuming that construction activities involving the use of dieselfueled equipment would to occur over an approximately four month period, project-related
construction activities would constitute less than two percent of the typical exposure period. As a
result, exposure to construction-generated DPM would not be anticipated to exceed applicable
thresholds (i.e., incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 in one million or a HI greater than 1) and
would have a less-than-significant impact to nearby receptors.
Fugitive Dust Emissions. Implementation of the proposed project would result in short-term
emissions of fugitive PM associated with ground disturbance. However, compliance with
applicable MBARD rules and regulations, including but not limited to, Rule 402 for the control of
nuisance–related emissions would minimize potential impacts to occupants of nearby land uses.
Furthermore, as noted in Response b), construction-generated PM10 would be significantly less than
MBARD’s daily significance threshold of 82 lbs/day. As previously noted, MBARD has
determined that emissions below 82 lbs/day would not be anticipated to exceed AAQS.
Furthermore, no other major construction projects were identified in the project vicinity. For these
reasons, construction activities would be considered to have a less-than-significant short-term
impact on nearby sensitive receptors.
Long-term Operation
Potential long-term exposure to localized pollutants would be primarily associated with evaporative
emissions from the proposed gasoline-dispensing facility. To a lesser extent, the proposed project
would also contribute to increased mobile-source CO and PM emissions along nearby roadways
and intersections. Localized emissions associated with the gasoline-dispensing facility and mobilesource CO and PM emissions are discussed in greater detail, as follows:
Gasoline-Dispensing Emissions. Long-term operations of the proposed project would include the
operation of a gasoline-dispensing facility that could result in the emissions of TACs, primarily
benzene. Predicted cancer and non-cancer risks associated with the proposed gasoline-dispensing
facility at the nearest off-site worker and the nearest residence are summarized in Tables 7 and 8,
respectively. As depicted in Table 7, predicted cancer risks at the nearest off-site worker would
be 1.57 in one million and the non-cancer HI would be 0.09. At the nearest residence, the predicted
cancer risk would be 1.37 in one million and the calculated non-cancer chronic and acute HI would
be 0.01. Predicted cancer and non-cancer health risks at the nearest off-site worker and the nearest
residence would not exceed MBARD’s thresholds of significance of 10 in one million for cancer
risk or a HI of 1.0. For these reasons, emissions associated with the proposed gasoline-dispensing
facility would be considered to have a less-than-significant long-term impact.
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Table 7.
Maximum Health Risks at the Nearest Off-Site Worker
Source

Maximum Cancer Risk (per million)

Refueling & Dispensing Operations
MBARD Thresholds
Exceed Threshold?

1.57
10
No

Hazard Index
8-Hour
0.09
1
No

Includes emissions associated with fuel dispensing, fuel transfer to storage tanks, spillage, hose permeation, and pressure driven
losses.

Table 8.
Maximum Health Risks at the Nearest Residence
Source

Maximum Cancer Risk (per million)

Refueling & Dispensing Operations
MBARD Thresholds
Exceed Threshold?

1.37
10
No

Hazard Index
Chronic Acute
0.01
1
No

0.01
1
No

Includes emissions associated with fuel dispensing, fuel transfer to storage tanks, spillage, hose permeation, and pressure driven
losses.

Mobile-Source CO. As noted above, the implementation of the proposed project would not result
in the installation of any major stationary sources of emissions. As a result, CO generated by
mobile sources would be considered the primary pollutant of local concern associated with longterm operational activities. Mobile-source emissions of CO are a direct function of traffic volume,
speed, and delay. Transport of CO is extremely limited because it disperses rapidly with distance
from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, under specific meteorological
and operational conditions, such as near areas of heavily congested vehicle traffic, CO
concentrations may reach unhealthy levels. If inhaled, CO can be adsorbed easily by the
bloodstream and can inhibit oxygen delivery to the body, which can cause significant health effects
ranging from slight headaches to death. The most serious effects are felt by individuals susceptible
to oxygen deficiencies, including people with anemia and those suffering from chronic lung or
heart disease. For this reason, localized mobile-source CO concentrations are of potential concern
near signalized intersections that experience high traffic volumes/vehicle congestion and are
projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS E, or worse) (Caltrans 1996).
Furthermore, between 2000 and 2016, national average CO concentrations decreased by
approximately 61 percent and regional average CO concentrations in the California and Nevada
region decreased by approximately 60 percent (EPA 2018b).
Based on the traffic analysis prepared for this project, nearby intersections are projected to operate
at LOS C, or better, with project implementation (Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019).
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in or contribute to unacceptable levels of
service (i.e., LOS E, or worse) at primarily affected signalized intersections. For this reason and
given the regions low background CO concentrations, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in or contribute to localized mobile-source CO concentrations that would be
projected to exceed applicable AAQS. In addition, CalEEMod results show that maximum daily
CO emissions would be approximately 20.1 lbs/day and would not exceed the MBARD
recommended threshold of 550 lbs/day. As a result, the project’s contribution to localized CO
concentrations and potential health-related impacts on nearby receptors would be considered less
than significant.
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Mobile-Source PM. As previously noted, on-site emissions of PM10 exceeding 82 lbs/day could
result in a violation of PM10 AAQS at nearby receptors, which could result in health-related
impacts. As noted in Table 6, the proposed project would generate a total of approximately 1.8
lbs/day of PM10. A majority of these PM emissions would be associated with mobile sources and
would be dispersed over a large area along area roadways. As a result, the proposed project would
not generate localized emissions of PM10 that would exceed MBARD’s significance threshold.
Therefore, this impact would be considered less than significant.
d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the
installation of any major sources of odors. In addition, no major sources of odors have been
identified in the vicinity of the project site. As a result, the implementation of the proposed project
would not result in the long-term exposure of individuals to increased concentrations of odors.
However, construction of the proposed facilities would involve the use of a variety of gasoline or
diesel-powered equipment that would emit exhaust fumes. Exhaust fumes, particularly dieselexhaust, may be considered objectionable by some people. In addition, pavement coatings used
during project construction would also emit temporary odors. However, construction-generated
emissions would occur intermittently and would dissipate rapidly within increasing distance from
the source. As a result, short-term construction activities would not expose a substantial number
of people to frequent odorous emissions. For these reasons, this impact would be considered less
than significant.

Conclusion: The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on air quality.

5.2.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Setting
The project site is located within an urbanized area of Seaside. The property is occupied by a car sales lot
and does not contain any vegetation or trees. The site is surrounded by urban development and the habitat
value on the property is considered low.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
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Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2, 3
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
d)

e)

f)

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2, 3

X

1, 2, 3

Explanation
a)

No Impact. The site is fully developed and does not contain any trees or other significant vegetation
or habitat. Due to the lack of suitable habitat, no impacts would result from habitat modifications
or adverse effects on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species.

b)

No Impact. The proposed project site is developed and does not contain any riparian habitat or
sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No impacts
related to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans
would result from project implementation.

c)

No Impact. The proposed project is located on a developed infill site and no natural hydrologic
features or federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act occur on
site. Therefore, no direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of a wetland area would
occur from implementation of the proposed project. No impacts related to wetlands would result
from project implementation.

d)

No Impact. The project is proposed on an infill site surrounded by development and has not been
found to contain any native resident or wildlife species. The proposed project site is not located
within a designated wildlife corridor. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any
impacts that would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

e)

No Impact. The proposed project site does not contain any trees or other habitat, nor are there any
trees in the project vicinity that could be impacted by project construction or operation. The
proposed project, therefore, would not result in any impacts related to potential conflict with any
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance.

f)

No Impact. There is presently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan in
the City. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to
interference with any current local, regional, or state HCPs or NCCPs, and no mitigation would be
required.

Conclusion: The project would have no impact on biological resources.
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5.2.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Setting
Evidence from coastal areas of Monterey County suggests settlement by at least 5,000 B.C. and possibly
earlier. According to the Seaside General Plan, several areas of the City contain significant archaeological
resources associated with occupation and settlement of the area. The Seaside General Plan has identified
areas of moderate to high archaeological sensitivity in the City, these areas include: 1) the drainage area
along the southern border of Seaside, leading into Laguna del Rey, which has been identified as highly
sensitive; 2) the area of active sand dunes along the coast has been identified as moderately sensitive; and
3) the area east of General Jim Moore Boulevard preserved by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has
been identified as highly sensitive. As shown in Figure 10 Archeological Resources, the proposed project
site is not located in the vicinity of any of these areas identified in the Seaside General Plan as containing
archeological resources.
The 2004 Seaside General Plan identified Stilwell Hall and 35 other structures in the East Garrison area of
Fort Ord as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; however, the proposed project would not
be located within the former Fort Ord. In addition, the Draft 2030 Seaside General Plan identifies that
according to the Office of Historic Preservation, there are no resources listed as California Historical
Landmarks or Points of Interest and no resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historic Resources in Seaside.

CEQA Thresholds
Potentially
Significant
Issues

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

1, 2, 3

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §
15064.5?

X

1, 2, 3

c)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

X

1, 2, 3

Explanation
a)

No Impact. No listed or known potential National Register of Historic Places and/or California
Register of Historical Resources are located within the City and, thus, there are none within the
vicinity of the proposed project site. No other significant or potentially significant local, state or
federal historic properties, landmarks, points of interest, etc. have been identified in or adjacent to
the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts would result to historical resources pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.5.
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10

b, c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The construction of the proposed
project would occur within the existing developed and paved areas of the site. Any archaeological
resources would likely have been unearthed at the time of original disturbance to the site. Further,
the City’s General Plan does not identify any archaeologically significant sites within the vicinity
of the proposed project site. No known archaeological resources or human remains have been
documented at the proposed project site. However, no subsurface testing for buried archaeological
resources was completed, and, therefore, there is the possibility of inadvertently uncovering such
resources or human remains during construction. The potential inadvertent discovery of
archaeological resources and/or human remains and potential inadvertent damage or disturbance
during construction would be considered a significant impact. This impact can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 and CR-2.

Mitigation Measure
MM CR-1 If archaeological materials or features are discovered at any time during
construction, work shall be halted within 50 meters (150 ft.) of the find until it can
be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist (defined as one who is
certified by the Society of Professional Archaeologists). If the find is determined
to be significant, appropriate mitigation measures shall be formulated and
implemented.
MM CR-2 If human remains are discovered at any time during construction, work shall be
halted within 50 meters (150 ft.) of the find.
▪

The contractor shall call the Monterey County Coroner and await the
Coroner’s clearance. If the coroner determines the remains are Native
American, the Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours.

▪

NAHC shall notify the most likely descendent.

▪

The Native American descendent, with permission of the landowner or
representative, may inspect the site of the discovery and recommend the means
for treating or disposing with appropriate dignity the human remains and any
associated grave goods.

▪

The Native American descendent shall complete their inspection and make
their recommendation within 24 hours of their notification by the Native
American Heritage Commission. The recommendation may include the
removal and analysis of human remains and associated items; preservation of
the Native American human remains and associated items in place;
relinquishment of Native American human remains and associated items to the
descendants for treatment; or other culturally appropriate treatment. If the
NAHC is unable to identify a descendent or the descendent identified fails to
make a recommendation within 24 hours, the landowner shall reinter the
human remains and items associated with the Native American burials with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance.

▪

If the landowner and Native American descendent reach agreement on the
appropriate procedure, the landowner shall follow this procedure.
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▪

If the landowner and Native American descent cannot reach agreement, the
parties shall consult with the Native American Heritage Commission. The
landowner shall consider and, if agreeable, follow the identified procedure.

▪

If the landowner and Native American descendant cannot reach agreement
after consultation, the Native American human remains shall be reinterred on
the property with appropriate dignity.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on cultural resources after incorporation
of the mitigation measures identified above.

5.2.6

ENERGY

Setting
Starting in 2018, all PG&E customers within Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties were
automatically enrolled in MBCP. MBCP is a locally-controlled public agency providing carbon-free
electricity to residents and businesses. Formed in February 2017, MBCP is a joint powers authority, and is
based on a local energy model called community choice energy. MBCP partners with PG&E, which
continues to provide billing, power transmission and distribution, customer service, grid maintenance
services and natural gas services to Monterey County. MBCP’s standard electricity offering, is carbon free
and is classified as 30 percent renewable. Of the electricity provided by MBCP in 2018, 40 percent was
hydroelectric, and 30 percent was solar and wind (eligible renewables) (MBCP 2019).

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

6.

ENERGY. Would the project:

a)

Result in potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

X

1, 2

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

X

1, 2

b)

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Energy use consumed by the proposed project was estimated in
the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Assessment prepared by Ambient Air Quality and
Noise Consulting (October 2019). This included natural gas and electricity consumption for the
proposed gas station.
Operational Energy Usage
Operation of the proposed gas station would consume energy (in the form of electricity and natural
gas) primarily for operation of the pumps and lighting as well as building heating and cooling
associated with the controllers enclosure. Table 9 summarizes the estimated energy use of the
proposed project.
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Table 9.
Estimated Annual Energy Use of Proposed Project
Electricity Use
Proposed Project
(kWh)

Costco Gas Station

24,886.05

Source: Ambient November 2019 (Appendix A)

Natural Gas Use
(kBtu)
89,676.95

However, the energy use increase is likely overstated because the estimates for energy use do not
take into account the most up to date energy standards that the proposed project would be built in
accordance to, including the 2019 California Building Code standards and Title 24 energy
efficiency standards (or subsequently adopted standards during the two-year construction term),
and CALGreen code, which includes insulation and design provisions to minimize wasteful energy
consumption, thereby improving the efficiency of the overall project.
The total annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the proposed project is approximately 829,682
miles (Ambient 2019). Using U.S. EPA’s estimated average fuel economy of 23.2 miles per gallon
(mpg), the project would result in the consumption of approximately 35,762 gallons of gasoline per
year. Comparatively, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) estimates the vehicle
fuel consumption for Monterey County in 2020 will be 223,011,000 gallons of gasoline, which
would mean that the proposed project would only account for .016% of the County-wide vehicle
fuel consumption (Caltrans 2008). In addition, the proposed project would be in close proximity
to major transit services and would be served by bus routes 8, 20, 67, 75 (refer to Section 5.2.17
Transportation). As a result, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a
substantial increase on transportation-related energy use.
Energy Used During Construction
The anticipated construction schedule assumes that the proposed project would be built-out over a
period of approximately four months. The construction phase would require energy for the
manufacture and transportation of building materials, preparation of the site (e.g., excavation, and
grading), and the actual construction of the facility. Petroleum-based fuels such as diesel fuel and
gasoline would be the primary sources of energy for these tasks. The construction energy use has
not been determined at this time. However, the proposed project would not cause inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy as the construction schedule and process would
be designed to be efficient in order to avoid excess monetary costs. That is because equipment and
fuel are not typically used wastefully on the site due to the added expenses associated with renting,
maintaining, and fueling the equipment. Hand tools would be used when possible in order to avoid
use of heavy machinery. Furthermore, energy used required to complete construction would be
limited and short-term.
Based on the discussion above, the proposed project would not result in potentially significant
environmental impact, during operation or construction, due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated above, the construction and operation of the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact due to energy usage and efficiency and, thus,
would not conflict with local or state plans for energy efficiency. The proposed project would also
be required to build to California Building Code standards, Title 24 energy efficiency standards (or
subsequently adopted standards during the construction term), and CALGreen code, which includes
design provisions to minimize wasteful energy consumption, thereby improving the efficiency of
the overall project. As a result, the proposed project would comply with existing state energy
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standards and would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency.
Conclusion: The proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts related to energy use.

