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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), 
constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), for review and 
consideration for certification by the City of Seaside as complete and adequate under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Draft EIR was circulated to affected 
public agencies and interested parties for a 45-day public review period. 
 
The Draft EIR was a program-level environmental document.  A program EIR was the 
appropriate document because the Specific Plan project sets forth a program of new 
development standards as well as a series of conceptual public realm improvements.     
The certification of the EIR and approval of the project would not convey development 
entitlements.   
 
The purposes of the Response to Comments document are to respond to all significant 
environmental issues raised in comments received on the Draft EIR and to incorporate 
appropriate changes, additions, or corrections to the information presented in the Draft 
EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  All written comments received during the 
comment period (July 7, 2009 to August 12, 2009) are included in this document, as well 
as oral comments received at the public hearings. 
 
This chapter provides a summary of certification and project selection procedures, public 
involvement, the requirements for consideration of recirculation, and an overview of the 
response to comment process.   
 

1.1 EIR CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
 
The City must certify that (1) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with 
CEQA; (2) the City has reviewed and considered the information within the FINAL EIR; 
and (3) the Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15090).  The City of Seaside City Council will review the FINAL EIR 
for adequacy and will exercise its independent judgment regarding certification.  Prior to 
approving a project, the City must certify that: (1) the FINAL EIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA; (2) the City has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the FINAL EIR; and (3) the FINAL EIR reflects the City’s independent 
judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090).  Once it is certified, the Final 
EIR will be used by responsible agencies in deciding whether, or under what conditions, 
to approve the required entitlements. 
 
Certification of the EIR is not approval of the project;   the City Council will consider the 
merits of the project separately from their decision on the adequacy of the EIR.  If the 
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City certifies the Final EIR, it will then consider the project separately for approval or 
denial.   
 
As part of the approval of either the project or an alternative, the City must make written 
findings for each significant effect identified in the EIR.  These findings will state 
whether the identified significant effect can be avoided or substantially decreased 
through feasible mitigation measures or a feasible alternative, whether the effect can 
only be mitigated by the action of some agency other than the City, or whether the 
identified mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible and cannot be implemented.  
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. [a]) To ensure implementation of all adopted 
mitigation measures, the City must adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan.  
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097)  In addition, after all feasible mitigation measures are 
adopted, if some effects are still considered significant and unavoidable, the City must 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations that identifies the specific economic, 
social, technical, or other considerations that, in the City’s judgment, outweigh the 
significant environmental effects.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15094) 
 
If the City approves the project, a Notice of Determination (NOD) will also be prepared 
and filed with the State Clearinghouse.  The NOD will include a description of the 
project, the date of approval, an indication of whether Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations were prepared, and the address where the Final EIR and 
record of project approval are available for public review.  
 

1.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
On July 7, 2009, the City released the Draft EIR for public review and comment.  Copies 
of the Draft EIR were distributed to state agencies, local governments, elected officials, 
groups, and individuals.  Notices announcing completion of the Draft EIR were mailed to 
property owners and residents of properties within the project area (by U.S. Mail).  
Public hearings were held before the City of Seaside Planning Commission on August 12, 
2009 and October 14, 2009 , to receive comments on the accuracy and the adequacy of 
the information contained in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR comment period closed on 
August 12, 2009. 
 
Ten days after the release of the Final EIR or thereafter, the City will make a decision 
regarding certification of the EIR and project approval. 
 

1.3 AGENCY APPROVALS AND PERMITS 
 
Following certification of the EIR and approval of the project applicants can formally 
apply for approval of specific development projects.  Any development proposed for the 
project area, as well as proposed public realm improvements, will be subject to CEQA.  
The City Resource Management Services Division will use this program EIR as a “first 
tier” document.  At a minimum, each development or public realm improvement 
proposal will require the preparation of an environmental Initial Study.  The initial study 
will determine the potential for the proposed project to result in significant 
environmental impacts.  To the extent that the initial study identifies any new or 
additional environmental impacts that might result from the proposed public realm 
improvements, the City will prepare appropriate additional environmental 
documentation.   
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Public realm improvements included in the Specific Plan are conceptual in nature.  
These include streetscape improvements (such as along West Broadway Avenue) and 
intersection modifications (such as the realignment of West Broadway Avenue, Contra 
Costa Street, and Del Monte Boulevard).  Additional detailed engineering will be 
necessary before any public realm projects can proceed.   
 
The discretionary approvals that will be required for each development project may 
include but are not limited to Design Review, Conditional Use Permits, and Variances.   
 

1.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR AND CONSIDERATION OF 
RECIRCULATION 
 
If significant new information is added to an EIR after the public review, the lead agency 
is required to recirculate the EIR or a portion of it for additional public review and 
comments.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.)  “[N]ew information to an EIR is not 
significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) 
that the project’s proponents have declined to implement…[R]ecirculation is not 
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies…or 
makes insignificant modification in…an adequate EIR” (Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association of San Francisco., Inc. v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 
Cal. 4th 1112,1129–1130). 
 
Significant new information requiring recirculation includes, a disclosure showing that: 
 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the Project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 

result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

 
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
impacts of the Project, but the Project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
(4) The DRAFT EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 

conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. 
(See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, subd. [a]) 

 
An EIR is adequate as long as it provides specific response to all specific questions about 
significant environmental issues, and as long as the EIR, as a whole, reflects a good faith 
effort at full disclosure. “Recirculation is not required where the new information added 
to an EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modification in an 
adequate EIR.”  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a).)   
 
The EIR is not so inadequate nor do any of the commenters disclose any new significant 
information that would require recirculation of the EIR.  No new significant or 
substantially more severe environmental impacts have been identified that would result 
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from the project or from an alternative or a new mitigation measure proposed as part of 
the project. Moreover, no new feasible mitigation measures or alternatives have been 
identified that are considerably different from others previously analyzed and would 
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project that the City and the 
applicant have declined to implement. All of the responses to comments contained in 
this Final EIR merely provide information that clarifies and amplifies the evaluation of 
impacts contained in the Draft EIR as explained in the responses to comments provided 
in the Final EIR.  Minor clarifying revisions are contained in Chapter 3.0, which do not 
change any of the EIR impact conclusions. 
 

1.5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Under CEQA, the City must respond to all significant environmental issues raised in 
comments on the DRAFT EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  Responses to all 
written and oral comments received within and shortly after the close of the comment 
period are contained in this FINAL EIR.  This chapter includes summaries of all public 
and agency comments relating to environmental issues evaluated in the Draft EIR and 
written responses to these comments.  Possible responses include requiring specific 
suggested mitigation measures, supplementing analyses, making factual corrections and 
explaining why certain comments do not warrant further agency response. 
 
Section 2 of this document includes responses to comments on environmental issues or 
factual data received on the Draft EIR.  Changes to the Draft EIR text and figures are also 
shown in Section 2.  Changes in the text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed 
and by underlined italics where text is added.  A list of the changes to the figures are 
provided first, followed by the revised figures.   
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2.0   RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter contains responses to comments received on the Draft EIR.  Commenters 
and their associated agencies and assigned letter identifications are listed in Section 2.2.  
Each piece of correspondence (referred to hereafter as “comment letter”) is assigned a 
number, e.g., Letter 1, Letter 2, etc.  Each individual comment within a correspondence 
is referred to by a number code (e.g., Comment 1.1, Comment 1.2, etc.) with an 
accompanying response (e.g., Response 1.1).   
 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
 
Letter 
Number 

Commenter  Representing See Page No. for 
Responses 

1 Katy Sanchez Native American Heritage Commission 9 

2 Sandy Hesnard Division of Aeronautics, California Department 
of Transportation 

12 

3 Jean Getchell Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District 

16 

4 Patrick Orosco The Orosco Group 21 

5 John Olejnik District 5, California Department of 
Transportation 

25 

6 Larry Scholink, Nelson 
Vega 

No Agency Affiliation 44 

7 Debra Hale Transportation Authority for Monterey County 55 

8 Fire Chief Jerry 
Wombacher1 

City of Seaside Fire Department 73 

9 City of Seaside Planning 
Commissioners2 

 75 

 

                                                 
1 A transcript of Fire Chief Wombacher’s testimony at the August 12, 2009 meeting of the Seaside 
Planning Commission is included as “Letter 8” within this document.  In addition, other project-related 
correspondence from Fire Chief Wombacher (a letter dated January 15, 2009) will be included as 
Appendix F-1 in the Final EIS.   
2 Oral comments received from Planning Commissioners at the August 12, 2009 meeting as excerpted from 
an audio recording of the meeting.  A transcript was not prepared but the audio recording of the meeting is 
available for public review on the City’s website as well as at City Hall.   
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Responses to Comment Letter 1 
Native American Heritage Commission 
 
COMMENT 1.1:  The commenter states that an archaeological records search should be 
conducted.   
 
RESPONSE 1.1:  Archaeological and historic investigations were conducted for the 
project area as documented in Appendix C of the Draft EIR (Cultural Resources 
Assessment, March 2008).  As part of these studies, as noted on page 4.4-6 of the Draft 
EIR, a records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma 
State University, Rohnert Park in October 2007.   The Northwest Information Center at 
is the appropriate regional archaeological information center for the Specific Plan project 
area. 
 
The records search identified: a previous survey that encompassed the entire Specific 
Plan area (cf., Wardell 1979); nine previous surveys within a radius of 0.5 miles of the 
Specific Plan area (cf., Archaeological Consulting 1981 and 1997; Archaeological 
Consulting and Research Services1988; Archeo-Tech 1988a and 1988b; Applied 
Earthworks 1998; Archaeological Resource Management 1989; Joslin and Wilson 1999; 
Science Applications International 2000); and a prehistoric site, CA-MNT-699, and 
three historic sites, Seaside Branch Library, a Shell Oil facility, and a Fort Ord water 
tank, within a radius of 0.5 miles of the Specific Plan area. The records search did not 
identify any prehistoric and/or historic sites within or immediately adjacent to the 
Specific Plan area. 
 
COMMENT 1.2: The commenter sets forth benchmarks for any archaeological inventory 
survey performed for the project.  
 
RESPONSE 1.2:  As noted previously, a Cultural Resources Assessment was conducted 
for the project area and provided as Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  The cultural resource 
investigations were prepared for the City of Seaside in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Preservation Planning.  The investigation, 
which included a review of historic architecture, literature regarding local archaeological 
resources, and consultation with involved Native American tribes consistent with SB 18, 
concluded that the project area was not likely to contain significant archaeological 
resources and thus that an archaeological inventory survey would not be required for the 
Specific Plan project.  A pedestrian surface survey was not conducted within the Specific 
Plan area because the entire area is paved or landscaped. In addition, the Specific Plan 
area is previously disturbed by residential and commercial construction and the 
installation of associated infrastructure (e.g., roads and subsurface utilities).   
 
COMMENT 1.3:  The commenter advises contact with the Native American Heritage 
Commission and individual tribal consultations.   
 
RESPONSE 1.3:  As described in Appendix C and summarized on page 4.4-5 of the Draft 
EIR,  a sacred lands search and a list of Native American contacts for the Specific Plan 
area was requested from the NAHC in October 2007. The sacred lands search completed 
by the NAHC did not identify any significant Native American cultural resources either 
within or near the Specific Plan area.  Appropriate Native American groups and/or 
individuals were contacted regarding the proposed project.  Documentation of the 
consultation is provided in Appendix A of the Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix 



West Broadway Avenue Urban Village Specific Plan  November 2009 
Final EIR 

 

 

 
10 

C of the Draft EIR).  Comments regarding the West Broadway Urban Village Specific 
Plan were received from Jakki Kehl (Ohlone/Costanoan) and Linda Yamane (Ohlone) 
regarding the Specific Plan. Neither Ms. Kehl nor Ms. Yamane had any specific concerns 
regarding the Specific Plan, but asked to be kept informed about the Specific Plan and its 
adoption by the City. 
 
COMMENT 1.4:    The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include provisions for 
the identification of accidentally discovered archaeological resources.   
 
