




















LETTER L. CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AT MONTEREY BAY (CSUMB)

L1: CSUMB’s support for the Reduced Project Alternative is acknowledged. Responses to CSUMB’s
comments on the DEIR are presented in Response G7, summarized as follows:

The Draft EIR describes that construction of the proposed hotel would create a visual landmark that
would be visible from adjacent and distant land uses, which would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to a scenic vista, the existing visual character of the site, and a scenic resource within view of
Highway 1 (an eligible scenic highway). Moreover, the Draft EIR also identifies that the proposed hotel
would exceed the height of the tallest building within the former Fort Ord and would be visible from the
surrounding area. It is important to note, however, that the proposed hotel site is located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor identified in the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines. As per the
Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines, the regulation of any viewshed located outside of the
1,000-foot design corridor is the purview of the individual jurisdiction. Therefore, the proposed hotel
would not be subject to the recommendation that building heights not exceed 40 feet in height.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR identifies project-specific mitigation measures to minimize the extent of
project impacts. Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 through 4.1-6 seek to reduce visual/aesthetic impacts of the
project, including the hotel, through the following: landscaping; tree replacement and transplants; 100-
foot setback from Highway 1; development of a color palette and building materials plan; and outdoor
lighting restrictions (see pages 4.1-11 to 4.1-17 of the Draft EIR).

Per the requirements of the Specific Plan, a minimum 30-foot landscape setback is required along the
property boundaries. The mitigation in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this requirement.
Mitigation 4.1-2 has also been revised to provide the same tree replacement ratio (3:1) identified in
mitigation 4.1-1. The other minor text revisions requests have been incorporated into the Draft EIR. Refer
to Section 5, Revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR.

The City of Seaside will coordinate with CSUMB in preparing the final design and landscaping plans for
the project site.

L2: Comment acknowledged. Negotiations are currently underway between CSUMB and City staff with
respect to right-of-way, access, and other issues related to the 2.29-acre parcel at the northwest corner of
Second Avenue and Light Fighter Drive.

L3: Of the intersections identified to be under the jurisdictional control of CSUMB (Second Avenue/First
Street and Fourth Avenue/Third Street), only one was identified as impacted by the project. That is the
intersection of Second Avenue/First Street. The traffic study recommends that the identified
improvements at the impacted intersection be fully funded and implemented by the project, since there are
no planned improvements for the intersection and it serves as a primary entrance to the project.

Improvements identified in the traffic analysis at other intersections identified to be under partial
jurisdictional control of CSUMB are included in the CIPs for both the Cities of Marina and Seaside.
These improvements are planned and partially funded. It is expected that the project will pay a fair-share
contribution towards each of the identified planned improvements. Fair-share contribution calculations
are provided within the traffic study.

The jurisdictional authority of studied roadway facilities has no bearing on the traffic analysis or
identified impacts and improvements. Implementation and funding of each of the identified improvements
will require participation of all affected agencies and be coordinated by City of Seaside staff.
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The analysis of existing + project conditions in the traffic study indicates that the addition of project
traffic associated with the project alone would not warrant installation of a traffic signal at the General
Jim Moore/Third Street intersection. Should the project be constructed prior to the University Villages
Phase | development, the intersection improvements would not be necessary. The analysis of short-term
cumulative and long-term cumulative conditions for the project considered traffic associated with all
approved projects including Phase 1 of the University Villages development, and the impacts are
disclosed in Section 4.12 of the RDEIR.

L4: A parking structure has been shown near the southeast corner of the project site. While a parking
structure at this location is considered an efficient use of land, such a structure may not actually be
required for the project. Consequently, final design of this portion of the site, which currently includes
property owned by CSUMB, is subject to the current negotiations between CSUMB and City staff.