5.2.7

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Setting
Information contained in the section was derived from the Geotechnical Study, Proposed New Fuel Facility,
Costco Wholesale Warehouse No. 131 (Geotechnical Study) prepared for the proposed project by
Kleinfelder (November 12, 2018) (Appendix B).
Subsurface Conditions
Subsurface soils encountered during our subsurface explorations consist of a thin layer of undocumented
fill (approximately two to 2½ ft. thick) underlain by coastal terrace deposits comprised generally of poorly
graded sand to poorly graded sand with silt. A discussion of the subsurface materials encountered is
presented in the following sections. Detailed descriptions of the deposits are provided in boring logs
presented in Appendix B.
Undocumented fill soils associated with pervious site grading and fill activities were encountered in several
explorations with a thickness ranging from approximately one to 2 ½ ft. below the existing ground surface
(bgs). As observed in the borings, the fill consisted generally of silty sands with varying amounts of small
gravels. Laboratory testing indicates in-situ moisture contents range from approximately four to seven
percent.
Coastal terrace deposits comprised generally of poorly graded sand to poorly graded sand with silt were
observed beneath the fill and extended to the maximum depths explored of 51 ½ ft. bgs. The sand was
typically fine grained and become coarser with depth. The soils were typically medium dense to very dense
and blow counts were observed to increase consistently with depth.
Groundwater
During subsurface exploration, groundwater was encountered within Boring KB-1 at a depth of
approximately 32 ft. bgs. The Geotechnical Study notes, fluctuations of the groundwater level, localized
zones of perched water, and increased soil moisture content should be anticipated during and following the
rainy season.
Assessment of Potential Geologic Hazards
Localized Faulting. The site is not located within a currently delineated State of California Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS 2018). No known active faults have been identified on the site or project
towards the site; thus, the potential for future surface fault rupture at the site is considered to be low.
Flood Hazard. The Federal Emergency and Management Administration (FEMA) maintain a collection of
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), which cover the entire U.S. These maps identify those areas which
may be subjected to 100-year and 500-year cycle floods. Based on review of these maps, the site is in an
area zoned as Zone X. Zone X is defined as an area with less than 0.2 percent annual chance flood, or 1
percent annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or drainage less than 1 square mile; and
areas protected by levees from 1 percent chance flood. The Geotechnical Study notes that the levee, dikes,
and other structures in this area have not been shown to comply with NFIP regulations and that this area
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may be subject to updates to revise the flood hazard in this area. The flood zone is based on our review of
FEMA Map Number 06053C0327G (FEMA 2009).
Landslides. Landslides are ground failures (several tens to hundreds of ft. deep) in which a (mass of earth
material, including debris and often portions of bedrock) large section of a slope detaches and slides
downhill. Landslides are not to be confused with minor surficial slope failures (slumps), which are usually
limited to the topsoil zone and can occur on slopes composed of almost any geologic material. Landslides
can cause damage to structures both above and below the slide mass. Structures above the slide area are
typically damaged by undermining of foundations. Areas below a slide mass can be damaged by being
overridden and crushed by the failed slope material. Because the existing site is relatively flat the
Geotechnical Study notes that the project site would have not have potential for landslides.
Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement. The term liquefaction describes a phenomenon in which saturated,
cohesionless or very low plasticity soils temporarily lose shear strength (liquefy) due to increased pore
water pressures induced by strong, cyclic ground motions during an earthquake. Structures founded on or
above potentially liquefiable soils may experience bearing capacity failures due to the temporary loss of
foundation support, vertical settlements (both total and differential), and/or undergo lateral spreading. The
factors known to influence liquefaction potential include age, soil type, relative density, grain size,
plasticity, confining pressure, depth to groundwater, and the intensity and duration of the seismic ground
shaking. Liquefaction is most prevalent in young loose to medium dense, non-plastic coarse-grained soils
below the groundwater table. The subsurface soils at the site are not considered susceptible to liquefaction
or significant seismically-induced settlement due to the depth of groundwater and density of the soils at
depth.
Expansive Soils. Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume changes
(shrink or swell) due to variations in moisture content. Changes in soil moisture content can result from
precipitation, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched groundwater, drought, or other
factors and may result in unacceptable settlement or heave of structures or concrete slabs supported on
grade. The soils underlying the site are granular (sand and silty sand) and considered non-expansive.
Subsidence. The site is not located in an area of known local ground subsidence due to the withdrawal of
subsurface fluids. Accordingly, the potential for subsidence occurring at the site due to the withdrawal of
oil, gas, or water to impact the structure is considered low.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
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Potentially
Significant
Issues

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)

Seismic-related
liquefaction?

iv)

Landslides?

ground

failure,

including

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

7

X

7

X

7

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

X

7

c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

X

7

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
direct or indirect risks to life or property?

X

7

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

X

1

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

X

1, 2, 3

f)

Explanation
ai)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated in the Geotechnical Study, the potential for surface
rapture is low as no active faults cross the region and the proposed project site is located outside
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zones. Potential effects associated with the rupture of known faults are
discussed separately below; please refer to Response aii) for more information. This represents a
less-than-significant impact.

aii)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Due to its location in a seismically active region, the proposed
building and associated structures would likely be subject to strong seismic ground shaking during
their design life in the event of a major earthquake on any of the region’s active faults. This could
pose a risk to proposed structures and infrastructure. Compliance with the recommendations
outlined in the Geotechnical Study as well as all applicable building requirements related to seismic
safety, including applicable provisions of the California Building Code and Title 24 of the
California Administrative Code would ensure that potential adverse impacts would be reduced to
a less-than significant level.

aiii)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the Geotechnical Study, subsurface soils at the site
are not considered susceptible to liquefaction or significant seismically-induced settlement due to
the depth of groundwater and density of the soils at depth. As described above, the project site may
be subject to strong ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. As part of the project a
grading permit through the City would be required. As part of the grading permit (pursuant City
Municipal Code Section 15.32.090) final design of the project would be required to be in
conformance with the recommendations outlined in the Geotechnical Study. Furthermore, the
project would be constructed to standard engineering and seismic safety design techniques pursuant
the California Building Code. The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with
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all state, federal, and other laws, rules, regulations to avoid or minimize potential direct or indirect
damage from seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction. Therefore, this would be
considered a less-than-significant impact.
aiv)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Geotechnical Study notes that the project site is relatively
flat and as a result there is no potential for landslides. Therefore, the potential for landslides is low
and this would be considered a less-than-significant impact. See also aiii) above.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Development of the project would require grading of up to one
acre, which could result in a temporary increase in erosion. As described in aiii) above, the project
would be required to obtain a grading permit from the City which would require submittal of an
erosion control plan and drainage plan prior to issuance of a grading permit.
Furthermore, the proposed project would also be subject to the requirements of the NPDES
Program General Storm Water Permit, which includes the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as outlined in Section 5.2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality for
construction activities disturbing one acre or more. Any temporary erosion related to construction
would be minimized through the implementation of standard construction phase BMPs related to
erosion. Erosion control measures and associated BMPs would be consistent with the
recommended measures contained in the California Stormwater BMP Handbooks. Applicable
measures may include the following:


Stockpiling and disposing of demolition debris, concrete, and soil.



Protecting existing storm drain inlets and stabilizing disturbed areas.



Hydroseeding/re-vegetating disturbed areas.



Minimizing areas of impervious surfaces.



Implementing runoff controls (e.g., percolation basins and drainage facilities).



Properly managing construction materials.



Managing waste, aggressively controlling litter, and implementing sediment controls.



Limiting grading to the minimum area necessary for construction and operation of the
project.

Compliance with City and state requirements, and the above BMPs would ensure that construction
activities associated with the project would not cause substantial soil erosion under CEQA and
potential erosion related impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated above, the results of the Geotechnical Study indicate
the project does not contain soil and geologic hazards that could result in lateral spreading,
subsidence, or liquefaction, which could damage proposed structures. Further, impacts associated
with these soil and geotechnical hazards would be minimized by applying the recommendations
outlined in the Geotechnical Study. Therefore, this represent a less-than-significant impact.

d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the Geotechnical Study, soils underlying the site
are granular (sand and silty sand) and considered non-expansive. Further, impacts associated with
these soil and geotechnical hazards would be minimized by applying the recommendations outlined
in the Geotechnical Study. Therefore, this represent a less-than-significant impact.
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e)

No Impact. The project does not propose any septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
system, and, therefore, no impact would occur.

f)

No Impact. There are no known paleontological resources or unique geologic features on the
project site. The project site is not listed within an area identified as containing paleontological
resources nor is it located in close proximity to any known paleontological resources. Further, the
proposed project is already disturbed, and any paleontological resources likely would have been
unearthed at the time of development. The project would not impact any paleontological resources,
as none are known in the project area.

Conclusion: The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on geology and soils with
implementation of identified standard permit conditions and BMPs.

5.2.8

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Setting 2
An Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Impact Assessment for the proposed project was prepared by Ambient
Air Quality and Noise Consulting (November 2019). The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment
provides an evaluation of potential air quality and GHG impacts associated with the proposed project.
Information contained in the section was derived from this assessment.
To fully understand global climate change, it is important to recognize the naturally occurring “greenhouse
effect” and to define the GHGs that contribute to this phenomenon. Various gases in the earth’s atmosphere,
classified as atmospheric GHGs, play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface temperature. Solar
radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s
surface. The earth emits this radiation back toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from
high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. Greenhouse gases, which are
transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a result, this radiation that
otherwise would have escaped back into space is now retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere.
This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the
greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and
sulfur hexafluoride. These primary GHGs attributed to global climate change, are discussed, in greater
detail in Appendix A.
Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or persistence, of the
gas molecule in the atmosphere. Often, estimates of GHG emissions are presented in CO2e, which weighs
each gas by its global warming potential (GWP). Expressing GHG emissions in CO2e takes the contribution
of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect
that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted. Table 10 provides a summary of the GWP for GHG
emissions of typical concern with regard to community development projects, based on a 100-year time
horizon. As indicated, methane traps over 25 times more heat per molecule than CO2, and N2O absorbs
roughly 298 times more heat per molecule than CO2. Additional GHG with high GWP includes nitrogen
trifluoride, sulfur hexafluoride, perfluorocarbons, and black carbon.

2

For more information on regulatory framework governing GHG emissions, please see Appendix A.
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Table 10.
Global Warming Potential for GHGs
Global Warming Potential (100-year)

Greenhouse Gas

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
Methane (CH4)
Nitrous Dioxide (N2O)

1
25
298

*Based on IPCC GWP values for a 100-year time horizon
Source: IPCC 2007

Sources of GHG Emissions
On a global scale, GHG emissions are predominantly associated with activities related to energy production;
changes in land use, such as deforestation and land clearing; industrial sources; agricultural activities;
transportation; waste and wastewater generation; and commercial and residential land uses. Worldwide,
energy production including the burning of coal, natural gas, and oil for electricity and heat is the largest
single source of global GHG emissions (U.S. EPA 2018c).
In 2015, GHG emissions within California totaled 440.4 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e. GHG
emissions, by sector, are summarized in Figure 11. Within California, the transportation sector is the
largest contributor, accounting for approximately 37 percent of the total state-wide GHG emissions.
Emissions associated with industrial uses are the second largest contributor, totaling roughly 21 percent.
Electricity generation totaled roughly 19 percent (ARB 2018c).
Figure 11.
California GHG Emissions Inventory by Scoping Plan Sector

Source: ARB, 2018c.

Short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs), such as black carbon, fluorinated gases, and methane also have a
dramatic effect on climate change. Though short-lived, these pollutants create a warming influence on the
climate that is many times more potent than that of carbon dioxide.
As part of the ARB’s efforts to address SLCPs, the ARB has developed a statewide emission inventory for
black carbon. The black carbon inventory will help support the implementation of the SLCP Strategy, but
it is not part of the state’s GHG inventory that tracks progress towards the state’s climate targets. The most
recent inventory for year 2013 conditions is depicted in Figure 12. As depicted, off-road mobile sources
account for a majority of black carbon emissions totaling roughly 36 percent of the inventory. Other major
anthropogenic sources of black carbon include on-road transportation, residential wood burning, fuel
combustion, and industrial processes (ARB 2018d).
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Figure 12.
California Black Carbon Emissions Inventory (Year 2013)

Source: ARB, 2018c.

Effects of Global Climate Change
There are uncertainties as to exactly what the climate changes will be in various local areas of the earth.
There are also uncertainties associated with the magnitude and timing of other consequences of a warmer
planet: sea-level rise, spread of certain diseases out of their usual geographic range, the effect on agricultural
production, water supply, sustainability of ecosystems, increased strength and frequency of storms, extreme
heat events, increased air pollution episodes, and the consequence of these effects on the economy.
Within California, climate changes would likely alter the ecological characteristics of many ecosystems
throughout the state. Such alterations would likely include increases in surface temperatures and changes
in the form, timing, and intensity of precipitation. For instance, historical records are depicting an
increasing trend toward earlier snowmelt in the Sierra Nevada. This snowpack is a principal supply of
water for the state, providing roughly 50 percent of state’s annual runoff. If this trend continues, some
areas of the state may experience an increased danger of floods during the winter months and possible
exhaustion of the snowpack during spring and summer months. Earlier snowmelt would also impact the
state’s energy resources. Currently, approximately 20 percent of California's electricity comes from
hydropower. Early exhaustion of the Sierra snowpack may force electricity producers to switch to more
costly or non-renewable forms of electricity generation during spring and summer months. A changing
climate may also impact agricultural crop yields, coastal structures, and biodiversity. As a result, resultant
changes in climate will likely have detrimental effects on some of California’s largest industries, including
agriculture, wine, tourism, skiing, recreational and commercial fishing, and forestry (CCCC 2012; PCL
2018).
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CEQA Thresholds
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Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact
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Checklist
Source(s)

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

X

6

b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

X

6

Approach to Analysis
As of October 2019, the MBARD Board of Directors has not adopted recommended GHG significance
thresholds applicable to development projects (MBARD 2014). However, it is important to note that other
air districts within the State of California have recently adopted recommended CEQA significance
thresholds for GHG emissions. For instance, on March 28, 2012, the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control
District (SLOAPCD) Board approved thresholds of significance for the evaluation of project-related
increases of GHG emissions. The SLOAPCD’s significance thresholds include both qualitative and
quantitative threshold options, which include a bright-line threshold of 1,150 MTCO2e/year. The
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) the Mendocino County Air
Quality Management District (MCAQMD) have adopted similar significance thresholds of 1,100
MTCO2e/year and the Placer County Air Pollution Control District is currently considering adoption of a
proposed mass-emissions threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e/year. The GHG significance thresholds are based
on AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals, which take into consideration the emission reduction strategies
outlined in ARB’s Scoping Plan. Development projects located within these jurisdictions that would exceed
these thresholds would be considered to have a potentially significant impact on the environment which
could conflict with applicable GHG-reduction plans, policies, and regulations. Projects with GHG
emissions that do not exceed the applicable threshold would be considered to have a less-than-significant
impact on the environment and would not be anticipated to conflict with AB 32 GHG emission-reduction
goals (PCAPCD 2016, SLOAPCD 2016, SMAQMD 2014, MCAQMD 2010).
As noted above, MBARD has not yet adopted recommended GHG significance thresholds applicable to
development projects. In the interim, the MBARD recommends the use of other thresholds, such as those
adopted by the SLOAPCD. For purposes of this analysis, project-generated emissions in excess of 1,100
MTCO2e/year would be considered to have a potentially significant impact. This mass-emission threshold
is based on thresholds adopted by SMAQMD and MCAQMD, which is slightly more conservative than the
threshold recommended by SLOAPCD.
Short-term construction emissions associated with the construction of the project were quantified using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. The anticipated duration of
construction would be four months. Emissions were quantified based on project-specific data provided and
default modeling parameters contained in the model for Monterey County. Emissions modeling
assumptions are summarized in Table 4. Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and
results.
Long-term operational emissions of the project were quantified using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2, based
on vehicle trip-generation rates from the project’s traffic report (Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2019). A
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maximum of 1,434 new vehicle trips and 1,602 vehicle trips diverted from SR 1 and Fremont Street was
assumed. Vehicle trip lengths for new trips were based on default daily average trip lengths identified in
the model. Increases in vehicle trip lengths for diverted trips were based on an estimated increase in travel
distance of approximately 0.6 miles, based on the distance from the project site to the SR 1/Fremont
Boulevard interchange. The fleet mix was based on defaults identified in the model. Other modeling
assumptions, including energy usage rates and water usage rates, were based on CalEEMod model defaults.
Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and results.

