
A G E N D A

CITY OF SEASIDE REGULAR MEETING
CITY COUNCIL Council Chamber

440 Harcourt Avenue
Thursday, October 20, 2016
7:00 PM

PLEASE TURN OFF YOUR CELL PHONES UPON ENTERING THE MEETING

1.  CALL TO ORDER 
   
2.  ROLL CALL – ESTABLISHMENT OF QUORUM 
   

 

Ralph Rubio
Ian N. Oglesby
Dennis J. Alexander
Jason Campbell
David R. Pacheco 

Mayor
Mayor Pro Tem
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member

3.  INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
   
4.  REVIEW OF AGENDA 
  If there are any items that arose after the 72­hour posting deadline, this is the point in the meeting 

where a vote may be taken to add the item to the agenda. (A 2/3­majority vote is required).
   
5.  PUBLIC COMMENT 
   
6.  PUBLIC AGENCY COMMUNICATIONS 
  This is a time specifically set aside for representatives of public agencies to make brief comments 

of general interest to the City Council and the community.
   
7.  CONSENT CALENDAR 
  The Consent Calendar includes routine items that can be approved with a single motion and vote. 

A member of the City Council or a member of the public may request that any time be pulled from 
the Consent Calendar for separate consideration.

   
A. APPROVE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 6, 2016 REGULAR MEETING 

  RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the minutes be reviewed and approved.
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B. APPROVE AND FILE CITY CHECKS 

 

PURPOSE: It  is  requested  that  the City Council  approve  and  file  the  accounts  payable 
and wired payments made during the period of September 27, 2016 through October 10, 
2016. In addition, approval of  the payroll and benefits checks, direct deposits and wired 
payments related to the period of September 29, 2016 is requested. Total Account Payable 
and Payroll for the above referenced period is $1,489,729.70.

 
RECOMMENDATION: It  is  recommended  that  the City Council  approve  and  file  the 
attached checks.      

   

C. APPROVE RESOLUTION SUPPORTING A PARTNERSHIP GRANT 
APPLICATION WITH THE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY 
COUNTY AND DEL REY OAKS FOR THE CANYON DEL REY BOULEVARD 
(STATE ROUTE 218) CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PLAN. 

 

PURPOSE: The purpose of  this  item  is  to have  the City Council  consider  supporting a 
partnership for a grant application with  the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
and  the  City  of  Del  Rey  Oaks  for  the  Canyon  Del  Rey  Boulevard  (State  Route  218) 
Corridor Improvement Plan. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: It  is  recommended  for  the City Council  to adopt a Resolution 
supporting  a  partnership  for  a  grant  application  with  the  Transportation  Agency  for 
Monterey County and the City of Del Rey Oaks for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State 
Route 218) Corridor Improvement Plan.

   

D. APPROVE A FEE WAIVER REQUEST FROM THE PAN HELLENIC COUNCIL 
FOR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 2017 MARTIN LUTHER KING MARCH 

 

PURPOSE: The  purpose  of  this  item  is  to  consider  the  request  from  the  Pan Hellenic 
Council for a waiver of the fees and costs associated with the 2017 annual Martin Luther 
King,  Jr.  March  in  the  amount  of   Five  Thousand  Five  Hundred  Twenty  Dollars 
($5,520.00).

 

RECOMMENDATION: Based  on  previous  City  Council  actions  to  waive  fees 
associated  with  the  Martin  Luther  King  event,  it  is  recommended  that  the  request  be 
approved. 

   

E. APPROVE RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITY OF SEASIDE AND THE SEASIDE 
PUBLIC SAFETY MANAGERS' ASSOCIATION 

 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this item is to request the City Council approve a resolution 
adopting  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Seaside  Public  Safety 
Managers' Association which has agreed to the terms of the proposed agreement.

 

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the City Council approve the resolution 
adopting  the Memorandum  of Understanding with  the  Seaside  Public  Safety Managers' 
Association.

   

8.  PUBLIC HEARING 
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A. CONSIDERATION OF MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 
17.14.030.B: TABLE 2­4 AND CHAPTER 17.98 OF THE SEASIDE MUNICIPAL 
CODE TO ALLOW FOR A DRIVE­THROUGH RETAIL OR SERVICE 
FACILITIES TO BE LOCATED WITHIN THE COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 
(CC) ZONING DISTRICT.   

