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A. BACKGROUND
1.

Project Title: Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project at California State University Monterey
Bay

2.

Lead Agency:
The Board of Trustees of the California State University
401 Golden Shore
Long Beach, CA 90802

3.

Project Proponent Contact Information:
California State University Monterey Bay
Facilities Management
Marcel Forte, Associate Vice President for Facilities Management
Building 37
100 Campus Center
Seaside, CA 93955
mforte@csumb.edu, (831) 582-4796

4.

Project Location: The proposed project would be located at 4113 2nd Avenue, Seaside, California,
93955, Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 0311-0104-4000, on the California State University Monterey
Bay (CSUMB) campus in Monterey County. Regional and local access to the project site would be
provided by State Highway (Hwy) 1, which is located approximately 0.6 miles west of the project site,
and Lightfighter Drive. Existing event parking areas for the proposed project would be located off
Divarty Street, accessed by either 2nd Avenue and/or General Jim Moore Boulevard.

5.

Project Description: The proposed project consists of the renovation of the existing Freeman
Stadium. The renovation would comply with national and international standards for hosting National
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and United Soccer League (USL) soccer games. The project
proposes improvements to the existing Field House, athletic track and field, seating, and parking, as
well as installing a new scoreboard, ticket box, lighting, telecommunications and other utilities,
concession stands, and entrance.

6.

Acreage of Project Site: The project site is approximately 5.7 acres.

7.

Land Use Designations: The 2007 CSUMB Master Plan designates the project site as Athletics and
Recreation.

8.

Status of Native American Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1:
In compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1), notification
letters were distributed on May 25, 2021, to the Ohlone Indian Tribe and Torres Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians.

9.

Date Prepared: July 2021

10.

Prepared By: Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
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CHAPTER 1
1.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with the
implementation of the Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project at California State University Monterey
Bay (project or proposed project) located in the City of Seaside (Seaside), within Monterey County, California
(County). This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), Public Resources Code §21000 et. seq., and the state CEQA Guidelines, California Code of
Regulations (CCR) §15000 et. seq.
An Initial Study is an informational document prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a
significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15063, subd. (a)). If there is substantial evidence
that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must
be prepared, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15064(a). However, if the lead agency determines that
revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant mitigate the potentially
significant effects to a less-than-significant level, a Negative Declaration (ND) or Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) may be prepared instead of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15070, subd. (b)). The lead agency
prepares a written statement describing the reasons a proposed project would not have a significant effect on
the environment and, therefore, why an EIR need not be prepared. This Initial Study conforms to the content
requirements under CEQA Guidelines §§ 15063, 15070, and 15071.
The Board of Trustees of the California State University (CSU BOT) is the lead agency for the proposed project
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15050(a). Per California Education Code Section 66606, the CSU BOT is the
governing body and owner of the California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB or University) campus,
and has the authority to certify the IS/MND and approve the proposed project. CSUMB will act as the point
of contact for the CEQA process.
This document will also serve as a basis for soliciting comments and input from members of the public and
public agencies regarding the proposed project. This Initial Study will be circulated for agency and public
review during a 30-day public review period pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073. During the public review
period, comments concerning the analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND should be sent to: Marcel Forte,
Building 37, 100 Campus Center, Seaside, California, 93955; or via email at mforte@csumb.edu. Comments
received on the Initial Study will be reviewed and considered as part of the deliberative process in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines §15074.
The following section is consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15124 to the extent that it is
applicable to the project. The following sections contain a detailed description of the project location, existing
setting, project components and relevant project characteristics, and applicable regulatory requirements.

1.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located at 4113 2nd Avenue, Seaside, California, 93955, on the CSUMB campus in
Monterey County (Figure 1). The proposed project site consists of the Freeman Stadium (approximately 5.7
acres) and associated parking areas located within APN 0311-0104-4000 (Figure 2). The 2007 CSUMB Master
Plan (2007 Master Plan).
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Regional and local access to the project site is provided by State Hwy 1, which is located approximately 0.6
miles west of the project site, and Lightfighter Drive. Parking for the proposed project would be located off
Divarty Street, accessed by 2nd Avenue and/or General Jim Moore Boulevard.

1.3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Monterey Bay Football Club (MBFC) is proposing to renovate, utilize, and maintain the existing Freeman
Stadium and Field House at CSUMB as a shared campus-USL facility under a 14-year facilities use agreement
with the University. MBFC’s intend to bring sports entertainment (soccer) to the Monterey Bay area. The
proposed project would support CSUMB's educational efforts, including the overall success and well-being of
CSUMB's student athletes. In addition, the project would support the mutual goal of the MBFC and campus
to partner with communities across the greater Central Coast region in providing education, access, and
opportunities for underserved youth through campus, clinics, scholarships, and academic and wellness
programming.
The proposed project would involve the renovation of the existing and unused Freeman Stadium, which was
constructed 70 years ago, at CSUMB to meet USL and NCAA requirements. 1 Historically, the Freeman
Stadium was the home of the Fort Ord Warriors, a semi-professional football team comprising service members
stationed at the former Fort Ord army base. The existing Field House is approximately 5,700 square feet (SF).
Renovations to the existing Field House would require the demolition and disturbance of 2,000 SF of the
facility’s interior. Proposed improvements to the stadium facility would include renovations to the existing
athletic track and field, stadium seating, east-end goal area, northeast entryway, and parking areas (Figures 3
and 4). Renovations would comply with the American Disabilities Act (ADA) and be designed to a minimum
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver equivalent. All project components will be
consistent with the campus's 2007 Master Plan Guidelines and Environmental Impact Report Project Design
Features.
The proposed stadium renovation would provide for:
▪

Hosting the USL team MBFC, consisting of:
o

Approximately 20 full-time MBFC staff using the Field House from 9:00 am-5:00 pm,
Monday-Friday as office and training preparation space,

o

Approximately 10 months of training (practice) in the Field House and on the adjacent existing
soccer fields, 4-5 days per week for 3-4 hours each day, with an estimated 32 players, coaches,
and staff at each practice, and

o

Approximately 18 home matches per year, on Friday nights from 7:00 pm-11:00 pm and/or
Saturdays during the day or in the early evening, with an estimated 210 part-time match-related
personnel (i.e., staff, coaches, players) and 6,000 ticketed fan capacity.

▪

MBFC related camps and off-season activities (an anticipated six activities per year),

▪

Continued campus use with shared use of the Field House,

▪

New use of renovated playing field for academic courses and athletics programs when not in conflict
with the MBFC schedule, and

▪

Campus-sponsored or invited community events, such as Spring Commencement, concerts, or other
events.

1 Currently, only the field meets the NCAA criteria; the Field House design does not meet the NCAA criteria.
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The proposed project would consist of the following improvements:
▪

interior renovation improvements to 2,000 SF of the existing 5,700 SF Field House building,

▪

installing 90,000 SF of synthetic turf atop the existing field,

▪

ADA-compliant pathways and ramps,

▪

upgrading approximately 5,626 stadium seats atop the existing concrete stands,

▪

approximately 7,600 SF of new metal structure bleacher seating at each end goal (approximately 622
new bleacher seats),

▪

a new 200 SF scoreboard,

▪

3,000 SF of portable restroom facilities,

▪

2,080 SF of shipping containers to house a new press box, new concession stands (including a 640-SF
beer garden), a team store, and a ticket box office,

▪

replacing existing stadium light poles and installing new lighting,

▪

new lighted ADA-compliant walkways between the Field House/stadium and existing parking lots,

▪

stormwater and site drainage improvements,

▪

two new 8-inch potable water and wastewater pipelines (totaling approximately 800 linear feet),

▪

telecommunications improvements, and

▪

145,000 SF of general site perimeter improvements along the main entry pathway and egress gates to
the west and southeast of the Field House, including but not limited to:
o

minor improvements to the existing site fence,

o

hardscape improvements and minimal landscaping within the stadium footprint (most of the
open space is either concrete or asphalt pathways or space for the food and store amenities,
and turf for the child play area at the east end of the field), and

o

Accessible (ADA) striping within the existing parking lots

o

new permanent bike and scooter parking.

The following is a more detailed description of key proposed project elements.
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OPERATION
As described above, the proposed stadium renovation would provide for the following operational activities:
▪

Hosting the USL team MBFC consisting of:
o

Approximately 20 full-time MBFC staff using the Field House from 9:00 am-5:00 pm, MondayFriday as office and training preparation space,

o

Approximately 10 months of training (practice) in the Field House and on the adjacent existing
soccer fields, 4-5 days per week for 3-4 hours each day, with an estimated 32 players, coaches, and
staff at each practice, and

o

Approximately 18 home matches per year, on Friday nights from 7:00 pm-11:00 pm and/or
Saturdays during the day or in the early evening, with an estimated 210 part-time match-related
personnel (i.e., staff, coaches, players) and 6,000 ticketed fan capacity.

▪

MBFC related camps and off-season activities (approximately six activities per year),

▪

Continued campus use with shared use of the Field House,

▪

New use of renovated playing field for academic courses and athletics programs when not in conflict
with the MBFC schedule, and

▪

Campus-sponsored or invited community events, such as Spring Commencement, concerts, or other
events.

Use of the stadium would be shared between the MBFC and CSUMB. Advanced scheduling during the MBFC
season (February – November) and special events would be determined in advance by CSUMB to
accommodate MBFC games.
MBFC staff and professional players and CSUMB faculty, staff, and students would regularly use the Field
House as the MBFC schedule permits. During the 300-day MBFC season (pre-season and season playoffs),
the existing Field House would be in regular use by approximately 20 MBFC staff members working from 9:00
am-5:00 pm, Monday through Friday.
MBFC practices would be held at the adjacent existing soccer fields 4-5 days per week for approximately 3-4
hours/day, beginning around 10:00 am with an estimated 32 players, coaches, and staff at each practice.
MBFC would host approximately 18 home games per year. The games would be typically scheduled on Friday
nights from 7:00 pm-11:00 pm and/or Saturdays during the day or in the early evening, with an estimated 210
part-time match-related personnel (i.e., ticket takers, concessions, security, parking, ushers, media, etc.), fulltime home team personnel (32 staff, coaches, and players), full-time visiting team personnel (32 staff, coaches,
and players), and 6,000 ticketed fan capacity. Average league attendance on non-playoff games is estimated to
be 3,860 attendees (69 percent of its 6,000-spectator capacity).
CSUMB estimates its use of the renovated stadium to include 10 campus-coordinated events, ranging from
Commencement to Convocation (considered a smaller event size) and concerts/community events (considered
a larger event size), plus 30 small event attendance CSUMB Athletics games. Of the 10 campus-coordinated
events, nine (9) are all existing campus activities and considered continued use. The single campus event (not
yet existing) would consist of a campus/community event that would have a maximum total of 9,000 attendees
(2,000 students, 500 staff/faculty, 6,500 community guests).
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LIGHTING
The proposed project would require updated exterior lighting to align with the specifications and requirements
of the NCAA and USL. Nighttime lighting is proposed for evening events, security, and safety during such
events (i.e., games, concerts, etc.). All lighting will be Dark-Sky qualified, downward-facing and employ shades,
utilize low glare, and low wattage bulbs, meet LEED lighting requirements, and employ other measures to
protect surrounding land uses. The proposed project would install four new light poles to replace the existing
light poles within the stadium (Figure 5). The lights operate approximately 25 hours per month (300 hours
per year) and draw 118.44 KW and consume 2,960 Kwh/month. Each light pole would be 90 feet in height
and have a light loss factor of 0.950, 646 Watts per luminaire and 18.1 Luminaries KW.
Temporary portable lighting would be provided in the parking areas during events. The lighting would be
consistent with campus lighting policies.
NATURAL GAS, ELECTRICITY, AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS
The existing Field House is supplied with natural gas for heating and would require approximately 367,000
British Thermal Units per Hour (BTUh) of natural gas per hour during project operations. All other buildings
would be updated to use electrical heat pumps. The existing power panel at the east end of the stadium would
need to be upgraded to meet the electrical power needs of the improvements. Telecommunications (i.e., fiber
optics) would be installed to connect the Field House and ticket box to existing utilities.
ACCESS AND PARKING
It is assumed that construction and operation site access would be accessed via the 2nd Avenue entryway at the
west end of the property. Parking would be available on-site for construction and operation, and no
construction of new temporary or permanent access roads would be required. The proposed project would
utilize the three existing paved parking areas adjacent to the project site for construction and operational use.
General admissions parking would utilize an existing lot to the northwest of the site. Overflow/VIP parking
would utilize an existing lot to the southwest of the site. Parking for teams, buses, event staff, and facility staff
would be located in the existing lot west of the Field House.
The proposed project would utilize existing campus lots around the stadium. CSUMB standard double-capacity
short-term bike racks (LEED compliant) would be provided for bike parking spaces for a venue of this size.
There would also be designated parking spaces for e-scooter parking alongside bicycle parking areas. CSUMB
Main Campus permits will not be valid in event parking lots. To accommodate other modes of transportation
by event attendees, bike parking/e-scooter parking would be provided. An existing public transit line runs
along Divarty Street and would also be utilized for stadium access.
WATER SUPPLY
The project site (Field House and stadium) currently uses 0.17-acre feet of water per year (AFY) for the CSUMB
athletic and event uses (please see discussion above). Potable water would be supplied by connecting to or
utilizing existing water supply infrastructure on campus, specifically that already in place to supply the Field
House. The proposed beer garden would require the construction of approximately 800 linear feet of new
water pipe from the fieldhouse to connect to the existing water supply infrastructure; no other concessions
would require potable water. The existing stadium field would be replaced with synthetic turf with sand rubber
infill and would not require additional potable water. The proposed project would require approximately 1.2AFY for more intensive use by the MBFC team and visiting teams of existing showers, water closets, urinals,
lavatories, and service sinks, as well as the proposed beer garden. The campus will evaluate extending recycled
water to the stadium in the future, however, for the time being the proposed project would use approximately
0.06 AFY to periodically rinse the turf field and stadium stands. During events, temporary or portable
restrooms would be utilized, and water needs (e.g., hand washing stations at restrooms and the concession
stand) would be supplied from a portable source.
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Fire suppression systems would feed both hydrant and Field House sprinkler systems. No new hydrants are
proposed as part of the project. Existing sprinkler systems in the Field House would be modified to meet the
new uses.
WASTEWATER
The proposed project would generate approximately 1.02 AFY of wastewater per year, resulting from operation
of the facilities in the Field House and beer garden. The proposed restrooms would be portable and temporary
and would not connect to the existing sanitary sewer system.
SOLID WASTE
Solid waste generated by operation of the proposed project would total approximately 0.25 tons per year. As
part of the project, the campus would complete and submit a Construction Waste Management Plan, consistent
and equivalent to LEED Silver accreditation requirements. All games and practices would have signed and
color-coded waste receptacles (approved by and consistent with campus standards) that accept and divert waste
streams (at a minimum compost, recycling, and waste).
DRAINAGE
All project stormwater run-off would be contained and managed adjacent to the site, as shown in Figure 6.
Improvements to storm drainage facilities within the project site would be designed to align with the CSUMB
Stormwater Master Plan. Low Impact Development (LID) measures would be utilized. All measures would
have a natural appearance and not involve any deep fenced ponds or unsightly infrastructure.
CONSTRUCTION
Project construction activities would consist of renovating the existing Freeman Stadium at CSUMB to meet
USL requirements, including improvements to the existing Field House, athletic track and field, stadium seating,
east-end goal area, northeast entrance, and parking areas.
Specifically, construction activities would include replacement of the existing athletic track and field, stadium
seating, renovation of the existing Field House, new exterior lighting, and improvements to meet ADA
compliance. The project site is generally flat and would require minimal grading to facilitate the proposed
improvements and construction of new permanent structures (Figures 7, 7a, 7b, and 7c). Construction of the
stadium renovations and Field House would result in approximately 1,530 cubic yards (CY) of cut and would
not require any fill. Construction of the beer garden, which would require trenching for new 8-inch water and
sanitary sewer lines, would result in approximately 29.6 CY of cut and would not require fill. Approximately
4.8 acres would be graded, but not more than 2 acres would be graded daily. All grading materials remaining
would be recycled or disposed of at the appropriate facilities. Construction staging would occur on-site, directly
north of the Freeman Stadium in a previously disturbed area (Figure 2). Construction activities would be
limited to weekdays between the hours of 7 a.m.-4 p.m. and 8 a.m.-5 p.m. on the weekends, if needed.
Construction equipment would include, but would not be limited to, pickup trucks, cement trucks, vibratory
hammers, generators, backhoe, excavator, graders, tractors/loaders, rollers, dozers, and crane. The extent of
demolition activities would include the demolition of asphalt, concrete, and structures (Figure 8). Construction
parking would be provided on-site in the existing paved campus parking lots and no separate construction
access roads would be required. Access to the project site during construction would be provided via the 2nd
Avenue entrance at the west end of the property. Construction waste and recycling will be separated and hauled
offsite. Waste and recycling dumpster weight tags would be provided to CSUMB’s construction project
manager and compliant with the LEED Construction Waste Management Plan, and State waste and recycling
requirements. Water for construction activities would require on average approximately 500 gallons per day
over the construction period (approximately 240 calendar days).
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The construction contractor would connect to the existing hydrant and meter construction water use through
the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD).
Construction employees at the construction site would range between one (1) and twenty-five (25) employees
per day. Construction would take place over approximately eight (8) months (approximately 240 calendar days)
beginning on or around September 1, 2021, depending on weather and local permitting processes, and would
be completed as early as May 2022.

1.4

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The primary goals of the proposed project are to renovate and improve the existing facilities to align with
stadium facilities requirements set forth by both the USL and the NCAA and in turn, provide a code compliant
and usable stadium for CSUMB. A usable stadium would further allow the University to fulfill its educational
mission. It would provide expanded academic opportunities in the form of student research, particularly with
programs such as kinesiology, exercise science and sports performance, sports medicine, physical therapy, and
mental health. The proposed project supports the development of CSUMB’s student-athletes by providing
improved facilities for their use. The proposed project also provides an opportunity to share its new facilities
with and increase engagement with its Central Coast community through soccer. The project’s key objectives
from the project applicant are as follows:
▪

To update and utilize existing university facilities.

▪

To build a space that will foster relationships between CSUMB and the surrounding communities.

▪

To increase opportunities for athletics in the Monterey region.

▪

To provide student research opportunities.

▪

To create an event space that can drive economic growth and opportunity.