Explanation
a, b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Short-term Construction
Construction-generated GHG emissions are summarized in Table 11. As depicted, the construction
of the project would generate a total of approximately 49.0 MTCO2e. Amortized GHG emissions,
when averaged over an assumed 30-year life of the proposed project, would total approximately
1.6 MTCO2e/year. There would also be a small amount of GHG emissions from waste generated
during construction; however, this amount is speculative. Construction-generated emissions would
vary, depending on the final construction schedules, equipment required, and activities conducted.
Long-term Operation
Operational GHG emissions for the proposed project are summarized in Table 12. With the
inclusion of amortized construction-generated emissions, the proposed project would generate a
total of approximately 659.1 MTCO2e/year under year 2020 conditions. Mobile sources are
projected to account for roughly 98.3 percent of the total operational GHG emissions. Remaining
GHG operational emissions would be predominantly associated with energy use. Project-generated
GHG emissions are projected to decrease in future years due largely to improvements in vehicle
fleet emissions.
Table 11.
Construction GHG Emissions

Annual Emissions
(MTCO2e/Year)

Construction Activity
Demolition
Grading
Building Construction
Paving

Total Construction Emissions:
Amortized Net Change in Construction Emissions1:

1. Amortized emissions are quantified based on estimated 30-year project life.
Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and results.
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Year 2020

Area
Energy
Mobile – New Trips
Mobile – Diverted Trips
Waste
Water

Table 12.
Operational GHG Emissions
Annual Emissions
Source
(MTCO2e/year) 1

Total:
Total with Amortized Construction Emissions:2
Significance Threshold:
Exceeds Significance Threshold?:

1.
GHG emissions quantified for buildout conditions.
2.
Refer to Table 11 for amortized construction emissions.
Refer to Appendix A for emissions modeling assumptions and results.

0.0
11.3
469.2
176.9
0.0
0.1
657.5
659.1
1,100
No

Percent
Contribution
<1.0%
1.7%
71.4%
26.9%
0.0%
<1.0%

As noted in Table 12, annual GHG emissions for the project would not exceed the significance
threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e/year. As a result, the proposed project would not result in GHG
emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict with
applicable GHG-reduction plans, policies or regulations. Therefore, this impact would be
considered less than significant.
Conclusion: The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions.

5.2.9

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Setting
A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the proposed project by Kleinfelder
(June 18, 2018) (Appendix C). The ESA was prepared using the ASTM International Designation E 152713, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process
(the “Standard Practice”), the All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI) section of the Small Business Liability Relief
and Revitalization Act (the Federal Brownfields Law), and Costco’s Development Requirements, Version
2014, revised June 13, 2014. Information contained in the section was derived from the Phase 1 ESA.
Background
The following is a summary of the site background information:


The project site is located within the City and consists of an approximately 42,571 sq. ft. parcel of
land identified by the County Assessor as APN 011-523- 018. Based on information obtained from
the County Assessor, the site has an address of 4 Geary Plaza, Seaside, California. It should be
noted that the adjoining property to the south-southwest of the site is also assigned the address of
4 Geary Plaza.



The site was historically occupied by three residential properties until at least 1968. By 1974
through at least 2005, the site had been re-developed as a parking lot associated with a larger facility
that extended off-site to the southwest, with a portion of a structure(s) extending onto the southcentral portion of the site. In 2010, the structure on the southcentral portion of the site was no
longer present and instead, Auto Center Parkway formed the southwest border of the site.
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Phase 1 ESA Findings
The following is a summary of findings and opinions for the project site:


The site is currently a parking lot for Val Strough Cypress Coast used-car sales. No obvious
indications that a significant release of hazardous materials/wastes or petroleum products has
occurred at the project site were observed by Kleinfelder during the site reconnaissance.



Based on review of the Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) database report, numerous
properties are listed as having used or stored hazardous materials; however, based on Kleinfelder’s
review, no off-site facilities were identified as being a recognized environmental concern (REC) to
the site.



Based on agency records reviewed for the site, the MBARD (formerly known as the Monterey Bay
Unified Air Pollution Control District and referenced as such is Phase 1 ESA) indicated there were
historical records for a paint spray booth and USTs issued in 1982 related to the address of 4 Geary
Plaza. Based on County parcel information, the address of 4 Geary Plaza corresponds to the site
APN, but is also associated with the adjoining property to the south-southwest of the site. MBARD
indicated that the records may have been associated with APN 011-523-017, which is the parcel to
the south-southwest. Additional information obtained from County Environmental Health included
hand drawn maps of the UST locations which appear to show the USTs adjoining a building
approximately 200 ft. south-southwest of the site. Records indicate these USTs were removed and
issued closure by the City. The property owner of this property and the site confirmed that the
USTs had been removed; however, he indicated that he had no knowledge of a spray booth having
ever been present on the facility.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials?

X

1, 2, 8

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

X

1, 2, 8

c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within ¼ mile of
an existing or proposed school?

X

1, 2

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

X

1, 2

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

f)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

g)

Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

X

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

1, 2, 3

1, 2, 9

Explanation
a, b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the project would involve the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials on- and off-site.
Short-Term Construction Impacts
Construction activities would require the temporary use of hazardous substances, such as fuel,
lubricants, and other petroleum-based products for operation of construction equipment as well as
oil, solvents, or paints. As a result, the proposed project could result in the exposure of persons
and/or the environment to an adverse environmental impact due to the accidental release of a
hazardous material. However, the transportation, use, and handling of hazardous materials would
be temporary and would coincide with the short-term project construction activities. Further, these
materials would be handled and stored in compliance with all with applicable federal, state, and
local requirements, any handling of hazardous materials would be limited to the quantities and
concentrations set forth by the manufacturer and/or applicable regulations, and all hazardous
materials would be securely stored in a construction staging area or similar designated location
within the project site. In addition, the handling, transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials
must comply with all applicable federal, state, and local agencies and regulations, including the
Department of Toxic Substances Control; Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA);
Caltrans; and the County Health Department - Hazardous Materials Management Services.
With the compliance with local, state, and federal regulations short-term construction impacts
associated with the handling, transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than
significant.
Long-Term Operational Impacts
Operations of the gas station would include the use, transport and handling of hazardous materials.
Specifically, operation activities would include the regular transportation of gasoline to refill USTs,
refilling USTs and pumping gasoline to fuel dispensers, and regular use of the fuel dispensers by
motorists. As a result, the proposed project could result in potentially adverse impacts to people
and the environment as a result of hazardous materials being accidentally released into the
environment (e.g. operators or motorists could spill gasoline while refueling, USTs or pipes
dispensing fuel from USTs could leak, automobiles could crash into fuel dispensers, or motorists
could refuel while having engine running causing a fire hazard).
However, the proposed project would be required to operate in compliance with all with applicable
federal, state, and local requirements which lessen the potential for these impacts. Some of these
regulations include:
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SWRCB Health and Safety Code, Section 25280, USTs installed after 1988 are required to
have a leak detection system consisting of at least one of the following detection methods:
secondary containment with interstitial monitoring, automatic tank gauging systems
(including continuous automatic tank gauging systems), vapor monitoring (including tracer
compound analysis), groundwater monitoring, statistical inventory reconciliation, or other
method meeting established performance standards.



Efficacy requirements established by EPA require that leak detection methods be able to
detect certain leak rates and that they also give the correct answer consistently. In general,
methods must detect the specified leak rate with a probability of detection of at least 95
percent and a probability of false alarm of no more than 5 percent. EPA found that, with
effective leak detection, operators can respond quickly to signs of leaks and minimize the
extent of environmental damage and the threat to human health and safety.



USTs and associated fuel delivery infrastructure (i.e., fuel dispensers) would be required
to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including those provisions
established by Section 2540.7, Gasoline Dispensing and Service Stations, of the California
OSHA Regulations; Chapter 38, Liquefied Petroleum Gases, of the California Fire Code;
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; and the County Fire Department Hazardous
Materials Division.



The proposed project would also be required to incorporate high-efficiency Phase I and
Phase II enhanced vapor recovery (EVR) systems to capture and control gasoline fumes.
EVR refers to a new generation of equipment to control emissions at gasoline dispensing
facilities in California. EVR systems collect gasoline vapors that would otherwise escape
into the atmosphere during bulk fuel delivery (Phase I) or fuel storage and vehicle refueling
(Phase II). Since 2009, the installation of Phase I and Phase II EVR systems has been
required for gasoline dispensing facilities.



The fuel dispensers, USTs, and associated fuel delivery infrastructure would be subject to
routine inspection by federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over
convenience service station facilities.



The handling, transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials must comply with
applicable federal, state, and local agencies and regulations.

In addition to compliance with local, state, and federal requirements, Costco would take additional
measures to prevent environmental and safety impacts. Some of these additional measures, which
are proposed as project design features, include:


Product, vapor, and vent piping would be noncorrosive and would provide three levels of
protection. First, product piping would be monitored with pressure line leak detection.
Second, piping would be double wall to provide secondary containment. Third, fiberglass
piping would be additionally monitored under vacuum in accordance with AB 2481
regulations such that, if a breach is detected in the vacuum, the product delivery system
would shut down, and the system would sound an audible alarm.



Piping connections to the tanks and dispensers would be flexible. Flexible connectors
would be used to prevent rupture from any form of ground movement.



Piping would slope to the sumps at the USTs. If a piping leak occurs, the gasoline would
flow through the secondary pipe to the sump, where a sensor would be triggered to
immediately shut down the system and activate an audible/visual alarm.
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Tanks and dispensers would be equipped with latest Phase I and Phase II EVR vapor
recovery air pollution control equipment technology in accordance with the California Air
Resources Board regulations and associated Executive Orders. The Phase I EVR
equipment would control the vapors in the return path from the tanks back to the tanker
truck during offloading filling operations. Phase I EVR systems are 98 percent effective
in controlling fugitive emissions from escaping into the environment. Phase II EVR
equipment, which also includes “in-station diagnostics,” would control and monitor the
vapors in the return path from the vehicles back to the tanks and are 95 percent effective in
controlling fugitive emissions from escaping into the environment.



The UST monitoring system incorporates automatic shutoffs. If gasoline is detected in the
sump at the fuel dispenser, the dispenser would shut down automatically, and an alarm
would sound. If a problem is detected with a tank, the tank would be automatically shut
down, and an alarm would sound. If the product piping system detects a failure of the 0.1
gallons per hour test, the line would be automatically shut down, and the alarm would
sound. Pursuant to federal requirements, monitoring equipment must be able to detect a
minimum leak of 3 gallons per hour (equivalent to the accuracy of a mechanical leak
detector). By providing monitoring to a higher standard (0.1 versus 3), Costco would
maintain a higher degree of safety than required by current federal requirements.



Each fuel dispenser would include several safety devices. Specifically, each dispenser
sump would be equipped with an automatic shutoff valve to protect against vehicle impact.
In addition, each fuel hose would include a breakaway device that would stop the flow of
fuel at both ends of the hose in the event of an accidental drive-off. Also, each dispenser
would be equipped with internal fire extinguishers. Lastly, dispensers would include leak
detection sensors connected to the alarm console inside the controller enclosure.

Therefore, based on compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, and the incorporation of
the proposed project design features, impacts associated with the handling, transport, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials and the release of hazardous materials into the environment would
be less than significant.
c)

No Impact. There are no schools within one-quarter mile radius of the project boundaries. As a
result, the project would not result in the generation of a hazardous emission within a one-quarter
mile radius of a school. Therefore, there would be no impact in connection with the proposed
project.

d)

No Impact. The project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5. Therefore, there would be no impact in
connection with the proposed project.

e)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located approximately 1.75 miles north of the
Monterey Regional Airport. The project site is located within the airport influence area of the 2019
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Monterey Regional Airport. As stated in the City’s
General Plan aircraft activities at Monterey Peninsula Airport do not significantly affect Seaside,
since the approach and takeoff areas are over rural areas to the east and Monterey Bay to the west.
The City’s General Plan Safety Element Implementation Plan S-2.3.2 requires the City to minimize
the potential for accidents related to aircraft operation by coordinating with the Monterey County
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) to review development proposals for compatibility with
the Monterey Peninsula Airport Master Plan, Monterey County Airport Land Use Plan, and
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook for comprehensive airport land use planning. As
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a result, based on compliance with local regulations, the proposed project’s potential impacts
related to safety hazards in connection with its proximity to an airport would be considered a lessthan-significant impact.
f)

No Impact. The proposed project would not impede emergency response or evacuation plans, as
it would not be part of vehicular transportation network used by emergency vehicles.

g)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is surrounded by commercial development and
is not located within a State Responsibility Areas, as designated by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection. Due to the project’s urbanized location and lack of interface with any
natural areas susceptible to wildfire the project would not expose people or structures to impacts
due to wildland fires. Furthermore, the proposed project would comply with the applicable fire
safety provisions of the California Building Code, thereby reducing the risk of damage from fire to
the maximum extent practicable. Also see Section 5.2.20 Wildfire; this would be a less-thansignificant impact.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact related to hazards and hazardous
materials.

5.2.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Setting
The site is a developed parcel located within the City Auto Center. Runoff from the site flows into the
adjacent City drainage basin. The project site does not contain any natural drainages or waterways. The
Flood Insurance Rate Maps issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) indicate the
project site is located within Zone X (shaded). Zone X is defined as an area of moderate and minimal flood
risk. Shaded areas are characterized as moderate risk within the 0.2-percent-annula-chance floodplain,
areas of 1-percent-annual-chance flooding where average depths are less than 1 foot, areas of 1-percentannual-chance flooding where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square mile, and areas protected
from the 1-percent-annual-chance flood by a levee.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?

X

1, 2, 3, 4

b)

Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin?

X

1, 2, 3, 4,
7

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

X

1, 2, 3, 4

c)
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

i)

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

X

1, 2, 3, 4

ii)

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;

X

1, 2, 3, 4

iii)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

X

1, 2, 3, 4

impede or redirect flood flows?

X

1, 2, 3, 4,
7

d)

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?

X

1, 2, 3, 4,
7

e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan?

X

1, 2, 3, 4

iv)

Explanation
a, ciii) Less-Than-Significant Impact.
Short-Term Construction Impacts
Construction of the project would require grading activities that could result in a temporary increase
in erosion affecting the quality of storm water runoff. The project would be required to obtain a
grading permit through the City as well as comply with the SWRCB’s NPDES General
Construction Activities Permit. The applicant would develop, implement and maintain a SWPPP
to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants including sediments associated with construction
activities. This stormwater permit would be administered by the SWRCB. Therefore, based on
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, short-term construction-related impacts
associated with water quality would be less than significant.
Long-Term Operational Impacts
Under the existing conditions, site drainage is currently by sheet flow onto the adjacent bordering
streets and into the local storm-drain system. Although the project site is largely flat, stormwater
typically drains to the southeast corner of the lot toward the existing lot entrance. The site drains
toward the established storm drainage system located on bordering streets. The project site does
not presently contain water quality BMPs.
The developed site drainage pattern would remain generally unchanged from the existing condition.
Surface runoff from the under-canopy fueling area would be isolated and treated with an oil/water
separator prior to discharge to the storm system. Non-canopy surface runoff from the rest of the
project site would be collected by a bioretention cell/rain garden located in the southeastern corner
of the project site. The bioretention cell/rain garden is a BMPs that would retain and treat
stormwater before it is discharged to the on-site storm drainage system, thereby reducing the offsite discharge of pollutants and sediments. From these points, flows would be conveyed through
the existing City storm drainage system. Additionally, the proposed project is not anticipated to
result in a change of impervious area since the site is already paved. As such, stormwater is
expected to be collected, treated, and conveyed in a similar—if not more improved—fashion to the
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existing setting. Therefore, long-term operational impacts associated with water quality would be
less than significant.
b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Geotechnical Study prepared for the proposed project
encountered groundwater at 32 ft. below ground surface. The Geotechnical study notes that
fluctuations of the groundwater level and increased soil moisture contented should be anticipated
during and following the rainy season. Since the lowest point of the proposed project, at the
location of the UTSs, sits at 19 ft. above sea level, the proposed project is not anticipated to deplete
groundwater supplies. Further, the project is and would continue to be composed largely of paved
and other impervious surfaces. The results of the Geotechnical Study show that infiltration rates at
the site are between 2.88 and 9.35 inches/hour. However, the bioretention cell/rain garden at the
site would have a storm capture system to prevent stormwater from infiltrating into the underlying
soils. As a result, groundwater would not be recharged by the on-site improvements. There
currently are, and would continue to be, few opportunities on the project site for infiltration of
stormwater and groundwater recharge; this represents a less-than-significant impact.

ci)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated above, under existing conditions stormwater typically
drains to the southeastern corner of the site and is conveyed into the City storm drainage system.
The project site does not presently contain water quality BMPs. The proposed project includes a
bioretention cell/rain garden which would retain and treat stormwater before it is discharged to the
on-site storm drainage system, thereby reducing the off-site discharge of erosion and sedimentation.
Further, as stated above, construction of the proposed project would require implementation of a
SWPPP as part of the NPDES General Construction Activities and Seaside Grading Permits. As
part of the NPDES permit and Grading Permit, the project shall incorporate BMPs into the
project to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants including sediments associated with
construction activities. Examples of BMPs include preventing spills and leaks, cleaning up
spills immediately after they happen, storing materials under cover, and covering and
maintaining dumpsters. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant may be required
to submit an Erosion Control Plan to the Department of Public Works (pursuant City Municipal
Code Section 15.32.180).
When construction is complete, a Notice of Termination (NOT) for the General Permit for
Construction shall be filed with the SWRCB. The NOT shall document that all elements of the
SWPPP have been executed, construction materials and waste have been properly disposed of,
and a post-construction stormwater management plan is in place as described in the SWPPP for
the site.
In conclusion, the project would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns, cause alteration
of streams or rivers, or result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site by complying with
the State’s Construction Stormwater Permit and the City’s Grading Ordinance.

cii)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated above, the developed site drainage pattern would
remain generally unchanged from the existing condition. In addition, the project would implement
a stormwater control plan to manage runoff from the site. Runoff would be collected in the adjacent
bioretention cell/rain garden. As a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact associated with flooding on- or off-site due to increased surface runoff.

civ)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project is located outside the 100-year floodplain, as mapped
by FEMA (site is within Flood Zone X) and would not significantly impede or redirect flood flows.
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d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As described above, the project is not located within a 100-year
floodplain or flood hazard zone. In addition, the project site is not located in an area subject to
significant seiche or release of pollutants due to project inundation. The project site is located
approximately one mile away from Roberts Lake and Laguna Grande Lake, which are identified in
the Seaside General Plan Safety Element as susceptible to flooding and other impacts from seiches.
These lakes would not create a large enough seiche that would put the project site at risk of
inundation. Therefore, the risk associated with possible seiche waves is not considered a potential
constraint or a potentially significant impact of the proposed project. In addition, although the
project site is located adjacent to Monterey Bay, according to the Tsunami Inundation Map for
Emergency Planning for the Seaside Quadrangle (2009), the project site is not located within the
Tsunami inundation zone. Therefore, the risk associated with tsunamis would not be considered a
potential hazard or a potentially significant impact.

e)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project consists of development on a disturbed parcel located
in the Seaside Auto Center. The proposed project would be required to comply with the City
Grading Permit standard permit conditions as well as standard BMPs during construction. As
described above, the project would not result in significant water quality or groundwater quality
impacts that would conflict or obstruct implementation of a water quality control or sustainable
groundwater management plan; this represents a less-than-significant impact.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on hydrology and water quality.