 

PURPOSE: In  accordance  with  Section  17.74.050.A  of  the  Seaside  Municipal  Code 
(SMC),  the  purpose  of  this  item  is  for  the City  Council to  conduct  a  First  Reading  on 
proposed  text  amendments  to  Section  17.14.030.B:  Table  2­4  (Allowed Land Uses  and 
Permit Requirements for Commercial Zones) and  Section 17.98 of the Seaside Municipal 
Code (SMC).

 

RECOMMENDATION: It  is recommended that the City Council hold a public hearing 
to conduct the first reading of Seaside Municipal Code Amendment and after considering 
all evidence and testimony presented, pass to print the draft Ordinance.

   

9.  MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL, CITY MANAGER AND CITY ATTORNEY 
COMMENTS AND REPORTS ON COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 

  This is a time specifically set aside for members of the City Council, the City Manager and City 
Attorney to make brief comments of general interest to the community, make requests that items be 
added to future City Council meeting agendas as necessary and report on committee assignments.

   
10.  ADJOURNMENT 
   

Next Regularly Scheduled Meeting:
November 3, 2016

7:00 PM

The City of Seaside is an ADA accessible facility and is committed to include the disabled in all of its services, programs 
and activities. Any person who requires accommodation to be able to participate in this meeting is asked to contact the 
office of the City Clerk at 899­6707, no fewer than two business days prior to the meeting to allow for reasonable 
arrangements.The City Council Chambers is equipped with a portable microphone for anyone unable to come to the 

podium. Assisted listening devices are also available.

Meetings that are held in the City Council Chambers are broadcast live to all Seaside residents on Comcast Channel 25 
and U­verse Channel 99. Meetings are also available through live streaming at: 

http://cvp.telvue.com/player?id=T01629&video=52314&noplaylistskin=1&width=400&height=300  Videos of past 
meetings are available on demand through the City's website: http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us

Agenda­related writings or documents provided during public meetings are available for public inspection during the 
meeting or from the office of the City Clerk. This agenda is posted in compliance with California Government Code 

Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956.
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DRAFT MINUTES

CITY OF SEASIDE REGULAR MEETING
CITY COUNCIL COUNCIL CHAMBER

Thursday, October 6, 2016
7:00 PM

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 Mayor Rubio called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.  
  
2. ROLL CALL – ESTABLISHMENT OF QUORUM 

 PRESENT: Campbell, Oglesby, Pacheco, Rubio
ABSENT:Alexander 

  
3. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 Captain Paul Swain of the Salvation Army provided the invocation.  
  
4. REVIEW OF AGENDA 
 No changes were requested.  
  
5. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Mayor Rubio invited comments from the public. 

 Carlos Ramos spoke to the forum coordinated by the Seaside Candidate's Coalition 
on September 29th. He spoke to the forum, to the participants, and encouraged 
citizens registering to vote. He apologized for not including the Council Member 
candidates in the forum. He thanked Nancy Town and the Oldemeyer team. 

 Jazmine Quinterro, special events coordinator for the City invited the Council and 
the public to the City's birthday and City Hall's 50th birthday celebration on October 
22nd from 1:00 to 5:00 PM. 

 Ruthie Watts extended an invitation to the NAACP 27th annual Steven P. Ross 
Awards breakfast.  

 Andy Gonzales expressed frustration with the RV prohibition ordinance, the lack of 
noticing and dissatisfaction for being able to find affordable, and available parking 
for RVs. Suggested to pay a permit fee to park in front of one's home. 

 Reverend Murray, Only Way Outreach Ministry clarified on the Mayor's forum, the 
person who did not show up was Kay Cline and not Gertrude Smith as mentioned by 
Mr. Ramos.

 Nick Larson seconded Mr. Gonzales' comments regarding the trailer and RV 
prohibitions. Has requested revisiting the ordinances, as it was targeting homeless 
individuals and there should be a way that the homeowners can have a permit

 Citizen rebutted saying Homeless are people too and need a place to park. It's not 
easy being homeless. He requested consideration of using unoccupied buildings in 
the City. 

 Paul Wolf spoke about the Monterey Downs projects sharing the following points; 
the negatives are specific and the positives are uncertain and vague; The economic 
imperative you have will be hard to defend under CEQA Law; tThe City has not 
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carefully analyzed the financials of the project and the outside limit of debt of the 
project is still unknown as well as the staffing levels or increase in municipal 
services; those in favor for the project are hobbyist and outsiders and those against 
the project are residents (unscientifically stated).  He reminded the council that the 
specificity of the EIR, legal ramifications and environmental impacts are what is 
before you, not general sentiments about the desires of the uses. 

