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1.

Project Title

Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan

2.

Lead Agency/Sponsor Name and Address

City of Marina
Community Development Department
211 Hillcrest Avenue
Marina, California 93933

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number

Fred Aegerter
Community Development Director
Phone: 831-884-1281

4.

Introduction

The Marina Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan, hereafter referred to as the Specific Plan, DVSP, or
proposed project, focuses on the Downtown area of the City of Marina, establishing a development
framework for land use, circulation, utilities and services, resource protection, design, and
implementation through:




A cogent vision for the future;
Clearly articulated land uses and development regulations; and
Appropriate design standards and guidelines.

The Specific Plan builds on the goals and objectives from the City of Marina General Plan, as well as
the standards and regulations from the City of Marina Municipal Code. However, amendments to
the General Plan land use designations would be required to ensure consistency with those
introduced within the Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan. It is required that all subsequent projects
including commercial developments and redevelopments, subdivisions, public works projects, and
zoning regulations be consistent with the Specific Plan.
The proposed project also incorporates recommendations from the City’s Downtown Vision Plan,
Downtown Design Guidelines, and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.

5.

Project Location

The City of Marina is located in Monterey County, adjacent to Monterey Bay and along State
Route 1, approximately nine miles north of the City of Monterey and 18 miles south of the City of
Watsonville. Incorporated as a charter city in 1975, Marina has grown in population from 8,343 to
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an estimated 22,535 people (US Census Bureau 2019). The city encompasses approximately 9.8
square miles and extends for five miles along the Pacific Ocean, from former Fort Ord land and the
California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus on the south, to the Salinas River on the
north, and inland for four miles to the Marina Municipal Airport. The regional site location is shown
on Figure 1. The former Fort Ord Army Base, which was closed in 1994, is located in the southern
portion of the city. The Plan Area does not include any former Fort Ord lands.
The Plan Area encompasses approximately 322 acres near the center of the City of Marina, and, as
shown on Figure 2, entails an irregular shape. The Plan Area is generally bounded:





6.

On the northeast by parcels along the north side of Reservation Road
On the south by Reindollar Avenue and various residential north-south secondary roads, such as
Sunset Avenue, Carmel Avenue, and Crescent Avenue
On the east by Salinas Avenue
On the northwest by Del Monte Boulevard, approximately 0.5 mile east of State Route (SR) 1

Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

General Site Characteristics
The Plan Area has a pattern of mixed-density housing and low-density retail center commercial
development that signifies a community that is highway-oriented. Land uses are characterized by a
mixture of single-story commercial and office buildings, single family homes, and one- to two-story
multifamily residential units. Buildings date primarily from the postwar era, with several large
shopping centers dating from the late 1950s with buildings set back from the road and large parking
lots on the street frontage. The Del Monte Boulevard/Reservation Road intersection is the central
activity node in Marina. The area is developed with land uses that are considered suburban in scale
and intensity.

Surrounding Land Uses
The Plan Area is surrounded by single-family residential uses to the north, west, and south, open
space adjacent to the Marina Municipal Airport to the northeast, and Locke-Paddon Wetland
Community Park to the northwest. Other adjacent uses include multifamily residential and
commercial uses. The Marina Municipal Airport is located directly east of the Downtown area along
Reservation Road. Photographs of surrounding uses and the existing Specific Plan Area are shown in
Figure 4.

Existing Land Use
Land Use
Existing General Plan land use designations within the Specific Plan Area are shown in Figure 3 and
include:
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Commercial – Multiple Use
Commercial – Office Research
Commercial – Retail\Service
Commercial – Visitor-Serving

Initial Study

Figure 1

Regional Location
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Figure 2

4

Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan Area

Initial Study

Figure 3

Existing General Plan Land Use Designations
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Figure 4
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Site Photographs

Photograph 1. Commercial uses on Del Monte Boulevard

Photograph 2. Intersection of Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road

Photograph 3. Monterey-Salinas Transit Station on De Forest Road

Photograph 4. View of Locke-Paddon Wetland Community Park from
Reservation Road

Initial Study







Industrial – Light
Residential – Multi-family
Residential – Single Family
Habitat Preserve & Open Space
Public Facilities

The Specific Plan Area is approximately 322 acres comprised of 38.6 percent (124.2 acres)
residential uses, 24.2 percent (77.9 acres) retail/services and office/other commercial uses, 29.4
percent (94.7 acres) public uses, 5.0 percent (16.1 acres) mixed use, 2.0 percent (6.4 acres) vacant
lots, and less than 1 percent (3.2 acres) light industrial.
Existing development in the Specific Plan Area includes approximately 1,005,000 square feet of
commercial uses and 2,301 dwelling units.
Commercial uses are located along Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard. Retail/service uses
are located along both sides of Reservation Road and on the southeast side of Del Monte Boulevard.
Multifamily uses are intermixed along these main corridors and lower density residential uses
generally are setback from the commercial areas. Industrial uses are concentrated at the
southeastern portion of the Plan Area, and public facilities are interspersed throughout the Specific
Plan Area.
Zoning
The Specific Plan Area includes the following existing zoning categories, consistent with the existing
General Plan land use designations:
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C-R, Commercial/Multiple-Family Residential District
C-1, Retail Business District
C-2, General Commercial District
PC, Planned Commercial District
PF, Public Facility District
R-1, Single-Family Residential District
R-1/A, Single-Family Residential/Limited Agricultural Uses Combining District
R-4, Multiple-Family Residential District
SP, Specific Plan District
SP/MST, Specific Plan/Industrial/Special Treatment District
ST, Special Treatment District

Project Characteristics

Specific Plan Legal Authority/Requirements
A Specific Plan is a regulatory tool that local governments use to implement a General Plan and to
guide development in a localized area. While a General Plan is the primary guide for growth and
development citywide, a Specific Plan focuses on the unique characteristics of a special area by
customizing the planning process and land use regulations to that area. A Specific Plan is enacted
pursuant to Section 65450 et seq. of the California Government Code.
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The Specific Plan includes the goals, policies, development standards and implementation measures
that would guide future development of the Downtown area, in accordance with state law.
Background documents incorporated into the Plan as well as the Specific Plan’s relationship to the
City of Marina General Plan, Housing Element, and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan are discussed
below.

Specific Plan Background
From the late 1970s through the 1990s, numerous surveys, workshops, and studies were conducted
with the intent of revitalizing the City’s existing commercial areas, particularly after the closure of
the Fort Ord military base in 1994. In 2001, the Marina City Council identified vitalization of Marina’s
commercial core as a critical strategic issue.
In August 2005, the City Council adopted the Marina Downtown Vision and Downtown Design
Guidelines for developing a vital downtown core; however, it was determined that in order to fulfill
the City’s Downtown Vision Plan and Downtown Design Guidelines, future development within the
Downtown should be guided by a Specific Plan.
The next iteration of the Plan, the Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan, was initiated in 2006. An
early draft of the Plan was completed in April 2010. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
associated with the Plan was completed in March 2011 but was not released for public review nor
was it certified. The project then stalled for several years until 2017 when another ad hoc
committee was formed to address new issues in the Downtown and complete the long-anticipated
Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan.

Downtown Vision
The vision of the Specific Plan is to establish Downtown Marina as:
A place with a unique, small coastal town character where people can work, live, and shop in an
environment that creates a feeling of cohesiveness, compactness, and individual community
identity; a place with a vibrant economy that accommodates a variety of businesses, residences,
and civic uses; and, a place that is architecturally pleasing and sustainable, achieved through
attractive storefronts, eco-friendly design, and plentiful landscaping and pedestrian amenities to
encourage people to walk along tree-lined streets and socialize in civic and public spaces.

8.

Project Description

Intent
The Specific Plan seeks to establish a direct connection between the City of Marina’s General Plan
and opportunities for vitalization and enhancement within Downtown Marina. The planning horizon
for the Specific Plan is the 20-year period starting with the plan’s adoption date. An overall goal is
the orderly development of Downtown Marina in a method consistent with the City’s General Plan
and, more specifically, with the community’s vision as developed through the community outreach
process. This is accomplished through:
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Designation of land uses
Designation of required access and circulation elements
Location and sizing of infrastructure
Financing methods for public improvements
Standards of development

Initial Study

Specific Plan Organization
The Specific Plan provides:
Part I













Executive Summary. An overview of the Specific Plan.
Chapter 1 (Introduction). Project background and description of existing conditions, and the
Specific Plan’s vision and guiding principles.
Chapter 2 (Community Identity). Establishes the desired identity of Downtown Marina,
considers opportunities and includes goals and policies associated with the identity of
downtown.
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development). Land use goals, policies, and implementation measures
for future development downtown using “core” and “transitional” sections with core being
urban and transitional being more suburban.
Chapter 4 (Economics). Technical studies, incorporating goals and policies, to provide a
framework for economic development downtown.
Chapter 5 (Mobility). Circulation and parking goals, policies, and development standards to help
implement multimodal circulation including pedestrian, vehicular and bicycle traffic for
downtown.
Chapter 6 (Public Facilities and Infrastructure). Policies for planned distribution, location,
extent, and intensity of water, sewer, and storm drainage infrastructure and solid waste
facilities in the Specific Plan Area.
Chapter 7 (Environment and Sustainability). Provides a summary of the sustainable planning
and “green” design methods that are included in the Specific Plan to reduce potential impacts
from development of the downtown.

Part II



Section A (Design Standards and Guidelines). Standards and guidelines for promotion of high
quality, well designed development throughout downtown.
Section B (Implementation). Framework to successfully implement the Specific Plan and ensure
the objectives are integrated with the goals of existing documents, including the City’s General
Plan and Municipal Code.

Buildout Potential and Phasing
Based on existing land use designations and underlying zoning requirements, described under
General Plan land use designations above, potential buildout of the Specific Plan could include
approximately an additional 1,386,000 square feet of new retail and office space and 2,904 new
housing units. When added to existing development, the Plan Area could include a total of up to
2,391,758 square feet of commercial and retail space and up to 5,205 housing units. However, the
pace of future development would largely be determined by market forces, and thus it is difficult to
determine at what date buildout would occur. Table 1 shows the existing and maximum buildout
projections.
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Table 1

Existing and Maximum Land Use Buildout Projections

Zone/Land Use

Existing

Specific Plan Area Proposed

Total (Existing + Proposed)

Residential

2,301 units

2,904 units

5,205 units

Retail

691,705 sf

874,669 sf

1,566,374 sf

Office

sf1

510, 528 sf

824,581 sf

314,053

sf= square feet
1

Including office and light manufacturing uses.

Preliminary Land Use Concept
Implementation of the Specific Plan would modify the existing General Plan land use pattern in the
Plan Area. The primary goals of the Specific Plan are to establish Downtown Marina as a vital
destination center that accommodates a mix of commercial, retail, dining, entertainment, and
residential uses served by an improved transportation network, and to maximize the City’s ability to
capture future economic opportunities that otherwise might be lost to neighboring jurisdictions.
The Specific Plan promotes these goals by encouraging a mix of new uses within a half-mile radius of
transit centers. Greater densities and building heights would be allowed to distinguish Downtown
Marina from its surroundings. Changes to land use designations would occur through the
establishment of the following designations: core, mixed-use node, multifamily residential, and
transition. These are described below under Development Zones.

Community Identity Characteristics
The Specific Plan is intended to complement the natural setting of Marina by providing
opportunities for an attractive and functional built environment that accommodates and reﬂects
the diversity of the community where people gather for social, cultural, educational, and
recreational experiences. Community identity characteristics of the Specific Plan include:







Gateways. Make Downtown readily identifiable to residents and visitors by establishing
gateways at key locations.
Urban Forest. Create a comfortable pedestrian environment through the installation and
maintenance of street trees comprising the urban forest.
Block Standards. Develop a street grid that improves connectivity and promotes pedestrian
activity.
Pedestrian Environment. Ensure street conditions are comfortable and safe for pedestrians.
Signage. Use signs to help create rather than detract from a sense of place in Downtown
Marina.
Public Art. Use public art to create opportunities for people to connect with others.

Development Zones
The goal of the Specific Plan is to establish Marina as a destination that accommodates a mix of
commercial, retail, and residential uses served by an improved transportation network. During the
planning process, development zones were established to allow for increased densities throughout
the Downtown area. Zones included the Core, which allowed for residential densities of up to 70
units per acre; the Transition Zone and Mixed-Use Node, which allowed for up to 50 units per acre;
and the Multifamily Residential Zone which allowed for up to 37 units per acre. Of the 2,301 existing
residential units in the Downtown area, 1,638 (approximately 71 percent) are located in areas that
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would be zoned Multifamily Residential, 377 (approximately 16 percent) are located in areas that
would be zoned Transition or Mixed-Use, and 286 (approximately 13 percent) are located in areas
that would be zoned Core.
Proposed commercial and light industrial uses in the Downtown encompass roughly 860,000 square
feet on 88 acres. The Downtown Core includes 407,000 square feet of commercial uses on 36 acres.
Another 416,000 square feet of commercial uses can be found on 46 acres in the Transition zone.
Area-wide, calculations also assume additional land would be devoted to the public right-of-way in
the future.
The development zones to implement the Specific Plan are described in further detail below.
Core
The Core zone is located to the north and south of Reservation Road, between Del Monte Boulevard
and Crescent Avenue, and along the eastern side of Del Monte Boulevard between Reservation
Road and Carmel Avenue. It currently provides for 411,864 square feet (sf) (56.42 acres) of office
and retail land uses, as well as 286 residential units. This area is projected to grow by 1,372
residential units and 901,500 sf of retail and office space under buildout of the Specific Plan. The
Core allows for higher densities in commercial and mixed-use developments. Buildings would be
constructed at the lot line facing public street, with parking located behind buildings, and shared
parking agreements (including providing parking in structures) are encouraged. Transit oriented
development, particularly around the Monterey Salinas Transit Center, would be a feature of this
zone.
Transition
The Transition zone is located along Reservation Road, between Crescent Avenue and Salinas
Avenue, and east of Del Monte Boulevard between Reindollar Avenue and Carmel Avenue. It
currently provides for 593,894 sf (104 acres) of office/light manufacturing and retail land uses and
377 residential units. This area is projected to grow by 1,378 residential units and 484,000 sf of retail
and office space under buildout of the Specific Plan. The Transition zone allows for commercial,
multifamily residential, and mixed-use developments. The Transition zone serves as a connection
between the Core and lower-density, single-use zones in other parts of the City, especially zones
dominated by single-family homes. Because the Transition zone encompasses two prominent
gateways into the City (at east Reservation Road and the conﬂuence of SR 1 and Del Monte
Boulevard), land use densities should be lower than the Core zone and scaled to provide pedestrian
accessibility to adjacent single-family residences.
Multifamily Residential
The Multifamily Residential zone of the Specific Plan currently provides for 1,638 residential units
(106.7 acres). This area is projected to grow by 154 residential units under buildout of the Specific
Plan. The Multifamily Residential zone allows for residential developments of up to three stories in
height with up to 35 units per acre. Multifamily residential uses near the Core are critical for
providing an aﬀordable housing supply and population to support businesses Downtown.
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Mixed-use Node
The Specific Plan calls for the creation of a mixed-use node at the intersection of Reservation Road
and California Avenue. This node, surrounded by lower-intensity Transition zones, would feature
multistory mixed-use buildings with retail and commercial space on the ground ﬂoor and additional
commercial space or residential uses on the ﬂoors above. The mixed-use node would contribute to a
vibrant, urban atmosphere.
The locations of the downtown development zones are shown in Figure 5.

Public Services
Future development projects in the Specific Plan Area would be required to provide public
improvements deemed necessary during the design process. The public right-of-way in the Specific
Plan Area encompasses 67 acres, or 21 percent of the total land area. This percentage is low in
relation to the average of 30-35 percent in most downtowns. The Specific Plan calls for creating a
street grid that includes smaller, more walkable blocks with mid-block crossings to increase access.
Wastewater
The City of Marina receives wastewater treatment from Monterey One Water (M1W), formerly the
Monterey Water Pollution Control Agency, while maintenance of the wastewater collection system
is overseen by the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD). Future development in the Specific Plan
Area would be serviced by the M1W Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. The M1W Regional
Treatment Plant, which is located two miles north of the City of Marina, has been designed to serve
over 250,000 people (M1W 2019).
Water
Water to future development in the Specific Plan Area would be provided by MCWD, which
currently provides potable water to the City of Marina. The primary water sources for MCWD are
wells tapping the deep aquifer of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (MCWD 2019).
Storm Drainage
The City of Marina currently requires all non-residential development to retain storm water runoff
on-site and infiltrate into the ground via open percolation ponds or subsurface infiltration facilities.
All storm water runoff shall continue to be retained on-site and accommodated by localized
retention basins unless the creation of such facilities would pose risks to the public. On-site storm
facilities must include Best Management Practices (BMPs) in accordance with Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) recommendations. Residential development may utilize storm drain
systems that terminate in an infiltration facility. Said facilities are not owned or maintained by the
City, except in older existing residential neighborhoods (McMinn 2019).
Gas/Electricity
Pacific Gas and Electric Company would provide natural gas serve and electricity transmission, while
Monterey Bay Community Power would supply electricity to the development in the Specific Plan
Area.
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Figure 5

Downtown Development Zones
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9.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

During the decision-making process, the City of Marina would utilize the information contained in
the Initial Study for potential approval of the proposed Specific Plan. Although no permits would be
required from other agencies to facilitate Specific Plan adoption, subsequent approvals and permits
may be needed from local, regional, state, and federal agencies to allow future development under
the Specific Plan, as identified below.

Specific Plan Approvals Required
Approval of the Specific Plan would require the following discretionary and ministerial approvals
from the City of Marina:



Marina Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan Approval
General Plan Map and Text Amendment

Approvals from other agencies:


MCWD Water Supply Verification Report

Project -Level Approvals Required
Projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan would require project-specific approvals from the
City of Marina, including but not limited to:


Review and approve all required permits, including grading and building permits

The following project-specific approvals from other agencies may be required:
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RWQCB. Issuance of RWQCB, Central Coast Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) general permit under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) for storm
water drainage during construction activities for project sites exceeding one acre; and Section
401 Water Quality Certification if a project would impact the pond or riparian habitat.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Section 1600 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement if a project would impact the pond or riparian habitat.
US Army Corps of Engineers. Section 404 Nationwide Permit if a project would impact the pond
or riparian habitat.

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

□

Aesthetics

□

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

■

Air Quality

■

Biological Resources

■

Cultural Resources

Energy

■

Geology/Soils

□

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

□
■

■

Hydrology/Water Quality

□

Land Use/Planning

□

Mineral Resources

■

Noise

Population/Housing

Recreation

□
■
■

Public Services

■
□

□
■
□

Utilities/Service Systems

Transportation
Wildfire

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Tribal Cultural Resources
Mandatory Findings
of Significance

Determination
Based on this initial evaluation:

□

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

□

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

■

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

□

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration
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□

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in
an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,
nothing further is required.

May 19, 2021

Signature
Fred Aegerter
Printed Name
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Date
Community Development Director

Title

Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1

Aesthetics
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area?

□

□

■

□

Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed into law in 2013 to streamline CEQA analysis for infill development in
places determined to be transit priority areas (TPA), sectors within 0.5 mile of an existing major
transit stop or one planned for in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) (Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments [AMBAG] 2018). For infill development in TPAs, aesthetic
resources impacts are considered not to be significant effects under SB 743. AMBAG designates the
Specific Plan Area as Opportunity Area MA-1, defined as an area “within 0.5 mile of an existing
planned ‘high-quality transit corridor’ (per definition in California Public Resources Code Section
21064.3) that has the potential for transit-oriented development, including mixed-use. High-quality
transit is service with headways of 15 minutes or less during peak period or rail service” (AMBAG
2018, 4-10; AMBAG 2018, Appendix I Figure 14).
Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) provides bus service on Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard.
The Marina Transit Exchange, at De Forest Road and Reservation Road, is centrally located in the
Specific Plan Area and forms a terminus for MST lines 16, 20, and 27, among others (MST 2019). Del
Monte Boulevard is an arterial roadway that creates an eastern boundary for the Specific Plan Area
and is planned for high-quality bus rapid transit (BRT) service in the Marina 2019 Regional Transit
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Network (Adamson 2019). Although current headways fall short of 15 minutes at peak periods, it is
reasonable to assume that with development, increased ridership will result in more frequent
headways. Therefore, the Specific Plan Area qualifies as a TPA under Public Resources Code Section
21099 and is exempt from findings greater than “less than significant” under CEQA. Even with this
qualification, however, aesthetics impacts are analyzed herein for the sake of full disclosure.
a.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the
public benefit. The Pacific Ocean is less than one mile from the western edge of the Specific Plan
Area, but is not visible due from within the Plan Area due to intervening structures and vegetation.
State Route (SR) 1 runs north-south approximately 0.3 mile west of the Plan Area, lined by sand
dunes on the western side. The dunes are minimally visible from within the Plan Area but do not
provide scenic vistas.
The segment of SR 1 west of the Plan Area is an officially designated state scenic highway (California
Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2019). SR 1 is slightly elevated as it passes by Marina,
making the Specific Plan Area visible from the highway. The route begins to curve west at this point,
however, and viewers traveling north face away from the plan area, toward the ocean. LockePaddon Wetland Community Park is situated at the northwest corner of Reservation Road and Del
Monte Boulevard, adjacent to the City of Marina Public Library. A public view from the street
toward the park occurs from the southeast corner of the intersection, where mature trees and the
ocean-influenced horizon are visible (Figure 6). Intervening transportation infrastructure interferes
with the quality of the view from some places, particularly at the intersection of major roadways.
Views within the Plan Area are typical of small city downtown area. Due to the area’s flat
topography and presence of structures and vegetation, expansive views that would be considered
scenic vistas are not present within the Plan Area.
Implementation of the Specific Plan would alter views within the Plan Area by intensifying
development, resulting in a more urbanized viewshed. However, the project would not result in
substantial adverse effects to a scenic vista, as no scenic vistas are available or would be blocked or
substantially modified as a result of Specific Plan buildout. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

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

As described above, SR 1 is a designated state scenic highway that runs north-south between the
city and the ocean, offering views of the dunes and the sea at various points looking west. The
Specific Plan Area is east of SR 1 and at a lower elevation than the highway, such that the rooftops
of the single-story structures and planted trees in the distance do not silhouette into the sky. In the
far distance, the ridgelines of the mountains are visible.
Specific Plan implementation would allow for redevelopment of an existing urban and suburban
area with multi-storied, mixed-use infill that could be visible from SR 1. However, this would not
affect any scenic resources, such as trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, dunes, or other
scenic resources. Valued views from SR 1 are generally the coastal views to the west. Buildout of the
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Figure 6

View of Locke-Paddon Wetland Community Park from Del Monte Boulevard
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DVSP would intensify development to the east, but development would be limited to an area that is
already developed as Marina’s downtown. The overall scenic quality of views from SR 1 would not
be substantially or negatively altered by the project. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

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

The Plan Area is an urbanized area with an aesthetic typical of a small city downtown, with a
mixture of one-and two-story, single-family homes, mobile home parks, one- and two-story multifamily uses, one- to two-story commercial uses (including office and retail), and hotels and motels
(See Figure 7 through Figure 8 for examples). Primary access to and through the project area is
provided by two major arterials, Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard. Reservation Road is a
four-lane roadway running east-west. It has a median landscape strip, signalized intersections,
sidewalks, and bus transit stops. Commercial, retail, and medium-density residential uses are
located along both sides of Reservation Road. Commercial uses are set back from the roadway by
large surface parking lots and vegetated landscape strips, as shown in Photographs 4 and 5 in
Figure 8. Del Monte Boulevard is a four-lane arterial with two lanes running north and south, a
planted median landscape strip separating the roadway, wide shoulders, and bus transit stops.
Commercial uses are located along the eastern frontage of Del Monte Boulevard with driveway
access. An inactive railway right-of-way is located along the western boundary of Del Monte
Boulevard, setback by approximately 25 feet from the roadway.
Public views from roadways in the Plan Area are of adjacent structures, parking lots, and minimal
landscaping. Existing development represents a variety of modern architectural styles. Roadways
are oriented on a grid system with roadway signage and on-street lighting. Mature street trees are
located throughout the area and power lines are located aboveground throughout the project area.
Secondary roadways within the area have stop-sign controlled intersections with curbs, gutters, and
sidewalks.

Design Guidelines Applicable to Specific Plan Implementation
Development in the downtown area is subject to the Marina Municipal Code, City of Marina
Downtown Vision, Downtown Design Guidelines, and the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (City of
Marina 2005a, 2005b, 2010). The Downtown Vision establishes a direction for the physical design of
the Specific Plan Area that ensures new development meets or exceeds the City’s policies,
standards, and expectations for high-quality architectural, landscape, and streetscape design. The
Downtown Design Guidelines provide detail concerning implementation of the Vision and
encourage the kind of development described in the proposed Specific Plan. The guidelines detail
hardscaping, outdoor furnishings, bicycle racks, and trash receptacles, among other features. They
make recommendations as to plant choices and landscape design. Finally, they include specifications
for architecture that includes varied massing, frontages, and signage that contribute to a vital
regional corridor that encourages pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Finally, the Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan provides design guidelines specific to pedestrian and bicycle facilities
throughout the city that includes “enhancing the comfort and appeal of the pedestrian
environment” (City of Marina 2010, 5-6).
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Figure 7

Site Photographs

Photograph 1. Single-family use on Carmel Avenue

Photograph 2. Multi-family use on Crescent Avenue

Photograph 3. Mobile home park on Crescent Avenue
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Figure 8

Site Photographs

Photograph 4. Commercial use on Del Monte Boulevard at Mortimer Lane

Photograph 5. Commercial use with parking near Reservation Road

Photograph 6. Hotel/motel use on Del Monte Boulevard
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The design guidelines found in the Specific Plan support establishing a character for the Plan Area in
keeping with Chapter 17.50 of the Marina Municipal Code Site and Architectural Design Review
process, to which all projects in the Plan Area would undergo review by the Design Review Board
and the Planning Commission for project approval. This includes improvements that are consistent
with the design standards and guidelines within the Specific Plan, providing continuity with
surrounding development, improving visual character, and contributing to the general welfare and
safety of the community.

Conditions under Specific Plan Buildout
Existing residential uses are located primarily to the west of Del Monte Boulevard, and north and
south of the commercial development that fronts Reservation Road. The Specific Plan calls for
nearly doubling the density of residential units in the Specific Plan Area, adding up to 2,904 new
units to the existing 2,301 units. The Specific Plan also calls for the addition of up to 1,385,197
square feet of retail and office space. With just under 1 million square feet of existing retail and
office space, Specific Plan implementation would more than double the density of these uses.
Overall densities in the downtown area would intensify and redevelopment would allow for
improvements to community identity through consistent streetscape design. Higher densities would
distinguish the Specific Plan Area from other areas within the City. The character of the area would
be defined by three zones: core, multifamily residential, and transition. The core zone would be
located at the intersection of Del Monte Blvd. and Reservation Road and would provide higher
densities of commercial, retail and office development. The multifamily residential zone is located
to the west of Del Monte Boulevard, and along Carmel Avenue, Seacrest Avenue, Crescent Avenue,
and Sunset Avenue to the east of Del Monte, as well as adjacent to Ocean Terrace south of
Reservation Road. The transition zone would be located east of Del Monte Boulevard to the south of
Carmel Avenue, and north and south of Reservation Road east of Crescent Avenue. The mixed-use
node zone is located south of Reservation Road, to the east and west of the California Avenue. The
proposed increase in density, gateways, improved pedestrian access, public art, and consistent
signage would provide an identifiable development adjacent to lower density development with a
suburban character. These proposed changes would alter the character of the area from
urban/suburban to more urban in nature.
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan could include buildings up to 60 feet high or five
stories, whichever is less, in the core zone. Buildings currently in the Downtown area are one to two
stories, so this change would increase the building height in the core zone by up to 45 feet.
Intensified development means that vacant lots, expansive parking lots, and some existing
structures would be replaced with a more urbanized, denser development. Pedestrian
improvements included in individual projects would make the area more conducive to pedestrian
and non-automobile travel. Street-facing buildings in the core zone would be required to provide
commercial uses on the ground level with residential or office uses above, with pedestrian access,
landscaping, and street trees with minimal setback from the roadway. This would allow for medium
to high density mixed-use development and less surface parking. Public gathering places would be
encouraged, including paseos with outdoor amenities like benches and public art, such as murals
and sculptures.
The Specific Plan design guidelines indicate massing and scale that accentuates the human scale of
buildings and avoids large, box-like, uniform buildings. This would be accomplished by means of
façade design, architectural details, and other features that break up uniform building styles. Walls
that face walkways would be designed to enhance the pedestrian experience and encourage foot
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traffic. Projects would be encouraged to feature architectural elements that reflect the rich cultural
history of Marina in all its diversity. This conforms to the spirit of the Municipal Code and individual
projects would be subject to the Architectural and Site Design Review Board evaluation, ensuring
that individual project proposals comply with the Specific Plan guidelines, the more general
Downtown Guidelines, and the Municipal Code. The full buildout of the Specific Plan would improve
existing conditions in alignment with the Downtown Vision that envisions “an attractive, pedestrianfriendly and visitor-serving commercial district [as] key to Marina’s evolving identity and image”
(City of Marina 2005a, 1). The more human-scale buildings, attractive streetscape design, and
varied, high-quality architecture would improve the visual character of the Downtown and make it
an attractive focal point of the city.
Gateways
The Specific Plan includes provisions for monumental signage at gateways, particularly at the
intersection of Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard. An opportunity is identified for updating
the welcome sign style and composition to reflect the overall “branding” of the community as a
desirable place to visit, live, shop, and work. Other gateways have been identified at the eastern
part of Reservation Road where it intersects California Avenue, and at the area of Del Monte
Boulevard where is closest to SR 1. The City of Marina Municipal Code requires a comprehensive
signage program that specifies height and lighting restrictions, and for the Specific Plan, gateway
signage would be required to adhere to these guidelines.
Landscaping
At this time, the Specific Plan Area features some landscaping and trees in the medians with few
trees planted along the pedestrian right-of-way area (i.e., near the sidewalks). The trees in the
medians are typically non-native species of varying health, located intermittently. The few trees
planted in the sidewalk area are unmaintained and contribute to root upheaval along sidewalks. The
Specific Plan would allow plantings in public rights-of-way throughout the Plan Area, thus increasing
Marina’s urban forest and creating landscape improvements to the pedestrian environment.
Nevertheless, any tree removal or relocation in the city is subject to the provisions of the City’s
Zoning Ordinance, Section 17.51 et seq., including the tree removal permit process specified in
Section 17.51.060.

Conclusion
The Plan Area is already urbanized. As such, this analysis focuses on whether the project would
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. As discussed above,
implementation of the Specific Plan would change the character of the project area substantially,
but these changes would be in keeping with applicable plans for revitalizing the Downtown area and
creating a sense of place for visitors and residents, in connection with multiple modes of
transportation. All development would be subject to the Marina Zoning Code and all other
applicable City regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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d.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?

The Plan Area currently consists mostly of developed parcels, and thus, numerous sources of
daytime glare and nighttime light exist. Glare sources include the reflection of the sun on different
surfaces:





Building windows
Parked car windows
Walls with light-colored paint or other pale or reflective architectural coatings
Glass and other shiny reflective surfaces on signs, amenities, and public artworks

Nighttime illumination and associated glare come from stationary and mobile sources. Stationary
sources include buildings and structure lighting, parking lot illumination, lighted signs, and
streetlights in commercial corridors and mixed-use developments. Mobile nighttime light comes
from the headlights of motor vehicles, for the most part. Temporary lighting sources could come
from outdoor light shows, spotlights, and other event-related lighting.

Guidelines Applicable to Lighting and Glare for Specific Plan Implementation
The City of Marina Design Guidelines and Standards offers design criteria for lighting standards that
include: stipulations to use a subdued, uniform pattern of lights, install diffusers on pole-mounted
fixtures, and use energy-efficient, warm color spectrum lights. It also encourages that exterior lights
be considered as part of the landscape design to integrate well with the overall character of the site.
Finally, the criteria indicate plantings and fencing should mediate between commercial sites and
sensitive, residential and open space uses (City of Marina 2002, 16-17). The Planning Commission
must approve a lighting design plan for specific project implementation. Lighting design plans must
include a site plan with detailed proposals and descriptions of the type of light source for each
fixture. The City may require a photometric study if there are concerns about the impacts to
surrounding neighborhoods or open space areas.
City of Marina Zoning Ordinance Section 17.59.130 governs illuminated signs in the Specific Plan
Area. The regulation does not allow unshielded or high-intensity lights that may spill onto adjacent
properties or interfere with traffic circulation. The City and its representative review boards and
commissions can appeal approvals to reduce the intensity of signage that creates undue glare,
annoyance, or hazards after installation.

