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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition

pgim3 micrograms per cubic meter

AB Assembly Bill

ACC Advanced Clean Cars

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ACM asbestos-containing material

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ACT Advanced Clean Trucks

ACTM airborne toxic control measure

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

ADI area of direct impact

ADT average daily traffic

ARY acre feet per year

ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

AMBAG Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

ARAS applicable or relevant and appropriate

Army U.S. Department of the Army

ASR Aquifer Storage and Recovery

ATP Active Transportation Plan

AWTF Advanced Water Treatment Facility

BAR Board of Architectural Review

Basin Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin

BenMAP Benefits Mapping and Analysis Program

BenMAP-CE Benefits Mapping and Analysis Program-Community Edition

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

BO Biological Opinion

BRAC Base Realignment and Closure

BRP Base Reuse Plan

BUG Backlight/Uplight/Glare

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAIEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

CALGreen California Green Building Standards Code

Cal-IPC California Invasive Plant Council

Cal/lOSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

CalRecycle California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAMXx Comprehensive Air Quality Model with extensions

CAO Cleanup and Abatement Orders

CAP climate action plan
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
CARB California Air Resources Board
CBSC California Building Standards Commission
CCA Community Choice Aggregation
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CDO Cease and Desist Order
CEC California Energy Commission
CEHI CSUMB Employee Housing, Inc.

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFC chlorofluorocarbon

CFE carbon pollution-free electricity

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CGS California Geological Survey

CH4 methane

CHL California Historic Landmarks

CHP Community Housing Partners

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System
CIP Capital Improvement Program

ClwMB California Integrated Waste Management Board
CMAQ Community Multiscale Air Quality

CMMA California Master Mutual Aid

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNPPA California Native Plant Protection Act

CNPS California Native Plant Society

CNRA California Natural Resources Agency

(60) carbon monoxide

C02 carbon dioxide

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent

COG Council of Governments

CPDC Capital Planning, Design, and Construction
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CRPR California Rare Plant Rank

CSIP Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project

Ccsu California State University

CSuMB California State University, Monterey Bay

CSU TISM California State University Transportation Impact Study Manual
CTS California tiger salamander

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

CWA Clean Water Act

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR

10357

May 2022

ACR-ii
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
CWPP Community Wildfire Protection Plan
dB decibel
dBA A-weighted decibel
dbh diameter at breast height
DEIR Draft EIR
DOD Department of Defense
DOF Department of Finance
DOT Department of Transportation
DPM diesel particulate matter
DRC Design Review Committee
DRMP Development and Resource Management Plan
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control
DWR Department of Water Resources
EBS Environmental Baseline Survey
ECH East Campus Housing
ECOS East Campus Open Space
EDC Economic Development Conveyance
EH&S Environmental Health and Safety
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EISA Energy Independence and Security Act
EMMA Emergency Management Mutual Aid
EO Executive Order
EOC Emergency Operations Center
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
ESA Environmental Site Assessment
ESD Explanations of Significant Difference
EV electric vehicle
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FAR floor area ratio
FD Fire Department
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act
FFA Federal Facility Agreement
FGC Fish and Game Code
FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map
FORA Fort Ord Reuse Authority
FORA ESCA Fort Ord Reuse Authority Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement
FORTAG Fort Ord Recreation Trail and Greenway
FOST Findings of Suitability to Transfer
FR Federal Register
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
FRA Federal Responsibility Area
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FTE full-time equivalent
FTES full-time equivalent students
GHG greenhouse gas
GMPAP Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan
gpm gallons per minute
GRRP Groundwater Replenishment Reuse Project
GSA groundwater sustainability agency
GSF gross square feet
GSP Groundwater Sustainability Plan
GWP global warming potential
HAP hazardous air pollutant
HC head count
HCD State Department of Housing and Community Development
HCFC hydrochlorofluorocarbon
HDT heavy-duty truck
HFC hydrofluorocarbon
HIA health impact assessment
HMP Habitat Management Plan
HRFA Healthy Forests Restoration Act
HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
Hz Hertz
IAR Institutional Assessment and Research
ICSUAM Integrated California State University Administrative Manual
IDA International Dark Sky Association
IES llluminating Engineering Saciety of North America
ips inches per second
ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
JPA Joint Powers Association
kv kilovolt
kWh kilowatt-hour
LBP lead-based paint
Ldn day-night average sound level
Leg Equivalent continuous sound level (energy-average sound level)
Legshr Leq energy-averaged over an 8-hour period
LEED ND Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design — Neighborhood Development
LEV low-emission vehicle
LID Low-Impact Development
Lmax Maximum sound level during the measurement period
Limin Minimum sound level during the measurement period
LOS level of service
LRA Local Responsibility Area
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
LUC Land Use Covenant
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Lv vibration level
M1wW Monterey One Water
MBARD Monterey Bay Air Resources District
MBCS Monterey Bay Charter School
MBFC Monterey Bay Football Club
MBNMS Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act
MCCWPP Monterey County Community Wildfire Protection Plan
MCL maximum contaminant level
MCRFD Monterey County Regional Fire District
MCSO Monterey County Sheriff's Office
MCWD Marina Coast Water District
MCWRA Monterey County Water Resources Agency
MEC Munitions and Explosives of Concern
mg/m3 milligrams per cubic meter
MGD million gallons per day
MIRA Monterey Institute for Research in Astronomy
MM mitigation measure
MMBTU Metric Million British Thermal Unit
MMcf million cubic feet
MMCP CSUMB Materials Management and Conservation Plan
MMT million metric tons
mph miles per hour
MPO metropolitan planning organization
MPRPD Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District
MPUSE Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
MPWMD Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
MRA Multi Range Area
MRE MRWMD Materials Recovery Facility
MRWMD Monterey Regional Waste Management District
MRWPCA Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
MST Monterey-Salinas Transit District
MT metric ton
MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan
MW megawatt
MWELO Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
MWh megawatt-hour
N20 nitrous oxide
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
NCAA National Collegiate Athletic Association
NCCAB North Central Coast Air Basin
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NIMS National Incident Management System
NO nitric oxide
NO2 nitrogen dioxide
NOx oxides of nitrogen
NOP Notice of Preparation
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priorities List
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NWIC Northwest Information Center
O3 0zone
OCEN Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OES Office of Emergency Services
OHP Office of Historic Preservation
OPR Office of Planning and Research
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
PBC Public Benefit Conveyance
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PD Police Department
PDF Project Design Feature
PFAS polyfluoroalkyl substance
PFC perfluorocarbons
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric
PGA peak ground acceleration
PGM photochemical grid model
PMzo coarse particulate matter
PM2s fine particulate matter
POMED Presidio of Monterey Fire Department
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million
PPV peak particle velocity
PRC Public Resources Code
RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard
psi pounds per square inch
RCFE Residential Care Facility for the Elderly
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
RFS Renewable Fuel Standard
RHND Regional Housing Needs Determination
rms root-mean square
ROD Record of Decision
ROG reactive organic gas
RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard
RTP Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan
RUDG Regional Urban Design Guidelines
RUWAP Regional Urban Water Augmentation Program
RWD Reports of Waste Discharge
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SB Senate Bill
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy
SEMS Standard Emergency Management System
SERC State Emergency Response Commission
SFe sulfur hexafluoride
SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SHRC State Historical Resources Commission
SIMAP Sustainability Indicator Management and Analysis Platform
SJVAPCD San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
SLCP short-lived climate pollutants
SLF Sacred Lands File
SO sulfur dioxide
SORE Small Off-Road Engine
SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
SPL sound pressure level
SR State Route
SRA State Responsibility Area
SRDF Salinas River Diversion Facility
STARS Sustainability Tracking, Assessment & Rating System
SUAM State University Administrative Manual
SVBGSA Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
SVRP Salinas Valley Reclamation Plant
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
TAC toxic air contaminant
TAMC Transportation Agency of Monterey County
TAZ Transportation Analysis Zone
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
TCA 1,1,1-trichloroethane
TCE trichloroethylene
TCR tribal cultural resource
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TDS total dissolved solids
TISM CSU Transportation Impact Study Manual
TMDL total maximum daily loads
usc United States Code
UC MBEST University of California Monterey Bay Education, Science, and Technology Center
UPD University Police Department
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFS U.S. Forest Service
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
USL United Soccer League
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan
UZA urbanized area
VdB vibration decibel
VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
VMT vehicle miles traveled
VoC volatile organic compound
WDR waste discharge requirement
WSA water supply assessment
WSO Bette M. And William R. Weaver Student Observatory
WU wildland-urban interface
ZEV zero-emission vehicle
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PREFACE TO THE FINAL EIR

This preface, which serves as an introduction to the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final
EIR) for the proposed California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) Master Plan (Project),
provides an overview of the Final EIR and its contents; a summary of the public review and
decision process; and a summary of the changes made to the Draft EIR text in response to
comments and community input received during the public comment period.

FINAL EIR OVERVIEW

In compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132, this
document serves as the Final EIR for the California State University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB)
Master Plan (Project) (State Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 2017051042). This Final EIR has been
prepared under the direction of the California State University (CSU) Board of Trustees (Board
of Trustees), acting as lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of CEQA (Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et seq.). In accordance with Sections 15087 and
5105 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for
a period of 45 days, starting on February 4, 2022 and ending on March 21, 2022.

The Final EIR consists of the following components, in the following order:

I. This Preface to the Final EIR that serves as an introduction;

2. Response to Comments Chapter that includes a list of persons, organizations, and public
agencies commenting on the Draft EIR, and provides the comments received and
responses to such comments from persons, organizations, and public agencies;

3. The Draft EIR with additions shown in underline and deletions shown in strikethrough;
which are presented as chapters of the Final EIR (see Chapters | through 7); and

4. Appendices, including original appendices included in the Draft EIR or as revised as part
of the Final EIR. A new appendix is also included in the Final EIR.

These components comply with the Final EIR content requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND DECISION PROCESS

The Board of Trustees, acting as lead agency, prepared the EIR to inform decisionmakers and the
public of the potential significant environmental effects associated with the proposed Master Plan.
As indicated previously, the Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period
of 45 days, starting on February 4, 2022 and ending on March 21, 2022. A Public Notice of
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PREFACE TO FINAL EIR

Availability of the Draft EIR was published in a newspaper of general circulation and provided to
all organizations and individuals previously requesting notice. CSUMB provided copies of the
complete Draft EIR with appendices to the State Clearinghouse, which, in turn, distributed the
Draft EIR to all interested state agencies for review and comment. The Draft EIR was made be
available for public review during the comment period at the following locations:

¢ Online at https://csumb.edu/facilities/planning/
e CSUMB Library (Reference Desk), on the CSUMB campus
e Seaside Branch Library (Reference Desk), 550 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside California

e Marina Branch Library (Reference Desk), 190 Seaside Circle, Marina California

As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, and precautions taken around in-person gatherings, CSUMB
posted a public informational presentation available at the CSUMB website listed above during the
public review period, rather than holding an in-person event. The presentation provided an overview
of the proposed Master Plan, conclusions of the Draft EIR, and information about how to submit
written public comments on the adequacy of the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Interested persons and organizations had the opportunity to submit their written comments on
the Draft EIR during the public review period. Additionally, CSUMB provided a one-week
extension of the public review period to March 28, 2022 to those that requested it and one late
letter was received after this extension, as of the publication of the Final EIR. Comment letters
received on the Draft EIR, reproduced in their entirety, and responses to those comments are
provided in the Response to Comments chapter following this preface.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c) specifies that the focus of the responses to comments shall
be on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses are not required for
comments regarding the merits of the proposed Master Plan or on issues not related to potential
physical environmental impacts and/or the Draft EIRs analysis of such impacts. Comments on the
merits of the proposed Master Plan or other comments that do not raise environmental issues
are nevertheless included within the record for consideration by the Board of Trustees as part
of the proposed Master Plan approval process.

Although some of the comments have resulted in revisions to the text or figures of the Draft EIR
(see Chapters | through 7 of this Final EIR), none of the changes constitute “significant new
information,” which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. “Significant new information”
is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) as follows:

I. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
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3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

4. The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

None of these circumstances has arisen from comments on the Draft EIR; therefore, recirculation
is not required. As described in “Revisions to Draft EIR” below, none of the revisions result in a
new significant impact or in a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that
cannot otherwise be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. As
required by CEQA Section 21092.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), at least |0 days before
consideration of the Final EIR for certification, CSUMB provided a written proposed response
(electronic copy) to each public agency that submitted written comments on the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR will be considered by the Board of Trustees prior to a decision on whether to
approve the proposed Master Plan. If the Board of Trustees decide to approve the Project, they
must first certify that the Final EIR was completed in compliance with CEQA’s requirements, was
reviewed and considered by the Board of Trustees, and reflects its independent judgment and
analysis, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15090. The Board of Trustees would then be
required to adopt findings of fact on the disposition of each significant environmental impact, as
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. If significant and unavoidable impacts (those that
cannot feasibly be mitigated to less than significant) would result from implementing the proposed
Master Plan, the Project can still be approved, but the Board of Trustees must issue a “statement
of overriding considerations” explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other
considerations that it believes, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects
acceptable (PRC Section 21002; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). A mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, which is required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) would be
considered and adopted by the Board of Trustees in conjunction with any project approval.

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

The following summarizes the substantive changes made to the Draft EIR since public review.
These changes are reflected with additions shown in underline and deletions shown in
strikethrough throughout Final EIR Chapters | through 7. In some instances, revised or new
appendices are included as supporting materials that supplement these revisions.
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Chapter 3, Project Description

o Figure 3-4 has been revised and replaced to include the campus boundary adjustment
resulting from the recent purchase of a 7.3-acre property along Eighth Street between
Sixth Avenue and Inter-Garrison Road, from Golden Gate University in December 2021.

e Figure 3-5 has been revised and replaced to include the campus boundary adjustment
resulting from the recent purchase of a 7.3-acre property along Eighth Street between
Sixth Avenue and Inter-Garrison Road, from Golden Gate University in December 2021,
and to reflect the relocation of the proposed Panetta Institute of Public Policy from
Second Avenue and Fifth Street to Second Avenue and Divarty Street.

e Project Design Feature (PDF) PDF-MO-12 has been revised to reflect coordination with
Monterey Salinas Transit to ensure timed connections and to strive to implement multi-
year agreements.

e PDF-E-1 has been revised to indicate that CSUMB will strive to meet the Second Nature
Climate Commitment of achieving carbon neutrality for scope | and 2 emissions by 2030,
as described in the Campus Sustainability Plan’s Carbon Neutrality Roadmap. PDF-E-1 has
also been revised to eliminate the reference to the purchase of GHG offsets, as such
offsets are not required to reduce the GHG impact to less than significant.

e PDF-D-6 has been revised to indicate that CSUMB will continue to implement and update
the CSUMB 2018 Materials Management and Conservation Plan and the Campus
Sustainability Plan (now being called the Inclusive Sustainability Plan) to achieve a solid
waste diversion rate of 90 percent by 2035, including but not limited to the hiring of a
full-time, zero-waste staff person to oversee and implement the plan.

e PDF-D-7 has been revised to indicate CSUMB’s obligation to meet Neighborhood
Development (LEED ND) light pollution reduction requirements.

Revisions of Figures 3-4 and 3-5 to include the campus boundary adjustment resulting from the
recent purchase of a 7.3-acre property along Eighth Street between Sixth Avenue and Inter-
Garrison Road, from Golden Gate University, does not substantively change the Project. CSUMB
was previously leasing the existing buildings on that property from Golden Gate University and
with the property purchase the existing CSUMB uses of those buildings will not change. Further,
the proposed Master Plan does not include new construction on this property. Additionally,
revisions of Figure 3-5 to reflect the relocation of the proposed Panetta Institute of Public Policy
from Second Avenue and Fifth Street to Second Avenue and Divarty Street do not have the
potential to result in new or more severe impacts. The new site is also located on Second Avenue,
one block south of the location presented in Draft EIR Figure 3-5 on a partially paved site. The
mapping revision does not modify the program, population or building space proposed for the
Panetta Institute of Public Policy in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description Tables 3-2 and 3-3. Overall,
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the two figure revisions described above and in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR would not result in
new significant impacts or in a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
previously identified and therefore recirculation is not required.

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Section 4.1, Aesthetics

A revision was made in this section to reflect revised PDF-D-7, as described above in EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description.

Section 4.2, Air Quality

Vehicle miles travelled (VMT) information has been updated in the analysis to
appropriately apply daily VMT information from EIR Section 4.13, Transportation and EIR
Appendix H, Transportation Analysis.

Impact AIR-2 has been revised to reflect the updated VMT information above, in Table 4.2-7.
The revised table continues to show that emissions would not exceed that identified thresholds
and impacts would continue to be less than significant, as identified in the Draft EIR.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources

A revision was made in this section to reflect revised PDF-D-7, as described above in EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description.

Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Regulatory Framework section has been updated to reflect the adoption of the 2022
CSU Sustainability Policy in March 2022, after release of the Draft EIR.

With the adoption of the 2022 CSU Sustainability Policy, as described above, the GHG
significance threshold has also been updated to reflect GHG reduction goals established
for 2045 in EO B-55-18 (i.e., carbon neutrality by 2045), which are reflected in the updated
2022 CSU Sustainability Policy.

Revisions were made to this section to reflect revised PDF-E-1 and revised PDF-D-6, as
described above in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description.

Impact GHG-1 has been revised in the Operational Emissions section to reflect the
updated GHG significance threshold, to reflect the appropriate application of daily VMT
information (see EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality above), to reflect corrected solid waste
estimates from CalEEMod, and to reflect revised water supply and wastewater estimates
made for consistency with estimates provided in EIR Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy.
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The revised analysis continues to show that operational GHG emissions would exceed
the identified thresholds and impacts would continue to be potentially significant, as
identified in Impact GHG-1 in the Draft EIR. With the application of revised MM-GHG-1,
the impact would continue to be reduced to less than significant, as reported on in the
Draft EIR.

Impact GHG-2 has been revised to reflect the adoption of the 2022 CSU Sustainability
Policy, as described above. Revisions have also been made to clarify that the CSUMB
Campus Sustainability Plan is not an adopted plan under Threshold B, which indicates that
a project may have a significant impact if it would “conflict with an applicable plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.”
The revised analysis continues to show that the Project may conflict GHG reduction goals
of applicable plans, policies and regulations and impacts would continue to be potentially
significant, as identified in Impact GHG-2 in the Draft EIR. With the application of revised
MM-GHG-1, the impact would continue to be reduced to less than significant, as reported
on in the Draft EIR.

Section 4.7, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire

EIR Section 4.7.1.2, Campus Setting, has been revised to properly refer to “military
munition,” based on the Army’s “Ordnance and Explosives Safety Alert” pamphlet.

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning

Impact LDU-2 has been revised to correct a typo.

Impact LDU-3 has been revised to further clarify the basis for the cumulative land use
impact determination.

Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy

EIR Section 4.14.1.4 has been updated to reflect recent information from Monterey
Regional Waste Management District (MRVWMD) about diversion of solid waste material
from the landfill.

The Regulatory Framework section has been updated to reflect the adoption of the 2022
CSU Sustainability Policy in March 2022, after release of the Draft EIR. The Regulatory
Framework section has also been updated to provide additional information about the
CSUMB Materials Management and Conservation Plan.