 Sue Hawthorne expressed frustration with the Monterey Downs project applicant 
presentations adding comments to clarify the project site is a coastal live oak 
woodland,  the trees remain would not be a viable functioning habitat, that the East 
Side Parkway will not be a significant mitigation to ease congestion in Seaside, 
HWY 68, Reservation Road. Finally she said the Base Reuse plan set aside this 
parcel and others for development but it does not have to be given to this developer. 

 Ray Dandridge rebutted the last two speakers and disagreed with the traffic impacts, 
speaking in support of development to create jobs and to eliminate the existing 
blight. 

Mayor Rubio requested staff revisit the RV ordinance to assess and measure the 
effectiveness. The determinations on the Monterey downs project will be considered during 
the October 13th City Council Special Meeting.  

  
6. PUBLIC AGENCY COMMUNICATIONS 
 None.  
  
7. PRESENTATIONS 
  

A. FIRE PREVENTION WEEK PROCLAMATION 

 

Action: Presented

Mayor Rubio resented Fire Chief Dempsey and Seaside Firefighters with the proclamation 
proclaiming this week as fire prevention week in the City of Seaside. Fire Fighter Johnny 
Subia also invited the Council and the Public to the Seaside Fire Department Open house on 
October 8th. 

B. PRESENTATION OF THE SEPTEMBER 2016 HOUSE OF THE MONTH AWARD 

 Mayor Rubio acknowledged the  House Month winners for September 2016 and thanked the 
residents for their efforts. 

C. PRESENTATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR A CUTINO PARK 
IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

 

Dan Meewis, Recreation Supervisor presented continuing and expanding on a previous 
study session. He spoke to the primary improvement projects including  playing surface, 
fencing, viewing area/retaining wall, ADA upgrades as well as potential alternate 
improvement projects. Mr. Meewis reiterated that the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, the 
City is drastically under the field need for a population our sizes.  The plan outline is to 
increase the playing service with adding a synthetic turf expanding the playing field usage 
area and reducing the maintenance costs. He spoke to the pros and cons of the field 
conversion to artificial turf.  The total cost of the project as proposed is $1.3 million and the 
alternate projects costs would be an additional $550,000.  He spoke to possible capital 
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funding sources that could be used to finance the project including financing, public and 
private grants. Mr. Meewis answered questions from the Council.  On questioned, 
Maintenance and Facilities Superintendent Fortune reported that he has identified other 
parks that could potentially have a skate park integrated into it. Council Member Campbell 
requested  the possibility of a pump track. Council Member Pacheco questioned the field 
usages and existing sports available in Seaside as well as opportunities for off-site parking 
at Cutino Park. Mr. Meewis answered that there is a heavy need for soccer fields in our 
community and that there are opportunities for off-site parking, if other amenities are 
eliminated. 

Council member Pacheco spoke in support of this action but questioned the true water 
savings and the the benefits and challenges of auto lights and locks. Council Member 
Campbell also supported the project but questioned  the debt service on the loan to which 
Ms. Hodgson spoke to the turf life of 15 - 20 years, so the estimates are based on a 15 year 
life of debt service. Mayor Pro Tem Oglesby asked about possible CDBG funding that, 
concerned it would be taking funds way from other community programs. Mayor Rubio 
acknowledged that we need clean, safe accessible areas for kids and families and that this is 
a worth while project. He requested that the City Manager work with staff to prepare a 
financial funding plan to be discussed at the next strategic planning session. 

D. PRESENTATION REGARDING ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY PLAN FEEDBACK 
FROM DEVELOPERS 

 

Economic Development Manager Overmeyer made the presentation speaking about the 
Economic Opportunity Plan and current staff outreach efforts and feedback from the 
development community and shared the overarching sentiments with the Council. Mr. 
Overmeyer shared the concerns expressed by the respondents with the Council. Suggestions 
offered to improve the certainty include; developing our City impact fee schedule, so the 
development community can tell them the fully burden costs; knowing FORA future 
existence impacts development; water availability and access to water and meters is crucial; 
Infrastructure financing; development of the vision - the strategic planning session being 
every 6 months is scary for developers that the vision could change very dramatically every 
six months.  