L5: Comment noted.
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Letter v

December 23, 2009

Diana Hurlbert, Senior Planner
e i REDBVEIOPMENt Agency, City of Seaside
440 Harcourt Avenue
ounciimensbers: :
:,IHIW (B IWNI!":‘ SBESIde‘ CA 93955
JEUTE HAITIIMAN
WA SorLaoa Subject:  Recirculated Draft Environmental impact Report (RDEIR) for The Projects at Main
S Gate Spacific Plan SCH #2007011089
Clry Morsgen

FHRELD MiSgER Dear MS. Hurlbert

Monterey City staff received the Clty of Seaside Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion on
November 4, 2009 for the above referenced project. The City of Monterey provided the Cily of
Seaside with comments on the Draft EIR on September 5, 2008. The September 5, 2008
comment letter raised issues with regard to aesthetics and traffic, Itis unfortunate, however,
that the RDEIR does not address these issues.

The ROEIR does include a revised traffic analysis, impacts, and mitigations section. Since
the City of Monterey's traffic related comments and issues were not addressed, | am
compslied to reiterate the City's original traffic refated comments in response {o the RDEIR.

The RDEIR reports that the project generates 26,067 daily weekday trips and 30,006 daily
Saturday trips. The City of Monterey is particularly concerned about this project's impacts on
area roadways, notably the heavily traveled Del Monte Avenue in Monterey, This corridor
serves as both a tourism route and a community route. Please revise the traffic study to
include projected trips on Del Monte Avenus in Monterey, and consider the following
intersections:

1) Camino Aguajite / Fremont Street
2) Del Monte Avenue / Sloat Avenue

The City of Monterey has feasible roadway improvements at these impacted intersections.
Wae request that additional traffic analysis be provided to address these potential impacts and
require appropriate mitigation to include fair share contributions toward construction of these
improvements.

if you would fike more detailed information on any of the issues raised in this letter, please call
me at 831-646-1739.

Sincerely,

Fred Meurer
City Manager

C: Chip Rerig, Chief of Planning & EnvironmentalCompliance

Elizabeth Caraker, Principal Planner
Richard Deal, City Traffic Engineer
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LETTER M. CITY OF MONTEREY

M1: These comments are addressed in response I3 to the Draft EIR (see Section 3).
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Letter N

Unified Air Pollution Control District Air Poliution Control Officer
serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz counties Richard A. Stedman

24580 Silver Cloud Court - Monterey, California 93940 < 831/647-9411 « FAX 831/647-8501

December 14, 2009 Sent Electronically to:
dhurlbert@ci.seaside.ca.us

Ms. Diana Hurlbert, Senior Planner Original Sent by First Class Mail

Redevelopment Agency

City of Seaside

440 Harcourt Avenue

Seaside, CA 93955

SUBJECT: RDEIR FOR PROJECTS AT MAIN GATE SPECIFIC PLAN;
APPENDIX H, TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS

Dear Ms. Hurlbert:
The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration: N1

Chapter 3, Existing Plus Project Conditions.

Page 27: “The trip distribution pattern for the proposed project was estimated based or
existing travel patterns in the area and the locations of complementary land
uses.”

Comment: N2

Please identify how “existing travel patterns in the area” were identified. Trip
distribution is not intuitively discernable, but may only be identified with a license
plate survey or with a regional travel model, using the select zone method to identify
trip distribution. Was either of these methods used, and if not, why not?

Chapter 4, Short-Term Cumulative Conditions. -

Page 48: “The added traffic associated with the approved and pending projects was
developed based on trip generation estimates and assignments produced by
Higgins Associates, as part of the University Villages EIR.”

Comment:

N3

This RDEIR relies for its cumulative background traffic volumes at intersections on an

almost five-year old forecast prepared for another project in the area. That forecast

was prepared with a simple distribution-addition method, from a 2004 list of approved

and pending projects. (University Villages EIR, Appendix F, Appendix H1). .
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Background traffic, like project traffic, was added manually to the network for each
scenario using simple geographic trip distributions. The prior EIR on which this one
relies, used this simple distribution-addition method because the AMBAG travel forecast
model was not then available. In addition, that prior EIR claimed a distribution-addition
method was "more conservative or worst case" than forecasts performed with regional
travel models.