Revisions were made in this section to reflect revised PDF-E-| and revised PDF-D-6, as
described above in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description.
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Impact UTL-4 related to solid waste has been updated to clarify the solid waste generation
for the Project, reflect the updated 2022 CSU Sustainability Policy and the CSUMB 2018
Materials Management and Conservation Plan, and to reflect the MRWMD diversion rate
from the landfill. The revised analysis continues to show that impacts would be less than
significant, as identified in the Draft EIR.

Impact UTL-5 related to energy consumption has been updated to reflect the appropriate
application of daily VMT information (see EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality above) in the
operational analysis. The revised analysis continues to show that impacts would be less
than significant, as identified in the Draft EIR.

Impact UTL-6 related to conflicts with energy plans has been revised to reflect the adoption
of the 2022 CSU Sustainability Policy in March 2022. The revised analysis continues to show
that impacts would be less than significant, as identified in the Draft EIR.

Appendices

Revised Appendix D, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Calculations

EIR Appendix D, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy Calculations has
been revised to reflect the updated modeling for the Project performed to reflect the
updated GHG threshold and other revisions described above in EIR Section 4.2, Air
Quality and EIR Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Appendix D also includes a new
introduction that explains the revisions. Given that the modeling was updated in this
appendix as part of the Final EIR and the revised appendix replaces Appendix D included
in the Draft EIR, underline/strikethreugh is not used in this revised appendix.

Revised Appendix H, Transportation Analysis

EIR Appendix H, Transportation Analysis, has been revised to reflect corrections and
inadvertently omitted information from Appendices E, L, N and O of the Transportation
Analysis. Minor edits to the Transportation Analysis were also made and noted with
underline/strikethrough. None of these revisions results in updates to EIR Section 4.13,
Transportation, or the impact conclusions present therein.

New Appendix |, 2022 CSU Sustainability Policy

A new Appendix | has been included in the Final EIR to provide the 2022 CSU
Sustainability Policy adopted in March 2022 by the Board of Trustees after the Draft EIR
was released. Given that this is a separate policy previously prepared and adopted by the
CSU, underline/strikethreugh is not used in this appendix.
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This chapter includes the responses to public comments received on the Draft EIR for the
proposed California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) Master Plan (Project). Specifically,
this chapter includes a list of all agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments
on the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period (February 4, 2022 through March 21,
2022), the comment letters reproduced in their original format, and responses to each
environmental issue raised during the review period. CSUMB extended the comment period one
week to March 28, 2022, for those that requested it.

1. LIST OF COMMENTERS

This section lists all the agencies, organizations, and people who submitted comments on the
Draft EIR during the public review period that closed on March 21, 2022. As indicated above,
CSUMB provided a one-week extension of the comment period to those entities that requested
it through March 28, 2022, which included the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and
Shea Homes. No late comment letter was received from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife; however, Shea Homes did submit a late letter on April 27, 2022. This letter and
responses to these comments are included in the Final EIR, along with all other letters received
during the public review period.

Persons who submitted written comments are grouped according to whether they represent a
federal, state, or local public agency, organization, or individual. For each commenter on the Draft
EIR, a comment date and a commenter identifier (i.e., identification letter and a number) are
provided in Table |. The comments are organized alphabetically within the following categories:

e A= Federal Agencies

e B = State Agencies

e C = Local Agencies

e D = Organizations

e E = Individuals
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Table 1
Draft EIR Commenters
No. | Name of Commenter ] Date
Federal Agencies
Al ‘ Department of the Army — Fort Ord BRAC Field Office ‘ March 15, 2022
State Agencies
Bl ‘ California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) ‘ March 21, 2022
Local Agencies
C1 City of Marina March 21, 2022
C2 City of Seaside March 21, 2022
C3 Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) March 21, 2022
C4 Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) March 21, 2022
C5 Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) March 22, 2022
Organizations
D1 EcoDatalab on behalf of LandWatch Monterey County March 18, 2022
D2 Monterey Institute for Research in Astronomy (MIRA) March 18, 2022
D3 Shea Homes April 27, 2022
Individuals
El Arlene Haffa March 21, 2022
E2 Nathaniel Jue March 21, 2022

2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Agencies and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft EIR are summarized above in
Section |, List of Commenters. Each comment letter is reproduced in this section in its original
format, with brackets in the margin to identify each comment number, followed by a restatement
of individual numbered comments and responses to each comment. Section 15088(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines requires a lead agency to evaluate comments on environmental issues and
provide written responses to all significant environmental issues raised. Therefore, the emphasis
of the responses is on significant environmental issues raised by the commenters (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204[a]). Clarifications and revisions that have been made to Draft EIR text
and figures based on these comments and responses are provided in Chapters | through 7 of this
Final EIR, as well as in appendices, where applicable and warranted.
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Letter Al Department of the Army - Fort Ord BRAC Field Office

Al-l

Al-2

Comment. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the California State University Monterey Bay Master Plan, dated February
2022. We would like to provide clarifications on the Army's environmental restoration
work that is described in Section 4. 7, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire.

Section 4.7.1.2 Campus Setting. Hazardous Materials. Regulatory Records Review. Second
to the final paragraph (page 4.7-5). The paragraph describes that Findings of Suitability to
Transfer (FOST) documents that supported the transfer of the property for the CSUMB
campus provided the procedure for reporting discovery of any ordnance to local law
enforcement agency. Footnote 2 describes "ordnance" as "military supplies including
weapons, ammunition, combat vehicles, and equipment used in connection with such
supplies." The purpose of the procedure is to ensure that land users report discoveries
of any object that could contain explosives safety hazard - principally, objects that could
resemble military munitions, such as unexploded ordnance. The term "ordnance" is usually
used to refer to military munitions, and we do not anticipate general vehicles and supplies
to result in reports of incidental munitions discoveries. To reduce the chance of confusion
please consider replacing "ordnance" with "military munitions" and revising footnote 2 to
refer to the "Ordnance and Explosives Safety Alert" pamphlet. The pamphlet is available
on www.fortordcleanup.com.

Response. Please see revisions to Section 4.7, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and
Wildfire of the Final EIR made in response to this comment.

Comment. Section 4.7.1.2 Campus Setting. Other Hazards. Former Munitions (page 4.7-
[0). Text describes that munitions cleanup has been completed as part of the
Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) in the approximately 322 acres
that make up the East Campus Open Space. The 50 westernmost acres of the East
Campus Open Space are designated as a reserve for future housing. The remainder of the
East Campus Open Space is described as having been "cleaned to a lower standard that
does not allow housing or other associated uses to be built." It should be clarified that
the restriction on the eastern portion of the East Campus Open Space area (parcel S1.3.2)
is allowed for non-residential development uses. This is described in the deed for the
property as well as in the Land Use Control Implementation Plan/Operation and
Maintenance Plan (Administrative Record document number: ESCA-0305B) for the
property.

Also, a requirement for construction support applies to ground-disturbing activity that
occurs on Parcel S1.3.2 including within the housing reserve area. The Land Use Control

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR 10357

May 2022

RTC-5



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Al-3

Implementation Plan/Operation and Maintenance Plan provides "CSUMB is not bound by
local building regulations when they act in their higher education capacity/role and is not
subject to project review or permitting by the County. However, CSUMB has agreed to
comply with the local digging and excavation ordinance, specifically the requirements for
munitions and recognition and safety training, construction support, notifications, and
monitoring and reporting .... " (page 4-16). Please see that plan and the deed for further
information.

Response. CSUMB understands that the easternmost 272 acres of the East Campus
Open Space are restricted to non-residential development uses in the future. The campus
will continue to refer to the “Land Use Controls Implementation Plan/Operation and
Maintenance Plan California State University Monterey Bay Off-Campus Munitions
Response Area Former Fort Ord Monterey County, California September 7, 2018” for
further information.

Comment. Section 4.7.3.4 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Impact HAZ-2:
Upset and Release of Hazardous Materials (Thresholds B and D). Master Plan.
Construction Operation (page 4.7-38); and Near-Term Development Components (page
4.7-39). Several paragraphs describe the requirement for construction contractors to
notify the local law enforcement agency if suspected ordnance (military munitions) is
discovered, and the restriction against residential use in a portion of the East Campus
Open Space area. Please also note that a requirement for construction support applies to
ground-disturbing activity that occurs on the East Campus Open Space area (Parcel
S1.3.2). Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed
project. Please contact me by phone if you have any questions.

Response. CSUMB understands that the construction support for ground disturbing
activities applies to parcel S1.3.2, which is required by the Land Use Controls
Implementation Plan/Operation and Maintenance Plan that is referred to in EIR Section
4.7, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire.
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Letter Bl California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Bl-1 Comment. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the
opportunity to review the D[raft] EIR for the CSUMB Master Plan. The Master Plan would
provide space and facility needs to support an on-campus enrollment of 12,700 full-time-
equivalent (FTE) students and |,776 FTE faculty and staff by the year 2035. Caltrans offers
the following comments in response to the DEIR:

I. Caltrans supports planning efforts that are consistent with State planning priorities
intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and
promote public health and safety. We accomplish this by working with our State
partners and local jurisdictions to achieve a shared vision of how the transportation
system should and can accommodate inter-regional and local travel.

Projects that support smart growth principles which include improvements to
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure are supported by Caltrans and are
consistent with our mission, vision, and goals. To this point, CSUMB has an excellent
opportunity to increase multi-modal use by improving its internal and external
circulation through completion of pedestrian linkages/sidewalks and bicycle
infrastructure on and adjacent to the campus. Additionally, a great opportunity
presents itself for CSUMB to work with Monterey Salinas Transit (MST) to improve
services to/from and around campus. The proposed Master Plan would provide a
framework over the next few decades to guide campus development, student growth,
and meaningful multimodal improvements to address project specific impacts of the
student population.

Response. The proposed Master Plan does provide the framework to guide the physical
development of the CSUMB campus consistent with the vision identified in the Master
Plan Guidelines and the mission of the University, as stated in EIR Chapter 3, Project
Description. To account for the proposed growth in the student population to 12,700
full-time equivalent students (FTES), the Project includes a comprehensive set of mobility
project design features (PDFs) in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, that will increase
multi-modal use and reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by:

e Accommodating 65 percent of faculty and staff and 60 percent of students on
campus in diverse housing (PDF-MO-1| through PDF-MO-4);

e Creating a compact campus core to increase density and walkability (PDF-MO-5), as
well as establishing restrictions to general vehicle travel through the campus core to
provide for safe pedestrian and bicycle access in this area of campus (PDF-MO-8);
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e Implementing an enhanced Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan
(PDF-MO-6) that expands upon existing TDM strategies (carshare, universal
transit pass, late night CSUMB-specific Monterey shuttle or shared ride credit,
Otter Cycle Center, bike rentals, bike repair, guided bike tours, and bike counter

programs) to include:

(0]

Implementing an incentive-based commuter program to encourage
students, faculty and staff commuters to carpool and take active and transit
modes of travel to campus;

Implementing parking management to reduce parking demand on campus by
consolidating parking on the periphery of campus, by allowing for no net
increase in the existing parking supply, by prohibiting residential Freshmen and
Sophomores from purchasing a parking permit, and other measures;

Expanding transit services if determined to be needed based on an analysis of
unmet transit needs in collaboration with MST, maintaining free or discounted
access to transit services, expanding para-transportation services on campus,
and maintaining and designing facilities serviced by transit to the standards
developed by MST (PDF-MO-12 through PDF-MO-16);

Expanding the campus multi-modal transportation system infrastructure by
providing for two multimodal hubs to provide centralized arrival points on
campus and prioritize regional transit connections, shuttle service,
carsharing, and visitors (PDF-MO-7);

Implementing bicycle, scooter and pedestrian improvements (PDF-MO-17
through PDF-MO-18); and

Conducting periodic campus-wide travel surveys to collect data on CSUMB
student and faculty/staff transportation behavior, experiences, mode
preferences, and mode shares.

These measures build upon the existing TDM measures already in place on the campus,
which are described in detail in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, and in Response to
Comment CI-7.

Bl-2 Comment. 2. We appreciate the transportation section developed for the DEIR includes
many proposed transportation demand management (TDM) and parking management
strategies. That being said, this programmatic EIR will serve as a foundation for subsequent
projects on campus. Caltrans encourages CSUMB to continue conducting traffic counts

to monitor increases in campus-related trip generation to ensure TDM measures are
being successfully implemented.
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Bl-4

Response. Please see Response to Comment Bl-I, which indicates that under PDF-MO-
6 the campus will periodically conduct campus-wide travel surveys to collect data on
CSUMB student and faculty/staff transportation behavior, experiences, mode preferences,
and mode shares.

Comment. 3. Caltrans supports CSUMB developing two mobility hub facilities
combining services, amenities, and technologies that work together and make it easier for
people to connect with transit and other mobility options. Much more than a park and
ride lot, mobility hubs use transit, pedestrian, bicycle, motorized services, and support
services as alternatives to single occupancy vehicle trips.

Response. It is acknowledged that the commenter supports CSUMB developing two
mobility hub facilities. Please see Response to Comment Bl-I, which describes the two
mobility hubs proposed in PDF-MO-7. EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, also shows the
locations for these mobility hubs on Figure 3-9.

Comment. 4. Due to the impacts on State Route (SR) | from increases in enrollment
and employment, Caltrans encourages CSUMB to contribute to projects listed in the
Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Funding local transportation
projects can assist in mitigating the increased operational and safety impacts to SR | due
to the overall VMT added from the Master Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed project. If you
have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please contact
me by phone or email.

Response. EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, does not identify any significant VMT or
safety-related impacts to the transportation system (see Impact TRA-2 through Impact
TRA-4), and thus CEQA does not require CSUMB to adopt mitigation, generally or
specifically, in the form of financial contributions to projects listed in the RTP. Moreover,
any impacts relating to automobile delay are no longer impacts recognized under CEQA
as requiring mitigation and, as such, transportation improvements intended to alleviate
delays attributable to increased traffic volumes are inconsistent with the State’s goals to
reduce VMT and related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3). The University notes that over the past several years, CSUMB has implemented,
and continues to implement, a robust TDM program to reduce vehicle trips on area
roadways, including SR-1. (See Response to Comment C|-7 for additional information
about the existing TDM program and Response to Comment Bl-I for information about
the expanded TDM plan included as part of the Project.)
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Specifically, under existing conditions, the combined drive-alone and shared ride mode
share for the CSUMB Main Campus (see EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, Table 4.13-5)
is 62.5 percent, which is more than 30 percentage points lower than the average Monterey
County morning commute (see EIR Appendix H, Transportation Analysis, Table C-8 in
Appendix A). The TDM program includes the provision of universal access passes for all
CSUMB students, faculty, and staff on all MST bus routes, provided at substantial cost to
the University. Furthermore, the CSU, as a state entity with sovereign authority, is not
subject to a local jurisdiction’s (city, county or otherwise) fees, ordinances, regulations,
rules, policies, etc., such as the County’s RTP. For these reasons, CSUMB respectfully
declines the commenter’s proposal that the University provide funding for local RTP
transportation projects. Please also see Response to Comment Cl-4 (Item 5) regarding
the VMT analysis and Response to Comment C1-38 regarding the safety analysis.
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Letter Cl City of Marina

Cl-1

Comment. The City of Marina, Community Development Department has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the California State University Monterey Bay
Master Plan and has the following comments:

Land Use. In reading impact LDU-3 there is limited documentation or factual evaluation
that would support the “less than significant” and “no mitigation required” finding. Any
impacts created by the implementation of the Master Plan should be stated and evaluated
in the DEIR and appropriate mitigation measures should be developed to reduce any
impacts that are found to be “significant.”

Response. Impact LDU-3 is the cumulative land use impact discussion in EIR Section 4.9,
Land Use and Planning. The impact indicates that all proposed new development or
redevelopment under the Project would take place on the CSUMB campus. While
Project implementation would increase the development density on the Main Campus,
development would take place within the boundaries of the existing campus, which is
under the jurisdiction of the California State University (CSU). Given that, the EIR
indicates that Project development would not contribute to any cumulative land use
impacts and therefore the impact would be less than significant.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15120(1) indicates that “a cumulative impact consists of an
impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts
which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.” Given this guidance,
the Draft EIR does not go into detail about cumulative land use impacts.

The thresholds of significance used in the land use analyses are identified in EIR Section
4.9, Land Use and Planning (subsection 4.9.3.1, Thresholds of Significance) from Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines, which indicate that a significant impact related to land use and
planning would occur if the Project would: (A) physically divide an established community;
or (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. Regarding Threshold A, Impact LDU-I indicates that the Project would not
physically divide an established community, as the Project would build upon the existing
campus land use framework and development to accommodate increases in enrollment
and improve on-campus amenities. Additionally, while the Project would cause existing
and future local and regional traffic to circulate differently on-campus and in some cases
divert traffic to adjacent streets surrounding the campus, as indicated in EIR Section 4.13,
Transportation, the Project modifications restricting general vehicle travel through the
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campus would not physically divide an established community as access would remain
available on adjacent streets.

Regarding Threshold B, Impact LDU-2 indicates that the CSU system was given “sovereign
redevelopment authority” over the 1,377 acres of land that CSUMB now encompasses as
part of the transfer and reuse of the Fort Ord military base. As described in EIR Chapter 3,
Project Description, the CSU system is a sovereign state entity with redevelopment
authority that supersedes all local jurisdictions. Local jurisdiction land use plans and
regulations described in the Land Use and Planning section, such as the City of Marina and
City of Seaside General Plans and the County of Monterey General Plan, are described for
land use context and for informational purpose only, and not as the basis for the
determination of significant environmental impacts, as is clearly stated in EIR Section 4.9,
Land Use (page 4.9-7 and pages 4.9-10 and -1 ). The analysis in Impact LDU-2 addresses
local adopted General Plan policies of the three jurisdiction that specifically refer to CSUMB.
As indicated in Table 4.9-1, the Project would not conflict with any of the adopted policies
that refer to CSUMB and the impact related to conflicts with any applicable or local
jurisdictional land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect was determined to be less than significant.

Given that the Project would not physically divide an established community and would
not result in conflicts with any applicable or local jurisdictional land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, it
would not contribute to cumulatively significant land use impacts from cumulative
development, if any such impacts would occur. Additionally, it is expected that cumulative
development would not likely result in significant cumulative impacts related to either
Threshold A or B. Cumulative development would be required to meet current applicable
design standards and would undergo environmental review, including consideration of
whether the cumulative projects would physically divide an established community or
conflict with applicable zoning, development regulations and general plan or other relevant
policies. It is anticipated that each cumulative project would be found to be consistent
with applicable plans and policies prior to project approval, such that the projects would
not cause a significant cumulative impact due to such a conflict. Therefore, significant
cumulative land use impacts are not anticipated.

It should also be noted that the Campus Town Specific Plan EIR also concluded that project
and cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant, and the cumulative analysis
was based on a similar list of cumulative projects (City of Seaside 2019 and 2020). Likewise,
the City of Marina’s Notice of Preparation and the referenced Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan determined that land use
impacts of that project would also be less than significant, and that project and cumulative
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land use impacts did not warrant coverage in the pending EIR for that project (City of Marina
2021). In both cases, it was determined that these projects would not conflict with
applicable plans and policies and would not divide an established community. Additionally,
the Campus Town Specific Plan concluded that cumulative land use impacts would be less
than significant as it was anticipated that each cumulative project would be found to be
consistent with applicable plans and policies prior to project approval.

In response to this comment, Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, Impact LDU-3 has
been revised in the Final EIR to further clarify the basis for the cumulative land use
impact determination.