Conditions under Specific Plan Buildout
Development that would result from implementation of the Specific Plan would create a greater
density than what is currently in the downtown area. New sources of nighttime light and daytime
glare would be introduced and could intensify the effects of illumination and glare over existing
levels. Potential sources of new and increased nighttime illumination would include indoor and
outdoor lighting at residential and commercial development, street and parking lot lighting, and
security-related lighting for non-residential uses. Potential new and increased sources of glare
would include increased vehicular traffic and new and increased reflective building surfaces. New
residential and commercial development would also result in a corresponding increase in vehicular
traffic. Augmented public transportation capacity and active transportation facilities would partially
alleviate transportation lighting, but some increase in light and glare from motor vehicles would
occur. However, because the Plan Area already makes up a developed downtown area, conditions
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would not be substantially altered from existing conditions. New development facilitated by the
Specific Plan would be subject to the lighting regulations described above. Therefore, effects on
daytime or nighttime views due to new sources of light and glare would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

a.

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

b.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract?

e.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?
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The Plan Area is a fully developed urban area that makes up the downtown of the City of Marina.
According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, there is no existing important farmland within the Plan Area. The vast majority of the City
is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.” In addition, no parcels within the Plan Area are
designated for agriculture, used for agricultural production, or under Williamson Act contract (DOC
2016 and Monterey County 2010). As a result, future development pursuant to the Specific Plan
would not convert farmland, conflict with agricultural zoning or have the potential to result in the
loss or conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
c.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526); or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

d.

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e.

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

The Plan Area is a developed and urbanized area and there is no forest land on or adjacent to the
site. No parcels in the Plan Area are designated or zoned for forest preservation or timber
harvesting. Therefore, future development pursuant to the Specific Plan would not conflict with
zoning or cause rezoning of forest land or result in conversion of forest land. There would be no
impact.
NO IMPACT
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3

Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

□

□

■

□

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

□

■

□

□

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Air Quality Standards and Attainment
The Plan Area lies within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is comprised of
Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties and is under the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air
Resources District (MBARD). 1 As the local air quality management agency, MBARD is required to
monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state and federal air quality standards are met and, if
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. Depending on whether the standards
are met or exceeded, the NCCAB is classified as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” The
NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 (particulate matter measuring 10 microns
in diameter or less) standard and nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour and eight-hour
ozone standards (California Air Resources Board [CARB] 2017). 2 The NCCAB is in attainment or
unclassified for all other federal and state standards.

Air Quality Management
Because the NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for the state ozone and PM10 standards, MBARD
is required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to recognized acceptable standards. In
March 2017, MBARD adopted the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (2015 AQMP) as an
update to the 2012 AQMP. The 2015 AQMP is based on growth forecasts provided by the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) and assesses and updates elements of
the 2012 AQMP, including the air quality trends analysis, emissions inventory, and mobile source
MBARD was formerly called the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution District (MBUAPCD); accordingly, documents authored by the
MBUAPCD are cited as authored by MBARD in this document.
2 The nonattainment-transitional area designation for ozone is defined by California Health and Safety Code Section 40925.5 as a
nonattainment area in which air quality data show three or fewer exceedances of the state standard at each monitoring site in the area
during the most recent calendar year.
1
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programs. The 2015 AQMP only addresses attainment of the state eight-hour ozone standard
because in 2012, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) designated the
NCCAB as in attainment for the current national eight-hour ozone standard of 0.075 parts per
million (ppm). In October 2015, the national standard was reduced to 0.070 ppm. However, the
NCCAB continues to be in attainment with the federal ozone standard (MBARD 2017).
The following MBARD rules would limit emissions of air pollutants during project construction:












Rule 400 (Visible Emissions). Discharge of visible air pollutant emissions into the atmosphere
from any emission source for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any
one hour, as observed using an appropriate test method, is prohibited.
Rule 402 (Nuisances). No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of
air contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to
any considerable number of persons or to the public; or which endanger the comfort, repose,
health, or safety of any such persons or the public; or which cause, or have a natural tendency
to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
Rule 425 (Use of Cutback Asphalt). The use of cutback asphalt (asphalt cement that has been
blended with petroleum solvents) and emulsified asphalt (an emulsion of asphalt cement and
water with a small amount of emulsifying agent) is restricted in order to limit volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions. Rule 425 prohibits the use of rapid cure asphalt, restricts the use of
medium cure asphalt to November through March, and limits the content of total distillate in
slow cure asphalt and petroleum solvents in emulsified asphalt.
Rule 426 (Architectural Coatings). This rule limits the emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOC) from the use of architectural coatings and sets VOC content limits for a variety of coating
categories, including flat, nonflat, nonflat – high gloss, and specialty coatings. Specifically, Rule
426 limits the VOC content of flat coatings to 50 grams per liter and nonflat coatings to 100
grams per liter. Persons are prohibited from manufacturing, blending, repackaging for use,
supplying, selling, soliciting, or applying architectural coatings that exceed these limits.
Rule 439 (Building Removals). This rule limits particulate emissions from the removal of
buildings by prohibiting all visible emissions from building removal. To achieve compliance with
this standard, Rule 439 requires work practice standards, including wetting the structure prior
to removal, demolishing the structure inward toward the building pad, and prohibiting the
commencement of removal activities when peak wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour.
Rule 1000 (Permit Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants):
This rule regulates toxic air contaminants (TACs) from new or modified stationary sources that
have the potential to emit carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic TACs. Rule 1000 requires sources of
carcinogenic TACs to install best control technology and reduce cancer risk to less than one
incident per 100,000 persons. Sources of noncarcinogenic TACs must apply reasonable control
technology (MBARD 2008).

Methodology
The analysis of air quality impacts conforms to the methodologies recommended in MBARD’s CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines (2008). Construction and operational emissions associated with buildout of
the DVSP were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version
2016.3.2 and EMFAC2017. CalEEMod was developed for use throughout the state in estimating
construction and operational emissions from land use development, and EMFAC2017 was
developed to estimate mobile source emissions in California.
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Construction activities associated with buildout of the DVSP would include demolition of existing
structures, site preparation and grading, building construction, installation of wet and dry utilities as
needed, construction of roadway improvements, and architectural coating. These activities would
generate diesel emissions and dust. Construction equipment that would generate criteria pollutants
would include, but would not be limited to, excavators, graders, haul trucks, and loaders. It is
assumed that all construction equipment used would be diesel-powered. Construction equipment
and duration of each phase were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are shown in Section 3,
Construction Detail, of the modeling outputs in Appendix AIR. The default start dates for each
construction phase were adjusted so that all phases (i.e., demolition, site preparation, grading,
building construction, paving, and architectural coating) would occur simultaneously in order to
estimate conservative, worst-case impacts. Given that buildout of the DVSP would primarily result in
redevelopment activities and would not include subterranean parking structures, it is assumed that
soil material import and export would be minimal. Therefore, construction emissions modeling does
not account for haul truck trips for soil material import and export. The quantity of building square
footage that would be demolished as part of buildout of the DVSP is unknown at this time.
Therefore, it was conservatively assumed that approximately half of the existing residential units
(i.e., 1,151 units, assuming each unit is 1,000 square feet based on CalEEMod defaults) and
approximately half of the existing retail and office space (i.e., 502,879 square feet) would be
demolished to accommodate redevelopment. This analysis assumes that the DVSP would be
required to comply with all applicable regulatory standards, including the operative CALGreen Code,
MBARD Rule 426 (Architectural Coatings), and all other applicable MBARD rules. The requirements
of Rule 426 were added as “mitigation” 3 in CalEEMod by including the use of low-VOC flat paint (50
grams per liter [g/L]).
Operational emissions were estimated for the net increase in development under the DVSP, which is
summarized in Table 1. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the proposed Specific
Plan has a planning horizon of 2040. Therefore, buildout of the Specific Plan would occur
intermittently over the planning period with full buildout estimated to occur in 2040. As a result,
this analysis reasonably assumes that most or all of development facilitated by the DVSP would be
operational by 2040 and therefore uses a buildout year of 2040 for the purposes of calculating
operational emissions. Operational emissions would be comprised of mobile source emissions,
energy emissions, and area source emissions. Area source emissions are generated by landscape
maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coating. Emissions attributed to
energy use include natural gas consumption for space and water heating. Mobile source emissions
are generated by motor vehicle trips to and from the Plan Area associated with operation of on-site
development. Mobile source emissions were calculated in EMFAC2017 using the forecast net new
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) estimates for residential and office land uses provided in the SB 743
Analysis prepared by Kimley Horn (Appendix TRAF). As shown in Table 2, based on the SB 743
analysis, the proposed project would result in approximately 9,261 net new daily VMT, or 3,380,211
net new annual VMT, associated with the residential and office land uses. Based on the SB 743
Analysis, the retail uses associated with the proposed project would generate no net new VMT;
therefore, mobile source emissions were not estimated for the retail land uses because no net new
emissions would be generated as compared to existing conditions in the NCCAB.

CalEEMod is a model for the entire state, and not all air basins or municipalities have the same mandatory regulatory requirements. For
the purposes of CalEEMod, “mitigation” is a term of art for the modeling input and is not equivalent to mitigation measures that may
apply to the CEQA analysis. While CalEEMod labels compliance with existing regulations as mitigation measures in this context, these are
not truly mitigation measures as the term is used in CEQA.

3
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Table 2

Residential and Office VMT Estimates1

Metric

Existing Conditions

Existing plus Project Conditions

Net Change

Residential VMT
Dwelling Units1
Number of

Residents2

Daily VMT per

Capita1

Total Daily VMT3

4,707

7,611

+2,904

12,897

20,854

+7,957

13.8

12.8

-1.0

177,981

266,933

+88,952

2,884

2,897

+1,533

8.8

7.2

-1.6

12,003

20,858

+8,855

189,984

287,791

+97,807

Office VMT
Employment1
Daily VMT per
Total Daily

Employee1

VMT4

Summary
Total Daily VMT
(Residential + Office)
VMT = vehicle miles traveled
Daily VMT is calculated using the per capita and per employee VMT estimates for the 2040 Plus Project scenario because emissions are
estimated at the DVSP’s buildout year.

1

Source: SB 743 Analysis (Appendix TRAF)
2

Assumes an average of 2.74 persons per household in Marina (U.S. Census Bureau 2019)

3

Calculated by multiplying the number of residents by daily VMT per capita

4

Calculated by multiplying employment by daily VMT per employee

Significance Thresholds
Criteria for determining consistency with MBARD’s AQMP are defined in Section 5.5 of the MBARD’s
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (MBARD Guidelines; 2008). The DVSP would be inconsistent with the
MBARD AQMP, and would therefore have a cumulatively considerable (significant) contribution to
significant cumulative air quality impacts, if it would result in either of the following (MBARD 2008,
Duymich 2018):




Population growth generated by the DVSP would cause the population of Monterey County to
exceed the population forecast for the appropriate five-year increment utilized in the 2015
AQMP; or 4
Construction and operational emissions of ozone precursors would exceed the significance
thresholds established by MBARD, which are intended to set the allowable limit that a project
can emit without impeding or conflicting with the AQMP’s goal of attainment ambient air
quality standards.

MBARD has issued criteria for determining the level of significance for project-specific impacts
within its jurisdiction. Based on criteria set forth in MBARD Guidelines (2008), the DVSP’s impacts on
criteria air pollution would be significant if the DVSP would result in air pollutant emissions during
construction or operation that exceed the thresholds in Table 3.

In Monterey County, consistency with population forecasts is based on comparing a project’s population with countywide forecasts to
avoid confusion related to declining population forecasts for cities on the Monterey Peninsula (MBARD 2008).

4
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Table 3

Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Pollutant

Source

Threshold of Significance

Construction Impacts
PM10

Direct

82 lbs./day1

VOC

Direct and Indirect

137 lbs./day

NOX

Direct and Indirect

137 lbs./day

PM10

On-site

82 lbs./day2

CO

N/A

Operational Impacts

SOX, as SO2

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

Direct

550 lbs./day3

Direct

150 lbs./day

Notes: lbs./day = pounds per day; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic
compounds (also referred to as ROG, or reactive organic gases); NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of
sulfur; SO2 = sulfur dioxide
This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality
impact related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in
Section 5.3 of the MBARD CEQA Guidelines.

1

2 The District’s operational PM threshold of significance applies only to on-site emissions, such as project-related exceedances along
10
unpaved roads. These impacts are generally less than significant. For large development projects, almost all travel is on paved roads,
and entrained road dust from vehicular travel can exceed the significance threshold.

Modeling should be undertaken to determine if the DVSP would cause or substantially contribute (550 lbs./day) to exceedance of CO
ambient air quality standards (AAQS). If not, the DVSP would not have a significant impact.

3

Source: MBARD 2008

The carbon monoxide (CO) thresholds provided by MBARD are designed to screen out projects from
further analysis that would have a less than significant impact to CO; however, projects that exceed
these screening thresholds would not necessarily result in a hotspot. Localized CO concentrations
are primarily the result of the volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions generated by
vehicles; restricted vehicular traffic flows can contribute to higher volumes of vehicles on a given
roadway in a period of time, but are not the cause of high CO concentrations. Stringent vehicle
emission standards in California have reduced the level of CO emissions generated by vehicles over
time such that CO hotspots are rarely a concern, except for roadways with very high traffic volumes.
Because MBARD only provides screening thresholds for CO hotspot impacts but does not have a
standard for assessing whether a project’s CO hotspot impacts would be significant, the CO
threshold from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which is the air district
immediately adjacent to MBARD to the north, is utilized in this analysis. The BAAQMD has
established a volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour as the level above which traffic volumes may
contribute to a violation of CO standards (BAAQMD 2017). The NCCAB and the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin (the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD, which is the air district immediately adjacent to
MBARD to the north) are both in attainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standard
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for CO and have not reported
exceedances of the CO standard at local monitoring stations for the last two decades (CARB 2020,
United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2020a, BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, given
the similar ambient air quality conditions for CO in both air basins, it is appropriate to use the
BAAQMD threshold in this analysis. The BAAQMD threshold is applied in the following impact
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analysis if the proposed project exceeds the MBARD screening thresholds presented above to
determine whether the proposed project would result in an exceedance of CO standards.
a.

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

The most recently adopted air quality plan in the MBARD region is the 2015 AQMP. The 2015 AQMP
only addresses attainment of the state eight-hour ozone standard because in 2012, the USEPA
designated the NCCAB as in attainment for the current federal eight-hour ozone standard of 0.075
ppm. The control measures outlined in the 2015 AQMP focus on MBARD continuing to use grant
funding to reduce both volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions,
primarily from mobile sources. According to MBARD, mobile source emission reductions have been
the most effective in achieving progress toward attainment of the state one-hour and eight-hour
ozone standards (MBARD 2017). Furthermore, the 2015 AQMP provides Emission Reduction
Strategies in Section 9.1, which includes land use “planning efforts such as the ‘Sustainable
Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Sustainable Communities Act, SB 375)…which
supports coordinated transportation and land use planning with the goal of developing more
sustainable communities’” (MBARD 2017).
The DVSP includes several elements that would reduce VMT and the associated mobile source
emissions through integrated transportation and land use planning. The DVSP would allow for
higher densities in commercial and mixed-use developments in the Core zone with transit-oriented
development, particularly around the MST Marina Transit Exchange. In addition, the DVSP would
encourage the development of residential and commercial uses in close proximity in the Transition
zone. The DVSP also includes two mixed-use nodes in the Plan Area with multi-story mixed-use
buildings containing residential and commercial/retail uses. The DVSP also includes objectives to
create a safe and efficient pedestrian and bicycle pathway network in the Plan Area; improve
pedestrian access to transit facilities; and promote compact, mixed-use development that
encourages use of transit, walking, and bicycling. These objectives and their corresponding
strategies would be consistent with the 2015 AQMP because they would encourage the use of
alternative forms of transportation and reduce reliance on automobiles, thereby reducing project
emissions of ozone precursors.
A significant impact to air quality would occur if buildout of the DVSP would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2015 AQMP. Although any development project would represent an
incremental negative impact on air quality in the NCCAB due to increased air pollutant emissions,
the primary concern is whether project-related impacts have been properly anticipated in the
regional air quality planning process and reduced whenever feasible. MBARD uses growth forecasts
provided by the AMBAG to project population-related emissions for the AQMP. When population
growth exceeds these forecasts, emission inventories could be surpassed, affecting attainment
status.
As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the DVSP would accommodate approximately
7,957 new residents. The current population of Monterey County is estimated at 441,143 (California
Department of Finance [CDOF] 2020a). In addition, the DVSP has the potential to indirectly increase
the population of Monterey County by permitting up to approximately 874,669 square feet of
additional community retail space and approximately 510,528 square feet of additional office space,
thereby providing employment opportunities for which people may relocate to Monterey County.
According to the SB 743 Analysis (Appendix TRAF), the DVSP would provide approximately 3,283
additional employment opportunities. Although these future employees likely already live in
Monterey County, this analysis conservatively assumes that all employees would be new to the
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region. Therefore, the DVSP would increase the population of Monterey County to 452,383 persons
(441,143 + 7,957 + 3,283).
The population growth projections used in the 2015 AQMP forecast that the population of
Monterey County will reach 495,086 residents by 2035 (MBARD 2017). 5 Therefore, buildout of the
DVSP would not exceed the 2015 AQMP population growth forecast for Monterey County and is
within the applicable assumptions of the air pollutant emissions forecast contained in the 2015
AQMP. Furthermore, as discussed under item (b) below, operational emissions generated by
buildout of the DVSP would not exceed MBARD thresholds for VOC or NOX, which are ozone
precursors. Therefore, the DVSP would not generate air pollutant emissions that would impede or
conflict with the 2015 AQMP’s goal of achieving attainment of the state ozone standard. Impacts
would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

As discussed under Air Quality Standards and Attainment, the NCCAB is designated as
nonattainment for the state PM10 standard and nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour
and eight-hour ozone standards, but is in attainment/unclassified for all other federal and state
standards (CARB 2017). 6 Therefore, this analysis focuses on air quality impacts related to those
criteria pollutants for which the Plan Area region is nonattainment, which are ozone and PM10.

Construction Emissions
As discussed in the Project Description, the DVSP has a planning horizon of 2040. Therefore,
buildout of the DVSP would occur intermittently over approximately 20 years with full buildout
estimated to occur in 2040. Construction activity and associated emissions of ozone precursors (VOC
and NOX) and dust (PM10) would occur periodically during construction over the planning period.
The DVSP would allow for the development of 2,904 new residential units, 1,386,000 square feet of
retail and office space, and associated transportation and utility infrastructure improvements.
The MBARD Guidelines (2008) do not provide plan-level significance thresholds for construction air
pollutant emissions; however, the guidelines include project-level thresholds for construction
emissions that are utilized for this analysis. If a project’s construction emissions fall below the
project-level thresholds, the project’s impacts to regional air quality are considered individually and
cumulatively less than significant. According to MBARD guidelines, temporary ozone precursor
emissions (i.e., VOC and NOX) from demolition and construction projects using typical equipment
are accommodated in the emission inventories of state- and federally-required air plans and would
not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of state or federal ozone ambient
air quality standards (AAQS). Demolition and construction activities facilitated by the DVSP are
anticipated to use typical construction equipment; therefore, ozone precursor emissions from
demolition and construction activities under the DVSP were accounted for the emission inventories

5 Although the DVSP has a planning horizon of 2040, the AQMP population forecast for 2035 was utilized because the planning horizon of
the AQMP is 2035; therefore, AQMP population forecasts for 2040 are not available for comparison.
6 The nonattainment-transitional area designation for ozone is defined by California Health and Safety Code Section 40925.5 as a
nonattainment area in which air quality data show three or fewer exceedances of the state standard at each monitoring site in the area
during the most recent calendar year.
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and would not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of state or federal
ozone AAQS (MBARD 2008).
As further outlined in the MBARD Guidelines (2008), PM10 is the greatest pollutant of concern during
construction; therefore, MBARD has established a significance threshold of 82 pounds of PM10
emissions per day for construction activities. The exact timing and intensity of construction activities
facilitated by the DVSP is unknown at this time given that the pace of future development would
largely be determined by market forces. Therefore, construction emissions were calculated using
CalEEMod defaults to estimate a reasonable, worst-case scenario. 7 Table 4 summarizes estimated
maximum daily construction emissions. As shown therein, maximum daily construction emissions of
PM10 would not exceed the MBARD threshold of 82 pounds per day.
As discussed under Methodology, the construction emission modeling assumes that there would be
no soil material import or export. However, there is the potential that construction activities
facilitated by the DVSP may require substantial grading and excavation that would generate PM10
emissions. The MBARD Guidelines state that construction projects with minimal earthmoving that
disturb less than 8.1 acres per day and construction projects with substantial earthmoving that
disturb less than 2.2 acres per day would not exceed the threshold of 82 pounds of PM10 emissions
per day. Therefore, if construction activities facilitated by the DVSP exceed these parameters, then
there would be the potential to generate high levels of PM10 emissions that may exceed MBARD’s
threshold of 82 pounds per day. Because the exact timing and intensity of construction activities
facilitated by the DVSP is unknown at this time and could include minimal earthmoving that disturbs
less than 8.1 acres per day or construction projects with substantial earthmoving that disturb less
than 2.2 acres per day, construction-related air quality impacts could be potentially significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be required to reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.

Operational Emissions
Table 5 summarizes estimated emissions associated with operation of projects constructed
pursuant to the DVSP. The air emissions modelling only accounts for new development beyond that
existing within the Plan Area and therefore only considers air pollutant emissions beyond those
currently occurring in the NCCAB. Table 5 provides a conservative estimate of operational emissions
because energy source emissions would be reduced by DVSP objectives and strategies that
encourage the construction of net zero buildings and the use of renewable energy systems beyond
code requirements. Due to a lack of project-specific details, these features were not included in the
air emissions modelling. However, implementation of these objectives and strategies would reduce
air pollutant emissions from energy sources within the Plan Area by reducing natural gas
consumption.
As shown in Table 5, project operational emissions would not exceed MBARD thresholds for VOC
and NOX (ozone precursors), CO, SO2, or PM10. Therefore, project operation would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone and PM10, which are pollutants for which the
project region is nonattainment under state ambient air quality standards. Impacts would be less
than significant.

As mentioned under Methodology, the default start dates for each construction phase were adjusted so that all phases (i.e., demolition,
site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating) would occur simultaneously in order to estimate
conservative, worst-case impacts.
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Table 4

Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
Emissions (pounds per day)

Year

VOC

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

2021

180

230

229

<1

70

30

2022

173

167

193

<1

51

17

2023

164

73

115

<1

30

9

2024

12

67

92

<1

25

7

2025

11

64

86

<1

25

7

2026

11

63

81

<1

25

7

2027

10

62

77

<1

25

7

2028

10

61

73

<1

25

7

2029

9

60

69

<1

25

7

2030

9

54

66

<1

25

7

2031

8

53

62

<1

25

7

2032

8

53

60

<1

25

7

2033

7

52

57

<1

25

7

2034

7

52

55

<1

25

7

2035

6

51

53

<1

25

7

2036

6

51

53

<1

25

7

2037

6

51

53

<1

25

7

2038

6

51

53

<1

25

7

2039

6

51

53

<1

25

7

180

230

229

<1

70

30
n/a
n/a

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds per day)1
MBARD Thresholds

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

821

Threshold Exceeded?

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

No

n/a = not applicable
Notes: All numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled
emissions.
This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality
impact related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in
Section 5.3 of the MBARD CEQA Guidelines.

1

Source: See Appendix AIR for CalEEMod calculations and assumptions
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Table 5

Estimated Maximum Operational Emissions
Emissions (pounds per day)

Source

VOC

Area Emissions

NOX

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

112

3

239

<1

1

1

Energy Emissions

1

10

6

<1

1

1

Mobile Emissions

20

37

184

1

11

5

Project Emissions

133

50

429

1

14

7

MBARD Threshold

137

137

550

150

82

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

N/A1

Threshold Exceeded?

N/A = not applicable
Notes: All numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled
emissions. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.
1 The MBARD does not have a significance threshold for operational PM
2.5 emissions.
Source: See Appendix AIR for CalEEMod calculations and assumptions.

Mitigation Measures
AQ-1

Construction Dust Control Measures

The following policy language, or its equivalent, shall be added to the DVSP:
Construction/demolition activities within the Specific Plan Area shall be limited to 8.1 acres per day
with minimal earthmoving, or 2.2 acres per day with demolition or grading/excavation, consistent
with the screening-level thresholds in the MBARD’s 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, or consistent
with any updated air quality guidelines approved by the MBARD. Any individual construction project
that would require grading, excavation, and/or soil material import or export within the Plan Area
shall implement the following construction dust control measures:
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Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.
Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 miles per hour).
Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within
construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).
Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill
operations and hydroseed area.
Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.
Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.
Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if adjacent to open
land.
Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.
Cover inactive storage piles.
Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.
Pave all roads on construction sites.
Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.
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Post a publicly visible sign which specifies the telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond to complaints and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The phone number of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District shall be visible
to ensure compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance).
Limit the area under construction at any one time.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
c.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Sensitive receptors are members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air
pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. The sensitive receptors closest to
the Plan Area are existing residential neighborhoods and the Marina Child Development Center
located within the Plan Area as well as residential neighborhoods located immediately adjacent to
the Plan Area to the north, west, and south. There are also several schools located within 0.5 mile of
the Plan Area, including Los Arboles Middle School, Marina Vista Elementary School, Marina La Via
Continuation High School, Crumpton Elementary School, Pegasus Montessori School, Marina High
School, George Patton Senior Elementary School, and Ione Olson Elementary School.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots
Buildout of the DVSP would result in new development or redevelopment that would generate
additional vehicle trips on area roadways. Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested
intersections, have the potential to create concentrations of CO (“CO hotspots”) and could
potentially expose sensitive receptors to harmful levels of pollution. The NAAQS for CO is 35.0 ppm
and the CAAQS for CO is 20.0 ppm.
As discussed above under Significance Thresholds, localized CO concentrations are the result of the
volume of cars along a road and the level of emissions generated by vehicles, rather than the flow of
traffic, and vehicle CO emissions have declined over time due to stringent state standards for
vehicle emissions and would continue to decline as more stringent standards are put in place. As
discussed under Methodology, the CO threshold from BAAQMD is utilized in this analysis because
MBARD only provides screening thresholds for CO hotspot impacts. BAAQMD has determined that a
volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour is the level above which traffic volumes may contribute to a
violation of CO standards (BAAQMD 2017). As discussed under Significance Thresholds, the NCCAB
and the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD, which is the air district
immediately adjacent to MBARD to the north) are both in attainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS for
CO and have not reported exceedances of the CO standard at local monitoring stations for the last
two decades (CARB 2020, USEPA 2020, BAAQMD 2017). Therefore, given the similar ambient air
quality conditions for CO in both air basins, it is appropriate to use the BAAQMD threshold in this
analysis.
As shown in Marina Downtown Traffic Study (2019), all of the studied roadway segments would
have daily traffic volumes below 44,000 vehicles under buildout of the DVSP; see Appendix TRAF-1
for roadway volumes. Therefore, the DVSP would not result in volumes of traffic that would create,
or substantially contribute to, the exceedance of state and federal AAQS for CO. As a result, the
DVSP would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of CO. Therefore, impacts
related to CO hotspots would be less than significant.
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Toxic Air Contaminants
The greatest potential for TAC emissions during demolition and construction activities facilitated by
the DVSP would be from diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations.
According to CARB methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in
terms of individual cancer risk, which is expressed as an estimate of the increased changes of
developing cancer due to facility emissions over a 70-year lifetime. Given the short-term
construction schedule, the DVSP would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70-year) source of TAC
emissions. In addition, there would be no residual emissions or corresponding individual cancer risk
after buildout is complete. Therefore, it is not necessary to evaluate long-term cancer impacts from
construction activities that occur over a relatively short duration. As such, demolition and
construction activities facilitated by the DVSP, including generation of TACs, would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic
emission. Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs identified by CARB include
distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline
dispensing facilities. MBARD also identifies additional common sources of TACs including dieselfueled internal combustion engines and parking areas for diesel-fueled heavy-duty trucks and buses.
CARB recommends siting distances both for the development of sensitive land uses in proximity to
TAC sources and for the addition of new TAC sources in proximity to existing sensitive land uses.
The DVSP would not include the development of land uses that generate substantial TAC emissions
based on review of the air toxic sources listed in MBARD’s and CARB’s guidelines. It is expected that
quantities of hazardous TACs generated on-site by future residents and tenants (e.g., cleaning
solvents, paints, landscape pesticides) for the types of proposed land uses would be below
thresholds warranting further study under the California Accidental Release Program, which
regulates stationary sources of hazardous substances used annually in quantities ranging from 500
to 20,000 pounds. Therefore, the DVSP would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to
significant amounts of carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants. Impacts related to TAC emissions
would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

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

During construction activities, temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and construction equipment
engines would occur. Construction-related odors would be short-term and would cease upon
completion. Land uses typically producing objectionable odors include landfills, rendering plants,
chemical plants, agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, and refineries (MBARD 2008). The
DVSP would not permit any of these uses within the Plan Area. In addition, MBARD Rule 402
prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other materials which would cause a nuisance or
detriment to a considerable number of persons or to the public, with the exception of odors from
agricultural activities. Therefore, given the nature of land uses under the DVSP and required
compliance with MBARD Rule 402, the DVSP would not result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people during construction and
operation. Impacts related to odor would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Biological Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

□

■

□

□

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

□

□

■

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

■

□

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

f.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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Rincon Biologist Samantha Kehr conducted a field reconnaissance survey of the Specific Plan Area
on June 17, 2019. The purpose of the survey was to document the existing biological conditions
within the Specific Plan Area, including plant and wildlife species, vegetation communities, the
potential for occurrence of sensitive species and/or habitats, and jurisdictional waters. A Biological
Resources Assessment (BRA) was completed by Rincon Consultants, Inc. in July 2019, and is included
as Appendix BIO. The results of the survey subsequent biological resources assessment are
presented in the BRA report and summarized below. The following analysis is based on the findings
of the BRA.
The Specific Plan Area covers 322 acres comprised primarily of existing development. A small
component of the Specific Plan Area is comprised of vacant lots and small patches of open space,
primarily within or surrounded by existing developed areas. As the Specific Plan Area is largely
developed, it contains very little natural habitat. What natural or semi-natural habitat is present is
limited to the eastern edge of the Plan Area along reservation Road and south of development at
Reindollar Avenue between SR 1 and George Patton Senior Elementary School.

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types
The Specific Plan Area is predominantly developed, with small, isolated areas of vegetation.
Vegetation composition and structure within the Specific Plan Area is generally limited to landscape
and ruderal vegetation types, with minor areas of natural vegetation and water features (Figure 9).
Four land cover types are mapped within the Specific Plan Area: 1) Developed; 2) bare ground; 3)
demonstration garden; and 4) ruderal. Four vegetation communities were identified in the Plan
Area: 1) ice plant mat; 2) annual grassland; 3) sandmat manzanita; and 4) willow riparian.
The majority of the Plan Area is developed, including paved roads, sidewalks, parking lots, buildings,
and basketball courts. Vegetation in this land cover type consists of primarily non-native ornamental
plantings in lawns, park strips, parking lots, commercial parks, baseball fields, etc. Tree species
found in this community are highly variable and typically non-native or not occurring as part of a
natural woodland. The remainder of open space is generally comprised of ruderal weedy vegetation
communities and annual grasslands containing non-native grasses and forbs. A large component of
invasive ice plant mat also occurs within the Plan Area. Small patches of natural habitat occur
containing sandmat manzanita (Arctostaphylos pumila) and riparian arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis),
but these occur only as a minor component of the Specific Plan Area.