The AMBAG regional travel model was available for this RDEIR. It is a calibrated,
validated regional 4-step land use/ transportation forecast model. It is sensitive to
network characteristics, travel mode and congestion in assigning vehicle trips. The simple
distribution-addition method relied on was not sensitive to these determinants of actual
travel behavior. Please explain why the AMBAG regional travel model was not used for
distribution and assignment of approved and pending background traffic, as well as
project traffic, for this RDEIR.

Chapter 4, Long-Term Cumulative Conditions.

Page 75: “Long-term cumulative ...volumes include the estimated traffic from approved
and pending projects that have yet to be constructed. ...it is estimated that
approved and pending projects would generate a combined total of 215,552
weekday daily trips.” (See Also Appendix H, Table 28).

Comment:

Explain why the 114,586 daily vehicle volume identified in the University Villages EIR —
as generated by Phases 1-3 and the opportunity areas of that approved project -- was not
included in the list of approved and pending project volumes used for the RDEIR in
Appendix H, Table 28. Table 28 gives a total volume of background cumulative traffic as
215,552, cited above, but does not list the University Villages project. Did the cumulative
traffic impact assessment in the RDEIR exclude the 66,315 vehicle trips generated by
University Villages Phase 2/3 plus optional uses? (See Table 1 below for details).

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division
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Table 1. Cumulative Trip Generation

Univ. Villages EIR

Main Gate RDEIR

Cum.
Bkgnd. for Cumul.
Phase Univ. uv plus UV | Cumulative | Difference
Villages Project Project Bkgrnd.
(UV)
Short Term - Univ. Vill. Phase 1
21,440 48,241 69,681
Long Term - Univ. Vill. Phase 2/3 +
optional 145,841 66,345 | 212,186
Build-out of Cumulative Background
167,281 114,586 | 281,867 215,552 66,315
Possible source of discrepancy: UV Phase 2/3 + Optional Project trips = 66,315

Notes:

Source of UV EIR data: Univ. Vill. DEIR, figures 3.10-9, 3.10-20, and 3.10-24.
Source of RDEIR data: Main Gate RDEIR, 2. Section 4.12, tables 9,16 and 28.
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LETTER N. MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

N1: These comments relate to the original analysis in the Draft EIR and not the modifications addressed
in the RDEIR; however, the following information is provided in response to the District’s concerns.

N2: Trip distribution for the project was based on existing traffic patterns that are dictated by existing
land uses within the vicinity of the project site as well as engineering judgment. This procedure is
standard practice for traffic studies and has been historically used in the project region. It is not possible
to predict the exact patterns of travel to and from the project site, because the project itself may result in a
shift in existing traffic patterns; however, the evaluation used provides a best estimate for determining
potential effects of the traffic added to the surrounding roadway. Furthermore, the distribution used in the
traffic study is consistent with that used in the University Villages EIR, which utilized AMBAG
origin/destination matrices.

The use of license plate surveys can provide information regarding existing traffic patterns, but would not
be exact either. Travel patterns change on a daily basis, thus the use of license plate data would only
provide information during the specific time at which the data was collected. In addition, development of
the project as well as other approved development would likely change existing travel patterns than those
reflected by license plate data. The regional traffic forecasting model that is approved for use within
Monterey County and maintained by AMBAG would require extensive refinement for application on the
local street system. As it is a regional model it is intended to reflect travel characteristics on major
regional transportation facilities (highways and major thoroughfares). The use of the model to reflect
travel on local roads would require major adjustment of the model that may invalidate its assignment and
create inconsistency in forecasting of travel throughout the County.

N3: Data for short-term background development traffic was based on the University Villages traffic
study. Due to the close proximity of the proposed project to the approved University Villages
development, it was important that each of the reports reflect a consistent base from which to evaluate the
effects of project traffic. Should a different methodology, such as a traffic model, been utilized in the
analysis to estimate short-term background development traffic volumes it is possible that the analysis
results would be inconsistent the University Villages analysis. Additionally, the AMBAG model is
intended to reflect travel patterns on regional facilities and is based on general land use in the region and
not actual development on individual parcels. Since the University Villages data is based on actual
development projects in the surrounding area it provides the best estimate of background traffic.