RESPONSE 1.4:  Pages 4.4-7 – 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR discuss the potential for 
construction activities to impact previously undiscovered archaeological resources, 
paleontological resources, and human remains.  Mitigation measures identified for these 
potentially significant impacts include requiring the presence of a qualified archaeologist 
meeting federal criteria under 36 CFR 61 and a Most Likely Descendent identified by the 
Native American Heritage Commission to monitor the construction activities.   
 
COMMENT 1.5:  The commenter states that project mitigation should include provisions 
for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native 
Americans.   
 
RESPONSE 1.5:  Mitigation 4.4-1a on page 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR describes the process 
for assessing and addressing any previously undiscovered archaeological materials.  The 
measure requires a work stoppage in the event that any archaeological resources are 
encountered during construction related activities and sets forth further requirements to 
assess and/or preserve such resources with the guidance of a qualified archaeologist, 
under all pertinent regulations, and as overseen by the City Resource Management 
Services Division.  The historic value and significance of any previously undiscovered 
resource will be taken into account as assessment and/or preservation plans are 
developed.   In order to ensure that culturally affiliated Native Americans are consulted 
as part of any such process, Mitigation 4.4-1a is modified as follows: 
 

Mitigation 4.4-1a: If deposits of prehistoric or historic archeological materials 
are encountered during project construction activities, all work within 25 feet of 
the discovery shall be stopped and a qualified archeologist meeting federal 
criteria under 36 CFR 61 shall be contacted to assess the deposit(s), consult with 
culturally affiliated Native American organizations, and  make recommendations. 

 
COMMENT 1.6:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include provisions for 
the possible discovery of Native American human remains.   
 
RESPONSE 1.6:   Mitigation 4.4-3a on page 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR describes the process 
that would be undertaken should previously undiscovered human remains be discovered 
in the project area.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 2 
California Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Division 
 
 
COMMENT 2.1:  The commenter states that the project site is located within an Area of 
Influence identified within the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Monterey 
Peninsula Airport.  
 
RESPONSE 2.1:  Comment noted. Page 4.13-18 of the Draft EIR notes that the project 
area is within the planning area of the Monterey Peninsula Airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan.  At such time that projects are developed for the Specific Plan area, 
appropriate notifications will be made to potential buyers or leaseholders in accordance 
with Business and Professional Code Section 11010 and Civil Code Sections 1102.6, 
1103.4 and 1353 as identified by the commenter. 
 
COMMENT 2.2:  The commenter notes that state and federal regulations prohibit 
structural hazards near airports and as such, certain structures proposed for the project 
area may require additional review prior to approval and construction.   
 
RESPONSE 2.2:  Comment noted.  As described on pages 4.13-18 and 4.13-19 of the 
Draft EIR, the project area is within the horizontal zone established by the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Plan), which limits building heights to 150 feet.  The 
tallest buildings in the project are not anticipated to be above 100 feet.  Nonetheless, 
should buildings be proposed that exceed the limits established by the Plan, processes 
would be undertaken in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77 as 
identified by the commenter. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 3 
Monterey County Unified Air Pollution Control District 
 
COMMENT 3.1: The commenter states that given financial uncertainties regarding the 
ability to expand transit services, the City should reconsider the role of transit in the 
design of the Specific Plan area.   
 
RESPONSE 3.1:  While the City acknowledges that there may be uncertainty as to the 
financial viability of public transportation investments in the project area in the near 
future, CEQA requires that, to the extent possible, that an EIR address the foreseeable 
environmental impacts of a project.  Therefore, an EIR may not defer discussion of the 
role of public transit in the project area, as suggested by Comment 3.1.  
 
Section 6.F of the Specific Plan identifies anticipated transit improvements in and near 
the project area. These included a potential fixed-route bus rapid transit (BRT) or light 
rail transit (LRT) line to be developed by the Transportation Agency for Monterey 
County (TAMC).  In its own letter to the City regarding the Draft EIR (see Comment 
Letter 7 below) TAMC clarifies its plans for the development of a BRT service that would 
traverse the project area and expresses appreciation for the Specific Plan’s inclusion of 
transit-supportive policies.  These policies include mixed use development, higher 
density buildings, and improved pedestrian/bicyclist connectivity.    
 
It is understood that development in the project area would occur over a 20 or more year 
period and that subsequent project-level environmental documentation would be 
required as individual projects are proposed.   
 
COMMENT 3.2:  The commenter suggests several modifications to a mitigation measure 
to address air quality impacts.   
 
RESPONSE 3.2:  As noted in the Draft EIR introduction, the Draft EIR is a program EIR, 
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168.  This means that the more 
detailed impacts of future individual, site-specific, infrastructure, residential, 
commercial, and mixed use development actions that may be facilitated by the project, 
will be evaluated in subsequent CEQA required environmental review when such actions 
come before the City in the form of a specific public improvement project or 
development application. At that time, when the details of the individual action are 
sufficiently defined, the action will be subject to its own, project-specific, environmental 
determination by the City that either: 1) it is fully covered within the scope of this 
program EIR; 2) it is exempt from CEQA (under sections 21080 et al. of the Public 
Resources Code); 3) it warrants preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (under 
sections 21064.5 et al. of the Public Resources Code); or 4) it warrants preparation of a 
focused EIR limited to certain site-specific issues. 
 
As noted in the impact discussion that precedes Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 (page 4.2-23 
of the Draft EIR), “because it is not yet known which projects would move forward 
during a specific time period, specific impacts during construction cannot yet be 
calculated.”  Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 was therefore intended to provide the context for 
the future, more detailed, construction emission analysis that would be provided as a 
part of specific project.  To more accurately provide this context, the mitigation measure 
has been revised as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure 4.2-3:  Specific projects developed under the other 
phases of construction use smaller sized equipment (e.g., loaders, forklifts, etc.), 
but include numerous heavy-duty truck deliveries for cement, asphalt, building 
materials, and landscape materials.  Specific projects Project applicants for 
developments in the project area that would be located within 200 feet of 
occupied sensitive receptors, such as residences, shall submit a construction 
emission analysis that identifies project-specific mitigation measures that reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. evaluate air quality impacts during 
construction.  Project-specific mitigation measures would be identified at that 
time.  Prior to the issuance of building, grading, and/or demolition permit 
approvals within the project area; the City Resource Management Service 
Department shall review the analysis and mitigation measures to ensure that the 
air quality evaluation and the identified mitigation measures reduce impacts to 
less than significant levels.  are adequate. Any demolition or deconstruction of 
structures is subject to Air District Rule 439, Building Removals.  Demolition is 
subject to District Rule 424, NESHAPS.  Both rules are subject to the Air 
District’s enforcement authority. 

 
Mitigation shall include some or all of the following future Best Management 
Practices as appropriate in project area development approvals.  Mitigation 
measures for project-specific development, may include, but are not limited to 
the following types of Best Management Practices: 

 

Á All off-road construction vehicles/equipment greater than 100 
horsepower that would be used on site for more than one week shall: 1) be 
manufactured during or after 1996, and 2) shall meet the NOx emissions 
standard of 6.9 grams per brake-horsepower hour.  Alternatively, the 
project shall implement a combination of the following emission 
reduction measures on some or all of the above described vehicles 
equipment, subject to approval by the MBUAPCD: 

I. Use Alternative fuels (such as biodiesel blends), 

II. Require diesel particulate matter filters on equipment, 

III. Require diesel oxidation catalyst on equipment. 
 
Á The contractor shall install temporary electrical service whenever possible 

to avoid the need for independently powered equipment (e.g. 
compressors). 

Á The construction contractor shall enforce state required idle restrictions.  
Diesel equipment standing idle for more than five minutes shall be turned 
off. This would include trucks waiting to deliver or receive soil, aggregate 
or other bulk materials. Rotating drum concrete trucks could keep their 
engines running continuously as long as they were onsite and staged away 
from residential areas. 

Á Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions. 

Á Stage large diesel powered equipment at least 100 feet from any active 
land uses (e.g., residences). 
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Á Limit the hours of operation for heavy-duty equipment to daytime 
periods, which shall be specified as part of the individual project emission 
analyses. 

 
COMMENT 3.3:  The commenter makes several specific suggestions to modify mitigation 
related to construction period air quality impacts.    
 
RESPONSE 3.3:  Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 has been revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4:  Dust impacts shall would be reduced by 
implementing dust control measures.  Prior to the issuance of building, grading, 
and/or demolition permit approvals within the project area,  the City Resource 
Management Service Department shall ensure that project applicants adequately 
incorporate dust control measures, to reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels. as appropriate.  Mitigation measures for project-specific development, 
may include, but are not limited to the following types of Best Management 
Practices: 
Á Limit grading activity to a maximum of 2.2 8.1 acres daily.  As more 

detailed construction information becomes available, emissions from 
grading activities could be reassessed to determine if the area of grading 
could be increased.  Such an assessment would have to be conducted 
using appropriate assumptions and mitigation measures. 

Á Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often 
during windy periods.  Active areas adjacent to existing businesses shall 
be kept damp at all times.  If necessary, during windy periods, watering is 
to occur on all days of the week regardless of onsite activities. 

Á Trucks hauling loose dirt, sand or loose materials shall be covered and 
should also Cover all hauling trucks or maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard. 

Á Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on 
all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction 
sites. 

Á Use “wet sweepers” to sweep daily all paved access roads, parking areas 
and staging areas at construction sites. 

Á Use “wet sweepers” to sweep streets daily if visible soil material is 
deposited onto the adjacent roads.  

Á Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).  

Á Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles.  

Á Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

Á Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.  

Á Suspend excavation and grading activity when hourly-average winds 
exceed 15 mph and visible dust clouds cannot be contained within the site.   

Á Cover inactive storage piles. 
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COMMENT 3.4:  The commenter states that odor impacts are subject to District Rule 
402.   
 
RESPONSE 3.4:  The first sentence of Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 has been revised as 
follows: 
 

Projects that include restaurants shall be reviewed by the City Resource 
Management Service Department prior to the issuance of building, grading, 
and/or demolition permit approvals within the project area, to ensure that 
project applicants adequately mitigate for the potential to produce odors., in 
accordance with MBUAPCD District Rule 402, Nuisances. 

 
COMMENT 3.5:  The commenter states that demolition/deconstruction activities are 
subject to District Rule 439.   
 
RESPONSE 3.5:  The information provided in this comment is incorporated into the text 
of Mitigation Measure 4.2-3.  See Response to COMMENT 3.2, above.   
 
COMMENT 3.6:  The commenter states that the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR 
assumed new residential development would not include wood-burning fireplaces or 
stoves and as such, the City should provide more solid assurance that properties in the 
project area do not include such facilities. 
 
RESPONSE 3.6:  As noted on page 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR, the air quality analysis 
assumed that none of the project residences would include wood burning fireplaces or 
wood burning stoves for heating purposes. This was a reasonable assumption insofar as 
residential development is envisioned as primarily multi-family or attached in character, 
in which wood-burning fireplaces or stoves are not typically included.   
 
To better ensure that no such wood-burning fireplaces or stoves are developed within the 
project area, the Specific Plan design guidelines and development standards shall be 
amended to include a clear prohibition on any new wood-burning fireplaces and wood-
burning stoves within the Specific Plan project area.   
 
COMMENT 3.7:  The commenter states that the proposed 250 room hotel within the 
project area was found to be consistent with the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan due 
to the withdrawal/redesign of another project.  
 
RESPONSE 3.7:  Comment noted.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 4 
The Orosco Group 
 

COMMENT 4.1:  The commenter expresses concern that increased traffic levels in the 
project area and construction of public/private improvements could negatively impact 
access to the “City Center” retail development at the corner of Fremont Boulevard and 
West Broadway Avenue.   
RESPONSE 4.1:  A key goal of the project is to create a dense, mixed-use “urban village” 
neighborhood in the West Broadway Avenue area.  The addition of new residential 
development in the area is expected to provide a larger and stronger customer base for 
existing businesses, such as at the City Center project, as well as anticipated future 
businesses.  The Transportation and Traffic section of the Draft EIR (p. 4.13-1 through 
4.13-42) acknowledges that traffic volumes on several project area streets, including 
West Broadway Avenue, will increase over time if and when development consistent with 
the Specific Plan is realized.   
 