Potentially Jurisdictional Features
Two small maintained stormwater retention basins located north of Cypress Avenue and southwest
of San Pablo Court are not likely to be United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or CDFW
jurisdictional, but would potentially be considered a RWQCB jurisdictional stormwater feature
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, which regulates discharge to waters of the
State, including discharge of stormwater.
A “pond” observed on aerial imagery on private property may be USACE, RWQCB, or CDFW
jurisdictional. Additionally, a stormwater drainage runs above ground for approximately 325 feet
south of Viking Lane, this feature is potentially USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW jurisdictional.
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Figure 9

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types
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Special Status Species
Special Status Plants
Three special status plants were observed within the Specific Plan Area during the reconnaissance
survey. Sandmat manzanita (Arctostaphylos pumila) – California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1B.2, was
observed in the Specific Plan Area and is considered present. Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis
macrocarpa) 1B.2, and Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata) 1B.1 were also observed in landscaping;
however, both the Monterey cypress and Monterey pine have special status only when they occur
as part of a natural stand or woodland. The trees are protected by the City of Marina’s municipal
code, however, which requires a permit for the removal of any tree with a diameter at breast height
(DBH) of ten inches or more. No Federal or State listed plants were observed within the Specific Plan
Area.
The BRA identified an additional eleven (11) special status plant species that are known to occur, or
have at least a moderate potential to occur within the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area, including:












Monterey spineflower (Chorizanthe pungens var. pungens) – Federally Threatened
Monterey gilia (Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria) – Federally Endangered, State Threatened
Robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta) – Federally Endangered
Seaside bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. littoralis) – State Endangered
Yadon’s rein orchid (Piperia yadonii) – Federally Endangered
Fort Ord spineflower (Chorizanthe minutiflora) – 1B.2
Eastwood’s goldenbush (Ericameria fasciculata) – 1B. 1
Sand-loving wallflower (Erysimum ammophilum) – 1B.2
Kellogg’s horkelia (Horkelia cuneata var. sericea) – 1B.1
Point Reyes horkelia (Horkelia marinensis) – 1B.2
Northern curly-leaved monardella (Monardella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens) – 1B.2

Special Status Animals
The BRA identified seven (7) special status species with potential to occur within the Specific Plan
Area, including:








Smith’s blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi) – Federally Endangered
Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) – State Threatened
Northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra) – SSC
Coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) – SSC
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) – SSC
White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) – FP
Monterey shrew (Sorex ornatus salarius) – SSC

Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitat
Sandmat manzanita (G1 S1) is considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW; however, the
sandmat manzanita observed in the Specific Plan Area is largely isolated from adjacent higher
quality habitats and is highly disturbed. There are no critical habitats within the Specific Plan Area.
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Regulatory Setting
Regulatory authority over biological resources is shared by federal, state, and local authorities under
a variety of statutes and guidelines. Primary authority for general biological resources lies with the
land use control and planning authority of local jurisdictions. The CDFW is a trustee agency for
biological resources throughout the state under CEQA and also has direct jurisdiction under the Fish
and Game Code of California. Under the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts, the CDFW and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) also have direct regulatory authority over species
formally listed as Threatened or Endangered. The U.S. Department of Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) has regulatory authority over specific biological resources, namely wetlands and waters of
the United States, under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act.
Plants or animals may be considered “special-status” due to declining populations, vulnerability to
habitat change, or restricted distributions. Special-status species are classified in a variety of ways,
both formally (e.g., State or Federally Threatened and Endangered Species) and informally (“Special
Animals”). Species may be formally listed and protected as Threatened or Endangered by the CDFW
or USFWS or as California Fully Protected (CFP). Informal listings by agencies include California
Species of Special Concern (CSC) a broad database category applied to species, roost sites, or nests,
or as USFWS Candidate taxa. CDFW and local governmental agencies may also recognize special
listings developed by focal groups (i.e., Audubon Society Blue List, California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) Rare and Endangered Plants, U.S. Forest Service regional lists). Section 3503.5 of the Fish and
Game Code of California specifically protects birds of prey, and their nests and eggs against take,
possession, or destruction. Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code also incorporates restrictions
imposed by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) with respect to migratory birds (which
consists of most native bird species).

Impact Analysis
a.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Special status plant species are those plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates
for listing as threatened or endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
under the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (7 U.S.C. § 136, 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.); those
listed or proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the
CDFW under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); and/or species on the Special Vascular
Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW 2018). This latter document includes the California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2019) as
updated online. Those plants contained on the CNPS CRPR Lists 1, 2, 3, and 4 are considered special
status species, in accordance with the CNPS code definitions:
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List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California;
List 1B.1 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in
California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat);
List 1B.2 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly endangered in California
(20-80% occurrences threatened);
List 1B.3 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere, not very endangered in
California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known);
List 2 = Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere;
List 3 = Plants needing more information (most are species that are taxonomically
unresolved; some species on this list meet the definitions of rarity under CNPS and CESA);
List 4.2 = Plants of limited distribution (watch list), fairly endangered in California (20-80%
occurrences threatened); and
List 4.4= Plants of limited distribution (watch list), not very endangered in California (<20%
occurrences threatened or no current threats known).

State and/or federally listed plant species with the potential to occur in areas of species-specific,
suitable natural habitat within the Specific Plan Area include seaside bird’s-beak, Monterey gilia,
robust spineflower, Yadon’s rein orchid, and Monterey spineflower. Additionally, non-listed special
status plants, have the potential to occur in areas of natural habitat and ruderal areas of the Specific
Plan Area. Special status species are most likely to occur in undeveloped or ruderal areas, however
Monterey spineflower and Monterey gilia may occur in sandy openings within landscaped areas.
Construction activity associated with individual projects developed under the Specific Plan could
include demolition, grading, vegetation removal, equipment and vehicle staging, parking. Most of
the Specific Plan Area is comprised of developed or other modified land cover types that do not
provide suitable habitat for rare plants; however, at the individual project level the above described
activities have the potential to directly impact special status plant species for any projects situated
in areas of suitable natural habitat as displayed in Figure 10. Impacts may also occur if the quality of
habitat were degraded by development in adjacent areas through the introduction of invasive
weeds, human disturbance, and altered hydrology. Impacts to CRPR 1B and 2B plants are generally
considered significant under CEQA if the loss of individuals represented a population-level impact
that resulted in a loss of, or risk to an entire local or regional population. The impacts to the
sensitive biological resources listed above and resulting from projects developed under the Specific
Plan would potentially be significant under CEQA without mitigation.
State and/or federally listed animal species with the potential to occur in areas of species-specific,
suitable natural habitat within the Specific Plan Area include tricolored blackbird and Smith’s blue
butterfly. Non-listed special status species that may also occur in the Specific Plan Area include; 1)
northern California legless lizard; 2) coast horned lizard; 3) burrowing owl; 4) white-tailed kite; 5)
Monterey shrew; and 6) birds protected by CFGC. In addition to the construction activities described
above, construction noise and human presence may also cause impacts to special status species if
present. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(h) would reduce these
impacts to less than significant level.
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Figure 10 Biological Screening and Assessment Areas
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Mitigation Measures
BIO-1(a)

Biological Resources Screening and Assessment

For projects proposed for development within undeveloped or partially developed areas containing
natural or ruderal areas (as depicted on Figure 15) the City shall engage a qualified biologist to
perform a preliminary biological resource screening. The purpose of the screening and assessment is
to determine whether the project has any potential to impact special status biological resources,
inclusive of special status plants and animals, sensitive vegetation communities, jurisdictional
waters (including creeks, drainages, streams, ponds, vernal pools, riparian areas and other
wetlands), or biological resources protected under local or regional ordinances. If it is determined
that the project has no potential to impact biological resources, no further action is required. If the
project would have the potential to impact biological resources, prior to construction, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a project-specific biological analysis to document the existing biological
resources within a project footprint plus a minimum buffer of 100 feet around the project footprint,
as is feasible, and to determine the potential impacts to those resources. If the project would have
the potential to impact biological resources, the following mitigation measures [BIO-1(b) through
BIO-1(h)] shall be incorporated, as determined to be applicable by the qualified biologist, to reduce
impacts to a less than significant. Pending the results of the project-specific biological analysis,
design alterations, further technical studies (e.g., protocol surveys) and consultations with the
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and/or other local, state, and federal agencies may be required. Note that
specific surveys described in the mitigation measures below may be completed as part of the
project-specific biological analysis where suitable habitat is present. All projects developed under
the Specific Plan, regardless of site conditions, are required to implement measures BIO-1(g) and
BIO-1(h)
BIO-1(b)

Special Status Plant Pre-Construction Survey

Projects identified as having potential to impact special status plant species during the biological
screening and assessment under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) shall implement the Mitigation
Measure BIO-1(b). Surveys for special status plants shall be completed by the project proponent
prior to any vegetation removal, grubbing, or other construction activity (including staging and
mobilization). The surveys shall be floristic in nature, that is, every plant observed shall be identified
to species subspecies, or variety, sufficient to identify listed plants. The surveys shall be seasonally
timed to coincide with the target Federal and State listed species and rare plants identified above.
All plant surveys shall be conducted by a City-approved biologist during the appropriate blooming
period during the year prior to initial ground disturbance. All special status plant species identified
on-site shall be mapped onto a site-specific aerial photograph or topographic map with the use of
Global Positioning System (GPS) unit. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the most
current protocols established by the CDFW, USFWS, and the local jurisdictions if said protocols exist.
A report of the survey results shall be submitted to the implementing agency. If impacts to federal
or state-listed species are identified for an individual project, consultation with CDFW and/or
USFWS, as appropriate, may be required.
BIO-1(c)

Special Status Plant Species Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation

If Federal and/or State listed species are found during special status plant pre-construction surveys
[required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b)], avoidance of, or mitigation for impacts to, occupied
habitat shall be required. If populations of CRPR List 1B or 2 species are found during special status
plant pre-construction surveys, the City-approved biologist shall evaluate whether the loss of
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occupied areas would result in a local or regional population-level impact (i.e., jeopardize the
continued existence of a local or regional population). Mitigation for regional population level
impacts to rare plants shall be required by the City. If feasible, individual development projects shall
be re-designed to avoid development in locations of Federal and/or State listed or CRPR List 1B or 2
species. Federal and/or State listed or CRPR List 1B or 2 species occurrences that are not within the
immediate disturbance footprint and would be avoided, but which are located within 50 feet of
disturbance limits, shall have bright orange protective fencing installed at an appropriate distance
(as determined by a qualified biologist) to ensure they are protected during construction activities.
If development cannot avoid Federally or State listed plants species, then mitigation shall involve
either salvage and conservation for any relocated individual plants, or compensation (minimum
compensation ratio of 1:1 for individuals and impact areas, with a conservation area of a similar
density of individuals) for the loss of these individuals or their habitat either in an on-site or off-site
preserve, through payments to an appropriate mitigation bank, or as otherwise may be determined
in coordination with USFWS and CDFW permitting. Impacts to, and salvage of, individual plants
would be considered “take” under the ESA and/or CESA. “Take” of listed species is illegal under the
ESA and CESA without formal authorization from USFWS and/or CDFW. Impacts to Federal and/or
State listed or CRPR List 1B or 2 species would require adherence to Mitigation Measure BIO-1(c).
BIO-1(d)

Restoration and Monitoring

If development cannot avoid Federal or State listed plant species, all impacts shall be mitigated by
the project applicant at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for areas occupied by the species. Ratios may be
higher pending consultation with CDFW and/or USFWS for listed species. Restoration areas shall be
of a similar density of individuals as areas impacted project activities. A restoration plan shall be
prepared by the project applicant and submitted to the City for review and approval.
Documentation demonstrating consultation with CDFW and USFWS regarding impacts to federal or
state listed species shall be submitted to the City. Population level impacts to CRPR List 1B or 2
species shall also be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for occupied areas, and shall also require a restoration
plan in coordination with the City. The restoration plan(s) shall include, at a minimum, the following
components:










Description of the project/affected species location(s) (i.e., location, responsible parties, areas
to be impacted by habitat type)
Compensatory mitigation [type(s) and area(s) species to be established, restored, enhanced,
and/or preserved; specific functions and values of species type(s) to be established, restored,
enhanced, and/or preserved]
Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation site (location and size, ownership status,
existing functions and values)
Implementation plan for the compensatory mitigation site (rationale for expecting
implementation success, responsible parties, schedule, site preparation, planting plan)
Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, including weed removal as appropriate
(activities, responsible parties, schedule)
Monitoring plan for the compensatory mitigation site, including no less than quarterly
monitoring for the first year (performance standards, target functions and values, target
acreages to be established, restored, enhanced, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports)
Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; said criteria to be, at a minimum,
at least 80 percent survival of container plants and 30 percent relative cover by vegetation type
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An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address any shortcomings in
meeting success criteria
Notification of completion of compensatory mitigation and agency confirmation
Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for contingency
compensatory mitigation, funding mechanism)

BIO-1(e)

Special Status Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys

Projects that identify potential impacts to special status wildlife species during the biological
screening and assessment under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) shall implement Mitigation Measure
BIO-1(e).
GENERAL WILDLIFE SURVEYS
Pre-construction clearance surveys for northern California legless lizard and coast horned lizard shall
be conducted within 14 days prior to the start of construction (including staging and mobilization) in
areas of suitable habitat. The surveys shall cover the entire disturbance footprint plus a minimum
200-foot buffer within suitable habitat, where permissible, and shall identify all special status animal
species that may occur on-site. California legless lizard and coast horned lizard shall be relocated
from the site to a safe location within suitable habitat as near to the project area as possible by a
qualified biologist.
BURROWING OWL SURVEYS
A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction clearance surveys prior to ground disturbance
activities within suitable natural habitats and ruderal areas to confirm the presence/absence of
burrowing owls. The surveys shall be consistent with the recommended survey methodology
provided by CDFW (2012). Clearance surveys shall be conducted within 14 days prior to construction
and ground disturbance activities. If no burrowing owls are observed, no further actions are
required. If burrowing owls are detected during the pre-construction clearance surveys, the
following measures shall apply:




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

SMITH’S BLUE BUTTERFLY HOST PLANT SURVEYS
Prior to grading and construction in undeveloped areas, an approved biologist shall conduct surveys
for seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) and seaside buckwheat (Eriogonum latifolium), host
plants of Smith’s blue butterfly in areas of suitable habitat.
If Smith’s blue butterfly host plants are not located, no further action is required. If host plants are
located within proposed disturbance areas, they shall be avoided if feasible. If avoidance is not
feasible, focused surveys shall be conducted to determine presence or absence of the butterfly
species. This may include surveys during the adult flight period (mid-June through early September),
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and/or inspection of host plants for all life forms (egg, larva, pupa, and adult). Impacts to individuals
of any life stage would be considered “take” under the ESA. Relocation of smith’s blue butterfly and
occupied host plants can only be legally authorized by the USFWS, and only a USFWS permitted
biologist is legally allowed to relocate host plants and individuals.
REPORTING
A report of all pre-construction and pre-demolition survey results shall be submitted to the City for
its review prior to the start of demolition. The report shall include a description of the survey
methodology for each species, the environmental conditions at the time of the survey(s), the results
of the survey, any requirements for addressing special status species identified during surveys, and
the biological qualifications of the surveyors. The report shall be accompanied by maps and figures
showing the location of any special status species occurrences and associated avoidance buffers.
BIO-1(f)

Biological Resources Avoidance and Minimization

Projects that identify potential impacts to special status species during the biological screening and
assessment under Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) shall implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1(f). The
following measures shall be applied to avoid impacts to sensitive species and biological resources.
The project applicant shall be responsible for implementing selected measures.












Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. The
limits of disturbance for each construction phase shall be flagged. Areas of special biological
concern within or adjacent to the limits of disturbance shall have highly visible orange
construction fencing installed between said area and the limits of disturbance.
All construction occurring within or adjacent to natural habitats that may support Federally
and/or State listed endangered/threatened species, State fully protected species, and/or special
status species shall have a qualified biological monitor present during all initial ground
disturbing/vegetation clearing activities.
No endangered/threatened species shall be captured and relocated without express permission
from the CDFW and/or USFWS.
If at any time during construction an endangered, threatened, or fully protected species enters
the construction site or otherwise may be impacted, all construction activities shall cease. A
CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall document the occurrence and consult with the CDFW
and USFWS, as appropriate, to determine whether it was safe for project activities to resume.
At the end of each workday, excavations shall be secured with cover or a ramp provided to
prevent wildlife entrapment.
All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to burying,
capping, moving, or filling.
If night work is required, all construction lighting shall be pointed down and directed only on the
work area.
The City shall approve one or more qualified biologists to oversee and monitor biological
compliance for the project. At least one qualified biologist shall be present during all initial
ground disturbing activities, including vegetation removal to recover special status animal
species unearthed by construction activities.
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BIO-1(g)

Pre-Construction Nesting Birds Surveys

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

Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)

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

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

A small patch of sandmat manzanita occurs in the eastern portion of the Specific Plan Area adjacent
to open space as shown on Figure 15. This patch of manzanita is isolated and highly degraded by the
surrounding development and incursion of ice plant. This vegetation community has a limited
distribution, largely restricted to coastal areas of Monterey County. It is locally common in the
vicinity of the Specific Plan Area; however, given the higher quality chaparral habitat to the north of
Reservation Road and within the Fort Ord National Monument, removal of a small patch of sandmat
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manzanita would not represent a significant impact to this vegetation community. Impacts would be
less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

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

The Specific Plan Area is located within the Salinas River watershed, which covers approximately
4,600 square miles from San Luis Obispo to Monterey County. No CDFW or USACE jurisdictional
wetlands or waters are present in the Specific Plan Area. Two small isolated stormwater retention
basins were observed north of Cypress Avenue and southwest of San Pablo Court, which appear to
be properly maintained (Figure 15). These stormwater features drain water from the street and
surrounding development, no “bed,” “Bank,” “channel,” or riparian vegetation was observed at
either basin. They are therefore not likely to be USACE or CDFW jurisdictional but would potentially
be considered a RWQCB jurisdictional stormwater feature under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, which regulates discharge to waters of the State, including discharge of stormwater.
A “pond” in the central part of the Plan Area (Figure 15) may be USACE, RWQCB, or CDFW
jurisdictional. Historical topographic maps of the area depict a wetland in this area prior to the
surrounding development (USGS 2019). Additionally, a stormwater drainage runs above ground for
approximately 325 feet south of Viking Lane.
Alteration of the two stormwater basins and the drainage would require authorization from the City
of Marina and evaluation under the City’s NPDES permit. The Specific Plan would include storm
drainage improvements, which would likely be implemented under the City’s NPDES permit.
Impacts to these features that resulted from development under the Specific Plan would therefore
be less than significant. If alteration of the “pond” is proposed, a jurisdictional delineation would be
required to fully assess the extent of impacts to waters of the state and/or Waters of the U.S.
Impacts to waters of the state or waters of the U.S. would potentially require regulatory permitting.
Impacts to this feature may be significant but would be reduced to less than significant with
mitigation.

Mitigation Measures
BIO-2

Jurisdictional Delineation

If a proposed project under the Specific Plan would impact any of the ephemeral drainages and/or
the ponds (as shown (Figure 15),a qualified biologist shall complete a jurisdictional delineation. The
jurisdictional delineation will determine the extent of the jurisdiction for CDFW, USACE, and/or
RWQCB, and shall be conducted in accordance with the requirement set forth by each agency. The
result will be a preliminary jurisdictional delineation report that shall be submitted to the
implementing agency, USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW, as appropriate, for review and approval.
Jurisdictional areas should be avoided to the maximum extent possible. If jurisdictional areas are
expected to be impacted, then the RWQCB would require a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)
permit and/or Section 401 Water Quality Certification (depending upon whether or not the feature
falls under federal jurisdiction). If CDFW asserts its jurisdictional authority, then a Streambed
Alteration Agreement pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC would also be required prior to
construction within the areas of CDFW jurisdiction. If the USACE asserts its authority, then a permit
pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA would likely be required. Furthermore, a compensatory
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mitigation program should be implemented, and the measures set forth by the regulatory agencies
during the permitting process. Compensatory mitigations for all permanent impacts to waters of the
U.S. and waters of the state shall be completed at a ratio as required in applicable permits, but
should not be less than a minimum ratio of 1:1. All temporary impacts to waters of the U.S. and
waters of the state should be fully restored to natural condition.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
d.

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

The Specific Plan Area is effectively a fully developed area, containing no significant wildlife
movement corridors. As such, the Specific Plan Area does not provide for locally or regionally
important wildlife movement or genetic flow. There would be no impacts to wildlife movement
from development under the Specific Plan.
NO IMPACT
e.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The Specific Plan includes an objective about urban forestry, which outlines the need for
preservation of the City’s trees while improving accessibility and aesthetics due to root upheaval
and improper planting/pruning. The Specific Plan also includes a discussion of the City’s Tree
Committee and links to the City’s recommended street tree species list. The strategies outlined for
this objective include developing a street tree plan to ensure suitable species are incorporated into
right of way improvements and properly maintained. This strategy also includes encouraging
developers to preserve trees onsite. Accordingly, the Specific Plan is consistent with the Marina
Municipal Code regarding tree removal and tree protection. Tree removal associated with proposed
projects under the Specific Plan would be required to obtain approval from the City of Marina,
pursuant to compliance with Chapter 17.51 (Tree Removal, Preservation and Protection) of the
Marina Municipal Code. As a result of the Specific Plan’s urban forestry objective, street tree
planning, and required permitting under Marina Municipal Code, individual projects within the
Specific Plan Area would not conflict with the local tree policy. Impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
f.

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

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that have been
adopted in the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, development facilitated by the Specific Plan would not
conflict with any such plans and no impact would occur.
NO IMPACT
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5

Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

□

■

□

CEQA requires a lead agency determine whether a project may have a significant effect on historical
resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21084.1) and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section
21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for
listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), a resource included in a local
register of historical resources, or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).
A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:
1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;
2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b]).
PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it:
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1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information;
2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or
3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.

Background Research
Rincon conducted a records search of the California Historical Resources Information System at the
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), located at Sonoma State University, on April 8, 2019. The
search was performed to identify previously recorded cultural resources (archaeological and
historic-era resources), as well as previously conducted cultural resources studies within the Plan
Area and a 1.6-kilometer (0.5-mile) radius surrounding it. The CHRIS search included a review of
available records at the NWIC, as well as the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the Office of Historic Preservation Historic
Properties Directory, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility list, and historic maps.
The NWIC CHRIS search identified 28 cultural resources studies conducted within a 0.5-mile radius
of the Plan Area (Table 6). Of these 28 reports, 16 included all or portions of the Plan Area; of these,
four consist of general overviews of the region or large inter-regional projects and do not identify
specific cultural resources on or adjacent to the Plan Area (S-022657, S-032596, S-045010, and S048927). Eight of the studies consist of negative survey reports (S-040329, S-047264, S-033677, S003418, S-049322, S-035072, S-049762, and S-028506).
The remaining four reports were positive for cultural resources. Report S-003345 consisted of a
survey of the Monterey Wastewater Treatment System Expansion Project which included
improvements to existing treatment systems throughout the Monterey Peninsula. The study
identified a single cultural resource approximately five miles southwest of the current Plan Area.
Report S-028253 consisted of a Historic Property Survey Report that identified seven properties of
historic age; all these properties are within the current Plan Area and were determined to be
ineligible for the NRHP. Report S-045823 consisted of a survey report conducted for the Monterey
Peninsula Groundwater Replenishment Project and identified several cultural resources; however,
all of these resources are greater than five miles from the current Plan Area. Report S-037725
consisted of a survey report for the Monterey Peninsula Light Rail Transit Project and identified two
resources; both these resources are greater than four miles from the current Plan Area.
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Table 6

Previous Cultural Resource Studies within 0.5-Miles of the Plan Area

Report
Number

Author

Year

Title

S-003345

T. Weber and A. Peak

1976

Monterey Peninsula Regional Wastewater
Treatment System Expansion Project

Within

S-003345a

A. Peak

1976

Appendix I: Cultural Resource Assessment of
the Interceptor Line -- East of Blanco Road and
West of Davis Road (Augmentation of
Monterey Peninsula Regional Wastewater
Treatment System)

Within

S-003345b

A. Peak and M. Peak

1978

Cultural Resource Assessment of the Selected
Alternative of the Monterey Regional
Wastewater Treatment System,
Monterey County, California

Outside

S-003345c

M. Peak

1980

Test drilling for cultural resources, Monterey
Regional Wastewater Treatment Project:
Interceptor line from the Salinas Sewage
Treatment Plant to the Blanco Road crossing of
the Salinas River

Outside

S-003418

Unknown

1978

Cultural Resource Assessment of the Proposed
Effluent Disposal System, Fort Ord, Monterey
County, California

Within

S-014001

A. Runnings and G.
Breschini

1992

Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance
for the MPWMD Desalinization Pipeline,
Monterey County, California

Within

S-022657

I. Sawyer,
L. Pfeiffer,
K. Rasmussen, and
J. Berryman

2000

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey Along Onshore
Portions of the Global West Fiber Optic Cable
Project

Within

S-028253

A. Kirk

2004

Crescent Avenue Widening Project, City of
Marina, Monterey County, California

Within

S-028506

M. Doane

2004

Negative Archaeological Survey Report for the
Crescent Avenue Widening Project Between
Reservation Road and Carmel Avenue in
Marina, Monterey County, California

Within

S-032596

R. Milliken, J. King, and
P. Mikkelsen

2006

The Central California Ethnographic
Community Distribution Model, Version 2.0,
with Special Attention to the San Francisco Bay
Area, Cultural Resources Inventory of Caltrans
District 4 Rural Conventional Highways

Within

S-033677

M. Doane and
T. Haversat

1999

Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance of
the Marina Coast Water District Recycled
Water Pipeline Project, Monterey County,
California

Outside
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Number

Relationship
to Plan Area

Author

Year

Title

S-033677a

M. Doane and
T. Haversat

2006

Phase 1 Archaeological Reconnaissance for the
Marina Coast Water District Regional Urban
Water Augmentation Project, Recycled Water
Component, Northern Segment, In Marina and
Seaside, Monterey County, California

Outside

S-033677b

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2007

Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance for the
Marina Coast Water District Regional Urban
Water Augmentation Project, Recycled Water
Component, in Marina, Ord Community,
Seaside and Monterey, Monterey County,
California (Revised May 22, 2007)

Outside

S-033677c

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2006

Phase 1 Archaeological Reconnaissance for the
Marina Coast Water District Regional Urban
Water Augmentation Project, Recycled Water
Component, in Marina, Ord Community,
Seaside and Monterey, Monterey County,
California

Within

S-033677d

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2007

Phase 1 Archaeological Reconnaissance for
Two Additional Alignments for the Marina
Coast Water District Regional Urban Water
Augmentation Project, Recycled Water
Component, In Marina, Monterey County,
California

Outside

S-033677e

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2007

Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance for
the Marina Coast Water District Well 34
Project, In Marina, Monterey County, California

Outside

S-035072

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2008

Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance for
APN 032-201-004, Marina, Monterey County,
California

Within

S-037725

A. Ruby

2010

Archaeological Survey Report for the Monterey
Light Rail Transit Project

Within

S-040329

H. Haas, K. Hunt, and
R. Ramirez

2012

Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for the
Reservation Road Bikeways and Pathways
Reconstruction Project Marina, Monterey
County, California

Outside

S-045010

A. Pilling

1949

Tulare Indians at Monterey: Ethnographic
notes collected by A.R. Pilling

Within

S-045823

M. Doane and
G. Breshini

2014

Phase I Archaeology Survey for the Proposed
Monterey Peninsula Groundwater
Replenishment Project, Northern Monterey
County, California

Within

S-047264

Michael A. Way

2011

Cultural Resources Analysis, Marina Post Office
Property, Crescent Avenue, Marina, Monterey
County, California 93933, EBI Project No.
61114596

Outside
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Number

Author

Year

Title

Relationship
to Plan Area

S-047264a

C. Roland-Nawi

2015

OHP PRN HUD 2015_0403_001: Multifamily
Housing Project Located at 3098 De Forest
Road, Marina; OHP PRN HUD
2015_0403_001:HUD-Funded HOME Project;
Section 106 Consultation Junsay Oaks
Apartments 3098 De Forest Road, Monterey
County, California

Within

S-047264b

T. Szymanis

2015

RE: HUD-Funded HOME Project; Section 106
Consultation

Outside

S-048927

D. Crull

1997

The Economy and Archaeology of
Europeanmade Glass Beads and Manufactured
Goods Used in First Contact Situations in
Oregon, California and Washington

Within

S-049322

H. Koenig

2017

Cultural Resources Survey Report, Monterey
Peninsula Water Supply Project, Monterey
County, California

Outside

S-049322a

P. Michel and J. Polanco

2017

NOAA_2017_0403_001, Section 106
Consultation for the Monterey Peninsula Water
Supply Project, Monterey County, California

Outside

S-049762

G. Breshini

2017

Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of
Assessor's Parcel 032-171-018, Marina,
Monterey County, California

Within

Source: NWIC 2019

The NWIC records search conducted for this effort identified eight previously recorded cultural
resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the Plan Area; these are listed in Table 7. One prehistoric
archaeological site (P-27-000385/CA-MNT-280) has been documented within the records search
area but is outside the Specific Plan Area. Very little information is provided in the site record as it
was recorded based on anecdotal information obtained ten years after the site was identified. CAMNT-280 is described in the site record as a prehistoric occupation site located somewhere on the
Fort Ord base that was destroyed by bulldozer in the early 1940s.
Additionally, seven buildings of historic age were recorded within the current Plan Area, all of which
were recommended ineligible for the NRHP and CRHR. The previously recorded buildings include a
one-story, Contemporary-style single-family residence constructed in 1955 (P-27-003088); a onestory, Ranch-style single-family residence constructed in 195 (P-27-003089); a vernacular, one-story
single-family residence constructed in 1940 (P-27-003090); a vernacular, one-story single-family
residence constructed in 1937 (P-27-003091); a utilitarian storage shed built ca. the 1930s (P-27003092); a one-story, Ranch-style single-family residence completed in 1953 (P-27-003093); and
vernacular, one-story commercial building constructed in phases between 1953 and 1979 (P-27003094).
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Table 7

Previously Recorded Resources within 0.5-Miles of the Plan Area

Primary
Number

Trinomial

Resource
Type

Description

Year(s) and Recorder(s)

NRHP/
CRHR Status

Relationship
to Plan Area

P-27000385

CA-MNT280

Prehistoric
Site

Prehistoric
Occupation Site

1950 (A.R. Pilling,
UCAS)

Unknown

Outside

P-27003088

–

Historic
Building

3100 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

P-27003089

–

Historic
Building

3109 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
National
Register

Within

P-27003090

–

Historic
Building

3115 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

P-27003091

–

Historic
Building

3117 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

P-27003092

–

Historic
Building

3128 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

P-27003093

–

Historic
Building

3137 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

P-27003094

–

Historic
Building

3146 Crescent
Avenue

2003 (Anthony Kirk)

Recommended
Ineligible for
NRHP and
CRHR

Within

Source: NWIC 2019

On June 6, 2019, Rincon contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and requested
a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). The NAHC emailed a response on June 11, 2019 stating that
the SLF search was negative.
USGS geologic maps indicate that the Plan Area is underlain by stabilized dunes and drift sands that
date between the terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene (Dibblee and Minch 2007). Humans were
known to be present in California as early as the Terminal Pleistocene, thus buried archaeological
sites are possible in this area. Soils dating to as far back as the terminal Pleistocene have the
potential to contain subsurface archaeological resources, especially in near coastal environments;
however, sites dating to this period are generally rare and ephemeral.
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Developmental History of the Specific Plan Area
United States Geological Survey maps indicate the Specific Plan Area remained largely undeveloped
until around the early 1940s (USGS 1913-1941). An aerial photograph taken in 1941 depicts the area
as sparsely developed and generally characterized by moderate-sized residential and/or agricultural
properties. However, east of Del Monte Boulevard, a cluster of single-family residential properties
was developed along Carmel Avenue and in the vicinity of what is now Palm Avenue. This
augmented a handful of what are presumed to have been commercial properties along the east side
of Del Monte Boulevard. By 1956, a few properties west of Marina Drive were subdivided for
residential use (UCSB Map & Imagery Lab 1941, 1956).
Between the late 1950s and 1971, extensive residential and commercial development took place in
Marina. Within the Specific Plan Area, new construction was limited, but included several residential
properties on the south side of Carmel Avenue (west of Busby Lane) and a pair of mobile home
parks on the south side of Reservation Road. Sparse commercial development also occurred along
Reservation Road (Netronline 1968; UCSB Map & Imagery Lab 1971). In the 1970s and 1980s the
Specific Plan Area was built-out approximately to its current extent. New construction in these years
included a substantial expansion of commercial properties along Reservation Road and additional
commercial construction southeast of the intersection of Del Monte Boulevard and Reindollar
Avenue. In addition, new single- and multi-family residential properties appeared west of Del Monte
Boulevard and along Cypress Avenue (UCSB Map & Imagery Lab 1989). Since the late 1980s, there
has been scattered construction in the Specific Plan Area. However, new construction did not
substantially change the area’s established pattern of development (UCSB Map & Imagery Lab 1989;
Netronline 1998, 2005, 2014).
This overall development history is reflected in the project area dates of construction. As shown in
Figure 11, according to assessor parcel data, at least 39 percent of the parcels within the project
area were constructed between 1977 and the present day (313 out of 805). Another 30 percent of
parcels were constructed from the early twentieth century through 1976 (239 out of 804). Year built
data was not available for another 250 parcels; these figures are approximate and intended as a
general characterization of the historic resources setting for the project area.
a.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

Future development activities that could be facilitated by adoption of the Specific Plan would have a
significant impact on historical resources if such activities would cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource. Historical resources include properties eligible for listing
on the NRHP,CRHR, or for a local register. In addition, as explained in Section 15064.5, “[s]ubstantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of
an historical resource would be materially impaired.”
Although there are no specific development projects associated with the proposed Specific Plan,
implementation of the plan would guide development in the Specific Plan Area through the year
2040. Areas planned for future development under the Specific Plan potentially contain historical
resources. According to the NWIC results, previous survey efforts in the Specific Plan Area have
been limited and only resulted in the previous evaluation of seven properties. As much of the
Specific Plan Area has not been subject to historical resources surveys, it may contain resources
which have not yet been identified. Historic maps and aerial photographs indicate there are
numerous properties which are of historic age and have the potential to be qualifying historical
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Figure 11 Overview of Dates of Construction, by Decade
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resources as defined by CEQA. Further, the Specific Plan Area contain properties which will pass the
age threshold (45 years of age) generally signaling the need for evaluation over the life of the
Specific Plan.
Areas that may contain concentrations of buildings dating from before 1941 include the west side of
Del Monte Boulevard throughout the Specific Plan Area and areas on both sides of Carmel and Palm
Avenues roughly between Del Monte Boulevard and Sunset Avenue. Residential properties dating
from the 1940s through the mid-1950s may be located west of Marina Drive, on either side of
Paddon Place. Residential properties constructed between 1956 and 1971 are potentially located in
the southeastern section of the Specific Plan Area, including the south side of Carmel Avenue,
between Crescent and Seacrest Avenue. Areas likely to contain concentrations of properties
constructed in the 1970s and 1980s include Reservation Road throughout the Specific Plan Area and
the part of the Specific Plan Area lying south of Hillcrest Avenue.
Development under the proposed Specific Plan could impact presently unknown historical resources
through construction activities associated with buildout. Pursuant to §15064.5, impacts to historical
resources would be significant if a future project demolished or physically altered in a negative
manner the physical characteristics that justify a resource’s eligibility in the CRHR. Under
§15064.5(b)(3) however, a project which is found to comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Weeks and Grimmer 1995), is generally
considered to be mitigated to a level of less than significant. Application of the mitigation measures
provided below would ensure impacts to historical resources are less than significant by identifying
historical resources during the project planning process and avoiding or minimizing potential
impacts as needed.