1.5

PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS

This IS/MND is an informational document for both lead agency decision-makers and the public. The CSU
BOT is the Lead Agency responsible for adoption of this IS/MND and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) and approval of the proposed project. It is anticipated that the proposed project would
require permits and approvals from the following agencies.
REGIONAL AND STATE AGENCIES
▪

Regional Water Quality Control Board, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Storm Water Permit and Notification, including Construction Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

▪

Monterey Bay Air Resources District, Demolition Permit
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CHAPTER 2

ENVIRONMENTAL
AFFECTED

FACTORS

POTENTIALLY

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist in the following chapter, Chapter
4. Initial Study Environmental Checklist.
☐ Aesthetics

☐ Agricultural Resources

☐ Air Quality

☒ Biological Resources

☒ Cultural Resources

☐ Energy

☒ Geology/Soils

☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions

☐ Hazards/Hazardous
Materials

☐ Hydrology/Water Quality

☐ Land Use/Planning

☐ Mineral Resources

☐ Noise

☐ Population/Housing

☐ Public Services

☐ Recreation

☒ Transportation/Traffic

☒ Tribal Cultural Resources

☐ Utilities/Service Systems

☐ Wildfire

☒ Mandatory Findings
Significance
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CHAPTER 3 DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
unless m
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
____________________________
Signature

_________________________
date

____________________________
Printed Name

California State University Monterey Bay
_________________________
for
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CHAPTER 4

INITIAL STUDY ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The following chapter assesses the environmental consequences associated with the proposed project.
Mitigation measures, where appropriate, are identified to address potential impacts.
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact”
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the
project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on project-specific screening analysis).
2. All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made,
an EIR is required.
4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect
to a less than significant level.
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,"
describe the mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans,
zoning ordinances) into the checklist references. Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects
in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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4.1

AESTHETICS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project site is located at the existing Freeman Stadium on the CSUMB campus, at 4113 2nd
Avenue, Seaside, California 93955. Visual resources in the project vicinity, as discussed in the 2007 CSUMB
Master Plan (MP), include the Monterey Peninsula, Monterey Bay, ridgelines and canyons of the Santa Lucia
Range, and agricultural fields of the Salinas Valley. The project site is located in the western-most portion of
the campus in a developed area and does not contain any scenic viewsheds, nor is the proposed project site
located near, or visible from, any designated scenic highways. Photos of the project site are shown in Figures
9a-9c. Proposed site elevations are shown in Figures 10a-10c.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Less Than
No
Environmental Impacts
with
Significant
Impact
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on
☐
☐
☐
☒
a scenic vista?
Potentially
Significant
Impact

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?
c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings? (Public views
are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If
the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial
light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

Source
Citation

11, 21

☐

☐

☐

☒

2, 11, 21

☐

☐

☒

☐

11, 21

☐

☐

☒

☐

11, 21

EXPLANATION:
a-b)

No Impact. The proposed project consists of renovations to the existing Freeman Stadium. The
CSUMB 2007 Master Plan does not identify the proposed project site or immediate vicinity as
containing any scenic vistas or viewsheds. Furthermore, the proposed project would align with the
policies to protect aesthetic resources identified in the 2007 Master Plan. Therefore, no impacts to
scenic vistas would occur as a result of the proposed project.
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Proposed project site looking north from VIP parking.

Proposed project site looking at main entrance looking
east.

Proposed project site looking west.
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Site Photos

Source: Denise Duffy & Associates, May 2021
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N/A
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Monterey | San Jose
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Environmental Consultants

Resource Planners

947 Cass Street, Suite 5
Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 373-4341

Figure

9a

Interior project site looking north.

Proposed project site looking south from General Admission
parking.

Interior project site looking northeast.
Title:

Site Photos

Source: Denise Duffy & Associates, May 2021

Date
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Scale

N/A
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Resource Planners
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(831) 373-4341

Figure

9b

Interior project site looking east.

Interior project site looking south.

Interior project site looking southeast.
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Source: Denise Duffy & Associates, May 2021
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Scale
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Figure

9c

Title:

Site Elevations - North

Source: HOK, 2021
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Figure

10a

Title:

Site Elevations - South

Source: HOK, 2021

Date

5/18/2021

Scale
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Figure

10b

Title:

Site Elevations - West - East

Source: HOK, 2021

Date
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Environmental Consultants

Resource Planners

947 Cass Street, Suite 5
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Figure

10c

Although portions of Highway 1 in the Monterey region are designated as scenic, the section of
Highway 1 west of the project site has not been designated as a scenic highway. Additionally, the site
is not visible from the highway. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on scenic
resources visible from a designated scenic highway.
c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in a developed, urbanized area on
the CSUMB campus. Construction activities would temporarily alter the visual character of the
proposed project site; however, the presence of construction equipment and activities would be
temporary, and the site would be restored to pre-project conditions consistent with the proposed
project plan. Therefore, the short-term visual impacts that would result from construction activities
would be less-than-significant.
The Freeman Stadium and Field House are remnant military structures that have deteriorated over the
years and not been updated in many years (Figures 9a-9c). The existing conditions of the Freeman
Stadium and Field House are such that the proposed renovations would improve and enhance the
overall visual character of the facilities and site. Three cypress trees are proposed for removal as part
of the project. Trees will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio per the requirements of the CSUMB Tree Restoration
Program.
The proposed improvements would align with the CSUMB 2007 Master Plan Campus Framework
Policies, which aim to create a distinct sense of place, integrate the natural and built environment,
design building environments that support social interaction, use the natural landscape and site
contours to establish drainage corridors to handle on-site drainage, develop visually separate clusters
of facilities and connections to all facilities in the West Campus Recreation Complex, and use a
consistent palette of materials across the campus in accordance with campus design guidelines. The
proposed project would maintain athletic use of the site and is consistent with the Athletic and
Recreation land use designation in the 2007 Master Plan. The proposed project would not conflict
with any approved and proposed master plan policies governing scenic quality and would be designed
and developed consistent with these policies. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact to the visual character and quality of the site.

d)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would require demolition and
renovation of a 2,000-SF portion of the existing Field House interior and would also include proposed
improvements to the existing track and field, stadium seating, east-end goal area, northeast entryway,
and parking areas. Construction activities would be limited to weekdays between the hours of 7 a.m.
to 4 p.m. and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on the weekends, as needed. While some exterior construction lighting
may be required during the dawn and dusk portions of the day, it would occur over a short duration
and temporary. No nighttime construction is proposed and, therefore, no nighttime lighting would be
required.
The proposed project site is located in an urbanized, developed area. While the project site is isolated
from the campus core and majority of campus buildings, the project site and surrounding vicinity are
currently exposed to urban nighttime lighting. Existing artificial light sources found on-site and in the
surrounding area include interior and exterior lighting at the Field House, security and high mast field
lighting associated with the adjacent baseball and soccer fields and outdoor aquatic center, street, and
walkway lighting, and illuminated automobile headlights.
The proposed project includes improvements to stadium lighting to align with the specifications and
requirements of the NCAA and USL. Nighttime lighting is proposed for security, and safety during
evening events. In May 2021, Exp Engineering Inc., conducted a photometric analysis (Appendix A)
for the operation of the proposed project. The analysis assessed the potential impacts of the new highmast lighting on the surrounding areas. As discussed in Chapter 1, Project Description, the proposed
project would include replacing the existing lighting fixtures with four (4) new 90’ tall high-mast poles,
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each containing 46 LED floodlights aimed at the field surface. The luminaries would be aimed at
various positions on the playing field with the furthest and shallowest aiming angle being 65 degrees
to the center of the field and the closest and steepest aiming angle being roughly 20 degrees (Figure
5). The proposed luminaries would have glare shields on the front of the fixture to mitigate direct view
of the LEDs. Additional lower-level, pedestrian-scale luminaires would also be added as part of the
renovation and temporary parking lot flood light towers would be employed during evening events.
While these other sources would add to the illumination surrounding the stadium at night, their
contribution would not be visible to the surrounding community, and, therefore, were not considered
in any of the calculations of the lighting analysis.
The photometric analysis found that the closest building to the proposed project site is the Veteran’s
Administration building, a medical office complex located to the northeast and roughly 580 feet from
the closest light tower. However, this complex is no longer in operation. The closest campus
residences are approximately 1,800 feet northeast of the site, and the site is not visible from this
location due to topography and vegetation. The closest off-campus residential community view of the
complex is located roughly 0.51 miles south and the view is obstructed by dense tree canopy.
Furthermore, views from of the proposed project site from Highway 1, located west of the site, are
obscured by groves of trees. The stadium itself is positioned several feet below grade, with the new
high-mast poles mounting at the lower field level, the new poles would be the same height as the
existing poles around the adjacent baseball field to the south and soccer fields to the southwest.
The installation of the new poles would be energy-efficient, Dark-Sky compliant with a fixed tilt based
upon their calculated aiming angles. The location of the poles would be at the corners of the perimeters
of the field to focus light directly on the field and away from neighboring receptors. Additionally, the
field lighting would be turned on at full output at dusk when needed for practice and games and would
be switch off after the events with exact times being determined by the duration of the usage. The
proposed lighting would be downward facing, consistent with CSUMB 2007 Master Plan Campus
Lighting Plan, which states that the “primary goal of most exterior lighting is functional: to provide adequate light
for safety and security.” In addition, the proposed lighting plan would be reviewed by Campus Police
Department to ensure it meets safety concerns.
Lighting of the proposed project would also align with the guidelines in CSU Outdoor Lighting Design
Guide. This guide provides the CSU campuses with guidance for outdoor lighting design in order to
provide a comfortable nighttime environment, maximize energy efficiency, and improve campus
aesthetics. The guide contains CSU lighting design goals and strategies, lighting control strategies and
methods throughout the campuses, and preferred lamp types identified for energy efficiency and ease
of maintenance. The guide includes goals pertaining to compliance with local codes, assurance of good
nighttime visibility, low maintenance of lighting, energy efficiency, reduced light pollution, and
integration into the overall campus aesthetic. Sports field lighting is not specifically addressed in this
document. Lighting design strategies are provided in the guide to aid in implementation of established
lighting goals. Lighting design strategies are orientated toward creating vertical surface brightness,
enhancing navigation, minimizing glare, maintaining lighting uniformity, and provide appropriate
lighting levels. The proposed lighting and operational schedule would ensure that the field is
illuminated as efficiently as possible, and that campus uniformity is maintained in the project vicinity.
Regulations and restrictions with respect to lighting on the CSUMB campus are not strictly defined
within campus development and planning documents. The 2007 Master Plan focuses on better
efficiency of all lighting throughout the university and should meet safety and security standards. When
possible, outdoor lighting should be controlled by automatic timers and the use of LED sources
mandatory. The 2007 MP does not identify strict lighting restrictions or regulations and does not have
any specific lighting requirements for sports fields. The proposed lighting and shielding treatment and
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operational schedule would ensure that the field is being illuminated as efficiently as possible and that
public safety is maintained during nighttime hours, respectively.
Due to the lack of specific guidance for sports field lighting from the applicable CSU and Master Plan
lighting guidelines, the City of Seaside’s Outdoor Lighting ordinance was reviewed (City of Seaside
Municipal Code Section 17.30.070). Although CSUMB is not subject to the City’s ordinances or
regulations, the City’s Municipal Code was reviewed to provide parameters for the analysis of light
impacts. While the City’s Municipal Code does not contain significance thresholds specifically for
sports field lighting, there are several regulations and restrictions for development of outdoors lighting
that can be useful in the evaluation of the lighting impacts associated with the project.
The City’s Municipal Code states that outdoor lighting shall utilize energy-efficient (high pressure
sodium, low pressure sodium, hard-wired compact fluorescent, LED, or other lighting technology that
is of equal or greater energy efficiency) fixtures and lamps. It further states that all lighting fixtures
shall be properly directed, recessed, and fully shielded (e.g., downward, and away from adjoining
properties) to reduce light bleed and glare onto adjacent properties by ensuring that the light source is
not visible from off the site and confining glare and reflections within the site to the maximum extent
feasible. The design of the field lighting for the proposed project takes into account all available
methods for reducing light spillover and glare. The field lighting poles would be arranged to focus the
light directly on the field. The luminaries in this system would have a fixed downward angle to prohibit
upward spill of the light and the fixtures faces would be shielded with a 20-inch-long shield making the
system Dark-Sky compliant.
As discussed above, the closest campus residences are more than 1,800 feet northeast of the site, while
the closest off-campus residential neighborhood is located approximately 0.51 miles from the site. In
addition, the proposed residential areas within the approved Campus Town Specific Plan Project,
located south of Lightfighter Drive in the City of Seaside, are located over 950 feet from the nearest
lighting pole. The lighting analysis found that at 250 feet from the pole locations, there would be little
to no spillover light. Therefore, the majority of the light would be directed to the field and would be
shielded from all surrounding sensitive receptors.
The City’s Municipal Code also states that, to the extent applicable, outdoor lighting should be in
compliance with the California Energy Code and Green Building Regulations (CALGreen).
CALGreen stipulates that all luminaries must meet the mandated BUG (Backlight/Uplight/Glare)
ratings per their designated lighting zone unless otherwise exempt; lighting for sports and athletic fields
is exempt. However, despite being exempt, the lighting analysis show that the design does not produce
any direct illumination at 120 feet or above the ground.
Therefore, the proposed project would be in compliance with applicable outdoor lighting guidelines
and policies, would result in minimal spillover, and would not significantly increase the light and glare
in the area or create a new source of substantial light or glare in the area that would affect sensitive
receptors. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4.2

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located in an urbanized area on the CSUMB campus. The project site and surrounding
area is previously disturbed and contains non-native ruderal grassland, iceplant, native and horticultural trees
and scrubs, and paved and developed areas. There are no significant agricultural or forest resources within or
adjacent to the project site. The 2007 Master Plan designates the project site as Athletics and Recreational.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Less Than
No
Source
with
Significant
Environmental Impacts
Impact
Citation
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
II. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
9, 11, 20, 22
☐
☐
☐
☒
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?
Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

9, 11, 20, 22

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

9, 11, 20, 22

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

9, 11, 20, 22

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

9, 11, 20, 22

EXPLANATION:
a-e)

No Impact. The proposed project is not located near existing or historical agricultural areas, or on
land zoned for agricultural use or land under Williamson Act contract. No areas of prime farmland,
unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance would be affected. Additionally, the proposed
project does not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause the need for rezoning of, forest land. The
proposed project would not result in conversion of agricultural or forest land. Therefore, no impacts
to agricultural or forest resources would result from the proposed project.

Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc

36

Public Draft IS/MND
July 2021

4.3

AIR QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The Monterey Bay Air
Resources District (MBARD or District) is one of 35 air districts established to protect air quality in California.
MBARD’s jurisdiction is the NCCAB, which is comprised of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties.
Air quality, and the dispersion of air pollution is determined and influenced by natural factors such as
topography, meteorology, and climate, and coupled with atmospheric stability. The project site is located on
the western portion of CSUMB’s campus which is located on a coastal plain at the southern edge of the
Monterey Bay. This region is generally well ventilated by persistent sea breezes. Year-round marine airflow
maintains good air quality. Temperatures are generally mild, with little winter fronts, and summer temperatures
rarely exceeding 80 degrees Fahrenheit.
REGULATORY SETTING
The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) authorized the establishment of federal air quality standards and set deadlines
for their attainment. The Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provides the designations for
National standards, while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) coordinates and oversees both state and
federal air pollution control programs in California. Regulatory authority within the regional air basins is
provided by the local air pollution control agency.
Ambient air quality designations are typically defined by regional air basins, but in some cases, designations are
made at the county level. Designations are categorized as follows:
▪

Attainment – Air quality in the area meets the standard.

▪

Nonattainment – Air quality in the area fails to the applicable standard.

▪

Unclassified – Insufficient data to designate area, or designations have yet to be made.

▪

Attainment/Unclassified - An EPA designation which, in terms of planning implications, is
essentially the same as Attainment.

Current State and National designations for the NCCAB are shown below:
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Table 1. North Central Coast Air Basin Attainment Status –2017
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Inhalable Particulates (PM10)
Fine Particulates (PM2.5)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Lead

State Standards 1

National Standards

Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Attainment
Monterey Co. – Attainment
San Benito Co. – Unclassified
Santa Cruz Co. – Unclassified
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment

Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment

Notes:
1) The design value is a statistic based on the monitored concentrations that can be compared with the corresponding standard. The
standard is violated if the design value exceeds the standard. Design values are computed on a site-by-site basis. Air District design
value is the highest design value at any individual monitoring site.
2) U.S. EPA lowered the national 8hour ozone standard from 0.075 to 0.070 PPM (or 70 ppb) in October 2015.
3) U.S. EPA tightened the national 24-hour PM2.5 standard from 65 to 35 µg/m3 in 2006. On January 9, 2013, U.S. EPA issued a final
rule to determine that the Air District attains the 24-hour PM2.5 national standard. This U.S. EPA rule suspends key SIP requirements
as long as monitoring data continues to show that the Air District attains the standard. Despite the U.S. EPA action, the Air District
will continue to de designated as a non-attainment for the national 24-hour PM2.5 standard until the Air District submits a redesignation
request and a maintenance plan to U.S. EPA, and U.S. EPA approves the proposed redesignation.
Source: MBARD Air Quality Management Plan, 2017. Air Quality Management Plan (mbard.org)

The MBARD is in attainment or unclassified status for national standards and no national attainment plans
apply to the region. The NCCAB is a nonattainment area for the State Ambient Air Quality Standards for both
ozone and inhalable particulate matter (PM10). MBARD adopted its first Attainment Plan for ozone in 1991.
The Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Area (AQMP) was the first plan prepared in response
to the California Clean Air Act of 1988 that established specific planning requirements to meet the ozone
standard. The California Clean Air Act requires that the AQMP be updated every three years. The most recent
update (MBARD 2011-2015 AQMP) occurred in 2017. The AQMP addresses only attainment of the State
ozone standard. Attainment of the State PM10 standard is addressed in the District’s plan “Senate Bill 656
Implementation Plan,” which was adopted in December 2005. Maintenance of the National eight-hour
standard for ozone is addressed in the District’s “Federal Maintenance Plan for the Monterey Bay Region,”
which was adopted in March 2007. The MBARD does not have thresholds for the ozone precursors nitrogen
oxide and reactive organic gas for construction projects less than one year because this is accounted for in their
emission inventories. The MBARD has established a daily emissions threshold for PM10 for construction
projects of 82 pounds per day.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Less Than
No
Source
with
Significant
Environmental Impacts
Impact
Citation
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct
2, 4, 15
☐
☐
☐
☒
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

15, 20, 21,
29, 30

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

☐

☐

☒

☐

15, 20, 21,
29, 30

d) Result in substantial emissions (such as
odors or rust) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

☐

☐

☒

☐

15, 20, 21,
29, 30

EXPLANATION:
a)

No Impact. CEQA Guidelines §15125(b) requires that a project is evaluated for consistency with
applicable regional plans, including the AQMP. As stated above, the MBARD has developed and
implemented several plans to address exceedance of state air quality standards, including the MBARD
2012-2015 AQMP. The MBARD is required to update their AQMP once every three years; the most
recent update was approved in March 2017. This plan addresses attainment of the state ozone standard
and federal air quality standard. The AQMP accommodates growth by projecting growth in emissions
based on population forecasts prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
(AMBAG) and other indicators.
The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in employment, nor would the
proposed project result in increased population growth. The proposed project would be consistent
with the MBARD 2012-2015 AQMP. In addition, as noted in Response b, below, the proposed project
would not result in a significant increase in emissions. For these reasons, implementation of the
proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in either direct or indirect
emissions that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP; this impact would be
less than significant.