Comment. Stormwater Runoff & Drainage. Implementation of the CSUMB Master Plan
will increase the amount of impervious areas on the campus site and in turn increase the
amount and intensity of stormwater runoff. The majority of current and future
stormwater runoff is and will be retained in facilities that are located off campus and which
are operated by other jurisdictions. The DEIR does not provide a complete evaluation of
stormwater impacts created by the Master Plan on the City of Marina or other
jurisdictions. The DEIR should address off campus runoff and drainage impacts.

Response. Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the proposed Master Plan would not
increase the amount of impervious areas on the campus and therefore would not increase
the intensity of stormwater runoff. All development projects identified in the proposed
Master Plan will be constructed in existing paved areas and/or previously developed sites
where buildings have been or will be removed. Thus far, campus development has led to
a campuswide decrease in impervious surface by incorporating new landscaping as part of
projects on previously paved sites.

EIR Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.8.1.3, Campus Setting,
Stormwater Drainage (pages 4.8-21 through 4.8-22) indicates that the CSUMB
Stormwater Master Plan specifies that campus redevelopment will allow infiltration of 100
percent of runoff from a hundred-year storm on the Project site, reducing CSUMB’s
reliance on the offsite regional stormwater facilities. This infiltration requirement is
consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s (FORA) plans for the land west of
Highway |, which abandoned the regional storm drainage system and now percolates all
or most of the stormwater generated in the area locally. The CSUMB Stormwater Master
Plan infiltration requirement is being implemented as new construction projects on the
campus are implemented. For example, recent campus developments, including the
Library; Science & Academic Center; the Business Information and Technology Building
(Academic Il); Parking Lot 59; Academic lll; and Student Union have been built on existing
parking lots or paved areas and included on-campus infiltration facilities, which have
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Cl-3

employed low impact development (LID) approaches, as well as more conventional
infiltration basins. The campus has also constructed several stand-alone percolation
ponds, as shown in Figure 4.8-3. These developments and features have contributed to
reducing campus stormwater flows in the existing storm drain system and in the existing
off-campus stormwater systems and percolation ponds.

Additionally, Impact HYD-3 (starting on page 4.8-54), related to alteration of stormwater
drainage patterns, indicates that on-going implementation of the CSUMB Stormwater
Master Plan as development proceeds would result in the infiltration of 100 percent of
runoff from a hundred-year storm on the Project site and easements and adding
landscaped areas to new building sites would decrease the overall pervious surface on
campus under existing conditions. Additionally, the Project includes the implementation
of PDFs some of which relate to stormwater (see EIR Chapter 3, Project Description for
the details of each PDF). As indicated in PDF-W-2, project-specific drainage analyses
would be conducted for individual developments as they are pursued to ensure that the
objectives of the CSUMB Stormwater Master Plan are met on a project-by-project basis.
Ultimately, the existing campus storm drain system will be abandoned as the campus
implements building- and district-scale storm water percolation facilities per PDF-W-2.
Additionally, implementation of proposed PDF-OS-1 and PDF-OS-6 would provide for
stormwater percolation in open space areas and along existing and future trails. Given the
above, the Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns of the site,
would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff and therefore would
not exceed the capacity of the regional stormwater drainage systems and impacts would
be less than significant.

Comment. Transportation. The City of Marina is primarily concerned that the
transportation impacts of the proposed project are understated or not identified because
of the limited scope of analysis. Please review Attachment A (Kimley Horn Peer Review
of the CSUMB Master Plan) for the detailed comments regarding the transportation
analysis of the Draft EIR. To mitigate the impacts of the Master Plan, CSUMB shall be
required to pay the City’s traffic impact fees.

If you have any questions regarding the proposed project, please contact me at (83 1) 884-1289.

Response. With respect to the comment that the EIR understates or fails to identify the
Project’s impacts as detailed in Attachment A, individual responses to each of the
comments presented in Attachment A are presented below in Responses to Comments
Cl-4 through CI-69. As summarized in this response and explained in detail in the
individual responses that follow, the scope of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR
complies fully with CEQA’s requirements.
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Cl-4

The transportation analysis is presented in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation. As stated on
p. 4.13-1 of this section, “[The] transportation impact analysis presented in this section is
based on an evaluation of vehicle miles traveled (VMT)... [I]ntersection and freeway LOS
discussion is provided for information purposes only in Appendix H and does not serve
as the basis of transportation impact determinations.” This approach complies with
changes made to CEQA effective July |, 2020 regarding the methodology by which vehicle
impacts are to be analyzed in an EIR. Specifically, Senate Bill 743 and related revisions to
the CEQA statute (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099) and CEQA Guidelines (Section
15064.3), changed the metric by which transportation impacts associated with vehicle
traffic under CEQA are assessed from LOS to VMT. As stated in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3 “a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant
environmental impact”; see also Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of
Sacramento (2019) 43 Cal.App. 5" 609. Moreover, as indicated in Response to Comment
B1-4, transportation improvements intended to alleviate delays attributable to increased
traffic volumes by adding increased capacity are inconsistent with the State’s goals to
reduce VMT and related GHG emissions. With respect to mitigation, since no significant
impacts under CEQA were identified in the transportation analysis presented in EIR
Section 4.13, Transportation, no mitigation measures are required. Moreover, the CSU,
as a state entity with sovereign authority, is not subject to local jurisdiction’s (city, county
or otherwise) fees, ordinances, regulations, rules, policies, etc., unless the California
legislature has specifically provided for same by statute.

Comment. This memorandum [Kimley Horn, Attachment A] summarizes the findings
from the peer review of the ‘CSUMB 2020 Master Plan — Draft Transportation Analysis
Report (Appendix H)'. A total of 5| study intersections were analyzed as part of the
report, out of which |7 study intersections fall within the City of Marina jurisdiction. This
peer review focuses only on the City of Marina study intersections.

The memo includes an executive summary of the findings from the peer review along with
comparison of the proposed project against the existing 2009 Settlement Agreement’
between ‘Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)’, the City of Marina and CSUMB, followed
by a more detailed findings from key sections of the report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Key findings from the Peer Review are documented below:

I. The VMT analysis for CEQA is inadequate and incorrectly done using VMT per
Service Population.

2. The Study assumes students will use Imjin Parkway (a 4-lane roundabout improved
facility) and with the addition of project traffic, the roundabouts will fail. This
implies that the planned facility will fail due to student growth.

3. CSUMB should improve Inter-Garrison Road as a parallel facility to accommodate
student traffic.

4. The study recommends adding southbound through lanes on Reservation Road at
Imjin Parkway, which will add induced VMT. The project fails to identify this impact
and nor has provided mitigation to avoid widening of the Reservation Road.

5. The project does not quantify any TDM measures that could be implemented and
monitored to reduce the trip cap to below the Settlement Agreement threshold.

6. CSUMB to pay the City’s Traffic Impact Fees and FORA impact fees.

Response. Please see the responses below for each of the numbered items in the
commenter’s list of key findings:

I. Unlike other available metrics, the two VMT per service population metrics used for this
analysis (total VMT' and boundary VMT for direct, and cumulative impacts, respectively)
encompass all vehicle trips to and from the University generated by residents, employees,
and students and, therefore, service population is the most appropriate metric applicable
to evaluate the full effects of the Project in the CSUMB campus setting. The SB 743 VMT
Assessment Methods Decisions section (pages |3 to 18) of EIR Appendix H,
Transportation Analysis (EIR Appendix H) describes why a comprehensive VMT analysis
was conducted and how the CSU Chancellor’s Office and CSUMB prepared the VMT
thresholds. Please see Responses to Comments Cl-14, C-1-16, Cl-18, and CI-23 for
additional detailed information responsive to the comment, including citations from EIR
Appendix H as to why a comprehensive VMT analysis was done utilizing total VMT per
service population and boundary VMT per service population metrics to analyze the
potential effects of the Project on the environment.

2. Please see Response to Comment Cl-64.

' “Total VMT” is also referred to in the EIR and its Appendix H, as “total Project generated VMT.”
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3. The commenter makes a general statement about improvements along Inter-Garrison
Road to “accommodate student traffic” without specifying a location. Per EIR Chapter
3, Project Description, vehicle travel through the campus core will be restricted to
shuttles, transit vehicles, service vehicles, and emergency vehicles at Inter-Garrison
Road between General Jim Moore Boulevard and Fifth Avenue. This will improve the
quality of the pedestrian, bicycle and transit within the core of the CSUMB campus.
Further, as Inter-Garrison from Sixth Avenue to Schoonover Drive bisects the
CSUMB campus, its ultimate design will be to minimize vehicle throughput because a
wide arterial street through the campus would create a barrier to walking and bicycling
on campus. The transportation analysis demonstrates that with the future signalized
intersections on Imjin Parkway the intersection can operate acceptably with the
intersection improvements described in EIR Appendix H, Table 45 for intersection 10
(Imjin Road and Imjin Parkway) and in EIR Appendix H, Table 46 for intersection ||
(Abrams Drive and Imjin Parkway).

4. It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the widening of Reservation Road
from two to four lanes between East Garrison Gate and Davis Road. This roadway
project was included in the cumulative conditions analysis because it is a part of the
Marina-Salinas Corridor project identified as project Mon-MAROOI-MA in the 2040
Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainability Communities Strategy. This project
is also identified in Fort Ord Reuse Authority projects. EIR Appendix H does not
recommend the widening, but rather reflects the programmed improvement in the
cumulative analysis. No changes to the analysis in the Draft EIR are needed based on
this comment.

5. The commenter presumes that the Project does not quantify TDM measures and that
the CSUMB campus exceeds the “2009 Settlement Agreement” trip cap. It is assumed
that the commenter is referring to the September 14, 2009 Stipulation to Discharge
Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Order (“2009 Stipulation and Order”) when it
refers to the “2009 Settlement Agreement.” Parking management and TDM are key
parts of the project description as presented in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description,
and by using the campus specific trip rates, the Project trip generation includes trip
reductions for existing parking management and TDM program effectiveness.

Specifically, the Project trip generation models a combined drive-alone and shared
ride mode share of 46.5 percent for Project conditions on the CSUMB Main Campus
(see EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, Table 4.13-5). This is accomplished by housing
more than half of the CSUMB population on-campus as part of the Project (see EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description and PDF-MO-I and PDF-MO-2) and achieving existing
parking management and TDM program effectiveness. EIR Section 4.13,
Transportation, and Appendix H show that with existing parking management and
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TDM program effectiveness, there would not be a significant VMT impact. Additional
parking management and TDM plan measures, as presented in PDF-MO-6 through
PDF-MO-18, and the corresponding effectiveness of such measures would further
reduce VMT, but are not needed as VMT mitigation, as no significant VMT impact has
been identified. Please see Responses to Comments Cl-41, CI-45, and C|-46.

Further, as stated in Responses to Comments CI-5 and CI-6, the 2009 Stipulation
and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not relevant to the adequacy of this
EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order have nothing to
do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those requirements relate to the
previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However, CSU will respond to
these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding. Contrary to the
commenter’s comment, CSUMB has not exceeded the 2009 trip cap threshold set
forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order. Please see Responses to Comments Cl-5,
C1-6, and CI-12, which indicate that the trip cap threshold has not been exceeded
under existing conditions.

6. The analysis did not identify any significant impacts to the transportation system and
thus no mitigation measures are required. The CSU, as a state entity with sovereign
authority, is not subject to a local jurisdiction’s (city, county or otherwise) fees,
ordinances, regulations, rules, policies, etc., unless the California legislature has
specifically provided for same by statute.

Cl-5 Comment. Additionally, summary of compliance with the City of Marina 2009
Settlement Agreement is shown below. [The table and its individual rows were separated
to address each comment individually. See Comments CI-5 through CI-1I for all
comments presented in the table.]

CSUMB in
Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement Compliance of Notes
Agreement (Yes/No)
Take all measures to ensure that the campus trips counts Existing trips exceeds
do not exceed the mitigation threshold of 4,361 additional No threshold and future trips will
trips over the baseline traffic levels grow and continues to
exceed the threshold.

Response: The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.
Contrary to the commenter’s comment, CSUMB has not exceeded the 2009 trip cap
threshold set forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order.
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As indicated in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description (Section 3.3.2), transportation
mitigation measures contained in the 2007 Master Plan EIR required CSUMB to conduct
traffic counts to monitor increases in campus-related trip generation. A baseline traffic
level tied to Fall 2008 levels was established at 8,550 average daily vehicle trips, with the
allowable increase capped at 4,36 additional average daily trips, for a total of 12,911
average daily trips. Above this level, the 2007 Master Plan EIR determined that significant
traffic impacts could occur, based on the level of service (LOS) analysis included in that
EIR, which was the transportation metric used in transportation impact analyses at the
time that EIR was prepared. (Recent legislation in California, Senate Bill 743, changed the
metric by which significant transportation impacts under CEQA are assessed from LOS
to VMT. As of July I, 2020, vehicle impacts under CEQA are required to be assessed
based on a VMT metric; a project’s effect on automobile delay, as measured by LOS, shall
no longer constitute a significant impact (CEQA Guidelines 15064.3).

Pursuant to the 2007 Master Plan EIR and the 2009 Stipulation and Order, CSUMB was
obligated to undertake further environmental review prior to exceedance of this trip cap
threshold to assess the potential for corresponding significant environmental impacts, or,
absent further environmental review, to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures
or limiting campus growth, including enrollment growth.

Since 2008, CSUMB has conducted the required traffic counts to determine the number
of vehicle trips generated by the 2007 Master Plan, and with one exception, the annual
total of campus-related average daily vehicle trips has gradually increased due primarily to
increasing enrollment. For the academic year 2016-2017, the campus generated 10,545
trips per day, which remained under the allowable annual cap. For the academic year
2017-2018, the campus generated 12,330 trips per day, which remained under the
allowable annual cap. For the academic year 2018-2019, the campus generated 12,460
trips per day, which remained under the allowable annual cap. For the academic year
2019-2020, which reflects current conditions prior to the COVID-19 Pandemic and the
depopulation of the campus, the campus generated |1,626 trips per day, which also
remained under the allowable annual cap. The visual trip count for 2019-2020 used prior
year trends for the Spring 2020 semester, given the COVID-19 Pandemic. As indicated in
Response to Comment C1-6, all trip counts taken since 2008 indicate that the trips per day
remain under the allowable annual trip cap threshold. Please also see Response to Comment
C1-12 for additional information.

The proposed Master Plan would increase on-campus enrollment from approximately
6,630 FTES to 12,700 FTES. CSUMB has prepared this EIR for the proposed Master Plan
to assess the potential environmental impacts, including transportation-related impacts,
associated with the Project using current analytical methods required by CEQA (e.g.,
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Cl-6

VMT) in order to identify appropriate and feasible mitigation measures for any/all
significant impacts.

Comment.
Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement CELLE I Comp e Notes
of Agreement (Yes/No)
Prepare annual reports on the increase in average Annual reports not
S No :
daily trips generated by the campus. submitted.

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.
Contrary to the commenter’s comment, CSUMB has not exceeded the 2009 trip cap
threshold set forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order.

Pursuant to the Board's resolution and the 2009 Stipulation and Order, CSUMB has
conducted all required traffic counts by pneumatic tubes and cameras each fall semester,
and observation validation counts each spring, except as described below during the
COVID-19 Pandemic. CSUMB provided the required annual trip reports to the City of
Marina from 2009 through 2017; however, the COVID-19 Pandemic and other factors
delayed the transmittal of the reports showing the traffic counts after 2017 (see below).
Specifically, since the Spring of 2020, when the COVID-19 Pandemic began, and the State
of California and County of Monterey enacted various public health orders, including
Governor Newsom’s March 19, 2020 Executive Order directing all residents of California
to stay home, except as needed to maintain continuity of operation of the federal critical
infrastructure sectors, and critical government services. Additionally, the CSU Chancellor
directed all campuses, including CSUMB, to conduct fall 2020 classes virtually. These
directives, and subsequent public health guidelines, led to the depopulation of the CSUMB
campus, including all but a few hundred resident students, and the majority of university
activities being performed virtually. Only a small number of essential staff, approximately
70-100 members out of 1,020 total faculty and staff, remained working on campus. This
on-campus staffing level did not significantly change between March 2020 and August 2021.
Student residents left the Main Campus during the Spring 2020 semester and did not
return for the 2020-2021 academic year. Without the majority of the campus population
commuting to or living on campus, campus operations remained virtual for the 2020-202 |
academic year. This condition removed nearly all of the commuting and trip generation
travel to/from the campus. As such, performance of the annual trip count survey in the
2020-2021 academic year would not reflect the typical trip generation of the campus
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Cl-7

population, and so the survey was postponed until the campus returned to normal in-
person operations (as contemplated by the 2007 Master Plan EIR).

Although the actual traffic counts were conducted annually between 2017 and 2019,
CSUMB has recently completed the annual report letters for the 2017-2018, 2018-2019,
and the 2019-2020 academic years and as of the writing of this Final EIR, these annual
report letters have been provided to the City of Marina. These recently completed letters
were not provided to FORA, as pursuant to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act, FORA
has completed its work as of June 30, 2020 and has been dissolved. All annual trip counts
and associated reports demonstrate that the trip cap threshold identified in the 2009
Stipulation and Order (see Response to Comment C|-5) has not been exceeded.

Comment.

CSUMB in Compliance
of Agreement (Yes/No)

Take measures to freeze trip generation below the Existing trips exceeds
mitigation threshold, if the vehicle trips draw near the threshold and future trips will
mitigation thresholds and require CSUMB to grow and continues to exceed
decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures. No the threshold. Report provides
no evidence of a reduction or
mitigation of existing and
future trips.

Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement Notes

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.
Contrary to the commenter’s comment, CSUMB has not exceeded the 2009 trip cap
threshold set forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order.

Please see Responses to Comments C|-5, Cl-6, and Cl-12, which indicate that the trip
cap threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions and therefore CSUMB
has not needed to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting campus
growth, including enrollment growth.

Even though CSUMB has not exceeded the trip cap threshold, over the years it has
implemented numerous TDM measures on campus that contribute to a reduction in
vehicle trips. As indicated in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation (starting on page 4.13-19),
the existing CSUMB TDM program complements the on-campus provision of housing for
students, faculty, and staff and enhances the quality of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
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facilities on campus. Housing and high-quality transportation infrastructure help to
promote walking, bicycling, and transit use, which reduce vehicle trips to/from the campus.

The following existing TDM strategies provide resident and off-campus students, faculty, and
staff with transportation options that reduce vehicle trip generation under existing conditions:

Transit — the campus has entered into an agreement with MST that is annually
renewed and provides universal access on the MST bus network for all active
CSUMB ID card holders, three supplemental campus-serving and subsidized bus
routes, and funding for a shared transit marketing student intern.

Paid Parking — to discourage CSUMB and non-CSUMB related vehicle trips the
campus manages parking on campus via a parking permit fee structure presently
based upon campus, community or vehicle type and parking timeframes. The fees
have increased several times over the last two decades to more accurately match
the true cost of providing managed parking.

Carsharing and Ridesharing — CSUMB hosts four cars for carsharing. These are
cars stationed on the campus available for use by carshare members on the
campus. Additionally, CSUMB students, faculty and staff can use Go831, a regional
ride share program.

Transportation Services Website — information for most of the available TDM
strategies is included on a campus website to facilitate information dissemination.