Mitigation Measures
CR-1

Preparation of Reconnaissance-Level Historic Resources Survey and
Inventory

The City shall add a policy to the Specific Plan to commission a reconnaissance-level historic
resources survey of the Plan Area to identify qualifying historical resources to inform future project
planning and review pursuant to the Specific Plan. The historic resources survey shall:









Be carried out by a preservation professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural history or history as defined by the
National Park Service and codified in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 61;
Follow the reconnaissance-level survey methodology as defined by the State Office of Historic
Preservation and include all properties that are 45 years of age and older at the time of the
survey;
Include a thematic historic context statement to guide evaluations;
Include an opportunities and constraints of historic resources for project planning that clearly
identifies historical resources and allows project applicants to proactively avoid impacts to
historical resources; and
Be updated as needed over the course of Specific Plan buildout in accordance with State Office
of Historic Preservation guidelines.

The results of the survey and opportunities and constraints map shall be placed on the City’s
Website and made available to City staff, decision-makers, and members of the public following
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finalization of the survey results. Those properties found ineligible through the reconnaissance-level
survey for the CRHR or NRHP shall be considered non-historical resources for the purposes of CEQA
and shall not require additional review or mitigation. For those properties identified as historical
through the reconnaissance-level survey, Mitigation Measure CR-3 shall apply.
CR-2

Site-Specific Historic Resources Assessment Report

Until completion of the reconnaissance-level historic resources survey required under Mitigation
Measure CR-1, any project involving partial or full demolition of a property 45 years of age and older
that has not been subject to a previous evaluation or survey at the time of project review shall
require preparation of a Site-Specific Historic Resources Assessment. The Site-Specific Historic
Resources Assessment Reports shall:







Follow the practices established by the California Office of Historic Preservation for intensivelevel evaluation and be carried out by a preservation professional meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural History or History as defined by
the National Park Service and codified in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 61;
Include a construction chronology of each property and brief discussion of any known design
professionals/architects associated with the property’s design and construction;
Consider all applicable aspects of architectural, historic, and sociocultural history, through a
thematic historic context section, and apply federal, state, and local criteria of significance to
ascertain and confirm historical resource status; and
Identify and document character-defining features, including of the site and setting, for those
properties qualifying as historical resources pursuant to CEQA (i.e., designated or eligible
federal, state, or local landmarks or districts).

If the property is found ineligible for the CRHR or NRHP it shall be considered non-historical for the
purposes of CEQA and no additional review or mitigation is required. If the property is identified as
historical, Mitigation Measure CR-3 shall apply.
CR-3

Historic Preservation Design Input and Impacts Screening Memorandum

For properties identified as historical resources through implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1
or CR-2, the project applicant shall retain a qualified preservation professional meeting the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in Architectural History, History, or
Historic Architecture as defined by the National Park Service and codified in 36 Code of Federal
Regulations 61. The qualified preservation professional shall provide design input to facilitate
compliance with the Secretary’s Standards to lessen, avoid, or mitigate direct or indirect impacts to
historical resources. The qualified preservation professional shall review design plans to identify
whether the project complies with the Secretary’s Standards. The results of this review and impacts
screening shall be memorialized in a Secretary’s Standards compliance memorandum and approved
by the City prior to the schematic phase. If the project is found to comply with the Secretary’s
Standards, no further mitigation is required. If the project is found not to comply, Mitigation
Measure CR-4 shall be implemented.
CR-4

Relocation Study and Preservation Plan

If an historical resource identified under Mitigation Measure CR-1 or CR-2 is found inconsistent with
the Secretary’s Standards following implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3, the City shall
require the completion of a Relocation Study and Preservation Plan for the historical resource. The
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Study shall consider partial retention of the resource as well as relocation; the Plan shall identify at
least two potential nearby receiver sites, with similar settings and characteristics, for the relocation.
The Relocation Study and Preservation Plan shall be completed by a preservation professional
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for architectural
history, history, or historic architecture and approved by the City prior to issuance of building
permits.
If the Relocation Study and Preservation Plan determines that partial retention or relocation is
feasible, the recommendations of the study shall be implemented. If the Relocation Study and
Preservation Plan determines that such measures are infeasible, the project shall not be
implemented, or the City may require project-level CEQA review, such as a EIR prior to project
approval.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
b.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

The cultural resources records search and Native American scoping did not result in the
identification of known archaeological resources on the Plan Area. However, the Plan Area has not
been fully surveyed for archaeological resources and their presence cannot be ruled out. The Plan
Area is underlain by soils that date to periods of potential human occupation, thus archaeological
sites have the potential to be present both on the surface and subsurface of the Plan Area. In
addition, previous work has noted buried cultural resources within the region.
Effects on archaeological resources can only be determined once a specific project has been
proposed because the effects are highly dependent on both the individual project site conditions
and the characteristics of the proposed ground‐disturbing activity. Ground-disturbing activities
associated with development facilitated by the Specific Plan, particularly in areas that have not
previously been developed with urban uses, have not been studied through a cultural resources
investigation, or when excavation depths exceed those previously attained, have the potential to
damage or destroy previously-unknown historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that may be
present on or below the ground surface. Consequently, damage to or destruction of previouslyunknown sub-surface cultural resources could occur as a result of development under the proposed
Specific Plan. No goals or policies currently exist in the Specific Plan to protect archaeological
resources, thus impacts to archaeological are potentially significant. The following mitigation
measures are required to bring potential impacts to less than significant levels.

Mitigation Measures
CR-5

Archaeological Resources Investigation

At the time of application for discretionary land use permits that involve grading, trenching, or other
ground disturbance in native soil with the potential for encountering unknown archaeological
resources, the project applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the
Interior standards in archaeology to complete a Phase 1 cultural resources assessment of the
development site. A Phase 1 cultural resources assessment shall include an archaeological
pedestrian survey of the development site, if possible, and sufficient background archival research
and field sampling to determine whether subsurface prehistoric or historic remains may be present.
Archival research shall include a current (no more than one-year old) records search from the
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Northwest Information Center (NWIC) and a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search conducted with the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
Identified prehistoric or historic archaeological remains shall be avoided and preserved in place
where feasible. Where preservation is not feasible, the significance of each resource shall be
evaluated for significance and eligibility for listing in the CRHR through a Phase 2 evaluation. A
Phase 2 evaluation shall include any necessary archival research to identify significant historical
associations as well as mapping of surface artifacts, collection of functionally or temporally
diagnostic tools and debris, and excavation of a sample of the cultural deposit to characterize the
nature of the sites, define the artifact and feature contents, determine horizontal boundaries and
depth below surface, and retrieve representative samples of artifacts and other remains.
Cultural materials collected from the sites shall be processed and analyzed in the laboratory
according to standard archaeological procedures. The age of the materials shall be determined using
radiocarbon dating and/or other appropriate procedures; lithic artifacts, faunal remains, and other
cultural materials shall be identified and analyzed according to current professional standards. The
significance of the sites shall be evaluated according to the criteria of the CRHR. The results of the
investigations shall be presented in a technical report following the standards of the California
Office of Historic Preservation publication “Archaeological Resource Management Reports:
Recommended Content and Format (1990 or latest edition)”
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/armr.pdf). Upon completion of the work, all artifacts,
other cultural remains, records, photographs, and other documentation shall be curated an
appropriate curation facility. All fieldwork, analysis, report production, and curation shall be fully
funded by the applicant.
If the resources meet CRHR significance standards, the City shall ensure that all feasible
recommendations for mitigation of archaeological impacts are incorporated into the final design
and permits issued for development. If necessary, Phase 3 data recovery excavation, conducted to
exhaust the data potential of significant archaeological sites, shall be carried out by a qualified
archaeologist meeting the SOI standards for archaeology according to a research design reviewed
and approved by the City prepared in advance of fieldwork and using appropriate archaeological
field and laboratory methods consistent with the California Office of Historic Preservation Planning
Bulletin 5 (1991), Guidelines for Archaeological Research Design, or the latest edition thereof.
As applicable, the final Phase 1 Inventory, Phase 2 Testing and Evaluation, and/or Phase 3 Data
Recovery reports shall be submitted to the City prior to issuance of construction permit.
Recommendations contained therein shall be implemented throughout all ground disturbance
activities.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
c.

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human
remains are found, existing regulations outlined in the State of California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 state no further disturbance may occur until the County Coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an
unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the
human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the coroner will notify the Native American
Heritage Commission, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD
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must complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of being granted access and provide
recommendations as to the treatment of the remains to the landowner. With adherence to existing
regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Energy
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 46th in the nation,
due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (United States Energy Information
Administration [EIA] 2020). California consumed 284,436 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity and
1,135,592 million cubic feet of natural gas in 2018 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2020). In
addition, Californians consume approximately 18.8 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels per year
(Federal Highway Administration 2019). The single largest end-use sector for energy consumption in
California is transportation (40.3 percent), followed by industry (23.1 percent), commercial (18.7
percent), and residential (17.9 percent) (EIA 2020).
Most of California’s electricity is generated in-state with approximately 30 percent imported from
the Northwest and Southwest in 2017. In addition, approximately 30 percent of California’s
electricity supply comes from renewable energy sources, such as wind, solar photovoltaic,
geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2018). Adopted on September 10, 2018, Senate Bill (SB) 100
accelerates the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standards (RPS) Program by requiring electricity
providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total
retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.
To reduce statewide vehicle emissions, California requires that all motorists use California
Reformulated Gasoline, which is sourced almost exclusively from in-state refineries. Gasoline is used
by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, making it the most used transportation
fuel in California with 15.3 billion gallons sold in 2019. Diesel is the second most-used fuel in
California with 3.0 billion gallons sold in 2019 (California Department of Tax and Fee Administration
2020a and 2020b). Diesel is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains,
ships, boats and barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles (CEC
2016). Both gasoline and diesel are primarily petroleum-based, and their consumption releases
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including CO2 and N2O. The transportation sector is the single
largest source of GHG emissions in California, accounting for 41 percent of all inventoried emissions
in 2016 (CARB 2019).
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The City of Marina has not adopted a local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency nor a
climate action plan. However, the Marina General Plan (2010) contains several measures that
address energy resources, which are outlined under item (b) below.
a.

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

Demolition and Construction
Demolition and construction activities facilitated by the DVSP would require energy resources
primarily in the form of fuel consumption to operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles,
machinery, and generators. Temporary power may also be provided to construction trailers or
electric construction equipment. Future construction would also use building materials that would
require energy use during the manufacturing and/or procurement of those materials; however, as
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “This [energy] analysis is subject to the rule of
reason and shall focus on energy use that is caused by the project.” In addition, it is reasonable to
assume that manufacturers of building materials such as concrete, steel, lumber, or other building
materials would employ energy conservation practices in the interest of minimizing the cost of
doing business. Therefore, the consumption of energy required for the manufacturing and/or
procurement of building and construction materials is not within the scope of this analysis.
Table 8 summarizes the anticipated energy consumption from construction equipment and vehicles,
including construction worker trips to and from the Plan Area. As shown therein, construction of the
project would require approximately 5,387,580 gallons of gasoline and 3,379,058 gallons of diesel
fuel, or 1,022,177 million British thermal units (MMBtu). Energy use during demolition and
construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used would be typical of
similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction contractors would be
required to comply with applicable CARB regulations, as well as the provisions of 13 California Code
of Regulations Sections 2449 and 2485, which restrict the idling of heavy-duty diesel motor vehicles
and govern the accelerated retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of heavy-duty diesel on- and
off-road equipment. Construction equipment would also be subject to the USEPA Construction
Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard, which would minimize inefficient fuel consumption. Electrical
power consumed during demolition and construction activities would be supplied from existing
electrical infrastructure in the area.
Table 8

Construction Energy Usage
Fuel Consumption (Gallons)

Source
Construction Equipment & Hauling Trips
Construction Worker Vehicle Trips
Source: Appendix ENG
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Gasoline

Diesel

−

3,379,058

5,387,580

−
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Overall, demolition and construction activities would not be expected to have any adverse impact
on available electricity supplies or infrastructure. Demolition and construction activities would
utilize fuel-efficient equipment consistent with state and federal regulations and would comply with
state measures to reduce the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. In
addition, per applicable regulatory requirements such as 2019 CALGreen, construction contractors
would be required to comply with construction waste management practices to divert a minimum
of 65 percent of construction and demolition debris. These practices would result in efficient use of
energy necessary to construct development facilitated by the DVSP. Furthermore, in the interest of
cost efficiency, construction contractors would not be anticipated to utilize fuel in a manner that is
wasteful or unnecessary. Therefore, demolition and construction activities associated with the DVSP
would not result in potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation
Energy demand from operation of development facilitated by the DVSP would include fuel
consumed by passenger vehicles; natural gas consumed for heating and cooking in residential and
non-residential buildings; and electricity consumed by residential and non-residential buildings
including, but not limited to lighting, water conveyance, and air conditioning.
Net new VMT related to the DVSP would require approximately 1,541,706 gallons of gasoline and
419,258 gallons of diesel fuel, which equates to 222,697 MMBtu annually (see Appendix ENG for
energy calculation sheets). The DVSP includes several objectives and strategies intended to reduce
the use of automobiles and increase the use of travel by transit, walking, and bicycling through land
use and transportation planning. Objective 3 of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the
DVSP aims to “promote compact, mixed-use development that makes efficient use of space.”
Related strategies include creating high-density and high-intensity multiple use areas, allowing
compact form and multiple use patterns of development, and encouraging pedestrian and bicycle
linkages to provide better connectivity and more opportunities for active transportation.
Furthermore, the overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter is to “create visually pleasing Downtown
pedestrian and vehicle circulation that safely, efficiently, and effectively encourages people to
gather, walk, bike, or use public transportation.” Related strategies include developing a pedestrian
and bicycle network throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle parking at all public facilities and in
the right-of-way, encouraging new development to include end-of-trip support facilities for
bicyclists, improving pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding bus routes within Marina.
In addition, the vision for the Core zone of the DVSP is to create transit oriented development,
particularly around the MST Marina Transit Exchange, which houses stops for six bus routes.
Therefore, the mixed-use, multi-modal nature of the DVSP and its proximity to transit would reduce
residents’, employees’, patrons’, and visitors’ reliance on automobiles, thereby minimizing the
potential for wasteful or unnecessary consumption of vehicle fuels. Furthermore, vehicles driven by
future residents, employees, visitors, and patrons of the Plan Area would be subject to increasingly
stringent federal and state fuel efficiency standards, further minimizing the potential for the
inefficient consumption of vehicle fuels. As a result, vehicle fuel consumption resulting from
buildout of the DVSP would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary.
In addition to transportation energy use, development facilitated by the DVSP would require
permanent grid connections for electricity and natural gas. Buildout of the DVSP would consume
approximately 29,421,590 kWh, or 100,386 MMBtu of electricity per year for lighting and large
appliances, and approximately 40,047,810 thousand British thermal units, or 40,048 MMBtu of
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natural gas per year for heating and cooking (see Appendix AIR for CalEEMod results). Construction
of the proposed residential and non-residential buildings would comply with the 2019 California
Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings and CALGreen
(California Code of Regulations Title 24, Parts 6 and 11), or later versions as they are published.
These standards require the provision of electric vehicle supply equipment, water-efficient
plumbing fixtures and fittings, recycling services, solar panels on low-rise residential development,
solar-readiness on commercial development, and other energy-efficient measures that would
reduce the potential for the inefficient use of energy. Furthermore, the overarching goal of the
Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the DVSP is to support development in downtown Marina
that employs green building technology and net zero building principles and is designed to create
more comfortable indoor and outdoor environments. This goal is supported by objectives and
strategies that require the use of low-water landscaping and high-efficiency irrigation systems and
encourage the use of energy- and water-efficient building design and renewable energy. These
objectives and strategies would help minimize the occurrence of inefficient, wasteful, and
unnecessary energy consumption during operation. Furthermore, Monterey Bay Community Power
(MBCP), which would be the default electricity provider for the Plan Area, provides carbon-free
electricity to all of its customers. As a result, operation of development under the DVSP would not
result in potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

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

Table 9 summarizes the DVSP’s consistency with the goals and policies of the Marina General Plan
related to energy consumption. As discussed therein, the DVSP would be consistent with the
applicable goals and policies related to renewable energy and energy efficiency and would not
conflict with or obstruct state or local plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency. Therefore,
no impact would occur.
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Table 9

Consistency with Marina General Plan Energy-Related Goals and Policies

Marina General Plan Goal/Policy

Discussion

Community Goal 1.18: During the preparation of
this General Plan the following goals, phrased in
the form of planning principles, provided the
basis for developing appropriate land use,
infrastructure, and community design proposals
for specific areas of the city, and for judging
among several citywide General Plan
alternatives and providing direction for selecting
the preferred alternative. As incorporated into
the General Plan, these framework goals provide
the overall direction necessary to ensure that, as
it grows, the city will be well functioning and
attractive; that it will balance the needs of
residents and business; and that appropriate use
will be made of its natural, human and economic
resources:
6. A balanced land use/transportation system
which minimizes traffic congestion, noise,
excessive energy consumption, and air
pollution.

Consistent
Objective 3 included in the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of
the DVSP aims to “promote compact, mixed-use development that
makes efficient use of space.” Related strategies include creating
high-density and high-intensity multiple use areas, allowing
compact form and multiple use patterns of development, and
encouraging pedestrian and bicycle linkages to provide better
connectivity and more opportunities for active transportation.
Furthermore, the overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter is to
“create visually pleasing Downtown pedestrian and vehicle
circulation that safely, efficiently, and effectively encourages
people to gather, walk, bike, or use public transportation.” Related
strategies include developing a pedestrian and bicycle network
throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle parking at all public
facilities and in the right-of-way, encouraging new development to
include end-of-trip support facilities for bicyclists, improving
pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding bus routes
within Marina. In addition, the vision for the Core zone of the DVSP
is to create transit oriented development, particularly around the
Monterey Salinas Transit Center, which houses stops for six bus
routes. Therefore, the DVSP would create a balanced land
use/transportation system that would minimize excessive energy
consumption.

Housing Policy 2.31: It is the City of Marina’s
intent to promote construction of new housing
that is environmentally and socially responsible
and that adheres to the following policies:
10. New housing shall be built to development
and construction standards that conserve
water and energy.

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter
of the DVSP is to support development in downtown Marina that
employs Green Building technology and Net Zero Building
principles and is designed to create more comfortable indoor and
outdoor environments. This goal is supported by objectives and
strategies that require the use of low-water landscaping and highefficiency irrigation systems and encourage the use of energy- and
water-efficient building design and renewable energy.
Furthermore, construction of the proposed buildings would comply
with the applicable 2019 California Building Energy Efficiency
Standards and CALGreen (California Code of Regulations Title 24,
Parts 6 and 11), or later versions as they are published. Therefore,
construction of new housing facilitated by the DVSP would be
environmentally responsible and built to development and
construction standards that conserve water and energy.

Source: City of Marina 2010

NO IMPACT
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Geology and Soils
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault?

□

□

□

■

2.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

□

□

■

□

3.

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

□

□

■

□

4.

Landslides?

□

□

■

□

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

□

■

□

■

□

□

Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1.

f.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
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Topography and Geologic Conditions
Marina encompasses a roughly triangular-shaped area of land along the southeastern shore of a
broad, crescent-shaped embayment in the California shoreline that forms Monterey Bay.
Topography in the City consists of coastal dunes and low, rolling hills that step up gradually from the
coastline to maximum elevations of about 250 feet. A 60 to 120-foot high bluff that forms the
southern border of the Salinas River flood plain marks the eastern boundary of the City. To the
north, the city extends to the mouth of the Salinas River and incorporates a broad, low-lying flood
plain along the southwestern bank of the river. The Specific Plan Area is located roughly in the
center of Marina, where topography is gently sloped. One soil type occurs in the Specific Plan Area:
baywood sand at 2 to 15 percent slopes (Figure 12).
Marina is situated in the central portion of the California Coast Ranges. A large, northwest trending,
fault-bounded elongate of prism of granitic and metamorphic basement rocks underlie the City and
are known collectively as the Salinian Block. Overlying the granitic and metamorphic basement rocks
is a sequence of dominantly marine sediments of Cretaceous to Pliocene age and non-marine
sediments of Pliocene to Pleistocene age. All but the youngest of these rocks show evidence of
deformation, a result of the active tectonic environment of coastal California.
The Salinian Block is itself cut internally by many smaller faults that divide it into several sub-blocks.
Some of the sub-blocks, such as the Santa Lucia Mountains, south of the City, have been uplifted
and form young, rugged mountain ranges. Other portions of the Salinian Block are down-dropped
and form sedimentary basins. The Specific Plan Area rests in the down-dropped basement block that
that forms the Monterey embayment. Granitic and metamorphic basement rocks that crop out at
elevations of more than 2,000 feet above sea level some ten miles south of the city occur at depths
of a few thousand feet or more beneath the planning area. Overlying the granitic basement are
Miocene- to Pleistocene-age sedimentary rocks a few thousand feet thick, including the following in
ascending order:







Monterey Foundation (a sequence of marine shale of Miocene age resting on granitic
basement)
Purisima Formation (consisting of Pliocene-age sandstone and siltstone of marine origin)
Plio-Pleistocene Paso Robles Formation (a sequence of alluvial fan and river deposits)
Pleistocene-age Aromas Sands (made up of eolian [wind-blown] sand and river deposits)
Late Pleistocene to Modern fluvial sediment deposited by the Salinas River
Sand dunes that formed in approximately the last 100,000 years that form the primary, surficial
geology in Marina

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) defines active faults as those that have had surface displacement
within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years). Surface displacement can be recognized by the
existence of cliffs in alluvium, terraces, offset stream courses, fault troughs and saddles, the
alignment of depressions, sag ponds, and the existence of steep mountain fronts. Potentially active
faults are those that have had surface displacement during the last 1.6 million years. Inactive faults
have not had surface displacement within the last 1.6 million years. Faults in the immediate vicinity
of the City and of the Specific Plan Area include the Reliz fault, the Chupines fault, and the Monterey
Bay-Tularcitos fault (Figure 13). The Reliz fault and the Ord Terrace segment of the Seaside-Chupines
fault abut or cross through the Specific Plan Area. The potential for surface rupture from either of
these faults is therefore present. Fault rupture from seismic shaking could be harmful as it could
cause failure and collapse of poorly built structures or cause non-structural building elements to fall.
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Figure 12 Soil Types in the Specific Plan Area
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Figure 13 Faults in the Specific Plan Area
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For example, utility lines (electrical and natural gas) could break and present a hazard to occupants
of buildings, vehicles, and pedestrians.

Regulatory Setting
Local
CITY OF MARINA GENERAL PLAN
The Community Land Use element of the Marina General Plan prohibits development on land where
a significant potential threat to life or property from very high seismic shaking or seismically induced
ground failure, flooding, or landslides (City of Marina 2010). The policies of that element incorporate
provisions and policies of the City’s certified Local Coastal Program (1982), which is being updated
(City of Marina 2019). The Public Health and Safety section of the General Plan further indicates that
“new development shall be permitted in areas of high seismic risk only when adequate engineering
and design measures can be implemented in accordance with a geotechnical investigation and
report” (City of Marina 2010). Finally, the General Plan mandates specific safeguards to address
design and engineering to mitigate geologic and seismic hazards in specific locations that include
zones in or adjacent to the Specific Plan Area.
MARINA MUNICIPAL CODE
Chapter 15 of the Marina Municipal Code adopts the California Building Code (CBC) by reference to
cover requirements for seismic safety. As part of the project approval process, the project
proponent must prepare a tentative project map that includes, among other items, a soils report
prepared by a registered geotechnical engineer that includes test borings upon which the report is
based and recommended corrective actions, where necessary. Finally, erosion control and
improvements to be constructed are also part of the construction permit application process.

Impact Analysis
a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Faults generally produce damage in two ways: ground shaking and surface rupture. Fault
displacement generates seismic ground shaking, the greatest cause of widespread damage during
an earthquake. Surface rupture affects a narrow area above an active fault, and ground shaking
covers a wide area and is influenced, to a large extent, by the distance of the site to the seismic
source, soil conditions, and depth to groundwater. Ground shaking is discussed below under
threshold a.2. As shown in Figure 13, the Plan Area is near, but not overlapping, the Reliz Fault Zone.
Because there are no active faults within the Plan Area, there is no potential for risk of loss injury, or
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
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a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?
The Specific Plan Area is located in seismically active central Monterey County, but is not located in
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (California Geologic Survey 2019b). As shown in Figure 13,
the Plan Area is located approximately 400 feet south and west of the Reliz Fault Zone. Other major
active faults capable of producing large magnitude events with a high seismic activity rate in the
region include the San Andreas Fault, the Palo Colorado-San Gregorio Fault, and the Monterey Bay
Offshore Fault Zone. The Reliz, Chupines, and the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos faults are in Marina’s
immediate vicinity.
Despite the potential for ground shaking, individual projects implemented under the Specific Plan
would be required meet the current CBC seismic‐resistance standards that ensure new structures
are engineered to withstand the expected ground acceleration at a given location. The City of
Marina also has policies and standards in place that regulate construction in areas subject to ground
shaking. In accordance with General Plan, new development may be approved only if it can be
demonstrated that the project site is physically suitable and the development would neither create
nor significantly contribute to geologic instability or geologic hazards in accordance with a
geotechnical investigation and report (City of Marina 2010). Compliance with all applicable
provisions of state and local construction and designs standards, and implementation of the
recommendations of the preliminary geotechnical investigation prepared for the a given project
would ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
The Specific Plan Area is located in a seismically active area and strong seismic shaking is expected
to occur within the implementation horizon of the project. Seismic shaking can result in geologic
hazards, including liquefaction. Non-saturated dry sands may settle and densify when subjected to
earthquake shaking. Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which the strength and stiffness of saturated
soil is rapidly reduced, either by seismic shaking or other sudden loading. Severe shaking of the soil
can increase the water pressure in the soil, allowing the soil particles to move independently of one
another. The soil consequently behaves more like a fluid than a solid, which could result in damage
to building foundations and structures. According to the Relative Liquefaction Potential map in the
Monterey County General Plan EIR, the entire city of Marina is characterized as having a low relative
liquefaction susceptibility (Monterey County 2008). The 2019 CBC includes specific requirements to
address liquefaction hazards. New development in accordance with the proposed Specific Plan
would conform to the CBC (as amended at the time of permit approval) as required by law.
Compliance with the CBC, combined with the low relative liquefaction susceptibility, would result in
less than significant impacts related to seismic-related ground failure and liquefaction.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?
Topography in the Specific Plan Area is relatively flat. Based on the topography and according to the
Marina General Plan EIR, landslide risk is low in the Specific Plan Area. The 2016 CBC includes
specific requirements to address landslide hazards. New development implemented in accordance
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with the Specific Plan would conform to the CBC, as amended at the time of permit approval and as
required by law. Compliance with the CBC combined with the area’s low relative landslide
susceptibility would result in less than significant impacts related to landslide.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The coastal areas of Marina are subject to severe erosion problems from highly erosive, windblown
sand (County of Monterey 2008a). The coastline is low relief and much of the erosion is due to
movement of unstable, wind-blown sand, especially where vegetation is not in place. This erosion
can affect beachfront property, particularly during winter storms when high surf and wave action
are concentrated and redistribute the sand via littoral drift with no new sand to reform the beach.
The Specific Plan Area is nearly 0.5 mile from the coastline. Projects implemented under the Specific
Plan would not substantially contribute to coastal soil erosion. Individual projects could have
localized soil erosion effects, but such projects would be permitted individually and subject to all
applicable erosion control regulations of the Marina Municipal Code. These include Section
8.46.080, which requires erosion prevention and construction site management practices.
Therefore, compliance with applicable regulations would reduce soil erosion and topsoil loss
impacts to a less than significant level.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

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

d.

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

Expansive soils shrink and swell based on moisture level in the clay minerals that make these soils
expand and contract. Soils with moderate or high expansion potential are susceptible to shrinking
and swelling due to fluctuations in moisture content and are a common cause of foundation
deterioration, pavement damage, cracking of concrete slabs, and shifting of underground utilities.
According to the CBC, soils with an expansion index exceeding 91 are considered highly expansive;
such soils would typically have a liquid limit of 40 or more and a plasticity index exceeding 15. These
soils are undesirable for use as engineered fill or subgrade directly underneath foundations or
pavement, and must be replaced with non-expansive engineered fill or require treatment to
mitigate their expansion potential. Soil liquefaction occurs when ground shaking from an
earthquake causes a sediment layer saturated with groundwater to lose strength and become fluid,
similar to quicksand. Lateral spreading can occur when a liquefied soil moves toward a free slope
face during the cyclic earthquake loading. Liquefaction-induced lateral spreading can also occur on
mild slopes (flatter than 5 percent) underlain by loose sands and a shallow water table. If
liquefaction occurs, the unsaturated overburden soil can slide as intact blocks over the lower,
liquefied deposit, creating fissures and scarps.
Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in more dense development, thereby exposing
more persons and structures to geological hazards. Landslides resulting in earth and debris flow
could result in structural damage or complete loss of structures, as well as injuries or death to
persons. The Specific Plan Area is relatively flat, however, and development would be located in
areas where there is little or no risk of slope instability.
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The expansion potential (shrink-swell potential), liquefaction, and lateral spreading risk for the
Specific Plan Area is low. The only soil type in the Specific Plan Area is Baywood Series, with 2 to 15
percent slopes (Figure 12). This soil has a slight to moderate water erosion hazard and when
vegetation or other ground cover is removed, is subject to soil blowing and water erosion (National
Cooperative Soil Survey 2014; U.S. Department of Agriculture 1978).
The CBC includes requirements to address soil stability-related hazards. Typical measures involve
removing, replacing soil with the proper fill selection, and compacting the soil. For individual
projects involving substantial ground disturbance, geotechnical engineering reports would be
required to ensure conformance with City standards. Therefore, compliance with existing
regulations would reduce impacts to a less than significant level with regard to landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
e.