The Draft EIR examined project impacts on several intersections in and around the 
project area where the project was expected to have the greatest impact.  Of the four 
intersections listed by the commenter, the traffic study associated with the Draft EIR 
examined project impacts at West Broadway Avenue and Del Monte Boulevard and West 
Broadway Avenue and Fremont Boulevard.  The Draft EIR did not examine the 
intersections of Elm Street and Fremont Boulevard and Elm Street and Calaveras 
Boulevard. 
 
The Draft EIR concluded that the project would have significant traffic impacts at 
intersections in the project vicinity, but none at any intersection including West 
Broadway or Broadway Avenue.  As discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation, of the 
Draft EIR, the project would not have a significant impact at the Fremont 
Boulevard/Broadway Avenue intersection under both project buildout and cumulative 
conditions and would therefore not result in an unacceptable level of service (LOS) or 
otherwise significantly impede access at this location. 
 
The project proposes streetscape improvements to West Broadway Avenue intended to 
foster greater compatibility of pedestrian and vehicle users.   The proposed streetscape 
improvements, including an at-grade median within and wider sidewalks along West 
Broadway Avenue are not expected to pose any long-term limitation on traffic moving in 
and out of the City Center area.   
 
During the implementation of development projects and streetscape improvements 
within the Specific Plan, short-term construction-related impacts are anticipated.  As 
development project and streetscape improvement plans consistent with the Specific 
Plan are brought forward to the City for implementation, the City Resource Management 
Services Division will examine whether the projects/streetscape improvements would 
result in short-term construction impacts.  In considering the approval of specific 
projects and streetscape improvements, the City will ensure that any temporary 
disruption to traffic patterns is minimized and abbreviated.   
 
Notably, the streetscape improvements identified in the Specific Plan are conceptual.  
Prior to the implementation of any such improvements, the City Public Works Division 
will prepare design-level plans based on the concepts set forth in the Specific Plan.  To 
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the extent these design-level plans are found to introduce any new environmental effects 
not covered in this EIR, additional environmental review (either a (Mitigated) Negative 
Declaration or Environmental Impact Report) will be required.     
 
COMMENT 4.2:  The commenter would like to see the plan result in additional parking 
spaces that are available along West Broadway Avenue between Calaveras Street and 
Fremont Boulevard.   The commenter notes that parking in this area is currently limited 
by the existing stacking lane on West Broadway Avenue, west of Fremont Boulevard and 
suggests regional transportation improvements address this current issue.   
 
RESPONSE 4.2: The project includes conceptual, illustrative streetscape improvement 
plans for the West Broadway Avenue corridor.  These conceptual illustrative plans would 
serve as the basis for the creation of project-level, detailed plans by the City Public Works 
Division.  The conceptual plans call for portions of West Broadway Avenue to include 
street parking, while others would have a wider, central, at-grade median (that could be 
used as a vehicle left-turn lane). In developing the final design for streetscape 
improvements for this block, the City will take into consideration the comment regarding 
parking.  The City also acknowledges the comment regarding the stacking lane’s current 
effects on parking availability along West Broadway Avenue near Fremont Boulevard 
and will take this phenomenon into account as streetscape improvement projects are 
pursued.     
 
It should also be noted that the City Center retail area is about two blocks east of the 
Specific-Plan proposed library/garage (to be located on West Broadway Avenue between 
Alhambra Street and Hillsdale Street).  Conceptual design for the library/garage 
envisions up to 500 publicly available parking spaces intended to serve the entire project 
area, including the City Center project.   
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Responses to Comment Letter 5 
Caltrans District 5 
 
COMMENT 5.1:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies both impacts and 
proposed improvement to State highways (State Routes 218 and 1).  Before Caltrans 
issues any permit related to project-related proposed improvements, Caltrans requires 
focused surveys of biological and/or cultural within any State right-of-way to identify 
appropriate avoidance, minimization and compensation measures for any identified 
impacts.   
 
RESPONSE 5.1:  Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, and 4.13-1c each propose 
improvements involving State highways.  Each mitigation measure further notes that 
Caltrans approval is required to construct the proposed improvements and that the City 
and/or individual project applicants shall work with Caltrans to obtain any necessary 
encroachment permits required to implement proposed improvements.   
 
COMMENT 5.2:  The commenter states that “impervious areas” identified in the Draft 
EIR will increase (storm water) flows to the State right-of-way.  The commenter adds 
that prior to the issuance of any encroachment permit, Caltrans requires detailed 
hydraulic calculation and drainage plans.  
 
RESPONSE 5.2:  Under existing conditions, the project area is almost entirely 
developed with impervious surfaces.  The Specific Plan would require implementation of 
numerous stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) on both new private 
developments as well as public realm improvements.  As discussed in response to 
COMMENT 5.1, Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, and 4.13-1c note that the City 
and/or individual project applicants shall work with Caltrans to obtain any necessary 
encroachment permits prior to the implementation of any improvements within the 
State right-of-way.  As part of the encroachment permit process, the City and/or 
individual project applicants would be required to comply with the hydraulic calculations 
and drainage plan requirements for the affected State right-of-way. 
 
Impact 4-7.4 of the Draft EIR notes that current deficiencies in the existing stormwater 
system serving the project area now result in overflows at several locations, including 
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard, a State right-of-way.  The Infrastructure Assessment 
prepared for the Specific Plan proposed installation of a new percolation basin on 
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard between Harcourt Avenue and Sonoma Avenue in order to 
adequately drain the road.   
 
To address the comment, Mitigation Measure 4-7.4 is hereby modified as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits 
pursuant to this plan in any flood prone areas, the City Public Works Director 
shall ensure that adequate storm drainage capacities have been attained to 
prevent flooding conditions.  The City Public Works Direction shall require site-
specific testing for existing and proposed percolation basins to ensure facilities 
can operate adequately.  Any new drainage facilities to be located within a State 
highway shall require a Caltrans encroachment permit, all conditions of which 
must be met prior to construction of any such facilities.   
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COMMENT 5.3:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR indicates that the proposed 
new use will result in an overall net decrease in trips.   
 
RESPONSE 5.3:  In preparing this response, the City followed up directly with Caltrans 
to better ascertain specifics on this comment.  Mr. Frank Boyle of Caltrans District 5 
stated that this comment related to Appendix H of the Traffic Study.  Mr. Boyle stated 
that Appendix H consists of a trip generation table which appears to show that the 
project would result in a reduction in trips from existing levels.  
 
Appendix H does not state or imply that the project would result in fewer trips than 
existing uses.  Rather, the second page of Appendix H (page 549 of the Traffic Study) 
shows that the project, through its three identified phases, would result in 3,783 net new 
daily trips into and out of the project area.  During morning peak hours, the project 
would add a total of 350 net new trips per hour into and out of the project area; during 
afternoon peak hours, the project would add 362 net new trips per hour.   
 
COMMENT 5.4:  The commenter states that captured trip reductions were applied at a 
rate of 16 percent, where Caltrans Guide for Traffic Studies states that trip capture rates 
should typically be 5 percent.  
 
RESPONSE 5.4:  The term “captured trip reductions” is used in discussing expected trip 
generation of new land uses.  For example, a proposed new commercial use, such as a 
grocery store, would be expected to “attract” new automobile trips to local roadways 
serving the grocery store.  However, a certain percentage of cars already currently using 
that same local roadway would be expected to make a trip to the same grocery store.   In 
other words, the new grocery store would “capture” some existing trips already using the 
local roadway.  A traffic engineer would apply a “capture rate” against the anticipated 
trip generation, yielding a better calibrated and more realistic estimate of the grocery 
store’s actual estimate trip generation.  
 
Caltrans points to Appendix H of the Traffic Study, where note 13 states that trip 
generation rates used in the Traffic Study assumed a daily internal capture of 16 percent.  
The trip generation rates used in the traffic study applied a much higher capture rate 
primarily owing to the mixed-use nature of the project area as a whole.  The Traffic 
Study, prepared by Fehr and Peers, relied on extensive research that examines the 
various interacting effects of a project’s design, density, diversity of use, and status as a 
destination.  Traffic analysts refer to these factors as “the 4Ds.”  Fehr and Peers’ research 
on the relationship between trip generation rates and the 4Ds indicates that each 100 
percent increase in development density, diversity or design reduces trips per capita by 
between 1 and 12 percent while also reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 1 to 17 
percent.  When new development is placed at an infill location or a “destination” (the 4th 
“D”), the number of trips per capita can be reduced by up to 50 percent.3    
 
The project examined in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR, the West Broadway Avenue 
Urban Village Specific Plan, was crafted with all of these factors as guiding principles.  
The project sets forth design guidelines and development standards that would over time 
result in a dense, diverse “urban transit village” neighborhood with a mixture of housing, 

                                                 
3 www.smartgrowthplanning.org/FAQs.html#3 (a website developed by Fehr and Peers), accessed 
September 23, 2009.  See also the TDM Encyclopedia, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, accessed at 
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm12.htm  
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retail, office, and institutional uses that would serve as a destination for Seaside 
residents and visitors from outside the region.  The project includes higher density 
residential uses in close proximity to expected retail and employment generating uses as 
well as existing and proposed transit facilities.   
 
A key underlying concept of the Specific Plan is to offer this diversity of uses in close 
proximity so that alternative modes of transportation (walking, biking, and transit) 
would be more viable and that the number of automobile trips could be reduced.  The 
Traffic Study took into account all of these factors and in comparing the project 
attributes to well-documented research in other locations nationwide, determined that 
the mixed-use, higher density, transit village nature of the Specific Plan justify the trip 
capture rate of 16 percent. 
 
COMMENT 5.5:  The commenter states payment of traffic impact fees set forth by the 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) cannot be avoided as mitigation for 
cumulative impacts.   
 
RESPONSE 5.5:  In developing the response to this comment, the City contacted 
Caltrans to discuss the comment at greater length.   
 
TAMC established traffic impact fees to fund improvements to major transportation 
facilities, such as State Route 1, that are of critical importance to all of the cities in the 
region.  The fee program recognizes that new development in and around Monterey 
County cities will have negative impacts on regional transportation facilities.  The fee 
program therefore assesses a proportional impact fee on new development; funds 
compiled in this program are to be used in major regional transportation improvements.   
 
According to Mr. John Olejnik of Caltrans District 5, the commenter believed that 
mitigation conclusions within the Draft EIR suggested that the City may side-step 
payment of TAMC traffic impact fees insofar as the Draft EIR noted that payment of such 
fees would not fully mitigate identified traffic impacts.  
 
Impact 4.13-7 of the Draft EIR notes that the cumulative conditions would result in 
unacceptable traffic levels on all freeway segments examined in the traffic study.  The 
impact discussion stated that mitigation of this impact would appropriately involve 
payment of TAMC Regional Transportation Impact Fees.  However, the Traffic Study 
noted that even with the eventual widening of State Route 1 that is called for within 
TAMC’s most recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan, cumulative impacts would 
not be reduced to a less than significant level.  The proposed State Route 1 widening 
would improve conditions, but would not improve conditions such that a finding of a less 
than significant impact could be made.  The City understands that CEQA imposes a duty 
to mitigate; the Draft EIR is clear that payment of TAMC Regional Transportation 
Impact Fees is required mitigation for all new qualifying development in the project area.  
The Draft EIR merely concludes that following the imposition of this mitigation, 
cumulative impacts would remain significant.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 6 
Larry Scholink and Nelson Vega 
 
COMMENT 6.1:  The commenters state that they “reserve the right to challenge, set aside 
Draft EIR, Final EIR and or to seek recompense for damages and costs associated with 
said Draft EIR, Final EIR and the ramifications resulting from same.” 
 
RESPONSE 6.1: Comment noted.  However, it should be noted that the City will follow 
all provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act in considering the certification 
of the EIR.  Should the City of Seaside certify a Final EIR for the project, all applicable 
provisions and time limits set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq and 
California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000 through 15387 would 
remain in effect.   
 
If an interested party believes that a lead agency erred in certifying an Environmental 
Impact Report, the CEQA Statute provides a process for judicial review.  Please see 
Public Resources Code Section 21167 and California Code of Regulations Title 14, 
Chapter 3, Section 15112 for additional information regarding procedures and statutes of 
limitation regarding challenges to an agency’s certification of a CEQA document.  CEQA 
does not allow interested parties to “set aside” an EIR, as stated by the commenters.   
 