Emergency Ride Home Program — campus community members can sign up for a
program run by TAMC that reimburses taxi or ridesharing trips home in
emergency situations for commuters who use alternative means of transportation.

Delivery Vehicle Limitations — to discourage delivery vehicle trips, drivers
providing frequent delivery services to campus, such as office supply deliveries,
have been instructed to limit their deliveries to campus to no more than three
days per week.

Traffic Calming — to discourage automobile use and provide increased safety, speed
humps and flashing beacon crosswalk devices have been installed on several campus
roadways to reduce vehicle speeds, particularly near high traffic pedestrian crosswalks.

Bicycle Storage and Amenities — several hundred bicycle racks have been installed on
campus outside of residence halls and popular academic, recreation and administrative
buildings. Additionally, a secure bicycle bunker storage room has been installed, as
well as two fix-it’ stations that provide 24/7 access to bicycle repair tools and air
pumps. Bicycle registration is also available through the University Police Department
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to simplify that process. Skateboard storage racks also have been installed in the
popular destinations on campus.

e Otter Cycle Center — on-campus bicycle repair shop that also offers bicycle rentals
and other services to facilitate bicycle ridership.

e Bicyclist/Pedestrian Malls — to encourage pedestrian and bicycle use, a section of
Divarty Street and a section of Sixth Avenue are closed to regular vehicular traffic
to better accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.

As indicated in Response to Comment Cl-4 (Item 5), trip reductions for the existing
parking management and TDM program effectiveness are accounted for in the Project
trip generation.

Comment.

CSUMB in
Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement Compliance of Notes
Agreement (Yes/No)

If trips exceed the mitigation threshold of 4,361 1. VMT analysis is inadequate for
additional trips, undertake further CEQA

environmental review, consistent with CEQA to No 2. No quantification of TDM
assess the environmental impacts associated measures provided to reduce the
with additional trips. trip cap

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.
Contrary to the commenter’s comment, CSUMB has not exceeded the 2009 trip cap
threshold set forth in the 2009 Stipulation and Order.

As previously noted, existing campus-generated trips have not exceeded the established
trip cap threshold. Moreover, the transportation impact analysis presented in EIR Section
4.13, Transportation, constitutes further environmental review, consistent with CEQA.
The commenter asserts an opinion about the adequacy of the VMT analysis. As a lead
agency, the CSU developed the most appropriate VMT methods for this transportation
analysis. Response to Comment Cl-14, provided below, describes the SB 743 VMT
assessment methods used for the EIR analysis conducted pursuant to CEQA. No changes
to the VMT analysis methods were determined to be necessary in response to the
comments submitted on the Draft EIR.
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Cl-9

Please see Responses to Comments C|-5, Cl-6, and Cl-12, which indicate that the trip
cap threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions and therefore CSUMB
has not needed to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting campus
growth, including enrollment growth. Please see Response to Comment CI-7, which
describes the existing TDM measures being implemented on the campus even though the
trip cap threshold is not exceeded.

Comment.
CSUMB in
Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement Compliance of Notes
Agreement (Yes/No)
CSUMB Will Adopt a TDM Plan TDM plan exists but is not
quantified and does not indicate
No S

any reduction in trips to meet the
trip cap.

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.

Please see Responses to Comments C|-5, Cl-6, and Cl-12, which indicate that the trip
cap threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions and therefore CSUMB
has not needed to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting campus
growth, including enrollment growth. Please see Response to Comment CI-7, which
describes the existing TDM measures being implemented on the campus even though the
trip cap is not exceeded.

Cl1-10 Comment.

CSUMB in
Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement SO @ Notes
Agreement
(Yes/No)
Seek approval from CSU Trustees to exceed the No Existing trips already exceed the
threshold of 4,361 additional trips. threshold.

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.
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Please see Responses to Comments C|-5, Cl-6, and Cl-12, which indicate that the trip
cap threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions.

Cl-11 Comment.

CSUMB in
Compliance of
Agreement
(Yes/No)

Conditions of 2009 Settlement Agreement Notes

Report to Chancellor, FORA, and Marina any measures
or modifications made to the TDM plan to address an No
increase in trip levels.

No reports submitted to the City
of Marina.

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.

Please see Response to Comment CI-6 related to reports submitted to the City of Marina.

Cl-12 Comment. This section of the memo [Kimley Horn, Attachment A] provides detailed
findings from the peer review of the ‘CSUMB 2020 Master Plan — Draft Transportation
Analysis Report (Appendix H)'.

COMPARISON AGAINST THE 2009 SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

A comparison of the proposed project daily trips against the trips identified in the existing
2009 Settlement Agreement’ between FORA, the City of Marina and CSUMB was
conducted, and findings are summarized in a table below:

As Per 2009 Existing Conditions — As i
Item Settlement per ‘CSUMB 2020 MP Project - As per
) ) ‘CSUMB 2020 MP
Agreement Report Report

Baseline Trips

8,550 Daily Trips

17,875 Daily Trips (+4,964
over 12,911 trips)t

30,385 Daily Trips

Additional Trips (Mitigation

4,361 Daily Trips

Threshold)

Total Trips 12,911 Daily Trips 17,875 Daily Trips ( +f’$43$f cl)Dv?aI:yl-IZ-rg)lsl)Z

Difference + 4,964 Daily Trips + 17,474 Daily Trips
Notes:

1. Daily trips under Existing Conditions is reported as 17,875 trips (Table 30, page 109), which is 4,964 trips over the 12,911 trips
(baseline trips of 8,550 plus mitigation threshold of 4,361 additional trips) identified in the settlement agreement.
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2. Daily trips under Future Conditions with Project is reported as 30,385 daily trips (Table
31, page 110), which is 17,474 trips over the 12,911 trips (baseline trips of 8,550 plus
mitigation threshold of 4,361 additional trips) identified in the settlement agreement.

As shown in table above, the daily trips under existing conditions, exceeds the trip
threshold identified in the 2009 Settlement Agreement.

Response. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal issue and not
relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009 Stipulation
and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.

Please see Responses to Comments CI-5 and CI-6, which indicate that the trip cap
threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions. Because the trip cap is not
exceeded, no additional TDM reduction analysis is needed for existing conditions.

As explained in the EIR Appendix H, the annual trip counts conducted by CSUMB
pursuant to the 2009 Stipulation and Order encompassed only those trips generated by
the campus consistent with the methodology utilized in the underlying 2007 EIR to assess
traffic levels and related conditions in order to provide an accurate comparative analysis.
Additionally, as the 2007 Master Plan EIR assessed traffic impacts under the no longer
recognized LOS methodology, traffic counts presented in that EIR, as well as the resulting
trip cap threshold and subsequent traffic monitoring, were conducted using a different
method from the trip generation conducted by Fehr & Peers for the current EIR. Under
the now required VMT methodology, all vehicle miles traveled (both internal and
external), and all trips generated by the Main Campus, as well as East Campus and the
recently acquired Promontory housing are considered, in contrast to the 2007 EIR
methodology, which focused on external trips generated by the Main Campus. As a result,
the current methodology and related counts include those trips internal to the campus
and external trips associated with the East Campus housing, in addition to those trips to
and from the Main Campus (i.e., external trips); see specific numeric explanation below.
Therefore, the commenter’s attempt to compare the traffic data compiled for the current
EIR with the traffic data compiled for the 2007 EIR and related trip cap threshold and
subsequent count data is similar to comparing apples with oranges and, as such, is not a
valid comparison.
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As explained on page 8 of the trip generation memorandum (Appendix A to EIR Appendix H):

The Existing Main Campus Trip Generation for this analysis includes all Main
Campus trips (Trip Types A, C, D, and E). In comparison, the Annual Monitoring
Cordon Total Trips from the annual CSUMB 2016-2017 Traffic Generation
memorandum includes only a portion of these trips by excluding a portion of the
vehicle trips from the Promontory student housing and internal supporting vehicle
trips. Thus, the daily vehicle trip generation reported for this Main Campus
Cordon Trips is greater than and defined differently than the Annual Monitoring
Cordon Total Trips.

Each trip type in the quote above is described on page 6 of the trip generation memo and
shown in Figure | titled “CSUMB Cordons and Trip Types.” Table 2 on page || of the
trip generation memo shows 10,545 Annual Monitoring Cordon Total Trips (from Total
CSUMB Int-Ext/Ext-Int Trips line in Exhibit 3 of the annual CSUMB 2016-2017 Traffic
Generation memorandum). The 10,545 daily trips is the correct value to compare to the
2009 Stipulation and Order trip cap threshold of 12,911. This comparison shows the
CSUMB Main Campus is 2,366 daily trips below the 2009 Stipulation and Order trip cap
under existing conditions. For the reasons explained above, these numbers are to be
distinguished from the 17,875 external daily trips (trip types A and B noted in Figure | in
Appendix A of EIR Appendix H) for the entire CSUMB campus shown in the comment
table (17,875 external daily trips for the entire CSUMB campus is the sum of the Main
Campus external trips (10,029; trip type A) and East Campus external trips (7,846; trip
type B). This accounting of the entire CSUMB campus external trips is different from the
Main Campus accounting used for the 2009 Stipulation and Order because the CSUMB
campus is defined differently between the two trip generation methods; therefore, any
attempt to compare the two is not a valid comparison.

As indicated in Response to Comment C1-5, CSUMB is obligated to undertake further
environmental review prior to exceedance of the trip cap threshold to assess the potential
for corresponding significant environmental impacts, or, absent further environmental
review, to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting campus growth,
including enrollment growth. CSUMB has prepared this EIR for the proposed Master Plan
to assess the potential environmental impacts, including transportation-related impacts,
associated with the Project using current analytical methods required by CEQA (e.g.,
VMT) in order to identify appropriate and feasible mitigation measures for any/all
significant impacts. As no significant VMT impacts were identified in EIR Section 4.13,
Transportation, no mitigation measures are required. Contrary to the commenter’s
comparison in the table above, CSUMB is not obligated to continue to compare
transportation impacts of the proposed Master Plan to the trip cap threshold identified in
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the 2009 Stipulation and Order, as CSUMB is undertaking environmental review to assess
the potential environmental impacts, including transportation-related impacts, associated
with the Project.

Cl1-13 Comment. VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT). Executive Summary (Page v).

The analysis does not consider off-ramp vehicle queuing at affected interchanges along
Highway |. This is a CEQA consideration.

Response. The analysis presented in the EIR complies with all requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Transportation, and the CSU Transportation Impact Study
Manual (TISM). Moreover, the comment is incorrect as the referenced analysis was in fact
conducted. Ramp capacity analysis was conducted during the morning and evening peak
hours for each of the five study scenarios listed in EIR Appendix H on page 21. The results
of the ramp analysis under existing conditions and existing with Project conditions (pages
19 and 120), cumulative without and with Project conditions and Eastside Parkway
conditions (pages 129 and 130), and cumulative without and with Project conditions and
with Eastside Parkway conditions (page |35 and 136) show that all ramp volumes would
not exceed capacity and therefore would not cause queuing to the freeways.

Cl-14 Comment. The analysis uses the metric of VMT per Service Population rather than
separating residential and non-residential land uses. This is not appropriate and is
inconsistent with the City’s VMT analysis methodology. State guidelines on analyzing VMT,
which were published before this analysis was completed, states that each land use should
be analyzed separately. Therefore, the residential population (those living on campus) and
non-residential population (those commuting to school from locations off-campus) should
be analyzed separately. The residential threshold should be based on citywide or
countywide averages while the non-residential threshold (commuters) should be based
on countywide averages.

Response. A detailed response to the comment follows below. However, in short, under
the CEQA Guidelines and state’s technical advisory specific to analysis under the VMT
metric, CSU, as the lead agency, has the discretion to determine, based on substantial
evidence, the appropriate methodology by which to conduct the analysis of the Project’s
potential transportation related VMT impacts presented in the EIR. Further, as a state
entity with sovereign authority, CSU is not subject to a local jurisdiction’s regulations or
policies, including VMT analysis methodology.

Unlike other available VMT metrics, the two VMT per service population metrics used
for this analysis encompass all vehicle trips to and from the University generated by
residents, employees, visitors and students and, therefore, is the most appropriate metric
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applicable to evaluate the full effects of the Project in the CSUMB campus setting. The
commenter is proposing the use of partial VMT metrics such as home-based VMT per
resident and home-based work VMT per employee to analyze the office and residential
uses of the Project. This may be acceptable for a baseline VMT screening approach that
assumes the proposed project would be small enough not to change VMT generation
rates or to have an effect on VMT. As shown in this analysis, the Project does reduce the
campus VMT generation rate and has an effect on VMT due to street access restrictions.
The partial VMT metrics are for only light-duty passenger vehicles and only trips for a
specific purpose or made by a specific population and would not demonstrate the
Project’s effect on VMT.

The approach suggested by the commenter would not be appropriate in this case because
this Project will change the campus VMT generation rate (improve it), and have an effect
on VMT with the street access restrictions. Therefore, to disclose the potential effects of
the Project on the environment, the University selected two VMT per service population
metrics: |) total Project generated VMT per service population, also referred to as total
VMT (for direct impact evaluation), and 2) boundary VMT per service population to
evaluate the Project’s effect on VMT (for cumulative impact evaluation). The service
population metric is the most appropriate method to analyze VMT-related impacts.

The first VMT metric, total Project generated VMT per service population, is used to
evaluate how the increased on-campus housing, and the existing parking management and
TDM program reduce VMT by shortening vehicle trip lengths and increasing the
convenience of walking, bicycling, or using transit between Project destinations. To
quantify these effects with travel models used in current practice requires analyzing the
Project as a whole. The commenter agrees with the use of the total Project generated
VMT per service population metric in comment C1-31.

The second VMT metric, boundary VMT, is used to evaluate the effects of the VMT rate
change, the street access restrictions (commenter notes this need in Comment C|-40),
and parking lot relocations. Boundary VMT is cited in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR Technical Advisory) prepared by the State Office
of Planning and Research for retail projects and transportation projects on pages 5, 6 and
23, and Appendix | of EIR Appendix H. For projects like the proposed Master Plan,
boundary VMT is a more complete evaluation of the potential effects of the Project
because it captures the combined effect of new VMT, shifting of existing VMT to/from
other neighborhoods, and/or shifts in existing VMT to alternate travel routes or modes.
The absolute change in boundary VMT between a without project and with project
condition can be compared directly if the land use totals are equal between scenarios.
Because the land use totals are different between scenarios, the boundary VMT is divided
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by the service population to distinguish the effects of population and/or employment
growth from the effects of changes in personal travel behavior. Therefore, boundary VMT
per service population is used to evaluate the Project’s effect on VMT.

Furthermore, the comment’s reference to residential (students living on-campus) and
non-residential populations (students living off-campus) as differing “land uses” that should
be analyzed separately is incorrect as the OPR Technical Advisory’s recommendation in
this regard is referring to differing land uses to be constructed as part of a proposed
project (OPR TA, page 6). In this case, the proposed Master Plan does not include the
construction of any off-campus housing and, therefore, reliance on the OPR Technical
Advisory is misplaced. As such, the EIR’s use of total Project generated VMT per service
population and boundary VMT per service population is appropriate and supported by
substantial evidence.

Detailed Response for Selecting a Comprehensive YMT Impact Analysis

Under CEQA, lead agencies have the discretion to determine, based on substantial
evidence, what constitutes a significant environmental impact. In fact, specific to VMT
analysis, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) (cited below) expressly establishes
that the lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate VMT methods for
transportation impact analysis.

Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate
methodology to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to
express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household, or in any other
measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles
traveled and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on
substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and
any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in the
environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy in
Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section.

The OPR Technical Advisory and the “State guidelines” to which the comment refers, is
consistent with the principle expressed above in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3: “The
purpose of this document is to provide advice and recommendations, which agencies and
other entities may use at their discretion. This document does not alter lead agency
discretion in preparing environmental documents subject to CEQA.” Furthermore, the
comment’s reference to residential (students living on-campus) and non-residential
populations (students living off-campus) as differing “land uses” that should be analyzed
separately is incorrect as the OPR Technical Advisory’s recommendation in this regard is
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referring to differing land uses to be constructed as part of a proposed project (OPR TA,
page 6). In this case, the proposed Master Plan does not include the construction of any
off-campus housing and, therefore, reliance on the OPR Technical Advisory is misplaced.
With respect to consistency with the City of Marina’s VMT analysis methodology, as
previously noted, the CSU, as a state entity with sovereign authority, is not subject to a
local jurisdiction’s fees, ordinances, regulations, rules, or policies, etc., including VMT
analysis methodology.

Nonetheless, and as explained below, substantial evidence supports the use of each VMT
per service population metric in this case. The SB 743 VMT Assessment Methods
Decisions section (pages |3 to 18) of EIR Appendix H is quoted in full below and describes
why a comprehensive VMT analysis was conducted and how the CSU Chancellor’s Office
prepared the VMT thresholds. The detailed response addresses the use of total Project
generated VMT, Project’s effect on VMT, direct, indirect and cumulative impact analysis,
and defines each VMT per service population metric:

As discussed below, the comprehensive VMT analysis (i.e., VMT including all vehicle
trips, vehicle types, and trip purposes without separation by land use) presented
in this report considers the Project’s direct impacts, as well as a cumulative analysis
that considers the Project’s long-term effect on VMT.? The VMT analysis methods
and thresholds used for this analysis go beyond the Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) due to the unique
characteristics of a university campus development project, which are not
specifically addressed in the Technical Advisory. This is due to several reasons,
including the Technical Advisory’s focus on how to streamline or avoid VMT impact
review for projects the state considers to be desirable based on their type and
location (i.e., infill projects near transit) and that include the most common land
uses (i.e., office, industrial, residential, and retail).

Accordingly, after careful evaluation of the OPR Technical Advisory relative to a
campus setting, the CSU Chancellor’s Office prepared the 2019 CSU TISM to
provide guidance for CEQA compliant transportation impact analysis pursuant to
SB 743 for all CSU campuses. The 2019 CSU TISM was prepared by

This is in contrast with the OPR Technical Advisory recommendation to use Partial VMT for transportation impact analysis
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory: On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, pages
15 and 16). Using Partial VMT for Project generated VMT screening may not tell the full story of the project’s benefits.
For example, mixed-use projects help reduce VMT by shortening vehicle trip lengths or reducing vehicle trips because of
the convenience of walking, bicycling, or using transit between project destinations. A comprehensive VMT analysis is a
more complete evaluation.

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR 10357

May 2022 RTC-52



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

transportation engineers and support staff with a strong understanding of CEQA
practice and focus on consistency and compliance with CEQA Guidelines.

The OPR Technical Advisory provides a blueprint for organizing key decisions regarding
SB 743 methods: the decisions listed later in this section follow the basic structure of the
OPR Technical Advisory. The OPR Technical Advisory recommends considering a project’s
short-term, long-term, and cumulative effects on VMT but provides limited
recommendations on how to prepare a comprehensive VMT analysis for projects. The
CSU Chancellor’s Office and resulting 2019 CSU TISM considers the substantial evidence
presented in the OPR Technical Advisory to make key decisions about the VMT
forecasting model, VMT accounting methods, calculation of the baseline and cumulative
regional VMT estimates, and VMT thresholds required for a comprehensive analysis.
Below are substantial evidence examples with specific citations of:

e using all Project generated VMT and Project’s Effect on VMT (refer to the Retail
Projects quote below),

® not truncating trip lengths based on model or political boundaries (refer to the
Consideration for All Projects quote below), and

e accounting for the cumulative effects of a project (refer to Cumulative Impacts
quote) used to create the 2019 CSU TISM.