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

Development pursuant to the Specific Plan would not use on-site septic systems for wastewater
treatment. Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, discusses the conveyance and treatment of
wastewater in the Specific Plan Area. There would be no impact regarding the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems.
NO IMPACT
f.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

The paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the Plan Area was evaluated using
the results of the paleontological locality search and review of existing information in the scientific
literature concerning known fossils within those geologic units. Rincon examined fossil collections
records from the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online database, which
contains known fossil localities in Monterey County.
Following the literature review and museum record search, a paleontological sensitivity
classification was assigned to the geologic units within the Plan Area. The potential for impacts to
significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for ground disturbance to directly
impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP)
(2010) has developed a system for assessing paleontological sensitivity and describes sedimentary
rock units as having high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing scientifically significant
nonrenewable paleontological resources. This criterion is based on rock units within which
vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils have been determined by previous studies to be
present or likely to be present.
The Plan Area is situated in the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, one of eleven major provinces
in the California (California Geological Survey 2002). A geomorphic province is a region of unique
topography and geology that is distinguished from other regions based on its landforms and
geologic history. The Coast Ranges province is bounded to the east by the Great Valley, to the
northeast by the Klamath Mountains, to the south by the Transverse Ranges, and to the west by the
Pacific Ocean. According to geologic mapping by Dibblee and Minch (2007), the Plan Area is entirely
underlain by older Quaternary dune and drift sand deposits (Qos). Characterized by poorly or
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medially-developed soils, older stabilized dune sands comprise the majority of the surficial geology
of the City of Marina. These sediments date to the late Holocene or early Pleistocene, and consist of
weakly-consolidated, well-sorted sand that has been stabilized through erosional action and soil
formation (Dupre and Tinsley 1980).
Older Quaternary sedimentary deposits have a well-documented record of abundant and diverse
vertebrate fauna throughout California, including Monterey County. A search of the paleontological
locality records at the UCMP resulted in no previously recorded fossil localities in the Plan Area;
however, several vertebrate localities have been recorded nearby in similar deposits. The UCMP has
records of seventeen fossil specimens from Pleistocene-aged sediments in Monterey County. The
closest of these include a camel (Camelops) recovered from Moss Landing and oysters (Osteria)
from Elkhorn Slough, just north of Marina (UCMP 2019). Other Pleistocene-aged fossils recovered
from Monterey County are horses (Equus), ground sloth (Glossotherium), and bison (Bison), among
others (Hoppe et al. 2003; UCMP 2019). Depth of recovery is unreported for any of these localities.
Older Quaternary dune and drift sand deposits (Qos) have the potential to contain buried intact
paleontological resources at moderate depths because the unit has proven to yield significant
vertebrate fossils near the Plan Area (UCMP 2019). The depths at which these units become
conducive for fossil preservation is highly variable, but generally does not occur at depths of less
than five feet. Consequently, aeolian sediments within the project site (Qos) are assigned a low
paleontological sensitivity at the surface, increasing to a high paleontological sensitivity at depths
greater than five feet (SVP 2010). Figure 14 depicts the surficial geologic unit within the Plan Area
and its immediate vicinity, as well as the paleontological sensitivity within the bounds of the Plan
Area. As shown therein, the entire Plan Area is underlain by Qos.
Ground disturbance to intact geologic units within project areas mapped as Older Quaternary
sedimentary deposits (Qos) have the potential to impact paleontological resources at depths greater
than five feet. Because the entire Plan Area is underlain by Qos, construction activities associated
with any future project pursuant to the Specific Plan may result in the destruction, damage, or loss
of undiscovered scientifically-important paleontological resources. The implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce impacts to paleontological resources to a less than
significant level by including an implementation program requiring paleontological resource studies
for projects that would require excavation greater than five feet and implementation of further
requirements to avoid or reduce impacts to such resources on a project-by-project basis.
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Figure 14 Geologic Unit and Paleontological Sensitivity of the Plan Area
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Mitigation Measures
GEO-1

Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation

The City of Marina shall require the following specific requirements for individual projects in the
DVSP that would require excavation exceeding five feet:
1. Prior to excavations exceeding five feet, a qualified professional paleontologist shall be retained
to direct all mitigation measures related to paleontological resources. A qualified professional
paleontologist is defined by the SVP standards as an individual preferably with an M.S. or Ph.D.
in paleontology or geology who is experienced with paleontological procedures and techniques,
who is knowledgeable in the geology of California, and who has worked as a paleontological
mitigation project supervisor for a least two years (SVP 2010).
2. The qualified professional paleontologist shall design a Paleontological Resources Mitigation
and Monitoring Program (PRMMP) for the project, which outlines the procedures and protocol
for conducting paleontological monitoring and mitigation. Monitoring shall be conducted by a
qualified paleontological monitor who meets the minimum qualifications per standards set forth
by the SVP. The PRMMP shall address the following procedures and protocols:
 Timing and duration of monitoring
 Procedures for work stoppage and fossil collection
 The type and extent of data that should be collected with any recovered fossils
 Identify an appropriate curatorial institution
 Identify the minimum qualifications for qualified paleontologists and paleontological
monitors
 Identify the conditions under which modifications to the monitoring schedule can be
implemented
 Details to be included in the final monitoring report.
3. Prior to the start of construction, the qualified paleontologist or his or her designee shall
conduct a paleontological Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training for
construction personnel regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for notifying
paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by construction staff.
4. Full-time paleontological monitoring shall be conducted during ground disturbing construction
activities (i.e., grading, trenching, foundation work) exceeding five feet, pursuant to the
PRMMP. Paleontological monitoring is not required for any construction activities that do not
exceed depths of less than five feet. If the qualified paleontologist determines that full-time
monitoring is no longer warranted, based on the specific geologic conditions at the surface or at
depth, he/she may recommend that monitoring be reduced to periodic spot-checking or cease
entirely.
5. In the event of a fossil discovery by the paleontological monitor or construction personnel, all
work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease. The qualified paleontologist shall evaluate
the find before restarting construction activity in the area. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is
(are) scientifically significant, the qualified paleontologist shall complete the following
conditions to mitigate impacts to significant fossil resources:
a. The paleontological monitor shall evaluate the discovery and determine if the fossil
may be considered significant. If the fossils are determined to be potentially
significant, the qualified paleontologist shall recover them following standard field
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procedures for collecting paleontological as outlined in the PRMMP. If fossils are
discovered, the qualified paleontologist shall recover them as specified in the
project’s PRMMP.
b. Once salvaged, significant fossils shall be prepared to a curation-ready condition,
and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological collection.
c. Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and curation of fossils if necessary)
the qualified paleontologist should prepare a final mitigation and monitoring report
outlining the results of the mitigation and monitoring program. The report shall be
submitted to the City of Marina.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. The baseline against which these changes are measured
originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, such
as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated
episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change
has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of
thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming as
glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have observed acceleration in
the rate of warming during the past 150 years. Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has
led to a high confidence (95 percent or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human
activities has been the dominant cause of warming since the mid-twentieth century
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).
GHGs are gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere. The gases widely seen
as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO2),
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons and
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs because it
is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by
natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices
and landfills. Anthropogenic GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2,
include fluorinated gases and SF6 (USEPA 2020).
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The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates Earth’s temperature. Without the natural
heat-trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34 degrees Celsius cooler (California
Environmental Protection Agency 2006). However, emissions from human activities, particularly the
consumption of fossil fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.
Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce
more extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century.
Some of the potential impacts of climate change in California may include loss of snowpack, sea
level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and
more drought years (State of California 2018). While these potential impacts identify the possible
effects of climate change at a statewide level, in general, scientific modeling tools are currently
unable to predict what impacts would occur locally.

Methodology
Construction and operational GHG emissions associated with development facilitated by the DVSP
were calculated using CalEEMod version 2016.3.2. Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are
provided to identify the magnitude of potential project effects. The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4,
and N2O because these make up 98.9 percent of all GHG emissions by volume and are the GHG
emissions that the DVSP would emit in the largest quantities (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change 2007). Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, were also considered for the analysis.
However, because the DVSP would facilitate development of residential and retail/office uses, the
quantity of fluorinated gases would not be substantial since fluorinated gases are primarily
associated with heavy industrial processes. Emissions of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent
global warming potential (GWP) in terms of CO2 (i.e., CO2e). Minimal amounts of other GHGs (such
as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]) would be emitted; however, these other GHG emissions would not
substantially add to the total calculated CO2e amounts. Calculations are based on the
methodologies discussed in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) CEQA
and Climate Change white paper (CAPCOA 2008).
Construction Emissions
Construction facilitated by the DVSP would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily as a result
of operation of construction equipment on-site as well as from vehicles transporting construction
workers to and from the Plan Area and heavy trucks to export earth materials off-site. Site
preparation and grading typically generate the greatest amount of emissions due to the use of
grading equipment and soil hauling. Assumptions used in the modeling of GHG emissions from DVSP
construction are discussed in detail in Section 3, Air Quality.
Air districts such as SLOAPCD (San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District; the air district
immediately adjacent to the MBARD) have recommended amortizing construction-related emissions
over the life of the project in conjunction with a project’s operational emissions. Amortization
periods are not based on conditions specific to individual air districts but rather are based on the
estimated lifetime of a given development project, which is primarily a function of the type of
project (e.g., residential, commercial, industrial), not its location. Land use projects in Monterey
County have used the methodologies established by SLOAPCD to assess GHG impacts (County of
Monterey 2015). The SLOAPCD recommends amortizing GHG emissions from construction activities
over a 50-year period for residential projects and a 25-year period for commercial projects
(SLOAPCD 2012). Therefore, given the nature of amortization periods and the recommendations of
MBARD, it is appropriate to use the SLOAPCD amortization periods in this analysis. Because the
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DVSP envisions mixed-use development, this analysis amortizes construction GHG emissions over a
25-year period to provide a conservative estimate of GHG emissions.
Operational Emissions
As discussed in the Project Description, the DVSP has a 20-year planning horizon. This analysis
estimates operational emissions at year 2030 (i.e., the next State milestone target year) for
comparison to the locally-applicable, project-specific 2030 efficiency threshold (discussed further
under Significance Thresholds) and at year 2040 (i.e., the project’s buildout year) for informational
purposes.
Building energy use is typically divided into energy consumed by the built environment and energy
consumed by uses that are independent of the building, such as plug-in appliances. Non-building
energy use, or “plug-in energy use,” can be further subdivided by specific end-use (refrigeration,
cooking, office equipment, etc.). In California, Title 24 governs energy consumed by the built
environment, mechanical systems, and some types of fixed lighting. Energy usage from nonresidential energy usage was reduced by 30 percent to account for the requirements of 2019 Title
24 standards (California Energy Commission 2019). This analysis also accounts for the fact that the
project would include solar photovoltaic systems on all low-rise residential buildings (i.e., single- and
multi-family residential buildings that are three stories or less) with annual electrical output equal to
or greater than the dwellings’ annual electrical usage in compliance with Section 150.1(c)14 of the
2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Accordingly, it was assumed that all electricity demand
for the project’s residential units would be generated through solar photovoltaic systems and would
not produce GHG emissions. The California Long-Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan establishes
goals for zero net energy (ZNE) new commercial construction by 2030 to be implemented through
increasingly stringent iterations of the Title 24 standards (California Public Utilities Commission
[CPUC] 2011). 8 Although it is anticipated that these goals would be implemented prior to buildout of
the DVSP, these ZNE goals are conservatively not included in the GHG emissions modeling because
the timing of implementation is uncertain at this time.
MBCP, which provides carbon-free electricity, is the default energy provider in the Plan Area.
However, future residents and tenants of the project could opt out of MBCP and connect to Pacific
Gas and Electric (PG&E), which does not provide carbon-free electricity to all customers. According
to MBCP, approximately 97 percent of accounts in their service area maintain their enrollment in
MBCP; the remaining 3 percent of accounts opt out and connect to PG&E (Monterey Bay
Community Power 2019). Because MBCP procures a greater percentage of its electricity from
renewable sources, electricity generated by MBCP produces fewer GHG emissions than electricity
generated by PG&E. Therefore, to account for the possibility of dual electricity providers with the
Plan area, this analysis assumes that 97 percent of electricity demand generated by the Proposed
Project would be supplied by MBCP and the remaining 3 percent of electricity demand would be
supplied by PG&E. Because CalEEMod cannot account for dual electricity providers, CalEEMod was
utilized to estimate the amount of electricity demand from the Proposed Project, and the resultant
GHG emissions were calculated separately in a standalone document included in Appendix AIR
based on the emission calculation methodology used in CalEEMod (CAPCOA 2017, Appendix A).
MBCP’s energy intensity factor for CO2 (i.e., the amount of CO2 per megawatt-hour [MWh]) is
approximately 2 pounds per MWh (Monterey Bay Community Power 2018). Due to a lack of
available data, it was conservatively assumed that the energy intensity factors for CH4 and N2O
A zero net energy building is defined as an energy-efficient building where, on a source energy basis, the actual annual consumed energy
is less than or equal to the on-site renewable generated energy (CPUC 2019).
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would be the same as those for PG&E in 2040, which are further detailed below and in Table 10. 9
Because MBCP has already achieved carbon-free electricity, it has already met its mandated RPS
targets; therefore, it is reasonable to assume that its current energy intensity factors will remain the
same through 2040. PG&E’s estimated energy intensity factors (i.e., the amount of CO2, CH4, and
N2O per MWh) for 2040 are based on the CalEEMod default factors and the regulatory requirements
of the RPS. The default energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod are based on data from 2008
at which time PG&E had only achieved a n approximately 12 percent procurement of renewable
energy. However, per SB 100, the statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program requires
electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy sources to 60 percent
by 2030 and 100 percent by 2045. Therefore, because buildout of the DVSP would occur in 2040,
the estimated renewables portfolio and corresponding energy intensity factors for PG&E in 2040
were reduced using linear interpolation between the mandated RPS targets for 2030 and 2045.10
PG&E energy intensity factors that include this reduction are shown in Table 10.
Table 10 Pacific Gas & Electric Energy Intensity Factors
2008
(lbs./MWh)1

2030
(lbs./MWh)2

2040
(lbs./MWh)3

2045
(lbs./MWh)2

Percent procurement

12.8%

60%

86.67%

100%

Carbon dioxide (CO2)

641.35

292.85

97.62

0

Methane (CH4)

0.029

0.015

0.005

0

Nitrous oxide (N2O)

0.006

0.003

0.001

0

1

Source: CEC 2010

2

RPS goals established by SB 100

3

Linear interpolation of RPS goals for 2030 and 2045

The amount of water used and the amount of wastewater generated by a project generate indirect
GHG emissions. These emissions are a result of the energy used to supply, convey, and treat water
and wastewater. In addition to the indirect GHG emissions associated with energy use, the
wastewater treatment process itself can directly emit both CH4 and N2O. Development facilitated by
the DVSP would be subject to 2019 CALGreen (or the most current code at the time of
development), which requires a 20 percent increase in indoor water use efficiency. Thus, in order to
account for compliance with CALGreen, a 20 percent reduction in indoor water use was included in
the water consumption calculations. In addition to water reductions associated with building code
compliance, the GHG emissions from the energy used to transport the water account for
compliance with the RPS. The default wastewater assumptions for both the DVSP and the existing
use were adjusted to account for the fact that the wastewater generated at the project site is
treated by the Monterey One Water treatment facility, which only utilizes anaerobic digestor
processes with no facultative lagoons or septic tanks (Monterey One Water 2020). Emissions
modelling does not account for the provisions of Assembly Bill 1668, which sets daily indoor
residential water use standards of 55 gallons per capita through 2024, 52.5 gallons per capita
through 2029, and 50 gallons per capita from 2030 on. The provisions of Assembly Bill 1668 were

This assumption is conservative because MBCP currently has a greater percentage of renewables procurement than is assumed for PG&E
in 2034; therefore, its energy intensity factors for CH4 and N2O are likely lower.
10
Linear interpolation estimates an interim value between two known values by assuming a steady rate of growth between the two
known values. In this instance, it was assumed that PG&E’s renewable energy percent procurement would increase by approximately 2.67
percent each year from 2030 to 2045 in order to increase its renewable energy percent procurement from 60 percent in 2030 to 100
percent in 2045.
9
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not included in the GHG emissions modeling because the timing and mechanisms of implementation
are uncertain at this time.
For mobile sources, CO2 and CH4 emissions were quantified in CalEEMod using the net new vehicle
trips and VMT estimates for residential and office land uses provided in the traffic study and SB 743
Analysis prepared by Kimley Horn (Appendix TRAF-1 and TRAF-2, respectively, as well as Table 2 in
Section 3, Air Quality). As detailed in Section 3, Air Quality, based on the SB 743 Analysis, the retail
uses associated with the proposed project would generate no net new VMT; therefore, mobile
source emissions were not estimated for the retail land uses because no net new emissions would
be generated as compared to existing conditions in the NCCAB. Because CalEEMod does not
calculate N2O emissions from mobile sources, N2O emissions for the DVSP were quantified using
guidance from the CARB and the EMFAC2017 Emissions Inventory for the MBARD region for the
years 2030 and 2040 using the EMFAC2011 categories (CARB 2018 and 2020).

Significance Thresholds
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, project emissions can contribute incrementally to cumulative
effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. Thus, the
issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an
impact is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15064[h][1]).
Efficiency thresholds are quantitative thresholds based on a measurement of GHG efficiency for a
given project, regardless of the amount of mass emissions. These thresholds identify the emission
level below which new development would not interfere with attainment of statewide GHG
reduction targets and would not significantly impact the environment. A project that attains such an
efficiency target, with or without mitigation, would result in less than significant GHG emissions.
This analysis evaluates GHG emissions generated by the DVSP against a locally appropriate, projectspecific efficiency threshold derived from CARB’s recommendations in the 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan Update. This provides a quantitative assessment of the project’s GHG emissions
compared to a project-specific threshold. The locally appropriate, project-specific efficiency
threshold used in this analysis was created to comply with the CEQA Guidelines and interpretative
GHG case law. This approach is appropriate for the proposed DVSP because it measures the
project’s emissions on a local per capita basis to determine its overall GHG emissions efficiency
relative to the State GHG emission reduction goals.
Although the proposed project has a buildout horizon of year 2040, the City has determined that it
is appropriate to evaluate the significance of the project’s emissions based on a threshold that is
consistent with the State’s 2030 target, which is consistent with the decision of Cleveland National
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017). The State’s 2030 target is a
legislatively adopted target with an adopted implementation plan (i.e., the 2017 Scoping Plan) that
provides guidance on how the State’s 2030 target translate into a local target for land use planning.
In contrast, the State’s 2045 carbon neutrality goal (Executive Order [EO] B-55-18) is not an adopted
target or threshold of significance consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15064.4(b)(2) and 15064.7.
Furthermore, neither EO B-55-18 nor EO S-3-05 specify a plan or implementation measures to
achieve these goals, and there is no regulatory guidance on how the State’s 2045 and 2050 goals
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should be implemented. Therefore, the consistency of the DVSP with the State’s long-term GHG
reduction goals is discussed qualitatively for informational purposes only.
With the release of the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, CARB recognized the need to
balance population growth with emissions reductions and in doing so, provided a new local plan
level methodology for target setting that provides consistency with state GHG reduction goals using
per capita efficiency thresholds. A project-specific efficiency threshold can be calculated by dividing
statewide GHG emissions by the sum of statewide jobs and residents. However, not all statewide
emission sources are present near the Plan Area (e.g., agriculture and industrial). Accordingly,
consistent with the concerns raised in the Golden Door (2018) and Newhall Ranch (2015) court
decisions regarding the correlation between state and local conditions, the 2030 statewide
inventory target was modified with substantial evidence provided to establish a locally-appropriate,
evidence-based, mixed-use project-specific threshold consistent with California’s SB 32 and EO B-5518 targets.
To develop this threshold, the local planning area was first evaluated to determine emissions
sectors that are present and would be directly affected by potential land-use changes. A description
of major sources of emissions that are included in the State Scoping Plan emissions sectors and
representative sources in Marina can be found in Table 11.
According to Figure 2.2 (Land Use Plan) in the Marina General Plan (2010), there are agricultural
land uses within the City. However, these land uses are located outside the Urban Growth
Boundary, and buildout of the DVSP would not alter these land uses. Therefore, the Agricultural
Emissions Sector was considered inapplicable to the DVSP and was removed from the State 2030
emissions forecast. Furthermore, no Industrial Sector source emissions (i.e., oil, gas, and hydrogen
production; refineries; general fuel use; and mining operations) are present in the City of Marina;
therefore, the Industrial Emissions Sector was removed from the State 2030 emissions forecast to
retain a more conservative locally-appropriate target. 11 Additionally, Cap and Trade emissions
reductions occur independent of any local jurisdictional land use decisions and were also excluded
from the locally-appropriate target.
After removing Agricultural, Industrial, and Cap and Trade emissions, the remaining emissions
sectors with sources within the Marina planning area were then summed to create a locallyappropriate 2030 emissions total for a mixed-use project in Marina. To determine a per service
population threshold, the 2030 emissions total was divided by the projected statewide 2030 service
population, as shown in Table 12. Therefore, the locally-appropriately, project-level 2030 threshold
is 3.2 MT of CO2e per service population, which is consistent with SB 32 target and demonstrates
substantial progress toward achieving the State’s long-term goals.
The service population attributed to the DVSP is based on data specific to Marina. Not all mixed-use
projects in California produce the same service population. As discussed in Section 14, Population
and Housing, based on an average household size of 2.74 persons in the City of Marina, the DVSP
would accommodate approximately 7,957 new residents. As discussed in the SB 743 analysis
(Appendix TRAF), the DVSP would also provide employment opportunities for approximately 3,283
persons. Therefore, the DVSP service population would be approximately 11,240 persons.

11 Light industrial and warehousing land uses are present in Marina; however, these land uses are considered part of the Commercial
sector rather than the Industrial sector for the purposes of the 2017 Scoping Plan.
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Table 11 SB 32 Scoping Plan Emissions Sector Targets
2030 State
Emissions Target1

Locally
Appropriate2

Project
Specific

Residential and
Commercial

38

Yes

Yes

Natural gas end uses, including space
and water heating of buildings

Electric Power

53

Yes

Yes

Electricity uses, including lighting,
appliances, machinery and heating

High GWP

11

Yes

Yes

SF6 from power stations, HFCs from
refrigerants and air conditioning4

8

Yes

Yes

Waste generated by residential,
commercial, and other facilities

103

Yes

Yes

Passenger, heavy duty, and other vehicle
emissions

Industrial

83

No

No

Oil, gas, and hydrogen production,
refineries, general fuel use, and mining
operations do not occur substantially
within the City and are not a part of the
DVSP5

Agriculture

24

No

No

Enteric fermentation, crop residue
burning, manure management occur
outside the City’s Urban Growth
Boundary and are not included in the
DVSP7

Cap and Trade Reductions

-60

No

No

Reductions from facilities emitting more
than 10,000 MT CO2e per year6.

Scoping Plan Target (All
Sectors)

260

No

No

All emissions sectors

Locally Inapplicable Sector
(Industrial)

-83

No

No

Oil, gas, and hydrogen production,
refineries, general fuel use5

Locally Inapplicable Sector
(Agriculture)

-24

No

No

Enteric fermentation, crop residue
burning, manure management7

Locally Inapplicable Sector
(Cap and Trade)

60

No

No

Reductions from facilities emitting more
than 10,000 MT CO2e per year6

213

Yes

Yes

Emissions applicable to the local
planning area

GHG Emissions Sector1

Recycling and Waste
Transportation

2030 Locally Applicable
Emissions Sectors
1 All

State targets in MMT CO2e, see CARB 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, Page 31 for sector details (CARB 2017)

2 Locally
3 CARB
4 SF

Major Sources in Marina3

appropriate is defined as having significant emissions in Scoping Plan Categorization categories within the planning area.

2017

is used primarily as an insulator in electrical substations while HFCs can be found in many residential and commercial refrigeration
and air conditioning units. HFCs are in the process of being phased out through 2036 in most developed countries.
6

5 The majority of this sector is not applicable to the local planning area and any potential applicable subsectors cannot be disaggregated
due to CARB accounting methods. Therefore, the entire sector has been removed to ensure a more conservative target.
6 Cap and Trade is excluded as reductions will occur independent of local project land use decisions and are therefore not locally
appropriate.

According to the Marina General Plan, there are no existing agricultural land uses within the City’s UGB, and the DVSP would not alter
the agricultural land uses located outside in the UGB.

7

Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration

93

City of Marina
Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan

Table 12 SB 32 Locally-Appropriate Project-Specific Threshold
Source
Service Population

Metric
California 2030

Population1

California 2030 Employment

42,263,654
Projection2

Service Population
Locally-Appropriate
2040 Project Threshold

2030 Locally-Appropriate Emissions Sectors (MT of CO2e)
2030 Service Population
2030 Service Person Target (MT of CO2e per Service
Population)

1 CDOF

23,459,500
65,723,154
213,000,000
65,723,654
3.2

2020

Average of 2030 employment range projections under implementation scenario in the Table 15 of the 2017 Climate Change Scoping
Plan Update (CARB 2017).
2

At this time, the State Legislature has codified a target of reducing emissions to 40 percent below
1990 emissions levels by 2030 (SB 32) and has developed the 2017 Scoping Plan to demonstrate
how the State will achieve the 2030 target and make substantial progress toward the 2050 goal of
an 80 percent reduction in 1990 GHG emission levels set by EO S-3-05. In EO B-55-18, which
identifies a new goal of carbon neutrality by 2045, the California Air Resources Board has been
tasked with including a pathway toward the EO B-55-18 carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping
Plan update.
While state and regional regulators of energy and transportation systems, along with the State’s
Cap-and-Trade program, are designed to be set at limits to achieve most of the reductions needed
to attain the State’s long-term targets, local governments can do their fair share toward meeting the
State’s targets by siting and approving projects that accommodate planned population growth and
projects that are GHG-efficient. At this time, CARB has not adopted a plan that establishes a
pathway to achieving the State’s long-term targets; therefore, these targets are not used as
thresholds of significance in this analysis. Instead, the Association of Environmental Professionals
(AEP) Climate Change Committee recommends that CEQA GHG analyses evaluate project emissions
in light of the trajectory of state climate change legislation and assess their “substantial progress”
toward achieving long‐term reduction targets identified in available plans, legislation, or EOs (AEP
2016). Consistent with AEP Climate Change Committee recommendations, GHG impacts of the DVSP
are analyzed using a threshold based on the State’s 2030 target, which evaluates whether the
project would impede “substantial progress” toward meeting the reduction goals identified in SB 32,
EO S-3-05, and EO B-55-18. Because SB 32 is considered an interim target toward meeting the 2045
and 2050 State goals, consistency with SB 32 is considered to be contributing substantial progress
toward meeting the State’s long-term 2045 and 2050 goals. Avoiding interference with, and making
substantial progress toward, these long-term State targets is important because these targets have
been set at levels that achieve California’s share of international emissions reduction targets that
will stabilize global climate change effects and avoid the adverse environmental consequences of
climate change (EO B-55-18). Furthermore, it is infeasible to meet the State’s long-term targets at
this time because achieving these targets will depend on substantial technological innovation in
GHG emission reduction measures and changes in legislation and regulations that will need to occur
over the next 25 to 30 years as have occurred over the past 14 years to meet the 2020 target set by
AB 32. As discussed above, consistency with the locally-applicable, project-specific SB 32 efficiency
threshold represents substantial progress toward climate-stabilizing targets set forth by EOs S-3-05
and B-55-18.
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a.

Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

As shown In Table 13, project construction would generate an estimated 73,741 MT of CO2e.
Amortized over a 25-year period, project construction would generate an estimated 2,950 MT of
CO2e per year.
Table 13 Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Year

Annual Emissions
(MT of CO2e/year)

2021

5,364

2022

5,953

2023

4,344

2024

4,270

2025

4,156

2026

4,064

2027

3,988

2028

3,906

2029

3,862

2030

3,849

2031

3,804

2032

3,780

2033

3,719

2034

3,691

2035

3,681

2036

3,695

2037

3,681

2038

3,681

2039

254

Total Construction Emissions
Amortized over 25 years

73,741
2,950

MT of CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
See Appendix AIR for CalEEMod results.
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Combined Annual GHG Emissions
Table 14 summarizes the long-term GHG emissions generated by Specific Plan buildout from area
sources, energy use, solid waste, water use, and mobile sources and combines construction and
operational GHG emissions. As shown therein, the Specific Plan would generate approximately
23,509 MT of CO2e per year, or 2.1 MT of CO2e per service person per year in 2030, which would not
exceed the locally-applicable, project-specific 2030 threshold of 3.2 MT of CO2e per service person
per year. As discussed under Methodology, the estimate of GHG emissions from the DVSP is
conservative given that modeling does not include the anticipated implementation of long-term
statewide policies, such as ZNE residential and commercial buildings under California’s Long-Term
Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan, a 75 percent reduction in solid waste sent to landfills under
Assembly Bill 341, and daily indoor residential water use standards established by Assembly Bill
1668, all of which would serve to reduce the DVSP’s operational GHG emissions (CPUC 2011;
CalRecycle 2015). Nevertheless, impacts would be less than significant.
Table 14 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Annual 2030 Project Emissions
(MT of CO2e)

Annual 2040 Project Emissions
(MT of CO2e)1

2,950

2,950

50

50

Energy

4,390

2,150

Solid Waste

1,372

1,372

468

269

14,094

13,069

185

169

Total Project Emissions

23,509

20,029

Service Population2

11,240

11,240

Emissions per Service Person

2.1

1.8

2030 Locally-Applicable,
Project-Specific Threshold

3.2

n/a

Threshold Exceeded?

No

n/a

Emission Source
Construction
Operational
Area

Water
Mobile
CO2 and CH4
N2O

See Appendix AIR for CalEEMod results and N2O mobile emissions data sheets.
1 Provided for informational purposes only.
2 Service Population = 7,957 residents + 3,283 employees (see Section 3, Air Quality)
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The following discussion of the consistency of the project’s GHG emissions with the State’s longterm 2045 and 2050 goals is provided for informational purposes only, consistent with the decision
of Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017).
Consistency with the 2045 and 2050 goals is not used a threshold of significance to evaluate the
project’s GHG emissions in this IS-MND for the reasons stated earlier under Significance Thresholds.
Table 14 summarizes the net increase in emissions generated by the DVSP in year 2040 (i.e., the
planning horizon). As shown therein, the project’s net new GHG emissions would decrease from
year 2030 to approximately 20,029 MT of CO2e per year by year 2040 (an approximately 14 percent
reduction) due to increasing usage of renewable energy for electricity and improving vehicle
emissions standards. As a result, per capita GHG emissions would decrease to approximately 1.8 MT
of CO2e per service person per year (an approximately 14 percent reduction in per service person
emissions). In addition, technological innovations and policies adopted in furtherance of EO B-55-18,
S-3-05, and N-79-20 would result in fewer operational GHG emissions in 2045 and 2050. The exact
magnitude of the decrease would depend on the nature of the innovations and policies adopted and
their relevance to development facilitated by the DVSP. Nevertheless, the DVSP would emit up to
approximately 20,029 MT of CO2e in 2040, which would be potentially inconsistent with the State’s
goals of carbon neutrality by 2045 (EO B-55-18) and an 80 percent reduction in GHG emission levels
by 2050 (EO S-3-05). However, it is not possible to definitively determine whether the project would
be consistent because substantial technological innovation in GHG emission reduction measures
and changes in legislation and regulations are likely to occur over the next 25 to 30 years as have
occurred over the past 14 years to meet the target set by AB 32. Furthermore, the State has not yet
comprehensively quantified its carbon sinks; therefore, it is unknown at this time what magnitude
of emissions reductions are needed to achieve the carbon neutrality goal set in EO B-55-18. As
previously stated, this discussion of the project’s consistency with the State’s long-term goals is
provided for informational purposes only and is not used to determine the significance of the
project’s GHG emissions. As shown in Table 14, the project’s emissions would not exceed the 2030
locally-applicable, project-specific threshold; therefore, no mitigation is required.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

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

The project’s consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan, AMBAG 2040 MTP-SCS, and Marina General
Plan are discussed in the subsections below.