COMMENT 6.2:  The commenter states that the proposed development standards set 
forth in the Specific Plan would result in inverse condemnation insofar as the proposed 
standards for a property along Canyon Del Rey Boulevard are claimed to be economically 
and physically infeasible.  
 
RESPONSE 6.2:  A fiscal analysis was performed as part of the development of the 
Specific Plan (see Chapter 9 of the Specific Plan and Appendix D to the Specific Plan).  
The fiscal analysis considered the fiscal benefits, such as redevelopment tax increment, 
sales tax, and transit occupancy tax, that would be created by the development allowed 
under the Specific Plan.  Notably, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131 
stipulate that economic changes associated with a project are not required within an EIR 
unless such changes would clearly lead to a physical environmental impact.   
 
The commenter asserts but does not provide any evidence in support of the claim that 
the Specific Plan’s proposed development standards are infeasible or how such standards 
would result in property damage that could give rise to inverse condemnation claims 
against the City.  The fiscal analysis demonstrates the long-term financial feasibility of 
the project. 
 
Further, it should be noted that the development standards and design guidelines of the 
Specific Plan were developed through an extensive public outreach process, involving 
numerous community stakeholders.  Moreover, the consultants who prepared the 
Specific Plan for the City, (Design Community and Environment) have extensive 
experience in urban design planning and are familiar with urban revitalization efforts in 
California, nationwide, and around the globe.  The design guidelines and development 
standards set forth in the Specific Plan are drawn from other successful urban 
revitalization efforts, including the California cities of Berkeley, Oakland, San Francisco, 
Pasadena, and Emeryville as well as Vancouver, British Columbia (Canada), among other 
locations.  The Specific Plan articulates the City’s vision for the project area and sets 
forth a highly detailed set of regulations (development standards and design guidelines) 
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to realize that vision. The development standards and design guidelines are explicitly 
intended to result in a notable transformation of the urban character of the project area.  
Creation of the development standards took into account existing conditions, including 
existing site parcelization, but did not necessarily assume that such conditions would be 
static over the 20 year horizon of the Specific Plan. 
 
COMMENT 6.3:  The commenters state that the project sets forth minimum height 
requirements for new buildings within the project area and that these heights lead to 
environmental impacts associated with “Shadowing” and “View Shed’ impairment.”  The 
commenters further state that prior to enacting such a minimum height requirement, a 
“’Shadow Study and View Shed study” needs to be made and included in the Draft EIR.  
The commenters also add that the minimum height requirement is at odds with an 
implementation plan of the Seaside General Plan that calls for the protection of public 
and private viewsheds. 
 
RESPONSE 6.3: The commenters are correct that the City of Seaside has adopted 
policies regarding view protection from both public and private properties.  These are 
listed on page 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR.  These policies include Seaside General Plan 
Implementation Measure UD-3.1.1, which addresses views from private properties.    
 
The Draft EIR acknowledges potential project impacts related to viewsheds and resulting 
from building shadows.  Specifically, Impact 4.1-2 on page 4.1-23 of the Draft EIR notes 
the potential for the increased building heights associated with the project to 
substantially alter views.  The Draft EIR included visual simulations of the project area 
from a point east (Broadway Avenue and Flores Street).   
 
Although the visual simulation was prepared from a public viewpoint, private views in 
this area and points eastward (at higher elevations) would have similar or lesser 
viewshed effects, due to increased distance from the project area and greater elevation 
above the project area.  It was also noted on page 4.1-24 of the Draft EIR that from the 
selected vantage point, 5 story buildings in the project area would not be visible and 
would thus not limit any public or private views.   
 
The visual simulation as well as the evaluation of building height impacts for views 
toward and from the project area under Impact 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR led to a conclusion 
that the taller building heights permitted by the project would result in a less than 
significant impact to viewsheds at the programmatic level.   
 
No actual development is proposed as part of the project; the adoption of the plan does 
not convey development entitlements to any property owners within the project area. As 
individual developments within the project area are proposed by individual developers, 
each such project will as a matter of course undergo review by the City’s Board of 
Architectural Review (BAR).  The BAR will evaluate projects for consistency with both 
the project (assuming the Specific Plan is adopted) as well as with policies and 
implementation plans within the Seaside General Plan, including the viewshed policy 
and plan cited by the commenters.  
 
Impact 4.1-3 on page 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR acknowledged the potential for the project 
to result in shadowing effects through the permitting of building heights of 5 to 8 stories.  
The impact discussion concluded that building heights of up to 5 stories were unlikely to 
result in significant shadow impacts.  This conclusion was reached in part following a 
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review of project design guidelines and development standards.  In particular, Design 
Standard D.5.4 requires that new buildings greater than 3 stories in height incorporate a 
“step back” design that would result in a more slender building profile while at the same 
time minimizing shadow effects.  In addition, on page 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR, it is noted 
that spaces between buildings, including those provided by public spaces such as streets, 
would minimize shadow impacts as the sun travels across the sky during the day.  
 
The impact discussion also noted that buildings of six to eight stories in height could 
result shadow effects.  Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 prohibits the issuance of building 
permits for buildings greater than 5 stories in height until a shadowing study has been 
prepared and that any shadow mitigation measures are incorporated into project 
approvals such that potential building shadow effects to a less than significant level.   
 
COMMENT 6.4:  The commenters state that a traffic and pedestrian safety hazard would 
result from development standards establishing a zero front yard setback for portions of 
the project area.  The commenters add that this standard is in conflict with existing 
zoning regulations. 
 
RESPONSE 6.4:  Comment noted.  The commenters are correct in citing  existing zoning 
regulations (Section 17.30.030(E)) which regulate building and sign height limits at 
street corners.  However, it should also be noted that existing commercially zoned 
properties within the City are intended to have zero setbacks from the lot lines so as to 
provide a building façade at the frontage of the adjacent sidewalk or designated right-of-
way.  Specifically, Section 17.24.050 of the Seaside Municipal Code establishes that the 
City currently does not require a front yard setback in commercially zoned properties.  
 
The City shares the concern expressed by the commenters about the importance of 
protecting public safety.  The City acknowledges that the proposed development 
standards and design guidelines differ in numerous respects from existing zoning 
regulations.  California Government Code both anticipates and acknowledges that 
specific plans will have different design and development standards than existing zoning 
regulations.  In this case, the modified setback regulations are entirely consistent with 
the City’s vision of creating a pedestrian oriented village environment.  Under the 
proposed design guidelines and development standards, new buildings within the project 
area fronting on major streets like West Broadway Avenue are anticipated to have 
relatively few vehicle driveways, reducing potential conflicts between pedestrians and 
vehicles.  Vehicle access to properties would likely be along side streets or alleys, as 
noted in Design Guideline D.4.2 of the Specific Plan.  The wider sidewalks proposed as 
part of the project would provide an extended, unobstructed area beyond what currently 
exists, which would enhance pedestrian safety and provide an ample traffic visibility area 
for vehicles pulling onto the adjacent roadways, as would occur in other common urban 
areas. 
 
COMMENT 6.5:  The commenters state that there has been insufficient analysis of 
proposed mechanisms to fund the project and as such, the adoption of the Specific Plan 
would expose the City to numerous legal risks. 
 
RESPONSE 6.5:  A fiscal analysis was performed as part of the development of the 
Specific Plan (see Chapter 9 of the Specific Plan as well as Appendix D to the Specific 
Plan).   The fiscal analysis considered the fiscal benefits, such as redevelopment tax 
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increment, sales tax, and transit occupancy tax, that would be created by the 
development allowed under the Specific Plan.   
 
Notably, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131 stipulate that analyses of 
economic changes associated with a project are not required within an EIR unless such 
changes would clearly lead to an adverse physical environmental impact.  The fiscal 
analysis establishes the long-term financial feasibility of the project; the fiscal analysis 
does not present any evidence that the project will lead to financial issues that will then 
result in physical environmental impacts.  
 
COMMENT 6.6:  The commenters state that there was inadequate public notice 
regarding the proposed public hearing before the Planning Commission on the Draft 
EIR.   
 
RESPONSE 6.6:  Community engagement has been an important element in the 
development of the Specific Plan as well as of the EIR.  Chapter 2 of the Specific Plan 
describes the 2-year long public engagement process related to the Specific Plan.  On 
October 6, 2008, the City held a public scoping meeting attended by approximately 40 
people at which the Specific Plan was described in detail and the EIR process was 
outlined in a slide presentation.   
 
Consistent with CEQA, the City has adopted its own CEQA Implementation Guidelines, 
which include detail on City processes related to the issuance and public review of EIRs.   
These guidelines stipulate that public notice is required with the issuance of a Notice of 
Availability (NOA) of an environmental document or a Notice of Completion (NOC) of an 
environmental document.  In addition, for projects requiring a public hearing, the City 
has adopted noticing procedures at Chapter 17.68 of the Seaside Municipal Code, which 
mirror the requirements set forth at California Government Code Section 65090 et seq 
for public hearing procedures.   
 
Chapter 17.68 prescribes the form of any such public hearings and also sets forth 
methods of public hearing notice distribution.   These methods include publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation at least ten days before the scheduled hearing; mailing 
of the notice to site owners/project applicants, property owners, city libraries, affected 
local agencies, nearby residents within the Coastal Zone, persons requesting notice, and 
the Coastal Commission, if the project is within the coastal zone.  Chapter 17.68 further 
notes that if more than 1,000 individuals need to be noticed, alternative means of 
mailing notices consistent with Government Code Section 65091(a)(3) are acceptable, 
unless a project is in the Coastal Zone.  These methods include publication of notice in a 
newspaper of general circulation 10 days prior to the public hearing.   
 
Chapter 17.68 also requires posting of public hearing notices at a project site, but 
delegates this responsibility to project applicants.   
 
The City released the Draft EIR in July 2009.  On July 7, 2009, the City distributed a 
NOA of the Draft EIR by mail to over 1,000 individuals in the project area, including 
property owners, property residents, and other interested parties.  The NOA advised 
people that the Draft EIR was available on line, at City Hall, and at the Seaside Public 
Library, as well as of the timeframe of the public comment period, exceeding the City’s 
CEQA Implementation Guidelines, which require just public posting of NOAs.  
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At the time the NOA was issued, the Planning Commission public hearing date had not 
been set; the hearing was eventually held on August 12, 2009.   
 
Notice of the public hearing was published and announced per Chapter 17.68 of the 
Seaside Municipal Code.   The hearing notice was published in a paper of general 
circulation 10 days prior to the public hearing and was posted according to procedures of 
the City Clerk’s office (ie, posting in five public places).   
 
Notably, the Planning Commission hearing that was held on August 12, 2009 was only 
advisory in nature.  The action before the Planning Commission was to consider its 
recommendation to the City Council regarding the Specific Plan and the EIR.  
Certification of the EIR is outside the purview of the Planning Commission.   
 
The Planning Commission opted to continue its public hearing to a date certain 
(September 23, 2009).  Moreover, before the City Council takes any action on the 
Specific Plan or EIR, the City Council must hold its own public hearing, notice of which 
will be provided as per all pertinent requirements of CEQA, the City’s CEQA 
Implementation Guidelines, and Chapter 17.68 of the Seaside Municipal Code.     
 
COMMENT 6.7:  The commenters state that the proposed streetscape improvements for 
West Broadway Avenue would result in unsafe and unacceptable conditions.  The 
comments further state that potential pedestrian and vehicular circulation associated 
with the proposed streetscape improvements has not been adequately analyzed.  
 
RESPONSE 6.7: The project proposes streetscape improvements to West Broadway 
Avenue intended to foster greater compatibility of pedestrian and vehicle users.   The 
proposed streetscape improvements, including an at-grade median within and wider 
sidewalks along West Broadway Avenue are expected to improve safety for all users of 
the roadway, including drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists.  
 