b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the Federal CCA, the NCCAB is designated for attainment
status, as shown above in Table 1. Temporary impacts to air quality may occur from the generation
of air pollutant emissions during construction. Heavy equipment operations and construction-related
vehicle traffic would be the primary emissions sources at the proposed project site. Vehicles and heavy
equipment that may be required for construction include, but are not limited to, pickup trucks, cement
trucks, vibratory hammers, generators, backhoe, excavator, graders, tractors/loaders, rollers, dozers,
and crane. These sources would not operate continuously, thereby causing intermittent emissions.
Construction of the proposed project may also require worker commute trips.
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These sources have the potential to generate a small amount of fugitive particles and diesel exhaust
that could result in an increase in criteria pollutants during construction activities and could also
contribute to the existing nonattainment status of the NCCAB for ozone and inhalable particulates.
As stated in the District’s 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Section 5.3), emissions from
construction activities represent temporary impacts that are typically short in duration, depending on
the size, phasing, and type of project. Air quality impacts can nevertheless be acute during construction
periods, resulting in significant localized impacts to air quality. Emissions of concern related to
construction activities are PM10 and ozone.
Project construction is proposed to occur over a duration of approximately 240 calendar days starting
in September 2021. Construction would result in approximately 1,560 CY of cut and would not require
any fill. Per the District’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines, Table 5-2, a construction site with earthmoving
(e.g., grading, excavation) of less than 2.2 acres per day is assumed to be below the 82 lb/day threshold
of significance for PM10. Earthmoving on construction sites associated with the proposed project will
not exceed this 2.2 acres per day threshold, and, therefore, air quality impacts would be less-thansignificant. Additionally, Table 5-3 of the 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines sets thresholds for
criteria pollutants of concern for operational impacts.
Ambient Air Quality & Noise Consulting conducted an air quality quantification analysis in May 2021
to evaluate the construction and operational air quality impacts of the proposed project (Appendix
B). Emissions were quantified using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version
2016.3.2 to assess the short-term construction emissions which include demolition, site preparation,
grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating. The calculation utilized standard
assumptions regarding construction equipment and evaluate emissions with the presence and absence
of fugitive dust control measures. Long-term operation emissions were calculated using CalEEMod
and the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards – Title 24. Operational emissions were quantified
for the initial operation year of 2023.
Short-Term Construction Criteria Air Pollutants
Construction activities (e.g., excavation, grading, on-site vehicles) which directly generate 82 pounds
per day or more of PM10 would have a significant impact on local air quality when they are located
nearby and upwind of sensitive receptors. If ambient air quality in the proposed project area already
exceeds the State AAQS, a project would contribute substantially to this violation if it would emit 82
pounds per day or more. The emissions quantification analysis found that without fugitive dust-control
measures, the proposed project would generate a maximum of 3.25 lbs/day of PM10. The emissions
quantification analysis found that with fugitive dust-control measures and the use of tier 3 off-road
equipment the proposed project would generate a maximum of 1.82 lbs/day of PM10. Therefore,
construction activities associated with the proposed project would not have a significant impact on air
quality. In addition, construction at the project site would implement standard construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) related to dust suppression, which would include: 1) watering active
construction areas; 2) prohibiting grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph); 3)
covering trucks hauling soil; and 4) covering exposed stockpiles. The implementation of BMPs would
further ensure that potential construction-related emissions would be minimized. Since the proposed
project is under the threshold for construction air quality impacts, this impact would be less than
significant.
Long-Term Operation Criteria Air Pollutants
According to the District’s 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Table 5-3), Thresholds of Significance
for Criteria Pollutants of Concern Operational Impacts, a project would violate an air quality standard
and/or contribute to an existing or projected violation if it would emit (from all sources, including
exhaust and fugitive dust) more than:
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▪

137 pounds per day (lbs/day) of reactive organic gases (ROG)

▪

137 lbs/day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx)

▪

82 lbs/day of respirable particulate matter (PM10)

▪

55 lbs/day of fine particulate matter (PM2.5)

▪

150 lbs/day of sulfur dioxide (SO2)

▪

550 lbs/day carbon monoxide (CO)

The proposed project would result in annual operational emissions of approximately 1.59 lbs/day of
ROG, 2.85 lbs/day of NOx, 1.59 lbs/day of PM10, 0.44 lbs/day of PM2.5, 0.02 lbs/day of SO2, and 7.12
lbs/day of CO. These emissions are well below the District’s significance thresholds. Therefore, the
operation of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on air quality.
c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. A “sensitive receptor” is generally defined as: any residence including
private homes, condominiums, apartments, or living quarters; education resources such as preschools
and kindergarten through grade twelve (k-12) schools; daycare centers; and health care facilities such
as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity consist of campus
residences located approximately 1,800 feet from the project site. The MBARD’s 2008 CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines state that a project would have a significant impact to sensitive receptors if it would
cause a violation of any CO, PM10, or toxic air contaminant standards at an existing or reasonably
foreseeable sensitive receptor.
As stated above in Response b), the proposed project would implement standard air quality BMPs
and emissions of criteria pollutants resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project
are below applicable MBARD thresholds of significance. The proposed project would not exceed any
MBARD thresholds, including CO and PM10. Compliance with applicable MBARD regulations also
include, but are not limited to, Rule 402, 2 which would minimize potential nuisance impacts to
occupants of nearby land uses. For these reasons, construction activities would be considered to have
a less-than-significant air quality impact on sensitive receptors. Additionally, implementation of the
proposed project would not result in the installation of any major stationary or mobile sources of
emissions. Operational activities of the project would have a less-than-significant impact to nearby
receptors as emissions are below applicable thresholds. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant air quality impact on sensitive receptors.

d)

Less-than-Significant Impact. According to the District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, odors
represent emissions of one or more pollutants that are a nuisance to healthy persons and may trigger
asthma episodes in people with sensitive airways. Pollutants associated with objectionable odors
include sulfur compounds and methane. Typical sources of odor include landfills, rendering plants,
chemical plants, agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, and refineries. Construction activities
may generate odors that could be objectionable to some persons. However, the odors potentially
generated by the construction activities would be short-term and temporary, and would not cause a
violation of any CO, PM10, or toxic air contaminant standards. The proposed project is located on the
CSUMB campus, the nearest sensitive receptor is the campus residences located approximately 1,800

2 MBARD Rule 402 “Nuisance” states: “A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants
or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or
which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to
cause, injury or damage to business or property. The provisions of this rule shall not apply to odors emanating from agricultural
operations necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals.”
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feet from the project site. Standard construction BMPs would be implemented to reduce temporary
exposure to construction odors. The proposed project would not include any stationary or mobile
sources of emissions that would emit odors typically considered as a nuisance. Therefore, this would

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Introduction

Reconnaissance-level biological and focused rare plant surveys were conducted on June 2, 2021, by DD&A
Associate Environmental Scientists Liz Camilo and John Wandke. The survey area was defined as all areas that
have the potential to be impacted during construction and operation of the proposed project (Figure 11).
Botanical survey methods included walking the survey area and using aerial maps to identify general vegetation
types and potential sensitive vegetation types and conducting focused surveys for special-status plant species.
The project site was surveyed for botanical resources following the applicable guidelines outlined in: Guidelines
for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally listed, Proposed and Candidate Plants (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service [USFWS], 2000), Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Natural Communities (CDFW, 2018), and CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines (CNPS, 2001). Concurrently,
reconnaissance-level wildlife habitat surveys were conducted to identify suitable habitat and observe any specialstatus wildlife species. Available reference materials were reviewed prior to conducting the field survey. The
primary literature and data sources reviewed in order to determine the occurrence or potential for occurrence
of special-status species at the project site are as follows:
▪

Current agency status information from USFWS and CDFW for species listed, proposed for listing, or
candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under ESA or CESA, and those considered CDFW
“species of special concern,” including:
o

CNDDB occurrences reports from the Marina 7.5-minute quadrangle and the six surrounding
quadrangles, including Monterey, Moss Landing, Prunedale, Salinas, Seaside, and Spreckels
(CDFW, 2021); and

o

USFWS IPaC Resource List (USFWS, 2021)

▪

CDFW’s Special Animals List (CDFW, 2018).

▪

The CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS, 2021).

▪

The Flora and Fauna Baseline Study of Fort Ord (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [ACOE], 1992); and

▪

The Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord (HMP) (ACOE, 1997).

Data collected during the literature review and surveys were used to assess the environmental conditions of the
project site and its surroundings, evaluate potential project impacts, and provide a basis for developing the
mitigation measures to avoid and minimize potentially significant impacts to biological resources.
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The project site has been previously disturbed from past military uses and on-going campus uses and consists
primarily of existing infrastructure and campus facilities (i.e., Freeman Stadium) with some vegetated areas.
Directly adjacent to the stadium, trees line the northern and southern boundaries and shrubs line the eastern
boundary. More specifically, the trees species present primarily include Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis
macrocarpa); however, coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus
sp.) also occur. Vegetated areas that are not either paved with concrete or asphalt are dominated by iceplant
(Carpobrotus edulis) and non-native grasses and forbs, including ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), rattail fescue
(Vulpia myuros), and erodium (Erodium sp.).
Applicable Federal, State, Regional and Local Regulations
Special-Status Species
Special-status species are those plants and animals that have been formally listed or proposed for listing as
Endangered or Threatened or are candidates for such listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)
or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Listed species are afforded legal protection under the ESA
and CESA. Species that meet the definition of Rare or Endangered under CEQA Section 15380 are also
considered special-status species. Animals on the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) list of
“species of special concern” (most of which are species whose breeding populations in California may face
extirpation if current population trends continue) meet this definition and are typically provided management
consideration through the CEQA process, although they are not legally protected under the ESA or CESA.
Additionally, the CDFW also includes some animal species that are not assigned any of the other status
designations in the CNDDB on their “Special Animals” list. The CDFW considers the taxa on this list to be
those of greatest conservation need, regardless of their legal or protection status. Plants listed as rare under the
California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) or included in California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR; formerly known as CNPS Lists) 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, are also treated as
special-status species as they meet the definitions of Sections 2062 and 2067 of the CESA and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380. In addition, species of vascular plants, bryophytes, and lichens listed as having
special-status by CDFW are considered special-status plant species.
Raptors (e.g., eagles, hawks, and owls) and their nests are protected under both federal and state laws and
regulations. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code Section 3513 prohibit
killing, possessing, or trading migratory birds except in accordance with regulation prescribed by the Secretary
of the Interior. Birds of prey are protected in California under Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5. Section
3503.5 states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except otherwise
provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” In addition, fully protected species under
the Fish and Game Code Section 3511 (birds), Section 4700 (mammals), Section 5515 (fish), and Section 5050
(reptiles and amphibians) are also considered special-status animal species. Species with no formal specialstatus designation but thought by experts to be rare or in serious decline are also considered special-status
animal species.
CSUMB Tree Restoration Program
CSUMB has established a tree restoration program for impacts to coast live oak and other trees resulting from
projects that occur on campus. This program requires that for every removed tree that is four inches or greater
in diameter breast height (dbh), two coast live oak trees would be replanted, and assumed to survive, in the
identified restoration area on campus. In some cases, more than two trees would need to be planted to achieve
this survival rate. The implementation of this program is required for all projects that would result in impacts
to trees of four inches in dbh or greater.
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Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan
The U.S. Army’s decision to close and dispose of the Fort Ord military base was considered a major federal
action that could affect listed species under the ESA. In 1993, a Biological Opinion (BO) on the disposal and
reuse of former Fort Ord requiring that a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) be developed and implemented to
reduce the incidental take of listed species and loss of habitat that supports these species. The HMP was
prepared to assess impacts on vegetation and wildlife resources and provide mitigation for their loss associated
with the disposal and reuse of former Fort Ord.
The HMP establishes guidelines for the conservation and management of species and habitats on former Fort
Ord lands by identifying lands that are available for development, lands that have some restrictions with
development, and habitat reserve areas. The intent of the plan is to establish large, contiguous habitat
conservation areas and corridors to compensate for future development in other areas of the former base. The
HMP identifies what type of activities can occur on each parcel at former Fort Ord; parcels are designated as
“development with no restrictions,” “habitat reserves with management requirements,” “habitat corridors,” or
“habitat reserves with development restrictions.” The HMP sets the standards to assure the long-term viability
of the former Fort Ord's biological resources in the context of base reuse so that no further mitigation should
be necessary for impacts to species and habitats considered in the HMP. This plan has been approved by
USFWS; the HMP, deed restrictions, and Memoranda of Agreement between the Army and various land
recipients provide the legal mechanism to assure HMP implementation. It is a legally binding document, and
all recipients of former Fort Ord lands are required to abide by its management requirements and procedures.
The HMP anticipates some losses to special-status species and sensitive habitats as a result of redevelopment
of the former Fort Ord. With the designated reserves and corridors and habitat management requirements in
place, the losses of individuals of species and sensitive habitats considered in the HMP are not expected to
jeopardize the long-term viability of those species, their populations, or sensitive habitats on former Fort Ord.
Recipients of disposed land with restrictions or management guidelines designated by the HMP will be obligated
to implement those specific measures through the HMP and through deed covenants.
The project site is located within designated “development” parcels. Parcels designated as “development” have
no habitat management requirements or development restrictions. However, the 2017 Programmatic BO and
HMP require the identification of sensitive botanical resources within the development parcels that may be
salvaged for use in restoration activities in reserve areas. In addition, the HMP requires that land recipients
prepare and implement Resource Management Plans (RMP) and Borderland Management Plans (BLMP) for
specified parcels within their respective jurisdictions.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24,
41,42, 43,
44

☒

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24,
41,42, 43,
44

☒

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24
39,40, 41,
42

☐

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24
39,40, 41,
42

☐

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24
39,40, 41,
42

☐

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 21,
23, 24
39,40, 41,
42

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?
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EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. Developed areas within the project site include
paved roads, sidewalks, buildings, and parking lots. Little to no vegetation is present within developed
areas and they are considered to have little biological value. No special-status species were observed
within developed areas during 2021 biological surveys conducted at the project site, and none are
expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.
Where the project site is not developed, the vegetated areas within the project site can be classified as
ruderal vegetation. Ruderal vegetation is considered to have low biological value as it is generally
dominated by non-native plant species and consists of relatively low-quality habitat from a wildlife
perspective. However, common wildlife species which do well in urbanized and disturbed areas, such
as the American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), striped
skunk (Mephitis mephitis), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris),
and coast range fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis bocourtii) may forage within this vegetation type.
As discussed above, botanical surveys for special-status plant species were conducted within the project
site. Monterey spineflower is a federally threatened species, CNPS CRPR 1B, and HMP species and
was identified within the portions of the ruderal habitat (Figure 11). Monterey spineflower is a small,
prostrate annual herb in the Polygonaceae family that blooms from April to June. It typically occurs
on open sandy or gravelly soils on relic dunes in coastal dune, coastal scrub, and maritime chaparral
habitats. During the survey, approximately 0.18 acres of Monterey spineflower and 24 individuals were
observed and mapped within the project site (Figure 11). Implementation of the proposed project
could result in impacts to this species. Specifically, the proposed drainage basin is located in an area
that could directly impact Monterey spineflower populations and individuals. No other project
elements are located in areas that would impact Monterey spineflower. In addition, construction
activities could result in impacts if construction personnel and equipment do not stay within the limits
of construction and disturb Monterey spineflower occurrences.
As described above, parcels designated as “development” have no development restrictions or habitat
management requirements. However, the 2017 Programmatic BO and HMP require the identification
of sensitive botanical resources within these parcels that may be salvaged for use in restoration activities
in habitat reserve areas. Within all parcels, the HMP recommends preservation of native vegetation
and HMP species habitat outside of areas identified for development. Impacts to HMP species,
including Monterey spineflower, and habitats occurring within the designated development parcels
were anticipated and mitigated through the establishment of habitat reserves and corridors and the
implementation of habitat management requirements within habitat reserve parcels on former Fort
Ord.
With the designated habitat reserves and corridors and habitat management requirements of the HMP
in place, the loss of HMP species is not expected to jeopardize the long-term viability of these species
and their populations on the former Fort Ord (USFWS, 1993). This is such because the recipients of
disposed land with development restrictions or habitat management requirements under the HMP are
obligated to implement those specific measures through the HMP and deed covenants. The proposed
project is:
1. Located within designated “development” parcels.
2. Required to implement the HMP and BO; and
3. Would not result in any additional impacts to HMP species and habitats beyond those anticipated
in the HMP.
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CSUMB is required to implement HMP requirements in accordance with the deed covenants that apply
to the project site. The HMP and 2017 Programmatic BO require the identification of sensitive
biological resources within development parcels that may be salvaged for use in restoration activities
in habitat reserve areas. In addition, the HMP requires that land recipients prepare and implement
RMPs and BLMPs for specified parcels within their respective jurisdictions. While the proposed
project would occur in designated development parcels, CSUMB is required to have an approved
BLMP for the specified parcels in their jurisdiction in order to be considered in compliance with the
HMP. If CSUMB is in compliance with the HMP and 2017 Programmatic BO, impacts to Monterey
spineflower associated with the proposed project would be less than significant and no additional
mitigation measures for this HMP species would be required. However, if CSUMB is not in
compliance with the HMP and 2017 Programmatic BO, then impacts to HMP species would be
potentially significant and additional mitigation measures would be required. CSUMB is currently
preparing their BMLP and anticipate approval by the Service at the end of 2021, which would comply
with the requirements of the HMP. However, it is unlikely that CSUMB’s BMLP would be approved
prior to construction and disturbance of the Monterey spineflower populations within the project site.
Therefore, this would be a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 identified below.
Three cypress trees would be removed as part of the proposed project. Construction, and
construction-related disturbance adjacent to potential nesting habitat (i.e., trees) during the avian
nesting season could result in the incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest
abandonment within the site and immediately adjacent areas. This would be a potentially significant
impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3 identified below.
MITIGATION
BIO-1

Occurrences of Monterey spineflower shall be avoided to the greatest extent feasible.
CSUMB will coordinate with the applicant to determine if it is feasible to design the
detention basin to avoid Monterey spineflower. Individuals or populations that will not
be impacted by the project shall be protected prior to and during construction to the
maximum possible through the use of exclusionary fencing and/or flagging. Prior to
ground-disturbing activities (e.g., vegetation removal, grading, excavation), a biological
monitor will supervise the installation of protective fencing/flagging by the contractor
and monitor at least once per week until construction is complete to ensure that the
protective fencing/flagging remains intact.
If avoidance of the Monterey spineflower occurrences is not feasible, the impacted area
shall be quantified during final design and Monterey spineflower shall be replaced at a 1:1
ratio for the acreage or individuals impacted and a Restoration Plan shall be prepared by
a qualified biologist and implemented. The plan shall include, but is not limited to, the
following:
▪

A description of the baseline conditions of the habitats within the impacted area,
including the presence of Monterey spineflower, its location, and density.

▪

A detailed description of on-site and/or off-site restoration areas, salvage of seed
and/or soil bank and/or plant salvage, seeding and planting specifications, which may
include but is not limited to, an increased planting ratio to ensure the 1:1 ratio.

▪

Procedures to control and/or eliminate non-native invasive species within the
restoration area(s); and
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▪
BIO-2

A monitoring program that describes annual monitoring efforts which incorporate
success criteria and contingency plans if success criteria are not met.