2017 Scoping Plan and Executive Order B-55-18
The 2017 Scoping Plan outlines a pathway to achieve the reduction targets set under Senate Bill (SB)
32, which is considered an interim target toward meeting the state’s long-term 2045 goal
established by Executive Order (EO) B-55-18. As discussed under Methodology, the DVSP would
impede “substantial progress” toward meeting the SB 32 and EO B-55-18 targets if per service
population GHG emissions exceeded the locally-appropriate, DVSP-specific 2040 efficiency threshold
of 1.0 MT of CO2e per service population per year. As discussed under Impact GHG-1, the DVSP
would result in approximately 2.1 MT of CO2e per service population per year, which would not
exceed the threshold of 3.2 MT of CO2e per service population per year threshold. As a result, the
DVSP would be consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan and EO B-55-18 because consistency with the
locally-applicable, project-specific SB 32 efficiency threshold represents substantial progress toward
climate-stabilizing targets set forth by EOs S-3-05 and B-55-18, as discussed earlier under
Significance Thresholds.
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AMBAG MTP/SCS and Marina General Plan
In June 2018, AMBAG adopted the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community
Strategy (MTP/SCS). The key goal of the MTP/SCS is to achieve GHG emission reduction targets
through integrated land use and transportation strategies. The DVSP includes several elements that
would reduce VMT and the associated mobile source GHG emissions through integrated
transportation and land use planning. The DVSP would allow for higher densities in commercial and
mixed-use developments in the Core zone with transit oriented development, particularly around
the Monterey Salinas Transit Center. In addition, the DVSP would encourage the development of
residential and commercial uses in close proximity in the Transition zone. The DVSP would also
include two mixed-use nodes in the Plan Area with multi-story mixed-use buildings containing
residential and commercial/retail uses. Additionally, the DVSP includes objectives to create a safe
and efficient pedestrian and bicycle pathway network in the Plan Area; improve pedestrian access
to transit facilities; and promote compact, mixed-use development that encourages use of transit,
walking, and bicycling. Further detail on the DVSP’s consistency with goals contained in the AMBAG
MTP/SCS is shown in Table 15, while consistency with goals contained in the Marina General Plan
are shown in Table 16. As shown in the tables, the DVSP would be consistent with goals and policies
of the AMBAG RTP/SCS and Marina General Plan that are relevant to reducing GHG emissions.
Therefore, the project would be consistent applicable plans and policies related to reducing GHG
emissions; this impact would be less than significant.
Table 15 AMBAG 2040 MTP/SCS Consistency for GHG Emissions
Policy

Consistency

Access and Mobility.
Provide convenient, accessible, and reliable
travel options while maximizing productivity
for all people and goods in the region

Consistent
Objective 3 of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the DVSP
aims to “promote compact, mixed-use development that makes
efficient use of space.” Related strategies include creating highdensity and high-intensity multiple use areas, allowing compact form
and multiple use patterns of development, and encouraging
pedestrian and bicycle linkages to provide better connectivity and
more opportunities for active transportation, which would result in
more convenient, accessible, and reliable travel options.
Furthermore, the overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter is to
“create visually pleasing Downtown pedestrian and vehicle
circulation that safely, efficiently, and effectively encourages people
to gather, walk, bike, or use public transportation.”
Related strategies include developing a pedestrian and bicycle
network throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle parking at all
public facilities and in the right-of-way, encouraging new
development to include end-of-trip support facilities for bicyclists,
improving pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding bus
routes within Marina. In addition, the vision for the Core zone of the
DVSP is to create transit oriented development, particularly around
the Monterey Salinas Transit Center, which houses stops for six bus
routes. These project features would facilitate a variety of travel
options. Therefore, the DVSP would create a balanced land
use/transportation system that would provide convenient,
accessible, and reliable travel options, which would be consistent
with the Access and Mobility policy.
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Consistency

Environment.
Promote environmental sustainability and
protect the natural environment.

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of
the DVSP is to support development in Downtown Marina that
employs Green Building technology and Net Zero Building principles
and is designed to create more comfortable indoor and outdoor
environments. This goal is supported by objectives and strategies
that require the use of low-water landscaping and high-efficiency
irrigation systems and encourage the use of energy- and waterefficient building design and renewable energy. Furthermore,
construction of the proposed residential and non-residential
buildings would comply with the 2019 California Building Energy
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings
and CALGreen (California Code of Regulations Title 24, Parts 6 and
11), or later versions as they are published. Therefore, the DVSP
would promote environmental sustainability and protect the natural
environment and would be consistent with the Environment policy.

Healthy Communities.
Protect the health of our residents; foster
efficient development patterns that optimize
travel, housing, and employment choices and
encourage active transportation.

Consistent
The DVSP includes several provisions that promote active lifestyles,
including a policy to implement bicycle and pedestrian networks
throughout the Plan Area. The overarching goal of the Mobility
Chapter includes creating a downtown that “safely, efficiently, and
effectively encourages people to gather, walk, bike, or use public
transportation.” Related strategies include developing a pedestrian
and bicycle network throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle
parking at all public facilities and in the right-of-way, encouraging
new development to include end-of-trip support facilities for
bicyclists, and improving pedestrian access to transit facilities.
Furthermore, the mixed-use nature of the DVSP would encourage
residents and employees to actively commute between destinations
due to the close proximity of different uses. By developing a land use
plan that encourages the use of active transportation, the DVSP
would reduce residents’ and employees’ reliance on automobiles,
thereby minimizing the associated mobile source criteria air
pollutant and GHG emissions as well as health impacts. As a result,
the DVSP would be consistent with the Healthy Communities policy.

System Preservation and Safety.
Preserve and ensure a sustainable and safe
regional transportation system.

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter of the DVSP is to
“create visually pleasing Downtown pedestrian and vehicle
circulation that safely, efficiently, and effectively encourages people
to gather, walk, bike, or use public transportation.” Related
strategies include developing a pedestrian and bicycle network
throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle parking at all public
facilities and in the right-of-way, encouraging new development to
include end-of-trip support facilities for bicyclists, improving
pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding bus routes
within Marina. The Mobility Chapter also involves implementation of
the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, which includes
continuous sidewalks on both sides of the street on all downtown
streets and bikeways on key thoroughfares. Therefore, the DVSP
would promote a sustainable and safe transportation system in the
Plan Area. As a result, the DVSP would be consistent with the System
Preservation and Safety policy.

Source: AMBAG 2018a
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Table 16 Marina General Plan Policy Consistency for GHG Emissions
Marina General Plan Policy
Community Goal 1.18:
During the preparation of this General Plan the
following goals, phrased in the form of
planning principles, provided the basis for
developing appropriate land use,
infrastructure, and community design
proposals for specific areas of the city, and for
judging among several citywide General Plan
alternatives and providing direction for
selecting the preferred alternative. As
incorporated into the General Plan, these
framework goals provide the overall direction
necessary to ensure that, as it grows, the city
will be well functioning and attractive; that it
will balance the needs of residents and
business; and that appropriate use will be
made of its natural, human and economic
resources:
6. A balanced land use/transportation
system which minimizes traffic congestion,
noise, excessive energy consumption, and
air pollution.
Community Land Use Policy 2.4(2):
The City shall prevent under-utilization of land
within its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) that
is appropriate for community development, in
order to ensure that development proceeds in
an orderly and consistent manner and to
minimize the dispersal of future growth in
Monterey County to outlying areas with
potentially higher natural resource value. With
respect to phasing and timing, whenever
feasible, the City shall encourage new
development to locate within the existing
developed portion of Marina and Marina’s
former Fort Ord in preference to the
development of currently vacant, undeveloped
lands located within the City’s UGB.
Housing Policy 2.31:
It is the City of Marina’s intent to promote
construction of new housing that is
environmentally and socially responsible and
that adheres to the following policies:
10. New housing shall be built to
development and construction standards
that conserve water and energy.
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Discussion
Consistent
Objective 3 included in the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of
the DVSP aims to “promote compact, mixed-use development that
makes efficient use of space.” Related strategies include creating
high-density and high-intensity multiple use areas, allowing compact
form and multiple use patterns of development, and encouraging
pedestrian and bicycle linkages to provide better connectivity and
more opportunities for active transportation. Furthermore, the
overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter is to “create visually
pleasing Downtown pedestrian and vehicle circulation that safely,
efficiently, and effectively encourages people to gather, walk, bike,
or use public transportation.” Related strategies include developing
a pedestrian and bicycle network throughout the Plan Area,
installing bicycle parking at all public facilities and in the right-ofway, encouraging new development to include end-of-trip support
facilities for bicyclists, improving pedestrian access to transit
facilities, and expanding bus routes within Marina. In addition, the
vision for the Core zone of the DVSP is to create transit oriented
development, particularly around the Monterey Salinas Transit
Center, which houses stops for six bus routes. Therefore, the DVSP
would create a balanced land use/transportation system that would
minimize excessive energy consumption and associated criteria air
pollutant and GHG emissions.
Consistent
The DVSP would facilitate new development and redevelopment
within the UGB, thereby avoiding the dispersal of future growth to
outlying areas that could result in high VMT per person. Therefore,
the DVSP would be consistent with Community Land Use Policy
2.4(2).

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of
the DVSP is to support development in Downtown Marina that
employs Green Building technology and Net Zero Building principles
and is designed to create more comfortable indoor and outdoor
environments. This goal is supported by objectives and strategies
that require the use of low-water landscaping and high-efficiency
irrigation systems and encourage the use of energy- and waterefficient building design and renewable energy. Furthermore,
construction of the proposed buildings would comply with the
applicable 2019 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards and
CALGreen (California Code of Regulations Title 24, Parts 6 and 11), or
later versions as they are published. Therefore, construction of new
housing facilitated by the DVSP would be environmentally
responsible and built to development and construction standards
that conserve water and energy.
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Marina General Plan Policy
Community Infrastructure 3.3.1:
Develop future areas of the City, and redevelop
existing developed areas, in patterns and to
densities that make the provision of frequent
regional and local transit economically feasible.
Transportation Policy 3.23 (Design for Transit):
All future development and redevelopment
shall be designed to promote cost-effective
local and regional transit service and minimize
dependency on the private automobile for
work, shopping, recreation, and other trip
purposes by requiring bus stops and/or bays in
appropriate locations where there are direct
transit access routes for pedestrians and
bicyclists.
Transportation Policy 3.32:
To ensure the feasibility of future transit
service, 80 percent or more of the City’s
residential growth shall be located within the
transit-served corridors designated in Figure
3.2. Furthermore, all future residential
development within 1,500 feet (approximately
1/4 mile) of designated transit routes shall be
governed by minimum density requirements.
For new development within already-developed
portions this minimum density shall be 6.5 units
per net acre (i.e., the area of platted lots,
exclusive of all streets and public facilities). The
minimum density for newly developing or
redeveloping areas of the City shall be 7 units
per gross acre (i.e., total development area
excluding major roads, public facilities and open
space, but including local streets and local open
space features and amenities). See the
Community Land Use and Development
Element (Chapter 2) for other related policies
and guidelines.
Community Infrastructure 3.3.2:
Reduce the length and travel time of work trips
generated by local residents by maximizing
opportunities for residents to work within the
community.
Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.4:
Reduce the number and length of vehicular trips
and limit overall traffic congestion by promoting
land use patterns which allow for multipurpose
trips and trip deferral during peak travel times.
Transportation Policy 3.34.6
(New Development and Redevelopment):
New development and redevelopment within
the City of Marina should be designed with a
network of streets to disperse traffic loads
evenly and provide route options and direct
travel for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Discussion
Consistent
Objective 3 of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the
DVSP aims to “promote compact, mixed-use development that
makes efficient use of space.” Related strategies include creating
high-density and high-intensity multiple use areas and allowing
compact form and multiple use patterns of development. In
addition, the vision for the Core zone of the DVSP is to create
transit oriented development, particularly around the Monterey
Salinas Transit Center, which houses stops for six bus routes.
Furthermore, strategies in the Mobility include developing a
pedestrian and bicycle network throughout the Plan Area, installing
bicycle parking at all public facilities and in the right-of-way,
improving pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding bus
routes within Marina. Therefore, the DVSP would redevelop
existing developed areas in patterns and to densities that would
facilitate the provision of frequent, cost-effective regional and local
transit.
Consistent
The Plan Area is focused on two transit-served corridors along
Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard. The DVSP allows
residential densities of up to 70 units per acre in the Core zone, up
to 50 units per acre in the Transition zone, and up to 37 units per
acre in the Multifamily Residential zone. Therefore, the DVSP would
be consistent with the requirements of Transportation Policy 3.32
and would ensure the feasibility of future transit service.

Consistent
Objective 3 of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the
DVSP is to “promote compact, mixed-use development that makes
efficient use of space.” Related strategies include creating highdensity and high-intensity multiple use areas and allowing compact
form and multiple use patterns of development. By co-locating
residential and commercial development, the DVSP would reduce
the length of work trips and allow for multipurpose trips by
providing commercial space and employment opportunities in close
proximity to residences. The Mobility Chapter also involves
implementation of the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan,
which includes continuous sidewalks on both sides of the street on
all downtown streets and bikeways on key thoroughfares.
Therefore, the DVSP would provide route options and direct travel
for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Discussion

Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.5:
The City of Marina shall ensure that walking and
bicycling routes are integral parts of street design
and form a safe and preferred transportation
network.
Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.8:
Link existing and future areas of the City with an
integrated system of roads, transit, footpaths and
bikeways that connects neighborhoods,
commercial areas, schools, parks, and other
major community-serving destinations.
Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.16:
The City of Marina shall consider incorporating
facilities, such as bikeways, sidewalks and
recreational trails for non-vehicular users, when
constructing or improving transportation facilities
and when reviewing new development and
redevelopment proposals.
Transportation Policy 3.34.1
(Pedestrian Network Map):The City of Marina
shall implement the Pedestrian Network Map
shown in Figure 3-3.
Transportation Policy 3.34.2
(Bicycle Network Map): The City of Marina shall
implement the Bicycle Network Map shown in
Figure 3-4.
Transportation Policy 3.38.2
(Pedestrian Connections): The City of Marina
shall encourage maximum linkages for pedestrian
connections, especially to provide access to
parks, schools and employment centers.
Enhanced pedestrian connections and crossings
shall also be provided at appropriate locations
within one-half mile radius of future rapid transit
hubs.
Transportation Policy 3.38.3
(Pedestrian Amenities): Pedestrian amenities
should be provided in pedestrian activity areas.
These include but are not limited to seating,
news racks, water fountains, way finding aids and
public art. The City shall ensure that where
provided these facilities are placed and organized
to minimize interruptions to the flow of people
walking.
Transportation Policy 3.38:
Whenever existing roadways are improved or
when new roadways are approved or
constructed, sidewalks should be included.
Transportation Policy 3.38.4
(Pedestrian Entrances): New non-residential
development and redevelopment shall be
designed such that direct pedestrian access to
easily identifiable building entrances is provided
from the street-side.

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Mobility Chapter of the DVSP is to
“create visually pleasing Downtown pedestrian and vehicle
circulation that safely, efficiently, and effectively encourages
people to gather, walk, bike, or use public transportation.”
Related strategies include developing a pedestrian and bicycle
network throughout the Plan Area, installing bicycle parking at all
public facilities and in the right-of-way, encouraging new
development to include end-of-trip support facilities for bicyclists,
improving pedestrian access to transit facilities, and expanding
bus routes within Marina. The Mobility Chapter also involves
implementation of the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan,
which includes continuous sidewalks on both sides of the street on
all downtown streets and bikeways on key thoroughfares. In
addition, strategies in the Environment & Sustainability Chapter
include encouraging pedestrian and bike linkages to provide
better connectivity. The Design Standards and Guidelines include
guidelines to design primary pedestrian entries that are accessible
directly from public streets and sidewalks, strategically locate
wayfinding signs throughout the Plan Area, place pedestrian
amenities in the Furnishings Zone or Frontage Zone to avoid
interference with the Throughway Zone of sidewalks, and install
pedestrian amenities (e.g., benches, trash receptacles) at regular
intervals along major corridors and at key locations. Therefore,
the DVSP would integrate walking and bicycling routes into street
design to form a safe and preferred land use plan and
transportation network that would encourage the use of walking
and bicycling as alternatives to automobiles, thereby reducing
GHG emissions from mobile sources.
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Discussion

Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.12:
Minimize the consumption of water for urban
purposes and make maximum possible use of
recycled water.
Water Supply and Management Policy 3.53:
The City of Marina, in conjunction with MCWD,
shall continue to promote and require watersaving devices. Specifically, the following
measures shall be required:
1. All new multi-family units shall be required to
install water meters for each unit.
2. A study shall be undertaken to determine the
feasibility of requiring separate metering of
spaces within new commercial and industrial
buildings and existing duplexes, triplexes, and
other multifamily structures. Metering shall
be required if found to be physically and
economically feasible.
3. All new construction shall use low-flow water
fixtures and ultralow-flush toilets. The MCWD
and the City should continue to require that
all existing residential units and commercial
properties be retrofitted with low-flow
fixtures upon resale.
4. The City shall support MCWD rebate
programs to replace older, more waterconsumptive fixtures.

Consistent
The overarching goal of the Environment & Sustainability Chapter
of the DVSP is to support development in downtown Marina that
employs Green Building technology and Net Zero Building
principles and is designed to create more comfortable indoor and
outdoor environments. This goal is supported by objectives and
strategies that require the use of low-water landscaping and highefficiency irrigation systems and encourage the use of reclaimed
water and graywater as well as water-efficient fixtures.
Furthermore, construction of the proposed buildings would
comply with the applicable 2019 CALGreen (California Code of
Regulations Title 24, Part 11), or later versions as they are
published. Therefore, the DVSP would minimize the consumption
of water for urban purposes and make maximum possible use of
recycled water.

Community Infrastructure Policy 3.3.15:
Promote reductions in the generation of nonrecyclable solid waste.

Consistent
Strategies in the Environment & Sustainability Chapter of the
DVSP include working with the private solid waste collection
company to increase recycling opportunities downtown,
encouraging restaurants to participate in food compost waste
programs, and providing trash enclosures that accommodate all
recyclable needs. Therefore, the DVSP would promote reductions
in the generation of non-recyclable solid waste.

Source: City of Marina 2010

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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9

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

□

■

□

□

□

■

□

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

f.

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

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

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

b.

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

The Specific Plan would facilitate the construction of new residential and commercial land uses that
could involve the use, storage, disposal, or transportation of hazardous materials. Use of hazardous
materials would generally consist of solvents, paints, chemicals used for cleaning and building
maintenance, and landscaping supplies. Use of such materials would be similar to existing
conditions in the Plan Area, which is currently developed.
Projects facilitated by the Specific Plan would be subject to applicable local, State, and Federal
hazardous material regulations that minimize impacts related to hazardous materials. Hazardous
materials would be required to be transported under Department of Transportation regulations.
Specific Plan buildout would be subject to regulatory programs such as those overseen by the
County of Monterey Health Department, RWQCB, and the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC). These agencies require applicants for development of potentially contaminated properties
to perform investigation and cleanup under their oversight if the properties are found to be
contaminated with hazardous substances. Therefore, compliance with existing laws and regulations
governing the transport, use, storage, disposal, or release of hazardous materials and wastes would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

d.

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

J.C. Crumpton Elementary, Marina Vista Elementary, Los Arboles Middle, Marina High, George
Patton Senior Elementary, and Pegasus Montessori are within 0.25-mile of the Specific Plan Area
and the Marina Children’s Center Preschool is located within the Specific Plan Area.
The following databases compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 were checked for
known hazardous materials contamination in the Plan Area:
 EnviroStor Database, DTSC
 GeoTracker Database, California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
 USEPA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information
System (CERCLIS) Superfund Site database (2019)
The EnviroStor database indicated two open DTSC cleanup sites within 0.25-mile of the Plan Area:
Central Coast High School Expansion Site at 2995 Rendova Road (case 60000346) and Reservation
Road High School located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Reservation Road and
Salinas Avenue (case 60000344):
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Central Coast High School Expansion site is listed as inactive and in need of evaluation
associated with subsurface anomalies encountered during a geophysical survey to identify
potential munitions and explosives of concern from historical military use of the property.
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Reservation Road High School site is located adjacent to the east of the Specific Plan Area and is
listed as inactive and in need of evaluation. The site is located on the former Fort Ord and may
have been utilized as a firing range. The site is undeveloped but was being considered for
development as a public high school. DTSC identifies explosives, metals, pesticides, and
polychlorinated biphenyls in soil and soil vapor as potential contaminants of concern. The site
was inactivated by DTSC when the school district was no longer considering the site for
development as a school.

According to the GeoTracker database there are multiple hazardous materials cleanup sites in the
Specific Plan Area that have been addressed. Resolved leaking underground storage tank cleanup
(LUST) sites in the Specific Plan Area include the Shell Service Station at 3030 Del Monte Boulevard
(case T0605300245), Tommy’s Gas & Foodmart at 3044 Del Monte Boulevard (case T0605300218),
Beacon Station No. 730 at 3144 Del Monte Boulevard (case T0605300330), Arco Station #2141 at
3184 Del Monte Boulevard (case T0605300366), 7-Eleven #17488 at 320 Reservation Road (case
T10000005318), and Monterey Peninsula Garbage & Refuse at 3114 Crescent Avenue (case
T0605300322). There is one completed military underground storage tank cleanup site at 4493 8th
Avenue, Fort Ord Building 4493-4 (case T0605300108), and one completed groundwater cleanup
site at 215 C Reservation Road of Don’s One Hour Dry Cleaners (case SLT3S2061339). Although the
sites are classified as closed, residual soil, groundwater, and/or soil vapor contamination may
remain on site that may be encountered during redevelopment activities. In addition, the closure of
the site may be based upon a condition of the site use at the time of closure and/or deed
restrictions may have been placed that limit the type of future development without addition
assessment or cleanup activities.
The USEPA CERCLIS database did not identify a superfund site in the Specific Plan Area; however,
the former Fort Ord, located adjacent to the Specific Plan Area, is listed as a National Priorities List
(NPL) site. The SWRCB GeoTracker databases depicts two open military cleanup sites associated
with the former Fort Ord that are adjacent to the Specific Plan Area: Fort Ord OU1 (Fritzche Army
Airfield Fire Drill Area, On-Site Plume DOD100220500) and Ford Ord – OUCTP (DOD100196800):




The Fort Ord OU1 site is associated with flammable solvents that leached into soil and
groundwater from a former fire drill area. The soil and groundwater cleanups were completed,
the remedial objectives were achieved, and the site was closed.
The Ford Ord – OUCTP is associated with carbon tetrachloride contamination in groundwater
from a surface release. The carbon tetrachloride groundwater plume extends from within the
dormer Ford Ord site boundary to within the Specific Plan Area north of Reservation Road west
to approximately Eucalyptus Street (Ahtna Environmental 2019). In addition, the groundwater
plume is present adjacent to the east of the Specific Plan Areas south of Reservation Road and
east of Salinas Avenue and the groundwater flow direction is to the northwest, toward the
Specific Plan Area.

Redevelopment of portions of the Specific Plan Area with known or potential contamination of soil,
groundwater, and/or soil vapor (subsurface contamination) may result in the disturbance of
hazardous materials, presenting a risk of human exposure. New development could also present
potential risk of exposure to contamination associated with commercial and/or industrial land use.
Hence, development and redevelopment pursuant to the Specific Plan would increase the potential
for exposure to subsurface contamination hazards. To reduce health risks to a less than significant
level, mitigation measure HAZ-1 is required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
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HAZ-1

Project-Level Hazardous Materials Assessment

Prior to the obtaining grading permits or starting other ground disturbing work for individual projects,
the City shall hire a qualified environmental professional to conduct a Phase I environmental
assessment (ESA), consistent with the American Society for Testing Materials standards (ASTM E1527).
The Phase I ESA shall evaluate the likelihood that hazardous chemicals are present and whether soil
sampling is necessary. If the Phase I ESA indicates that contamination is unlikely, no further mitigation
is necessary other than any recommendations identified in the Phase I ESA (such as stopping work if
stained soil is encountered).
If the Phase I ESA indicates that additional soil sampling or other further evaluation is necessary, the
City shall hire a qualified environmental professional to conduct a Phase II ESA to determine the
presence and extent of contamination. If the results indicate that contamination exists at levels above
regulatory action standards, then the site shall be remediated in accordance with recommendations
made by applicable regulatory agencies, including RWQCB and DTSC. The agencies involved shall
depend on the type and extent of contamination. If remediation is necessary, the City shall hire a
qualified environmental professional prior to obtaining grading permits or ground disturbance to
prepare a work plan that identifies necessary remediation activities, including excavation and removal
of on-site contaminated soils, appropriate dust control measures, and redistribution of clean fill
material on the project site. The plan shall include measures that ensure the safe transport, use, and
disposal of contaminated soil removed from the site. The plan shall also identify when and where soil
disturbing construction activities may safely commence.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
e.

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

The Marina Municipal Airport is located just outside the northeast border of the Specific Plan Area.
The Marina Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) contains standards and policies
including allowable land uses and development within the airport and in designated approach and
traffic pattern zones. The 2019 ACLUP (Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 2019)
indicates that the Specific Plan Area is located within safety zone seven, Airport Influence Area
(AIA), but is outside all other safety zones. The AIA zone (zone 7) includes all other portions of
regular aircraft traffic patterns based upon the Section 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 77
conical surface from the 2018 airport layout plan. The aircraft accident risk level is considered to be
low within the AIA zone.
Implementation of the Specific Plan would intensify development near the Marina Municipal
Airport, but the land use types and proximity of development to the airport would be similar to
existing conditions. The Plan Area is currently developed as the City’s Downtown area. Buildout of
the Specific Plan would not introduce prohibited uses for the AIA zone, such as hazards to flight or
outdoor stadiums (Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 2019). Other development
conditions would be reviewed and disclosed as part of certain real estate transactions, as required
by state law. Given the type of development facilitated by the DVSP and pursuant to compliance
with existing requirements, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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f.

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would intensify development within the City’s Downtown area, which could
result in an increase in traffic that could interfere with emergency response. However, as described
in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not result in unplanned population
growth. The DVSP includes strategies to improve circulation within the Plan Area and reduce
congestion, but would not alter circulation routes or connectivity. The City would require public
improvements as part of the permitting process for individual projects in order to prevent
compromise of emergency response access. Therefore, the project would result in a less than
significant impact regarding emergency response and evacuation.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
g.

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

A wildfire is an uncontrolled fire in an area of combustible vegetation. Wildfires differ from other
fires in that they take place outdoors in grassland, woodlands, brushland, scrubland, peatland, and
other wooded areas that act as a source of fuel, or combustible material. Topography, slope,
vegetation type and condition, and weather and atmospheric conditions are the primary factors in
determining an area’s susceptibility to wildfire.
As discussed in Section 20, Wildfire, the Plan Area is not within an area associated with a high
degree of wildfire hazards. The facilitation of development projects within the existing downtown
area would not exacerbate the existing degree of wildfire hazards in the Plan Area. Nor would the
project add new development in areas that are highly susceptible to wildfires. The Plan Area is
limited to a currently developed area. Therefore, impacts associated with exposure of people or
structures to wildfires would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?

□

□

■

□

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

■

□

□

□

□

□

■

□

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site;

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

■

□

□

□

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

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

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

The Plan Area is currently developed. Implementation of the Specific Plan would facilitate
redevelopment but would not substantially alter the amount of impervious surface area.
Stormwater runoff would continue to connect to the City’s stormwater drainage system at similar
volumes to existing conditions.
Individual projects would be required to comply with Chapter 8.46, Urban Storm Water Quality
Management and Discharge Control. Chapter 8.46 requires elimination of illegal discharges,
protection of watercourses, and includes BMP guidance for construction sites and permitted
activities (City of Marina 2020). Therefore, compliance with existing regulations would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

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

e.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The proposed project would result in an increase in water demand in the Plan Area, which could
result in a potentially significant impact related to groundwater supplies and sustainable
groundwater management. Therefore, thresholds b and e will be analyzed in detail in an EIR.
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.(i)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

c.(ii)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

c.(iv)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?

As described above, the Plan Area is developed and consists mostly of impervious surface area.
Redevelopment of parcels pursuant to the Specific Plan would not substantially alter the amount of
impervious surface area, and thus would not substantially alter the area’s drainage patterns.
Redeveloped parcels would connect to the City’s stormwater drainage system similar to existing
conditions. Furthermore, the Specific Plan includes design guidelines to increase percolation and
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prevent water pollution, including requirements for the use of permeable materials (Design
Guideline No. 25) and requirements for street trees and planted park strips (Design Standard No.
22). Implementation of the Specific Plan would not alter the course of a stream or river or otherwise
result in substantial effects related to water quality or stormwater drainage. Impacts would be less
than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

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

The Plan Area is approximately 0.5 mile from the Pacific Ocean. Dunes on the west site of SR 1
buffer the City of Marina from the ocean. According to tsunami inundation mapping by the
California Geologic Survey, the Plan Area is not within a tsunami inundation zone (California
Geologic Survey 2009). No other large body of water exists in the proximity of the Plan Area that
could result in a seiche. The majority of the Plan Area is classified by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) as Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood Hazard. Portions of the Plan Area
west of Del Monte Boulevard are classified as Zone A and Zone AE, Special Flood Hazard Areas
(FEMA 2017).
Implementation of the Specific Plan would intensify development within the Plan Area, thus adding
structures and other materials that could increase the amount of pollutants released in the event of
flood inundation. However, the overall impact of pollutant release due to a flood event would be
similar to existing conditions, as the Plan Area is currently entirely developed as Downtown Marina.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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11 Land Use and Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Physically divide an established
community?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

a.

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Specific Plan implementation would facilitate development in the City’s downtown area to revitalize
and enhance it by increasing commercial and residential mixed uses in key areas. Increased density
and mixed-use development would integrate with the adjacent land uses and be accessible from
them by established roadways and bicycle routes; furthermore, all uses would be increasingly
accessible by pedestrian traffic with Specific Plan implementation. Thus, buildout under the Specific
Plan would not physically divide an established community; rather there would be increased
integration of the downtown area and adjacent uses. There would be no impact relating to division
of an established community.
NO IMPACT
b.