Next Mr. Overmeyer discussed potential tools for community revitalization and gave 
examples of  to include; Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts, Community Facilities 
Districts, Fixed Impact Fees or Form Based Codes. Mr. Overmeyer answered questions 
from the Council. Council Member Campbell spoke in support of the community buy in, the 
development community and the residential community to know what the community is 
involved in what they want the city to be.  Encouraged community buy-in efforts most of 
all.  Council Member Pacheco questioned if the same developers would be contacted again 
to see if sentiments have changed to which Mr. Overmeyer indicated it was helping to start 
an ongoing conversation and yes, they will reach out again at a future date. Mr. Pacheco 
then questioned if staff is working on a plan to remove red tape for developers to open 
businesses to which Mr. Overmeyer affirmed that is part of the plan, with the goal to make 
it easier for businesses to open in Seaside, and more business outreach and assistance can be 
done with the right amount of planning staff. Mayor Pro Tem Oglesby strong proponent for 
community development, requested not to talk about the past city actions, but to move 
forward. Mayor Rubio requested the City Manager to review the city policy documents and 
redevelopment agency law to ensure that we are taking advantage of the programs most 
effectively (local hire, etc). Adjustments for staff can be discussed at the next strategic 
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planning session.  Mayor Rubio, with the agreement of the Council, requested that this topic 
be presented as a full study session item. 
Expressed concern that if the claw-back provision is not in the agreement, that there is an 
obligation to complete the project and prevent land banking.

8. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

Items D,  F and G were pulled for discussion.

On motion by Council Member Campbell  and seconded by Council Member Pacheco and 
passed by the following vote the City Council approved the Consent Calendar with the 
exceptions of items D, F and G.
RESULT: Adopted 
MOVER: Council Member Jason Campbell 
SECONDER: Council Member Dave Pacheco 
AYES: Ralph Rubio, Ian Oglesby, Jason Campbell, Dave Pacheco 
NOES: Dennis Alexander 

  
A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 15, 2016 

 Action: Approved
B. APPROVE AND FILE CITY CHECKS 

 Action: Accepted & Filed
C. APPROVE CONTRIBUTION REQUEST FROM MAYOR’S YOUTH FUND FOR 

GIRLS INC. OF THE CENTRAL COAST 
 Action: Approved

D. APPROVE CONTRIBUTION REQUEST FROM MAYOR’S YOUTH FUND FOR 
SEASIDE RAIDERS YOUTH FOOTBALL TEAM 

 

Two members of the Seaside Raiders spoke to the program operations that run July through 
November, with the banquet in December that provides services to 200 kids to the program. 
The City's support to the program is making a difference in people's lives. The coaches 
teach life lessons, sportsmanship, friendship and hard work. They requested approval of 
sustaining the program. 

Mayor Rubio invited public comment and had no requests to speak. 
On motion by Council Member Pacheco  and seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Ian Oglesby 
and passed by the following vote the City Council approved the program as requested.
RESULT: Approved 
MOVER: Council Member Dave Pacheco 
SECONDER: Mayor Pro Tem Ian Oglesby 
AYES: Ralph Rubio, Ian Oglesby, Jason Campbell, Dave Pacheco 
NOES: Dennis Alexander 

E. A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEASIDE 
MODIFYING THE POSITION ALLOCATION LIST TO ADD ONE BUILDING 
MAINTENANCE SPECIALIST AND DELETE ONE CUSTODIAN 

 Action: Approved and passed Resolution 16-87
F. CONSIDERATION OF TWO RESOLUTIONS CONSENTING TO THE 
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INCLUSION OF CITY OF SEASIDE PROPERTIES IN THE CALIFORNIA HOME 
FINANCE AUTHORITY PACE PROGRAMS AND ASSOCIATE MEMBERSHIP IN 
CALIFORNIA HOME FINANCE AUTHORITY TO FINANCE RENEWABLE 
ENERGY IMPROVEMENTS, ENERGY AND WATER EFFICIENCY 
IMPROVEMENTS AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

Council Member Pacheco wanted the public to be aware of this outstanding program. 
Representative with the company spoke in support of the program and explained his 
affiliation of the program, speaking to the ability to operate within the City is the first step, 
step two is to bring it to the attention of the public to make property owners and constituents 
aware of the program. 

Mayor Rubio invited public comment on the item. 

 Felix Bachofner questioned if we are a "trail blazer" and it appears that this is a 
county only program and didn't see any city listed and if so, what are the risks and 
do we have to mitigate against them. 

Ms. Hodgson indicated that there are other cities that do participate in this program. Salinas, 
Watsonville and Santa Cruz County have accepted the program in the recent past. 