The following best management practices will be implemented during all identified phases
of construction (i.e., pre-, during, and post-) to reduce impacts to special-status plant
species:
▪

A qualified biologist will conduct an Employee Education Program for the
construction crew prior to the initiation of any construction activities. The qualified
biologist will meet with the construction crew at the onset of construction at the
project site to educate the construction crew on the following: 1) the appropriate
access route(s) in and out of the construction area and review project boundaries; 2)
how a biological monitor will examine the area and agree upon a method which will
ensure the safety of the monitor during such activities, 3) the special-status species
that may be present; 4) the specific mitigation measures that will be incorporated into
the construction effort; 5) the general provisions and protections afforded by the
USFWS and CDFW; and 6) the proper procedures if a special-status species is
encountered within the project site.

▪

Protective fencing shall be placed prior to and during construction to keep
construction equipment and personnel from impacting vegetation outside of work
limits. A biological monitor shall supervise the installation of protective fencing and
monitor at least once per week until construction is complete to ensure that the
protective fencing remains intact.

▪

Trees and vegetation not planned for removal or trimming shall be protected prior to
and during construction to the maximum extent possible through the use of
exclusionary fencing, such as hay bales for herbaceous and shrubby vegetation, and
protective wood barriers for trees. Only certified weed-free straw shall be used, to
avoid the introduction of non-native, invasive species. A biological monitor shall
supervise the installation of protective fencing and monitor at least once per week
until construction is complete to ensure that the protective fencing remains intact.

▪

Grading, excavating, and other activities that involve substantial soil disturbance will
be planned and implemented in consultation with a qualified hydrologist, engineer, or
erosion control specialist, and will utilize standard erosion control techniques to
minimize erosion and sedimentation to native vegetation adjacent to the project site
(pre-, during, and post-construction).

▪

Following construction, disturbed areas will be restored to pre-project contours to
the maximum extent possible and revegetated using locally occurring native species
and native erosion control seed mix, per the recommendations of a qualified biologist.

▪

To protect against spills and fluids leaking from equipment, the project proponent
shall require that the construction contractor maintains an on-site spill plan and onsite spill containment measures that can be easily accessed.

▪

No firearms will be allowed on the project site at any time.

▪

All food-related and other trash will be disposed of in closed containers and removed
from the project area at least once a week during the construction period, or more
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often if trash is attracting avian or mammalian predators. Construction personnel will
not feed or otherwise attract wildlife to the area.
BIO-3

Activities that may directly affect (e.g., tree removal) or indirectly affect (e.g.,
noise/ground disturbance) nesting raptors or other protected avian species shall be timed
to avoid the breeding season. Specifically, any grading and excavation with heavy
machinery and vegetation removal within 300 feet of suitable nesting habitat (i.e., trees
within and adjacent to the project site) shall be scheduled during the non-breeding season
(September 16 through January 31).
If avoidance of the non-breeding season is not possible, a qualified biologist shall conduct
a pre-construction survey for nesting raptors or other protected avian species within 300
feet of the proposed construction activities. The survey shall be conducted no more than
14 days prior to the initiation of construction and submitted to CSUMB’s Facilities
Management Department. If raptor or other bird nests are identified within or
immediately adjacent to the project site during the pre-construction surveys, the qualified
biologist shall notify the project applicant and/or contractor and an appropriate nodisturbance buffer shall be imposed within which no construction activities or disturbance
shall take place (generally 300 feet in all directions for raptors; other avian species may
have species-specific requirements) until the young of the year have fledged and are no
longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival, as determined by a qualified
biologist.

b-c)

No Impact. No aquatic resources or other sensitive habitats were identified within or adjacent to the
proposed project site. Therefore, no impact would occur to sensitive habitats.

d)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project construction may result in temporary impacts
to wildlife species that may utilize the site. Potential impacts may include and would be limited to,
noise, vibration, and dust associated with construction activities that may discourage wildlife utilization
during construction. However, it is likely that wildlife would avoid the area during construction and
easily avoid the disturbance.
The wildlife species occurring within the vicinity of the proposed project are well-adapted to urbanized
and disturbed areas, and the minimal effects of the proposed project would be offset by regional
availability of alternative similar habitats. In addition, the proposed project site is not located within a
migratory corridor and is not a nursery site. Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with
the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore,
potential impacts to wildlife movement would be less-than-significant.

e)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project does involve the removal of
three cypress trees. Therefore, the project would be subject to CSUMB’s Tree Restoration Program.
This program requires that for every removed tree that is four inches or greater in dbh, two coast live
oak trees would be replanted, and assumed to survive, in the identified restoration area on campus. In
some cases, more than two trees would need to be planted to achieve this survival rate. The
implementation of this program is required for all projects that would result in impacts to trees of four
inches in dbh or greater. The proposed project would not conflict with policies pertaining to the
protection and preservation of biological resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4
would ensure that CSUMB’s Tree Restoration Program is implemented and reduce potential impacts
to less-than-significant.
BIO-4

In accordance with CSUMB’s Tree Restoration Program, a minimum of six coast live oak
trees (2:1 ratio for the three trees proposed for removal) shall be replanted within the
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identified campus restoration area. The replanting specifications shall be identified in final
project plans.
f)

Less- than-Significant Impact. The project site is not located within an approved HCP or NCCP
area. However, the project site is located within the Fort Ord HMP boundaries and is designated for
development (with no restrictions). As described above, the proposed project is consistent with the
approved HMP. This would be a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation is required.

4.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Archaeological Resources
Evidence from coastal areas of Monterey County suggests settlement by at least 5,000 B.C. and possibly earlier.
The former Fort Ord is located within lands historically occupied by the Rumsen Indians. This group which
may have numbered only 800 individuals before Euro-American contact inhabited the southern half of
Monterey Bay, the Monterey Peninsula, Carmel Bay and some of Carmel Valley, and the coastal area south to
Big Sur. The Rumsen belonged to a branch of the Costanoan (or Ohlone) language family. Their sociopolitical
organization was based on the tribelet, each of which consisted of a primary village and several satellite
settlements.
European contact began with the arrival of Spanish explorers in the 16th Century. However, it was not until
1770 that the Portola expedition arrived in Monterey Bay and established the first mission and Royal Presidio.
In 1771, the Mission was moved to the Carmel Valley, five miles to the south adjacent to arable land. With the
Mission, a period of intense Native American conversion to Catholicism was initiated. By 1778, most of the
Rumsen and Esselen Indians in Carmel and Monterey were baptized and settled around the Mission to farm
church lands. This resettlement marks the beginning of the disintegration of Native American traditional
lifeways in this area.
In 1820, Mexico gained independence from Spain, and a period of secularization ensued. The remaining Indian
groups were employed as ranch hands and domestic servants, and by 1840, the Mission was in a state of ruin.
Many Indians returned to pre-Spanish food collecting and hunting practices. Some hunted livestock instead of
native elk or antelope and were punished severely as livestock thieves. Whole tribelets disappeared from this
interaction. With the arrival of Anglo settlers, this process was accelerated as competition for land increased.
By the turn of the century, vestigial Indian communities disappeared, and by 1935 the Ohlone language was
extinct.
According to the Fort Ord Reuse Plan, the areas of greatest archeological sensitivity at the former Fort Ord
include all terraces and benches adjacent to the Salinas River and El Toro Creek, the peripheries of the wet
cycle lakes, areas adjacent to streams in the Bureau of Land Management lands, and the coastal beaches. The
proposed project is not located in any of these areas of high archaeological resource sensitivity.
Historic Resources
In 1917, Fort Ord Military Base established a cavalry post in Seaside. Although the base was decommissioned
in 1994, the area still possesses structures that are considered of historical significance. Specifically, a number
of structures in the East Garrison area remain and are considered properties eligible for the National Register.
According to the Record of Decision for the Acquisition of the CSUMB campus, there are no historic sites on
campus that are eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the National Register. The historic former Fort Ord
sites are located outside the property boundaries of the campus.
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The National Register is the nation’s master inventory of known historic resources, and includes listings of
buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering, archaeological,
or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level. Resources (e.g., structures, sites, buildings, historic
districts, and objects) over 50 years of age can be listed on the National Register. In addition, properties under
50 years of age that are of exceptional importance or are contributors to an historic district can also be included
on the National Register.
The proposed project sites do not contain any historic resources eligible for listing in the National Register.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to 15064.5?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 34, 35

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

23, 34, 35

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

23

EXPLANATION:
a)

No Impact. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project with an effect that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may
have a significant effect on the environment. A historical resource includes a resource listed in or
determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resource Commission, a resource included in a local
register of historical resources, and object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript
which a lead agency determines to be historically significant. The fact that a resource is not listed in
or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or not included
in a local register of historical resources, does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the
resource may be an historical resource.
Freeman Stadium is collocated with other outdoor campus athletic facilities northeast of the Otter
Sports Complex. The campus Aquatic Center is located to the west and the Baseball Field, Softball
Field, and Soccer Field are located to the south and southeast.
Freeman Stadium and the associated Field House were constructed c. 1952 and therefore exceeds 50
years of age. Therefore, in June 2021, an intensive-level survey of the stadium historic site evaluation
was completed by qualified architectural historians with Dudek who meet the applicable U.S. Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards. Survey findings were recorded on California Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) Form 523A (Building, Structure, and Object Record) (see Appendix C). Survey
findings are summarized below.
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Fort Ord Historic Context
Fort Ord, located on the Monterey Peninsula, was established in 1917 under the name Fort Gigling
for the training of field artillery and cavalry troops stationed at the nearby Presidio of Monterey. No
formal buildings were erected until the late 1930s when administrative buildings, barracks, mess halls,
tent pads, and a sewage treatment plant were constructed. The reservation was renamed Camp Ord in
1939 and Fort Ord in 1940. In 1940, contracts were awarded to construct 564 buildings and structures
on the property and two rail spurs from Southern Pacific lines were extended into the property.
The original camp encompassed 3,777 acres; by 1941, it had grown to 28,514 acres of land and housed
27,000 men. Fort Ord trained soldiers in preparation for war during World War I, World War II, the
Korean War, and the Vietnam War. During World War II, Fort Ord began training for amphibious
warfare in the Pacific theater; with access to the beaches in Monterey Bay, it became home to the
amphibious training unit 18th Armored Group. In 1957, Fort Ord was designated as a U.S. Army
Training Center for infantry and the 7th Infantry Division made its home at Fort Ord in 1975. In 1983,
the 7th Infantry became a light infantry division able to deploy anywhere in the world within 48 hours.
As the Cold War came to an end, the United States sought to increase the efficiency of the Department
of Defense and Vice President Cheney announced proposals for defense installation realignment and
closure, or BRAC, including the downsizing of Fort Ord and preparations for the transfer of
ownership. The closure of Fort Ord was announced in April 1991; the property was divided, with a
portion retained by the Army, a portion kept as a nature preserve, and a portion set aside to establish
CSUMB. The campus opened in 1996.
Freeman Stadium Historic Context
In January 1949, the Army prepared plans and specifications for a new football and track stadium on
the site of the base’s existing amphitheater, just north of the parade grounds. The proposal to develop
a stadium at Fort Ord was met with criticism in light of a recent federal freeze on new government
construction to aid the Korean War effort. However, the Army argued that the stadium was planned
before the war and moreover would be constructed of non-critical materials: “concrete steel blocks”
and concrete slab flooring. To preserve copper, steel water pipes and cast-iron conduits were
proposed. Ultimately, the ban on unnecessary building was ignored, citing the need for recreational
facilities to boost morale and because the growth of Fort Ord was straining recreational facilities in the
Monterey-Salinas area”. The stadium was considered a necessary facility to “keep pace with the growth
of the tent-soldier population” and the athletics field would help to reinforce the Army’s rigorous
training program. Construction was set to begin soon after the contract was awarded and was planned
to be completed by September of 1951.
The first football team at Fort Ord, the Presidio Dons, was organized in 1940. The team held practices
at nearby fields and played other branches of the military. After the new stadium was constructed in
1951, the team’s name changed to the Warriors and games were also played against college teams. By
November 1953, Fort Ord’s semi-professional football team was playing games in the newly completed
stadium, which was accordingly named “Warriors Stadium”. During the 1953 season, the Warriors
played both the Los Angeles Rams and the San Francisco 49ers. The team was sufficiently well
respected that, in the 1950s, college football coaches visited Fort Ord at the end of the season to recruit
players. The Warriors were the top-ranked service team in the country by the mid-1950s and continued
to play into the 1960s.
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Freeman Stadium - Current Conditions
After Fort Ord closed and the site of CSUMB was acquired, the stadium became part of the newly
established campus. The track and field were apparently used for athletic activities after the transition
but eventually the field was paved, and the site has only been used as an occasional outdoor auditorium.
Freeman Stadium today comprises the following components, which are depicted in photographs
included in the DPR Form 523A in Appendix C: the field, track, bleachers, electrical building, and
Field House. Freeman Stadium field is oval and has been paved and painted. A paved track encircles
the field, although track markings are no longer delineated on the pavement. Stepped bleachers
constructed of board-formed concrete flank the track and field on the north and south sides and are
set into low embankments or berms that enclose the stadium. The electrical building, a small,
windowless building constructed of CMU atop a concrete foundation, is sited on a berm west of the
track. A chain-link fence encloses the field, track, and bleachers, with gates on the west near the Field
House and on the east side of the field for ADA accessibility. Deciduous and evergreen trees and
shrubs are planted behind the bleachers and along the chain-link fence.
The two-story Field House sits at the west end of the field and track. The building is rectangular in
plan with a side-gable standing seam metal roof punctuated by skylights and three two-story barrelroofed sections. The building is clad in stucco fiber cement siding and sits on a concrete foundation.
The building’s west façade incorporates side-sliding vinyl windows at irregular intervals and, in the
barrel roofed gable ends, fixed, multi-lite windows with metal frames.
National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resource Criteria
Dudek architectural historians concluded that Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical Resource
per Criterion A/1 (Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history) because they were constructed after the core construction period of the base
and were not included in original base plans. Nationwide interest in sports and recreation at the time
of their construction resulted in numerous improvements to recreation facilities on army bases across
the country and therefore Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not unique.
Dudek concluded that Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not eligible per Criterion B/2
(Association with the lives of persons significant in our past) because eligible properties must be
directly tied to an important person and the place where that individual conducted or produced the
work for which he or she is known. Archival research indicates that no single person was shown to
be influential or directly associated with the stadium.
Dudek concluded that Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not eligible per Criterion C/3
(Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction) because none of the research
identified a significant architect for Freeman Stadium and therefore no master architect is associated
with the design. Instead, the original design for the stadium, bleachers, and Field House was prepared
by architects and/or engineers employed by the Fort Ord Engineering Office. The DPR Form 523A
provided in Appendix C further notes that stadiums are a ubiquitous type of recreational facility and
archival research did not identify the stadium as distinctive in its type, period, and method of
construction. There is no artistic value to the present paved track or paved field and the concrete
stadium bleachers are of a simple, utilitarian design. Moreover, the field and track have been altered
beyond recognition with numerous additions and replacement of original materials, including new
surfacing on the track and the paving and surfacing of the field. Likewise, the Field House has
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undergone numerous extensive alterations, including substantial changes to the plan, exterior cladding,
and fenestration.
Dudek concluded that Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not eligible per Criterion D/4 (Yields,
or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history) as there is no evidence
suggesting they have this potential.
Dudek also concluded that Freeman Stadium and the Field House are not eligible for designation as a
California Historic Landmark as it is not the first, last, only, or most significant of its type in the state
or within a large geographic region (Northern, Central, or Southern California); associated with an
individual or group having a profound influence on the history of California; or a prototype of, or an
outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural movement or construction or is one of the more
notable works or the best surviving work in a region of a pioneer architect, designer or master builder.
Finally, for the same reasons the facilities do not rise to the level of significance required for federal or
state designation per eligibility criteria discussed above, the property does not rise to the level of
significance required for local designation on an individual level or as a component of a historic district.
Based on Dudek’s significance evaluation and in consideration of national and state eligibility criteria,
Freeman Stadium and the Field House have been determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP or
the CRHR. Accordingly, the proposed project would have no impact on historic resources.
b)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. The construction of the proposed project would
primarily occur within the existing developed and previously disturbed area of the site. The proposed
project site is not identified as an area of archaeological resource sensitivity in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan
EIR, and there are no known archaeological resources on the proposed project site. Furthermore, the
proposed project site is not identified as existing in an area of archeological sensitivity per the County’s
GIS database. The proposed project would not impact any known archaeological resources or sites.
However, as with all ground-disturbing activities, construction activities associated with the proposed
project may result in impacts to unknown archaeological resources or sites. This would be a potentially
significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure CR-1 identified below.
MITIGATION
CR-1

Prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities, the contractor and/or project
applicant shall inform all supervisory personnel and all contractors whose activities may
have subsurface soil impacts of the potential for discovering archaeological resources.
If any prehistoric or historic subsurface cultural resources are discovered during grounddisturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the resource(s) shall be halted and the
project applicant shall immediately notify the CSUMB Facilities Management Department
of the discovery. A qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to assess the significance of
the find(s) according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If any find is determined to
be significant, representatives from the County and the archaeologist shall meet to
determine the appropriate avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation. All
significant cultural materials recovered at the site shall be, as necessary and at the
discretion of the consulting archaeologist, subject to scientific analysis, professional
museum curation, and documentation according to current professional standards.
Appropriate mitigation may include no action, avoidance of the resource, and/or potential
data recovery. Ground disturbance in the zone of suspended activity shall not commence
without authorization from the archaeologist. Work may proceed on other parts of the
site outside the 50-foot area while mitigation is being carried out.
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c)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. Implementation of the proposed project would not
impact any known human remains. Though unlikely, construction activities associated with the
proposed project may result in impacts to human remains. This would be a potentially significant
impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation
Measure CR-2 identified below.
MITIGATION
CR-2

4.6

Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains have been mandated by
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097398, and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(e). According to the provisions of CEQA, if human remains are
encountered at the site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall cease and
necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the immediate area shall be taken. The Monterey
County Coroner shall be notified immediately. The coroner shall then determine whether
the remains are Native America. If the Coroner determines the remains are Native
American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
within 24 hours, who will, in turn, notify the person the NAHC identifies as the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) of any human remains. Further actions shall be determined,
in part, by the desires of the MLD. The MLD has 48 hours to make recommendations
regarding the disposition of the remains following notification from the NAHC of the
discovery. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall,
with appropriate dignity, reinter the remains in an area of the site secure from further
disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s recommendations,
the owner of the descendant may request mediation by the NAHC.