5.2.11 LAND USE
Setting
The project is located within the City limits. The site of the proposed project is currently developed with a
car sales lot and located in the commercial area of the Seaside Auto Center. The proposed project site is
surrounded by the following uses:


North: Commercial



East: Commercial



South: Commercial



West: Del Monte Road with Commercial uses beyond

The applicable planning document for the proposed project is the City’s General Plan (2004). In addition,
the City is in the process of updating the General Plan, Seaside 2040; a Draft General Plan is available
online. However, the 2040 General Plan has not been reviewed and approved, and, therefore, the Seaside
2040 General Plan is referenced throughout this document where the 2004 General Plan provides out-ofdate information or ancillary information would be useful to the analysis of impacts. The Seaside General
Plan (2004) designates the project area as Regional Commercial (RGC) and the project site is zoned
Automotive Commercial (CA).
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CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

X

1, 2, 3

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

X

1, 2, 3

Explanation
a)

No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction
of a linear feature, such as a major highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access,
such as a local road or bridge, that would impair mobility within an existing community or between
a community and outlying area. Under existing conditions, the project site is not used as a
connection between established communities. The project is located on a developed parcel in the
Seaside Auto Center and would not physically divide an established community.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would include approval for a text
amendment to the Seaside Municipal Code to allow a gas station as a conditional use within the
Automotive Commercial Zone (CA) of the City. Additional amendments would also be requested
to clarify restroom standards and parking requirements. With this approval the proposed project
would be consistent with current zoning and land use designations. Further, the proposed project
and the zoning text amendments are consistent with the City’s General Plan Regional Commercial
land use designation, which is intended to allow (among other things) service uses. As a result, the
project would not conflict with any policy adopted for the purposes of avoiding and/or mitigating
an adverse environmental effect. Where appropriate, this IS/MND has identified mitigation
measures to further reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. As a result, the proposed project
is not anticipated to conflict with any policies adopted for the purposes of avoiding and/or
substantially lessening an adverse impact.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on land use and planning.

5.2.12 MINERAL RESOURCES
Setting
In accordance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), the California Geological
Survey (CGS) maps the regional significance of mineral resources throughout the state, with priority given
to areas where future mineral resource extraction could be precluded by incompatible land use or to mineral
resources likely to be mined during the 50-year period following their classification. The CGS delineates
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) based on their mineral resource potential.
The proposed project site is classified MRZ-2 which applies to areas where adequate information indicates
that significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists of their
presence.
Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

64

February 2020
Chapter 5: Environmental Evaluation

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

X

1, 2, 3

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

X

1, 2, 3

Explanation
a, b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the project site is classified MRZ-2 by the CGS, the
proposed project is located in an already disturbed area. The property is not currently being used
for mineral resource extraction, and mineral resource extraction would be an incompatible use with
the site’s current zoning and adjacent regional commercial land uses. Further, implementation of
the proposed project would not result in any large-scale development or other activities requiring
significant removal of the mineral deposits present. Therefore, this would be considered a lessthan-significant impact.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on mineral resources.

5.2.13 NOISE
Setting
A Noise & Groundborne Vibration Impact Analysis for the proposed project was prepared by Ambient Air
Quality and Noise Consulting (October 2019) (Appendix D). The Noise & Groundborne Vibration Impact
Analysis discusses the existing setting, identifies potential noise and groundborne vibration impacts
associated with the implementation of the proposed Costco Gas Station. Information contained in the
section was derived from this analysis.
Concepts and Terminology
Acoustic Fundamentals. Noise is generally defined as sound that is loud, disagreeable, or unexpected.
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted in the form of a wave because of a disturbance or vibration. Sound
levels are described in terms of both amplitude and frequency.
Amplitude is defined as the difference between ambient air pressure and the peak pressure of the sound
wave. Amplitude is measured in decibels (dB) on a logarithmic scale. For example, a sound source of 65
dB, such as a truck, when joined by another 65 dB source results in a sound amplitude of 68 dB, not 130
dB (i.e., doubling the source strength increases the sound pressure by 3 dB). Amplitude is interpreted by
the ear as corresponding to different degrees of loudness. Laboratory measurements correlate a 10 dB
increase in amplitude with a perceived doubling of loudness and establish a 3 dB change in amplitude as
the minimum audible difference perceptible to the average person.
The frequency of a sound is defined as the number of fluctuations of the pressure wave per second. The
unit of frequency is the Hertz (Hz). One Hz equals one cycle per second. The human ear is not equally
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sensitive to the sound of different frequencies. For instance, the human ear is more sensitive to sound in
the higher portion of this range than in the lower and sound waves below 16 Hz or above 20,000 Hz cannot
be heard at all. To approximate the sensitivity of the human ear to changes in frequency, environmental
sound is usually measured in what is referred to as “A-weighted decibels” (dBA). On this scale, the normal
range of human hearing extends from about 10 dBA to about 140 dBA (U.S. EPA 1971). Common
community noise sources and associated noise levels, in dBA, are depicted in Table 13.
Table 13.
Typical Noise Levels in the Environment
Common Outdoor Noise Source
Noise Level (dBA)*
Common Indoor Noise Source
Jet fly-over at 300 meters

120 dBA

Rock concert

110 dBA
Pile driver at 20 meters

100 dBA
90 dBA

Night club with live music

Large truck pass by at 15 meters
80 dBA

Noisy restaurant
Garbage disposal at 1 meter

Gas lawn mower at 30 meters
Commercial/Urban area daytime

70 dBA

Suburban expressway at 90 meters
Suburban daytime

60 dBA

Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters
Normal speech at 1 meter
Active office environment

50 dBA
Urban area nighttime
Suburban nighttime

40 dBA

Quiet office environment

Quiet rural areas

30 dBA

Wilderness area
Most quiet remote areas
Threshold of human hearing

20 dBA
10 dBA
0 dBA

Library
Quiet bedroom at night

Threshold of human hearing

* Typical A-weighted sound levels. The A-weighted decibel scale approximates the frequency response of the human ear.

Because decibels are logarithmic units, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted through ordinary
arithmetic. Under the decibel scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3-dB increase. In other
words, when two identical sources are each producing sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level
at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than one source under the same conditions. For example, if one
automobile produces a sound level of 70 dB when it passes an observer, two cars passing simultaneously
would not produce 140 dB; rather, they would combine to produce 73 dB. Under the decibel scale, three
sources of equal loudness together would produce an increase of 5 dB.
Sound Propagation & Attenuation
Geometric Spreading. Sound from a localized source (i.e., a point source) propagates uniformly outward
in a spherical pattern. The sound level decreases (attenuates) at a rate of approximately 6 decibels for each
doubling of distance from a point source. Highways consist of several localized noise sources on a defined
path, and hence can be treated as a line source, which approximates the effect of several point sources.
Noise from a line source propagates outward in a cylindrical pattern, often referred to as cylindrical
Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

66

February 2020
Chapter 5: Environmental Evaluation

spreading. Sound levels attenuate at a rate of approximately 3 decibels for each doubling of distance from
a line source, depending on ground surface characteristics. For acoustically hard sites (i.e., sites with a
reflective surface between the source and the receiver, such as a parking lot or body of water,), no excess
ground attenuation is assumed. For acoustically absorptive or soft sites (i.e., those sites with an absorptive
ground surface between the source and the receiver, such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees),
an excess ground-attenuation value of 1.5 decibels per doubling of distance is normally assumed. When
added to the cylindrical spreading, the excess ground attenuation for soft surfaces results in an overall
attenuation rate of 4.5 decibels per doubling of distance from the source.
Atmospheric Effects. Receptors located downwind from a source can be exposed to increased noise levels
relative to calm conditions, whereas locations upwind can have lowered noise levels. Sound levels can be
increased at large distances (e.g., more than 500 ft.) from the highway due to atmospheric temperature
inversion (i.e., increasing temperature with elevation). Other factors such as air temperature, humidity, and
turbulence can also have significant effects.
Shielding by Natural or Human-Made Features. A large object or barrier in the path between a noise source
and a receiver can substantially attenuate noise levels at the receiver. The amount of attenuation provided
by shielding depends on the size of the object and the frequency content of the noise source. Natural terrain
features (e.g., hills and dense woods) and human-made features (e.g., buildings and walls) can substantially
reduce noise levels. Walls are often constructed between a source and a receiver specifically to reduce
noise. A barrier that breaks the line of sight between a source and a receiver will typically result in a
minimum of 5 dB noise reduction. Taller barriers provide increased noise reduction.
Noise reductions afforded by building construction can vary depending on construction materials and
techniques. Standard construction practices typically provide approximately 15 dBA exterior-to-interior
noise reductions for building facades, with windows open, and approximately 20-30 dBA with windows
closed. The absorptive characteristics of interior rooms, such as carpeted floors, draperies and furniture,
can result in further reductions in interior noise.
Noise Descriptors
The decibel scale alone does not adequately characterize how humans perceive noise. The dominant
frequencies of a sound have a substantial effect on the human response to that sound. Although the intensity
(energy per unit area) of the sound is a purely physical quantity, the loudness or human response is
determined by the characteristics of the human ear.
Human hearing is limited in the range of audible frequencies as well as in the way it perceives the soundpressure level in that range. In general, people are most sensitive to the frequency range of 1,000–8,000
Hz and perceive sounds within that range better than sounds of the same amplitude with higher or lower
frequencies. To approximate the response of the human ear, sound levels of individual frequency bands
are weighted, depending on the human sensitivity to those frequencies, which is referred to as the “Aweighted” sound level (expressed in units of dBA). The A-weighting network approximates the frequency
response of the average young ear when listening to most ordinary sounds. When people make judgments
of the relative loudness or annoyance of a sound, their judgments correlate well with the A-scale sound
levels of those sounds. Other weighting networks have been devised to address high noise levels or other
special problems (e.g., B-, C-, and D-scales), but these scales are rarely used in conjunction with
environmental noise.
The intensity of environmental noise fluctuates over time, and several descriptors of time-averaged noise
levels are typically used. For the evaluation of environmental noise, the most commonly used descriptors
are Leq, Ldn, CNEL and SEL. The energy-equivalent noise level, Leq, is a measure of the average energy
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content (intensity) of noise over any given period. Many communities use 24-hour descriptors of noise
levels to regulate noise. The day-night average noise level, Ldn, is the 24-hour average of the noise intensity,
with a 10-dBA “penalty” added for nighttime noise (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) to account for the greater sensitivity
to noise during this period. CNEL, the community equivalent noise level, is similar to Ldn but adds an
additional 5-dBA penalty for evening noise (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) Another descriptor that is commonly
discussed is the sound-exposure level, expressed as SEL. The SEL describes a receiver’s cumulative noise
exposure from a single noise event, which is defined as an acoustical event of short duration (0.5 seconds),
such as a backup beeper, the sound of an airplane traveling overhead, or a train whistle. Common noise
level descriptors are summarized in Table 14.

Descriptor
Energy Equivalent Noise Level
(Leq)
Minimum Noise Level (Lmin)
Maximum Noise Level (Lmax)

Day-Night Average Noise Level
(DNL or Ldn)

Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL)
Sound Exposure Level
(SEL)

Table 14.
Common Acoustical Descriptors
Definition

The mean (average) energy noise level. The instantaneous noise levels during a
specific period of time in dBA are converted to relative energy values. From the
sum of the relative energy values, an average energy value (in dBA) is calculated.
The minimum instantaneous noise level during a specific period of time.
The maximum instantaneous noise level during a specific period of time.
The DNL was first recommended by the U.S. EPA in 1974 as a “simple, uniform
and appropriate way” of measuring long term environmental noise. DNL takes into
account both the frequency of occurrence and duration of all noise events during a
24-hour period with a 10 dBA “penalty” for noise events that occur between the
more noise-sensitive hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. In other words, 10 dBA is
“added” to noise events that occur in the nighttime hours to account for increases
sensitivity to noise during these hours.
The CNEL is similar to the Ldn described above, but with an additional 5 dBA
“penalty” added to noise events that occur between the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00
p.m. The calculated CNEL is typically approximately 0.5 dBA higher than the
calculated Ldn.
The level of sound accumulated over a given time interval or event. Technically,
the sound exposure level is the level of the time-integrated mean square A-weighted
sound for a stated time interval or event, with a reference time of one second.

Human Response to Noise
The human response to environmental noise is subjective and varies considerably from individual to
individual. Noise in the community has often been cited as a health problem, not in terms of actual
physiological damage, such as hearing impairment, but in terms of inhibiting general well-being and
contributing to undue stress and annoyance. The health effects of noise in the community arise from
interference with human activities, including sleep, speech, recreation, and tasks that demand concentration
or coordination. Hearing loss can occur at the highest noise intensity levels. When community noise
interferes with human activities or contributes to stress, public annoyance with the noise source increases.
The acceptability of noise and the threat to public well-being are the basis for land use planning policies
preventing exposure to excessive community noise levels.
Unfortunately, there is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise or of the
corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This is primarily because of the wide variation
in individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise over differing individual experiences with
noise. Thus, an important way of determining a person’s subjective reaction to a new noise is the
comparison of it to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called “ambient”
environment. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less
acceptable the new noise will be judged.
Regarding increases in A-weighted noise levels, knowledge of the following relationships will be helpful
in understanding this analysis:
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Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dB cannot be perceived by
humans;



Outside of the laboratory, a change of 3 dB is considered a just-perceivable difference;



A change in sound level of at least 5 dB is required before any noticeable change in community
response would be expected. An increase of 5 dB is typically considered substantial;



A change of 10 dB is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and would almost
certainly cause an adverse change in community response.