On motion by Council Member Campbell and seconded by Council Member Pacheco and 
passed by the following vote the City Council approved the item as presented adopting 
Resolutions 16-88 and 16-89
RESULT: Approved 
MOVER: Council Member Jason Campbell 
SECONDER: Council Member Dave Pacheco 
AYES: Ralph Rubio, Ian Oglesby, Jason Campbell, Dave Pacheco 
ABSENT: Dennis Alexander 

G. RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF SEASIDE AND THE SEASIDE POLICE OFFICERS' 
ASSOCIATION 

 

Mayor Rubio invited comments from the public. 

 Felix Bachofner expressed the overarching concern that when the new agreements 
move forward there will be budget impacts, and this agreement is retroactive to 
January and impacts more than 50% of the employees. He requested that the 
financial information be calculated and available for this item. 

Mayor Rubio indicated the fiscal impact is included in the packet. Mayor Pro Tem Oglesby 
indicated that he would not vote on it without understanding the fiscal impacts. 

On motion by Mayor Pro Tem Oglesby and seconded by Council Member Jason Campbell 
and passed by the following vote the City Council Approved the item as presented and 
passed Resolution 16-90.
RESULT: Approved 
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MOVER: Mayor Pro Tem Ian Oglesby 
SECONDER: Council Member Jason Campbell 
AYES: Ralph Rubio, Ian Oglesby, Jason Campbell, Dave Pacheco 
NOES: Dennis Alexander 

9. PUBLIC HEARING 
  

A. RESOLUTION OF INTENTION AND INTRODUCTION OF AN ORDINANCE 
AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT WITH THE BOARD OF 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM TO PROVIDE SECTION 20516 (EMPLOYEES SHARING 
ADDITIONAL COST) FOR SEASIDE FIREFIGHTERS' ASSOCIATION 
MEMBERS 

 

Personnel Director Greathouse explained the purpose of the item when the Seaside Fire 
Fighter association MOU was approved and in order to implement the provisions of the 
MOU, the City has to amend the contract with the Board of Administration at Cal PERS. 
 Ms. Greathouse spoke to the implementation process and the annual costs if approved. Ms. 
Greathouse answered questions from the Council. 

 Felix Bachofner spoke in support of this item, please don't misconstrue what is said 
during the previous item. He asked for a cumulative impact of staff raises and that 
was not answered. 

Having no further requests to speak, the Public Hearing was closed. 

On motion by Mayor Pro Tem Oglesby and seconded by Council Member Jason Campbell 
and passed by the following roll call vote, the City Council passed to print the draft 
ordinance authorizing an amendment to the contract with the board of Administration of 
the California Public Employees Retirement System to provide section 20516 for Seaside 
Firefighters Association Members
RESULT: Adopted 
MOVER: Mayor Pro Tem Ian Oglesby 
SECONDER: Council Member Jason Campbell 
AYES: Ralph Rubio, Ian Oglesby, Jason Campbell, Dave Pacheco 
NOES: Dennis Alexander 

10. MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL, CITY MANAGER AND CITY ATTORNEY 
COMMENTS AND REPORTS ON COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 

 
  
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 On motion, the meeting was adjourned at 9:45 PM.  
  

Respectfully submitted,
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______________________________ ______________________________
Lesley Milton-Rerig, City Clerk Ralph Rubio, Mayor
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CITY OF SEASIDE
STAFF REPORT 

Item No.: 7.B.

TO: City Council
  
FROM: Craig Malin, City Manager
  
BY: Daphne Hodgson, Deputy City Manager Administrative Services

Krista Oberholtzer, Accounting
  
DATE: October 20, 2016 
  
SUBJECT: APPROVE AND FILE CITY CHECKS

PURPOSE 
 
It is requested that the City Council approve and file the accounts payable and wired payments 
made during the period of September 27, 2016 through October 10, 2016. In addition, approval 
of the payroll and benefits checks, direct deposits and wired payments related to the period 
of September 29, 2016 is requested. Total Account Payable and Payroll for the above referenced 
period is $1,489,729.70. 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve and file the attached checks.      

BACKGROUND 
 
In accordance with Government Code Section 37208, at each City Council meeting the Council 
is provided a listing of the payroll and general checks issued since the last report so that it can 
inspect and confirm these checks. Each purchase has been reviewed and approved by the 
department making the purchase at the time of procurement. The invoice has been reviewed by 
the Finance Department prior to payment to ensure that it conforms to the approved budget. 

Therefore, in accordance with Government Code Section 37208, I hereby certify that the above 
referenced, and linked, list of checks conforms to the approved budget and has been paid. These 
checks are hereby submitted to the City Council for inspection and confirmation. 