The quotes are listed below with highlights added to the most relevant portion of
the quote.

Retail Projects. Generally, lead agencies should analyze the effects of a
retail project by assessing the change in total VMT'' because retail projects
typically reroute travel from other retail destinations. A retail project might
lead to increases or decreases in VMT, depending on previously existing
retail travel patterns. (Quote from page 5 of the Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018; footnote [ |
in this quote is a reference to see Appendix | of the OPR Technical
Advisory, which discusses evaluation of Total VMT).

Considerations for All Projects. Lead agencies should not truncate
any VMT analysis because of jurisdictional or other boundaries, for
example, by failing to count the portion of a trip that falls outside the
jurisdiction or by discounting the VMT from a trip that crosses a
jurisdictional boundary. CEQA requires environmental analyses to reflect
a “good faith effort at full disclosure.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15151.) Thus,
where methodologies exist that can estimate the full extent of vehicle
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travel from a project, the lead agency should apply them to do so. Where
those VMT effects will grow over time, analyses should consider both a
project’s short-term and long-term effects on VMT. (Quote from page 6
of the Technical Advisory: On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, December 2018).

Cumulative Impacts. A project’s cumulative impacts are based on an
assessment of whether the “incremental effects of an individual 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.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083, subd. (b)(2); see CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (h)(1).) (Quote from page 6 of the Technical
Advisor: On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018).

The inclusion of Project’s effect on VMT for retail projects in the OPR Technical
Advisory is one of the reasons that the analysis presented here includes all trip
purposes and vehicle types without separation of VMT by land use, and an
evaluation of Project’s Effects on VMT (i.e., Project generated VMT per service
population and boundary VMT).

The expectations of a CEQA impact andlysis to provide a complete picture of the
VMT effects on the environment are highlighted within the CEQA Guidelines in the
following sections.

e CEQA Guidelines — Expectations for Environmental Impact
Analysis
0 § 15003 (F) = fullest possible protection of the environment...

o § 15003 (I) = adequacy, completeness, and good-faith effort at full
disclosure...

o0 § 15125 (C) = EIR must demonstrate that the significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated. ..

0 § 15144 = an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose. ..
o § 15151 = sufficient analysis to allow a decision which intelligently

takes account of environmental consequences. ..

All of these suggest completeness (and accuracy) is important and have largely
been recognized by the courts as the context for judging an adequate analysis.
Furthermore, to understand the effects of a project, VMT inputs for air quality,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and energy consumption already require a
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comprehensive analysis of ‘project generated’ and ‘project’s effect on VMT’ using
local or regional travel forecasting models:

e Project generated VMT per service population (Direct Impacts): The sum
of the “VMT from” and “VMT to” and within a local jurisdiction under
baseline conditions divided by the sum of the number of residents,
employees, and students in the local jurisdiction.

e Project’s effect on VMT per service population (Cumulative Impacts): An
evaluation of the change in travel between without and with project
conditions on all roadways within the local jurisdiction under Cumulative
Conditions divided by the sum of the number of residents, employees,
and students in the local jurisdiction.

Both ‘project generated VMT and the ‘project’s effect on VMT are
recommended in the 2019 CSU TISM to fully account for VMT effects that may
include changes to VMT generation from neighboring land uses. The importance
of a comprehensive analysis using all VMT per service population and that
considers the project’s effect on VMT is that land use projects can influence the
routing of existing trips and the VMT generation of surrounding land uses.
Combined with the expectations established in the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA
case law, ignoring the project’s effect on VMT may result in an
inadequate analysis.

With this in mind, implementation of an SB 743 VMT assessment requires that
certain methodology decisions must be made prior to the assessment. The
necessary decisions and selected tools used in this assessment are as follows
(consistent with the 2019 CSU TISM):

o Select a VMT calculation tool

O Use the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
regional travel forecasting model.

e Select the VMT accounting method(s)

O Total (Project generated)® VMT ber service population (for Direct
Impacts): The sum of the “VMT from” and “VMT to” and within a

3 For projects requiring a full VMT assessment, the 2019 California State University Transportation Impact Study Manual
describes the need to evaluate the project-generated VMT per service population. This analysis uses the total VMT metric.
The Project’s VMT is the difference between the CSUMB campus total VMT under Existing with Project Conditions and
Existing Conditions. This approach of identifying the Project’s total VMT is to capture the effects of increasing on-campus
housing and shifting of student housing from East Campus Housing to Main Campus.
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specific geographic area divided by the service population, which is the
sum of the number of residents, employees, and students in the county.

O Project’s effect on VMT per service population (for Cumulative
Impacts): An evaluation of the change in travel between without and
with Project Conditions on all roadways within Monterey County
under Cumulative Conditions divided by the sum of the number of
residents, employees, and students in the county.

e Calculate the baseline and cumulative regional VMT estimates

O The analysis presented here uses VMT from all trip purposes and vehicle
types without separation of VMT by land use for Monterey County with
a baseline set as Existing Conditions VMT generated by Monterey
County and cumulative set as VMT on all roadways in Monterey County
under Cumulative without Project Conditions. (Refer to the descriptions
of Project generated VMT (Project Analysis) and Project’s effect on VMT
(Cumulative Analysis) presented in Chapters 4 and 5 for more details.
[pages 67 to 88 of Appendix H])

e Set VMT threshold(s)

O The threshold to be applied in assessing Project-specific impacts is
|5 percent below the existing total VMT per service population rate
for Monterey County.® (Refer to Error! Reference source not found.
for additional details about this threshold [page 67 of Appendix HJ)

O The threshold to be applied in assessing cumulative impacts (Project’s
effect on VMT) is no change in the cumulative conditions (future)
boundary VMT per service population (without and with Eastside
Parkway) for Monterey County. (Refer to Error! Reference source not
found. for additional details about this threshold [page 67 of
Appendix H])

As to direct impacts, total VMT per service population is the metric used to
evaluate how the CSUMB campus VMT rate changes (increases or decreases)
between the “without Project” and “with Project” scenarios, considering both
VMT increases due to growth and VMT reductions due to changes in travel

The CSU has selected the |15 percent reduction relative to Monterey County based on the OPR Technical Advisory, which
states “...OPR recommends that a per capita or per employee VMT that is |5 percent below that of existing development
may be a reasonable threshold.” (Quote from page 10 of the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA, December 2018).
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behavior.” The “with Project” scenario results are divided by the number of full-
time equivalent (FTE) students, FTE faculty, and staff (the change in service
population due to the Project) to normalize the results; that is, to account for the
differences in travel behavior among the different campus population types.®
Total VMT per service population is used to evaluate changes in the VMT rate
due to the Project (i.e., the direct impacts); however, it does not evaluate a
Project’s effect on VMT on the entire roadway system,” which is evaluated as part
of the cumulative analysis. Regarding the cumulative analysis, the CSUMB
campus land use changes are relatively small in the context of Monterey County’s
residential population and employment; therefore, it is likely that the Project’s
effect on VMT (cumulative impact) would be localized, such as shifting some
existing trips to/from other neighborhoods close to the CSUMB campus.
Furthermore, the Project is likely to cause existing pass-through trdffic to shift to
alternate routes as more CSUMB campus-generated trdffic occurs on the local
streets within and near the CSUMB campus. Therefore, the Project’s effect on
VMT, as evaluated by the cumulative effects of the Project’s land use and
transportation changes, compares the changes in boundary VMT per service
population® between the Cumulative and Cumulative with Project conditions,
including with and without Eastside Parkway Conditions. Each scenario is
described in detail later in this chapter. For the reasons listed above, the analysis
presented in this report focuses on the VMT for all trip purposes and vehicle
types without separation of VMT by land use. For the project analysis, the Project
generated VMT threshold was developed using the Existing Conditions total VMT
for Monterey County because a substantial majority of the campus population
(nearly 90 percent of students, faculty, and staff) lives within Monterey County.
As a result, most of the CSUMB campus total VMT would be within Monterey
County and, therefore, impacts assessed against the Monterey County baseline
is the most appropriate assessment of a project’s direct impact. Like the Project-

The trip generation approach and technical methods are unique because of the size of the CSUMB campus, the unique
travel behavior of each portion of the CSUMB population, and varied housing locations of the CSUMB population. Rather
than calculating the net increase in project VMT due to the net increase in land use intensity like most projects, the total
VMT is prepared for the entire campus under Existing Conditions and Existing with Project Conditions to capture the
effects of adding student on-campus housing to the Main Campus and shifting of student housing from East Campus to
Main Campus, and increasing the portion of faculty and staff living in the East Campus.

For this analysis, service population is defined as the sum of all employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).
An often-cited example of how a project can affect VMT is the addition of a grocery store in a food desert. Residents of
a neighborhood without a grocery store have to travel a great distance to an existing grocery store. Adding a grocery store

to that neighborhood will shorten many of the grocery shopping trips and reduce the VMT to/from the neighborhood. This
concept is likely to occur with the addition of campus housing.

Boundary VMT captures all VMT on a roadway network within a specified geographic area, including local trips plus
interregional travel, that does not have an origin or destination within the area.
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generated VMT baseline rate, the boundary VMT baseline uses the Monterey
County boundary VMT to evaluate the Project’s effects on VMT because the
Project effects are likely to be localized near the CSUMB campus and within
Monterey County.

Based on the VMT analysis method decisions described above, the CSU TISM significance
thresholds used for the Project are shown in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, Table 4.13-
4 (cited below), as well as in Table 10 (EIR Appendix H). The City of Marina’s VMT
thresholds do not apply to the Project.

Table 4.13-4
CSU TISM VMT Significance Thresholds

Calculated Numeric Thresholds for

Impact Categories Project

CSU Significance Thresholds

Project Impacts

The threshold to be applied in
assessing project-specific impacts is
15% below the existing total VMT per
service population rate of Monterey
County.

The Project would result in a
significant project-specific impact if the
CSUMB campus total VMT per service
population under existing with Project
conditions is greater than 23.91.

Cumulative Impacts

The threshold to be applied in
assessing cumulative impacts is no
change in the cumulative conditions
(future) boundary VMT per service
population for Monterey County.

The Project would result in a
significant cumulative impact if it
causes the cumulative countywide
daily boundary VMT per service
population to be greater than 14.07.

CI1-15 Comment. The analysis states that there is no impact as the project’s VMT per Service

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR

Population falls below the threshold established based on the City’s average. As noted
above, this conclusion may change once residents and commuters are analyzed separately.

Response. As explained in Response to Comment Cl-14, the EIR analysis properly
utilized the service population metric and there is no need to analyze resident and
commuter trips separately. With respect to the commenter’s reference to “City’s
average,” we assume this is a reference to the City of Marina’s VMT thresholds. As a lead
agency, CSUMB developed and applied its own VMT thresholds. Please see Response to
Comment Cl-14 for a description of the SB 743 VMT assessment methods used for the
Project. While a reviewing agency’s LOS thresholds may have been used in the past, it is
not appropriate to apply a reviewing agencies VMT thresholds. There are no changes
necessary to the VMT methods, metrics or thresholds in response to this comment.
Therefore, there are no changes to the VMT impact conclusions.
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Cl1-16 Comment. The Cumulative conditions analysis includes setting new thresholds, which
is not appropriate. The project’s VMT should be compared to the thresholds set based
on existing conditions.

Response. As previously noted, as lead agency, CSU has the discretion to utilize those
methodologies and thresholds it deems appropriate as supported by substantial evidence.
In addition to Response to Comment Cl-14, the cumulative impact analysis approach is
further discussed on page 74 of EIR Appendix H, as quoted below:

As noted earlier, the Project’s effect on VMT, or cumulative impact, is evaluated
using the boundary VMT, which captures all VMT on the roadway network within
a specified geographic area, including local trips plus interregional travel that does
not have an origin or destination within the area. The geographical boundary
method only considers traffic within the physical limits of the selected study area
and does not include the impact of vehicles once they travel outside the area
limits. The use of boundary VMT provides a complete evaluation of the potential
effects of the Project because it captures the combined effect of new VMT,
shifting existing VMT to/from other neighborhoods, and/or shifts in existing traffic
to alternate travel routes or modes. The boundary VMT is also divided by the
service population (sum of residents, employees, and students) to account for the
effects of population and/or employment growth and the effects of changes in
personal travel behavior within the specified geographic area.”

As stated in Response to Comment Cl-14, CSUMB used its discretion to choose the
VMT methods for analyzing the potential impacts associated with this Project. As it
pertains to cumulative conditions, and as noted in Response to Comment CI-14, the EIR
utilized as a threshold of significance based on any increase in boundary VMT. The Project
will be built out over many years and contemplates both land use and transportation
network changes that will take many years to construct and result in localized vehicle
travel pattern changes due to street closures and relocation of parking lots. Therefore, a
cumulative condition evaluation of the Project’s long-term cumulative effects using the
boundary VMT metric and designated threshold of significance is appropriate and
supported by substantial evidence.

Cl1-17 Comment. Generally, a Cumulative conditions VMT analysis is not necessary if no
impact is found based on existing conditions. It is recommended that when analysis is
completed after separating the residents and commuters, a similar Cumulative conditions
analysis be only completed if an impact is discovered for Existing conditions.
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Response. As previously explained, it is not necessary for the EIR to separately analyze
resident and non-resident commuters. Additionally, the commenter is describing a
baseline VMT screening process that can be useful for small- to medium-size land use
projects that were contemplated in prior planning documents and environmental analysis.
Refer to Responses to Comments Cl-14 and CI-16, which describe why a cumulative
analysis was done using boundary VMT.

C1-18 Comment. SB 743 VMT Assessment Methods Decisions (Page |3). The document states
that, “The inclusion of Project’s effect on VMT for retail projects in the OPR Technical
Advisory is one of the reasons that the analysis presented here includes all trip purposes
and vehicle types without separation of VMT by land use, and an evaluation of Project’s
Effects on VMT (i.e., Project generated VMT per service population and boundary VMT).”
As the project is described as the expansion of the University in terms of student
population and employment, it is difficult to see how this corresponds to retail projects.

e Specifically, the analysis should not include all vehicle types as trucks and heavy
vehicles should be considered separately

e Land uses should be analyzed separately rather than being combined into a single metric.
This is due to the differences in trip generation and trip lengths by land use type.

Response. Preliminarily, we note that under CEQA, the analysis of potential VMT-related
impacts is limited to automobile travel and does not include trucks and heavy vehicles
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subd. (a)). With respect to the separate analysis of
land uses, the commenter is recommending the use of partial VMT metrics by land use
type. Partial VMT metrics were considered, but as described in Response to Comment
Cl-14, a comprehensive VMT impact analysis was selected using total VMT as the
approach more appropriate to a university setting.

Partial VMT refers to the use of only particular trip purposes and/or vehicle types, while
total VMT metrics (for this response we are referring to both total Project generated
VMT and boundary VMT metrics) include all types of VMT captured by a travel forecasting
model, regardless of the type of vehicle or the trip’s purpose. In practice, this means the
metric includes visitor trips, delivery and service trips, public transit buses, and other
types of vehicle miles that might not be captured in the most common partial VMT metrics
(such as home-based work VMT or home-based VMT). Metrics such as Home-Based VMT
per Resident and Home-Based Work VMT per Employee represent partial VMT (i.e,,
some vehicle types and trip purposes are excluded from the calculation). This may be
acceptable for baseline screening purposes of small- to medium-size projects, but not for
a comprehensive VMT impact analysis — as conducted for this Project.

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR 10357

May 2022 RTC-60



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A total (project generated) VMT metric is the most appropriate way to assess direct
project effects for projects like the proposed Master Plan that change project generated
VMT rates because of their size, complex project attributes that effect vehicle travel, or
because they would be a unique or new land use for the study area. In addition, total
(boundary) VMT metrics derived from a transportation forecasting model are necessary
to measure a project’s effect on VMT, or how the project changes the total VMT in a
given geographic area due to its land use and transportation network changes. This
project’s effect on VMT is discussed in Response to Comment CI-14.

Boundary VMT is also useful for consistency with other EIR sections, namely Section 4.2,
Air Quality, Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy.
Each of these sections uses total VMT as an input for its analysis, although they may
consider VMT on an annual rather than daily basis.

Further, both ‘project generated VMT’ (total VMT) and the ‘project’s effect on VMT’
(using boundary VMT) are recommended in the 2019 CSU TISM to fully account for VMT
effects that may include changes to VMT generation from neighboring land uses. The
importance of a comprehensive analysis that evaluates all VMT per service population and
considers the project’s effect on VMT s that land use projects can influence the routing
of existing trips and the VMT generation of surrounding land uses. Evaluating a project’s
effect on VMT using boundary VMT allows the evaluation of the combined effects of the
land use changes, parking lot location changes, and roadway access restrictions.

Cl-19 Comment. The document states that the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments (AMBAG) regional travel forecasting model was used for the analysis. This
is appropriate.

Response. The commenter’s confirmation of the use of the AMBAG regional travel
forecasting model is acknowledged.

C1-20 Comment. The analysis methods stated are inconsistent with the analysis methods
outlined in the City’s VMT analysis guidelines and policy.

Response. As noted in Response to Comment Cl-14, lead agencies can choose their
analysis methods. As a lead agency, CSUMB applies its own VMT thresholds. Therefore,
it is not appropriate to apply a reviewing agencies VMT thresholds.

Cl1-21 Comment. Thresholds were set to be |5-percent below the countywide average for
Existing conditions. This is appropriate.
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Cl1-22

Cl-23

Response. It is assumed the commenter is referring to total VMT per service population
when describing the VMT threshold. The commenter’s confirmation of the use of the
total VMT per service population metric and |5 percent below the countywide baseline
VMT rate is acknowledged.

Comment. Thresholds for Cumulative conditions is set at no net change in VMT within
Monterey County. This is not appropriate, the correct thresholds to measure against
would be those set for Existing conditions.

Response. Please see Response to Comment Cl-14 and CI-16 for the cumulative impact
significance threshold using boundary VMT per service population for Monterey County.

Comment. Possible double counting is occurring when thresholds are set based on
footnote |5 which states, “For this analysis, service population is defined as the sum of all
employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).” Residents that are
also students in grades K-12 may be double counted if their VMT is only considered once,
but their population as a resident and student is counted twice.

Response. Preliminarily, we note that the EIR acknowledges that some double-counting
is an expected result of the methodology utilized; however, any such double-counting was
addressed by dividing the VMT by the generators of both trip ends of the VMT. Total
VMT is defined in the Total VMT per Service Population Estimation Method section of
EIR Appendix H (page 74) and quoted below. The portion of the quote that discusses
double counting VMT and how it is addressed is highlighted.

The total VMT is the VMT from all vehicle trips for all trip purposes and types
caused by the residential population, employment population, and student
population in a specific area. It is calculated by summing the “VMT within,” “VMT
from,” and “VMT to” a specified area, as follows:

Total VMT = (I1 + 1X) + (I + XI) = 2« I] + IX + XI

e Internal-internal (ll): The full length of all trips made entirely within the
specified geographic area limits.

e Internal-external (IX): The full length of all trips with an origin within the
specified geographic area and destination outside of the area.

e External-internal (XI): The full length of all trips with an origin outside of
the specified geographic area and destination within the area.