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

Existing development in the Specific Plan Area consists of mostly residential and commercial uses,
with some light industrial and visitor-serving uses along Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road.
Commercial areas are generally located along Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard, where
land use designations include Retail/Service on the southeast side of Del Monte Boulevard and
Retail/Service along both sides of Reservation Road, intermixed with Multi-Family Residential.
Commercial development in these corridors consists of single-story strip-mall format shopping
centers, some of which are fronted by large parking areas. Residential uses generally occur outward
from these commercial areas, including southeast and northeast of Del Monte Boulevard and
Reservation Road. In brief, a mix of uses characterizes the downtown area as it appears on the
existing land use map, from the intersection of Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road, from
extending roughly south and east along each roadway respectively. The rest of the area is
designated for single-family and public facilities uses to the boundaries of the downtown region.
The boundaries of the Specific Plan Area are shown in Figure 2 under Project Location. Situated as it
is in a central part of the city, the Specific Plan Area includes and is surrounded by a mix of uses as
diverse single- and multi-family residential, commercial, open space, research, and visitor-serving.
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More specifically, the Plan Area is bordered by single-family residential uses to the north, west, and
south; open space adjacent to the Marina Municipal Airport to the northeast, and Locke-Paddon
Park to the northwest. Other adjacent uses include multi-family residential and commercial. The
Marina Municipal Airport is directly east of the downtown area, along Reservation Road.
Implementation of the Specific Plan would revitalize the downtown area of the city in an orderly
manner, integrating urban-style, mixed-use development in a core area and transitional, more
suburban sections at the edges. The primary goal of the Specific Plan is to establish the downtown
area of Marina as a vital destination with a mix of residential, commercial, retail, dining, and
entertainment uses, served by an improved transportation network. Over the 20-year planning
horizon, Specific Plan implementation would contribute to the city’s ability to capture economic
opportunities that otherwise might be filled by neighboring jurisdictions. To achieve this goal, the
Specific Plan encourages a mix of new uses within 0.5 mile of transit centers that would further
encourage pedestrian and other non-automobile travel within the area. The Specific Plan would
nearly double the number of residential units in the downtown area, compared to existing densities.
It would also more than double the retail and office space square footage. Both would be
accomplished through greater densities and building heights, condensing land uses and making
streetscapes an attractive component of the overall design. Table 17 shows the existing and
proposed densities under the Specific Plan, with their percentage increase.
Table 17 Specific Plan Land Use Densities
Existing Densities by Use

Proposed Densities by Use

Total Densities by Use

% Increase*

Residential
2,301 units

2,904 units

5,205 units

126%

874,669 sf

1,566,374 sf

126%

510,528 sf

824,581 sf

263%

Commercial
691,705 sf
Office & Light Manufacturing
314,053 sf
* numbers rounded to the nearest percentage point

Consistency Analysis
The following provides a consistency analysis for the land use plans, policies, and regulations
applicable to the Specific Plan Area and its implementation.
General Plan Consistency
The City of Marina approved a resolution to amend its General Plan in 2008, including changing
Policy 5.11 “to require preparation of a Specific Plan for Downtown Vitalization Area” and including
an overlay to the Central Marina Sub Area (City of Marina 2010a). The resolution also removed
Policy 2.41.6 that required development in the proposed “Core Retail Area” to prepare a separate
specific plan, and added Policy 2.63.51 defining the Downtown Vitalization Area.
The proposed Specific Plan is designed to build on the goals and objectives of the City of Marina
General Plan, the recommendations of the City’s Downtown Vision Plan, Downtown Design
Guidelines, and the policies of the Pedestrian and Bike Master Plan.
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When implemented fully, the Specific Plan would create a unique downtown core with pedestrianoriented development to serve residents and visitors to the city. The City has determined that the
downtown area “never fully developed as a traditional downtown,” and the Specific Plan would
address this shortcoming. Table 18 below lists General Plan policies in place to avoid or mitigate
environmental effects and discusses Specific Plan consistency with these policies.
As shown above, the Specific Plan advances the goals and policies of the General Plan in regard to
avoidance and mitigation of environmental effects. By concentrating growth within Downtown
Marina and progressing towards more dense, walkable, development, implementation of the
Specific Plan would not conflict with the City’s sustainability and conservation goals.
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
AMBAG developed the Moving Forward Monterey Bay 2040 MTP/SCS as a blueprint for sustainable
growth in the Monterey Bay area. It is built on a set of integrated policies designed to maintain and
improve the transportation system throughout the region, through 2040. The MTP/SCS advocates
for overall land use patterns that “provide a diverse mixture of goods and services in combination
with residential uses” as this approach has been shown to reduce vehicles miles traveled and
thereby reduce greenhouse gas emissions (AMBAG 2018a). Increased density combined with access
to transit has been demonstrated to result in a higher likelihood that people would choose to use
transit instead of drive. Furthermore, streets that are friendly for pedestrians and bicycles, along
with cars and buses, in what are called “complete streets,” are encouraged in local planning
processes throughout the region.
The MTP/SCS identifies what it calls “Opportunity Areas,” zones within 0.5 mile of an existing or
planned high-quality transit corridor, as defined by the California Public Resources Code Section
21155(a), with the potential for transit-oriented development, including mixed-use. AMBAG
designates the Specific Plan Area as Opportunity Area MA-1 (AMBAG 2018a, 4-10; AMBAG 2018a,
Appendix I Figure 14). MST services the area currently, with bus service on Reservation Road and
Del Monte Boulevard. The Marina Transit Exchange, at De Forest Road and Reservation Road, is
centrally located in the Specific Plan Area, and forms a terminus for MST lines 16, 20, and 27, among
others (MST 2019). Del Monte Boulevard is an arterial roadway that creates an eastern boundary for
the Specific Plan Area and is planned for high-quality BRT service in the Marina 2019 Regional
Transit Network (Adamson 2019).
The development planned throughout the Specific Plan Area is in proximity to the transit corridors
indicated above, and would be designed and implemented specifically to encourage the kind of
transit use described in the MTP/SCS. Thus, the Specific Plan supports the goals and objectives set
forth by AMBAG in the MTP/SCS.
City of Marina Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
The City of Marina Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan has three primary purposes: providing
guidelines for pedestrian and bicycle facilities improvements, positioning the City for grants to
finance improvements, and playing a role in the City’s work to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
(City of Marina 2010b). The Plan provides a published set of pedestrian and bicycle facility design
guidelines that are applicable to typical situations, including guidelines for sidewalks, crosswalks,
pedestrian orientation, pedestrian amenities, bikeways, end-of-trip bicycle facilities, bicycling
promotion and funding, street design, parking, roundabouts, and safety. The Plan provides a list of
prioritized projects and a summary of future funding sources for pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
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Table 18 Goals and Policies Comparison
Marina General Plan

Specific Plan

Primary Policies (GP)

Primary Goals

2.4.1 The City shall provide a land supply within its
Urban Growth Boundary sufficient in size and
appropriately located to accommodate a fair share of
the future population and employment growth within
Monterey County.

The Specific Plan Area encompasses 322 acres
in central Marina. This is about 5% of the total
acreage of the city (6086 acres).

Community and Land Use Policies (GP)

Land Use Goals

2.26 The General Plan’s commercial and industrial
land use policies are intended to attract a substantial
number of jobs for future City residents. The land area
set aside in the General Plan for commercial and
industrial uses is capable of accommodating an
estimated 28,600 additional jobs, substantially in
excess of the likely 2020 local work force, estimated at
17,700.
2.27 Unless a major imbalance of jobs and housing is
avoided, regional traffic congestion can be expected
to worsen due to the generation of increasingly longer
commute trips between housing (outside Marina
environs) and new jobs in the city. A major imbalance
between jobs and housing would also help accelerate
the pressure to convert prime agricultural lands in the
county for housing development. Conversely,
construction of new housing commensurate with new
jobs in the city limits will provide ample opportunity
for Marina residents to live and work in their
community and avoid or substantially reduce the
adverse environmental and social effects associated
with an imbalance.

Land Use and Development Goal:
Land use that emphasizes community, creates
a safe, walkable and vibrant downtown,
attracts diverse business opportunities,
encourages appropriate mixed uses, and
integrates adjoining neighborhoods, parks, and
trails.
Objective 1, Housing Choice: Create a variety
of safe housing options for people who live
downtown.
Strategies:
 Encourage mixed-use development
 Ensure a mix of levels of affordable
housing
 Generate site and building design
standards that require common open
space, encourage interaction of residents,
and maintain pedestrian orientation.
 Provide opportunities for additional multifamily residential units in the downtown
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Comparison

Consistency

The Specific Plan Area encompasses a developed
area of the city center where mixed-use, multiand single-family residences, and
commercial/retail/office uses are adjacent to
single-family neighborhoods. Vitalization of the
area can contribute to fulfillment of the City’s
vision statement to “grow and mature from a
small town bedroom community to a [diversified
and vibrant] small city” (City of Marina 2019).

Consistent

Implementation of the Specific Plan would
provide space for job growth and increase
residential capacity through the establishment of
urban-style, mixed-use development adjacent to
existing single-family residential neighborhoods.
Transit-oriented development, infill and mixeduse with multi-family residential uses would
encourage pedestrian and bicycle or other nonautomobile modes of travel and thus alleviate
the increase in commuter trips, along with traffic
congestion and associated effects to the
environment.

Consistent
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Marina General Plan

Specific Plan

Comparison

Consistency

2.31 Housing Policies
Promote construction of new housing that is
environmentally and socially responsible (detailed
further in individual sub-policies 2.31.1 through
2.31.11

Environment and Sustainability Goal:
Support development in Downtown Marina
that employs Green Building technology,
employs Net Zero Building principles, and is
designed to create more comfortable indoor
and outdoor environments.
Objective 1, Sustainable Design: Implement
sustainable design elements that complement
the natural setting of Marina.
Strategies:
 Use landscaping materials and methods of
construction that are of high quality and
appropriate for coastal Monterey County.
Consider fog, wind, drought, salt air, and
sandy soils in all landscaping decisions.
 Minimize impervious surfaces on all
streetscapes.
 Arrange a grid of local streets to increase
connectivity and pedestrian activity and
reduce reliance on the car.

The Specific Plan meets or exceeds the detailed
policies in the General Plan including mandates
for integration into the fabric of the city,
conservation standards, and the development of
walkable, attractive neighborhoods.

Consistent

Throughout the General Plan Land Use Element,
alternative forms of transportation are encouraged,
including pedestrian and transit.

Land Use and Development Goal:
Land use that emphasizes community, creates
a safe, walkable and vibrant downtown,
attracts diverse business opportunities,
encourages appropriate mixed uses, and
integrates adjoining neighborhoods, parks, and
trails.
Objective 3, Pedestrian Scale: Promote the
intended pedestrian scale of downtown
through appropriate design standards, parking
standards, and land uses.
Strategies:
 Ensure development consistent with
pedestrian-oriented scale and character

The strategies in the Specific Plan meet and
exceed the General Plan’s encouragement for
pedestrian and transit-oriented development.

Consistent
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Marina General Plan

Specific Plan









Comparison

Consistency

Locate parking behind or under buildings
and in parking structures
Monitor parking and reduce requirements
where feasible
Prohibit drive-thru facilities in Core
Encourage lot consolidation
Establish design standards to create
intimate atmosphere and enhance unique
character
Create pedestrian- and transit-oriented
public spaces in downtown
Encourage design elements that reflect
cultural diversity

Sources: Marina General Plan (2010) and Marina Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan (2019) (Notes: listed goals and policies are summarized. For full text refer to the Marina General Plan and the
Specific Plan.
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The Specific Plan goal to create visually pleasing downtown pedestrian and vehicle circulation that
encourages people to walk and bike is consistent with the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
Specifically, Objective 2 of the Mobility goal to create a visually pleasing downtown pedestrian
circulation system seeks to “balance the demands of local and regional traffic while seeking to
minimize congestion and address the needs of people who walk, bike, and take transit.” Due to its
overall focus on dense development and improvement of Downtown Marina’s alternative
transportation system, the Specific Plan would be consistent with the City of Marina Pedestrian and
Bicycle Master Plan.
City of Marina Zoning Code
The Specific Plan states that the requirements in the Land Use chapter “replace the requirements of
the Marina Municipal Code, Title 17, Zoning for Downtown Marina.” When the Specific Plan is
adopted, the land uses and development standards tailored for downtown would be in effect and
would supersede the existing zoning code within the Plan Area. The Specific Plan would not conflict
with existing zoning code regulations in effect to avoid or mitigate environmental effects, but would
reflect the City’s goals and policies for development within the Plan Area.
Implementation of the Specific Plan would modify the City’s development standards within the Plan
Area, but would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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12 Mineral Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

a.

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

b.

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

The Marina General Plan discusses the presence of mineral resources at two locations within the
City: west of SR 1, where sand mining operations have previously occurred; and east of SR 1 within
the Armstrong Ranch portion of the City’s sphere of influence (Marina 2010). Neither of these areas
is within the Specific Plan Area. No mineral extraction occurs within the Plan Area and no land in the
area is zoned or designated for such a use. Implementation of the Specific Plan would not affect the
availability of known mineral resources. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
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13 Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

■

□

□

b. Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in:

Environmental Setting
Fundamentals of Noise
Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. Noise levels are
commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). Decibels are
measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter
scale used to measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as
doubling of traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the energy in half would
result in a 3 dB decrease (Crocker 2007). It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can
barely perceive changes of 3 dBA, increase or decrease (i.e., twice the sound energy); that a change
of 5 dBA is readily perceptible (8 times the sound energy); and that an increase (or decrease) of 10
dBA sounds twice (half) as loud (10.5x the sound energy) (Crocker 2007).
Noise levels from a point source typically attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of
distance (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, ventilation units). Noise from a line source (e.g.,
roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans
2013a). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation
provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise
levels. Natural terrain features such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features such as
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buildings and walls, can significantly alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the
line of sight would provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal
Highway Administration [FHWA] 2018). Structures can substantially reduce exposure to noise as
well. The FHWA’s guidelines indicate that modern building construction generally provides an
exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 20 to 35 dBA with closed windows.
The time of day when noise occurs and the duration of the noise are also important factors of
project noise impact. One of the most frequently used noise metrics is the equivalent noise level
(Leq); it considers both duration and sound power level. Leq is defined as the single steady
A-weighted level equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual
fluctuating levels over time. Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the highest root
mean squared (RMS) sound pressure level within the sampling period, and Lmin is the lowest RMS
sound pressure level within the measuring period (Crocker 2007). Noise that occurs at night tends to
be more disturbing than that occurring during the day. Community noise is usually measured using
Day-Night Average Level (LDN), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for
noise occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.); it is also measured using
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a +5 dBA
penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring
from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013a). Noise levels described by LDN and CNEL usually differ
by about 1 dBA. The relationship between the peak-hour Leq value and the LDN/CNEL depends on the
distribution of traffic during the day, evening, and night.
Some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than other uses due to the amount of
noise exposure and the types of activities involved. For example, residences, motels, hotels, schools,
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, museums, cultural facilities, parks, and outdoor
recreation areas are more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses.
VIBRATION
Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried through buildings, structures, and
the ground, whereas sound is simply carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather
than heard. Some vibration effects can be caused by noise (e.g., the rattling of windows from
passing trucks). This phenomenon is caused by the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies
that are close to the resonant frequency of the material being vibrated. Typically, ground-borne
vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the
vibration increases.
Existing Noise Environment
ROADWAYS
The major source of noise in the Plan Area is vehicle traffic. The main roadways that would generate
noise include Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard, as well as SR 1, which would generate
noise to the western portion of the Plan Area. Carmel Avenue, Palm Avenue, Reindollar Avenue,
Seacrest Avenue, Crescent Avenue, Cypress Avenue, Hillcrest Avenue, Bayer Street, Salinas Avenue,
Vista Del Camino Circle, Sunset Avenue, Mortimer Lane, and California Avenue would also contain
noise-generating vehicle traffic; however, the lower speed limits and traffic volumes on these
roadways would lead to relatively low levels of noise generated compared to the main roadways.
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MARINA MUNICIPAL AIRPORT
Future noise contours for the Marina Municipal Airport are in the ALUCP Update for the airport
(Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 2019). As shown on the 20-Year Forecast Noise
Contours in the ALUCP, the 60 CNEL noise contour is well outside of the Plan Area (approximately
3,000 feet at the closest point).
SENSITIVE NOISE RECEIVERS
Sensitive noise receivers are areas of human habitation or substantial use where the intrusion of
noise has the potential to adversely impact the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the environment.
These can include residences, schools, hospitals, parks, and places of business requiring low levels of
noise. Sensitive noise receptors in Marina include single- and multi-family residences, schools,
churches, and parks.
Sound Level Measurements
To characterize ambient sound levels at and near the Plan Area, seven 15-minute sound level
measurements were conducted in the DVSP area on June 18, 2019. In addition, a follow up site visit
took a 24-hour sound level measurement and two 15-minute sound level measurement (Noise
Measurement [NM] 2 was repeated) on June 20 through June 21, 2019. Figure 15 shows the noise
measurement locations, Table 19 summarizes the results of the noise measurements. Detailed
sound level measurement data are included in Appendix NOI.
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Figure 15 Noise Measurement Locations
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Table 19 Project Vicinity Sound Level Monitoring Results
Measurement
Location

Measurement Location

Sample Times

Approximate Distance
to Primary Noise
Source

1

San Pablo Court

June 20, 12:58 –
1:13 p.m.

2a

Adjacent to Lake Drive,
near Highway 1

2b

Leq
(dBA)

Lmin
(dBA)

Lmax
(dBA)

200 feet from
Highway 1

58.0

53.4

62.9

June 18, 10:30 –
10:45 a.m.

50 feet to Lake Drive
centerline

59.5

45.7

69.0

Adjacent to Lake Drive,
near Highway 1

June 20, 1:22 –
1:37 p.m.

50 feet to Lake Drive
centerline

61.9

55.9

67.5

3

Del Monte Boulevard
and Palm Drive

June 18, 10:56 –
11:11 a.m.

50 feet to roadway
centerline

68.8

50.8

83.6

4

Reservation Road and
Mortimer Lane

June 18, 11:20 –
11:35 a.m.

50 feet from centerline
of Reservation Road

68.7

47.6

79.6

5

Reservation Road and De
Forest Road

June 18, 11:59 a.m.
– 12:14 p.m.

150 feet from
Reservation Road
centerline

59.9

49.7

74.8

6

Reservation Road and
Bayer Street

June 18, 12:30 –
12:45 p.m.

100 feet from
Reservation Road
centerline

71.8

48.1

82.4

7

Seacrest Avenue

June 18, 1:04 –
1:19 p.m.

50 feet from roadway
centerline

61.5

49.0

75.9

8

Carmel Avenue

June 18, 1:32 –
1:47 p.m.

50 feet from roadway
centerline

60.8

47.3

74.8

9

End of San Pablo Court,
near Highway 1

June 20, 12:52 p.m.
– June 21,
12:52 p.m.

200 feet from Highway
1

60.9

48.6

80.5

See Figure 14 for Noise Measurement Locations.
Detailed sound level measurement data are included in Appendix NOI.

During the site measures, the types of vehicles were also counted (automobiles, medium trucks, and
heavy trucks), as can be seen in Appendix NOI. The percentage of medium trucks and heavy trucks
ranged from zero percent to three percent in the measurements, which one measurement showing
four percent heavy trucks. The truck counts on the smaller collector streets were generally lower.

Regulatory Setting
The following discussion summarizes federal, State and local regulatory authorities pertaining to
noise.
City of Marina Municipal Code
Chapter 9.24 of the Marina Municipal Code contains regulations pertaining to noise, prohibiting
excessive, unnecessary or unusually loud noises and vibrations in the community. This applies to any
noise whose volume, level, or duration disturbs, injures or endangers the comfort, repose, health,
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peace or safety of Marina residents. Section 9.24.040 lists specific nuisances. Included in this list are
many hand-powered, fuel-powered, and electric-powered tools that could be used during
construction projects. Section 9.24.040 limits the operation of the listed equipment to after 7:00
a.m. and before 7:00 p.m. on a daily basis except for Sundays and holidays when their use is
prohibited before 10:00 a.m. and after 7:00 p.m. During daylight savings, this equipment may be
operated until 8:00 p.m.
Chapter 15.04 of the Marina Municipal Code establishes that noise levels from construction are
restricted to no more than 60 dB for twenty-five percent of an hour at any receiving property line. In
addition, when construction is performed adjacent to residential uses, construction may only occur
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and Saturdays and between ten a.m. and seven p.m.
on Sundays and holidays.
The Marina Municipal Code does not specify quantitative operational noise standards (these
standards are included in the City of Marina General Plan, as shown in Table 21).
City of Marina General Plan
The City of Marina General Plan’s noise element ensures that noise control is incorporated into the
planning process. The noise element contains various policies to help Marina achieve and maintain
consistent noise levels for existing and proposed land uses; relevant policies to the project are
included below.
Policy 4.106: The land use policies contained in the Community Land Use Element are designed to
avoid conflicts between noise-sensitive uses (in particular, residences and schools) and major noise
sources. Accordingly, land designated for such noise-sensitive purposes has been limited to
locations which are unlikely to be exposed to excessive noise. At such time that future development
of residences, schools and parks is proposed, more site-specific noise analysis shall be conducted for
parcels that are in close proximity to major roadways or that lie in areas affected by aircraftgenerated noise. If specific uses are found to be affected by noise levels greater than the standards
set forth in Table 4.1 of the General Plan [Table 20 herein], or the mitigation measures identified in
the following sections shall be required.
Policy 4.107: The maximum allowable exterior noise exposure, as measured in Ldn (dBA) shall not
exceed the “acceptable use” standards shown in Table 4.1 of the General Plan [Table 20 herein].
Where existing or projected exterior noise levels exceed the acceptable limit, construction shall be
conditionally permitted only when appropriate mitigation measures are employed.
Policy 4.108: These measures must reduce interior noise to the maximum allowable limits shown in
Table 4.1 of the General Plan [Table 20 herein]. In such instances, the developer of a new building
shall provide the City with proof from a professional acoustical consultant that exterior noise levels
have been mitigated such that building occupants will not be subject to interior noise levels greater
than those in Table 4.1. If the City finds the project to be in the public interest, the City may approve
a project where the exterior noise level exceeds the conditionally acceptable level. Such approval
shall be contingent upon a detailed analysis by a qualified acoustical engineer showing that specific
measures included in the project will reduce interior noise to the maximum interior levels shown in
Table 4.1.
Policy 4.111: New and modified stationary noise sources adjoining or in close proximity to
residential and other noise-sensitive uses shall adhere to the standards in Table 4.2 of the General
Plan (Table 20 herein).
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Table 20 City of Marina Allowable Noise Standards Measured in Ldn (dBA)
Maximum Acceptable
Exterior

Maximum
Conditionally
Acceptable Exterior

Maximum Acceptable
Interior1

Residential

60

70

45

Live/Work

65

75

50

Hotel/Motel

65

75

50

Office

67

77

55

Other Commercial

70

80

60

Industrial/Agriculture

70

80

60

Schools, Libraries, Theaters, Churches,
Nursing Homes

60

70

45

Parks and Playfields

65

70

NA

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Cemeteries

70

75

NA

Land Use

It is preferred that the interior noise standard be attained with open windows. However, where the interior noise standard is attainable
only with closed windows and doors, mechanical ventilation shall be required.
1

Source: City of Marina 2000

Table 21 City of Marina Noise Standards for Stationary Sources
Maximum Allowable Noise (dBA))
Duration

Daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.)

Nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)

Hourly Leq

50

45

Lmax

70

65

Lmax, impulsive

65

60

As determined at the property line of the receiver. When determining the effectiveness of noise mitigation measures, the standards may
be applied on the receptor side of noise barriers or other property-line noise mitigation measures.

1

Source: City of Marina 2000

Methodology
Construction
The primary source of temporary noise associated with implementation of the project would be
construction activities. Construction for each project in the DVSP would typically involve several
stages including grading, foundation construction, and finish construction. Noise generated by
construction equipment can vary in intensity and duration during each phase of construction. The
potential noise levels associated with typical construction equipment that may be used during
construction of the proposed project are identified in Table 22. As shown in the table, construction
noise levels at 50 feet from individual equipment would range from approximately 73 to 83 dBA Leq,
depending on the type of construction equipment.
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Table 22 Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Equipment

Usage Per Day (Percentage)

Maximum Noise Level at 50 Feet (dBA Leq)

Backhoe

40

74

Compactor

20

76

Concrete Saw

20

83

Dozer

40

78

Dump Truck

40

73

Excavator

40

77

Generator

50

78

Loader

40

75

Paver

40

80

Source: FHWA 2008

Reasonable conservative construction scenarios would be from the simultaneous operation of an
excavator, loader, and dump truck during grading, which is the construction activity that typically
generates the highest noise levels. These pieces of equipment would be used during grading to
remove or modify soil, with the loaders and dump trucks removing the debris. These three pieces of
equipment would generate a noise level of 79.9 dBA Leq at 50 feet, with a 60 dBA Leq noise contour
located at 500 feet (see Appendix NOI for calculation details).
Vibration
Marina does not have defined thresholds for vibration. Vibration impacts are analyzed using the
thresholds from Caltrans’ Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual and the
FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (Caltrans 2013b; FTA 2018). From
these documents, the applicable thresholds for the vibration analysis are 0.4 peak particle velocity
(PPV) inches per second at residential structures and the human “distinctly perceptible” threshold
of 0.24 PPV inches per second.
Traffic Noise
Existing traffic noise levels from major roadways within the DVSP area were calculated using the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, RD-77-108. The
FHWA Model is an analytical method utilized for traffic noise prediction. The FHWA Model assumes
a clear view of traffic with no shielding (e.g., from buildings or topography) at the receiver location;
In reality, varied topography, in combination with the presence of buildings and other barriers,
would reduce the distance from the noise source to the dB contours in many instances. Therefore,
the traffic noise levels presented in this analysis should therefore be considered conservative
estimates of future roadway noise levels.
Volumes used for modeling traffic noise from the project were estimated using peak hour
intersection data from the project’s traffic study (Kimley-Horn and Associates 2019). The PM peak
hour trip rates were used due to generally higher traffic volumes in that timeframe. Table 23 shows
the peak hour traffic volumes under existing and future conditions, and the roadway miles per hour
(mph) entered into the model. Per site measurement observations, vehicle composition was
assumed as 96 percent automobiles, 2 percent medium trucks, and 2 percent heavy trucks on
Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard, and 98.5 percent automobiles, 1 percent medium
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trucks, and 0.5 percent heavy trucks on the rest of the streets. The defaults of 84 percent traffic
during the day and 16 percent during the night were also used.
Table 23 Existing and Future Traffic Volumes
Traffic Counts (Peak Hour PM Trips)
Roadway

Segment

Del Monte Blvd

SR 1 to Reindollar Ave

Reservation Rd

Reindollar Ave
Cypress

Ave1

MPH
35

Existing1,2

Future (included
DVSP buildout)

2,135

2,493

Reindollar Ave to Palm Ave

35

1,663

1,959

Palm Ave to Reservation Rd

35

1,510

1,714

Del Monte Blvd to Vista Del
Camino Cir

35

1,763

2,139

Vista Del Camino Cir to
Seacrest Ave

35

1,759

2,018

Seacrest Ave to De Forest Rd

35

1,696

1,995

De Forest Rd to Crescent Ave

35

1,720

1,993

Crescent Ave to California
Ave

40

1,669

1,917

California Ave to Salinas Ave

40

1,515

1,840

Salinas Ave to out of DVSP

40

1,518

1,880

Del Monte Blvd to east

25

678

945

Del Monte Blvd to east

25

177

248

Palm Ave

Del Monte Blvd to east

25

177

248

Carmel Ave1

Del Monte Blvd to east

25

678

945

Mortimer Ln1

Del Monte Blvd to east

25

177

248

Vista Del Camino Cir

Reservation Road to north

25

584

757

Seacrest Ave

Reservation Road to south

25

550

774

De Forest Rd

Reservation Road to north

25

225

322

Crescent

Reservation Road to north

25

203

246

Reservation Road to south

25

422

584

California Ave

Reservation Road to south

35

378

547

Lynscott Dr1

Reservation Road to south

25

378

547

Reservation Road to south

25

378

547

Reservation Road to south

25

34

136

Reindollar Ave to Carmel Ave

25

177

248

End of street towards
Zanetta Dr

25

177

248

Bayer

St1

Salinas Ave
Sunset

Avenue1

Hillcrest

Ave1

Traffic volumes for these roadways were not provided in the traffic study; volumes on these roadways were assumed to be similar to the
nearest, similar-sized collector street.

1

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates 2019
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Stationary Noise
The project buildings would likely use commercial-sized heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) units. For the purposes of this analysis, the specifications for Carrier 48PG 14-ton HVAC
units, which have a sound power level (SWL) of 83.3 dBA, are used to analyze the noise impact from
the proposed project buildings. The manufacturer’s noise data for the HVAC units is provided below
in Table 24; more detailed data can be found in Appendix NOI. Modeling for these HVAC units was
performed in Trane Acoustics Program (TAP).
Table 24 HVAC Noise Data
Product

Noise Levels in Decibels1 (dB) Measured at Octave Frequencies

Nominal
Tons

125 Hz

250 Hz

500 Hz

1 KHz

2 KHz

4 KHz

8 KHz

14

85.9

85.3

81.8

78.2

72.2

67.9

59.9

Carrier 48PG

Overall Noise
Level in dBA1
83.3

Sound Power Levels (SWL)
KHz = kilohertz; Hz = hertz
Source: Appendix NOI

1

a.

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction
If construction occurs next to an existing property line, over the course of a typical construction day,
construction equipment could at times be located as close as 10 feet to the nearest structures, but
would typically be located at an average distance further away due to the nature of construction
where equipment is mobile throughout the day. Therefore, it is conservatively assumed that
equipment would operate at an average distance of 50 feet from neighboring property lines.
As described under Methodology, at a distance of 50 feet, an excavator, loader, and dump truck
would generate a noise level of 79.9 dBA Leq. The 60 dBA Leq noise contour for these pieces of
equipment is located at a distance of 500 feet; therefore, construction occurring within 500 feet of
nearby property lines may exceed Marina’s 60 dBA Leq threshold. Section 9.24.040 of the Marina
Municipal Code limits the operation of construction equipment to after 7:00 a.m. and before 7:00
p.m. on a daily basis except for Sundays and holidays when their use is prohibited before 10:00 a.m.
and after 7:00 p.m. During daylight savings, this equipment may be operated until 8:00 p.m. These
limitations would reduce the impact of construction noise in the evenings. However, due to
exceeding the construction noise threshold during daylight hours, impacts would be potentially
significant.
Operation
ON-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE
Exterior
The traffic noise contours under full DVSP buildout (future condition) are shown in Table 25. The
roadway centerline to the beginning of the property lines bordering the streets is approximately 60
feet on Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road, and 30 feet on the rest of the streets.
Therefore, if the noise level contours that extend out from Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation
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Road at a distance of 60 feet or greater exceed 60 dBA Ldn at future residential land uses, 67 dBA Ldn
at future office uses, or 70 dBA Ldn at future commercial uses (retail), impacts to exterior areas of
the future projects would be significant. Similarly, if the noise level contours that extend out from
the rest of the streets at a distance of 30 feet or greater exceed 60 dBA Ldn at future residential land
uses, 67 dBA Ldn at future office uses, or 70 dBA Ldn at future commercial uses (retail), impacts to
exterior areas of the future projects would be potentially significant.
As shown in Table 25, noise level contours on Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard would
exceed the specified distances for residential (60 dBA Ldn) and office (67 dBA Ldn) exterior areas.
Noise level contours on Reindollar Avenue, Carmel Avenue, Crescent Avenue to the south of
Reservation Road, Lynscott Drive, and Bayer Street would exceed the specified distance for
residential areas. Noise level contours would not exceed any of the specified distances for Cypress
Avenue, Palm Avenue, Mortimer Lane, Crescent Avenue north of Reservation Road, Salinas Avenue,
Sunset Avenue, or Hillcrest Avenue. Therefore, as exterior areas for planned residential and office
development in the DVSP may exceed Marina noise thresholds, impacts would be potentially
significant.
Interior
Building facades for future buildings may be located as close as 60 feet to the centerlines of Del
Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road, and 30 feet to the centerlines of the rest of the analyzed
streets. Assuming a 20 dBA exterior-to-interior noise reduction (the most conservative value from
FHWA guidelines for modern building construction exterior-to-interior noise reductions, as
described above under Fundamentals of Noise), if the noise level contours that extend out from Del
Monte Boulevard and Reservation Road at a distance of 60 feet or greater exceed 65 dBA Ldn at
future residential land uses, 75 dBA Ldn at future office uses, or 80 dBA Ldn at future commercial uses
(retail), impacts to interior areas of the future projects would be significant. Similarly, if the noise
level contours that extend out from the rest of the streets at a distance of 30 feet or greater exceed
65 dBA Ldn at future residential land uses, 75 dBA Ldn at future office uses, or 80 dBA Ldn at future
commercial uses (retail), impacts to interior areas of the future projects would be potentially
significant.
As shown in Table 25, no noise level contours would exceed the distances necessary for a noise level
of 75 dba Ldn or 80 dBA Ldn at future office or retail uses. However, the noise level contours would
exceed the distances necessary for 65 dBA Ldn at future residential uses on Del Monte Boulevard,
Reservation Road, Reindollar Avenue, Carmel Avenue, and California Avenue. Therefore, impacts to
residential interior noise would be potentially significant.
Traffic Noise Impacts to Existing Uses
A significant impact would occur from DVSP buildout traffic noise if it results in noise increases that
exceed the Maximum Acceptable Exterior limits specified by the Marina General Plan as shown in
Table 20. If existing conditions are already above those limits, a significant increase would occur if
the project generates a perceptible change (3 dBA) over existing conditions.
Table 26 shows the traffic noise increase from the existing to the future scenario. As shown in the
table, there are several segments where traffic noise is increased by 1 or 2 dBA that would cause
noise levels to exceed the Maximum Acceptable Exterior limits for certain land uses (e.g., residential
uses on Carmel Avenue). However, none of these segments would have the project generate a 3
dBA or greater increase. One roadway, Salinas Avenue, would have an increase of 3 dBA or greater;
however, even with the increase, the roadway would be well below the Maximum Acceptable
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Table 25 Future Traffic Noise Contours (Buildout)
Noise Level
at 50 Feet
(dBA Ldn)

Noise Contours (feet)