A description of the checks and wires exceeding $10,000 are as follows:
 $1,080,867.31 from the Council Report (Payroll/Benefits) 
 $12,428.76 to Access Monterey Peninsula for the 2nd quarter Actual expense; 
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 $14,643.37 to Community Human Services for CDBG funds request #5; 
 $175,468.80 to Garland/DBS, Inc. for the City of Seaside Library improvements; 
 $24,326.79 to California-American Water for monthly utility services; 
 $20,013.28 to Monterey County Convention & Visitors Bureau for FY 16/17, Quarter 1, 

jurisdiction improvements; 
 $44,083.86 to Pacific Gas & Electric for monthly utility services; 
 $10,000.02 to Sun Street Centers for 2015 CalGrip services. 

The remaining checks, totaling $107,897.51 include payments to vendors for operating 
expenditures.

The Checks report is available on the City's Website here:
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/194/Check-Draft-Register

FISCAL IMPACT
 
The listed checks have been budgeted and paid from the various funds, as appropriate. 

ATTACHMENTS
 

Reviewed for Submission to the
City Council by:

______________________________
Craig Malin, City Manager
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CITY OF SEASIDE
STAFF REPORT 

Item No.: 7.C.

TO: City Council
  
FROM: Craig Malin, City Manager
  
BY: Rick Riedl, City Engineer
  
DATE: October 20, 2016 
  
SUBJECT: APPROVE RESOLUTION SUPPORTING A PARTNERSHIP GRANT 

APPLICATION WITH THE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF 
MONTEREY COUNTY AND DEL REY OAKS FOR THE CANYON 
DEL REY BOULEVARD (STATE ROUTE 218) CORRIDOR 
IMPROVEMENT PLAN.

PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this item is to have the City Council consider supporting a partnership for a grant 
application with the Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the City of Del Rey Oaks 
for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State Route 218) Corridor Improvement Plan.  

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended for the City Council to adopt a Resolution supporting a partnership for a 
grant application with the Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the City of Del Rey 
Oaks for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State Route 218) Corridor Improvement Plan.

BACKGROUND 
 
Caltrans is accepting grant applications for the fiscal year 2017-2018 Sustainable Transportation 
Planning grant program. The grant program has two grant types. The Strategic Partnerships 
grant funds planning studies for multimodal improvements to the State highway system. The 
Sustainable Communities grant program funds mutlimodal transportation planning studies that 
have statewide, interregional, regional or local significance. These grants fund transportation 
planning projects that identify and address mobility deficiencies in the transportation system, 
encourage stakeholder collaboration, and involve active public engagement.

The proposed Plan would look at ways to improve Canyon Del Rey Boulevard through the cities 
of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks.  The ultimate goal of the study would be to create a more 
“complete” corridor — one that works better for different forms of transportation and for people 
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of all ages and abilities. The study corridor limits are from Highway 1 to Highway 68.  In 
particular, the study would explore ways to improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists, who 
are among the most vulnerable users of the transportation system and are not served adequately 
by the corridor.

The maximum funding available for Caltrans Strategic Partnerships planning grants is $500,000; 
a total of $1.5 million is available statewide. The Strategic Partnerships planning grant requires 
a 20% local match, which may be in the form of eligible in-kind contribution.  The 20% match 
would be split between the Cities of Seaside, Del Rey Oaks and the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County.  City staff can contribute up to 37 hours for weekly conference calls and team 
meetings, site walks, public meetings, staff reports and document review and comments.

It is recommended to adopt a resolution to support the partnership grant application with the 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the City of Del Rey Oaks with in-kind 
contributions up to 37 hours of staff time for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State Route 218) 
Corridor Improvement Plan.   

FISCAL IMPACT
 
The fiscal impact associated with this item is approximately 37 hours of staff time over the 
course of the project.  This amounts to approximately $2,500.

ATTACHMENTS
 
1. Resolution

Reviewed for Submission to the
City Council by:

______________________________
Craig Malin, City Manager
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEASIDE

SUPPORTING A PARTNERSHIP GRANT APPLICATION WITH THE 
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY FOR MONTEREY COUNTY AND THE CITY OF DEL 

REY OAKS FOR THE CANYON DEL REY BOULEVARD (STATE ROUTE 218) 
CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PLAN.  