The Traffic Study (Appendix H of the Draft EIR) evaluated with-project conditions, 
including anticipated lane reductions along West Broadway Avenue and the 
reconfiguration of the Del Monte Boulevard/West Broadway Avenue/Contra Costa Street 
intersection.  Please refer to Impact 4.13-8 on page 4.13-41 of the Draft EIR.  The 
proposed conceptual streetscape improvements were inspired by urban renovation 
projects in other California cities and are intended to increase safety and mobility within 
and through the project area for all potential users, including autos, transit, bikes, and 
pedestrians.   
 
However, the streetscape improvements identified in the Specific Plan are identified as 
conceptual.  The precise configurations, including street-specific turning movements 
(left turns and u-turns), have not yet been finalized.  Prior to the implementation of any 
such improvements, the City Public Works Division will prepare design-level plans based 
on the concepts set forth in the Specific Plan.  The City Resource Management Services 
Division will review these plans for consistency with the Specific Plan and as required 
under CEQA.  To the extent these design-level plans are found to introduce any new 
environmental effects not covered in this EIR, additional environmental review (either a 
(Mitigated) Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report) will be required.   
 
The commenters are also invited to review the response to COMMENT 8.1 below, which 
raises some similar questions and concerns.   
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COMMENT 6.8  The commenters state that the Draft EIR acknowledges that adoption of 
the Specific Plan would result in several unavoidable significant environmental impacts; 
that there should be analysis of these impacts and direction on mitigation of these 
impacts, including funding.   
 
RESPONSE 6.8:  CEQA requires that every EIR include a listing of any and all 
“Unavoidable Significant Environmental Impacts.”  The Draft EIR complied with this 
requirement, summarizing the environmental impacts identified within the technical 
sections of the Draft EIR.  Notably, an “Unavoidable Significant Environmental Impact” 
occurs when, following mitigation of any identified impact, the impact in question 
remains at a significant level.  The technical sections of the Draft EIR provide one or 
more mitigation measures for each of the Unavoidable Significant Environmental 
Impacts.  The City concluded that following this mitigation, the impacts in question 
would remain significant.  
 
The commenters are also invited to review Chapter 9 and Appendix D of the Specific 
Plan, which includes a fiscal analysis of the proposed improvements within the Specific 
Plan.  It should be noted that the public improvements proposed within the Specific Plan 
would be funded through a mixture of capital improvement program funded projects and 
developer funded projects over the 20 year horizon of the Specific Plan.   
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Responses to Comment Letter 7 
Transportation Authority for Monterey County 
 
COMMENT 7.1:  The commenter states that within or near the project area, several 
transportation related improvements are in the planning stages; coordination with 
TAMC is essential to ensure that individual development projects within the project area 
are completed with the planned transportation improvements.    
 
RESPONSE 7.1:  During the development of specific projects, the City and project 
applicants will continue to work with TAMC staff to ensure that issues of motorized and 
non-motorized access, parking requirements, bicycle and pedestrian safety at the 
station’s entrances, and the proposed Highway 1 widening project are properly 
addressed.   
 
COMMENT 7.2:  The commenter states that Monterey-Salinas Transit’s (MST’s) 
Designing for Transit Guideline Manual should be used as a resource in accommodating 
existing and future transit in the project area.   
 
RESPONSE 7-2:  Comment noted.  This manual is described in the fourth bullet on page 
4.13-15 of the Draft EIR.  The following text is added to the last sentence of the 
paragraph:  
 

This manual will be used as resource for accommodating existing transit lines 
(10, 11, and 20) and potential future transit access to the project site at the 
planned Multi-Modal Transit Station. 

 
COMMENT 7.3:  The commenter is correct in noting that notes that the Draft EIR 
identifies cumulative impacts to three intersections and segments of Highway 1 between 
Fremont Boulevard and State Route 218 and expresses concern over the reliance on 
project-specific mitigation measures to mitigate cumulative impacts.   
 
RESPONSE 7-3: The commenter is correct in noting that project-specific mitigation 
measures are discussed as a means of reducing the cumulative impacts, in addition to the 
payment of the regional fee.  As noted by the commenter, “the Transportation Agency’s 
regional impact fee is the preferred mitigation measure for cumulative transportation 
impacts”; however, the City may impose additional mitigation measures as necessary to 
better mitigate both project-specific and cumulative impacts.  To more clearly establish 
the use of the regional fee program for the mitigation of cumulative impacts, the 
cumulative discussion has been revised as follows: 
 

Cumulative Impacts 
Impact 4.13-5:  Cumulative conditions would result in unacceptable 
levels of service at several signalized intersections.  The project would 
cause a considerable increase in traffic in relation to the future 
cumulative traffic load at the impacted intersections.  (Significant) 

 
Table 4.13-9 presents the LOS calculation results for the signalized study 
intersections under cumulative (2027) conditions both with and without the 
project.  Cumulative with project traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.13-4. 
[Unchanged] 
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Table 4.13-9 Cumulative (2027) Signalized Intersection LOS 

Without Project  With Project Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Period 

Average a 

Delay 
LOS b Average 

Delay 
LOS Δ in Delay 

1. Fremont Boulevard/SR 1 
Southbound Ramp/ 
Monterey Road 

Signal AM 
PM 

73.9 
102.6 

E 
F 

75.0 
104.5 

E 
F 

1.1 
1.9 

3. Del Monte Boulevard/Tioga 
Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

15.2 
19.2 

B 
B 

15.0 
19.4 

B 
B 

-0.2 
0.2 

4. Fremont Boulevard/Echo 
Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

8.2 
9.2 

A 
A 

8.1 
9.3 

A 
A 

-0.1 
0.1 

5. Del Monte Boulevard/ 
Clementina Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

4.6 
6.0 

A 
A 

4.6 
6.0 

A 
A 

0.0 
0.0 

6. Del Monte Boulevard/ 
Contra Costa Street 

Signal AM 
PM 

31.7 
11.3 

C 
B 

7. Del Monte Boulevard/ 
Broadway Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

12.4 
13.7 

B 
B 

34.2 
26.4 

C 
C 

N/A 

8. Fremont Boulevard/ 
Broadway Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

30.2 
35.3 

C 
D 

30.8 
34.8 

C 
C 

0.6 
-0.5 

10. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218) /SR 1 
Southbound Ramp 

Signal AM 
PM 

33.8 
25.2 

D 
C 

35.6 
26.5 

D 
C 

1.8 
1.3 

11. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)/State 
Route 1 Northbound Ramp 

Signal AM 
PM 

8.2 
8.9 

A 
C 

8.4 
9.3 

A 
A 

0.2 
0.4 

12. Del Monte Boulevard/ 
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard 
(SR 218) 

Signal AM 
PM 

37.4 
44.8 

D 
D 

37.8 
45.6 

D 
D 

0.4 
0.8 

14. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)/Sonoma 
Avenue 

Signal AM 
PM 

10.2 
16.7 

B 
B 

10.6 
16.9 

B 
B 

0.4 
0.2 

16. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)/ 
Fremont Boulevard 

Signal AM 
PM 

36.7 
48.4 

D 
D 

37.7 
48.9 

D 
D 

1.0 
0.5 

a Whole intersection weighted average total delay for signalized and all-way stop-controlled intersections 
(expressed in seconds per vehicle). For side-street stop controlled intersections, delays for worst movement 
and average intersection delay are shown: worst movement (intersection average). 
b LOS calculations performed using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual - Special Report 209 delay methods for 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. Delays greater than 90 seconds are not reported because the 
methodology is inaccurate at this level. 
Unacceptable operations are indicated in bold type, and significant impacts are indicated in bold italic type 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 

 

As shown in Table 4.13-9, significant cumulative traffic impacts would occur at 
three signalized intersections since the future LOS at these intersections would be 
below the Caltrans standard of LOS C.  This would be a significant cumulative 
impact. 
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The impacted intersections are:   
 

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period 

Fremont Boulevard/SR 1 Southbound 
Ramp/Monterey Road  

Del Monte Boulevard/Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)  

Fremont Boulevard/SR 1 Southbound 
Ramps/Monterey Road 

Del Monte Boulevard/Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218) 

Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 
218)/Fremont Boulevard  

 
As shown in Table 4.13-9, the project would contribute to traffic delays at the 
three impacted intersections, representing a considerable contribution to 
cumulative traffic impacts.  Intersection improvements, identified in Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-5 would reduce project impacts at these intersections.   

 
Developments within the Specific Plan area will be responsible for mitigation of 
their fair share of identified cumulative impacts.   These cumulative impacts will 
be partially addressed through payment of TAMC’s regional impact fees adopted 
by the City of Seaside in August 2008.  The City shall also, to the extent legally 
permissible, impose project-specific ad-hoc exactions to address cumulative 
impacts within the City’s jurisdiction that are not mitigated through the TAMC 
fee.  These ad-hoc exactions may take the form of either required improvements, 
ad-hoc development fees adopted pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, 
Government Code Section 66000, et seq., or a combination of both. Nonetheless,  
because the precise scope of work, cost, and timing for the improvements is 
uncertain, there is no guarantee that these identified improvements will be 
constructed prior to the project’s cumulatively significant impact on one of the 
three impacted intersections identified above, In the absence of more precise 
information regarding the funding and timing of improvements, the cumulative 
impact remains significant. A number of intersection improvements could be 
made to improve the LOS and decrease the severity of the impact at affected 
signalized intersections.  For this analysis, each impacted intersection was 
reviewed separately to determine the appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
Fremont Boulevard/State Route 1/Monterey Road 

 
Future developments (including the project) would be responsible for 
contributing their fair share of the measures necessary to improve traffic 
conditions at the Fremont Boulevard/State Route 1 Southbound Ramp/Monterey 
Road intersection.  If funded, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a, 
as previously discussed under the heading Project Impacts, would reduce 
cumulative impacts at this intersection.  Should Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a 
be constructed, the AM and PM peak period LOS at this intersection would 
improve to an acceptable LOS C or better.  However, as the City has no 
established mitigation fee program, there is no certainty that the improvements 
in Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a would be constructed.  Therefore, the cumulative 
impact would be significant.   
 
Del Monte Boulevard/Canyon Del Ray Boulevard Intersection 
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Future developments (including the project) would be responsible for 
contributing their fair share of the measures necessary to improve traffic 
conditions at the Del Monte Boulevard/Canyon Del Ray Boulevard intersection.  
If funded, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b as previously 
discussed under the heading Project Impacts, would reduce cumulative 
impacts at this intersection.  After mitigation the AM and PM peak period LOS at 
the Del Monte Canyon Del Ray Boulevard Intersection would remain 
unacceptable at LOS D.  Although the cumulative impact would remain 
significant, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b would improve the peak period 
intersection delay over the cumulative without project scenario.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-1b includes construction of a pocket extension that would 
require right-of-way acquisition on the west side of Del Monte Boulevard near the 
existing Starbucks coffee shop.  Since at the time of writing the City does not have 
plans to acquire additional right-of-way for construction of the pocket extension, 
and there is no established mitigation fee program to collect the funding 
necessary to finance such improvements, there is no certainty that this 
improvement would be constructed.  Therefore, the cumulative impact would be 
significant.  

 
Fremont Boulevard/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (218) 

 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-5:  Provide an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane 
on the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218) approach to its intersection with 
Fremont Boulevard.  Address project impacts to the Fremont Boulevard/Canyon 
Del Rey Boulevard intersection through any of the following methods:  

 
Two methods could be used to implement this mitigation measure:    

a) Provide an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane on the Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218) approach.  This would require some right-of-way 
acquisition on the south side of Canyon Del Rey  Boulevard and taking some 
land from the abutting park at the southwestern corner of the intersection.    

b) Provide an exclusive westbound right-turn lane on the Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218) approach.  This mitigation would require some right-of-
way acquisition to provide sufficient width on Canyon Del Rey Boulevard 
(SR 218) to provide the additional westbound right-turn lane.  This 
mitigation measure would reduce the intersection delay to better levels than 
under the cumulative without project scenario. 

c) Provide a northbound right-turn overlap phase on the Fremont Boulevard 
approach. This mitigation measure would reduce the intersection delay to 
better levels than under the cumulative without project scenario.  Prohibit 
U-turns would be prohibited for the westbound approach to allow for the 
opposing overlap phase to operate effectively. 