Effects of Noise on Human Activities
The extent to which environmental noise is deemed to result in increased levels of annoyance, activity
interference, and sleep disruption varies greatly from individual to individual depending on various factors,
including the loudness or suddenness of the noise, the information value of the noise (e.g., aircraft
overflights, child crying, fire alarm), and an individual’s sleep state and sleep habits. Over time, adaptation
to noise events and increased levels of noise may also occur. In terms of land use compatibility,
environmental noise is often evaluated in terms of the potential for noise events to result in increased levels
of annoyance, sleep disruption, or interference with speech communication, activities, and learning. Noiserelated effects on human activities are discussed in more detail, as follows:
Speech Communication. For most noise-sensitive land uses, an interior noise level of 45 dB Leq is typically
identified for the protection of speech communication in order to provide for 100-percent intelligibility of
speech sounds. Assuming a minimum 20-dB reduction in sound level between outdoors and indoors, with
windows closed, this interior noise level of 45 dB Leq would equate to an exterior noise level of 65 dBA
Leq. For outdoor voice communication, exterior noise levels of 60 dBA Leq allows normal conversation
at distances up to 2 meters with 95 percent sentence intelligibility (U.S. EPA 1974.) Based on this
information, speech interference begins to become a problem when steady noise levels reach approximately
60 to 65 dBA.
Annoyance & Sleep Disruption. With regard to potential increases in annoyance, activity interference, and
sleep disruption, land use compatibility determinations are typically based on the use of the cumulative
noise exposure metrics (i.e., CNEL or Ldn). Perhaps the most comprehensive and widely accepted
evaluation of the relationship between noise exposure and the extent of annoyance was originally developed
by Theodore J. Schultz in 1978. In 1978 the research findings of Theodore J. Schultz provided support for
Ldn as the descriptor for environmental noise. Research conducted by Schultz identified a correlation
between the cumulative noise exposure metric and individuals who were highly annoyed by transportation
noise. The Schultz curve, expressing this correlation, became a basis for noise standards. When expressed
graphically, this relationship is typically referred to as the Schultz curve. The Schultz curve indicates that
approximately 13 percent of the population is highly annoyed at a noise level of 65 dBA Ldn. It also
indicates that the percentage of people describing themselves as being highly annoyed accelerates smoothly
between 55 and 70 dBA Ldn. A noise level of 65 dBA Ldn is a commonly referenced dividing point between
lower and higher rates of people describing themselves as being highly annoyed.
The Schultz curve and associated research became the basis for many of the noise criteria subsequently
established for federal, state, and local entities. Most federal and state of California regulations and policies
related to transportation noise sources establish a noise level of 65 dBA CNEL/Ldn as the basic limit of
acceptable noise exposure for residential and other noise-sensitive land uses. For instance, with respect to
aircraft noise, both the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the State of California have identified
a noise level of 65 dBA Ldn as the dividing point between normally compatible and normally incompatible
residential land use generally applied for determination of land use compatibility. For noise-sensitive land
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uses exposed to aircraft noise, noise levels in excess of 65 dBA CNEL/Ldn are typically considered to result
in a potentially significant increase in levels of annoyance.
Allowing for an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 20 dB, an exterior noise level of 65 dBA
CNEL/Ldn would equate to an interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL/Ldn. An interior noise level of 45 dB
CNEL/Ldn is generally considered sufficient to protect against activity interference at most noise-sensitive
land uses, including residential dwellings, and would also be sufficient to protect against sleep interference
(U.S. EPA 1974.)
The cumulative noise exposure metric is currently the only noise metric for which there is a substantial
body of research data and regulatory guidance defining the relationship between noise exposure, people’s
reactions, and land use compatibility. However, when evaluating environmental noise impacts involving
intermittent noise events, such as aircraft overflights and train pass byes, the use of cumulative noise metrics
may not provide a thorough understanding of the resultant impact. The general public often finds it difficult
to understand the relationship between intermittent noise events and cumulative noise exposure metrics. In
such instances, supplemental use of other noise metrics, such as the Leq or Lmax descriptor, may be helpful
as a means of increasing public understanding regarding the relationship between these metrics and the
extent of the resultant noise impact.
Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
Noise-sensitive land uses are generally considered to include those uses where noise exposure could result
in health-related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential element of their intended
purpose. Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the potential for increased and prolonged
exposure of individuals to both interior and exterior noise levels. Additional land uses such as parks,
historic sites, cemeteries, and recreation areas are also considered sensitive to increases in exterior noise
levels. Schools, churches, hotels, libraries, and other places where low interior noise levels are essential
are also considered noise-sensitive land uses.
The nearest noise-sensitive land uses include a hotel located approximately 80 ft. to the northeast and
residential land uses. The nearest residential land use is located approximately 525 ft. to the southwest on
California Avenue.
Ambient Noise Environment
To document existing ambient noise levels in the project area, short-term ambient noise measurements were
conducted on September 11, 2019, using a Larson Davis Laboratories, Type I, Model 820 integrating soundlevel meter. The meter was calibrated before use and is certified to be in compliance with ANSI
specifications. Measured ambient daytime noise levels are summarized in Table 15.
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Table 15.
Summary of Measured Ambient Noise Levels
Location

Monitoring
Period

ST1: Approximately 120 ft. north of northeast corner at Del Monte
Boulevard and Tioga Avenue intersection
ST2: Northeast corner at Del Monte Boulevard and Auto Center Parkway
Intersection
ST3: Approximately 190 ft. east of southeast corner at Del Monte Boulevard
and Tioga Avenue intersection
ST4: Approximately 225 ft. northeast of northeast corner at Del Monte
Boulevard and Auto Center Parkway Intersection

8:19-8:29
15:15-15:35
8:15-8:26
15:15-15:35
8:20-8:40
15:14-15:34
8:42-9:02
15:40-16:00

Measured Daytime
Noise Levels (dBA)
Leq
Lmax
74.2
72.1
71.9
73.0
63.6
61.2
58.8
59.7

95.9
90.5
88.2
93.4
81.8
80.3
76.1
71.5

Ambient noise measurements were conducted on September 11, 2019, using a Larson Davis Laboratories, Type I, Model 820 integrating sound
level meter placed at a height of 4.5 ft..

Based on the measurements conducted, daytime average-hourly noise levels in the project vicinity ranged
from the upper 50s to mid-70s (in dBA Leq). Ambient noise levels within the project area are predominantly
influenced by vehicle traffic on area roadways. Ambient noise levels during the evening and nighttime
hours are generally 5-10 dB lower than daytime noise levels.
Groundborne Vibration
Vibration is like noise in that it involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. While vibration is
related to noise, it differs in that noise is generally considered to be pressure waves transmitted through air,
whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure or surface. As with noise, vibration
consists of amplitude and frequency. A person’s perception of the vibration will depend on their individual
sensitivity to vibration, as well as the amplitude and frequency of the source and the response of the system
which is vibrating. Vibration can be measured in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement.
Measurements in terms of velocity are expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV) with units of inches per
second (in/sec).

CEQA Thresholds
Potentially
Significant
Issues

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

NOISE. Would the project result in
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive
groundborne noise levels?

groundborne

vibration

X

or

10

X

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

10

X

10

Approach to Analysis
Short-Term Construction. Short-term noise impacts associated with construction activities were analyzed
based on typical construction equipment noise levels and distances to the nearest noise-sensitive land usage.
Noise levels were predicted based on representative off-road equipment noise levels derived from the
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Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Road Construction Noise Model based on average equipment
usage rates and assuming a noise-attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source.
Long-term Operation. Noise traffic noise levels were calculated using the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise
Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), based on data obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this
project. The model was calibrated based on noise measurements conducted for the proposed project. Onsite operational noise sources would be primarily associated with vehicles entering and exiting the proposed
project site, engines starting, and the opening and closing of vehicle doors. To a lesser extent, pump noise
associated with refueling and filling operations would also contribute to operational noise levels. Predicted
noise levels for on-site noise sources were calculated using the SoundPlan computer model and FTArecommended methodologies for vehicle parking/operational activities. To be conservative, predicted
noise levels were based on the highest estimated hourly trip-generation rate obtained from the traffic
analysis prepared for this project. Average-daily noise levels were calculated based on the highest
calculated average-hourly noise level and assuming operational hours of 5:30 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Predicted
operational noise levels at nearby land uses were calculated assuming a noise-attenuation rate of 6 dB per
doubling of distance from the source.
Predicted noise levels were compared to applicable City noise standards for determination of impact
significance. The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which temporary and permanent increases
in ambient noise are considered “substantial.” As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase
of 3 dBA is barely perceptible to most people, an increase of 5 dBA is readily noticeable, and a difference
of 10 dBA would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. For purposes of this analysis, a significant
increase in ambient noise levels would be defined as an increase of 3 dBA, or greater, that would exceed
the City’s applicable noise standards. The City’s applicable noise standards are summarized in Table 16.
Noise standards for determination of land use compatibility are summarized in Table 17.
Table 16.
City of Seaside Interior and Exterior Noise Standards for New Development
Noise Standards (dBA CNEL)
Land Use
Exterior
Interior

Source: City of Seaside 2004

Residential
Mixed-Use Residential
Commercial
Office
Industrial
Public Facilities
Schools
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Table 17.
City of Seaside Noise Standards for Land Use Compatibility
Community Noise Exposure (Exterior Ldn, dBA)
Land Use
Normally Conditionally
Generally
Land Use
Acceptable
Acceptable
Unacceptable Discouraged

Residential: Single Family, Multifamily, Duplex
Residential: Mobile Homes
Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing
Homes
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters, Meeting
Halls
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports, Amusement
Parks
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks
Golf Course, Riding Stable, Cemeteries
Office and Professional Buildings
Commercial Retail, Banks, Restaurants, Theaters
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Wholesale, Service
Stations
Agriculture

<60
<60
<60

60 – 70
60 – 65
60 – 70

70 – 75
65 – 75
70 – 80

----

<60

60 – 65

65 – 75

--

<60

60 – 70

--

--

<65

65 – 75

--

--

<65
<70
<65
<70

65 – 70
70 – 75
65 – 75
70 – 80

70 – 75
75 – 85
75 – 80
80 – 85

-----

<70

70 – 85

--

--

<85

--

--

--

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional
construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.
Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction
requirement is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh
air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.
Generally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed,
a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.
Land Use Discouraged: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.
Source: City of Seaside 2004

Groundborne Vibration. The CEQA Guidelines also do not define the levels at which groundborne
vibration levels would be considered excessive. For this reason, Caltrans’ recommended groundborne
vibration thresholds were used for the evaluation of impacts based on increased potential for structural
damage and human annoyance, as identified in Table 18. For purposes of this analysis, risks of architectural
damage (i.e., minor cracking of plaster walls and ceilings) would be considered potentially significant if
construction-generated ground vibration levels at nearby structures would exceed 0.5 in/sec PPV. Ground
vibration in excess of 0.2 in/sec PPV would be expected to result in a potential for significant short-term
increases in levels of annoyance for occupants of nearby buildings.
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Table 18.
Summary of Groundborne Vibration Levels and Potential Effects
Vibration Level (in/sec ppv)
Human Reaction
Effect on Buildings
0.006 - 0.019
0.08
0.10
0.20

0.3 - 0.6

Threshold
intrusion.

of

perception;

possibility

of

Vibrations readily perceptible.
Level at which continuous vibrations begin to
annoy people.
Vibrations annoying to people in buildings (this
agrees with the levels established for people
standing on bridges and subjected to relatively
short periods of vibrations).
Vibrations become distinctly perceptible at 0.04
in/sec ppv and considered unpleasant by people
subjected to continuous vibrations and
unacceptable to some people walking on
bridges.

Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of
any type.
Recommended upper level of the
vibration to which ruins and ancient
monuments should be subjected.
Virtually no risk of “architectural”
damage to normal buildings.
Threshold at which there is a risk of
“architectural” damage to fragile
buildings.
Potential risk of “architectural” damage
may occur at levels above 0.3 in/sec ppv
for older residential structures and above
0.5 in/sec ppv for newer structures.

The vibration levels are based on peak particle velocity in the vertical direction for continuous vibration sources, which includes most
construction activities.
Source: Caltrans 2013

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
Long-Term Permanent Operational Noise Levels
Long-term, permanent increases in ambient noise levels would be primarily associated with
potential increases in vehicle traffic on nearby roadways; as well as on-site activities. Noise levels
commonly associated with these sources and potential impacts to nearby land uses are discussed as
follows:
Vehicular Roadway Traffic. Predicted existing traffic noise levels, with and without the
implementation of the proposed project, are summarized in Table 19. In comparison to existing
traffic noise levels, the proposed project would result in a predicted increase in traffic noise levels
of 0 to 5.14 dBA along area roadways.
Predicted increases in future cumulative traffic noise levels along nearby roadways for the proposed
project are summarized in Table 20. Under future cumulative conditions, the proposed project
would result in a predicted increase in traffic noise levels of 0 to 4.82 dBA along area roadways.
As noted earlier in this report, changes in ambient noise levels of approximately 3 dBA, or less, are
typically not discernible to the human ear and would not be considered to result in a significant
impact. Implementation of the proposed project would result in substantial increases (i.e. 3 dBA
or greater) in existing and projected future traffic noise levels along Auto Center Parkway.
However, predicted noise levels along this roadway segment are not projected to exceed the City’s
exterior noise standard of 70 dBA CNEL at adjacent commercial land uses. In addition, no noisesensitive land uses are located along this roadway segment. As a result, this impact would be
considered less than significant.
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Table 19.
Predicted Increase in Existing Traffic Noise Levels
Predicted Noise Level at 50 ft. from
Centerline of Near Travel Lane
Exceeds
(dBA CNEL/Ldn)1
Substantial
Significant
Roadway Segment
City’s
Noise
5
Increase?3
Existing Existing
4 Impact?
Standard?
without
with
Difference2
Project
Project

Del Monte Boulevard north of
Tioga Avenue
Del Monte Boulevard south of
Tioga Avenue
Auto Center Parkway east of
Del Monte Boulevard
Tioga Avenue between Del
Monte Boulevard and
California Avenue
Tioga Avenue west of
California Avenue
California Avenue south of
Tioga Avenue

63.41

63.57

0.16

No

No

No

63.54

63.87

0.33

No

No

No

51.03

56.17

5.14

Yes

No

No

57.42

57.81

0.39

No

No

No

53.33

53.95

0.62

No

No

No

53.23

53.23

0

No

No

No

1. Traffic noise levels were calculated using FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), based on data
obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this project.
2. Difference in noise levels reflect the incremental increase attributable to the proposed project.
3. Substantial increase defined as an increase of 3 dB, or greater.
4. Refer to Table 17 for applicable City noise standards. No noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools) are located along
evaluated roadway segments.
5. A significant increase is defined as a substantial increase in noise levels that would exceed the City’s applicable noise standards
at nearby land uses.

Table 20.
Predicted Increase in Future Traffic Noise Levels
Predicted Noise Level at 50 ft. from
Centerline of Near Travel Lane
Exceeds
(dBA CNEL/Ldn)1
Substantial
Significant
Roadway Segment
City’s
Noise
5
Increase?3
Future
Future
4 Impact?
Standard?
without
with
Difference2
Project
Project

Del Monte Boulevard north of
Tioga Avenue
Del Monte Boulevard south of
Tioga Avenue
Auto Center Parkway east of
Del Monte Boulevard
Tioga Avenue between Del
Monte Boulevard and
California Avenue
Tioga Avenue west of
California Avenue
California Avenue south of
Tioga Avenue

64.59

64.66

0.07

No

No

No

65.08

65.14

0.06

No

No

No

51.49

56.31

4.82

Yes

No

No

59.6

59.84

0.24

No

No

No

56.76

57.06

0.3

No

No

No

57.1

57.1

0

No

No

No

1. Traffic noise levels were calculated using FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), based on data
obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for this project.
2. Difference in noise levels reflect the incremental increase attributable to the proposed project.
3. Substantial increase defined as an increase of 3 dB, or greater.
4. Refer to Table 17 for applicable City noise standards. No noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools) are located along
evaluated roadway segments.
5. A significant increase is defined as a substantial increase in noise levels that would exceed the City’s applicable noise standards
at nearby land uses.
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On-site Operational Activities. On-site stationary noise sources associated with the proposed
project would be primarily associated with vehicles entering and exiting the project site, engines
starting, and the opening and closing of vehicle doors. To a lesser extent, pump noise associated
with refueling and filling operations would also contribute to operational noise levels.
The nearest noise-sensitive receptors include a hotel located approximately 80 ft. northeast of the
proposed project site and a residential dwelling located approximately 525 ft. southeast of the
project site, along California Avenue. Predicted operational noise levels at these and other nearby
land uses are summarized in Table 21. As shown, predicted operational noise levels at the hotel
would range from approximately 57 dBA CNEL at ground-level locations to 59 dBA CNEL at
upper-floor locations. Predicted operational noise levels at the nearest residential land use would
be approximately 53 dBA CNEL. Predicted operational noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive
land uses would not exceed the City’s exterior noise standard of 65 dBA CNEL. Based on the
predicted exterior operational noise levels noted above and assuming an average exterior-to-interior
noise reduction of 25 dB, predicted interior noise levels at these same land uses would be
approximately 34 dBA CNEL, or less, and would not exceed the City’s interior noise standard of
45 dBA CNEL. In addition, as noted earlier in this report, ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity generally range from the upper 50s to mid-70s and largely influenced by vehicle traffic
along area roadways. Likewise, predicted exterior noise levels at nearby commercial land uses
would not exceed applicable noise standards. In comparison to existing ambient noise levels,
operational noise levels for the proposed facility would be largely masked by vehicle traffic noise
emanating from nearby roadways. For these reasons, noise generated by on-site activities would
be considered less than significant.
Table 21.
Predicted Operational Noise Levels at Nearby Land Uses
Nearby Land Uses

Distance
from Project
Site (ft.)