ENERGY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project would utilize existing infrastructure and service connections for energy use. CSUMB
owns a medium-voltage electricity distribution system that extends to every building on campus. Electricity is
procured both from a 1.0 MW solar tracking PV generation facility owned by SunEdison, and from Pacific Gas
& Electric (PG&E).
Guiding Policies
The California State University system has established several policies to guide campuses towards sustainable
campus development, including but not limited to, energy efficiency. These include Executive Order 987, 2007
Second Nature Climate Commitment, 2013 Climate Action Plan, and the Green Building Standards, which
define energy goals and policies for on-going and future campus expansion.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy, or wasteful use of energy resources,
during project construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

☐

☒

☐

16, 23

☐

☐

☒

☐

16, 23, 34

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less Than Significant Impact.
Construction Energy Use. Construction of the proposed project would consist of renovating the existing
Freeman Stadium at CSUMB, and would include improvements to the existing field house, athletic
track and field, stadium seating, east-end goal area, northeast entryway, and parking areas.
Construction would take place over approximately eight months (240 calendar days), beginning as early
as September of 2021 and anticipated to be completed by May 2022. The construction of the proposed
project would require energy for the manufacture and transportation of renovation materials,
preparation of the site (e.g., demolition and grading), and the actual construction of the renovations.
Petroleum-based fuels such as diesel fuel and gasoline would be the primary sources of energy for this
task. The construction energy use has not been determined at this time. However, the proposed
project would not cause inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy as the
construction schedule and process is already designed to be efficient in order to avoid excess monetary
costs. Energy use required to complete construction would be limited and short-term. Therefore,
energy use during construction would be less than significant.
Operational Energy Use. Energy use for the proposed project would connect to existing infrastructure
or be improved by the installation of energy efficient mechanisms. More specifically, the existing Field
house would be connected to the existing natural gas for heating and would require 367,000 BTUh
during project operations. Lighting would only be necessary for practice, games, or events. As a result,
operation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial environmental impact on energy
resources.
Based on the discussion above, the proposed project would not result in potentially significant
environmental impacts, during construction or operation, due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy, or wasteful use. Furthermore, the construction and operation of the proposed
project would align with energy policies defined by the California State University (CSU) Executive
Order No. 987, which defines energy conservation goals and sustainable building practices for CSU’s.
The proposed project will also meet CSU Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Therefore,
impacts to energy use would be less than significant.

b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. As stated above, the construction and operation of the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact on energy. Similarly, the proposed project would not
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conflict with local, regional, or state plans for energy efficiency. Rather, the proposed project would
connect to existing energy infrastructure, which as discussed above under Environmental Setting, is
both renewable and purchases energy. Additionally, CSUMB’s 2007 Master Plan policies for utilities
and infrastructure ensure that new buildings maximize energy efficiency (UI 2.4). Therefore, this would
be a less-than-significant impact.

4.7

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Regional and Site Geology
The site is located approximately one mile inland (east) of Monterey Bay, within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic
Province of Central California, which generally consists of two core complexes: the Franciscan Formation and
the Salinian Block. The Salinian Block, which underlies the proposed project region, consists of an elongated
north-northwest-trending crustal block of granitic and metamorphic rock. This block was formed during the
collision of the North American and Pacific tectonic plates.
According to the CSUMB 2007 Master Plan EIR, locally, the CSUMB site is geomorphically characterized by
bar and swale landforms of perennial, vegetation-stabilized dunes, which represent older coastal dune sand.
The dunes range in thickness up to 90 feet below the campus area. Borings taken during the geotechnical
investigation encountered silty sand and poorly graded sand with silt. This sand overlies the Paso Robles
Formation which consists of soft clastic sediments. Granitic metamorphic basement rocks of the Salinas Core
complex underlie the Paso Robles Formation.
Faulting and Seismicity
According to the California Geologic Survey (CGS), the site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone. The nearest zoned active faults are the Monterey Bay fault zone and the Reliz-King City fault
which are about five kilometers west and east of the proposed project site, respectively. Ground-shaking is the
primary seismic hazard at the CSUMB campus. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) identifies several other
faults within the site vicinity. Thus, the potential for surface fault rupture at the site is considered to be very
low. Table 2 below identifies the significant faults in the area and their corresponding parameters.

Fault Name
Reliz-King City
Monterey Bay – Fault
Zone
Tularcitos*
San Gregorio
Palo Colorado
San Andres – 1906
Segment

Table 2. Fault Zones in the Project Vicinity
Distance
Distance
Rupture
Direction
(miles)
(km.)
Length (km)
3.1
~5
Southeast
88

Mw Max.*
7.25

3.7

6

Northwest

40

6.75

4.9
14.2
18.01

8
23
29

Northeast
Southwest
Southwest

54
156
38

7
7.5
6.75

19.26

31

Northeast

>450

8

*Tularcitos Fault contains three (3) segments: Navy segment, Tularcitos segment, Navy & Tularcitos segments. The Rupture length
used within this table is the Navy & Tularcitos segments.
Sources: CSUMB 2007 Master Plan DEIR. USGS. U.S. Quaternary Faults Map. Available online at: U.S. Quaternary Faults (arcgis.com).
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Liquefaction Potential and Dynamic Compaction
Soil liquefaction is a condition where saturated, predominantly granular soils undergo a substantial loss of
strength and potential deformation. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are saturated, loose, clean, uniformly
graded, fine sand deposits.
Materials that underlie the CSUMB campus are considered to have a low susceptibility to liquefaction, except
where ground water is within ten feet of the ground surface. At locations where ground water is within ten
feet of the ground surface, which are not likely to be common in the proposed campus area, the susceptibility
to liquefaction is considered moderate. In general, groundwater is not expected to be present in appreciable
quantities in the sand dune deposits. Localized concentrations of perched water may be present at random
locations and depths.
Another type of seismically induced ground failure that can occur as a result of seismic shaking is dynamic
compaction or seismic settlement. Such phenomena typically occur in unsaturated, loose granular material or
uncompacted fill soils.
Near surface coarse grained soils were typically medium dense to very dense overlying decomposed to highly
weathered weak sandstone. No groundwater was encountered to a depth of 30 feet below existing grade at the
time of the subsurface investigation, although perched groundwater could occur in unpaved or buried
stormwater management systems area for a brief time after significant rains. Therefore, the potential for
liquefaction of the soils encountered is low.
Another type of seismically induced ground failure that can occur as a result of seismic shaking is dynamic
compaction or seismic settlement. Such phenomena typically occur in unsaturated, loose granular material or
uncompacted fill soils. In the event of a major earthquake in the site vicinity, it is estimated that less than ¼
inches of total and differential settlement could occur as a result of dynamic compaction.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication
42.

☐

☐

☒

☐

5, 21, 23,
38, 39

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

☐

☐

☒

☐

21, 22, 38,
39, 40

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

☐

☐

☒

☐

21, 22, 38,
39, 40
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

iv) Landslides?

☐

☐

☒

☐

21, 22, 38,
39, 40

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

21, 22, 38,
39, 40

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

5, 21, 23,
28, 39, 40

Environmental Impacts

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

5, 21, 23,
28, 39, 40

5, 21, 23,
28, 39, 40

21, 23

EXPLANATION:
ai)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Surface rupture occurs along lines of previous faulting. According
to the CGS, the site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest known
active or potentially active fault is the Rinconada fault, located approximately 2.8 miles (approximately
4.5 km) northeast from the site, which is capable of producing a maximum earthquake magnitude event
of 7.3. As is true for the entire region, moderate to severe ground shaking and associated seismic
hazards due to large earthquakes on vicinity faults may be experienced during the design lifetime of
the proposed project. However, there are no known faults that traverse the CSUMB campus.
Therefore, potential rupture impacts would be less than significant.

aii)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Due to its location in a seismically active region, the proposed project
may be subject to strong seismic ground shaking during their design life in the event of a major
earthquake on any of the region’s active faults. Seismic impacts would be minimized by using standard
engineering and construction techniques in compliance with the requirements of the California
Building Code (CBC). This would be a less-than-significant impact.

aiii)

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described above, the proposed project may be subject to strong
ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. Materials that underlie the CSUMB campus are
considered to have a low susceptibility to liquefaction. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant
impact.
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aiv)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Given topography surrounding the proposed project site in
conjunction with the natural grade of the slopes in the vicinity, slope instability is not anticipated to be
an issue for the proposed project. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.

b)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. Site preparation and construction activities
associated with the proposed project would disturb soil and increase its susceptibility to erosion.
Construction contractors would be required to conform to all legal requirements for avoiding erosion
and sedimentation to protect water quality. This includes aligning project site design with the CSUMB
Stormwater Master Plan and use of erosion control BMPs. Please refer also to the discussion in
Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality of this document. In addition, Mitigation Measure
GEO-1 below requires implementation of the recommendations in the Geotechnical Investigations
from the 2007 CSUMB Master Plan, which would reduce any potential impacts from soil erosion or
loss of topsoil to a less-than-significant level.

c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described above, the proposed project has a low susceptibility for
liquefaction and would not be affected by landslides on- or off-site. This would be a less-thansignificant impact.

d)

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation. As described above, soils at the project site contain
silty sand and poorly graded sand with silt. Based on the results of the 2007 CSUMB Master Plan
Geotechnical Investigation, it was determined that improvements could be developed as planned
provided the recommendations in the Geotechnical Investigation are incorporated into the design and
construction of the project, as described in the mitigation measure below, which would reduce any
potential impacts from expansive soils to a less-than-significant level
MITIGATION
GEO-1

The contractor shall be required to implement the recommendations from the
Geotechnical Investigation and incorporate the recommendations into the final plans and
specification prior to the start of construction.

e)

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve any septic tank or alternative wastewater systems,
and, therefore, no impact would occur.

f)

No Impact. The proposed project does not contain any paleontological resources or unique
geological features. The proposed project site consists of the existing Freeman Stadium, surrounding
land is previously disturbed. Therefore, no impact to paleontological resources or unique geological
features would occur.

4.8

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, carbon
dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4) are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of
CO2 are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. Different types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials. The
global warming potential of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. Because
GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat
absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CDE), and is the
amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its global warming potential. Scientific modeling predicts that
continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme climate changes during the
21st century than were observed during the 20th century.
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According to CARB, some of the potential impacts in California of global warming may include loss of
snowpack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and
more drought years. While these potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a global
and potentially statewide level, in general, scientific modeling tools are currently unable to precisely predict
what impacts would occur locally.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Links to Global Climate Change
With regard to climate change impacts, no air district in California, including the MBARD, has identified a
significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodology for analyzing air quality impacts related to
greenhouse gas emissions. The State has identified 1990 emission levels as a goal through adoption of AB 32.
To meet this goal, California would need to generate lower levels of GHG emissions than current levels.
However, no standards have yet been adopted quantifying 1990 emission targets. For this analysis, the
proposed project’s contribution to global climate change would be considered significant if it would be
inconsistent with AB 32’s goal of reducing 2020 greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels from sources
associated with projected growth (i.e., motor vehicles, direct energy use, waste-related activities) or expose
persons to significant risks associated with the effects of global climate change.
The greenhouse effect is a natural process by which some of the radiant heat from the sun is captured in the
lower atmosphere of the earth, thus maintaining the temperature, and making the earth habitable. The gases
that help capture the heat are called greenhouse gases. Some GHGs occur naturally in the atmosphere, while
others result from human activities. Naturally occurring GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane,
nitrous oxide, and ozone. Certain human activities, however, add to the levels of most of these naturally
occurring gases as describe below:
Carbon dioxide (CO2) is released to the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal),
and wood and wood products are burned.
Methane (CH4) is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane emissions
also result from the decomposition of organic waste in solid waste landfills and from the raising of livestock.
Nitrous oxide (N2O) is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during combustion of
solid waste and fossil fuels.
High global warning potential (GWP) gases that are not naturally occurring, including hydro fluorocarbons
(HFCs), per fluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), are generated in a variety of industrial
processes.
Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. High GWP gases such as HFCs, PFCs, and
SF6 are the most heat-absorbent. Methane traps over 21 times more heat per molecule than CO2, and N2O
absorbs 310 times more heat per molecule than CO2. Often, estimates of GHG emissions are presented in
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which weight each gas by its GWP. Table 3 shows the GWP for different
GHGs for a 100-year time horizon.
Table 3. Global Warming Potential for Greenhouse Gases
Greenhouse Gas
Global Warming Potential
Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
1
Methane (CH4)
21
Nitrous Dioxide (N2O)
310
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
6,500
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)
23,900
Source:

BAAQMD, 2006
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Projects which are not consistent with the AQMP have not been accommodated in the AQMP and would have
a significant cumulative impact on regional air quality unless emissions are totally offset. A project that is
inconsistent with the AQMP has not been accommodated in the emissions budget and would have a significant
cumulative impact on attainment of the state’s ozone ambient air quality standards (AAQS) unless project
emissions are totally offset.
Since global climate change is certainly a cumulative impact, this analysis considers that the proposed project
would have a significant impact if it would:
▪

Result in substantial net increases in greenhouse gases and CO2e emissions. In the absence of generally
accepted thresholds of significance for projects, a substantial increase, for purposes of this analysis,
occurs when a project exceeds thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. This approach is
consistent with guidance from the California Air Pollution Control Officers’ Association (CAPCOA),
which notes that implementing CEQA without an explicit threshold prior to formal guidance from the
State of California’s Office of Planning and Research is appropriate. In fact, this approach is consistent
with CAPCOA’s belief that by defining substantial emissions of GHGs to performance standards (e.g.,
criteria pollutant emission thresholds), lead agencies would amass information and experience with
specific project categories that would support establishing explicit thresholds in the future.

▪

Expose persons to significant risk associated with the effects of global climate change.

▪

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the goals or strategies of Executive Order S-3-05.

▪

Be inconsistent with the Air Resources Board’s 44 Early Action Measures for AB 32 compliance.

▪

Be subject to CARB’s mandatory reporting requirements (generally required for projects producing
more than 25,000 annual metric tons of CO2e).

▪

Be inconsistent with the recommended global warming mitigation measures from the Attorney
General, CAPCOA, Office of Planning and Research, or other appropriate sources.

IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Environmental Impacts
with
Mitigation
Incorporated
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

2, 4, 29, 30

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

2, 4, 29, 30,
34

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant Impact. MBARD has determined that if a project emits less than 10,000
metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e (Carbon Dioxide equivalent), its impact will be less than
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significant. This calculation is determined by combining the estimated greenhouse gas emissions
generated by construction, amortized over a 30-year period, with the estimated annual GHG emissions
resulting from the operation of the project. As mentioned in Section 4.2 Air Quality, the project
would primarily result in minor temporary emissions due to construction-related activities. Due to the
short construction period, proposed minor earthmoving, and overall temporary construction impacts,
the project would not generate greenhouse gases that would have a significant impact on the
environment.
More specifically, the construction of the proposed project would generate 223.20 MT/yr of CO2e
based on the CalEEMod (Appendix B). Amortized over a 30-year period, the construction emissions
would be 13.69 MT/yr of CO2e. The proposed project operation would emit 414.32 MT/yr of CO2e.
The combined emissions generated as a result of the proposed project would be 428.01 MT/yr of
CO2e, well below the MBARD threshold of 10,000 MT/yr. as such the operation and construction of
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions.
b)

No Impact. The proposed project is located in the NCCAB, where air quality is regulated by
MBARD. Neither the State, MBARD, nor Monterey County have adopted a GHG emissions
reduction plan that would apply to the project. However, CSUMB 2007 Master Plan has their own
Climate Action Plan. None of the reduction strategies to be included in the CAP pertains to
construction generated GHG emissions. Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG. No
impacts would occur.

4.9

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The CSUMB campus is located on a portion of the former Fort Ord, which has been used by infantry units for
maneuvers, target ranges, and other purposes since it was established in 1917.
The former Fort Ord was added to the EPA’s National Priorities List of Hazardous Waste Sites (Superfund)
compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 (“Cortese List”) in 1990, and a federal facilities agreement
required the Army to perform the Superfund cleanup process prior to the conveyance of any land. Findings
of Suitability to Transfer (FOSTs) have been prepared by the Army to document that the property is
environmentally suitable for transfer under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) and Department of Defense (DOD) FOST Guidance. In accordance with CERCLA,
the FOSTs demonstrate that either the property is uncontaminated or that all necessary remediation has been
completed or is in place and operating properly and successfully. To date, all campus property, with the
exception of the East Campus Open Space Zone, has been transferred to CSUMB.
On March 31, 2007, the Army and FORA entered into an Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement
(ESCA) thereby allowing the Army to transfer 3,500 acres of Economic Development Conveyance (EDC)
properties, and the responsibility of removing Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) to FORA. Under
the terms of the ESCA and additional agreements between the EPA and Department of Toxic Substance
Control (DTSC), FORA is required to meet the same standards for Army MEC remediation as the Army and
abide by all federal and state regulations governing the cleanup of a Superfund site.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Environmental Impacts
with
Mitigation
Incorporated
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

10, 23

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 34

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

32

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

3, 15

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant Impact. MEC’s have been removed from the CSUMB campus, including the
proposed project site. However, there is still potential for hazardous materials to be encountered at
the project site (i.e., lead-based paints and asbestos, etc.). Furthermore, construction of the proposed
project would involve the use of products such as concrete, paints, and adhesives, as well as heavy
equipment, which would contain fuels, oils, and hydraulic fluid. The contractor would be required to
comply with all California Health and Safety Codes and campus policies regulating the handling and
use of hazardous materials. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.
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b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project may involve the
use of, or result in the exposure to, hazardous materials that may be accidently released into the
environment. Best management practices will be implemented during construction and operation to
reduce risk of hazardous material exposure associated with the proposed project. Therefore, this would
be a less-than-significant impact.

c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is located on the CSUMB campus; however,
there are no other schools within ¼ mile of the proposed project site. The contractor would be
required to comply with all California Health and Safety Codes and campus policies regulating the
handling and use of hazardous materials. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.

d)

No Impact. The proposed project site is not located on the “Cortese” Hazardous Waste & Substance
Sites list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. There would be no impact in
connection with the proposed project.

e-f)

No Impact. The proposed project site is not located within two miles of an airport or private airstrip
and would not create a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing in the project area. The
General Plans for Monterey County, City of Seaside, and City of Marina do not identify any of the
roads within or adjacent to the proposed project site as a major evacuation route. In addition, no
evacuation routes were identified in the proposed project area in the CSUMB 2007 Master Plan. The
proposed project would have no impact on the ability of CSUMB or other adjacent jurisdictions to
maintain and safely utilize their established emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

g)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to
significant risk from wildfires. Standard fire protection requirements would be implemented and
subject to approval from Presidio of Monterey Fire Department (POMFD), see Section 4.17 Public
Services. This would be a less-than-significant impact.