The intra-zonal VMT and VMT between traffic analysis zones, or TAZs, that are
in the specified geographic study area causes some double counting, which is an
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expected result when summing the trip end based VMT. To ensure a VMT rate is
expressed properly (ie, that the numerator and denominator include the
generators of both trip ends of the VMT), the total VMT is divided by the service
population (residential population, employment population, plus student
population), the generators of both trip ends of the VMT. The VMT estimates are
also presented on a per service population basis to account for both the effects of
population and/or employment growth and the effects of changes in personal
travel behavior. For example, population growth may cause an increase in VMT,
while travelers changing their behavior by using different travel modes or
decreasing their vehicle trip lengths (such as a higher percentage of students living
campus) would cause decreases in VMT.

C1-24 Comment. The document states that nearly 90-percent of the campus population lives
in Monterey County. However, there is no discussion of how residents that attend the
University and live outside the County are accounted for.

Response. As described in Appendix G to EIR Appendix H:

The total VMT was adjusted at the model edges to include the full length of trips
that leave the AMBAG region (Santa Cruz County, Monterey County, and San Benito
County). Adjacent jurisdictions (e.g., San Mateo County, Santa Clara County, Merced
County, Fresno County, Kings County, and San Luis Obispo County) are represented
by external stations or gateways where major roadways provide access into the
overall model area. These stations capture the trdffic entering, exiting, or passing
through the model area on major county and state roadways (e.g., Highway |, US
101, State Route 9, State Route 25, State Route |52, State Route |56, State Route
198, Skyline Boulevard, Frazier Lake Road, and San Felipe Road). To include VMT
outside of the AMBAG region, the distances listed in Table G-5 [cited below] were
used to estimate VMT for CSUMB campus or Monterey County trips occurring
outside of the AMBAG region.
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TABLE G-5: EXTERNAL STATION DISTANCES

External Station Location Distance (miles) Origin/Destination City’
Highway 1 Northbound 75 Marin County
State Route 9 25 San Jose
Skyline Boulevard 20 San Jose
State Route 152 40 San Jose
US 101 Northbound 40 San Jose
State Route 25 40 San Jose
Frazier Lake Road 40 San Jose
San Felipe Road 40 San Jose
State Route 156 75 Merced
State Route 198 90 Fresno
Highway 1 Southbound 95 Santa Maria
US 101 Southbound 60 Santa Maria

Notes:
1. Distances measured from external station edge of AMBAG region to larger urban destination.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019

This adjustment applies to all external station vehicle trips including residents that attend
the University and live outside the County. Further this adjustment is applied to baseline
VMT rates to establish the VMT thresholds and to Project generated VMT rates.

C1-25 Comment. There is no discussion of how VMT located outside of the AMBAG model
area is accounted for when setting thresholds and analyzing the VMT impact of the
project.

Response. The external station adjustments described in Appendix G and highlighted in
Response to Comment C1-24 are applied to all total VMT metrics under base year and
future year conditions used to establish either a VMT threshold or to evaluate the Project.

C1-26 Comment. Significance Criteria and VMT Analysis Methods (Page 67). Previous
comments on VMT threshold setting and impact determination also hold for this section.

Response. Please see Response to Comment Cl-14.
C1-27 Comment. No discussion is made regarding off-ramp queuing impacts.

Response. Please see Response to Comment CI-13.

CSUMB Master Plan Final EIR 10357

May 2022 RTC-64



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

C1-28 Comment. No discussion is made of impacts to bicycles and pedestrians at interchange
intersections.

Response. The EIR discusses the Project’s potential impacts related to bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in Impact TRA-| of EIR Section 4.13, Transportation. As explained,
the Project would not conflict with any programs, plans, ordinances or policies addressing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and safety and, therefore, the Project would not result in
significant impacts in this regard.

As explained in the EIR, the Project includes multiple improvements to enhance bicycle safety,
including: restricting vehicle access along Inter-Garrison Road and Divarty Street next to the
campus core; replacing existing Class Il facilities on Inter-Garrison Road with Class | facilities
(bike path separated from vehicle lanes); installing a Class | facility in place of the existing Class
[Il facility on Divarty Street; installing a Class | facility along General Jim Moore Boulevard; and
providing a network of Class | trails linking the campus together.

With respect to pedestrians, the EIR analysis addresses whether the Project would fail to
provide safe pedestrian connections between campus buildings and adjacent streets and
transit facilities. As explained, the Project would expand the pedestrian network on the
campus and to adjacent land uses by adding multi-use greenways, pedestrian pathways,
and closing existing sidewalk gaps, and would also establish additional pedestrian malls
such as Divarty Street and Inter-Garrison Road where vehicle access would be restricted.

With respect to potential impacts at interchange intersections, the two interchanges near the
campus are SR | and Imjin Parkway and SR | and Lightfighter Drive. The Project would not
alter the existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities at either interchange and, therefore,
the Project would not impact bicyclists or pedestrians at the interchange intersections.

C1-29 Comment. Traffic Forecasting Methods (Page 71). The AMBAG travel demand model
was used to forecast volumes and obtain VMT metrics. This is appropriate.

Response. The commenter’s confirmation of the use of AMBAG travel model for the
forecast volumes and VMT metrics is acknowledged.

C1-30 Comment. No discussion is provided as to how the project was added to the AMBAG
TDM. The population synthesis process is not set up for Existing conditions, so it is
unclear as to how the project was represented in the model. It would be helpful if a
discussion was provided as to what methods were undertaken to add the project to the
AMBAG TDM.
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Response. The commenter is directed to Appendix F of EIR Appendix H where changes
to the AMBAG regional travel model are discussed. The ability to update the residential
population is limited without the population synthesizer. Therefore, the reviewer will note
that the base year land use changes are limited to changes in the student population and
employment that can be updated without the population synthesizer. The appropriate
fields were updated in the following files:

e 2010 _Base_Year_TAZ_ Monterey.dbd
e 2010_Base_Year_Popsyn_Households_Monterey.bin
e  AMGAGEmployers_Monterey.bin

After the model was run, the output TAZ (Transportation Analysis Zone) file was checked
to ensure the correct students and employment values were in the modified zone.

Appendix G of EIR Appendix H summarizes the project specific land use changes by
transportation analysis zone.

C1-31 Comment. VMT Estimation Process for the SB 743 Assessment (Page 74). The method
for estimating Total VMT is appropriate when dividing by service population.

Response. This comment conflicts with the commenter’s key finding summary in
Response to Comment Cl-4 that states: “The VMT analysis for CEQA is inadequate and
incorrectly done using VMT per Service Population.” We presume that the commenter’s
key finding summary is referring to a different VMT metric, but it is not clear which.

The “Total VMT per Service Population Estimation Method” section correctly summarizes
the total VMT per service population method. Please see Response to Comment C1-23,
which quotes the rationale for the total VMT per service population metric described in
the “Total VMT per Service Population Estimation Method” section on page 74 of EIR
Appendix H.

C1-32 Comment. No discussion is provided for estimating VMT for trips that start or end
outside of the AMBAG TDM area

Response. The total VMT per service population is adjusted for inter-regional travel as
described in Appendix G (Table G-5) of EIR Appendix H. Table G-5 is included in
Response to Comment C1-24.

C1-33 Comment. The boundary method is not an appropriate way to calculate a VMT impact. As
it includes through trips (those not starting or ending trips within the City or County), does
not account for VMT outside of the County, and is still divided by the total service population.
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e While there is [some] interest in determining the project’s impact on VMT within
the City or County, this is not a CEQA determination of impact SB 743 VMT
Analysis (Page 85).

Response. The reason for using boundary VMT is described in Responses to Comments
Cl-14, Cl-16, and CI-18. Further, this comment conflicts with Comment CI-40, which
states that “...closure of existing roadways (Inter-Garrison Road between General Jim
Moore Boulevard and Sixth Avenue) to vehicle traffic as identified in the report will add
to increased VMT for the Project.” As stated in Response to Comment Cl-18, the use of
the boundary VMT metric allows for the evaluation of the combined effects of the land
use changes, parking lot location changes, and roadway access restrictions.

C1-34 Comment. SB 743 VMT Analysis (Page 85). As noted in the document, while overall
VMT increases, VMT per Service Population decreases due to an increase in on-campus
housing. This conclusion is consistent with analysis conducted for similar universities.

Response. The commenter reasonably represents the reason for the VMT per service
population decrease and is acknowledged.

C1-35 Comment. The boundary method is not an appropriate method for calculating VMT for
Cumulative conditions.

Response. Please see Response to Comment CI-33.

C1-36 Comment. A new threshold is established based on the boundary method and this is
not appropriate. Impacts for Cumulative conditions should be compared to the threshold
established using an efficiency metric for Existing conditions.

e The efficiency metric should be established for residents and commuters
separately

e Existing plus Project and Cumulative plus Project conditions should be compared
to the same efficiency metric using the same analysis methodologies.

Response. The direct impact analysis methods use total (Project generated) VMT per
service population under existing with Project conditions and Project’s effect on VMT per
service population uses boundary VMT for cumulative impacts are described in Response
to Comment C|-14. Responses to Comments Cl-16 and CI-18, expand on the response
to the cumulative impact approach, and the use of total VMT metrics (total Project
generated VMT and boundary VMT), respectively.
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C1-37 Comment. Impact conclusions should be reevaluated once thresholds and project-level
analysis is completed for residents and commuters separately.

Response. No revisions to the VMT impact analysis methods were made; therefore,
there are no revisions to the VMT impact conclusions included in the EIR.

C1-38 Comment. SAFETY. The traffic analysis fails to address potential safety impacts as per CEQA.

Response. The commenter makes a general assertion about safety without specification
of a particular safety concern. The Project’s modifications to the streets and intersections
will be designed to meet current standards and with the roadway access restrictions,
vehicles would be separate from active transportation and transit vehicles in the campus
core, as described in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation (Impact TRA-3). These proposed
transportation improvements would not create hazards such as sharp curves or include
otherwise dangerous features. Please also see Response to Comment Cl-13 for
information about the Highway | ramp capacity analysis that was conducted that shows
that all ramp volumes would not exceed capacity and therefore would not cause queuing
to the freeways.

EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, also includes a general discussion of CSUMB safety policies
and processes with specific citations in the emergency access evaluation (Impact TRA-4). As
explained in Impact TRA-4, the Integrated California State University Administrative Manual
(ICSUAM) guidelines require that individual CSUMB building projects be reviewed by the
California State Fire Marshall involving a plan review and approval, followed by periodic field
inspections, and concluding with issuance of a certificate of occupancy to provide for adequate
emergency access and building safety features.

Finally, this Project is also consistent with the Caltrans’ 2020-2024 Strategic Plan four pillars
of safety. Caltrans’s 2020-2024 Strategic Plan lists “Safety First” as its top goal through 2024
(Caltrans 2021). The 2020 Caltrans Annual Accomplishments Report describes the Four
Pillars of Traffic Safety, which will help guide the department toward the ultimate goal of zero
deaths or severe injuries on California roads by 2050 (Caltrans 2020). The Four Pillars of
Traffic Safety are: (1) Double Down on What Works; (2) Accelerate Advanced Technology;
(3) Lead Safety Culture Change: and (4) Integrate Equity.

The Project and the aim to achieve the FORA Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG)
(June 2016), as reflected in the Project’s PDF-D-I, already include many of the applicable
countermeasures  from  Federal Highway  Administration’s Proven  Safety
Countermeasures program treatments, which the Doubling Down on What Works pillar
focuses on, including roadway design improvements at horizontal curves, reduced left-
turn conflicts at intersections, median barriers, corridor access management, dedicated
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left/right turn lanes at intersections, roundabouts, medians/pedestrian crossing islands,
road diets, and walkways. With respect to Accelerate Advanced Technology, this pillar
typically applies to local jurisdictions with authority over traffic controls such as smart
signals, etc., facilities over which CSU has no control. Additionally, the Project has been
designed to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety (Lead Safety Culture Change) and,
relatedly, to accommodate all modes of travel, which is in line with the Integrate Equity
pillar. As described in the EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, comprehensive systems are
provided for bicyclists and pedestrians. In many cases, facilities supporting these modes of
travel are physically separated from the roadway system to provide greater levels of
protection to these vulnerable users.

Cl1-39 Comment. MULTIMODAL IMPACTS (TRANSIT, BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN).
Transit Evaluation (Page 77). Transit evaluation is appropriate. However, the Project fails
to quantify additional shuttle service and how these will reduce the additional trips to
below the trip threshold.

Response. The commenter is referring to the recently launched WAVE shuttle service.
Prior to the WAVE shuttle service, CSUMB funded several MST buses to provide an
equivalent transit service as the WAVE shuttle service. The project trip generation rates
include the MST services under existing conditions, existing with Project conditions,
cumulative conditions, and cumulative with Project conditions. Therefore, the change in
service from MST to WAVE does not affect the transit ridership analysis. With respect
to the trip cap threshold, please see the prior Responses to Comments C1-5 through Cl-
|2 addressing CSU’s compliance with the referenced threshold.

C1-40 Comment. Bicycle Evaluation (Page 82). Even though the bicycle improvements
identified in the Report will make bicycle travel more efficient, closure of existing
roadways (Inter-Garrison Road between General Jim Moore Boulevard and Sixth Avenue)
to vehicle traffic as identified in the report will add to increased VMT for the Project.

Response. The commenter incorrectly presumes that the street access restrictions were
not studied. It should be noted that a modification of street access will redirect existing
and future traffic around the core of the Main Campus. Accordingly, the effects of the
local street access restrictions, including between General Jim Moore Boulevard and Fifth
Avenue (not Sixth Avenue), were evaluated using the boundary VMT under cumulative
conditions. The reason for using boundary VMT is described in Responses to Comments
Cl-14, Cl-16, and CI-18. As stated in Response to Comment CI-I8, the use of the
boundary VMT metric allows the evaluation of the combined effects of the land use
changes, parking lot location changes, and roadway access restrictions.
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Cl-41

Comment. The study relies on future multi-modal infrastructure connecting to existing
destinations i.e., Dunes Shopping Center and until these facilities are implemented, no
TDM reductions can be realized.

Response. The transportation analysis was conducted based on the existing TDM
program and its related components; no TDM-related assumptions or reductions were
made that rely on future multimodal infrastructure of other development. As described
below, the TDM reduction is based on existing TDM effectiveness and the existing
multimodal infrastructure.

Parking management and TDM programs are key parts of the Project, as described in EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description. Each existing program is accounted for in the trip
generation and VMT analysis. Please see Response to Comment Cl-4 (Item 5) and the
following quotes in EIR Appendix H, which states how the existing parking management
and TDM programs are integrated into the Project trip generation.

As stated in the introduction to EIR Appendix H (Chapter |, page |):

This report presents the results of the Transportation Analysis (TA) conducted for
the proposed California State University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB) 2020 Master
Plan (the “Project”). The Project consists of the proposed Master Plan and Project
Design Features (PDFs), as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the
Master Plan Draft EIR. The trip generation and parking demand analysis
presented in this report assumes the existing Parking Management and
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures remain in place on the
CSUMB campus, and those measures continue to be as effective in reducing
vehicle trip-making and encouraging the use of other modes based on observed
existing travel characteristics. It furthermore assumes no increased effectiveness
or growth in TDM and parking measures despite plans to expand these programs
(refer to Chapter 6 for TDM and parking demand reduction potential). Therefore,
this TA bases Project trip generation, parking demand, and roadway operations
changes on observed data to the greatest extent possible.

And as stated in the trip generation discussion (page 108 of EIR Appendix H):

In establishing conditions tailored for the Project, the project trip generation is based
on observed CSUMB travel characteristics and the assumption that the existing
Parking Management and TDM measures would remain in place on the CSUMB
campus, and those measures continue to be effective in reducing vehicle trip making
and encourage the use of other modes of travel. Rather than calculating the net
increase in Project vehicle trips due to the net increase in land uses like most projects,
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trip generation was prepared for the entire campus under both Existing Conditions
and Project Conditions to capture the effects of increasing on-campus housing and
shifting of student housing from East Campus to Main Campus.

C1-42 Comment. Pedestrian Evaluation (Page 84) Pedestrian evaluation is appropriate. The
Project would expand the pedestrian network on the campus and to adjacent land uses
by adding multi-use greenways, pedestrian pathways, and closing existing sidewalk gaps.
The Project includes expanding the pedestrian network by adding multi-use greenways
and pedestrian pathways.

Response. The commenter reasonably represents the pedestrian infrastructure
proposed by the Project. The commenter’s statement that the evaluation is appropriate
is acknowledged.

C1-43 Comment. TRAFFIC OPERATIONS. Trip Generation (Page 107). Existing conditions
trip rates for the Main and East Campus were estimated based on:

e CSUMB Person Trip Travel Survey — conducted by CSUMB staff analyzed by Fehr
& Peers (Fall 2017).

e CSUMB 2016-2017 Traffic Generation report (Mott MacDonald, Nov 2017)
e East Campus vehicle cordon — Fall 2017 by Fehr & Peers

Response. The commenter correctly summarizes the sources of the vehicle trip rates.

C1-44 Comment. Future Project conditions trip generation was estimated using the existing
conditions trip rates.

Response. The commenter correctly summarizes the use of campus specific vehicle trip rates.

C1-45 Comment. Trip Generation for both Existing and Project Conditions does not account
for any TDM reductions.

Response. The Project trip generation models a combined drive-alone and shared ride
mode share of 46.5 percent for the CSUMB Main Campus. This is accomplished by housing
more than half of the CSUMB population on-campus and achieving the existing parking
management and TDM program effectiveness. By using the campus specific trip rates, the
Project trip generation includes trip reductions for the increased housing and accounts
for the existing parking management and TDM program effectiveness. Refer to Response
to Comment Cl-41, which highlights where EIR Appendix H summarizes that the use of
local trip rates means the existing parking management and TDM program reductions are
included in the trip generation. Please also see Response to Comment Cl-4 (Item 5).
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Cl-46

Comment. Process followed and assumptions made to arrive at trip generation rates
and project trips are appropriate. However, the following should be noted:

e An estimate of project trips as per ITE Trip Generation Manual, | Ith Edition based
on the number of students/faculty/staff (campus population — 14,476), shows
similar AM and PM peak hour trips indicating typical campus operations (without
any TDM reductions). If existing TDM measures are in place at CSUMB and are
effective, then project trip estimates (shown in Table 31, Page | 10) can be assumed

to be lower.
Source Dailv Trios Am Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
y np In Out Total In Out | Total
Asper Table 31 (page 110) | 35385 | 1188 | 1,102 | 2290 | 1,203 | 1,202 | 2.495
of the report
ITE Trip Generation (LU
550 — University, based on 22,583 1,693 | 478 2,171 694 1,477 | 2,171
14,476 students)

Response. The commenter correctly summarizes the external campus trip total from
Table 32 of EIR Appendix H. By using the campus-specific trip rates, the Project trip
generation includes trip reductions for the increased housing and accounts for the parking
management and TDM programs at their existing levels of effectiveness. As discussed in
EIR Appendix H, Chapter 6, the Main Campus drive-alone percentage is 41.2 percent,
which is due to CSUMB housing a large portion of students, faculty and staff on campus,
and implementing an effective existing parking management and TDM program. The
commenter’s presumption is that the vehicle trip surveys used to develop the ITE
university trip rates do not include parking management. While the ITE university land
use type does not disclose the specific survey locations collected from the 1980s to the
2010s in the western US and Canada, it is reasonable to assume each university has some
parking management and TDM programs in place. In fact, universities often have more
robust parking management and TDM programs than adjacent jurisdictions. This is true
of CSUMB, which as shown in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation (Table 4.13-5 cited below)
(also included as Table 25 on page 97 of EIR Appendix H), the AM peak period inbound
drive-alone and shared ride mode share to the Main Campus under existing conditions
(62.5 percent) would be reduced under Project conditions (46.5 percent).
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Table 4.13-5
Existing and Project AM Peak Period Inbound Person Mode Share
» All CSUMB Students, Faculty & Staff |~ Zo0m0 pizséggg”epnﬁ ?)?ﬁy
Existing Project Existing Project
Conditions Conditions Conditions Conditions
Drive-Alonet 53.8% 41.2% 75.0% 83.6%
Shared Ride? 8.7% 5.3% 10.0% 9.5%
Drive Sub-Total 62.5% 46.5% 85.0% 93.1%
Transit 9.6% 4.6% 12.2% 4.5%
Walk 24.2% 40.7% 0.5% 0.3%
Bicycle 3.1% 7.3% 2.1% 2.0%
Other 0.6% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1%
Source: Appendix H, Tables 24 and 25

Notes:

L Drive-alone includes motorcycles
2 Shared ride includes carpooling, vanpooling, drop-off, Transportation Network Companies like Uber and Lyft, and taxis.