Following implementation of either any of these three options, cumulative 
conditions at this intersection would remain at LOS D. However, all three 
proposed mitigation options would maintain or improve upon the Cumulative No 
Project intersection delay.  With any of the mitigation options, the seconds of 
delay would be reduced, although the LOS would remain at “D”.   While the 
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mitigation measure above would represent some improvement, the cumulative 
impact would remain significant.   
 
Moreover, As this these improvements is are not listed in the City’s Capital 
Improvement Plan, its their eventual implementation is uncertain.  Currently, the 
City does not have a citywide fee program, but can require ad-hoc fee exactions 
on a project by project basis.  has no adopted mechanism for collecting impact 
fees as a means of mitigating transportation impacts.  As the City has not 
established or implemented any fair share impact fees for transportation 
improvements, there is no opportunity at this time for such transportation 
system deficiencies to be mitigated by the payment of mitigation fees by future 
developers within the project area.  As such, The City Resource Management 
Services Department shall require ad-hoc and fair share mitigation from 
individual developers that propose development within the project area to fund 
the transportation improvements listed here as mitigation measures. In adopting 
ad-hoc mitigation fees, t The City Resource Management Services Department 
shall identify the purpose of the fee, identify the use to which the fee is to be put, 
and, considering the nature of the proposed development and its related potential 
impact on transportation facilities, establish a reasonable nexus between the 
impacts of the project and the need for the improvement.  All ad-hoc 
development fees will be collected and allocated pursuant to Government Code 
Section 66006.  Ad-hoc exactions shall provide an offset for any TAMC fees 
imposed for the same identified improvements.  consider the nature of any 
proposed development and its related potential impact on transportation 
facilities and thus, establish appropriate fair share mitigation on a project-by-
project basis.  The City Resource Management Services Department shall ensure 
there is a nexus between the proposed project and required transportation 
improvements and shall determine the fair share contribution of such 
improvements by evaluating the project’s size and its impact to transportation 
systems.   
 
However, as the City has no established mitigation fee program, there is no 
certainty that the improvements would be constructed.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impact would be significant.  
 
Nonetheless, because of the uncertainty regarding the funding and timing for 
these improvements, and since cumulative conditions at this intersection would 
remain at LOS D even following implementation of these mitigation measures, 
the cumulative impact would remain significant.  

 
Impact 4.13-6:  Cumulative conditions would result in unacceptable 
levels of service at one unsignalized intersection that would meet 
signal warrant requirements.  The project would cause a considerable 
increase in traffic in relation to the future cumulative traffic load at 
this impacted intersection.  (Significant) 

 
Table 4.13-10 presents the associated LOS calculation results for the 
unsignalized study intersections under cumulative conditions both with and 
without the project.  Cumulative with project traffic volumes are shown in 
Figure 4.13-5 [Unchanged]. 
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Table 4.13-10  Cumulative (2027) Unsignalized Intersection LOS 

Without Project  With Project Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Period 

Average a 

Delay 
LOS b Average 

Delay 
LOS Δ in 

Delay 

2. Fremont Boulevard/Del 
Monte Boulevard 

Side-
street 
stop 

AM 
PM 

18.6(1.3) 
193.3(44.2) 

C(A) 
F(E) 

19.3(1.3) 
207.4(46.0) 

C(A) 
F(E) 

0.7(0.0) 
14.1(1.8) 

9. General Jim Moore 
Boulevard/Broadway 
Avenue 

All-way 
stop 

AM 
PM 

9.5 
10.7 

A 
B 

9.4 
10.3 

A 
B 

-0.1 
-0.4 

13. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)/Amador 
Avenue 

Side-
street 
stop 

AM 
PM 

10.4(0.1) 
10.7(0.1) 

B(A) 
B(A) 

10.4(0.2) 
10.8(0.1) 

B(A) 
B(A) 

0.0(0.1) 
0.1(0.0) 

15. Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard (SR 218)/ 
Harcourt Avenue 

Side-
street 
stop 

AM 
PM 

15.3(1.4) 
34.2(1.5) 

C(A) 
D(A) 

28.8(1.3) 
63.6(1.2) 

D(A) 
F(A) 

13.5(-0.1)
29.4(-0.3) 

a Whole intersection weighted average total delay for signalized and all-way stop-controlled intersections 
(expressed in seconds per vehicle). For side-street stop controlled intersections, delays for worst movement and 
average intersection delay are shown: worst movement (intersection average). 
b LOS calculations performed using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual - Special Report 209 delay methods for 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. Delays greater than 90 seconds are not reported because the 
methodology is inaccurate at this level. 

Unacceptable operations are indicated in bold type, and significant impacts are indicated in bold italic type. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 

 
As shown in Table 4.13-10, significant cumulative traffic impacts would occur at 
two unsignalized intersections where the LOS would be below the Caltrans 
standard of LOS C.  This would be a significant cumulative impact. 

 
The impacted intersections are: 
 

AM Peak Period PM Peak Period 

None  Fremont Boulevard/Del Monte Boulevard 

Harcourt Avenue/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218) 

 
Consistent with the Seaside General Plan policies, the traffic analysis included a 
review of these intersections to determine if estimated future traffic levels would 
warrant the installation of traffic signals as a possible means of mitigation.  

  
The intersection of Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218)/Harcourt Avenue would 
not meet the minimum threshold for the peak period signal warrant during either 
peak period.  As discussed in Section 4.13.4, the General Plan does not consider 
impacts at an unsignalized City intersection to be significant unless the MUTCD 
peak period volume signal warrant is met.  Under these guidelines, the 
deteriorated conditions of this intersection would not be considered significant, 
and therefore mitigation is not required.  
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Since the Fremont Boulevard/Del Monte Boulevard would operate at an 
unacceptable LOS and meet signal warrants, a significant cumulative impact 
would occur at this intersection.  As shown in Table 4.13-10, the project would 
contribute traffic delays at the Fremont Boulevard/Del Monte Boulevard 
intersection, representing a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic 
impacts.  Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 has been identified to reduce this 
impact. 

 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-6:  Signalize the intersection of Fremont Boulevard 
and Del Monte Boulevard. 

 
Under cumulative conditions with and without the project, the intersection of 
Fremont Boulevard/Del Monte Boulevard would operate at LOS F.  Signalization 
of this intersection would improve LOS conditions to an acceptable level (LOS 
B/C), reducing cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.   

 
Developments within the Specific Plan area would be responsible for mitigation 
of cumulative impacts and collection of the TAMC’s regional impact fees as part 
of the regional fee program adopted by the City of Seaside in August 2008.  
Payment of these fees is the agency’s preferred mitigation for cumulative impacts.  
Signalization of the intersection through the payment of these fees would reduce 
the cumulative impact to a less than significant level.  At present, there is no plan 
to fund this signalization.  Until and unless the signalization is programmed in a 
Capital Improvement Plan or similar City plan, the implementation of this 
signalization cannot be guaranteed or assumed.  In the absence of the inclusion of 
this in a Capital Improvement Plan or similar document, this mitigation assumes 
that the costs for this project would be borne by the proponents of new 
development in the project area that would increase traffic in the project area and 
thus necessitate this improvement.   

 
Currently the City has no adopted mechanism for collecting impact fees as a 
means of mitigating transportation impacts.  As the City has not established or 
implemented any fair share impact fees for transportation improvements, there is 
no opportunity at this time for such transportation system deficiencies to be 
mitigated by the payment of mitigation fees by future developers within the 
project area.   

 
As such, the City Resource Management Services Department shall require ad-
hoc and fair share mitigation from individual developers that propose 
development within the project area to fund the transportation improvements 
listed here as mitigation measures.  The City Resource Management Services 
Department shall consider the nature of any proposed development and its 
related potential impact on transportation facilities and thus, establish 
appropriate fair share mitigation on a project-by-project basis.  The City 
Resource Management Services Department shall ensure there is a nexus 
between the proposed project and required transportation improvements and 
shall determine the fair share contribution of such improvements by evaluating 
the project’s size and its impact to transportation systems.   
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However, as the City has no established mitigation fee program, there is no 
certainty that the improvement would be constructed.  Therefore, the cumulative 
impact would be significant.  

 
Impact 4.13-7: Cumulative conditions would result in unacceptable 
levels of service at all study freeway segments.  The project would 
cause a considerable increase in traffic in relation to the future 
cumulative traffic load on the impacted freeway segments.  
(Significant) 

 
The results in Table 4.13-11 indicate significant cumulative impacts would occur 
at all studied freeway segments since they would operate at unacceptable 
conditions during either the AM or PM peak period in 2027.  As shown in Table 
4.13-11, the project would contribute to future traffic volumes, representing a 
considerable contribution to cumulative traffic impacts.  

 
In addition to the segments of SR1 identified in Table 4.13-11, the SR1 weaving 
segment studied in this analysis (the southbound weaving segment of SR1 
between Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218) and Del Monte Boulevard) would 
experience cumulative traffic impacts. The project is projected to considerably 
contribute to this impact since it would exacerbate unacceptable LOS F and LOS 
E operations during the morning and evening peak periods, respectively.  

 
Widening of SR1 from Fremont Boulevard and Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 
218) from a two-lane facility to a three-lane facility is included in the Regional 
Transportation Impact Fee Program that TAMC adopted in August, 2008.  As 
new projects in Monterey County are developed, applicants will pay towards the 
construction of regional improvements listed in the Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee Program.  When enough funds are available, transportation 
improvements identified in the plan, such as the widening of SR 1 would be 
constructed. Implementing Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, which requires 
individual development applicants to pay Regional Development Impact Fees as 
established by TAMC would mitigate a portion of the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts on SR1. 
 
Although widening of SR 1 is planned as part of TAMC’s Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee Program, this improvement is not planned to the extent necessary to 
fully mitigate project impacts.  As a result, payment of TAMC fees would not 
ensure construction of the improvements necessary to reduce the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts to less than significant levels.  The project’s 
contribution to this cumulative impact remains significant after mitigation. 
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Table 4.13-11  Cumulative (2027) Freeway Segments LOS 

Without Project With Project State Route 1 
Freeway Segment 

Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Perio
d Volume DensityA LOSB Volume Density LOS Project 

TripsC 

Fremont Blvd to Ord 
Main Entrance 
(Northbound) 

6-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

3,227 
6,916 

17.8 
- 

B 
F 

3,243 
6,939 

17.8 
- 

B 
F 

16 
23 

Ord Main Entrance to 
Fremont Blvd 
(Southbound) 

6-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

5,859 
4,710 

35.2 
26.1 

E 
D 

5,878 
4,723 

35.4 
26.2 

E 
D 

19 
13 

SR 218 to Fremont 
Blvd (Northbound) 

4-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

2,789 
6,045 

23 
- 

C 
F 

2,795 
6,054 

23.1 
- 

C 
F 

6 
9 

Fremont Blvd to SR 
218 (Southbound) 

4-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

4,965 
4,031 

- 
37.3 

F 
E 

4,973 
4,036 

- 
37.4 

F 
E 

8 
5 

Del Monte Blvd to SR 
218 (Northbound) 

4-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

2,953 
6,040 

24.4 
- 

C 
F 

2,972 
6,053 

24.6 
- 

C 
F 

19 
13 

SR 218 to Del Monte 
Blvd (Southbound) 

4-Lane 
Freeway 

AM 
PM 

5,476 
4,416 

- 
- 

F 
F 

5,492 
4,439 

- 
- 

F 
F 

16 
23 

A Density in passenger vehicles per mile per lane (veh/mi/ln). Densities greater than 45 veh/mi/ln result in a 
breakdown in traffic flow and LOS F conditions. 
B Freeway LOS analyzed using HCS+ software package that in addition to freeway volumes, incorporates 
location-specific characteristics, including posted speed limit, percent of truck and bus traffic, and type of 
terrain. 
C Number of project trips added to the cumulative without project freeway volumes to calculate total cumulative 
with project volumes. 

Unacceptable operations are indicated in bold type, and significant impacts are indicated in bold & italic type. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008 

 
Impact 4.13-8:  Under cumulative conditions, the narrowing of West 
Broadway Avenue would result in increased traffic congestion during 
limited time periods.  Overall the narrowed roadway would 
accommodate the increased traffic flow. (Significant) 

 
The purpose of the project is to create a pedestrian-friendly Urban Village.  This 
concept includes increasing public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian use while 
decreasing automobile traffic.  As part of this plan, a reconfiguration of West 
Broadway Avenue is proposed, as described in detail within Chapter 3, Project 
Description, and shown in Figure 3.8.   