4.10

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Site Conditions
The proposed project site is located within Watershed A2 of the local CSUMB watershed identified within the
CSUMB Stormwater Master Plan. Stormwater within the proposed project site is currently uses existing
percolation basins and drainage features near the intersection of General Jim Moore Blvd. and Lightfighter
Drive. The area has a moderate, Mediterranean-type climate with an average annual precipitation of about 14.2
inches, the majority of which falls between November and April. Well-defined natural drainage channels are
largely absent in the western half of the former Fort Ord because sandy soils in this area are highly permeable
and absorb much of the rainfall and runoff.
Surface waters within the former Fort Ord are not used for domestic supply but are used to a limited extent
for stock watering; as a result, surface water quality data is limited. In general, surface water quality varies
seasonally; the first heavy rains of the season tend to flush the highest concentration of pollutants into the
storm water system. This runoff from urbanized areas typically contains elevated levels of suspended solids,
coliform bacteria, oil and grease, fertilizers and pesticides, and heavy metals; many of these pollutants are
associated with the operation of motor vehicles.
There are no ponds, lakes, or other water bodies located on the proposed project site. Per the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, the project site is located outside both
the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. Therefore, flooding is not a concern at the project site.
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Tsunamis or “tidal waves” are seismic waves created when displacement of a large volume of seawater occurs
as a result of movement on seafloor faults. The proposed project site is about 200 feet above mean sea level
and would not be affected by a tsunami.
Water Supply
Water service to CSUMB is currently provided by the MCWD. The MCWD provides water supply and
wastewater collection services for residents in the City of Marina and to lands in the former Fort Ord military
base. Water supply is primarily sourced from groundwater from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, which
is regulated by the Monterey County Water Resource Agency (MCWRA) and the Salinas Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SVGWSA). Per agreements with MCWRA, MCWD is limited to pumping
a total of 6,600 AFY for the service area, which includes CSUMB. Of the 6,600 AFY, the campus is allocated
1,035 AFY.
The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin underlies the Salinas Valley from San Ardo in southern Monterey County
to the coast of Monterey Bay. The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin consists of nine subbasins, of which six
(6) fall entirely or partially under the SVBGSA’s jurisdiction. The proposed project site, and the broader
CSUMB campus is serviced by the Salinas Valley – 180/400-foot Aquifer Subbasin. Natural groundwater
recharge occurs through infiltration of surface water, deep percolation of excess applied irrigation water, and
deep percolation of infiltrating precipitation.
The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin has been in an overdraft condition, and the 180/400 subbasin that is
utilized by the campus has been declared by the State to be a basin subject to “critical conditions of overdraft.”
To address the basin overdraft, several measures have been implemented or are proposed by the MCWRA for
long-term management and protection of groundwater resources to provide adequate water supplies to meet
current and future needs. In January 2020, the SVGWSA finalized their Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP),
a requirement per the 2014 California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The GSP outlines how each
basin will achieve groundwater sustainability in 20 years, and how they will maintain sustainability for an
additional 30 years. In addition to the GSP, the SVGWSA is also required to submit annual Water Year (WY)
reports to discuss the condition of the basin and show that the GSP is being implemented in a manner that will
meet the sustainability goals defined by the GSP.
In 2020, the SVGWSA published their first annual report that assessed the 2019 WY. Data from this report
illustrates annual fluctuations in groundwater elevation, storage, and quality, of which, is compared to the
thresholds set by the GSP. Table 12 of the WY 2019 Report shows that groundwater elevations do not exceed
the 20-year planning horizon undesirable result, as elevations are above their minimum thresholds.
Storm Drainage
CSUMB owns the stormwater systems within their property. The North, West, and most of the Central
Campus systems discharge to existing regional stormwater systems that collect stormwater and discharge it to
percolation ponds. Small sections of the North and Central Campus have systems that discharge to local
percolation ponds and open space outside of CSUMB property.
The existing terrain of the proposed project site slopes from the south to the north. Stormwater on-campus is
managed in accordance with the CSUMB Stormwater Master Plan (Schaaf & Wheeler Consulting Civil
Engineers, Feb 2006), which ensures physical upgrades to the existing stormwater system are planned
accordingly with future growth. On-site storm drainage improvements for the proposed project would be
provided in conformance with the Post Construction Stormwater Management Requirements for Development
Projects in the Central Coast Region, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Coast
RWQCB) Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 (Regional Permit). On-site LID measures include, but are not limited
to, limiting the areas of disturbance and impervious surfaces, and constructing vegetated bioswales.
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The Federal Clean Water Act regulates discharges into U.S. waters through a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit, administered through the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) and the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in California. The State and Central
Coast RWQCB oversee a statewide General Permit regarding management of stormwater runoff from
construction sites over one acre in size. Provisions of the Statewide Permit indicate that discharges of material
other than stormwater into waters of the U.S. are prohibited; that storm water discharges shall not cause or
threaten to cause pollution, contamination, or nuisance; and that storm water discharges not contain hazardous
substances. The Statewide Permit also requires implementation of BMPs to achieve compliance with water
quality standards. A BMP is defined as any program, technology, process, siting criteria, operating method,
measure, or device which controls, prevents, removes, or reduces discharge of pollutants into bodies of water.
Any project that would disturb over one acre, including the proposed project, is required to file a "Notice of
Intent" with the RWQCB with submittal of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the RWQCB
prior to proposed project construction. The SWPPP is the foundation of the required documentation for a
NPDES General Storm Water Permit for construction activities. A Stormwater Master Plan was prepared and
approved by CSUMB in February 2006 and a Draft Stormwater Management Plan was prepared by CSUMB
in July 2006, which has not been officially approved. Together these two documents create CSUMB’s overall
stormwater management program. CSUMB has applied and received the RWQCB for a waiver of the NPDES
Phase II General Permit since none of the stormwater runoff created by the University reaches any surface
waters of the U.S., including the Monterey Bay.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
with
Environmental Impacts
Mitigation
Incorporated
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
☐
☐
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☒

☐

23, 24,
31, 32

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 24,
31, 32

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 24, 36

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

5, 23, 24,
36

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

5, 23, 24,
35
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

5, 23, 24,
31, 32

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 38

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 24, 25

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 24,
31, 32, 37

Environmental Impacts

EXPLANATION:
a-c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not violate any state or local water
quality standards or requirements. Temporary, and isolated, construction and operational impacts may
occur and would be addressed through standard BMPs. Similarly, the proposed project would not
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Discussed in more
detail below and in Section 4.19 Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would require
water for construction and operation. The proposed project which is located within the CSUMB
campus is supplied water by MCWD and sourced primarily by the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin,
subbasin 180/400. Groundwater extraction is closely regulated and monitored by the MCWRA and
the SVGWRA. CSUMB was allocated 1,035 AFY of water from MCWD. Current campus wide use
is 318 AFY, while the existing stadium and Field House currently use 0.17 AFY for CSUMB athletic
uses and events. Potable water would be supplied by connecting to or utilizing existing water supply
infrastructure on campus, specifically supplied from the Field House. The existing field would be
replaced with synthetic turf with sand and rubber infill and would not require additional potable water.
The proposed project would require approximately 1.2 AFY for increased use of existing showers,
water closet, urinals, lavatories, service sinks and the beer garden. Additional water would be used to
periodically rinse the synthetic turf field and stadium stands and would require 0.06 AFY. During
events, temporary or portable restrooms would be utilized, and water needs (e.g., hand washing stations
at restrooms and concession stands) would be supplied from a temporary portable source.
The water demand required for the proposed project would fall within the existing campus allocation.
As discussed above in the Environmental Setting, the proposed project would align with the campus’s
Stormwater Master Plan, which serves as a comprehensive guide to storm water management.
Additionally, as required by the RWQCB, the proposed project would be required to submit a SWPPP,
which is required for the acquisition of the NPDES General Storm Water Permit. Furthermore,
improvements to drainage on-site and the construction of a retention pond to the west of the project
site will retain runoff, eliminating discharges to surface water bodies within or near the campus.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on water quality and
drainage patterns.

ci-civ) Less-than-Significant Impact. The implementation of the proposed project would not result in a
significant increase in erosion or runoff, on or off-site, nor would any temporary runoff be in excess
that it would pose a flood hazard on or off-site. Construction activities could result in temporary
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increase in sediments and debris entering retention ponds or storm drains. However, as discussed in
detail in Section 4.19 Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would not create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. The implementation of BMPs, the Stormwater Master Plan, and NPDES permitting would
minimize impacts associated with runoff and erosion. Therefore, the proposed project would have
less-than-significant impact.
d)

No Impact. The proposed project site is not located within a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

e)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of any water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater management plans. The
proposed project would be subject to compliance with the measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds for groundwater management identified in the GSP. This would be a less-than-significant
impact.

4.11

LAND USE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located on the CSUMB campus at the existing Freeman Stadium. The CSUMB 2007
Master Plan designated the site as Athletics and Recreational.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23

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?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23

EXPLANATION:
a)

No Impact. The proposed project would consist of renovations to the existing Freeman Stadium and
would not physically divide an established community. No impact would occur.

b)

No Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the existing use of the site and the CSUMB 2007
Master Plan. The proposed project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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4.12

MINERAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
According to the CSUMB 2007 Master Plan, there are no mineral resources of economic value classified under
the Surface Mining and Geology Act within the CSUMB campus.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
☐
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan?

☐

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

☐

☒

20, 21, 23

☐

☐

☒

20, 21, 23

EXPLANATION:
a – b)

No Impact. There are no known mineral resources of value or locally important mineral resource
recovery sites located within or adjacent to the proposed project sites. The proposed project would
not adversely affect mineral resources. Therefore, no impact would occur.

4.13

NOISE AND VIBRATION

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air. Noise is
defined as unwanted sound. Environmental noise is frequently measured in decibels (dB). The A-weighted
decibel (dBA) is used to reflect the human ear’s sensitivity to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale,
the sound level of normal talking is about 60 to 65 dBA. Because people are more sensitive to nighttime noise,
sleep disturbance usually occurs at 40 to 45 dBA.
The most commonly used measurement scale used to account for a person’s increased sensitivity to nighttime
noise is the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The CNEL is a noise scale used to describe the
overall noise environment of a given area from a variety of sources. The CNEL applies a weighting factor to
evening and nighttime values.
Generally, noise levels diminish as distance from the noise source increases. Some land uses are more sensitive
to noise than others. Noise sensitive land uses are generally defined as residences, transient lodging, schools,
hospitals, nursing homes, churches, meeting halls, and office buildings. Sensitive noise receptors within the
CSUMB campus include residence halls in the main campus and academic buildings. As discussed in Aesthetics
section, sensitive noise receptors on and off-campus, include residences approximately 1,800 feet northeast of
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the site and roughly 0.51 miles south, respectively. The nearest academic building is approximately 1,500 feet
from the project site.
The predominant noise source on the CSUMB campus and, more specifically at the proposed project site, is
motor vehicle traffic along Highway 1, as well as local roads including 2nd Avenue, Inter-Garrison Road,
Lightfighter Drive, and Imjin Parkway. Aircraft activities at the Marian Municipal Airport and Monterey
Peninsula Airport do not significantly affect the site since the approach and takeoff areas are over rural areas
to the north and south of the project site.
Construction noise is a temporary noise source that is generated from a variety of construction activities that
occur both on- and off-site. These activities can include demolition, hauling of materials, grading, building
construction, and construction traffic. Generally, construction equipment can generate noise levels in the range
of 70 to 90 decibels at a distance of 50 feet. However, construction noise is generally not constant during the
daytime hours. The proposed project would not require nighttime construction.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts
XIII. NOISE. Would the project:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

☐

☒

☐

18, 19,
20, 23,
27, 34

☐

☐

☒

☐

18, 19,
20, 23,
27, 34

☐

☐

☐

☒

23

EXPLANATION:
a-b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of renovations to the existing
Freeman Stadium. Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary noise that may
impact, depending on the activity, nearby sensitive receptors. As discussed in Environmental Setting,
the nearest sensitive receptors are located over 1,500 feet from the project site. Per the 2007 Master
Plan, construction contractor noise control measures (i.e., Best Construction Management Practices)
would be implemented during project construction to reduce noise impacts. These control measures
include:
▪

Noise reduction devises on construction equipment.
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▪

Use of quieter equipment, proper maintenance in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications,
and fitting of noise-generating equipment with mufflers or engine enclosure panels, as appropriate.

▪

Prohibit unnecessary warming up, idling, and engine revving when equipment is not in use.

▪

Install temporary noise buffers, such as plywood barriers, around particularly noisy equipment, or
activities.

▪

Locate stationary noise sources, when feasible, away from residential areas and perform functions
such as concrete mixing and equipment repair off-site.

▪

Unless approved by CSUMB Campus Development and Operations Department (recently
renamed Facilities Management), limit construction activities to the normal working day.

The construction of the proposed project would not expose any person to or generate excessive ground
borne noise or vibration. As discussed above, sensitive receptors are located over 1,500 feet from the
project site. Due to the implementation of construction BMPs and distance from nearest sensitive
receptors, the ground borne noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant.
The operation of the proposed project would consist of 18 MBFC games, and one (1) CSUMB Campus
Community event. CSUMB is not subject to County or City noise ordinances; however, project
operations would be compliant with noise ordinances established by the Monterey County and Seaside
General Plans. Both general plans contain Noise Elements that establish noise exposure standards for
land use compatibility. Within the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, sports arenas and outdoor
spectator sports are conditionally acceptable when community noise exposure is maintained between
50 and 75 dB.
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. conducted a noise analysis for a stadium in Mountain View, California in
2020. The analysis examined noise generation during two events, one event with 1,500 spectators and
the other with 2,200. Examining the upper limit of noise generation, the sporting event with 2,200
spectators generated 71 dB, where the event with 1,500 spectators generated 70 dB, which illustrated
that noise between the two games increased in increments of one (1) db per 700 spectators. It should
be noted, that the report stated that variation in spectator noise primarily depends upon the attendance
and level of excitement generated by the event. As such, the findings from this analysis were utilized
to calculate noise generation for the proposed project at full capacity (i.e., 6,000 spectators). Based on
the calculation, the proposed project could generate 75 dB. The noise generated by the MBFC home
matches would be temporary and intermittent, occurring Friday nights from 7:00 pm – 11:00 pm
and/or Saturdays during the day or in the early mornings, 18 times over the course of the 10-month
season. In addition, the proposed project site is located more than 1,500 feet from sensitive receptors
(e.g., classrooms, residential buildings). Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact.
c)

No Impact. The proposed project is approximately three miles from the Marina Municipal Airport
and would not expose people to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur.

4.14

POPULATION AND HOUSING

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located on CSUMB campus at the existing Freeman Stadium. The proposed project
site is designated as Athletics and Recreational in the 2007 Master Plan.
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CSUMB campus lies within the city limits of Marina and Seaside and also within unincorporated County land,
which have populations of 22,321, 33,537, and 441,143, respectively. Housing within Monterey County has
increased by 2% between 2010 and 2019 and are anticipated to continue to increase.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a)
Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or
☐
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b)

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

☐

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

☒

☐

20, 23, 34

☐

☐

☒

20, 23, 34

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project involves renovating existing facilities for use
by the Monterey Bay Football Club and the campus and does not involve the construction of any new
housing or new infrastructure that would induce population growth. Implementation of the proposed
project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in the area, either directly or
indirectly. The proposed project would require 20 full time employees and 210 part-time match-related
personnel. These employees would be existing CSUMB employees and/or Monterey County residents.
The 32 players for the MBFC may be relocating to the area but would not induce substantial population
growth in the area. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.

b)

No Impact. The proposed project would not displace any existing housing or any people necessitating
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.

4.15

PUBLIC SERVICES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Fire Protection
The CSUMB campus falls within three fire service jurisdictions. For the main campus within the City of Marina
(west of 7th Avenue), fire protection services are provided by the Marina 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, as
well as with the Presidio of Monterey Fire Department (POMFD), to provide mutual and automatic aid relative
to fire protection services (McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
The closest fire stations to the campus are located at 4400 General Jim Moore Boulevard in Seaside, 1635
Broadway Avenue in Seaside, 211 Hillcrest Avenue in Marina (Marina FD), and 18143-18111 Porter Street in
Salinas (McCluney pers. comm. 2021). The POMFD is located adjacent to campus in the proposed Campus
Town Specific Plan area.
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The Seaside FD is staffed with 25 firefighting personnel (McCluney pers. comm. 2021). The response time
goal for Seaside FD is five minutes (McCluney pers. comm. 2021). To achieve this goal, the 2004 Seaside
General Plan Policy LU-9-1 calls for a standard of 1.0 firefighters per 1,000 residents. The City’s current ratio
is below the current standard at 0.7 firefighters per 1,000 residents, based on a population of 34,165. Excluding
mutual aid calls, the average response time is 3.5 minutes.
The Marina FD is staffed with 11 full-time firefighters, 2 chief officers, 15 reserve firefighters, and 1
administrative assistant. The response time goal is 5 minutes for a medical incident and 5 minutes, 20 seconds
for a fire. Average response time in the former Fort Ord area was approximately 6.5 minutes in 2014. The
Marina FD is currently evaluating the need for a fire station in the southern portion of their response area
(McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
The MCRFD’s recently completed East Garrison Fire Station has full-time staffing of two to three
paramedics/firefighters and has a five-minute response time goal (McCluney pers. comm. 2021). CSUMB
campus lands within the MCRFD’s service area are within five minutes of the new East Garrison station
(McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
Police Protection
The University Police Department (UPD) operates 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, and shares concurrent law
enforcement jurisdiction statewide and on all adjacent public streets, areas, and communities surrounding the
CSUMB campus (McCluney pers. comm. 2021). UPD police officers are certified by the California
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training. The UPD provides full-service law enforcement
services, which include responding to criminal incidents and disturbances, emergency management,
“NightWalk” escorts between main campus locations, fingerprinting, animal control, lost and found, and
community classes and outreach services (McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
The Seaside PD services the entire City of Seaside and is co-located with the Seaside City Hall at 440 Harcourt
Avenue. The Seaside PD currently operates with 51 members, comprised of 40 sworn and 11 non-sworn
personnel (McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
The Marina PD services the entire City of Marina. The Marina PD is located at 211 Hillcrest Avenue, which
fronts on Palm Avenue, and is co-located with the Marina FD. The Marina PD currently operates with 29
sworn and 8 non-sworn personnel (McCluney pers. comm. 2021).
Schools
The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) provides public school service to the cities of
Marina, Monterey, Seaside and Del Rey Oaks, portions of Monterey County and the former Fort Ord.
Parks
The Fort Ord National Monument operated by the Bureau of Land Management is within the proposed project
vicinity. The Fort Ord State Beach is also located in the vicinity of the proposed project.

Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc

75

Public Draft IS/MND
July 2021

IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Less Than
No
Source
Environmental Impacts
with
Significant
Impact
Citation
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Fire protection?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 28, 34

b) Police protection?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 28, 34

c) Schools?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 28, 34

d) Parks?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 34

e) Other public facilities?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 34

EXPLANATION:
a – e)

No Impact. As discussed above in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the proposed project
involves renovating existing facilities for use by the Monterey Bay Football Club and the campus and
does not involve the construction of any new housing or new infrastructure that would induce
population growth. Implementation of the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned
population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. As such, the proposed project would not
result in an increased demand for fire and police services and, therefore, would not result in the need
for any new facilities. The proposed project would have no impacts on schools, parks, or other public
facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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4.16

RECREATION

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Please refer to the discussion under Section 4.15 Public Services, above.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

Environmental Impacts
XVI. RECREATION. Would the project:

EXPLANATION:
a – b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of renovations to the existing
Freeman Stadium at the CSUMB campus. The proposed project would increase the use of the stadium
facilities by providing additional recreational facilities that would increase site access and the number
of visitors coming to the stadium. This could potentially adversely affect the stadium facilities by
causing the physical deterioration. Mitigation measures identified in this IS/MND would address the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. As a result, this represents a less-thansignificant impact.
The proposed project is a recreational use. The construction and operation of the renovated stadium
and associated support facilities would result in the expansion of recreational amenities on the campus
and within the region. This IS/MND evaluates the environmental impacts associated with
construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed project would not result in any
new impacts beyond those previously evaluated within this IS/MND. All impacts would be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. This represents a lessthan-significant impact.