For comparison, the primary mode of travel in Monterey County and Santa Cruz County
has an existing AM peak period inbound drive-alone and shared ride mode share of 80 to
90 percent (refer to Appendix A, Table C-8, in EIR Appendix H).

Therefore, the commenter is incorrect in comparing to the ITE trip generation and
concluding that the Project trip generation does not include parking management and
TDM reductions. Please see Response to Comment C|-41, for where EIR Appendix H
describes how the parking management and TDM program reductions are applied.

C1-47 Comment. Trip Distribution (Page |11). Accuracy of Trip Distribution from AMBAG
Travel Model was reviewed against the following sources:
e CSUMB Student Resident Zip Code Data
e CSUMB Person Trip Travel Zip Code Data

Response. The commenter correctly summarizes the sources of the AMBAG travel
model distribution.

C1-48 Comment. The distribution of CSUMB external vehicle trips (from AMBAG model) to
nearby communities was found to be within 10 percentage points to the distribution of
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CSUMB Person Trip Travel Survey Data. Therefore, Trip Distribution from the AMBAG
travel model was used.

Trip Distribution assumptions in the report are appropriate.

Response. The commenter’s confirmation of the trip distribution assumptions
is acknowledged.

C1-49 Comment. Trip Assignment (Page | |3). Figure showing project trips assighment at study
intersections is not provided. However, random checks of 2 study intersections within
the City of Marina limits indicates accurate trip assighment at study intersections.

Response. The comment that random checks indicate accurate trip assignment at study
intersections is acknowledged. On-campus vehicle trip assighment was based on the
vehicle paths shown in EIR Appendix H, Figures 14 and I5.

C1-50 Comment. LOS Checks - Existing Conditions (Page 42). Under Existing Conditions, lane
geometry and existing volumes for the City of Marina study intersections is correctly
coded. LOS results for study intersections within the City of Marina is correct.

Existing Conditions analysis results are appropriate.

Response. The commenter’s confirmation of the existing conditions summary is
acknowledged.

CI1-51 Comment. LOS Checks - Existing With Project Conditions (Page |16). Under Existing
With Project Conditions, LOS results for study intersections within the City of Marina
are correct, except for the following inconsistency between the LOS table (Appendix L -
Table L-2) and Synchro output:

¢ Int.18 (Imjin Road and Eighth Street) — LOS D (34.3) as per LOS table vs LOS E
(37.3) as per Synchro output — AM peak

e Int. 21 (Eighth Street/Seventh Avenue and Inter-Garrison Road) — LOS F (98.4) as
per LOS table vs LOS D (25.8) as per Synchro output — AM peak

Response. For intersection |8, Table L-2 was updated in response to the comment. For
intersection 21, the LOS sheets were updated in response to the comment. The updates
are included in revised Appendix H of the Final EIR.

C1-52 Comment. Under Existing With Project Conditions (page | 16), it was noted that signal
warrants are met for the City of Marina study intersections Int. 16 (Second Avenue and
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Eighth Street — AM and PM peak) and Int. 29 (Second Avenue and Divarty Street — PM
peak), however warrant analysis calculation sheets are not provided.

Existing With Project Conditions analysis results are appropriate for all study
intersections unless as noted above.

Response. In response to the comment, the intersection warrants for intersection 16
and 29 are included in revised Appendix H of the Final EIR for information purposes only,
consistent with the remainder of the LOS analysis presented in Appendix H. Effective July
[, 2020, the methodology by which vehicle impacts are to be assessed under CEQA is the
VMT methodology, which replaced LOS as the CEQA sanctioned methodology for
evaluating transportation impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3). Accordingly, the
LOS analysis presented in EIR Appendix H, including the referenced “Existing with Project
Conditions” analysis, is presented for information purposes only as is the presentation of
intersection warrants and does not serve as the basis for the identification of significant
impacts under CEQA.

For intersections with operations deemed “deficient” by the LOS method and, therefore,
no longer considered significantly impacted under CEQA, the warrant work sheets were
added to Appendix N of EIR Appendix H. Table N-1 was updated to add that the peak
hour signal warrant was met during the evening peak hour for intersection 21. The
Transportation Analysis report was updated to include a deficient intersection 21 under
existing with Project conditions. Improvements that would address the “deficiency” are
identified in the City of Marina’s 5 Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP).

As previously noted, like the rest of the intersection operations analysis presented in EIR
Appendix H, this information is provided for informational purposes only. Please see
Response to Comment CI|-3 for additional information about the basis for the
transportation impact analysis provided in the EIR.

The transportation analysis presented in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, did not identify any
significant transportation-related impacts under CEQA and, therefore, no mitigation is required.

C1-53 Comment. LOS Checks - Cumulative Without and With Project Without Eastside Parkway
Conditions (Page 121). Under ‘Cumulative Without Project Conditions’, LOS results for
study intersections within the City of Marina are correct, except for the following
inconsistency between the LOS table (Appendix L - Table L-3) and Synchro output:

¢ Int. 21 (Eighth Street/Seventh Avenue and Inter-Garrison Road) — LOS B (17.7) as
per LOS table vs LOS D (38.8) as per Synchro output — AM peak; LOS B (17.8) as
per LOS table vs LOS C (33.7) as per Synchro output.
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Response. For intersection 21, in response to the comment the LOS sheets are included
in revised Appendix H of the Final EIR.

C1-54 Comment. Under ‘Cumulative With Project Without Eastside Parkway Conditions’, LOS
results for study intersections within the City of Marina are correct, except for the following
inconsistency between the LOS table (Appendix L - Table L-3) and Synchro output:

¢ Int. 21(Eighth Street/Seventh Avenue and Inter-Garrison Road) — LOS C (33.5) as
per LOS table vs LOS D (39.0) as per Synchro output — AM peak; LOS C (33.7)
as per LOS table vs LOS C (21.9) as per Synchro output

Cumulative Without and With Project Without Eastside Parkway Conditions analysis
results are appropriate for all study intersections, except for the exceptions noted above.

Response. For intersection 21, the LOS sheets were updated in response to the
comment and are included in revised Appendix H of the Final EIR.

C1-55 Comment. COMPARISON TO CIP LIST. Roadway Improvements - Table 38 (Page 122).
Roadway improvement projects identified in Table 38 (Page 122) under AMBAG RTP
matches the AMBAG’s Draft 2045 MTP/SCS list, except for Reservation Road Widening,
which is not included on the latest list. Intersection Improvements - Table 38 (Page 122).

Response. The 2040 cumulative condition uses the AMBAG’s 2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), which is cited in EIR
Section 4.13, Transportation and Appendix H. This is the applicable adopted plan that was
in effect at the time the Draft EIR was circulated for public review; as the commenter
notes, the referenced AMBAG list is in “draft” form only and neither final nor yet adopted
by the agency. Further, the AMBAG travel model that is used for this analysis uses 2040
land use projections and the 2040 MTP/SCS transportation improvements. These land use
and transportation improvements were adopted at the time of the Project analysis. The
Draft 2045 MTP/SCS is not considered for this analysis as it is not yet in final form nor
adopted by the agency.

C1-56 Comment. Roadway improvement projects identified in Table 38 (Page 122) under City of
Marina and Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) matches with the City’s and FORA CIP list.

Response. The commenter correctly identifies the content of EIR Appendix H, Table 38.

CI1-57 Comment. Intersection Improvements — Table 38 (Page 122). Intersection
improvements (geometry changes and signal) identified at Int.2 (Patton Parkway and
Second Avenue) as part of the City’s CIP roadway improvement project (R05) could not
be found under the City’s CIP list for intersections.
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Response. The commenter correctly notes that roadway improvement project RO5 does
not specify the intersection control at Patton Parkway and Second Avenue. EIR Appendix
H assumes that the Second Avenue extension would intersect with Patton Parkway to
fulfill its purpose as a local street connection. Note 6 in Table 38 notes that CIP R0O5
“Improvement from source does not define control.” The commenter reiterates this
note. Based on this comment and response, the analysis is unchanged.

C1-58 Comment. Intersection improvements (geometry changes and signal) identified at Int.15
(Ninth Street and Second Avenue) and Int. |16 (Eighth Street and Second Avenue), as part
of the City’s CIP roadway improvement project (R61) could not be found under the City’s
CIP list for intersections.

Response. The widening of Second Avenue to four lanes between Tenth Street and
Inter-Garrison Road requires the widening of Second Avenue at the Ninth Street (study
intersection 15) and Eighth Street (study intersection |6) intersections. To accommodate
the widening of Second Avenue, the northbound and southbound approaches were
assumed to have a left turn lane, through lane and a shared through-right turn lane. While
the east/west side street approaches were assumed to have one or two turn lanes. Marina
CIP project Tl 18 identifies either a signal or roundabout at Second Avenue and Eight
Street (study intersection 16). Widening Second Avenue and Ninth Street (study
intersection |5) would also require signalization or a roundabout. Based on this comment
and response, the analysis is unchanged.

CI1-59 Comment. Intersection improvement identified at Int. 12 (Imjin Parkway and
Reservation Road) under AMBAG RTP list, does not match the City’s CIP list.

All CIP roadway and intersection improvements identified matches the City’s, FORA, and
AMBAG'’s RTP list, except for the exceptions noted above.

Response. The commenter correctly notes that the improvement at the Imjin Parkway
and Abrams Drive (study intersection) includes the AMBAG RTP improvement MON-
MAROOI-MA. The City of Marina CIP Tl 32 identifies an improvement but does not
describe it completely. The EIR transportation analysis reasonably assumed an appropriate
improvement in light of the differing documents. Based on this comment and response,
the analysis is unchanged.

C1-60 Comment. INTERSECTION DEFECIENCY AND IMPROVEMENT SUMMARY. Existing
With Project Conditions Intersection Improvements Summary - Table 45 (Page 140).
Intersection improvements identified at Int.16 (Second Avenue and Eighth Street) and Int.
29 (Second Avenue and Divarty Street) matches City’s CIP list for intersections.
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Response. The commenter confirms intersection improvements for study intersections
|6 and 29. Based on this comment, the analysis is unchanged.

Cl-61 Comment. Cumulative With Project and Without Eastside Parkway Conditions
Intersection Improvements Summary - Table 46 (Page 145). Intersection improvements
identified at Int.5 (Second Avenue and Imjin Parkway) matches City’s CIP list for intersections.

Response. The commenter confirms intersection improvements for study intersection
5. Based on this comment, the analysis is unchanged.

C1-62 Comment. Intersection improvements identified at Int.I0 (Imjin Road and Imjin
Parkway) do not match City’s CIP list for intersections. Intersection improvements are
recommendation made and the study does not indicate whether the proposed project
would a fair share towards improvements required.

Response. The existing intersection geometry at intersection|0 (Imjin Road and Imijin
Parkway) was used under cumulative conditions and the suggested second westbound left
turn lane improvement would address the potential deficiency.

The operations analysis section is provided for informational purposes only given that
Senate Bill 743 and related revisions to the CEQA statute (Pub. Resources Code Section
21099) and CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.3), changed the metric by which significant
transportation impacts under CEQA are assessed from LOS to VMT (“a project’s effect
on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact”; see also
Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento (2019) 43 Cal.App. 5% 609).
The transportation analysis in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation did not identify any
significant impacts to the transportation system, and thus no mitigation measures such as
fair-share payments are required. Please also see Response to Comment CI-3.

C1-63 Comment. Intersection improvements identified at Int.|2 (Reservation Road and Imjin
Parkway) do not match City’s CIP list for intersections. Intersection improvements are
recommendation made [sic] and the study does not indicate whether the proposed
project would a [sic] fair share towards improvements required.

Response. The intersection 10 (Imjin Road and Imjin Parkway) improvement used for
the cumulative conditions is based on the preliminary design prepared by Kimley Horn
(Kimley Horn 2017). The preliminary design shows the eastbound approach would change
to two left turn lanes, one through lane, and two right turn lanes.

As indicated in EIR Appendix H, adding a third southbound through lane would improve
intersection operations and queuing. However, this would not improve the intersection
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operations to an acceptable LOS. To improve the intersection operations, additional
widening, such as adding a northbound through lane, could be considered, although this
would create a secondary adverse effect on bicyclists and pedestrians as widening an
intersection that already has a large footprint by adding additional lanes would increase
the distance bicyclists and pedestrians must cross to navigate the intersection, increasing
their exposure to vehicles.

Please see Responses to Comments Cl-3 and C|-62 related to fair-share contributions
to transportation improvements.

Cl1-64 Comment. Cumulative With Project and Without Eastside Conditions — Planned
Roundabout Improvements (Page 146). ‘Table 47 (Page 148) — Roundabout Improvements
Intersection Level of Service’, documented that with the addition of Project traffic, the
planned roundabouts at Int.10 (Imjin Road and Imjin Parkway) and Int. || (Abrams Drive
and Imjin Parkway) operates at unacceptable LOS F during the PM peak hour (delays of
85.2 and 71.2 seconds respectively).

Note: Roundabout LOS sheets were not provided as part of the report.

Note: Roundabouts at Int.10 and Int. | | were designed as per the General Plan and with
+4,361 additional trips for CSUMB as per Settlement Agreement. The revised trip
estimates from CSUMB results in failure of these planned roundabouts. Additional
improvements along Inter-Garrison Road may be required to distribute campus traffic to
alternate routes for the roundabouts to work.

Response. Preliminarily, we note that the information referenced in the comment is
included in the EIR Appendix H for information purposes only and is not required by or
provided as part of the required CEQA analysis. Nonetheless, in response to the
comment, roundabout LOS sheets for cumulative with Project conditions at intersections
10 and || are included in revised Appendix H of the Final EIR. The student growth with
the proposed Master Plan is a reasonably foreseeable project and the roundabout
improvements in EIR Appendix H Table 47 were presented as a sensitivity test at the four
intersections (study intersections 10, Il, 33 and 39) to determine if proposed
roundabouts would serve cumulative with Project conditions traffic. Intersection 10
would have a PM peak hour deficiency with either a signal or roundabout control. As
described in EIR Appendix H Table 46, the addition of a second westbound left turn lane
with signal control would return intersection |10 to acceptable operations. While
intersection || only has a deficiency if a roundabout control is constructed. Acceptable
intersection operations are possible at both intersections 10 and || with signal control.
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The results of EIR Appendix H Tables 46 and 47, show that the roundabout control at
these two intersections may not be the most appropriate control device.

C1-65 Comment. PARKING MANAGEMENT AND TDM (PAGE 90). The review of the
Parking Management and TDM section of the report resulted in the following findings:
The Project failed to quantify potential reductions in trips due to the proposed parking
management program, which includes reduced parking spaces (i.e., maintain existing
parking supply), along with adjusting the cost of parking permits and restricting parking.

Response. The EIR transportation analysis incorporates the existing parking management
and TDM programs in its calculation of existing and future conditions and, as such, the analysis
appropriately quantifies the corresponding trip reductions attributable to these conditions as
part of the impact analysis. Please see Responses to Comments C|-4 (Item 5), Cl-41, C|-45,
and CI-46. Although additional parking management and TDM Program measures identified
in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description (PDF-MO-6 through PDF-MO-18) would further
reduce vehicle trips and related VMT, because no significant VMT impacts were identified that
would require mitigation, it is not necessary to quantify potential trip reductions that would
result with implementation of these additional measures.

Cl1-66 Comment. The report discusses the TDM measures qualitatively. However, no
documentation of actual TDM reduction seen at campus with existing TDM measures is
provided as part of the report.

Response. Please see Response to Comment CI-65.

C1-67 Comment. As identified earlier, the trip generation estimates with Project (shown in
Table 31, Page 110) closely matches the ITE trip estimates, representing typical campus
operation without any TDM reductions.

Response. Please see Response to Comment C1-46 regarding ITE trip estimates. Please
also see Responses to Comments Cl-4 (Item 5), Cl1-41, C|-45, and C|-46 regarding how
the existing effectiveness of the parking management and TDM programs are incorporated
into the trip generation estimates.

C1-68 Comment. The efficiency of existing TDM measures is not quantified and assessed to
meet the trip cap. Further, the effectiveness of TDM modifications identified in the report
are also not quantified.

Response. Please see Responses to Comments CI-5, Cl-6, and CI-12, which indicate
that the trip cap threshold has not been exceeded under existing conditions and therefore
CSUMB has not needed to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting
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campus growth, including enrollment growth. Please also see Responses to Comments
Cl-4 (Item 5), Cl-41, Cl-45, Cl1-46, and C1-65 regarding how the existing effectiveness
of the parking management and TDM programs are incorporated into the trip generation
estimates and why it is not necessary to quantify potential trip reductions that would
result with implementation of expanded TDM measures proposed as part of the Project.

C1-69 Comment. The report does not address the following:
e Establish TDM reduction targets/trip caps
e Monitoring implementation of TDM measures

¢ |dentifying alternate TDM measures or roadway improvements if targets/trip caps
are not met.

Response. Please see Responses to Comments CI-5 Cl-6, and Cl-12. The
commenter’s statement that the report does not “establish TDM reduction targets/trip
caps,” implies that a new trip cap or caps should be established in the EIR. Also, Comment
C1-12 includes a comparison of the Project to the existing trip cap threshold from the
2009 Stipulation and Order. The 2009 Stipulation and Order is an entirely separate legal
issue and not relevant to the adequacy of this EIR. The requirements set forth in the 2009
Stipulation and Order have nothing to do with this EIR and should not be conflated. Those
requirements relate to the previously certified 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR. However,
CSU will respond to these unrelated comments to provide clarity and understanding.