 
The project would narrow West Broadway Avenue from 4 lanes to 2 lanes.  The 
traffic analysis examined the existing and year 2027 traffic volumes on West 
Broadway Avenue to determine if a two-lane facility could accommodate the 
projected traffic volumes, or if the narrowing would result in traffic diversion 
from West Broadway Avenue to other routes.  

 
Existing roadway volumes were collected over a 24-hour period on Broadway 
Avenue for seven consecutive days.  Table 4.13-12 summarizes the average daily 
traffic (ADT) volumes for the seven-day analysis period. 
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Existing evening peak period roadway volumes represent approximately eight 
percent of daily volumes.  This same relationship between peak period and daily 
volumes was applied to cumulative (2027) turning movement volumes at the 
intersections of West Broadway Avenue/Del Monte Boulevard and West 
Broadway Avenue/Fremont Boulevard were used to estimate West Broadway 
Avenue’s cumulative daily roadway volumes.  Existing volumes were increased by 
30 percent to estimate cumulative roadway volumes for West Broadway Avenue.  
The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.13-12.   

Table 4.13-12 Broadway Avenue 24-Hour Traffic Volumes 

Existing Conditions (2007)  
4 Lanes 

Cumulative (2027) With Project 
2 Lanes 

Day of Week 

Daily Volume LOS Daily Volume LOS 

Saturday (August 11, 2007) 10,802 A 14,043 C 

Sunday (August 12, 2007) 8,375 A 10,888 A 

Monday (August 13, 2007) 13,383 A 17,398 E 

Tuesday (August 14, 2007) 13,296 A 17,285 E 

Wednesday (August 15, 2007) 13,550 A 17,616 E 

Thursday (August 16, 2007) 13,432 A 17,462 E 

Friday (August 17, 2007) 14,966 A 19,455 F 

Average Daily 12,544 A 16,307 E 

Note: LOS based on thresholds presented in Circulation Element of Seaside General Plan, August 2003. 

Unacceptable operations are indicated in bold type, and significant impacts are indicated in bold & italic type. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2008. 

 
This reconfiguration would have the benefit of enhancing access and mobility for 
pedestrians, bicyclists and transit user.  Auto access and mobility would be 
retained, albeit at lower speeds.  Existing LOS A conditions on West Broadway 
Avenue are reflective of the relative low level of development, activity, and 
investment in the project area.    

 
Overall, the proposed reconfiguration of West Broadway Avenue would be able to 
accommodate projected traffic volumes.  However, as shown in Table 4.13-12, 
cumulative conditions would result in significant weekday impacts to West 
Broadway Avenue since the LOS would decrease from acceptable LOS A to 
unacceptable LOS E and F.  The project’s contribution to this cumulative effect 
would be considerable insofar as the project would result in both the 
reconfiguration of the street and increased traffic volumes.  Please also see 
Section 4.11, Public Services, where emergency access along the West Broadway 
Avenue corridor is discussed.   

 
Mitigation to reduce the project’s impact could include eliminating 
reconfiguration of West Broadway Avenue, which is a central feature of one of the 
three alternatives to the project evaluated in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of this 
EIR.  While the elimination of the reconfiguration would reduce projected traffic 
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impacts, it would not meet the goals or intent of the project.  The cumulative 
impact would be significant.   

 
COMMENT 7.4:  The commenter restates that payment of Regional Development Impact 
Fees should be considered only towards addressing cumulative impacts, not project-
specific impacts.   
 
RESPONSE 7.4:  Project Impact 4.13-3 and Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 have been revised 
as follows: 
 

Impact 4.13-3: Implementing the project would increase peak period 
traffic volumes to levels exceeding the capacity of freeway segments.  
(Significant) 
 

• During the AM and PM peak period project traffic would degrade already 
unacceptable LOS along the following segments of SR1.   Northbound SR 1 
from SR 218 to Fremont Boulevard (during the PM peak period, the 
LOSdegrades existing unacceptable LOS D conditions to LOS E) 

• Southbound SR 1 from SR 218 to Fremont Boulevard (during the AM peak 
period, the project exacerbates existing unacceptable LOS D conditions) 

• Northbound SR 1 from SR 218 to Del Monte (during the PM peak period, 
the project exacerbates existing unacceptable LOS E conditions) 

• Southbound SR 1 South from SR 218 to Del Monte (during the AM peak 
period, the project exacerbates LOS E operations) 

• Southbound SR 1 weaving segment between Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 
218) and Del Monte Boulevard (during the AM peak period, the project 
exacerbates LOS D operations) 

Levels of service on the remaining freeway study segments would continue, with 
the addition of the project, to operate at acceptable LOS conditions (LOS C or 
better). 
 
Widening SR 1 as listed under Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would reduce 
project impacts to SR 1 northbound from SR 218 to Fremont Boulevard, and SR 1 
southbound from SR 218 to Fremont Boulevard to a less than significant level.  
Widening SR 1 would improve operations at these locations to acceptable LOS C 
or better. 

 
Widening of SR1 from Fremont Boulevard and Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 
218) from a two-lane facility to a three-lane facility is included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. Impact Fee Program that TAMC adopted in August, 2008   
In order to mitigate impacts to SR1 to a less than significant level SR1 would need 
to be widened to 6 lanes between Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (218) and Del Monte 
Boulevard.  Although widening of SR 1 is planned as part of TAMC’s Regional 
Transportation Impact Fee Program, this improvement is not planned to the 
extent necessary to fully mitigate project impacts.  Therefore, cumulative impacts 
would remain significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.13-3:  In order to mitigate impacts to SR1 to a less than 
significant level SR1 would need to be widened to 6 lanes between Canyon Del 
Rey Boulevard (218) and Del Monte Boulevard  Individual development 
applicants shall pay Regional Development Impact Fees as established by TAMC.  
Payment of these fees will ensure that regional transportation needs, such as the 
partial widening of SR 1, will be implemented.   

 
Although widening of SR 1 is planned as part of TAMC’s Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee Program, this improvement is not planned to the extent necessary to 
fully mitigate project impacts.  As a result, payment of TAMC fees does not 
ensure implementation of the improvements necessary to mitigate impacts to SR 
1 to less than significant levels.  As a result, project impacts to SR 1 would remain 
significant after mitigation. 

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Significant and unavoidable. 

 
COMMENT 7.5:  The commenter states that the project area should emphasize bicycle 
and pedestrian circulation throughout the project area.   
 
RESPONSE 7.5:   The support of TAMC for alternative forms of transportation and the 
goals of the Specific Plan are noted.  Recommendations regarding the design of 
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and need for new roadway design to accommodate bicycles are 
also noted.  The specific design features associated with pedestrian, bicycle, and roadway 
development will be determined during the project level design phase.  Design Principles 
identified on pages 3-19 and 3-20 of the Draft EIR support these recommendations.  In 
particular, one principle recommends that new development within the project area be 
planned, designed, and constructed with a “Pedestrian Orientation.”  This principle is 
intended to result in solutions that provide amenities, maximize access, and optimize the 
use of new development by pedestrians.  Specific recommendations included within the 
Design Guidelines include public plazas, paseos, and interior walkways; improved street 
furniture, lighting, and amenities; and requirements for building entrances to face public 
streets.  
 
COMMENT 7.6:  The commenter recommends that proposed bicycle paths and walkways 
be connected to existing facilities adjacent to the project area.   
 
RESPONSE 7.6:  The recommendation for linking the project area bike paths and 
walkways to surrounding facilities is noted.  Figure 4.13-2 in the Draft EIR illustrates the 
locations of existing and proposed bikeways within the City of Seaside.  Figure 3-12 of 
the Draft EIR more specifically shows proposed bicycle lanes and routes in the project 
area.  The project would introduce Class II bike lanes on portions of Del Monte and 
Canyon Del Rey Boulevards and Broadway Avenue.  Class III bike routes are proposed 
along Del Monte Boulevard north of West Broadway Avenue, Palm Avenue and West 
Broadway Avenue.  The commenter requests that the project introduce linkages to 
existing bike facilities on Imjin Parkway, 2nd Avenue, and General Jim Moore Boulevard.  
The project would improve bicycle linkages in western portions of Seaside and thus 
provide greater bicycle access to the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail.  As part of 
its city-wide bicycle planning efforts, the City proposes a more extensive network of new 
bicycle routes and paths.  The specific facilities referenced by the commenter (Imjin 
Parkway, 2nd Avenue, and General Jim Moore Boulevard) are at least one mile or more 
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outside the project area; the project would not directly link to any of these facilities.  
However, other proposed bicycle improvements in the City’s 2007 Bike Transportation 
Plan would provide links to these existing facilities.  In all, the Specific Plan represents a 
commitment by the City to improve bicycle facilities within the project area.  As 
implementation of project improvements moves forward, the City will consult with 
TAMC to ensure that proposed bicycle facilities are incorporated into the site planning.   
 
COMMENT 7.7:  The commenter recommends appropriate striping at all proposed 
pedestrian crosswalks.   
 
RESPONSE 7.7:  The recommendations for proper striping at pedestrian crosswalks, the 
inclusion of intelligent crosswalks, and the use of mid-crosswalk islands are noted.  The 
specific design features associated with roadway development will be determined during 
the project design phase.  Design Principles identified on pages 3-19 and 3-20 of the 
Draft EIR support these recommendations.  Please also refer to RESPONSE 7.5 above.  
 
COMMENT 7.8:  The commenter identifies that TAMC supports provisions supportive of 
alternative transportation.   
 
RESPONSE 7.8:  The agency’s support of Policy PARK-7 and Policy TRANS-3 is noted.  
The recommendation that adequate lighting at bicycle racks and showers be provided to 
improve safety and visibility is also noted.  Design Principles identified on pages 3-19 
and 3-20 of the Draft EIR support these recommendations. 
 
COMMENT 7.9:  The commenter supports the proposed pedestrian-oriented mixed use 
development.   
 
RESPONSE 7.9:  The agency’s support of retail stores and office spaces that abut the 
sidewalks, with parking provided at the rear is noted.  The discussion of Design 
Principles under pedestrian orientation on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR supports these 
considerations.  As noted in this discussion, “Entrances to all buildings would face onto a 
public street, and parking would not be allowed between the building and the street 
edge.” 
 
COMMENT 7.10:  The commenter encourages the City of Seaside to coordinate with the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments toward compliance with SB 375.   
 
RESPONSE 7.10:  The agency’s encouragement for the City to coordinate with the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments in the development of the region’s 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and for developments within the Specific Plan are to 
be consistent with the plan once it is completed is noted. 
 
COMMENT 7.11:  The commenter advocates the use of light colored pavements to reduce 
heat island effects, increase nighttime visibility, and, if permeable, reduce storm water 
runoff.   
 
RESPONSE 7.11:  The agency’s support of light-colored pavement for pedestrian areas 
and the use of grey granite pavement for parking areas and roadways is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 8 
Testimony of Fire Chief Jerry Wombacher, August 12, 2009 
 
COMMENT 8.1:  At an August 12, 2009 public hearing before the Seaside Planning 
Commission regarding the Specific Plan and Draft EIR, Seaside Fire Chief Wombacher 
stated concern with proposed streetscape improvements to West Broadway Avenue.  He 
stated that he was concerned that impacts to public safety would occur if West Broadway 
Avenue were modified as suggested in conceptual plans within the Specific Plan.  He 
stated that he disagreed with the conclusions in the Draft EIR that the proposed 
modifications to West Broadway Avenue would result in less than significant impacts.  
Specifically, he stated that the proposed medians on West Broadway Avenue, if raised or 
covered with vegetation would effectively narrow the width of West Broadway Avenue so 
as to interfere with the ability of emergency vehicles to traverse the street as well as to 
impede the ability to raise fire truck ladders to proposed building heights of 5 stories 
along West Broadway Avenue.  
 
Previous correspondence from the Fire Chief is included in this Final EIR as Appendix 
F-1.  
 