Roadway

Segment

Del Monte Blvd

HW1 to Reindollar Ave

71

26

57

122

262

Reservation Rd

Reindollar Ave to Palm Ave
Palm Ave to Reservation Rd
Del Monte Blvd to Vista Del Camino Cir

70
69
70

22
21
24

48
44
51

103
95
109

222
205
236

Vista Del Camino Cir to Seacrest Ave
Seacrest Ave to De Forest Rd

70
70

23
23

49
48

106
104

229
225

De Forest Rd to Crescent Ave
Crescent Ave to California Ave
California Ave to Salinas Ave

70
71
71

23
27
26

48
57
56

104
124
120

225
266
258

Reindollar Ave
Cypress Ave1

Salinas Ave to out of DVSP
Del Monte Blvd to east
Del Monte Blvd to east

71
62
56

26
7
3

57
14
6

122
31
13

262
66
27

Palm Ave
Carmel Ave1

Del Monte Blvd to east
Del Monte Blvd to east

56
62

3
7

6
14

13
31

27
66

Mortimer Ln1
Vista Del Camino Cir
Seacrest Ave

Del Monte Blvd to east
Reservation Rd to north
Reservation Rd to south

56
61
61

3
6
6

6
12
12

13
27
27

27
57
57

De Forest Rd
Crescent Ave

Reservation Rd to north
Reservation Rd to north

57
56

3
3

7
6

15
13

32
27

California Ave
Lynscott Dr1

Reservation Rd to south
Reservation Rd to south
Reservation Rd to south

60
63
59

5
7
5

10
16
10

22
35
21

48
75
46

Bayer St1
Salinas Ave
Sunset Ave1

Reservation Rd to south
Reservation Rd to south
Reindollar Ave to Carmel Ave

59
53
56

5
2
3

10
4
6

21
8
13

46
18
27

Hillcrest Ave1

End of street towards Zanetta Dr

56

3

6

13

27

See Appendix NOI for model printout
1

Noise contours are from the roadway centerline.
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Exterior limit for residential uses. Therefore, the DVSP’s increase to traffic noise levels would be less
than significant.
STATIONARY NOISE
Operational noise generated by the proposed project may affect off-site sensitive receivers.
Potential noise-generating land uses of the project include the HVAC units for the multi-family
residential, retail, and office uses, and potential loading docks associated with retail uses.
HVAC UNITS
Mechanical HVAC units located on the ground or on rooftops of new multi-family apartment, retail,
or office buildings would have the potential to generate noise levels that run continuously during
the day and night. For modeling, the units were conservatively assumed not to include noise
attenuation provided by a parapet wall. Specific planning information is not available for the HVAC
units at this time; modeling assumed the use of Carrier 16-ton packaged HVAC units (50PG03-16)
with a manufacturer’s Sound Power Rating of 91.4 dBA SWL as these units are representative of
typical HVAC units. A cluster of eight HVAC units operating at a distance of 50 feet would generate a
noise level of 61 dBA.
Depending on where they are located, HVAC units could exceed Marina’s stationary noise limit for
55 dBA Leq from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 45 dBA Leq from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. at nearby
property lines. For a point source such as a piece of mechanical equipment, the sound level
normally decreases by about 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from the source. Therefore, it is
assumed that HVAC equipment would generate noise levels that exceed 45 dBA within 320 feet of
the equipment and 50 dBA within approximately 180 feet of the equipment. Consequently, noise
levels to residences or other sensitive receivers located in close proximity to a building that requires
an HVAC system could result in a significant impact.
LOADING DOCKS
Retail (commercial) land uses also have the potential to generate noise from truck deliveries, such
as engines idling and beeping from backing warning signals at commercial loading docks. State law
currently prohibits heavy-duty diesel delivery trucks from idling more than five minutes; therefore,
noise from idling would be limited to five minutes during truck deliveries (CCR Title 13, Section
2485). Truck trips would be periodic throughout the DVSP area and would not be concentrated in
one location. Given the intermittent and short duration of noise from truck deliveries in a given
location, truck deliveries would not be a source of excessive ambient noise. Therefore, impacts
related to truck deliveries would be less than significant.
Summary
As described above, construction noise would exceed established thresholds at a distance of 500
feet. Therefore, mitigation is required to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
Operational impacts, including traffic-related exterior and interior noise impacts to DVSP uses and
stationary noise from HVAC units, would also be potentially significant and require mitigation.
Specific Plan-generated traffic noise impacts to existing land uses would be less than significant, as
would operational impacts related to truck deliveries. Mitigation would not be required for these
specific impacts.
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Table 26 Traffic Noise Increases
Noise Level at 50 Feet (dBA Ldn)1
Roadway

Segment

Del Monte Blvd

HW1 to Reindollar Ave

Reservation Rd

Reindollar Ave
Cypress

Ave1

Palm Ave
Carmel

Ave1

Future

Increase from
Existing to Future

70

71

1

Reindollar Ave to Palm Ave

69

70

1

Palm Ave to Reservation Rd

69

69

0

Del Monte Blvd to Vista Del
Camino Cir

69

70

1

Vista Del Camino Cir to
Seacrest Ave

69

70

1

Seacrest Ave to De Forest Rd

69

70

1

De Forest Rd to Crescent Ave

69

70

1

Crescent Ave to California Ave

70

71

1

California Ave to Salinas Ave

70

71

1

Salinas Ave to out of DVSP

70

71

1

Del Monte Blvd to east

60

62

2

Del Monte Blvd to east

55

56

1

Del Monte Blvd to east

55

56

1

Del Monte Blvd to east

60

62

2

Mortimer Ln1

Del Monte Blvd to east

55

56

1

Vista Del Camino Cir

Reservation Road to north

60

61

1

Seacrest Ave

Reservation Road to south

60

61

1

De Forest Rd

Reservation Road to north

56

57

1

Crescent

Reservation Road to north

55

56

1

Reservation Road to south

58

60

2

Reservation Road to south

61

63

2

California Ave
Lynscott

Reservation Road to south

58

59

1

Bayer St1

Reservation Road to south

58

59

1

Salinas Ave

Reservation Road to south

47

53

6

Reindollar Ave to Carmel Ave

55

56

1

End of street towards
Zanetta Dr

55

56

1

Sunset

Dr1

Ave1

Hillcrest
1

Existing

Ave1

Noise contours are from the roadway centerline.
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Mitigation Measures
NOI-1

Construction Noise Reduction Measures

The following measures shall be implemented if construction is to occur within 500 feet of a
residential property line:



The City shall ensure that notes for grading plans and/or site improvement plans clearly state
the noise limitation requirements of Municipal Code Section 15.04.055.
Construction activities shall occur as to not exceed the 60 dBA LEQ noise limit at a receiving
property line. Measures to reduce noise levels below the 60 dBA LEQ noise limit include, but are
not limited to, the following:
▫ Mufflers. During project site excavation and grading, construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, shall be operated with closed engine doors and shall be equipped with properly
operating and maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards.
▫ Stationary Equipment. Stationary construction equipment shall be located and oriented so
that emitted noise is directed away from the nearest noise sensitive receivers.
▫ Equipment Staging Areas. Equipment staging shall be located in areas that will create the
greatest distance feasible between construction-related noise sources and noise sensitive
receivers.
▫ Electrically-Powered Tools and Facilities. Where available, electrical power shall be used to
run air compressors and similar power tools and to power any temporary structures, such as
construction trailers or caretaker facilities.
▫ Sound barriers. Temporary noise barriers shall be implemented between the construction
equipment and the receiving property lines. The noise barriers shall be constructed of
material with a minimum weight of two pounds per square foot with no gaps or
perforations. Noise barriers may be constructed of, but not limited to, 5/8-inch plywood,
5/8-inch oriented strand board, and hay bales. Noise barriers may consist of sound blankets
affixed to construction fencing along the construction site boundary facing potentially
sensitive receivers
▫ Idling. Construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes.

NOI-2

Site-Specific Acoustic Analysis – Multi-Family Residences

This mitigation measure applies to future multi-family residential development on Reservation
Road, Del Monte Boulevard, Reindollar Avenue, Reindollar Avenue, Carmel Avenue, California
Avenue, Crescent Avenue to the south of Reservation Road, Lynscott Drive, and Bayer Street. Prior
to the approval of multi-family residential building permits in these locations, the City shall require
an acoustical analysis 1) demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director
(or their designee) that the proposed building plans ensure that interior noise levels due to exterior
noise sources will be at or below Marina’s interior noise standard of 45 dBA Ldn for residential uses
in any habitable room, and 2) required exterior areas are not exposed to noise levels in excess of the
City’s maximum acceptable exterior noise level of 60 dBA Ldn. Design-level architectural plans shall
be available during design review and will permit the accurate calculation of transmission loss for
habitable rooms. If necessary, the analysis shall identify measures to reduce noise levels to within
City standards, which may include, but would not be limited to:


Design of the project to include exterior areas shielded from the roadways by the project
buildings;
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Sound walls to reduce noise to exterior areas; and/or
Windows with increased Sound Transmission Class [STC] ratings for interior areas, etc.).

It is preferred that the interior noise standard be attained with open windows. However, where the
interior noise standard is attainable only with closed windows and doors, mechanical ventilation
shall be required.
NOI-3

Site-Specific Acoustic Analysis – Office Uses

Concurrent with Design Review and prior to the approval of building permits for office uses on
Reservation Road and Del Monte Boulevard, the City shall require an acoustical analysis 1)
demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director (or their designee) that the
required exterior areas are not exposed to noise levels in excess of the City’s maximum acceptable
exterior noise level of 67 dBA Ldn for office uses. If necessary, the analysis shall identify measures to
reduce noise levels to within City standards, which may include, but would not be limited to:



Design of the project to include exterior areas shielded from the roadways by the project
buildings;
Sound walls to reduce noise to exterior areas; or

NOI-4

HVAC Mechanical Equipment Shielding

Concurrent with Design Review and prior to the approval of building permits, the City shall require a
design plan demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director (or their
designee) that the noise level from operation of mechanical equipment shall not cumulatively
exceed the following noise level limits for a designated receiving land use category as specified in
Table 4.2 in the Marina General Plan:


From 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.:
▫ 50 dBA Leq
▫ 70 dBA Lmax
▫ 65 dBA Lmax, impulsive



From 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.:
▫ 45 dBA Leq
▫ 65 dBA Lmax
▫ 60 dBA Lmax, impulsive

Noise control measures may include, but are not limited to, the selection of quiet equipment,
equipment setbacks, parapet walls, silencers, and/or acoustical louvers. Marina shall require noise
attenuation features that would reduce sound levels to allowable noise levels.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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b.

Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Construction activities known to generate excessive ground-borne vibration, such as pile driving,
would not be anticipated to be used for typical residential, retail, and office building uses
established pursuant to the Specific Plan. The greatest anticipated source of vibration during
general construction activities in the DVSP would be from a vibratory roller, which may be used
during paving activities and may be used within 25 feet of the nearest off-site structures. A vibratory
roller would create approximately 0.210 in./sec. PPV at a distance of 25 feet (Caltrans 2013b). This
would be lower than what is considered a distinctly perceptible impact for humans of 0.24 in./sec.
PPV, and the structural damage impact to residential structures of 0.4 in./sec. PPV. Therefore,
although a vibratory roller may be perceptible to nearby human receivers, temporary impacts
associated with the roller (and other potential equipment) would be less than significant.
The proposed uses in the DVSP do not include any substantial vibration sources associated with
operation. Therefore, operational vibration impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

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

The DVSP area is located approximately 3,000 feet south of the outer edge of the 60 CNEL contour
for the Marina Municipal Airport (Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 2019). Therefore,
the Plan Area would not be expected to be exposed to excessive noise from the airport, and impacts
would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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14 Population and Housing
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

a.

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

The Specific Plan calls for a maximum of up to 2,904 new residential units in Downtown Marina.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2019), there is an average of 2.74 persons per household in
Marina. Therefore, full buildout of the Specific Plan would result in an estimated 7,957 new
residents in the Plan Area.
Population growth estimates for the City of Marina by AMBAG (2018b) are shown below in Table 27.
The planning horizon for the Specific Plan is 20 years, beginning in 2020. The AMBAG population
estimate for the City in 2040 is 30,510. AMBAG periodically updates population forecasts, having
done so most recently in 2014 and 2018. A draft of the Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan was
completed in 2010. AMBAG’s most recent population estimates, prepared in 2018, incorporated
discussions with each member jurisdiction, including Marina, regarding population growth
estimates. Therefore, the Specific Plan is accounted for in regional growth projections, although the
current Specific Plan indicates a slightly higher maximum number of added residents than AMBAG
projected in 2018. Specific Plan buildout would be accounted for in future updated AMBAG
projections.
Table 27 Marina Population Projections
2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

20,496

23,470

26,188

28,515

29,554

30,510

Source: AMBAG 2018b
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While additional new residential development may occur outside of the Plan Area during Specific
Plan buildout, the Specific Plan represents an intention to focus growth within the downtown area.
Furthermore, the DVSP has been in progress for many years, having been initiated in 2006 (see
Project Description under Specific Plan Background), and the projected growth within the Plan Area
is accounted for in AMBAG projections, as described above. Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in substantial unplanned population growth. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT
b.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Implementation of the Specific Plan would involve demolition of some existing housing in order
develop new units. However, any displacement of people or housing would be temporary, and new
housing added to the Plan Area would support a greater number of residents than existing housing.
Therefore, the project would not result in the need for new housing elsewhere, as the Specific Plan
would result in a concentration of the City’s housing stock within higher density development within
Downtown Marina. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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15 Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
1

Fire protection?

□

□

■

□

2

Police protection?

□

□

■

□

3

Schools?

□

□

■

□

4

Parks?

□

□

■

□

5

Other public facilities?

□

□

■

□

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
The Marina Fire Department (MFD) provides fire protection, medical emergency response, natural
disaster preparedness, and hazardous materials mitigation services to the Plan Area. The Marina
Fire Station is located within the Plan Area at 211 Hillcrest Avenue.
The MFD maintains three Type 1 engines and thirteen uniformed staff members, which include two
firefighters, six engineers, three captains, one division chief, and one fire chief. In addition, there are
ten reserves. MFD assigns a minimum of three fighters an engine and one duty chief per shift (Fire
Chief Doug McCoun 2020). MFD’s service area boundaries are limited to the Marina city limits. In
2016, the most recent year with reported data, MFD received 2,136 calls for service. Under existing
conditions MFD requires three additional uniformed staff members and a fire marshal.
According to MFD staff, providing service for the City upon full buildout of the DVSP would require
another fire station, ladder truck and engine company. Neither the current station on Palm Avenue
nor the planned station at the Marina Municipal Airport would meet the needs of a full buildout of
the DVSP (McCoun 2020). Although the MFD has existing deficiencies in service, the City participates
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in a mutual aid agreement with all fire departments in Monterey County to enhance fire protection
services and reduce response times (City of Marina 2000).
Additionally, should the MFD propose to expand or construct new facilities in the future, such
facilities would be subject to subsequent environmental review under CEQA in which potential
environmental impacts would be addressed accordingly. It should be noted that the allocation of
funding for MFD staffing is the responsibility of the City of Marina and would be addressed as
specific projects are proposed in the future. In addition, future projects under the DVSP would be
required to pay impact mitigation fees pursuant to the City of Marina’s developer fee schedule.
Payment of impact mitigation fees would constitute funding equivalent to the provision of fire
protection services to offset potential impacts associated with development facilitated by the
proposed DVSP.
As described in Section 14, Population and Housing, buildout of the DVSP would not cause
substantial unplanned population growth. Rather, the project would facilitate the City’s planned
population growth within the existing downtown area. Furthermore, buildout of the Specific Plan
would occur incrementally over an estimated 20-year period. As discussed throughout this Initial
Study, the Plan Area is currently developed, and construction or expansion of fire facilities within
the Plan Area would be infill development and would not be expected to result in significant
impacts. Impacts associated with land use changes and construction activity, including construction
or expansion of fire facilities, are addressed throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
The Plan Area receives police protection services from the Marina Police Department (MPD). The
Marina Police Station is located within the Specific Plan Area at 211 Hillcrest Avenue. MPD provides
preventative patrol, traffic control, crime prevention, investigations, drug enforcement, abuse
prevention, and civil order services. The MPD staffs 29 sworn officers and eight non-sworn
personnel. Based on the 2020 population estimate for the City of 23,470 (see Section 14, Population
and Housing), the ratio of residents to police personnel is approximately 634 to 1. The project could
result in an estimated maximum of 7,957 new residents, which would require the hire of
approximately 13 new police personnel, and potentially a need for new facilities. However,
according to MPD staff, service ratios and response times would be reassessed and adjusted as the
population grows in an ongoing process over the course of the DVSP buildout (Police Chief Tina
Nieto 2020). Additionally, as described above, DVSP buildout would occur over approximately 20
years and would not represent substantial unplanned population growth, and impacts associated
with land use changes and construction are addressed throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would
be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?
The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) provides public education in the City of
Marina. MPUSD operates five public schools in Marina: J.C. Crumpton Elementary School (grades K5), Marina Vista Elementary School (grades K-5), Ione Olson Elementary School (grades K-5), Los
Arboles Middle School (grades 6-8), and Marina High School (grades 9-12). All five of these schools
serve the Plan Area. Table 28 displays 2018-2019 student enrollment and existing capacity levels for
these schools.
Table 28 Marina School Enrollment and Capacity
Classrooms

2018-2019
Enrollment

K-5

23

474

481

Public

K-5

23

443

495

Ione Olson Elementary

Public

K-5

20

348

441

Los Arboles Middle

Public

6-8

27

571

668

Marina High

Public

9-12

32

550

800

K-12

145

2.386

2,885

School Name

Public/Private

Grades

J.C. Crumpton Elementary

Public

Marina Vista Elementary

Total

Capacity

Source: Diffenbaugh 2019

According to MPUSD superintendent PK Diffenbaugh, there is currently construction underway on
some schools to increase capacities. It is possible that during the buildout period for the DVSP new
or expanded schools would be required in Marina. However, as described above, DVSP buildout
would occur over approximately 20 years and would not represent substantial unplanned
population growth. Furthermore, a school impact fee is collected for each residential unit that is
constructed. As stated in California Government Code Section 65996, payment of school impact fees
is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for potential impacts to schools caused by
development. Therefore, impacts related to the need for new school facilities as a result of
implementing the Specific Plan would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?
As described in Section 16, Recreation, the City of Marina General Plan establishes a standard of 5.3
acres of City park and recreation land for every 1,000 residents. The DVSP does not specify new park
sites within the Plan Area, which is served by various nearby parks within the City. Although new
parks could be added within the Plan Area, buildout of the Specific Plan would not result in the
direct or immediate need for new or altered parks. As discussed in Section 16, Recreation,
implementation of the Specific Plan would not result in a significant impact related to parkland
ratios due to the presence of nearby parks and other planned parkland throughout the City. Impacts
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related to parks would be less than significant; refer to Section 16, Recreation, for further
discussion.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
The Marina Library provides library services to the Specific Plan Area. The Marina Library is located
at 188 Seaside Circle, less than one mile from the Plan Area, and is run by the City of Marina and the
Monterey County Free Libraries (MCFL) system. The Marina Library was moved to its present
location in 2007 to accommodate the City’s growth (Marina 2010). According to library staff, the
facility is large enough to accommodate population growth facilitated by the Specific Plan (Mejia
2019).
The proposed DVSP would not result in the need for new or altered libraries or other public
facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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16 Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

□

□

■

□

b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

□

■

□

□

a.

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

The City of Marina General Plan establishes a standard of 5.3 acres of City park and recreation land
for every 1,000 residents (Marina 2010). The City’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan identifies a
more ambitious goal of 10 acres of park and recreation land per 1,000 residents. The present ratio
of parkland to residents is 5.3 acres per 1,000 residents (Marina 2010), consistent with the standard
established in the General Plan. This excludes undeveloped open space areas within the former Fort
Ord. Additionally, Marina’s recreational assets are augmented by over 650 acres of nearby state and
regional coastal parkland. According to the General Plan, the City’s parkland ratio is expected to
grow to over 10 acres per 1,000 residents at full General Plan buildout after the improvement of
former Fort Ord lands.
Currently, there are no public parks, open space areas, or land zoned or designated for
park/recreation purposes within the Plan Area, excepting a parcel at the easternmost point of the
Plan Area that is designated Habitat Preserve & Other Open Space. Parks nearby to the Plan Area
include Locke-Paddon Park, adjacent to the intersection of Del Monte Boulevard and Reservation
Road to the northwest, Vince DiMaggio Park, immediately adjacent to Locke-Paddon Park across Del
Monte Boulevard, and Marina City Park, approximately 0.32 mile east of Del Monte Boulevard.
As described in Section 14, Population and Housing, the Specific Plan could result in an estimated
increase of up to 7,957 residents in the Plan Area. The Specific Plan does not identify specific parcels
to be converted to park use, but does discuss the possibility of either developing a main park or
several smaller parks. The plan notes that currently vacant parcels could be converted to park use.
While the plan does not specifically designate new parks, the City plans to develop new park space
elsewhere, including on former Fort Ord lands (Marina 2010). Several new developments within the
City, such as the University Village and Sea Haven residential developments, have been built to
include public open space and public use parks. Additionally, the Fort Ord Regional Trail and
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Greenway (FORTAG) is proposed as a 30-mile regional network of paved recreational trails and
greenways connecting communities, including the City of Marina, to open space.
The Plan Area is served by multiple parks in close proximity, and the plan establishes active
transportation goals to improve access to parks from within the Plan Area. New development in the
Plan Area would be required to pay impact fees to contribute to park maintenance and
development of new parkland to meet the City’s parkland ratio standard. Because there are
sufficient parks available near the Plan Area and because future development pursuant to the DVSP
would be required to pay applicable impact fees for park maintenance and development, Specific
Plan buildout would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

As described above, the DVSP does not specifically identify any new parks to be developed, although
it is possible that implementation of the Specific Plan may include new parks. The potential
environmental effects that could occur as a result of land use changes pursuant to implementation
of the Specific Plan, including development of new parks, are discussed throughout this Initial Study.
Therefore, impacts associated with the construction or expansion of recreational facilities are
addressed and mitigated as needed, including in Section 4, Biological Resources, and Section 7,
Geology and Soils. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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17 Transportation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

■

□

□

□

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

■

□

□

□

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

■

□

□

□

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

■

□

□

□

Would the project:

a.

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b.

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

c.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

d.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Buildout in accordance with the proposed Specific Plan could result in an increase in vehicle trips
and vehicle miles travelled in the Specific Plan Area, and therefore could result in potentially
significant impacts related to transportation. This issue area will be analyzed in detail in the EIR.
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Environmental Checklist
Tribal Cultural Resources

18 Tribal Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) define tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” and is:
1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding
those resources. The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be
certified. Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed
project.” Native American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice
of projects proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
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Under AB 52 and Senate Bill 18 of 2004 (SB 18), the City sent letters to the following Native
American groups on June 26, 2019: Esselen Tribe of Monterey County, Costanoan Rumsen Carmel
Tribe, Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of
Mission San Juan Bautista, and the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan (Appendix TRIBAL). A
representative from the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band responded to the letter to state that the City of
Marina falls just south of the Tribal Boundary and the Tribe is therefore unable to respond to
consultation letters relating to the proposed Specific Plan. A representative with the
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation request consultation with the City. Staff made several
documented attempts to contact the Tribe via email, phone, and mail to arrange a time for
consultation, however such attempts were unanswered. No other requests for tribal consultation
were received, and consultation ended on December 20, 2019.
a.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

b.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1?

The City did not receive requests for tribal consultation under AB 52, thus the City assumes for the
purposes of this analysis that no tribal cultural resources are located within the Plan Area. Although
no known tribal cultural resources are present on the Plan Area, there is the possibility of
encountering unknown tribal cultural resources or known cultural resources that may be identified
as tribal cultural resources. Ground disturbance associated with projects facilitated by the Specific
Plan has the potential to significantly impact tribal cultural resources. Mitigation is required to
ensure that any unanticipated discoveries of tribal cultural resources are avoided or, where
avoidance is infeasible, mitigated to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures
TCR-1

Suspension of Work around Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during construction, all
earth-disturbing work in the vicinity of the find shall be temporarily suspended or redirected until an
archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find as a cultural resource in
accordance with Mitigation Measure CR-2 and an appropriate local Native American representative
is consulted. If the City, in consultation with local Native Americans, determines that the resource is
a tribal cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and
implemented in accordance with state guidelines and in consultation with local Native American
group(s). The plan shall include avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource is
infeasible, shall outline the appropriate treatment of the resource in coordination with the
appropriate local Native American tribal representative and, if applicable, a qualified archaeologist.
Examples of appropriate mitigation for tribal cultural resources include, but are not limited to,
protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource, protecting traditional use of the
resource, protecting the confidentiality of the resource, or heritage recovery.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

154

Environmental Checklist
Utilities and Service Systems

19 Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

■

□

□

□

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

■

□

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

Would the project:

a.

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

c.

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

This checklist item, as it pertains to water supply, will be addressed in the EIR. Other components of
this item are discussed below.
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The City of Marina receives potable water service from the Marina Coast Water District; wastewater
treatment from Monterey One Water (M1W); natural gas service and electricity transmission from
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E); electricity supply from Monterey Bay Community Power;
and telecommunication service from various providers.
The Plan Area consists of the downtown portion of the City, which is currently developed and
connected to utilities. New connections to electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications
facilities would increase demand of these utilities over the Specific Plan’s 20-year planning horizon.
However, as discussed in Section 6, Energy, the project would not result in wasteful or unnecessary
energy use or conflict with a plan for renewable energy. Connecting new development to water,
wastewater, stormwater, electric gas, and telecommunication infrastructure would require ground
disturbance and Specific Plan buildout would also contribute to the need for new facilities that
provide these utilities. Environmental effects associated with ground disturbance are discussed in
Section 4, Biological Resources, Section 5, Cultural Resources, and Section 7, Geology and Soils.
Ground disturbance associated with utility connections would be minor, as the Plan Area is
developed and presently connected to utilities, and redevelopment would be compact, allowing for
efficiency.
Sanitary sewage from the Plan Area is conveyed to the M1W Regional Treatment Plant (RTP)
approximately two miles north of the City. The RTP serves a population of approximately 250,000
and treats 18.5 million gallons per day (mgd) (M1W 2020). The RTP is designed for an average dry
weather flow of 29.6 mgd; thus, remaining daily capacity is approximately 11.1 mgd (Central Coast
RWQCB 2014). As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, full buildout of the Specific Plan
could result in up to 7,957 new residents in the Plan Area. Conservatively estimating water use of
100 gallons per day per person, and all water use being treated as wastewater, wastewater
treatment demand for the project would be approximately 795,700 gallons per day. This represents
approximately seven percent of available capacity at the RTP. Therefore, Specific Plan buildout
would be served by a wastewater treatment provider with sufficient capacity. Furthermore,
individual projects would be permitted individually and would occur intermittently over the DVSP’s
20-year planning horizon. Therefore, the project would not require the relocation or construction of
new or expanded utility facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

b.

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

The project could result in potentially significant impacts related to water supply. Checklist item a,
as it pertains to water supply, and checklist item b will be analyzed in detail in the EIR.
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Utilities and Service Systems

d.

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e.

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The City receives solid waste collection service by GreenWaste Recovery and landfill service by the
Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD). Solid waste is delivered to the
Monterey Peninsula Landfill (MPL), approximately 2.5 miles north of the Plan Area. To comply with
the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), the MRWMD must divert at
least 50 percent of its solid waste from landfills. In addition, Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341) sets a
statewide 75 percent recycling goal by 2020. AB 341 also requires businesses generating more than
four cubic yards of solid waste to recycle and requires owners of multi-family housing with five or
more units to provide recycling for their tenants.
The MPL is owned and operated by MRWMD. The landfill is permitted to receive a maximum
throughput of 3,500 tons per day (CalRecycle 2019). The landfill has remaining capacity of
49,700,000 cubic yards and is estimated to have capacity for 100 years of use at current disposal
rates. The MPL receives approximately 200,000 tons of solid waste per year, or 548 tons per day
(CalRecycle 2019 and MRWMD 2020). Therefore, remaining daily available capacity is approximately
2,952 tons per day.
Based on CalRecycle estimates, Californians generate approximately 4.7 pounds of solid waste per
day (CalRecycle 2016). Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would result in 7,957 new residents
within the Plan Area. Therefore, solid waste generation by new residents would total an estimated
37,398 pounds per day, or 18.7 tons per day.
Additionally, Specific Plan buildout could result in an additional 1,386,000 square feet of commercial
retail and office uses in the Plan Area. CalRecycle estimates a generation rate of .046 pounds of solid
waste per square foot per day for commercial retail uses 12 (CalRecycle 2019), resulting in an
additional 63,756 (1,386,000 x .046) pounds per day, or 31.9 tons per day, for these uses.
In total, the DVSP would result in estimated additional 100,878 pounds, or 50.4 tons, of solid waste
per day delivered to the MPL. This represents approximately 1.7 percent of the available daily
capacity at MPL. This landfill demand would be reduced by requiring diversion of 75 percent of solid
waste for recycling. Furthermore, this estimate represents a full buildout scenario at the end of the
Specific Plan’s 20-year planning horizon. Therefore, the Specific Plan would not result in this much
solid waste generation in the near-term. Because Specific Plan buildout would not generate solid
waste in excess of local standards or landfill capacity, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

12 CalRecycle provides various estimates for solid waste generation, based on different project-based analyses. The estimate provided
herein is a selected mid-range estimate.
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Environmental Checklist
Wildfire

20 Wildfire
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:
a. Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

a.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
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d.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) does not designate any
moderate, high, or very high fire hazard severity zones (VHFHSZs) within the City of Marina. The
entirety of the City and all land bordering the City is within an area designated as a Local
Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE 2007). The nearest land in a State Responsibility Area is in the Carmel
Valley approximately seven miles south of the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is within an urbanized portion of the City, consisting primarily of lots developed with
structures and pavement. The entire western boundary of the Plan Area is less than one mile from
the Pacific Ocean. Open space areas with trees and other vegetation that could serve as wildfire fuel
exist to the north and southeast of the Plan Area.
The proposed project would facilitate development within an urbanized area. By intensifying
development, exposure of people and structures to wildfire hazards would increase. However, the
overall exposure to wildfire hazards would be similar to existing conditions because the project
would not add development to new areas or affect fuel amounts. Because the Plan Area is not
within a state responsibility area, is not classified as a VHFHSZ, and would not exacerbate existing
fire hazards, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

21 Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

□

■

□

Does the project:

a.

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

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, development facilitated by the Specific Plan would
have the potential to impact special status species and waters. However, these impacts would be
less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) through BIO-1(h) and
BIO-2, requiring, as needed, surveys, avoidance, and monitoring for biological resources and a
jurisdictional delineation for a pond. As discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, implementation
of the Specific Plan could impact historic buildings and archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure
CR-1 through CR-4 would ensure impacts to historical resources are less than significant by
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identifying historical resources during the project planning process and avoiding or minimizing
potential impacts as needed and Mitigation Measure CR-5 would require an archaeological
resources investigation, reducing impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, as mitigated, the
DVSP would not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts would be less
than significant with implementation of identified mitigation measures.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
b.

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

Cumulative impacts of several resource areas have been addressed in the individual resource
sections above: Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Noise. CalEEMod and EMFAC2017 were utilized to
assess the air quality and GHG impacts resulting from the project, concluding that the cumulative
impacts associated with these two issues would be less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, requiring construction dust control measures. Implementation of the
Specific Plan could result in noise impacts due to construction activity and new development.
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 would require construction noise reduction measures
and acoustical analysis to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Other resource areas
(agriculture and forestry resources and mineral resources) were determined to have no impact.
Several resource areas (e.g., geology, hazards and hazardous materials) are by their nature projectspecific and impacts at one location do not add to impacts at other locations or create additive
impacts. As such, cumulative impacts to these issue areas would be less than significant.
Impacts related to transportation and water supply would be potentially significant and will be
addressed in an EIR, including cumulative impacts.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
c.

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous
materials, and noise impacts. As detailed in Section 1, Air Quality, and Section 13, Noise, the
development facilitated by the Specific Plan would not result, either directly or indirectly, in
significant air quality or noise impacts. Similarly, as discussed in Section 8, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, impacts from development of projects would not result in any adverse hazards related to
hazardous materials. Compliance with applicable rules and regulations related to hazards and
hazardous materials would reduce potential impacts on human beings to a less than significant
level. Impacts to human beings would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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