Predicted Noise
Level (dBA
CNEL/Ldn)1

City’s
Noise
Standard2

Exceeds
Standards/
Significant
Impact?

1

Commercial

45

65.81

70

No

2
3

Commercial
Hotel – 1st Floor

88
80

64.84
58.44

70
70

No
No

3

Hotel – 2nd Floor

80

60.94

70

No

3

Hotel – 3rd Floor

80

61.04

70

No

4

Hotel Pool Area

155

56.24

70

No

5

Commercial

75

65.44

70

No

6

Commercial

83

66.84

70

No

7

Residential

525

54.41

65

No

1. Includes onsite refueling and dispensing activities and vehicle operations. To be conservative, predicted operational noise levels
are based on the highest hourly traffic volumes derived from the traffic analysis prepared for this project and applied to the
proposed operational hours of the project (5:30 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.). Because traffic volumes for some hours of the day would be
less than the maximum assumed for this analysis, predicted average-daily noise levels would likely be less than indicated.
2. Based on the City’s General Plan exterior noise standards (Refer to Table 17).
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Short-term Temporary Construction Noise Levels
Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending upon the nature or phase
(e.g., demolition/land clearing, grading, excavation and erection) of the activity. Noise generated
by construction equipment, including earthmovers, material handlers, and portable generators, can
reach high levels. Noise levels commonly associated with off-road equipment anticipated to be
used during project construction are summarized in Table 22.
Table 22.
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Typical Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Ft. from Source

Equipment

Lmax

Leq

Air Compressor

78

74

Backhoe

78

74

Concrete Mixer

79

75

Crane, Mobile

81

73

Dozer

82

78

Grader

85

81

Loader

79

71

Paver

77

74

Roller

80

73

Saw

90

83

Source: Based on measured data obtained from the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2008)

As noted in Table 22, instantaneous noise levels generated by individual pieces of off-road
equipment typically range from approximately 77 to 90 dBA Lmax at 50 ft. (FHWA 2008). Typical
operating cycles may involve 2 minutes of full power, followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower settings.
Based on typical off-road equipment usage rates, average-hourly noise levels for individual
equipment would be approximately 83 dBA Leq, or less, at 50 ft. Assuming that multiple pieces of
equipment could be operating simultaneously, predicted average-hourly noise levels could reach
levels of approximately 85 dBA at 50 ft.
The City has not adopted noise standards that apply to short-term construction activities. However,
based on screening noise criteria commonly recommended by federal agencies, construction
activities would generally be considered to have a potentially significant impact if average-hourly
daytime noise levels would exceed 80 dBA Leq at noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential land
uses (FTA 2018). Assuming an average-hourly construction noise level of 85 dBA Leq, predicted
noise levels at the nearest residential land uses would be approximately 65 dBA Leq or less when
construction activities occur within site boundary. Based on these same assumptions, predicted
construction noise levels at Magic Carpet Lodge would be 81 dBA Leq or less. Based on these
predicted exterior noise levels and assuming an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25
dBA, with windows closed, predicted interior noise levels would be approximately 40 dBA CNEL
at the nearest residential dwelling and 56 dBA Leq or less at the Magic Carpet Lodge. Constructiongenerated noise levels would not exceed the commonly applied daytime noise standard of 80 dBA
Leq. However, because exterior ambient noise levels typically decrease during the late evening and
nighttime hours as community activities (e.g., vehicle traffic) decrease, construction activities
performed during these more noise-sensitive periods of the day could result in substantial increases
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in ambient noise levels, which may result in increased levels of annoyance and potential sleep
disruption for occupants of nearby residential dwellings and the Magic Carpet Lodge. For these
reasons, this impact would be considered potentially significant and can be reduced to a less-thansignificant level with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1.

Mitigation Measure
NOISE-1 The following measures shall be implemented to reduce construction-generated
noise levels:
a. Construction activities (excluding activities that would result in a safety
concern to the public or construction workers) shall be limited to between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekends and legal holidays.
b. Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with noisereduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with
manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed
during equipment operation.
c. When not in use, all construction equipment shall be turned off and shall not
be allowed to idle. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for
workers at the entrances to the site.
d. Construction equipment and haul trucks shall be turned off when not in use.
e. Construction equipment and material staging areas shall be located at the
furthest distance possible from nearby residential land uses.
f.

To the extent possible, heavy-duty haul truck trips required for project
construction should be scheduled during the non-peak hours of the day.

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would limit construction activities to the less
noise-sensitive periods of the day. The use of mufflers would reduce construction equipment noise
levels by approximately 10 dBA. Additional measures have also been included to further minimize
potential noise impacts to nearby noise-sensitive land uses. With the implementation of the above
mitigation measure, this impact would be considered less than significant.
Land Use Compatibility
The City’s General Plan includes noise criteria that can be relied upon to determine the
compatibility of noise-sensitive land uses within noise environments. Based on these noise
standards, service stations are considered “normally acceptable” within exterior noise
environments up to 70 dBA CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” between 70 and 75 dBA CNEL.
The nearest major roadways are Del Monte Boulevard, which is located immediately west of the
project site, and Auto Center Parkway, which is located adjacent to the southern boundary of the
project site. Based on the traffic noise modeling conducted for this project, predicted noise levels
at the project site boundaries would be approximately 65 dBA CNEL, or less (refer to Table 21).
Predicted on-site noise levels would not exceed the City’s “normally acceptable” noise standard of
70 dBA CNEL. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Increases in groundborne vibration levels attributable to the
proposed project would be primarily associated with short-term construction activities.
Groundborne vibration levels associated with representative construction equipment likely to be
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required during project construction are summarized in Table 23. As depicted, constructiongenerated vibration levels would range from approximately 0.003 to 0.21 in/sec PPV at 25 ft. The
highest vibration levels would be associated with the use of vibratory rollers.
Table 23.
Representative Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment
Equipment

Vibration Level at 25 Ft. (in/sec, PPV)

Vibratory Roller

0.21

Large Bulldozer

0.089

Loaded Trucks

0.076

Small Bulldozers/Tractors

0.003

Source: FTA 2018

The nearest existing structures are commercial uses located approximately 45 ft. from the proposed
project site. In addition, a hotel is located approximately 80 ft. from the project site. The nearest
residential land use is located approximately 525 ft. from the project site. Predicted groundborne
vibration levels at these nearby land uses are summarized in Table 24. As shown in Table 24,
predicted construction vibration levels at nearby structures would not exceed the minimum
recommended criteria for structural damage or human annoyance (0.5 and 0.2 in/sec PPV
respectively).
Long-term operational activities associated with the proposed project would involve the occasional
use of loaded trucks to refill on-site underground fuel storage tanks. Groundborne vibration levels
from loaded fuel trucks would result in a PPV of approximately 0.076 in/sec at 25 ft. (Table 24).
Predicted groundborne vibration levels at the nearest off-site structures associated with operational
activities would not exceed commonly applied thresholds for potential structural damage or human
annoyance. As a result, this impact would be considered less than significant.
Table 24.
Predicted Groundborne Vibration Levels at Nearby Structures
Distance from Project Vibration Level
Nearby Land Uses
Boundary (ft.)
(in/sec, PPV)
Commercial

45

0.110

Hotel

80

0.058

Residential

525

0.007

Based on the highest construction equipment vibration levels anticipated for this project (0.21 in/sec ppv).

c)

No Impact The nearest airports include the Marina Municipal Airport, which is located
approximately 6.2 miles northeast of the project site, and the Monterey Regional Airport, located
approximately 1.75 miles to the south. Aircraft using the Monterey Regional Airport takeoff and
land over Monterey Bay to the west and rural land to the east (City of Seaside 2004). The proposed
project is not located within the projected noise contours of these airports nor would the
implementation of the proposed project affect airport operations. Because the proposed project is
not located within the projected noise contour zones of nearby airports, on-site patrons and workers
would not be subject to potentially hazardous noise levels associated with aircraft operations.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Conclusion: With incorporation of the identified mitigation measure above, the proposed project would
have a less-than-significant noise impact.
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5.2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Setting
The proposed project would demolish an existing car sales lot and develop a gas station. The project is
located in the commercial area of the Seaside Auto Center on a developed parcel and would not displace
any existing housing.

CEQA Thresholds
Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

X

1, 2

Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

1, 2

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a)

b)

Explanation
a)

No Impact. The proposed project would replace an existing car lot with a gas station in the Seaside
Auto Center area. No residential uses or other land uses typically associated with directly inducing
population growth would be constructed as part of the proposed project. Given the relatively small
project size and construction schedule it is expected that the employees hired to construct or operate
the project would come from the local labor pool. Thus, it is not anticipated that any prospective
construction workers would relocate to the area as a result of the proposed project, and there would
not be substantial expansion of the ongoing labor demand associated with the expansion of the
existing Costco’s operations at the project site. Further, the project would not indirectly result in
substantial population growth as the proposed project would connect to the existing utilities and
infrastructure that currently serves the project. The proposed project would not construct new or
extended utilities, infrastructure, or roadways into an area not currently served by such
improvements. Moreover, the commercial use is consistent with local and regional plans, which
means that any resulting growth is not unplanned. As a result, the project would not constitute a
change which would induce substantial population growth in the area; therefore, no impact would
occur.

b)

No Impact. No residential uses are located on the project site. The proposed project would replace
a replace an existing car lot with a gas station in the Seaside Auto Center area. No housing or
people would be displaced and no impact would occur.

Conclusion: The project would have no impact on population and housing.
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5.2.15 PUBLIC SERVICES
Setting
Fire Protection: Fire protection services are provided to the project site by the Seaside Fire Department.
The City operates one fire station located at 1635 Broadway Avenue that is located approximately 1.5 miles
from the project site by way of surface streets.
Police Protection: Police protection services are provided to the project site by the Seaside Police
Department. The City operates one police station which is located at 440 Harcourt Avenue, which is located
approximately one mile from the project site by way of surface streets.
Schools: The project is located within the Seaside School District. The closest school to the proposed
project is Seaside High School which is located approximately 0.7 mile north of the project site.
Parks: The City contains approximately 383 acres of parkland. The closest park to the proposed project
includes Cutino Park which is located approximately 0.3 mile east of the project site and Monterey State
Beach which is located approximately 0.3 mile west of the project site.

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
a)

Fire protection?

X

1, 2

b)

Police protection?

X

1, 2

c)

Schools?

X

1, 2

d)

Parks?

X

1, 2

e)

Other public facilities?

X

1, 2

Explanation
a, b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site currently contains a car lot and is located in the
Seaside Auto Center which is currently served by existing public services including fire and police
protection. As the site is already developed and the proposed use is consistent with the existing
use of the parcel, it would have no post-construction impact on police or fire services. Although
unlikely, City Police or Fire could be required to respond to potential construction-related
emergency. Construction is anticipated to take up to four months and would not significantly
impact fire protection or police protection services or require the construction of new or remodeled
facilities.

c, d, e) No Impact. As previously discussed, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result
in an increase in population. As such, the proposed project would not increase enrollment at schools
or patronage at parks, libraries or other public facilities. Therefore, no environmental impacts
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associated with the construction of new and/or the expansion of existing schools, parks, libraries,
and other public facilities would occur.
Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on public services.

5.2.16 RECREATION
Setting
Please refer to the discussion under Section 5.12.5, Public Services, above.
CEQA Thresholds
Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

X

1, 2

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

X

1, 2

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

RECREATION. Would the project:
a)

b)

Explanation
a, b)

No Impact. The proposed project would not include any residential uses or other land uses
typically associated with an increased usage of existing park and recreational facilities. The
proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in an increase in population, and as such,
would not generate a need for new or expanded facilities. Further, the proposed project would not
include any recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
Therefore, no impacts associated with park and recreational facilities would occur.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities.

5.2.17 TRANSPORTATION
Setting
A Transportation Impact Analysis was prepared for the proposed project by Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
(August 2019) (Appendix E). Information contained in the section was derived from this report.
Roadway Network
Del Monte Boulevard is a north-south arterial street in Seaside. It starts from Fremont Boulevard on the
north end and extends south through various commercial districts. At its southern end, it continues into
Monterey as Del Monte Avenue. The speed limit on Del Monte Boulevard is 35 miles per hour (mph).
Within the study area, it is a four-lane roadway with sidewalks on both sides and intermittent on-street
parking.
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Tioga Avenue is an east-west, collector street in Sand City. It forms the boundary between the retail
shopping areas to the north and the commercial, industrial and residential areas to the south. The speed
limit on Tioga Avenue is 25 mph. Within the study area, Tioga Avenue is a two-lane roadway with
sidewalks and on-street parking on both sides.
Auto Center Parkway is a two-lane local street without sidewalks in Seaside that provides access to the
northern end of the Seaside Auto Center commercial district. The speed limit on Auto Center Parkway is
20 mph.
California Avenue is a two-lane collector street in Sand City. At its southern end, it provides access to the
residential and commercial areas of the southern portion of Sand City. At its northern end, it provides
access to a regional shopping center and SR 1. The segment south of Tioga Avenue is within the study area
where California Avenue has a speed limit of 25 mph and sidewalks on the west side of the roadway.
State Route 1 (SR 1) is a state highway providing statewide and regional connections. In Monterey County,
SR 1 traverses the coastal communities near Big Sur, Monterey and Moss Landing, extending northward
to Watsonville, Santa Cruz and San Francisco and southward to San Luis Obispo County and Los Angeles.
Through the study area, it is a six-lane freeway north of Fremont Boulevard and south of Canyon Del Rey
Boulevard (SR 218). It is a four-lane freeway for the 1.3-mile segment between Fremont Boulevard and
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard. Interchanges near the study project are located at Fremont Boulevard and
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218). The speed limit on SR 1 is 65 mph.
Pedestrian Facilities
Sidewalks are present on both sides of Del Monte Boulevard and Tioga Avenue (between Del Monte
Boulevard and Metz Road), which provide direct pedestrian access to the Costco warehouse. On the west
of Metz Road, sidewalk is present only on the south side of Tioga Avenue and ends at Sand Dunes Drive
to the west. No sidewalk is present on either side of Auto Center Parkway.
At the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Tioga Avenue and California Avenue, pedestrian crosswalks
are marked on the north, south, and west legs. At the signalized intersection of Tioga Avenue and Del
Monte Boulevard, pedestrian crosswalks are marked and controlled with pedestrian signal heads on the
south, east, and west legs.
Bicycle Facilities
Bicycle facilities are defined by the following three classes in Chapter 1000 of California Department of
Transportation’s (Caltrans) Highway Design Manual and Design Information Bulletin 89:


Class I bikeway (bike path). Provides a completely separated facility designed for the exclusive use
of bicyclists and pedestrians with crossing points minimized.



Class II bikeway (bike lane). Provides a restricted right-of-way lane for the exclusive or semiexclusive use of bicycles with through travel by motor vehicles or pedestrians prohibited, but with
vehicle parking and cross-flows by pedestrians and motorists permitted.



Class III bikeway (bike route). Provides a right-of-way designated by signs or permanent markings
and shared with pedestrians and motorists.



Class IV bikeway (cycle track). This is a dedicated, separated and protected on-street lane for
bicyclists. Cycle tracks (or protected bike lanes) typically are used along streets with high traffic
volumes and high speeds, providing additional protection for bicyclists using vertical separation,
such as concrete curb or safe-hit posts.
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Currently, no bicycle facilities are present along Del Monte Boulevard, Tioga Avenue, or Auto Center
Parkway near the project site. Within the study area, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan developed in
2011 by the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) identified the following priority bicycle
facility projects:


The City of Sand City proposed Class III bike route projects on the Tioga Avenue segment from
Metz Road to Del Monte Boulevard. This is one of the top ranking three projects in Sand City.