WHEREAS, Caltrans is accepting grant applications for the fiscal year 2017-2018 for 
Sustainable Transportation Planning grant program; and

WHEREAS, this grant program fund transportation planning projects that identify and 
address mobility deficiencies in the transportation system, encourage stakeholder collaboration, and 
involve active public engagement; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the City of Del Rey 
Oaks seek support from the City of Seaside for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State Route 218) 
Corridor Improvement Plan; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Plan would look at ways to improve Canyon Del Rey Boulevard 
through the cities of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks, with the ultimate goal to create a more “complete” 
corridor from Highway 1 to Highway 68 and to improve conditions for pedestrian and cyclist, who 
are the most vulnerable users and underserved by the corridor; and 

WHEREAS, the grant requires a 20% match which will be divided between the cities of 
Seaside, Del Rey Oaks and TAMC with the City of Seaside contributing 37 hours of staff time for 
weekly conference calls and team meetings, site walks, public meetings, staff reports, and document 
review and comments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Seaside hereby 
support the partnership grant application with the Transportation Agency for Monterey County and 
the City of Del Rey Oaks for the Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (State Route 218) Corridor 
Improvement Plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular City Council meeting of the City of Seaside duly 
held on the 20 day of October, 2016 by the following vote:

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS: 
NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCILMEMBERS: 

______________________________
  Ralph Rubio, Mayor

ATTEST:

___________________________
Lesley Milton-Rerig, City Clerk
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CITY OF SEASIDE
STAFF REPORT 

Item No.: 7.D.

TO: City Council
  
FROM: Craig Malin, City Manager
  
BY: Nancy Towne, Recreation Services Director

Dan Meewis, Recreation Supervisor
  
DATE: October 20, 2016 
  
SUBJECT: APPROVE A FEE WAIVER REQUEST FROM THE PAN HELLENIC 

COUNCIL FOR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 2017 MARTIN 
LUTHER KING MARCH

PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this item is to consider the request from the Pan Hellenic Council for a waiver of 
the fees and costs associated with the 2017 annual Martin Luther King, Jr. March in the amount 
of  Five Thousand Five Hundred Twenty Dollars ($5,520.00). 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on previous City Council actions to waive fees associated with the Martin Luther King 
event, it is recommended that the request be approved. 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Pan Hellenic Council is planning to hold their annual march and post-march event honoring 
Martin Luther King, Jr. on Monday, January 16, 2017 from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Since this 
national holiday was established in 1986, the Pan Hellenic Council has been the primary sponsor 
and conducted a march each year in the City of Seaside.  The City has waived all fees and 
charges related to the parade in previous years. 

The Pan-Hellenic Council is requesting full fee waivers for costs associated with the 2017 
march, including the use of the Oldemeyer Center auditorium and meeting rooms necessary for 
their post-march event.  A Special Event Application was submitted for review.  The attached 
information details the specifics of this event.
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FISCAL IMPACT
 
Fees that would have been credited to the General Fund will not be collected if the fee waiver is 
granted. 

The City’s adopted fee schedule includes the following approximate fees, which are applicable to 
this request:

Auditorium                                    $      788.00 
Fee Waiver Application Fee             $        90.00
Deposit  (non-refundable portion)   $      148.00 
Police Fees                                     $      336.00
Police fees are a direct cost and will be used to hire/pay and dedicate reserve officers to assist.
Public Works Fees                           $   
3,958.00

TOTAL                                      $   5,320.00

ATTACHMENTS
 
1. MLK 2017 Attachments

Reviewed for Submission to the
City Council by:

______________________________
Craig Malin, City Manager

Packet Page 17                



Packet Page 18                



Packet Page 19                



Packet Page 20                



Packet Page 21                



Packet Page 22                



Packet Page 23                



Packet Page 24                



CITY OF SEASIDE
STAFF REPORT 

Item No.: 7.E.

TO: City Council
  
FROM: Craig Malin, City Manager
  
BY: Roberta Greathouse, Human Resources Director
  
DATE: October 20, 2016 
  
SUBJECT: APPROVE RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE MEMORANDUM OF 

UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE CITY OF SEASIDE AND THE 
SEASIDE PUBLIC SAFETY MANAGERS' ASSOCIATION

PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this item is to request the City Council approve a resolution adopting the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Seaside Public Safety Managers' Association 
which has agreed to the terms of the proposed agreement. 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the resolution adopting the Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Seaside Public Safety Managers' Association.

BACKGROUND 
 
The Seaside Pubic Safety Managers' Association represents seven management employees 
including the Deputy Police Chief, Police Commanders, and the Fire Battalion Chiefs.  The City 
and the Association had several meetings to discuss items for the MOU that expired June 30, 
2016. From the start, the tone of the negotiations was positive and professional as the parties 
discussed matters of mutual interest including reasonable salary adjustments, the classification 
and compensation study, contributions to CalPERS, and various MOU clean up items.