4.17

TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The CSUMB Main Campus is located within the geographic boundaries of the cities of Marina and Seaside and
Monterey County and is generally bounded by Eighth Street, Inter-Garrison Road, Eighth Avenue, Colonel
Durham Street, Lightfighter Drive, and 2nd Avenue. The East Campus open space and housing is located east
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of Eighth Avenue on either side of Inter-Garrison Road. The proposed project is located in the far western
portion of CSUMB between Divarty Street, 2nd Avenue, Inter-Garrison Road, and Lightfighter Drive.
Regional access to the proposed project site and CSUMB Main Campus is provided by State Route (SR) 1.
Primary local access to the proposed project site is provided by Imjin road from the north, Inter-Garrison Road
from the west and east, and General Jim Moore Boulevard from the south. Traffic from Seaside and the
Monterey Peninsula access the proposed project site from the General Jim Moore Boulevard and 2nd Avenue
entrances, while traffic from Santa Cruz, Marina, and Salinas accesses the proposed project site from the 2nd
Avenue, Imjin Parkway, and Inter-Garrison Road entrances.
SR 1 is a state highway within Monterey County, providing access to Watsonville and Santa Crus to the north
via Seaside, Marina, and Castroville, and to San Luis Obispo to the south via Monterey and Carmel. Through
its connection to SR 156 in Castroville, SR 1 also provides access to US 101 and the greater San Francisco Bay
Area.
Vehicle Miles Traveled Impact Analysis
Fehr & Peers conducted a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis for the proposed project in June 2021
(Appendix D). The VMT analysis considers the proposed project’s direct VMT impacts as well as its longterm effects on Monterey County’s VMT.
Project Site Access and Parking
The analysis assumes that primary construction and event site access would be provided via the 2nd Avenue
entrance at the west end of the proposed project site. Parking would be available on-site for both construction
and operations, and no construction of new temporary or permanent access roads would be required. Parking
would utilize the three existing, adjacent parking areas for event use only. More specifically, general admissions
parking would utilize an existing lot to the northwest of the site. Overflow/VIP parking would utilize an
existing lot to the southwest of the site. Parking for teams, buses, event staff, and facility staff would be in the
existing lot west of the field house.
The existing hardscape around the stadium will be utilized for parking. Short-term bike racks (LEED
compliant) would be provided for bike parking spaces for a venue of this size. E-scooter parking alongside
bicycle parking would be provided. An existing public transit line runs along Divarty Street and would also be
utilized for stadium access.
Approach and Overview of Methods
Senate Bill (SB) 743 removed the use of automobile delay or traffic congestion for determining transportation
impacts in environmental review. Rather, CEQA Statute & Guidelines now specify that VMT is the appropriate
metric to evaluate transportation impacts. In 2019 the CSU Chancellors Office prepared the California State
University Transportation Impact Study Manual (CSU TISM). The 2019 CSU TISM provides guidance for the
preparation of CEQA-compliant transportation impact analysis and is the operative TISM for the analysis
developed by the Fehr & Peers analysis.
The VMT analysis estimates the new vehicle miles generated by the special events and the new full-time
equivalent employees. More specifically the impact analysis converts the MBFC and CSUMB special event
activities to VMT by calculating the following:
▪

Total Annual Person Trips

▪

Total Annual Vehicle Trips
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▪

Annual Project Generated VMT

▪

Daily Project Generated VMT

▪

Service Population

▪

Daily Project Generated VMT per Service Population

To determine whether the project has a direct impact on the environment, the proposed project generated
VMT per service population is compared to the proposed project generated VMT per service population
threshold under existing conditions. The indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project are evaluated
under Cumulative Conditions using the boundary VMT per service population. To establish the VMT
threshold, the analysis took the following steps:
▪

Select VMT calculation tool

▪

Select VMT accounting methods
o

o

Direct impacts
Cumulative impacts

▪

Calculate baseline and cumulative regional VMT estimates

▪

Set VMT thresholds

The proposed project will generate new employment including front-office employees, team personnel and 210
part-time math staff. Some of that new employment will be full-time while some employment will be parttime. To note, part-time employment was converted to full-time employment. Match spectators were not
included. The 210 part-time match staff would work 4 to 16 hours for each match based on information from
the MBFC front office staff, this would equate to 34,128 annual hours of work per year. A full-time job is
2,080 hours per year, which would translate into 16 full-time equivalent employee jobs. The service population
for this project is 100 employees.
VMT Thresholds
The regionwide threshold for the proposed project VMT applied in the analysis is 15 percent below the existing
project generated VMT per service population for Monterey County. The CSU has selected the 15 percent
reduction relative to Monterey County based on the OPR Technical Advisory, whom set a similar threshold,
and the fact that most of the students, faculty, and staff live within Monterey County. Table 4 illustrates the
existing VMT per service population of Monterey County. As such, the proposed project would cause a
significant project generated VMT impact if the VMT per service population for the CSUMB campus under
existing with project conditions is greater than 23.91.
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Table 4: Project Generated VMT Threshold
Item
Monterey County
1
Project Generated Vehicle Miles Traveled (A)
19,158,300
Service Population (B)1,2
681,200
Project Generated VMT per Service Population (A/B = C)
28.12
Project Generated VMT per Service Population Threshold (C*85% =
23.91
D)
Notes:
1. Rounded service population and VMT to nearest 100.
2. Service population is defined as the sum of all employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021.

Table 5 depicts the Monterey County Boundary VMT per service population. Accordingly, the project’s effect
on VMT, or its cumulative effect, would be significant if it increased the cumulative countywide daily boundary
VMT per service population above 14.07.
Table 5: Boundary VMT Cumulative Threshold
Item
Monterey County
1
Boundary Vehicle Miles Traveled (A)
11,268,400
Service Population (B)1,2
800,900
Boundary VMT per Service Population (A/B = C)
14.07
Boundary VMT per Service Population Threshold (C)
14.07
Notes:
1. Rounded service population and VMT to nearest 100.
2. Service population is defined as the sum of all employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021.

VMT Estimates
Special event activities were converted to Vehicle trips and VMT by estimating the total number of annual
person trips, total annual vehicle trips, total annual project generated VMT, and daily proposed project
generated VMT.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Less Than
Significant
Environmental Impacts
with
Mitigation
Incorporated
XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

11, 17

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

11, 17
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

11, 17

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

☐

☐

☐

☒

23

Environmental Impacts

EXPLANATION:
a - b)

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation (Project-Generated VMT Impact) and Less-thanSignificant Impact (Project Impact on VMT/Cumulative Impact). The proposed project would
exceed the VMT threshold set by the County of Monterey and adopted by the CSU Chancellor’s Office
as the project significance threshold and would therefore be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3(b). Fehr & Peers prepared conducted a VMT Analysis for the project, which is
provided in June 2021 (Appendix D). The VMT Analysis findings are summarized below.
Project Generated VMT
The MBFC and CSUMB-Community special events were evaluated for potential direct and indirect,
and cumulative environmental impacts assuming maximum ticketed spectator capacity (6,000
spectators). This VMT analysis estimates the net new vehicle miles generated by the special events and
the new full-time-equivalent (FTE) employees. Specifically, this impact analysis converts the MBFC
and CSUMB special event attendance to VMT by calculating the following:
▪

Total Annual Person Trips

▪

Total Annual Vehicle Trips

▪

Annual Project-Generated VMT

▪

Daily Project-Generated VMT

▪

Service Population

▪

Daily Project Generated VMT per Service Population

Project-generated VMT per service population is the metric used to evaluate the difference between
“without Project” and “with Project” scenarios, considering both VMT increases due to growth and
VMT reductions due to changes in travel behavior. Project generated VMT per service population is
used to evaluate whether the VMT rate due to the project (i.e., the direct impacts) is greater than a
specified VMT threshold. For purposes of this project, in accordance with California’s Office of
Planning and Research guidance, the significance threshold used for project generated VMT impacts
is 15 percent below the defined baseline VMT per service population.3

3 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 fifteen 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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To determine whether the project would have a direct impact on the environment, the project
generated VMT per service population was compared to Monterey County’s VMT baseline to evaluate
whether the project would achieve a 15 percent reduction in VMT per service population compared
to Monterey County’s existing conditions baseline VMT (see “Approach and Overview of Methods”
in the VMT Analysis provided in Appendix D for further discussion of the baseline VMT). Monterey
County’s VMT was used as the baseline because most of the MBFC spectators (more than 90 percent)
and CSUMB campus population (nearly 90 percent of students, faculty, and staff) lives within Monterey
County. Accordingly, most of the project generated VMT would be within Monterey County and
impacts assessed against the Monterey County baseline is the most appropriate assessment of the
project’s direct impact. Monterey County’s existing VMT is 28.12; a 15 percent reduction from that is
23.91 (28.12 x 85% = 23.91).
As shown in Table 6, below, the VMT Analysis memo the results of the analysis found that the
proposed project would generate 4,471 daily project generated VMT, which is 87 -percent greater than
the VMT threshold on a per- service -population basis, as discussed in the Environmental Setting,
would be 87 -percent greater than the VMT threshold. These results are outlined in Table 6 below.

Project Site

Table 6: Project Generated VMT for SB 743 VMT Assessment
Project Generated
VMT

Project Generated Vehicle Miles Traveled (A)1
Service Population (B)1,2
Project Generated VMT per Service Population (A/B = C)

Initial Impact Assessment

Project Generated VMT per Service Population Threshold (28.12 * 85%)
(Impact Conclusion)

4,471
100
44.71
(23.91)
Potentially
Significant

Notes:
1. Rounded service population and VMT to nearest 100.
2. Service population is defined as the sum of all employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021.

As noted in Appendix D, the analysis, the maximum-attendance MBFC and CSUMB-Community
special events activities are infrequent would take place a limited number of times annually (i.e., 18
games, 1 campus/community event)., however, many of the 6,000 or more spectators for each event
are expected to arrive and depart from the stadium travel by personal vehicle. Annually, if maximum
stadium capacity is reached and all special event attendees were to arrive at and depart from events in
single occupancy vehicles, the project would generate the following:
▪

269,350 person trips,

▪

108,070 vehicle trips, and

▪

1,630,930 project- generated VMT

Most of the annual project generated VMT would be generated by MBFC match spectators, off-season
event participants, and CSUMB and community guests to the CSUMB Campus and Community Event.
To remain below the significance threshold of 23.91 VMT per service population, project operations
would need to generate no more than 872,715 project-generated VMT (the product of (23.91 projectgenerated VMT per service population (*(100 service population) *(365)).
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However, as discussed in the VMT Analysis memo in Appendix D (see “VMT Sensitivity Analysis”),
based on its own experience of past seasons and the expected attendance at future games at CSUMB,
the MBFC indicates that it expects to average 4,140 spectators per match (69 percent of its 6,000spectator capacity), with approximately 75 percent of the spectators arriving in carpool vehicles with
at least 3.5 persons per vehicle. Per these assumptions, which serve as the basis for this impact analysis,
the project generation rate would be reduced to 25.57, which is 6.9% percent greater than the project
generated VMT per service population threshold.
Therefore, even assuming the reduced special event attendance and higher vehicle occupancy per
MBFC, the project would result in a potentially significant VMT per service population impact, which
would constitute a conflict with applicable transportation and circulation policies, plans and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).
This impact would be reduced to less-than-significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures
TR-1 through TR-7, which require the development and implementation of a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) that includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program;
identifies the objectives and performance standards of the TMP; lists the minimum required measures
of the TDM program; requires monitoring of VMT for a full season to ensure the project-generated
VMT significance threshold is not exceeded; and defines adaptive measures for modifying the TDM
program and conducting further monitoring, as well as the trigger for additional/subsequent CEQA
review, in the event that IS/MND VMT assumptions are not achieved and project-generated VMT
exceeds the significance threshold.
Fehr & Peers conducted a VMT sensitivity analysis to assess what changes to the MBFC and
campus/community events would be necessary to reduce VMT impacts. While the sensitivity analysis
provided suggestions, the proposed project will ultimately need to implement a TMP with a TDM. The
TMP and TDM Program will manage and monitor MBFC and CSUMB special event spectator traffic
with the primary performance standard of achieving less than 23.91 daily project generated VMT per
service population. Monitoring will also observe the event specific supporting performance measures
of mode share, average vehicle occupancy and average vehicle distance of the MBFC and CSUMB
special events. TMP and TDM Program monitoring and mitigation developed by the proposed project
would address the following:
Project Impact on Boundary VMT (Cumulative Impact)
The VMT Analysis memo evaluates whether project implementation would result in an increase in the
countywide boundary VMT per service population, by comparing “Cumulative Conditions” to
“Cumulative with Project Conditions” analysis does not assume the Eastside Parkway extension).
Boundary VMT, which captures all VMT on the roadway network within a specified geographic area
(here, Monterey County), including local trips plus interregional travel without an origin or destination
inside the County. The 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 is a more comprehensive evaluation of the potential effects of the Project
because it captures the combined effect of net new VMT, shifting existing VMT to/from other
neighborhoods, and/or shifts in existing traffic to alternate travel routes or modes. Boundary VMT is
then 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.
Like the project generated VMT baseline, the boundary VMT baseline analysis for this project measures
the project’s effect on the Monterey County boundary VMT because project effects are likely to be
localized, occurring near the CSUMB campus and within Monterey County.
Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc

83

Public Draft IS/MND
July 2021

The regional impact threshold for the project’s effect on VMT is the Monterey County Cumulative
Conditions boundary VMT per service population of 14.07, as shown in Table 7, below. This
represents the vehicle travel on Monterey County roads divided by the service population of Monterey
County.
The analysis found that the proposed project would not exceed the applicable thresholds relative to
the proposed project’s effect on VMT under cumulative with project conditions, Table 7 below.
Table 7: Project’s Effect on VMT (Boundary VMT) for SB 743 VMT Assessment
Cumulative Cumulative with
Conditions Project Conditions

Monterey County

Boundary Vehicle Miles Traveled (A)1
11,268,400
Service Population (B)1,2
800,900
Boundary VMT per Service Population (A/B = C)
14.07
Boundary VMT per Service Population Threshold (14.07)
(Impact Conclusion)

11,272,871
801,000
14.07
14.07
(Less than
Significant)

Notes:
1. This table presents data side to side.
2. Rounded service population and VMT to nearest 100.
3. Service population is defined as the sum of all employees, residents, and students (Kindergarten through University).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021.

The project’s effect on VMT would be significant if the project causes the cumulative countywide daily
boundary VMT per service population to increase above 14.07. As shown in Table 7, the project
would not exceed the threshold of 14.07 for cumulative impacts.
MBFC and CSUMB special event attendance and related trip generation represent a relatively small
portion of Monterey County travel overall. Therefore, it is to be expected that the project would have
predominantly localized VMT impacts rather than contributing measurably to the countywide VMT
per service population.
To conclude, the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on VMT per service
population which would conflict with transportation and circulation policies, plans and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant with
mitigation.
MITIGATION
TR-1

CSUMB campus shall develop and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
with a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program component prior to
opening day of the MBFC season. The TMP shall provide a management and operating
plan for minimizing undesirable transportation-related effects at Freeman Stadium and
adjacent developments during events, while providing safe and convenient access for
employees and spectators to the project.
While the TDM program shall provide a plan to reduce the amount of vehicle traffic
generated by the MBFC and CSUMB special event activities by shifting employees, team
personnel, match spectators, and CSUMB visitors from driving alone to using transit,
carpooling, cycling, and walking modes.
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The TMP with TDM Program shall manage and monitor MBFC and CSUMB special
event spectator attendance (i.e., the 18 home games and the CSUMB-Community event)
for the first year to assess achievement of the following performance standard objectives:
▪

A daily project generated VMT per service population of 23.91 or less

▪

The following annual travel supporting performance standards:
o
o

TR-2

TR-3

Fewer than 61,185 annual vehicle trips.
Less than 872,715 annual project- generated VMT.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM program, event monitoring shall observe the
event-specific supporting performance measures of mode share, average vehicle
occupancy and average vehicle distance of MBFC and CSUMB-Community special events
(i.e., the 18 home games and the CSUMB-Community event). These event-specific
performance measures are necessary to determine the effectiveness of the TDM program
and help identify additional VMT reduction measures.
▪

The TDM program shall be implemented for the lifetime of the project.

▪

The TDM program may specify a phased implementation approach that provides
initially for implementation of the existing CSUMB TDM program measures that are
targeted to reducing CSUMB student, faculty, and staff vehicle travel. To ensure the
VMT threshold is not exceeded, CSUMB shall develop an expansive TDM Program
to ensure the average vehicle occupancy assumptions provided in this IS/MND are
not exceeded. CSUMB shall modify measures as needed during the life of the project
to ensure the TDM achieves the overall vehicle miles traveled reduction objective.

TMP Objectives. The TMP with a TDM program shall address the following objectives
for the MBFC and CSUMB special events:
▪

Reduce the overall number of automobile trips to and from the stadium and required
parking supply.
o

▪

▪

Annual travel supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving fewer than
61,185 annual vehicle trips.

Reduce automobile dependency for project employees and spectators through
education, assistance, and incentives.
o

Event specific supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving a 75%
vehicle mode share for the MBFC match spectators, and for the CSUMB Campus
and Community Event; 58% and 77% vehicle mode share for the CSUMB
students and community members, respectively.

o

Event specific supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving an
average vehicle occupancy of 3.91 persons per vehicle (or greater) for the MBFC
match spectators, and CSUMB students and community members for the
CSUMB Campus and Community Event.

Identify the paths of vehicular circulation to and from the stadium for the various
vehicle types that would need access to the site, including passenger vehicles, service
and delivery vehicles, garbage/recycling trucks, taxis, buses, and emergency vehicles.
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TR-4

o

Primary performance standard to monitor: Achieving less than 23.91 project
generated VMT per service population.

o

Annual travel supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving less than
872,715 annual project generated VMT.

o

Event specific supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving an
average vehicle occupancy of 3.91 persons per vehicle (or greater) for the MBFC
match spectators, and CSUMB students and community members for the
CSUMB Campus and Community Event.

o

Event specific supporting performance standard to monitor: Achieving an
average vehicle distance of approximately 16 miles (or less) for MBFC match
spectators, off-season participants, and community guests to the CSUMB
Campus and Community Event. And an average vehicle distance of 19 miles (or
less) for CSUMB students for the CSUMB Campus and Community Event.

▪

Develop and describe pre- and post-event operational procedures for the
management of pedestrians, passenger vehicle, and special vehicle flows arriving and
departing the project site.

▪

Identify the special event signage, including Changeable Message Signs (CMS), blankout signs, and flashing beacons, that would be required, including wayfinding signage.

▪

Identify best locations for provision of bicycle parking spaces for visitor or employee
use during event and non-event operations.