The City of Seaside proposed a Class I multi use path on California Avenue between Tioga Avenue
and Playa Avenue.

Transit Services
The transit system in the study area includes bus services provided by Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST).
The 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Program Sustainable Communities Strategy identifies Del Monte
Boulevard as a high-quality transit corridor. Two bus stops on Del Monte Boulevard are located within a
¼ mile of the project site. The one on northbound is located about 400 ft. north of Tioga Avenue, serving
bus lines 8, 20, 67, 75. The bus stop on Del Monte Boulevard southbound, located right south of Tioga
Avenue, serving bus lines 20, 67, 75. Table 25 summarizes the details of each bus lines served by the two
bus stops.
Table 25.
Transit Routes Near the Project Site

Bus Line
No.

From/To

Operation Time

8

Ryan Ranch –
Sand City

6:25 AM to 9:17 AM; 3:25 PM to 5:52 PM on weekdays

Every 1 hour

4:45 AM to 12:37 AM on weekdays

20

Monterey –
Salinas

67

Presidio –
Marina

75

Presidio –
Marshall Park

Every 30 minutes to 1 hour
Leaving Salinas at 12:15 AM
and 2:30 AM
Every 2 hours
Every 1 hour
Every 45 minutes to 2 hours
depending on the time of day

Frequency

Extended service until 3:10 AM on Fridays only
2:15 PM to 10:10 PM on Fridays
10:15 AM to 10:10PM on weekends
7:50 AM to 10:06 PM on weekdays
(Express Routing runs from 5:55 AM to 7:41 AM on
weekdays)

Every 30 minutes

Source: http://www.mst.org, Accessed July 2019

Existing Traffic Conditions
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) contracted with a data collection subconsultant to collect existing
traffic volumes at the study intersections in order to establish a basis for analysis in the Traffic Analysis.
Intersection geometries and existing peak hour volumes are shown in Appendix E includes traffic count
data sheets. Intersection turning movement volumes were collected on Tuesday, May 14, 2019, at the study
intersections during the following periods:


7:00 AM to 9:00 AM



4:00 PM to 6:00 PM

Intersection peak hours were identified from the data collected at the study intersections. The follow system
peak hours were selected for the analysis based on the peak hours of the Del Monte Boulevard/Tioga
Avenue-Auto Center Parkway intersection:
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AM peak hour: 7:30 to 8:30 AM



PM peak hour: 4:25 to 5:25 PM

Analysis of Methodologies and Level-of-Service Standards
“Level of service” describes the operating conditions experienced by users of a facility. Level of service
(LOS) is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, including speed, travel time, traffic
interruptions, freedom to maneuver, driving comfort and convenience. Levels of service are designated A
through F from best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that might occur. LOS A
through E generally represent traffic volumes at less than roadway capacity while LOS F represents over
capacity or forced flow conditions. In general, LOS D or better is considered acceptable while LOS E and
LOS F are not.
All intersection level-of-service evaluations used the peak 15-minute flow rate during the weekday AM and
PM peak hours. Using the peak 15-minute flow rate ensures that this analysis is based on a reasonable
worst-case scenario. For this reason, the analysis reflects conditions that are only likely to occur for 15
minutes out of each average peak hour. During all other periods, the transportation system likely would
operate under conditions better than the conditions described in this report.
Intersection LOS. LOS is a quantitative stratification of a performance measure or measures representing
quality of service. The measures used to determine LOS for transportation system elements are called
service measures. The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) defines six levels of service, ranging from A to
F, for each service measure or combination of service measures. The service measures to define the LOS
of intersections are control delay and volume over capacity (V/C) ratio. Control delay alone is used to
characterize LOS for the entire intersection or an approach. Control delay and volume-to-capacity ratio are
used to characterize LOS for a lane group. The HCM 6th Edition procedure calculates a weighted average
control delay in seconds per vehicle at an intersection and assigns a level of service designation based on
the delay.
Intersection analysis was conducted using the operational methodology outlined in the Highway Capacity
Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2016) at all intersections, as
operationalized by Synchro version 10. Table 26 and Table 27 present the relationship of average delay
to level of service for signalized intersections and all-way stop intersections, respectively.
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Table 26.
Signalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions

Average Delay
Per Vehicle
(Seconds)

LOS

< 10.0

A

> 10.0 and
< 20.0

B

> 20.0 and
< 35.0

C

> 35.0 and
< 55.0

D

> 55.0 and
< 80.0

E

< 80.0

F

Description of Traffic Conditions
This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either
progression is exceptionally favorable, or the cycle length is very short.
This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is low and either
progression is highly favorable, or the cycle length is short. More vehicles stop than with
LOS A.
This level is typically assigned when progression is favorable, or the cycle length is
moderate. Individual cycle failures (i.e., one or more queued vehicles are not able to depart
as a result of insufficient capacity during the cycle) may begin to appear at this level. The
number of vehicles stopping is significant, although many vehicles still pass through the
intersection without stopping.
This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either
progression is ineffective, or the cycle length is long. Many vehicles stop and individual
cycle failures are noticeable.
This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is high, progression is
unfavorable, and the cycle length is long. Individual cycle failures are frequent.
This level is typically assigned when the volume-to-capacity ratio is very high (greater than
1.0) progression is very poor, and the cycle length is long. Most cycles fail to clear the
queue.

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition, Washington D.C., 2016.

Table 27.
All-Way Stop-Controlled Intersection Level of Service Definitions
Average Delay Per Vehicle (Seconds)
< 10.0
> 10.0 and < 15.0
> 15.0 and < 25.0
> 25.0 and < 35.0
> 35.0 and < 50.0
>50.0

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition, Washington, D.C., 2016

LOS
A
B
C
D
E
F

The existing operations at the study intersections are shown in Table 28. The results indicate that all study
intersections are operating at LOS B or better for all peak hours.

No.

Table 28.
Existing Conditions Intersection Operations
Peak
Location
Control
LOS Standard
Hour

1

California Avenue & Tioga Avenue

AWSC

2

Del Monte Boulevard & Tioga Avenue – Auto
Center Parkway

Signal

AM
PM
AM
PM

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019
Note:
- Synchro version 10.1, build 2 and HCM 6th methodology were used.
- Appendix E includes Synchro output reports for Existing Conditions.
- Overall LOS standard for the City of Sand City is LOS C.
- Existing year is 2019.
- AWSC: All-Way Stop Control
- Average delay in seconds is presented for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.
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CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
a)

Conflict with program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b)

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

X

11

c)

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

X

11

d)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

X

11

X

11

Approach to Analysis
Thresholds of Significance
The Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan establishes performance criteria for City streets that
relies on level of service standards. Although CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(a) says that roadway
capacity and delay shall not be environmental impacts, the analysis below evaluates whether the proposed
project would conflict with the City’s existing transportation plans. Moreover, the City has not yet adopted
specific thresholds or policies for vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts. Accordingly, transportation
impact criteria for this section were informed by impact criteria described in the City’s General Plan and
the criterion used for freeway segments in the South of Tioga EIR (EMC Planning Group Inc. 2018).
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections
Seaside. The City of Seaside has level of service standard of LOS C for signalized and unsignalized
intersections, as documented in the Seaside General Plan (2004).
Sand City. The City of Sand City has not established significance criteria for intersection operations.
Consistent with the example of Seaside, impacts within Sand City are also identified using the threshold
LOS C.
Freeway Segments. For consistency with the certified South of Tioga EIR 3, the addition of a single trip on
a freeway facility operating at LOS F would be considered a potentially significant impact.
TAMC Regional Development Impact Fee. The TAMC and its member jurisdictions adopted a regional
development impact fee to fund studies and construction of transportation system projects in Monterey
County. This impact fee is applied to new developments in Monterey County. The governing document
for the fee is the Regional Impact Fee Nexus Study Update (Wood Rogers 2013).

3

See page 25 of South of Tioga EIR, Appendix E - TIA
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Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
Trip Generation
Costco Trip Generation Database. The Costco transportation database contains a large quantity of
data related to Costco Gasoline fuel stations. Trip generation rates and trip type information for
more than 35 Costco Gasoline facilities located throughout the U.S. are included. Costco has
developed this use-specific trip generation database for both their warehouses and their fuel stations
because of the unique characteristics of Costco member travel that exist due to membership
requirements and the nature of Costco sales. These unique elements apply to the trip generation
for Costco warehouses, Costco Gasoline fuel stations, and the interaction of trips between the two.
For the past 18 years, Kittelson has maintained a database of traffic data and travel characteristics
for Costco Wholesale. The database is updated periodically each time new Costco traffic counts
or other travel information become available to Kittelson. To best evaluate the anticipated
transportation characteristics of the proposed Costco Gasoline fuel station, database data for all the
sites with 22 to 24 fueling positions were used. Table 29 lists the nine gas station sites and the trip
generation observed at each site. Kittelson developed an average trip rate for the total number of
trips to estimate the number of total trips (inbound + outbound trips) the project would generate.
The Costco-specific trip generation data presented herein follows nationally-accepted practices for
trip generation data collection as recommended by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
and presents a robust data set upon which to confidently and accurately predict the trip generation
of the fuel station.

Location

Table 29.
Project Trip Generation
Weekday AM Peak Trips
Fueling Positions
Total Trips
Rate

Hawthorne, CA
Hayward, CA
Richmond, CA
Tustin II, CA
Concord, CA
Cypress, CA
NE San Jose, CA
Rancho Del Ray, CA
Rohnert Park, CA
Average

22
22
22
22
24
24
24
24
24

480
426
600
158
598
520

21.82
19.36
27.27
6.58
24.92
21.67

260
435

10.83
19

Weekday PM Peak Trips
Total Trips
Rate
566
596
588
662
550
654
458
676
548
589

25.73
27.09
26.73
30.09
22.92
27.25
19.08
28.17
22.83
26

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019.
Note:
- AM Peak hour data was not available for Hawthorne, CA or Rancho Del Ray, CA.

Costco Gasoline fuel station Trip Type Estimate. In developing a trip generation estimate for a
new fuel station addition, it is important to recognize that the total number of trips generated would
include:


Net new “gas-only” trips, of which the destination is the new gas station alone. These trips do
not exist on the roadway network today.

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

88

February 2020
Chapter 5: Environmental Evaluation



Shared trips are existing warehouse-related trips that would create an additional localized trip
to the new gas station before or after members shop at the warehouse. As such, these trips
already exist on the roadway network and do not result in a net increase in traffic but would be
routed differently at the study intersections. They would affect the immediate intersections and
site access driveways where they change turning movements. Depending on the sequence of
trip destinations, these trips are referred to “gas + warehouse” trips and “warehouse + gas” trips
hereinafter.



Pass-by “gas-only” trips represent trips that are currently traveling along Del Monte Boulevard
for some other primary purpose (such as a trip from work to home) and stop into the new gas
station en route during their normal travel. As such, pass-by trips do not result in a net increase
in traffic on the surrounding transportation system, and their only effect occurs at the immediate
intersections and site access driveways where they become turning movements.

The unique nature of Costco operations and its membership requirements result in different trip
characteristics than those observed at typical fuel stations summarized in the standard reference
Trip Generation, published by the ITE. The percentages of pass-by at Costco Gasoline fuel stations
is considerably lower than those quoted in the ITE Trip Generation manual for typical fuel stations.
Correspondingly, membership requirements also have a significant effect on trip internalization (or
sharing of trips) between the warehouse and the fuel station. Fewer people exclusively visit a
Costco Gasoline fuel station (in comparison to a typical standalone fuel station) because they have
another primary purpose for visiting the site (that being a trip to the warehouse).
Table 30 shows the estimated trip generation for each trip type based on Costco trip generation
database. There are zero shared trips during the AM peak hour because the warehouse does not
open for members until after the AM peak hour. The 435 trips during the morning peak hour
include 282 net new gas-only trips and 153 pass-by gas-only trips. The 589 trips generated for an
afternoon peak hour include 183 net new gas-only trips, 212 pass-by gas-only trips, 132 “gas +
warehouse” trips and 62 “warehouse + gas” trips.
Table 30.
Trip Generation Estimates by Trip Type
Trip Type
Total Trip Ends
Shared Trips Ends (0% of Total Trips in AM, 33% of Total Trips in PM)
Gas + Warehouse Trips (68% of Shared Trips)
Warehouse + Gas Trips (32% of Shared Trips)
Pass-by Trips Ends (35% of Total Trips in AM, 36% of Total Trips in PM)
Net New Gas-only Trips Ends (Total Trips – Internal Trips – Pass-by Trips)

AM Peak
Hour
435
0
0
0
153
282

PM Peak
Hour
589
194
132
62
212
183

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019
Note:
- Percentages of internal trips and pass-by trips are estimated based on Costco Trip Generation Database using historical data
collection.
- Percentage of Gas + Warehouse trips and Warehouse + Gas trips are estimated based on card transaction records for six Costco
sites with off-site fuel stations in 2019.

Trip Distribution
Based on historical records at other Costco Gasoline fuel stations, the number of inbound/outbound
trips for the proposed Costco Gasoline fuel station are estimated as a 50/50 percent split of the total
trip ends. The directional trips are distributed to the two intersections (i.e., California Avenue &
Tioga Avenue, Del Monte Boulevard & Tioga Avenue-Auto Center Parkway) within the study area
based on existing approach traffic volume data and movement shifts for shared trips and pass-by
Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

89

February 2020
Chapter 5: Environmental Evaluation

trips. The trip distribution percentages on the roadway within the study area for AM and PM peak
hours, respectively, as well as the project trips at both intersections as a result of the trip distribution
are shown in Appendix E.

Existing Plus Project Conditions
The potential effects of the proposed project on existing operations at the study intersections are
discussed in this section. Other impacts, such as those associated with pedestrian and bicycle
facilities as well as site access and circulation are discussed in the Additional Transportation Needs
Assessments section.
Intersection Operations
Traffic volumes for Existing plus Project conditions were developed using an additive approach.
Estimated vehicle trips generated by the proposed project were added to existing volumes on the
roadway network to develop the volumes for the Existing plus Project conditions. Existing plus
Project turning movement volumes are shown in Appendix E.
As shown in Table 31, all study intersections operate acceptably at LOS B or better under Existing
plus Project conditions. Therefore, the impact of project traffic would be considered less than
significant.
Table 31.
Existing plus Project Intersection Operations
Peak
LOS
Location
Control
Hour Standard

No.
1

California Avenue & Tioga Avenue

AWSC

2

Del Monte Boulevard & Tioga Avenue –
Auto Center Parkway

Signal

AM
PM
AM
PM

C
C

Existing + Project
Delay (sec) LOS
8.6
11.2
14.7
19.8

A
B
B
B

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019
Note:
- Synchro version 10.1, build 2 and HC 6th, methodology were used.
- Overall LOS standard for the City of Sand City is LOS C.
- Existing year is 2019.
- AWSC: All-Way Stop Control
- Average delay in seconds is presented for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.

Cumulative Conditions
Cumulative conditions and the potential effects of the Project on Cumulative intersection
operations are discussed in this section. Other impacts, such as those associated with pedestrian
and bicycle facilities as well as site access and circulation are discussed in the Additional
Transportation Needs Assessments section.
Cumulative Conditions
The Cumulative traffic volumes were developed and documented in Exhibit 13 of the South of
Tioga Environment Impact Report. The Cumulative conditions include the West End project
evaluated in the South of Tioga EIR plus estimated traffic from projects that are planned for the
greater Monterey Peninsula (Sand City, Monterey, Seaside, Marina and Monterey County). The
Cumulative conditions are estimates for year 2035. Appendix E provides the list of cumulative
projects (i.e., Exhibit 9 and 12 of the South of Tioga EIR), as well as the Cumulative condition
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volumes for the AM and PM peak hours. As shown in Table 32, the intersections are expected to
operate acceptably at LOS C or better under Cumulative conditions.
Table 32.
Cumulative Intersection Operations
Peak
LOS
Location
Control
Hour Standard

No.
1

California Avenue & Tioga Avenue

AWSC

2

Del Monte Boulevard & Tioga Avenue –
Auto Center Parkway

Signal

AM
PM
AM
PM

C
C

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019
Note:
- Synchro version 10.1, build 2 and HC 6th ,methodology were used.
- Overall LOS standard for the City of Sand City is LOS C.
- Cumulative year is 2035.
- AWSC: All-Way Stop Control
- Average delay in seconds is presented for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.