N4: The analysis of long-term cumulative conditions included full buildout of the University Villages
development including all opportunity areas; however, this line item was inadvertently left out of the
Table 28. The long-term cumulative conditions analysis did include a total of 212,216 daily trips (145,871
trips indicated in Table 28 plus the 66,315 University Villages Phases 2 and 3 trips that were omitted).
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Letter C
RECEIVED
December 18, 2008 CITY OF SEASIDE
JAN &4 7610
Ms. Diana Hurlbert RESOURCE MANAGE! AENT
Senior Flanner : SERVICES

City of Seaside
440 Harcourt Avenue
Seaside, California 93955

SUBJECT: Comments on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Projects at Main Gate Specific Pian

Dear Ms. Hurlhert:

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County. Transportation
Agency staff has reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan.

The project proposes a 250 room hotel, 291,000 square feet of retail, 61,000 square feet
of restaurants, and approximately 2,500 parking spaces located on 57 acres of the former
Fort Ord, northwest of Light Fighter Drive and Second Avenue. The draft document
contains many provisions to support alternative modes of transportation throughout the
development and the Transportation Agency appreciates the efforts made to include
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Transportation Agency staff offers the following comments for your consideration:

01
Regional Road and Highway Impacts

1. The total new development for this project is estimated to generate 26,067 weekday
daily trips and 2,544 trips in the PM peak hour. With development of this magnitude,
it can be expected that there will be significant impacts at regional access points,
particularly at the SR-1 interchanges at Light Fighter Drive and 12" Street as well as
General Jim Moore Boulevard, Imjin Parkway, and Reservation Road. To mitigate
cumulative impacts, the Transportation Agency supports and considers payment of
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s development impact fee as sufficient mitigation of
impacts to regional facilities for projects located within the boundary of the former
Fort Ord.  As such, our agency is supportive of the applicant’s intentions to pay the
Fort Ord Reuse Authority impact fee,
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Letter to Ms. Diana Huribert Page 2
December 18, 2009

2.

Site-specific impacts will still need to be addressed and our agency supports the
funding of circulation infrastructure improvements through fair-share payments. In
particular, our agency supports that the development will contribute towards
signalizing impacted intersections at General Jim Moore Boulevard / Broadway
Avenue and Second Avenue / First Street as well as funding the widening of Imjin
Parlcway between Imjin Road and Reservation Road.

Pedestrian, Bicyele & Transit Travel

-
3.

The Transportation Agency supports accommodation of alternative forms of
transportation (rail, bus transit, bicycle and pedestrian transportation), both through
the design of transportation facilities, and through the design and orientation of land
uses. The Transportation Agency supports that the goal of the Specific Plan is to
create a bike and pedestrian-friendly development, with the specific goals of
connecting the site to “other nearby amenities, offering access for pedestrians and
bicyclists to and from the site,” striving to create a “sense of place at a pedestrian
scale,” and providing “ease of access, transit connections, and non-autornobile
alternatives as a component of the project.”

To accomplish these goals, the development planning should place a premium on safe
and accessible pedestrian access to the site from intersections and cresswalks,
sidewalks, and bicycle facilities. The project site should also be designed with
sidewalks that connect to external facilities, provide access to transit stops, and do not
include the use of cul-de-sacs without a cut-through for pedestrian travel. As per
Caltrans standards, bicycle lanes should be constructed to the left of any right-hand
turn lanes included in the development or constructed off-site as mitigation. Also, the
document should address the need for new roadways to be designed to accommodate
bicycles with adequate pavement for bike travel, with specific dimensions clearly
identified, particularly along major arterials.

Our agency supports Implementation Measure 3-3: Detailed site planning and
improvement plans shall identify clear internal and external pedestrian and bicycle routes
and linkages to surrounding uses such as CSUMB and Fort Ord Dunes Siate Park.