▪

Identify placement of enforcement personnel required for event conditions.

▪

Identify need for barricades, parking control, and street closures during events.

▪

Coordinate with CSUMB staff regarding the provision of paratransit and
transportation network company (e.g., Uber and Lyft) pick-up/drop-off.

▪

Identify sidewalk and crosswalk improvements near the project site.

TDM Program. To the extent possible and effective, the TDM program shall rely on
the existing CSUMB TDM program to reduce CSUMB student, faculty, and staff vehicle
travel. At a minimum, the following measures shall be in place upon opening prior to
opening day of the MBFC season and thereafter.
▪

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

▪

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 have been installed, as
well as three ‘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 to simplify that process. Three skateboard storage racks also have been
installed in the popular destinations on campus.

▪

Paid Parking – to discourage non-CSUMB related trips and parking on campus, as
well as manage the vehicles allowed on campus, a fee structure is in place that is based
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upon user type. The fees have increased several times over the last two decades to
more accurately match the true cost of providing managed parking.

TR-5

▪

Monterey Salinas Transit (MST) – the campus has entered into an annual agreement
with MST that 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.

▪

Main Campus Shuttle – the campus has secured funding and has begun the
procurement process to initiate a shuttle program provider to run frequent circulating
shuttle service around the Main Campus, connecting all major parking areas to
academic, administrative, and co-curricular campus destinations.

▪

Emergency Ride Home Program – campus community members can sign up for a
program run by the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) that
reimburses taxi or ridesharing trips home in emergency situations for commuters who
use alternative means of transportation.

▪

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

▪

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

▪

Delivery Vehicle Limitations – to discourage delivery vehicle trips, frequent delivery
services to campus, such as office supplies, have been instructed to reduce their
deliveries to campus to no more than three days per week.

▪

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 and
encourage pedestrians and bicyclists to use the entire roadway.

▪

Traffic Calming – to discourage auto use (and improve safety), speed humps and
flashing beacon crosswalk devices have been installed on several campus roadways to
encourage lower vehicle speeds, particularly near high traffic pedestrian crosswalks.

▪

E-Scooter Share – The has entered into a multi-year agreement with an electric
scooter share program provider. Students, faculty, staff, and campus visitors can use
the app-based program to ride a scooter across campus instead of driving or walking.

TDM Monitoring. During the first year of operations, each game and campuscommunity event shall be monitored by CSUMB to ensure that activities meet the
anticipated primary performance standard (project generated VMT per service
population), annual travel supporting performance standards (annual project generated
VMT, and annual vehicle trips) and event specific supporting performance standards
(mode share, average vehicle occupancy and average vehicle distance). An annual
monitoring memorandum shall be submitted to CSUMB staff. If the MBFC and CSUMBCommunity special events are found not to follow the mitigation measure, then additional
travel reducing measures from the TMP and TDM Program will be implemented to
achieve the performance standard. CSUMB may propose new strategies that develop over
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time to further reduce annual project generated VMT per service population if substantial
evidence is provided to support the efficacy of the strategy.
TR-6

Alternative Monitoring Approach. CSUMB may develop a regionwide VMT
monitoring program to allow global monitoring of the stadium VMT, which may provide
cost efficiencies and be a more effective way to track VMT generation for each event.
This monitoring program may make use of emerging technologies including locationbased services on cell phones and in vehicles to track trip lengths, along with traditional
technologies such as driveway traffic counts. If such a program is developed, CSUMB
shall ensure the project is monitored and achieves the required performance with respect
to the project’s VMT target.

TR-7

Remedial Action and Trigger for Subsequent Environmental Review
▪

Trigger for Modification of TMP with TDM Program. If the TMP with TDM
program monitoring results show that the trip reduction target assumed in this
IS/MND is not being met, the TDM program shall be updated to identify
replacement and/or additional feasible TDM measures to be implemented as follows:
o

The updated TDM program shall identify other TDM measures that were
considered but determined to be infeasible or ineffective. This shall include the
enhanced CSUMB TDM Program that would address travel by MBFC spectators
and complement other multimodal infrastructure investments, vehicle
restrictions, pick-up/drop-off charges, transit mobility, and active mode (bicycle
and pedestrian) mobility.

o

CSUMB staff shall oversee and coordinate the implementation of the feasible
additional TDM program measures and continue to explore methods of making
other potential TDM measures feasible.

o

The updated TDM program shall be submitted to the CSUMB and approved.

o

Following implementation of replacement and/or additional feasible TDM
measures per this mitigation measure, additional monitoring shall be conducted
for a second year to assess the effectiveness of the updated TDM program and
achievement of the rep VMT performance standard objectives set forth in
Mitigation Measure TR-1.

o

If, at the end of the second year of monitoring, the performance standard
objectives set forth in Mitigation Measure TR-1 have not yet been achieved based
on monitoring results (allowing for uncertainty in available observed and
forecasted VMT data), CSUMB in consultation with the CSU Office of the
Chancellor shall evaluate whether additional/further environmental review is
necessary, and if so, what level of review is appropriate to appropriate address
VMT impacts. That pushes the requirement for additional CEQA review out
another year to allow refinement of the TDM program.

o

CSUMB may elect to undertake additional/subsequent CEQA review to address
VMT impacts before the end of the second year of monitoring following
implementation of the revised TDM program if monitoring results warrant.

To conclude, the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on VMT per service
population which would conflict with transportation and circulation policies, plans and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant with mitigation.
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c)

No Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project would not substantially increase
hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. Furthermore, the proposed project
would not be changing roadway systems in or around the proposed project site. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact.

d)

No Impact. See Response c) and Response f) in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact.

4.18

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Please refer to the discussion under Section 4.5 Cultural Resources.
REGULATORY SETTING
Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requires consideration of tribal cultural resources early in the CEQA process to ensure
that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents would have information available
early in the project planning process to identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural
resources. Furthermore, AB 52 requires the lead agency to begin consultation with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project, if
the tribe requests to the lead agency, in writing, to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in that
geographic area and the tribe requests consultation, prior to determining whether a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration, or environment impact report is required for a project. In compliance with AB
52 (Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1), notification letters were distributed on May 25, 2021 to the
Ohlone Indian Tribe and Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians. No responses have been received at this
time.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Less Than
Significant
Less Than
No
Source
Environmental Impacts
with
Significant
Impact
Citation
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

☒

☐

☐

23, 34, 35

EXPLANATION
a-b)

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. Section 21074(a) of the Public Resource Code defines
Tribal Cultural Resources as sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with
cultural value to a California American tribe that are either eligible for inclusion in the California
Register of Historic Resources or included in local register of historical resources. As discussed in
Section 4.5 Cultural Resources, the proposed project site is not listed, nor eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources or local register of historical resources as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k) and considered under Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c). No
tribal cultural resources have been documented at the proposed project site. Letters of notification
were distributed on May 25, 2021to the Ohlone Indian Tribe and Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla
Indians; no responses have been received. However, previously unknown or buried resources could
be present. Ground-disturbing activities on the proposed project site could impact unknown
archaeological resources including California Native American artifacts and human remains. Potential
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measures CR-1 and CR-2.
MITIGATION
TRC-1

4.19

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Storm Drainage
The proposed project site is relatively flat, with minimal sloping on the north and south sides of the project
site. Stormwater on-campus is managed in accordance with the CSUMB 2006 Stormwater Master Plan, which
ensures physical upgrades to the existing stormwater system are planned accordingly with future growth.
Natural Gas and Electric
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electric service to the campus. Solar electricity is
distributed throughout campus from the 1.0 MW solar tracking PV generation facility owned by SunEdison.
There are utilities located within the proposed project sites which would require removal, relocation, and
updating. Removal may include wiring, raceway, boxes, switches, light fixtures, etc. as indicated on the plans.
Freeman Stadium Facilities Renovation Project
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc

90

Public Draft IS/MND
July 2021

Where removal of equipment or wiring is necessary, all associated wiring back to the last active remaining outlet,
device, fixture, or panel would be removed and the electrical contractor would remove and dispose of all
removed electrical equipment and material.
Solid Waste
CSUMB falls within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD). Solid
waste is collected by the GreenWaste, which serves the former Fort Ord and much of the Monterey Peninsula
area. The MRWMD also accepts and safely recycles or disposes of household hazardous waste. The
MRWMD’s landfill has a total capacity of 32 million tons, with an available capacity of about 26 million tons.
Capacity is sufficient to accommodate development in the MRWMD service area for approximately 75 years.
Water Supply
The proposed project is located within CSUMB’s main campus. As discussed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and
Water Quality, water supplied to the project site is primarily sourced from groundwater from the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin and provided to the campus by MCWD. Water withdrawals from the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin are regulated by the MCWRA. Per the agreements with the MCWRA, 6,600 AFY of
groundwater allocated to the service area that includes CSUMB. The amount allocated was based on the peak
historic water use on Fort Ord. To reduce risk of saltwater intrusion, MCWRA requires that MCWD not pump
more than 5,200 AFY. Of the 6,600 AFY, CSUMB specifically, was allocated 1,035 AFY of potable water.
Additional reclaimed/recycled water is supplied to CSUMB. To reduce water usage, the campus is metering all
new buildings, replacing existing urinals with waterless urinals and existing toilets with dual-flush toilets,
installing artificial turf, and using evapotranspiration metering to reduce landscape water use.
Wastewater
The sanitary sewer system serving CSUMB is owned, operated, and maintained by the MCWD. The main
campus is served by two (2) distinct systems made up of various pipe collectors and one lift station. One of
these two sewer systems also collects waste from areas adjacent to CSUMB whose wastewater flows pass
through the campus in MCWD’s system. The campus buildings include dinning commons, residence halls,
classrooms, and recreation buildings. Wastewater derived from the existing Freeman Stadium and the proposed
project utilize MCWD Collector N. This line continues off campus to the west where it connects to the
Monterey Water One (M1W) pump station at highway one, where it is in turn pumped to the M1W treatment
plant two miles north of Marina. The M1W Regional Treatment Plant north of Marina began operation in
1990 and maintains a daily operational capacity of 29.6 million gallons.
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IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:

Less Than
Significant
Environmental Impacts
with
Mitigation
Incorporated
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 31, 32,
33, 37

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 31, 32,
33, 37, 47

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 31, 32,
33, 37, 47

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 31, 32,
33, 37, 47

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

23, 30, 31,
32, 36

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of the renovation of the existing
Freeman Stadium and would require or result in the relocation of new or expanded water or wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, as
discussed below.
Water and Wastewater
Construction of the proposed project consists of renovations to the Freeman Stadium, which would
include, more specifically, renovations to the Field House which includes existing showers, water
closets, urinals, lavatories, and service sinks. The proposed project also consists of the construction
of a beer garden at the eastern end of the site. The beer garden would consist of three, prefabricated
shipping containers that would require new water and wastewater connections. As discussed above in
Environmental Setting the proposed project site, specifically the Field House, is connected to existing
water and wastewater distribution infrastructure. However, the beer garden operations would require
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the construction of two new 800-foot, 8-inch sanitary sewer and potable water pipes which would
connect to existing infrastructure (Figure 12).
The 2007 Master Plan EIR examined existing infrastructure for campus buildout. While several
components of existing water system infrastructure were identified as being deficient and would require
replacement and/or improvement at the time the 2007 Master Plan EIR was prepared, infrastructure
has since been improved as a condition of the 2007 Master Plan mitigation program and per the
agreement between CSUMB and MCWD regarding easements for the construction of reservoirs and
MCWD administration, operation, maintenance, and storage yard.
In May 2019, as requested by CSUMB, Whitson Engineers conducted a Sanitary Sewer Capacity
Analysis. The analysis was prepared based on water use information obtained from records of MCWD
billings to CSUMB, MCWD system maps and as-built plans, and proposed Master Plan concept
figures. More specifically, wastewater flow generation, existing and future dry and wet weather flow
rates, infiltration into the sanitary sewer system of surface runoff, inflow factors, peaking factors, and
flow depth were assessed based on the MCWD Procedure and Design Requirements. The 2016-2017
Loading data was used to determine existing conditions for the analysis. Per this data, the Field House
generates 211 GPD of wastewater under existing conditions. The current project proposes the
renovation of 2,000 GSF of space within the existing Field House, including the installation of new
showers, sinks, and other locker room fixtures to accommodate increased use by the MBFC and
visiting teams, and a new beer garden. As a result of these improvements, the project would generate
an additional 37 GPD of wastewater over existing conditions. Based on the analysis prepared by
Whitson Engineers, Collector N has sufficient capacity for the anticipated increase in wastewater as a
result of the project.
Stormwater Drainage
Storm water drainage would be improved, and more specifically, include the construction of a retention
basin on the western side of the project site. Please see Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality,
for further detail. On-site storm drainage improvements for the proposed project would be provided
in conformance with the Post Construction Stormwater Management Requirements for Development
Projects in the Central Coast Region, RWQCB Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 (Regional Permit). Onsite LID measures include, but are not limited to, limiting the areas of disturbance and impervious
surfaces, and constructing vegetated bioswales.
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12

Electrical, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications
The proposed project would require minor improvements to existing electrical, natural gas and
telecommunications infrastructure, but would connect to existing utilities and therefore would result
in a less-than-significant impact.
b)

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in the Environmental Setting above, and Section 4.10
Hydrology and Water Quality, water is supplied to the proposed project site by MCWD. Per the
agreements between CSUMB and MCWD, 1,035 AFY was allocated to CSUMB. The 2007
Master Plan EIR evaluated campus water demand for future campus buildout. Planning Horizon II
of the 2007 Master Plan illustrates the campus buildout between the 2015 – 2024 academic years. The
development of a multi-purpose varsity sports center had an associated water demand of 36 AFY. To
note, this includes the development or expansion of the recreational fields and the outdoor pool. The
Field House had been renovated during Planning Horizon I. The 36 AFY for the varsity sports center
contributes to the total campus water demand, which as stated in the 2007 Master Plan would be within
the 1,035 AFY that has been allocated by FORA for campus use. The proposed project site currently
uses 0.05 AFY for the existing field house, and 0.03 AFY for the irrigation of landscape.
Conservatively, the proposed project would require approximately 1.14 AFY for operation of the
renovations to the Field House and beer garden, and 0.06 AFY for the irrigation of the field (i.e.,
washing the turf and stands). Artificial turf would be installed on the athletics field, and portable
restroom facilities would be utilized during events. Water demand was estimated based on the use of
similar facilities within the Field House and beer garden, and the current water demand calculations
from the meters outside the facility. In total, the proposed project would require 1.2 AFY of water.
As mentioned above, the 2007 Master Plan estimated water demand for the multipurpose varsity sports
center to be approximately 36 AFY. As such, there are sufficient water supplies for the proposed
project. Therefore, impacts to water supply would be less-than-significant.

c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate approximately 333,215
gallons-per-year (1.02 AFY) of wastewater per year, resulting from use of the facilities in the field
house. The proposed project, as discussed above, would utilize existing wastewater infrastructure. The
CSUMB 2007 Master Plan states that the existing sanitary sewer system is sufficient for future
development within the Master Plan. This determination is further supported by the 2019 Whitson
Sanitary Sewer Capacity Analysis referenced above. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant
impact.

d)

Less-than-Significant Impact. Solid waste generated during the construction and operation of the
proposed project would not be in excess of state or local standards, or otherwise impair waste reduction
goals. More specifically, the construction and operation of the proposed project would generate 0.2478
tons of waste annually. The waste generated was calculated using CalEEMod (Appendix B). The
project would complete and submit a Construction Waste Management Plan that complies with the
LEED credit, and would align with CalRecycle requirements. Operation of the proposed project
would utilize signed and color-coded waste receptacles, approved and consistent with campus
standards to accept and divert waste streams (i.e., recycle, compost, landfill). Furthermore, the
proposed project would be consistent with the goals and policies identified in the CSUMB 2007 Master
Plan. The 2007 Master Plan estimated campus development of 12,000 students with associated faculty
and staff, totaling 17,000 people. At the time of adoption of the 2007 Master Plan, Monterey County
had established a solid waste target of 5.4 lbs/capita/day. Under these assumptions, the 2007 Master
Plan states waste generation would have a less than significant impact and as mentioned above, would
implement recycling throughout campus.

e)

No Impact. Please refer to Response d) above. No impact would occur.
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4.20

WILDFIRE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located on the CSUMB campus. More specifically, the project site is located at the
existing Freeman Stadium. The CSUMB campus is within the city limits of Seaside and Marina and
unincorporated County land on the former Fort Ord military base. As discussed in Section 4.16 Public
Services, fire protection is provided primarily by Presidio of Monterey Fire Department, and supported by
Marina Fire Department, and the Seaside Fire Department.
Due to devastating wildfires, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) developed fire-safety
regulations which included fire-threat maps which delineates the boundaries of High Fire-Severity Zones within
both State Responsibility Area lands and Local Responsibility Area lands. The proposed project is located
within the Local Responsibility Area and is outside the high-fire-threat zone.
IMPACTS

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Environmental Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

3, 15, 23

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

3, 15, 23

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

3, 15, 23

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

3, 15, 23

EXPLANATION
a-d)

No Impact. As discussed in previous sections, the proposed project would not impair emergency
response or evacuation plans. The proposed project is not located in a high fire severity zone, as
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defined by the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps, and, therefore, there would be no impact
regarding wildfires associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

4.21

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Thresholds per CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist:
Less Than
Significant
Less Than
Environmental Impacts
with
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project:
a) Have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels,
☐
☒
☐
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
Potentially
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
Citation

☐

6, 9, 12,
13,14, 20,
23, 35, 40,
41, 42, 43

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

23, 34

EXPLANATION:
a)

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the analysis provided in this Initial
Study, the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to biological resources and
cultural and tribal cultural resources. However, mitigation measures are identified that would reduce
these potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.

b – c)

Less-than-Significant Impact. As evidenced in this Initial Study, the proposed project would not
result in significant cumulative impacts, nor would it result in substantial adverse effects on human
beings, directly or indirectly since all potentially significant impacts would be less than significant based
on compliance with regulatory requirements, implementation of proposed project design features such
as BMPs, and mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study.
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CHAPTER 5
5.1

LIST OF PREPARERS AND REFERENCES

LIST OF PREPARERS

Lead Agency Project Team
California State University, Office of the Chancellor
Anne Collins-Doehne, Principal Environmental Planner
Dawn Theodora, Associate Vice Chancellor & Chief Counsel
Meaghan C. Smith, Principal University Planner/Project Manager
California State University, Monterey Bay
Marcel Forte, Associate Vice President for Facilities Management
California State University Board of Trustees
Anya Spear, Associate Director of Regional & Environmental Planning
Matthew McCluney, Senior Facilities Planner
Dustin Conner, Project Manager
Mike Lerch, Director of Energy & Utilities
Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
Denise Duffy, Principal
Erin Harwayne, AICP, Senior Project Manager
Liz Camilo, Associate Environmental Scientist
John Wandke, Associate Environmental Scientist
Oliviya Wyse, Planning/Marketing Coordinator
Robyn Simpson, Editor

Project Proponent

Frank Yallop, Monterey Bay Football Club, LLC
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