Existing + Project
Delay (sec) LOS
11.1
15.6
16.5
20.4

B
C
B
C

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative plus project conditions were developed by adding proposed project trips to the
Cumulative volumes (shown in Appendix E). Cumulative plus project volumes are shown in
Appendix E. As shown in Table 33 with the addition of project traffic, the study intersections are
expected to continue to operate acceptably at LOS C or better in the cumulative plus project
scenario. Therefore, the impact of project traffic would be considered less than significant.
Table 33.
Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Operations
Peak
LOS
Location
Control
Hour Standard

No.
1

California Avenue & Tioga Avenue

AWSC

2

Del Monte Boulevard & Tioga Avenue – Auto
Center Parkway

Signal

AM
PM
AM
PM

C
C

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 2019
Note:
- Synchro version 10.1, build 2 and HC 6th ,methodology were used.
- Overall LOS standard for the City of Sand City is LOS C.
- Cumulative year is 2035.
- AWSC: All-Way Stop Control
- Average delay in seconds is presented for signalized and all-way stop control intersections.

Existing + Project
Delay (sec) LOS
11.3
20.6
21.8
27.8

B
C
C
C

Freeway Operations
This section describes the analysis of freeway operations on SR 1 from south of the Canyon del
Rey (SR 218) interchange to north of the Del Monte Boulevard interchange.
The following freeway segments were analyzed.


South of Canyon del Rey Boulevard (SR 218)



Between Canyon del Rey Boulevard (SR 218) and Fremont Boulevard



North of Fremont Boulevard

Caltrans considers the addition of a single trip on a facility operating at LOS F to be a significant
impact.
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Freeway Data and Volume Development
Historical Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes along SR 1 were obtained from the
Caltrans Traffic Counts online database 4 for years 2014 and 2017, the most recent years available.
Kittelson developed an average annual growth factor based on these data. AADT volumes
increased by 1.14 percent from 2014 to 2017, with an average annual increase of 0.38 percent.
Kittelson applied this average annual growth rate of 0.38 percent to 2017 volumes to develop
Existing condition volumes for year 2019 and Cumulative condition volumes for year 2035.
Appendix G includes more details of freeway volume development.
Freeway Existing Conditions
Under Existing conditions (year 2019), the six-lane segment of SR 1 south of the Canyon del Rey
Boulevard interchange and the segment north of the Fremont Boulevard interchange operate at LOS
C or better. The four-lane segment of SR 1 between the Canyon del Rey Boulevard interchange
and the Fremont Boulevard interchange currently operate at capacity. As shown in Table 34, this
segment operates at LOS E in the southbound direction during the AM peak hour and the
northbound direction in the PM peak hour under existing conditions. Under existing conditions,
the addition of proposed project in the City will equate to about 2.8 percent to traffic on the fourlane section between Canyon del Rey Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard during the AM peak hour
and about 2.5 percent during the PM peak hour. The addition of project traffic does not cause the
LOS to deteriorate to LOS F; therefore, the impact would be considered less than significant.
Freeway Cumulative Conditions
For Cumulative condition, background traffic volumes are estimated to increase by a total of 6.4
percent over 16 years (from 2019 to 2035) based on an average annual growth rate of 0.38 percent.
The West End project evaluated in the South of Tioga EIR plus estimated traffic from projects that
are planned for the greater Monterey Peninsula area (Monterey, Sand City, Seaside, Marina and
Monterey County) would contribute an additional 2 percent of growth. The total expected increase
in traffic on SR 1 over the next 16 years is a total of about 8.4 percent. This would result in
increased congestion along SR 1 in the vicinity of Seaside.
As shown in Table 34 under Cumulative conditions, the segment between the Canyon del Rey
Boulevard interchange and the Fremont Boulevard interchange would operate at LOS F in the
southbound direction during the AM peak hour and at LOS F in the northbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

4

Available online at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census/traffic-volumes
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SR 1 Segment
Morning Peak Hour
North of Del Monte Blvd
Canyon Del Rey Blvd (SR 218)
to Del Monte Blvd
South of Canyon Del Rey Blvd
(SR 218)
Evening Peak Hour
North of Del Monte Blvd
Canyon Del Rey Blvd (SR 218)
To Del Monte Blvd
South of Canyon Del Rey Blvd
(SR 218)

Direction

Table 34
Freeway Level of Service Summary
Existing
Existing + Project
# Lanes
Volume LOS
Volume
LOS

Cumulative + Project
Volume
LOS

Northbound
Southbound
Northbound
Southbound
Northbound
Southbound

3
3
2
2
3
3

2,119
4,598
1,933
4,192
2,119
4,598

A/B
C
A/B
E
A/B
C

2,192
4,671
2,018
4,277
2,216
4,695

A/B
D
A/B
E
A/B
D

2,297
4,983
2,095
4,543
2,297
4,983

A/B
D
A/B
F
A/B
D

2,370
5,056
2,180
4,628
2,394
5,080

A/B
D
A/B
F
A/B
D

Northbound
Southbound
Northbound
Southbound
Northbound
Southbound

3
3
2
2
3
3

4,369
2,483
3,984
2,263
2,119
4,598

C
A/B
E
C
A/B
C

4,435
2,549
4,061
2,340
2,192
4,671

C
A/B
E
C
A/B
D

4,735
2,691
4,318
2,453
2,297
4,983

D
A/B
F
C
A/B
D

4,801
2,757
4,395
2,530
2,370
5,056

D
A/B
F
C
A/B
D

Source: Kittelson & Associates, 209
Note: Bold text indicates project volumes result in a potentially significant impact.
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The addition of a single trip on a facility operating at LOS F would be considered a significant
impact. The project would contribute additional traffic to the deficient freeway segment of SR 1
between the Canyon del Rey Boulevard Interchange and the Fremont Boulevard interchange,
creating a potentially significant impact. This impact can be mitigated to a less than significant
level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1.

Mitigation Measure
MM TRAFFIC-1 Project #1 of the TAMC Regional Development Fee Nexus Study Update
Improvement Projects List is a SR 1 widening project. 5 The project
includes capacity improvements to SR 1 from Fremont Ave southward to
at least Canyon Del Rey and makes interchange and related local road
improvements in the vicinity of Canyon Del Rey Ave and Fremont Ave.
As mitigation for Cumulative freeway impacts, the proposed project would be responsible for
payment of the TAMC Regional Development Impact Fee, which would represent the project’s
contribution towards regional highway and roadway improvements funded by the fee program.
The City would work with TAMC to determine the project’s pro-rata share of the cost for the SR
1 widening project, based on the project’s pro-rata contribution to Cumulative impacts. The
project’s pro-rata contribution would mitigate the impact, and the impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Non-Auto Mode of Travel Assessment
The project is a new fuel station providing for the sale of gasoline and no other goods or services.
Due to the nature of this land use, the project is expected to generate vehicle trips and not generate
a substantive amount of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit trips. The project would generate minor
pedestrian activity since Costco would locate an employee at the fuel station to manage the flow of
vehicle queues on the site. An employee who staffs the fuel station may walk between the
warehouse and the project site a few times during a typical day when taking a scheduled break.
The existing sidewalks along Del Monte Boulevard and Tioga Avenue as well as the controlled
crosswalks at the Del Monte Boulevard/Tioga Avenue-Auto Center Parkway intersection provide
sufficient pedestrian access between the warehouse and the project site. Moreover, since the
intersection at Del Monte Boulevard/Tioga Avenue-Auto Center Parkway is expected to continue
to operate acceptably at LOS C, the project would not adversely affect transit travel times.
Therefore, the impact of the project to non-auto modes of travel would be less than significant.
b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Pursuant CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), beginning on
July 1, 2020, all CEQA lead agencies will be required by the State of California to analyze a
project’s transportation impacts using VMT. Prior to July 1, 2020, lead agencies are permitted to
elect to be governed by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, however, the City has not yet adopted
VMT thresholds for environmental review. Therefore, the City is not required to analyze the
Project’s transportation impacts using a VMT analysis, and the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact due to conflict or inconsistencies with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3(b).
Although not required to demonstrate consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), a
qualitative analysis of the proposed project’s VMT is provided below to provide additional

5

See page 25 of the TAMC Regional Development Fee Nexus Study Update (June 2013).
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information to the public and decision makers. As an initial matter, fuel stations themselves
contribute a negligible amount of VMT to a transportation network since the vast majority of
vehicle trips made to fuel stations are trips of convenience people make when they already are on
their way to a destination. In addition, new retail development typically redistributes trips rather
than creating new ones. 6 The removal of parking for an automotive retailer – which is more likely
to attract regional trips with higher VMT – and addition of a gas station to serve Costco members
likely already traveling through the area is not likely to increase overall VMT. In addition, the
proposed project is consistent with the “Suburban Commercial/Mixed Use” land use designation
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, which
further suggests that the project would not result in new VMT impacts.
c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards
due to a design feature (for example, sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses.
Overall, the site plan shows adequate access to the site, a right-turn only has been incorporated into
the entrance/exit from Del Monte Blvd. so as to avoid any hazards. No additional roads or design
features are required. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact.

d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project driveways, as well as the internal
circulation, would be built in accordance with all applicable City standards allowing safe and
efficient ingress and egress of emergency vehicles. The applicant would work with the City to
assure that emergency vehicle and firefighter access are adequately addressed in the final project
design. Therefore, the impacts to emergency access would be less than significant.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on transportation after incorporation of
the mitigation measure identified above.

5.2.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Setting
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52, in effect since July 2015, provides CEQA protections for tribal cultural
resources. All lead agencies approving projects under CEQA are required, if formally requested by a
culturally affiliated California Native American Tribe, to consult with such tribe regarding the potential
impact of a project on tribal cultural resources before releasing an environmental document. Under
California Public Resources Code § 21074, tribal cultural resources include site features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, or objects that are of cultural value to a tribe and that are eligible for or listed on
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or a local historic register, or that the lead agency
has determined to be of significant tribal cultural value.

See Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2018) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA, page 16, citing Lovejoy, et al. (2013) Measuring the impacts of local land use policies on vehicle miles of
travel: The case of the first big box store in Davis, California, Journal of Transport and Land Use.
6
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CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resources,
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is::
a)

b)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historic Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

X

1, 2

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

X

1, 2

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As indicated above in Section 5.2.17 Cultural Resources the
proposed project would not result in any adverse impacts to historical resources within the project
area.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. No tribal cultural resources or Native American resources have
been identified to date, and findings of these resources are unlikely. However, pursuant Assembly
Bill (AB) 52 the City is required to provide formal notification to the designated or tribal
representative of traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice. The City provided formal notification to the affected tribes on December 3, 2019
by written correspondence, which included a description of the proposed project, a summary of the
historical records search, and a project location map. The parties contacted were asked to consider
the letter and project information as notification of a proposed project as required under CEQA,
specifically Public Resources Code 21080.3.1 and Chapter 532 Statutes of 2014 (AB 52). No
significant resources were identified in correspondence with the relevant Native American contacts.
The impact is less than significant.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on tribal cultural resources.

5.2.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Setting
Utilities and services are furnished to the project site by the following providers:


Wastewater Treatment: treatment and disposal provided by Monterey One Water (M1W) Regional
Treatment Plant (RTP); sanitary sewer lines maintained by Seaside County Sanitation District



Water Service: CalAm



Storm Drainage: City of Seaside
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Solid Waste: Monterey Regional Waste Management District



Natural Gas & Electricity: MBCP and PG&E

CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
a)

Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, or wastewater treatment or storm
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

X

1, 2, 3

b)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

X

1, 2

c)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

X

1, 2

Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

X

1, 2

Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

X

1, 2

d)

e)

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project includes improvements to the storm drainage system
on the project site. As outlined in Section 5.2.10, stormwater from the project site would be treated
in an on-site bioretention cell/raingarden and/or oil/water separator. The proposed project does not
include new uses or activities that would require unique wastewater treatment processes. Further,
the project would be required to comply with the applicable City and RWQCB permits for
stormwater. As the proposed use is consistent with the existing use, all these services would be a
replacement of the existing services and would not expand wastewater or storm water systems
beyond that which is already being used. For the reasons presented above, the project is not
expected to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would require minimal water services as
there are no facilities proposed as part of the project. Compared to the existing condition, the
project would not require access to new supplies of water or the construction of new water treatment
or storage facilities. While the proposed gas station does not include any uses that would require
water, on-site landscaping would require regular irrigation. The project proposed 5,695 sq. ft. of
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landscaping in a developed area where water service is already provided. As the proposed project
would only utilize minimal water for landscaping and is consistent with the use of the existing
facility, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate water usage in excess of what is already
being utilized on-site. Further, the proposed project would be required to obtain a “will serve”
letter from CalAm, the water provider, to assure adequate water would be available to serve the
proposed project. As such, sufficient water supplies are expected to be available to serve the project
(during normal, dry and multiple dry years); impacts associated with water facilities and supplies
would be less than significant.
c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Wastewater from the City is collected by the SCSD and carried
to the M1W RTP. The RTP has an average dry weather design capacity of 29.6 million gallons per
day (mgd) and a peak wet weather design capacity of 75.6 mgd. It currently receives and treats
approximately 18 mgd of wastewater, and therefore, has capacity to treat additional flows. Further,
the project is not expected to generate wastewater flows in excess of the current use of the site. As
a result, development of the project would have a less-than-significant impact on wastewater
treatment capacity

d, e)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact in terms of solid waste generation. Any trash generated during construction, including
materials generated during demolition, would be hauled to the Monterey Regional Waste
Management District facility in Marina. Of the inevitable waste that is generated, as much as is
economically feasible would be reused salvaged or recycled. Waste disposal to landfills would be
minimized, and all waste would be properly disposed of in a safe, appropriate, and lawful manner
in compliance with all applicable regulations of local (Monterey County’s Integrated Waste
Management Plan), state (California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 & California
Green Building Standards), and federal regulations related to solid waste. In addition, the project
is consistent with the current use of the site and is not anticipated to generate additional waste
beyond the current use. As a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
related to solid waste.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on utilities and service systems.

5.2.20 WILDFIRE
Setting
The project site is surrounded by commercial development and is not located within a Very-High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone for wildland fires, as designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (Cal Fire, Fire Hazard Severity Maps, 2007, 2008).
CEQA Thresholds
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

WILDFIRE. If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
a)

Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?
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c)

d)

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

X

1, 9

Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

X

1, 9

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

b)

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

X

1, 9

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As stated above in Section 5.2.9 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, the proposed project would not create any barriers to emergency or other vehicle
movement as it would not be part of vehicular transportation network used by emergency vehicles.
Work within roads during construction would require traffic control and flagmen. Furthermore,
final design would incorporate all Fire Code requirements. The project would not substantially
impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

b)

No Impact. The project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors due to the project’s urbanized location away from natural areas susceptible to wildfire.
The project site is not located within an area of moderate, high, or very high Fire Hazard Severity
for the Local Responsibility Area nor does it contain any areas of moderate, high, or very high Fire
Hazard Severity for the State Responsibility Area; therefore, no impact would occur.

c)

No Impact. Due to the project’s urbanized location and lack of interface with any natural areas
susceptible to wildfire, the project would not require the installation or maintenance of associated
fire suppression or related infrastructure; therefore, no impact would occur.

d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. See discussion above (Response a, b, and c). The project would
not expose people or structures to significant wildfire risks given its highly urban location away
from natural areas susceptible to wildfire.

Conclusion: The project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to wildfire.

Costco Fueling Station Addition Project
Public Review Draft Initial Study

99

February 2020
Chapter 5: Environmental Evaluation

5.2.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
Issues

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No Impact

Checklist
Source(s)

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project:
a)

b)

c)

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

X

1-11

Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively
considerable?
(“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of the past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

X

1-11

Have environmental effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

X

1-11

Explanation
a)

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the analysis provided
in this Initial Study, the proposed project would not have the potential to substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
Mitigation measures and standard permit conditions are identified for potential impacts of the
project on cultural resources, noise, and transportation impacts to reduce these effects to a lessthan-significant level.

b, c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As evidenced in this Initial Study,
the proposed project would not result in significant cumulative impacts, nor would it result in
substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly, since all potentially significant
impacts would be less than significant based on compliance with regulatory requirements, and
implementation of project design features such as BMPs, and mitigation measures identified in this
Initial Study.

Conclusion: The project would have a less-than-significant impact on the CEQA mandatory findings of
significance with the incorporation of mitigation measures and standard permit conditions identified in this
document.
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