As indicated in Response to Comment Cl-12, CSUMB is obligated to undertake further
environmental review prior to exceedance of the trip cap threshold to assess the potential
for corresponding significant environmental impacts, or, absent further environmental
review, to decrease impacts by increasing TDM measures or limiting campus growth,
including enrollment growth. To date, the trip cap threshold from the 2009 Stipulation
and Order has not been exceeded, as reported on in Response to Comment C|-6.
CSUMB has prepared this EIR for the proposed Master Plan to assess the potential
environmental impacts, including transportation-related impacts, associated with the
Project using current analytical methods required by CEQA (e.g., VMT) in order to
identify appropriate and feasible mitigation for any/all identified significant impacts. As no
significant VMT impacts were identified in EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, no mitigation
is required. As indicated in Response to Comment Cl-12, CSUMB is not obligated to
continue to compare transportation impacts of the proposed Master Plan to the trip cap
threshold identified in the 2009 Stipulation and Order, as CSUMB is undertaking
environmental review to assess the potential environmental impacts associated with the
Project. Additionally, given that this EIR does not identify significant VMT impacts there is
no need for VMT mitigation measures.
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Regarding monitoring of TDM measures, EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, includes an
expanded TDM plan that includes monitoring. Specifically, CSUMB will conduct periodic
campus-wide travel surveys to collect data on CSUMB student and faculty/staff
transportation behavior, experiences, mode preferences, and mode shares (see PDF-MO-
6[f]), which will inform CSUMB about the effectiveness of the expanded TDM plan that is
a component of the Project.
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Letter C2
S
& .\(3‘ f COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT - PLANNING DIVISION
) = 440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831) 899-6737
‘%fmy’ Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (831) 899-6211

TDD (831) 899-6207

March 21, 2022

Larry Samuels, PhD

VP of Strategic Initiatives and Executive Director of University Corporation
100 Campus Center

Seaside, CA 93955

RE:  Notice of Preparation CSUMB Master Plan EIR

The City of Seaside is submitting the following comments on the CSUMB Master Plan EIR.

" Section Comments |1 c2-1
4.8 Stormwater Has CSUMB identified locations for potential bio swale treatment areas |
Drainage other directing storm flow to underground retention systems and retention

(- ponds?

| 4.13.3.2 (Project Coordinate with the City of Seaside to include in a Capital Improvement | T
Design Feature | project schedule the construction of round-a-bouts at the following

intersections to improve inter pedestrian safety and traffic between City of

Seaside and CSUMB:
1. Giggling Road and General Jim Moore Boulevard; | C2-2
2. General Jim Moore Boulevard and Light Fighter Drive; and
3. Second Street and Light Fighter Drive.

; |
\ ’ i
' Easement Process | Coordinate with the City of Seaside on easement and permit issuance of |

 between State and | roadway and pedestrian access between City development sites (e.g. C2-3
' Local properties Campus Town and Main Gate) and CSUMB controlled lands.

Section 4.14 Identify development outside of areas currently served by existing trunk
\ mains on CUMB Campus that could require extension of trunk mains at the | | ©2-4
university’s expense. .
Section 4.14, Table | Provide explanation of data that was used to establish the 87 AFY of non- C2-5
4-14.8 potable recycled water.
| Section 4.11 The City of Scaside would encourage CSUMB to develop higher density
' Population residential structures on the south side of the campus adjacent to Fifth ' lc2s
Housing  Street at heights of four stories or more to match the housing development
on the “Promnitory” project site on north campus and the Campus Town
Area in Seaside south of the campus.
Section 4.12, Identify in EIR what practices and mutual aid would be coordinated T
| Public Services between jurisdictions will be put in place to address wildland fire
and Recreation, maintenance and fire protection services. C2-7
v
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The City of Seaside wants to thank CSUMB and its consultants for providing the City of Seaside | C2-7
with the opportunity to provide its written comments on the CSUMB Master Plan EIR.

/ Rick Medina
Senior Planner

CC:  Sheri Damon, City Attorney

Roberta Greathouse, Interim City Manager
Trevin Barber, Acting Community Development Dir. and Economic Development Dir.
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Letter C2 City of Seaside

C2-1

C2-2

C2-3

C2-4

Comment. The City of Seaside is submitting the following comments on the CSUMB
Master Plan EIR. Has CSUMB identified locations for potential bio swale treatment areas
other [than] directing storm flow to underground retention systems and retention ponds?

Response. Please see Response to Comment C|-2.

Comment. Coordinate with the City of Seaside to include in a Capital Improvement
project schedule the construction of round-a-bouts at the following intersections to
improve inter pedestrian safety and traffic between City of Seaside and CSUMB:

I. Giggling [Gigling] Road and General Jim Moore Boulevard;
2. General Jim Moore Boulevard and Light Fighter Drive; and
3. Second Street and Light Fighter Drive.

Response. In a letter dated January 28, 2022, addressed to City of Seaside Attorney Ms.
Damon, CSUMB outlined its process and intent to work with the City of Seaside in its
effort to design and construct the planned roundabout at the intersection of General Jim
Moore Boulevard and Lightfighter Drive (intersection #2 above). This proposed Master
Plan prioritizes bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout campus and CSUMB will work
with the City to ensure adjacent (intersection #3 above) and nearby (intersection #I
above) roundabouts that the City is pursuing incorporate these future connections and
that staff time supports future project schedules.

Comment. Coordinate with the City of Seaside an easement and permit issuance of
roadway and pedestrian access between City development sites (e.g. Campus Town and
Main Gate) and CSUMB controlled lands.

Response. In the letter dated January 28, 2022 addressed to City of Seaside Attorney
Ms. Damon, CSUMB outlined its intent to work with the City of Seaside in its effort to
design and construct the roundabout indicated in C2-2 (intersection #2). It further
outlines the campus’ design review, permit and easement processes, which can serve as a
guide for future projects involving CSUMB controlled lands.

Comment. Identify development outside of areas currently served by existing trunk mains
on CSUMB campus that could require extension of trunk mains at the university’s expense.

Response. A 2019 Sanitary Sewer Capacity Analysis for the CSUMB Main Campus
prepared by Whitson Engineers and cited in EIR Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, states
that all campus planned development under the proposed Master Plan can be served with
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C2-5

C2-6

C2-7

capacity in existing Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) collectors (trunk mains) and
by the Promontory lift station. Therefore, Impact UTL-1 indicates that MCWD sewer
system improvements are not needed to serve Project development on the Main Campus.

Comment. Provide explanation of data that was used to establish the 87 AFY of non-
potable recycled water.

Response. EIR Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, indicates that CSUMB is allocated 87
AFY of recycled water, which is based on and cites as its source the MCWD 2020 Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP). Section 5.4.1 of the UWMP indicates that in 2007,
FORA allocated recycled water among the land use jurisdictions, as shown in UWMP
Table 5.5, which shows CSUMB’s allocation of 87 AFY of recycled water. It should be
noted that FORA Resolution 07-10, Exhibit A List of Allocations, memorializes CSUMB’s
87 AFY of recycled water (FORA 2007).

Comment. The City of Seaside would encourage CSUMB to develop higher density
residential structures on the south side of the campus adjacent to Fifth street at heights
of four stories or more to match the housing development on the “Promontory” project
site on north campus and the campus town area in Seaside south of the campus.

Response. The proposed Master Plan objectives include infill development and creating
a compact campus core. This is achieved by placing the majority of future student beds
between the existing North Quad and Promontory housing areas to the north of Inter-
Garrison Road and the Main Quad. Some housing is planned between Sixth and Seventh
avenues just south of Inter-Garrison Road. There is currently no plan to build dense
housing on the south side of campus near Sixth Avenue (presume this was identified as
Fifth Street in comment letter).

Comment. ldentify in EIR what practices and mutual aid would be coordinated between
jurisdictions will [sic] be put in place to address wildland fire maintenance and fire
protection services.

The City of Seaside wants to thank CSUMB and its consultants for providing the City of Seaside
with the opportunity to provide its written comments on the CSUMB Master Plan EIR.

Response. EIR Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, addresses mutual aid related
to fire protection services, including wildland fire in Section 4.12.1.1 (see subsection on
Fire Protection Services). The section indicates that CSUMB campus falls within three fire
service jurisdictions. For the Main Campus (west of 7th Avenue), fire protection services are
provided by the Marina Fire Department (FD) and Seaside FD on the parts of campus that
fall within their respective city limits. Both cities have agreements in place with one another,
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as well as with the Presidio of Monterey Fire Department (POMFD), to provide automatic
or mutual aid relative to fire protection services. Currently, Seaside FD calls for service on
campus are handled by POMFD through mutual aid and automatic aid agreements, due to
their proximity to the campus. Along the eastern edge of Main Campus and East Campus
(east of 7" Avenue within Monterey County), fire service is provided by the Monterey
County Regional Fire District (MCRFD). The section indicates that Seaside FD, Marina FD,
and MCRFD are signatories to the Master Mutual Aid Agreement and Monterey County Fire
Mutual Aid Plan.

As further described in the section, Monterey County utilizes National Incident
Management System (NIMS) and Standard Emergency Management System (SEMS) and
has agreed to be part of the California Master Mutual Aid (CMMA) Agreement. Under
the CMMA, mutual aid is managed by several systems. The 3 main components of the
agreement are: |) Fire and Rescue Mutual Aid Plan, 2) Law Enforcement Mutual Aid Plan,
and 3) Emergency Management Mutual Aid (EMMA) Plan. The State of California is divided
into 6 mutual aid regions to facilitate the coordination of mutual aid. Monterey County is
part of the Coastal Region Il in the State of California (Monterey County 2020).

As indicated in EIR Section 4.7, Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire, the developed
portions of the campus are located in Local Responsibility Areas (LRAs) where local
government is responsible for wildfire protection. In this case, Marine FD, Seaside FD, or
MCRFD have responsibility for wildfire protection on campus in their respective areas of
jurisdiction. However, based on state and County mutual aid agreements, the entities
involved in wildland fires are determined based on the size of the fire. For example, small-
scale fires are handled by the local fire service agency with geographic jurisdiction (i.e.,
the LRA), mid-size fires are responded to by multiple agencies via County mutual aid
agreements, and large-scale fires are responded to via state mutual aid from the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE).
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Letter C3 Marina Coast Water District (MCWD)

C3-1 Comment. MCWD provides water production, treatment, and distribution services as
well as wastewater collection utility service to California State University Monterey Bay.
The Draft EIR proposes an increased water demand and an increased wastewater
generation of over the Master Plan planning horizon.

Water and wastewater utilities can present an environmental impact if not evaluated for
condition and location/accessibility in addition to capacity; however, it appears that the
Draft Master Plan EIR includes an assessment of water and wastewater capacity only and
does not include assessments for water and wastewater facility condition or location.
Therefore, MCWD is not in agreement with the current Less than Significant Impact
designation and associated explanations for existing water and wastewater utilities that
will be impacted by this proposed project until these additional assessment criteria and
associated mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR.
Response. The comment states that the Draft EIR includes “an assessment of water and
wastewater [utility] capacity only and does not include assessments for water and
wastewater facility condition or location.” The comment further indicates that “MCWD
is not in agreement with the current Less than Significant Impact designation and
corresponding explanations for existing water and wastewater utilities that will be
impacted by this proposed project until these additional assessment criteria and
associated mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR.”
EIR Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, Impact UTL-I, indicates the following about
MCWD’s water and wastewater utilities and associated need for improvements:
Potable Water
As indicated in Section 4.14.1, Existing Setting, MCWD provides potable water
supplies to CSUMB. The existing potable water distribution infrastructure is
adequate to service proposed Master Plan development and associated
population growth and can accommodate the modifications necessary to facilitate
development of the Project. All new buildings would require new water delivery
pipelines to be constructed from existing mains or from the existing service loops
within the development areas. Specific improvements associated with
development would be implemented in accordance with MCWD design
standards and capacity requirements. Many existing pipelines and smaller loops
run through proposed development areas, which may require demolition or
reconfiguration to meet the final development pattern. Whether relocation of
these lines is necessary would be addressed during detailed site design of
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individual projects, however the Deed granting the water system to MCWD under
Public Benefit Conveyance from the Army allows the current owner of the land to
relocate MCWD’s infrastructure provided a mutually agreeable location can be
found. The construction impacts associated with new potable water service
connections or relocation of existing pipelines are evaluated throughout Chapter
4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures of this Draft EIR as
a component of development under the proposed Master Plan.

As indicated in Section 4.14-2, Environmental Setting, MCWD’s recently
completed Water Master Plan evaluates the adequacy of the existing potable
water system capacity and provides plans for its expansion to service anticipated
future growth through 2035. The Water Master Plan includes recommended
improvements and a Capital Improvement Program. Infrastructure improvements
are recommended to mitigate existing system deficiencies and serve development
over the next |5 years.

MCWD’s Water Master Plan proposes to increase the number of pressure zones
from 4 to 7 and forecasted growth in each zone (MCWD 2020c). However, it is
anticipated that CSUMB will continue to be served by zones B through D, as under
existing conditions. MCWD’s Water Master Plan identified a range of water supply
infrastructure improvements needed to serve existing and/or future development
in the pressure zones that serve the campus and other development (MCWD
2020c). CSUMB estimates that the proposed Project would have limited
contribution to total growth in demand in the pressure zones that serve the
campus. Specifically, CSUMB estimates that the proposed Master Plan would
contribute approximately 7 percent to the total growth identified in the MCWD
Master Plan in pressure zone B, approximately |6 percent in pressure zone C, and
less than | percent in pressure zone D, as shown in Table 4.14-7...

... Therefore, implementation of the proposed Master Plan, in and of itself, would
not require or result in the need for construction of potable water infrastructure
improvements identified by MCWD and the impact would be less than significant.

Recycled Water

As indicated in Section 4.14.1, Environmental Setting, CSUMB was allocated 87
AFY of recycled water (MCWD 2021). In anticipation of receiving 87 AFY of
regionally generated advanced treated recycled water, the campus has installed
recycled water irrigation piping for all newly created landscapes over the past ten
years. The Pure Water Monterey advanced treated recycled water pipeline is
currently complete through the CSUMB campus with points of connections
installed in proximity to CSUMB irrigation locations. CSUMB is in the process of
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designing the pipeline lateral connections to the existing advanced treated
recycled water pipeline through the campus. These laterals may be installed by
CSUMB or by MCWD under a separate project. Advanced treated recycled water
may be available to CSUMB from MCWD in the near future.

While MCWD iis planning for other recycled water improvements under the RUWAP,
that would expand their capacity to deliver recycled water to customers, as described
in the Recycled Water Master Plan (MCWD 2020a), CSUMB does not need
additional recycled water to serve proposed Master Plan growth and development.
Therefore, the Project would not require or result in the need for construction of new
recycled water facilities and the impact would be less than significant.

Wastewater

All new buildings implemented under the proposed Master Plan would require
new connections to existing wastewater pipelines on campus. Specific
improvements associated with development would be implemented in accordance
with MCWD design standards. Existing pipelines and smaller laterals that run
through proposed development areas may require demolition or relocation to
meet the final development pattern. Whether relocation of these lines is
necessary would be addressed during detailed site design of individual projects.
The construction impacts associated with new or replacement wastewater service
connections or relocation of existing pipelines are evaluated throughout Chapter
4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures of this Draft EIR as
a component of development under the proposed Master Plan.

As indicated in Section 4.14-2, Environmental Setting, MCWD’s recently
completed Sewer Master Plan evaluates the adequacy of the existing sewer
system capacity and provides plans for its expansion to service anticipated future
growth through 2035 in its service area. The Sewer Master Plan includes
recommended improvements and a Capital Improvement Program. Infrastructure
improvements are recommended to upsize and mitigate existing system
deficiencies such that the system would be adequate to serve existing and new
regional development over the next |5 years.

No relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities
are necessary to serve the Project as discussed in Impact UTL-3. Additionally,
according to a Sewer Capacity Study conducted for the CSUMB Main Campus,
the existing MCWD’s wastewater collection infrastructure is adequately sized to
support the proposed Master Plan development and the MCWD sewer system
is not anticipated to be undersized (Whitson Engineers 2019 and 2020).
Therefore, sewer system improvements are not needed to serve proposed Master
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C3-2

Plan development on the Main Campus. While there are other improvements
identified in MCWD’s Sewer Master Plan in areas that serve the campus, those
improvements are in areas that serve East Campus Housing and/or the
Promontory, which are not the subject of proposed new Master Plan building
development. As indicated previously, while the proposed Master Plan calls for
conversion of existing student housing at East Campus Housing to faculty and
staff housing, such conversion would not result in a substantial increase in
wastewater generation. Therefore, the Project would not require or result in the
need for construction of new wastewater facilities and the impact would be less
than significant.

As indicated in the quoted text above, EIR Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, does evaluate
the capacity of water, recycled water, and sewer facilities, as acknowledged by the
commenter. Likewise, the section also evaluates the “location” of facilities as it indicates
that construction impacts associated with new service connections or relocation of
existing pipelines are evaluated throughout EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures, as a component of development under the proposed Master
Plan. Additionally, as indicated in the quoted text above, the EIR incorporates and
evaluates MCWD’s Water Master Plan, Recycled Water Master Plan, and Sewer Master
Plan, all of which consider the proposed Master Plan, as the result of ongoing consultation
with MCWD during the preparation of the proposed Master Plan and Draft EIR. The
University’s understanding is that MCWD’s master plans evaluate the capacity and
condition of the various systems and identify infrastructure improvements needed to
mitigate existing system deficiencies and to serve intermediate-term development,
including the proposed Master Plan. As described in the quoted text above, the
improvements identified in MCWD’s master plans are not needed to serve proposed
Master Plan development, as concluded in UTL-Impact |. Please also see Response to
Comment C3-2.

Comment. To ensure that all proposed development avoid the creation of potential
environmental impact when generating new water distribution system and/or wastewater
collection system demand(s), MCWD published in January 2004 the attached In-tract
Water and Wastewater Collection System Infrastructure Policy (In-Tract Policy). MCWD could
agree that water and wastewater utility impacts are Less than Significant Impact with
Mitigation Incorporated in the Master Plan Draft EIR if the District’s In-Tract policy is
incorporated by reference or as an attachment in the Draft EIR.

The addition of MCWD’s In-Tract Policy assures the following potential environmental
impact issues are best addressed:
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e Existing water line valves, hydrants, etc. are at or near the end of their useful
service life

e Leaking water pipes wastes water

e Old pipes are less likely to be stable during/after seismic vents

e Pipes may be undersized (8-inch minimum) to provide adequate fire flows
e Hydrant spacing may be outdated and not adequate

e The existing water system may contain lead joints and asbestos-cement pipe that
this project may need to properly abandon

e All water system infrastructure needs to be in road rights-of-ways or recorded
easements for MCWD to be able to adequately access facilities as necessary to
operate, monitor, and maintain facilities

e Existing sewer lines, manholes, force mains, etc. are at or near the end of their
useful service life

e Sewer lines may be undersized (8-inch minimum) which contributes to clogs and
sewer system overflows

e Sewer lift main station(s) may be at or near the end of the facility’s service life

o All wastewater collection system infrastructure needs to be in road rights-of-ways
or recorded easements for MCWD to be able to adequately operate, monitor,
and maintain facilities

e Water pipelines need to have minimum separation from other underground
utilities such as high-pressure gas lines

e Water and sewer facilities cannot have structures, trees, or other impediments to
access the facilities as necessary for maintenance and repairs

e Any infrastructure improvements or changes will need to be updated on the
Monterey County Surveyor’s “Use” maps by the Project engineer

Response. The comment indicates that MCWD’s In-Tract Water and Wastewater
Collection System Infrastructure Policy is intended to “ensure that all proposed
development avoid the creation of potential environmental impact when generating new
water distribution system and/or wastewater collection system demand(s).” The
comment further states that “MCWD could agree that water and wastewater utility
impacts are Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated in the Master Pl