To accomplish this measure, our agency recommends that planned bike paths and
walkways in the development be linked to facilities on Imjin Parkway, 2nd Avenue,
General jim Moore Boulevard, and bike trails in the former Fort Ord area. Also, the
project applicant should consult with the Transportation Agency and the City of
Seaside’s Bike Plans to ensure that all proposed bicycle facilities are accounted for in
the site planning of this project, such as the Class 2 facility on First Avenue
connecting to the scenic trail, Class 1 facility on General Jim Moore Boulevard
connecting to the existing bike path, and additional Class 2 facilities on Monterey
Road, Light Fighter Drive, Gigling Road, and Third Street.

The Transportation Agency supports that a pedestrian walkway will be constructed to
allow coastal access via the existing First Street under-crossing. As noted in our
letter dated February 5, 2007 on the Notice of Preparation for this project. a
discussion of negessarv upgrades to the First Street under-crossine should be included

in the draft Environmental Impact Renort and a fair-share contribution towards those
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Letter to Ms. Diana Hurlbert Page 3
December 18, 2000

improvements should be made as mitication. The agency supports that the project
will provide sidewalks along the south side of First Street along its frontage fo
facilitate access to the existing First Street beach access point and that sidewalks,
crosswalks, and pedestrian pushbuttons and signal heads will be included in the
signalization of the First Street and project entrance intersections along Second
Avenue.

6. With the considerable amount of space that will be dedicated for vehicle parking, our
agency recommends that proper striping be included for all pedestrian crosswalks and
walkways to clearly identify arcas of pedestrian travel and ensure safe transitions for
vehicles and pedestrians. Consideration should be given to the inclusion of intelligent
crosswalks, which provide flashing notification lights when a pedestrian enters the
crosswalk to increase visibility and alert drivers of their presence. In addition, the
development should explore the use of gray granite pavement for the parking area,
which has the benefit over traditional blacktop of increasing nighttime visibility and
is permeable to aid in the contro! of on-site water run-off.

7. The Transportation Agency appreciates the inclusion of Implementation Measure 3-5,
which calls for bicycle racks to be installed and made publicly available in the
development and placed near building entrances. The development should also
consider installing lockers at these locations and providing adequate lighting to
improve safety and visibility.

8. The development should include plans to provide non-motorized access to the
planned intermodal transportation center at First Avenue and Fifth Street as well as
the two park and ride facilities at Imjin Road and Twelfth Street and Gigling Road
and Eighth Avenue. The Transportation Agency is also planning on developing light
rail service along the existing Monterey Branch Line. Monterey-Salinas Transit’s
Designing for Transit Guideline Manual should also be used as a resource for
accommodating existing (Monterey-Salinas Transit Line 16) and potential future
transit access to the project site.

Theank you for the opportunity to review this document. If you have any questions,
please contact Michael Zeller of my staff at (831) 775-0903.

Debra L. Hale
Executive Director

CC:.  Dave Murray, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
Yaz Emrani, Monterey County Department of Public Works
Carl Sedoryk, Monterey-Salinas Transit
John Doughty, AMBAG
Ed Kendig, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
Jim Feeney, Fort Ord Reuse Authority
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O. TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY

O1: These comments are addressed in response to the previous letter from TAMC regarding the Draft
EIR (see Letter J in Section 3).
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5.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT AND
RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The following section provides revisions to the text of the Draft and Rcirculated Draft EIR, in amendment
form. The revisions are listed by page number. All additions to the text are presented in underline, and all
deletions are shown in strikesut. Please note that no changes were required to the RDEIR based on
comments received.

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

Page 3-1, fourth paragraph, is revised as follows:

Page 3-5, third paragraph, is revised as follows:

The proposed retail center is identified as a “lifestyle center.” According to the International
Council of Shopping Centers, a lifestyle center has the following attributes: a location near
affluent residential neighborhoods; an upscale tenant mix; 150,000 to 500,000 square feet of
leasable area; an open-air format; and at least 50,000 square feet of national specialty chain
stores. The retail center would consist of two main pedestrian travel corridors lined with retail
shops. ; = 2 - = Pedestrian and vehicle access through
the shopping center would also be provided via a central, retail-lined corridor. referred-to-as—First
Avenue” Parking areas surround the center with connections to the main pedestrian routes.