RESPONSE 8.1:  On August 31, 2009, Deputy City Manager Ingersoll sent a 
memorandum to Fire Chief Wombacher, attached as Appendix F-2.  This 
memorandum included proposed revisions to both the Specific Plan and to the Draft EIR 
in response to the Fire Chief’s comments.  Proposed revisions to the Specific Plan include 
new conceptual street sections for West Broadway Avenue, showing modified widths for 
travel lanes and removing all references to any “raised median” or “pedestrian 
promenade” on West Broadway Avenue.   
 
The proposed revisions to Section 4.11, Public Services, of the Draft EIR revised the 
discussion of the potential public safety impacts of the proposed streetscape 
improvements.  Please see below.   
 

Impact 4.11-2: The reconfiguration of West Broadway Avenue could 
interfere with its use as an emergency access route.  (Significant) 

The Specific Plan indicates that an important element of the desired “urban 
village” atmosphere necessitates streetscape improvements to West Broadway 
Avenue, consistent with the Seaside General Plan.   Section 6.A of the Specific 
Plan states: 
 

To provide for a more pedestrian-friendly environment and to 
encourage development of an urban village, the City’s General Plan calls 
for the narrowing of West Broadway Avenue from a four-lane roadway 
to a two-lane roadway. In place of a middle median, the sidewalks on 
West Broadway Avenue could be wider. Left-turn pockets at selected 
intersections would still be needed.  

 
In order to provide emergency vehicle access, there would either be a 
rolled curb up to the sidewalk or no curb and gutter but a change in 
pavement texture and/or color.  
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As shown in Figure 4.11-1 [unchanged], the Specific Plan includes conceptual 
recommendations for streetscape improvements that include the rolled curb and 
median concept.  Options that merely include a change in roadway texture or 
pavement were not illustrated in the Specific Plan.  According to the City of 
Seaside Fire Chief, this reconfiguration could have an adverse effect on 
emergency responses insofar as West Broadway Avenue is a designated 
emergency vehicle access route. 4  In subsequent communication, the Fire Chief 
stated that it would be infeasible for emergency vehicles to drive up onto any 
raised median that might be placed in the center of West Broadway Avenue, 
particularly if any such raised median also included landscaping or encouraged 
pedestrian congregation.   

 
The development of pedestrian paseos along West Broadway Avenue, as shown in  
Figure 4.11-2b [unchanged] would enhance pedestrian and bicycle use in the 
project area.  The paseos would be constructed in a manner similar to the 
medians described above; which could impede emergency vehicle access.   
 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-2:  Prior to adoption, the City shall revise the 
Specific Plan text and figures of proposed West Broadway Avenue streetscape 
improvements in accordance with proposed Infrastructure Master Plan, which 
proposes narrowing the street width and adding a median to allow the addition of 
left turn pockets as illustrated in Figure 4.11-3.  The pavement delineations shall 
be provided with either pavement striping and/or textured pavers so that no 
raised medians or landscaping within the median would be allowed.   

 
Conceptual plans for the left-turn pocket indicate a width of 14 feet, while the 
median would be 22 feet wide.  Coupled with proposed travel lane widths of 12 
feet, a minimum of 26 feet and a maximum of 34 feet of roadway width would be 
available for emergency vehicle access.  In the event that cars are double-parked 
on West Broadway Avenue, at least 18 or more feet of roadway width for 
emergency vehicle operations would still be available.  This would allow sufficient 
roadway width to provide for ladder truck access.   

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant.   

 
 
In response to Director Ingersoll’s August 31, 2009 memorandum, Fire Chief 
Wombacher submitted a memorandum of concurrence dated September 15, 2009, and 
attached as Appendix F-3.  Fire Chief Wombacher indicated that new Mitigation 
Measure 4.11-2 adequately describes the measures to be employed and satisfies the 
California Fire Code requirements.  As such, the revisions to the Draft EIR adequately 
address the concerns of Fire Chief Wombacher and no further revisions are necessary.   
 
 
 
  
 

                                                 
4 Letter from Fire Chief Jerry Wombacher, January 15, 2009 [Appendix F-2 of the Final EIR]. 
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Comments by Planning Commissioners (Commenters 9) 
Oral Comments Received at Public Hearing on August 12, 20095  
Seaside Planning Commission  
 
COMMENT 9.1:  A Planning Commissioner requested clarification regarding the process 
for responding to comments on the Draft EIR and asked if the Planning Commission 
would have an opportunity to consider staff responses to the public comments on the 
Draft EIR prior to submittal to City Council.  
 
RESPONSE 9.1:  As discussed at the August 12, 2009 public hearing, the City will 
accommodate the request of the Planning Commission and provide the Commission an 
opportunity to review the responses to comments on the Draft EIR prior to submittal to 
City Council.   
 
Further, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 21092.5(a), copies of the written 
responses to public comments will be provided to public agencies that commented on the 
Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to the City Council hearing for the certification of the 
EIR.  The responses will be forwarded to the public commenting agencies and will 
conform to the legal standards established for response to comments on Draft EIRs. 
 
COMMENT 9.2:  A Planning Commissioner requested clarification on City Resource 
Management Service Division’s position regarding concerns of the Fire Chief (whose 
testimony at this meeting is summarized above in COMMENT 8.1).    
 
RESPONSE 9.2:  Please see response above to COMMENT 8.1. 
 
COMMENT 9.3: A Planning Commissioner expressed concern regarding traffic 
circulation and congestion in the project area, specifically at the Del Monte Boulevard/ 
West Broadway Avenue intersection.  The Planning Commissioner also stated that if Del 
Monte Boulevard is to be narrowed, the project should provide additional egress out of 
the City to reduce traffic congestion.  The Planning Commissioner also noted that 
roadways that provide access to State Route 1, such as Fremont Boulevard, should be 
examined. 
 
RESPONSE 9.3:  As discussed in response to COMMENT 4.1, the Draft EIR examined 
project impacts on several intersections in and around the project area, including the Del 
Monte Boulevard/Broadway Avenue and Fremont Boulevard/State Route 1 Southbound 
Ramp/Monterey Road intersections.  Section 4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
provided an evaluation of intersection level of service (LOS) during AM and PM peak 
hours under existing, project buildout, and cumulative conditions.  Of the 16 
intersections studied, five intersections were identified as having a significant impact 
under project buildout and cumulative conditions.  These five intersections, however, 
currently operate at an unacceptable LOS during either the AM or PM peak period.   
 
While the Draft EIR concluded that no significant impact would occur at the Del Monte 
Boulevard/Broadway Avenue intersection, significant impacts would occur at the 
Fremont Boulevard/State Route 1 Southbound Ramp/Monterey Road intersection under 

                                                 
5 Oral comments received from Planning Commissioners at the August 12, 2009 meeting as excerpted from 
an audio recording of the meeting.  A transcript was not prepared but the audio recording of the meeting is 
available for public review on the City’s website as well as at City Hall.   



West Broadway Avenue Urban Village Specific Plan  November 2009 
Final EIR 

 

 

 
74 

project buildout and cumulative conditions.  Please see Impact 4.13-5 of the Draft EIR.  
Although future developments (including the project) would be responsible for 
contributing their fair share of the measures necessary to improve traffic conditions at 
the Fremont Boulevard/State Route 1 Southbound Ramp/Monterey Road intersection to 
reduce cumulative impacts, the environmental impacts would remain significant even 
with mitigation. 
 
Additionally, the project would not result in the narrowing of Del Monte Boulevard.  As 
stated on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR, Del Monte Boulevard would remain at four lanes, 
but bicycle lanes would be added to both sides of the roadway.  The bicycle lanes would 
be implemented in areas currently utilized for on-street parking on both sides of the 
roadway.  Thus, the traffic lanes widths on Del Monte Boulevard would remain 
unchanged and no significant impacts would occur. 
 
COMMENT 9.4:  A Planning Commissioner requested clarification regarding the 
proposed “bulbouts” at certain project area intersections, inquiring how much such 
bulbouts would reduce intersection widths. 
 
RESPONSE 9.4:  As noted on page 3-8 of the Draft EIR, the project includes streetscape 
improvements to better foster an active pedestrian environment.  As such, traffic calming 
measures, including bulbouts at roadway intersections on West Broadway Avenue, 
would be considered to increase pedestrian visibility and safety while crossing the 
streets.  While the final design on the bulbouts remains conceptual in nature at this time, 
it is assumed that the bulbouts would consume 8 feet of street width at any intersection 
where installed.   
 
COMMENT 9.5:  A Planning Commissioner requested clarification regarding the 
number of homes that would be impacted by the additional shading of 5- and 8-story 
buildings in the project area. 
 
RESPONSE 9.5:  Neither the Specific Plan nor the Draft EIR attempted to calculate the 
number of homes that would potentially be affected by shadowing associated with 
proposed 5 to 8 story buildings.  However, the Draft EIR describes that such impacts 
would occur and provides mitigation.  Specifically, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR provides an evaluation of the shadow patterns in the project area that could affect 
the visual character to the surrounding existing development.  Impact 4.1-3 on page 4.1-
29 describes potential shadowing impacts of the project.  Mitigation 4.1-3 would require 
a shadow analysis to be performed prior to the development of any buildings greater 
than 5 stories in height.  These measures would avoid or minimize shading impacts on 
any homes potentially affected by new buildings.  Please also see the response to 
COMMENT 6.3 for a discussion of the shadow impact analysis. 
 
COMMENT 9.6:  A Planning Commissioner expressed concern regarding the potential 
visual impacts to private home owners in the City, specifically those whose views of the 
Pacific Ocean could be affected. 
 
RESPONSE 9.6:  As discussed in response to COMMENT 6.3, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges potential project impacts related to viewsheds.  Impact 4.1-2 on page 4.1-
23 of the Draft EIR indicates that the increased building heights allowed as part of the 
project would have the potential to substantially alter existing views.   
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The Draft EIR included a visual simulation of the project area from a point east 
(Broadway Avenue and Flores Street).   
 
Although the visual simulation was prepared from a public viewpoint, private views in 
this area and points eastward (at higher elevations) would have similar or lesser 
viewshed effects, due to increased distance from the project area and greater elevation 
above the project area.  It was also noted on page 4.1-24 of the Draft EIR that from the 
selected vantage point, 5 story buildings in the project area would not be visible and 
would thus not limit any public or private views.   
 
The visual simulation as well as the evaluation of building height impacts for views 
toward and from the project area under Impact 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR led to a conclusion 
that the taller building heights permitted by the project would result in a less than 
significant impact to viewsheds at the programmatic level.   
 
No actual development is proposed as part of the project; the adoption of the plan does 
not convey development entitlements to any property owners within the project area. As 
individual developments within the project area are proposed by individual developers, 
each such project will as a matter of course undergo review by the City’s Board of 
Architectural Review (BAR).  The BAR will evaluate projects for consistency with both 
the project (assuming the Specific Plan is adopted) as well as with policies and 
implementation plans within the Seaside General Plan, including the viewshed policy 
and plan cited by the commenters.  
 
COMMENT 9.7:  A Planning Commissioner stated that the project would economically 
benefit the City, as the project would enhance movement through the area.   
 
RESPONSE 9.7:  Comment noted.  
 
COMMENT 9.8:  A Planning Commissioner urged that the City Resource Management 
Services Division work with the Seaside Fire Chief to resolve any potential conflicts with 
fire standards. 
 
RESPONSE 9.8:  Refer to response to COMMENT 8.1 for a discussion of the 
subsequent resolution of the Fire Chief’s concerns. 
 
COMMENT 9.9:  The Planning Commission expressed concern about the possibility of 
mixed use development in the project area in regards to the density of the City.  The 
Planning Commission requested that the Draft EIR include a discussion of the 
relationship between the City’s existing density and future mixed use development. 
 
RESPONSE 9.9:  Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR provides an 
evaluation of relationship between existing land use patterns and policies and future 
proposed uses in the project area.  Impact 4.8-2 on page 4.8-20 of the Draft EIR 
provides a discussion of the existing and proposed density within the project area, as well 
as the proposed mixed-use developments that would be allowed as part of the project.  
As the project would include a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to maintain consistency 
with the General Plan, impacts relating the density and mixed-use development within 
the project area would be less than significant. 




























































































































