Page 3-5, revise Table 3.1 as follows:

Table 3-1
Land Use Summary
Use Alternative A (Cinema) Alternative B
(Department Store)
Retail “Lifestyle” Center
Large Format Retail (sporting 87,500 gsf 87,500 gsf
goods/bookstore/housewares)
In-Line Shops (“First-Avenue;”“The | 291,000 gsf 291,000 gsf
retait)
Department Store Anchor N/A 120,000 gsf
Multi-Screen Cinema 51,500 gsf (2,630 seats) n/a
Restaurants (excluding hotel) 61,000 gsf 61,000 gsf
Hotel/Hospitality
Hotel | 225,000 (250 rooms) | 225,000 (250 rooms)
The Projects at Main Gate 83 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
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Table 3-1
Land Use Summary

Use Alternative A (Cinema) Alternative B
(Department Store)
Spa 24,000 gsf 24,000 gsf
Conference Center 27,000 gsf 27,000 gsf
Hotel Restaurant 8,000 gsf 8,000 gsf
Other
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.37 0.35
Site Coverage 81.9% 81.9%
Parking 2,757 spaces 2,495 spaces
Landscape Area Approx. 10 acres Approx. 10 acres
Total gsf 775,000 gsf 843,500 gsf
Total Acres (limits of work) 56.9 56.9

gsf = gross square feet

Source: The Projects at Main Gate Specific Plan, March 2008

Note: The Specific Plan land uses allow some flexibility to adapt to specific market conditions, specific retailers,
and logical site plan adjustments (e.g., for environmental or infrastructure constraints). These adjustments would not
materially alter the character or intensity of uses.

Page 4.1-10, second paragraph, sixth sentence is revised as follows:

Although-tThe proposed hotel would be minimaty visible from CSUMB’s library, and existing
views of the Monterey Bay from other CSUMB facilities immediately adjacent to the project site
would be obstructed as a result of the proposed hotel, as well.

Page 4.1-11, revise Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 as follows:

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

Project landscaping shall be monitored by the landscape architect for a duration of three
years. The landscape architect shall submit annual monitoring reports to the City of
Seaside after each successive year detailing the success of landscaping. Success shall be
based on an 80% survival rate. If it is determined that the replanting has not been
successful, additional replanting shall be required by the City of Seaside. Subsequent
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replacement planting shall be monitored for a duration of three years from the time of
replanting.

Page 4.1-11, revise Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 as follows:

4.1-2 In order to minimize tree removal and associated visual impacts, final design-level
improvement plans shall retain existing mature cypress trees to the greatest extent
possible. Final design-level plans shall be prepared in consultation with a registered
arborist/forester to minimize tree removal and ensure the health of remaining trees. Prior
to the issuance of any grading and/or building permits, final plans shall be subject to the
review and approval of the Deputy City Manager — Resources Management Services or
designated representative. If the removal of existing mature cypress is required the
applicant shall submit evidence demonstrating that there are no feasible design
alternatives to avoid tree removal. In the event that tree removal is required, the project
proponent shall prepare a tree removal and replacement plan for each phase of
construction, subject to the review and approval of the Deputy City Manager — Resources
Management Services or designated representative. The tree removal and replacement
plan shall identify specific grading limits and building footprint siting that minimizes tree
removal, as well as appropriate tree replacement ratios (minimum of 4 3:1) and replanting
locations. If there is not adequate space on-site for additional tree replacement planting,
an alternative site shall be identified for additional tree planting. Alternative sites may
include local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent properties for screening
purposes. Appropriate alternative locations shall be determined by the Deputy City
Manager — Resources Management Services or designated representative. Building,
street, parking lot and other proposed structures shall be adjusted to the greatest extent
possible to reduce tree removal. All ground disturbing activities shall be monitored by the
arborist/forester to ensure impacts to retained trees are minimized.

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

4.1-4 In order to minimize impacts associated with the construction of new structures along the
Highway 1 Corridor, the project proponent shall submit detailed plans delineating a 100’
setback from the Highway 1 right-of-way, subject to the review and approval of the
Deputy City Manager — Resources Management Services, or designated representative,
prior to issuance of grading/building permits. At no time shall any development,
including project signage, parking, or construction-related activities, be permitted within
the setback. All existing mature trees within the 100° setback shall be retained-to-the

Page 4.1-14, revise the second paragraph, third sentence, as follows:

Views from the intersection of Second Avenue and First Street, which currently provide
unobstructed views of the Monterey Peninsula, would be partialy obstructed by project
development, as discussed above.

Page 4.1-14, revise the third paragraph, second sentence, as follows:
The siting, scale, and appearance of the proposed commercial development would largely define

the northern entrance of Seaside and CSUMB.
Page 4.3-21, revise the first paragraph of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 as follows:
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4.3-3 In order to reduce regional air pollutant emissions, the application for site plan review
(and approval of all proposed construction of structures and site improvements, including
but not limited to determination of substantial conformance, building permits and grading
permits in conformance with Section 8.4 — Development Review and Application
Procedures of the Specific Plan) shall include the following measures to minimize
impacts to the extent feasible, subject to approval by the City:

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

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

Page 4.7-5, revise the fifth paragraph, as follows:

According to FOST 6, portions of the project site may be underlain by contaminated
groundwater. The nearest source of known contaminated groundwater is located north of the
project site. To ensure that future site users are not exposed to groundwater contamination, the
FOST contains several clauses that restrict future site users from extracting water from the
underlying aquifer. Specifically, there are two land use covenants (LUCs) for the project site that
restrict use of groundwater and prohibit any activity that would adversely affect existing
groundwater remediation systems (LUC Document 2003115235 recorded September 22, 2003
and LUC Document 2002048598 recorded May 22, 2002). As discussed in subseguent sections of
this EIR, the project would be provided municipal water supply from MCWD, which does not
rely on water supplies contaminated by the TCE groundwater plume.

Page 4.8-2, first paragraph, the following text is added to the end of the paragraph:

Prior to the August 2008 completion of a percolation pond between Sixth Avenue and Colonel
Durham Street, 24 acre-feet per year of stormwater (from property within Seaside and CSUMB)
drained through the campus into the ponds west of Highway 1.

Page 4.8-8, fourth paragraph, the third sentence is revised as follows:

Refer to 4.13 434 Utilities and Service Systems for additional discussion of groundwater and
water supply.

Page 6.11, revise first paragraph, fourth bullet, as follows:

Preservation of the trees identified above would require substantial revision of the Specific Plan site
plan as follows:

Relocation of the proposed parking structure at the southeast corner of the site approximately 70-
100 feet to the north, requiring relocation/reconfiguration of the cineplex or department store.
Relocation of the hotel and spa buildings to the west, requiring relocation of lost parking spaces,
probably to a parking structure.

Reconfiguration of the east parking lot to accommodate existing trees, requiring relocation of lost
parking spaces, probably to a parking structure.
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= Removal or relocation of the commercial development along the west side of “Fhe-Strand" the
project site fronting Highway 1.
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ATTACHMENT A

REVISED FREEWAY SEGMENT
LEVEL OF SERVICE TABLES
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Table 1
Freeway Segment Level of Service Summary

Short-Term Cumulative

Long-Term Cumulative

Project Trips Existing Plus Project Conditions Plus Project Conditions Long-Term Project Trips Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour [ PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour[ PM Peak-Hour _AM Peak-Hour[ PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour | PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour[ PM Peak-Hour
Segment Direction  Volume Increase Volume Increase Volume LOS Volume LOS Volume LOS Volume LOS Volume Increase Volume Increase Volume LOS Volume LOS
SR1
Del Monte Boulevard and Imjin Parkway Both 149 2.01% 370 5.00% 7,549 B 7,770 A 7,866 C 8,414 C 158 1.71% 430 4.49% 9,411 10,004 C
NB 59 2.66% 192 3.71% 2,279 A 5,372 C 2,404 B 5,572 D 62 2.49% 222 3.91% 2,547 5,907 D
SB 90 1.74% 178 8.02% 5,270 C 2,398 B 5,462 D 2,842 B 96 1.61% 208 6.72% 6,070 3,301 B
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0
Imjin Parkway and Light Fighter Drive Both 91 1.10% 229 2.76% 8,391 C 8,529 C 9,269 (] 10,138 C 100 0.81% 275 2.04% 12,440 13,755 E
NB 36 1.45% 119 2.05% 2,526 B 5,929 D 2,859 B 6,700 E 39 1.10% 142 1.96% 3,590 7,392 F
SB 55 0.95% 110 4.42% 5,865 D 2,600 B 6,410 D 3,438 B 61 0.85% 133 2.86% 7,218 4,784 C
Light Fighter Drive and Fremont Boulevard Both 331 3.85% 77 9.03% 8,931 C 9,377 C 9,878 C 11,124 D 199 1.46% 445 3.00% 13,828 15,266 F
NB 199 7.71% 374 6.21% 2,779 B 6,394 D 3,150 B 7,253 F 121 2.94% 218 2.83% 4,238 7,930 F
SB 132 2.19% 403 15.62% 6,152 D 2,983 B 6,728 E 3,871 A 78 1.08% 227 4.65% 7,302 5,108 C

Notes:

lal Capacity of freeway lanes based on assumed capacity of 2,400 vphpl, as prescribed by the Highway Capacity Manual

/b/ Data provided by Caltrans Data System Unit 2006, Route 1 District 5
Significant Impacts identified in EIR are shown in BOLD and boxed
Additional significant impacts based on Caltrans significance criteria are shown inBOLD and shaded boxes.




Table 2
Freeway Segment Level of Service Summary (Using HCM Methodology)

Short-Term Cumulative Long-Term Cumulative
Project Trips Existing Plus Project Conditions Plus Project Conditions Long-Term Project Trips Plus Project Conditions
AM Peak-Hour [ PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour | PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour [ PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour [ PM Peak-Hour AM Peak-Hour | PM Peak-Hour
Segment Direction Volume Increase Volume Increase Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ _Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ _ Volume Increase Volume Increase Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/ Volume/a/ Density/b/ LOS/c/
SR1
Del Monte Boulevard and Imjin Parkway NB 56 2.52% 199 3.84% 2,276 13.3 B 5,379 33.2 D 2,404 14.0 B 5,572 353 E 62 2.49% 222 3.91% 2,547 14.8 B 5,907 39.5 E
SB 87 1.68% 187 8.42% 5,267 322 D 2,407 14.0 B 5,462 34.1 D 2,842 16.5 B 96 1.61% 208 6.72% 6,070 41.9 E 3,301 19.2 C
Imjin Parkway and Light Fighter Drive NB 35 1.41% 123 2.12% 2,525 14.7 B 5,933 39.8 E 2,859 16.6 B 6,700 = F 39 1.10% 142 1.96% 3,590 20.9 C 7,392 = F
SB 54 0.93% 116 4.66% 5,864 38.9 E 2,606 152 B 6,410 - F 3,438 20.0 C 61 0.85% 133 2.86% | 7,218 - F | 4,784 28.3 D |
Light Fighter Drive and Fremont Boulevard NB 192 7.44% 389 6.46% 2,772 16.1 B 6,409 - F 3,150 18.3 C 7,253 = F 121 2.94% 218 2.83% 4,238 24.7 C 7,930 = F
SB 123 2.04% 412 15.97% 6,143 43.2 E 2,992 17.4 B 6,728 = F 3,871 225 C 78 1.08% 227 4.65% | 7,302 = F | 5,108 30.8 D |
Notes:

Methodology based on Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

Peak hour volume data obtained from Caltrans Data System Unit 2006, Route 1 District 5
-- Indicates capacity of freeway exceeded, density cannot be caculated

[~ Indicates unacceptable LOS

/al Volume based on Caltrans peak hour volumes adjusted to passenger car equivalents.
/bl Density measured in passeger car equivalents per mile per lane.

Ic/ LOS based on HCM 2000, 23-3.

Significant Impacts identified in EIR are shown in BOLD and shaded boxes

Additional significant impacts based on HCM methodology are shown in BOLD and boxed.