The City and the Public Safety Managers' Association have reached a comprehensive 
agreement.  The success of these negotiations was based on the approach the parties agreed 
upon at the outset, which was a commitment to negotiate in good faith and to have open, honest, 
and productive discussions.

The key provisions of the agreement between the City Manager's and SPSMA's representatives 
are:
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1.  Term:  12 months expiring June 30, 2017.

2.  Salary:  
    a.     4% base salary increase for all positions effective the first pay period in July 2016.
    b.     3% base salary increase for all positions coinciding with the member contributing 3% of 
the City's contribution to CalPERS.

3.  CalPERS Contribution:  All members of the association will pay 3% of the City's 
contribution to CalPERS as soon as CalPERS will accept the contract amendment.
  
4. Reclassification:  The Battalion Chiefs will be reclassified to Division Chief at the same 
salary schedule as the current Battalion Chief classification.  This results in City job class code 
E12 being retitled to "Fire Division Chief" and the elimination of City job class code E16.
 
5. Hazardous Materials Pay: The City will provide 5% HazMat pay consistent with the current 
City program to Division Chiefs who are on the HazMat Team subject to amendment of the 
HazMat contract between the City of Seaside and Monterey County to provide reimbursement 
from the County to the City of Seaside for an additional three HazMat Team members and 
approval of the Chief.

FISCAL IMPACT
 
The cost of this package in Fiscal Year 2016/2017 is approximately $59,000.  In preparing the 
Adopted Budgeted, staff anticipated and included $53,000 for salary adjustments.  It is 
anticipated the additional $6,000 will be absorbed by other budget savings during the year. 

ATTACHMENTS
 
1. Resolution
2. MOU

Reviewed for Submission to the
City Council by:

______________________________
Craig Malin, City Manager
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEASIDE 

ADOPTING THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF SEASIDE AND THE SEASIDE PUBLIC SAFETY MANAGERS’ ASSOCIATION

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (Section 3500 et. 
seq., Government Code), representatives of the City Manager of the City of Seaside and the Seaside 
Public Safety Managers’ Association, have met and conferred in good faith regarding wages, and other 
terms and conditions of employment; in an attempt to reach a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU); 
and 

WHEREAS, the Seaside Public Safety Managers’ Association, and the representatives of the 
City Manager of the City of Seaside have reached agreement with respect to matters herewith jointly set 
forth, and have developed a written understanding of such matters for the purpose of presenting it to the 
City Council of the City of Seaside for its determination. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the attached Memorandum of Understanding 
shall be effective as stated therein; and 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Seaside 
duly held on the 20th day of October, 2016, by the following vote:

AYES - COUNCILMEMBERS:
NOES - COUNCILMEMBERS:
ABSENT - COUNCILMEMBERS:
ABSTAIN - COUNCILMEMBERS:

_____________________________
Ralph Rubio, Mayor

ATTEST:

______________________________
Lesley Milton-Rerig, City Clerk
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CITY OF SEASIDE
STAFF REPORT 

Item No.: 8.A.

TO: City Council
  
BY: Rick Medina, Senior Planner
  
DATE: October 20, 2016 
  
SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENT TO 

SECTION 17.14.030.B: TABLE 2-4 AND CHAPTER 17.98 OF THE 
SEASIDE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW FOR A DRIVE-THROUGH 
RETAIL OR SERVICE FACILITIES TO BE LOCATED WITHIN THE 
COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL (CC) ZONING DISTRICT.  

PURPOSE 
 
In accordance with Section 17.74.050.A of the Seaside Municipal Code (SMC), the purpose of 
this item is for the City Council to conduct a First Reading on proposed text amendments to 
Section 17.14.030.B: Table 2-4 (Allowed Land Uses and Permit Requirements for Commercial 
Zones) and  Section 17.98 of the Seaside Municipal Code (SMC). 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council hold a public hearing to conduct the first reading of 
Seaside Municipal Code Amendment and after considering all evidence and testimony 
presented, pass to print the draft Ordinance.

BACKGROUND 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The City of Seaside has prepared an Initial Study for the proposed text amendments to the 
Seaside Municipal Code pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act Section 21000 et seq. and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15070 through 15075.  The 
Initial Study is provided as Attachment 1 - Exhibit “B”. Pursuant to the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Section 21000 et seq. and State CEQA Guidelines, it has 
been determined that the proposed text amendment would not have an environmental effect and 
the text amendment is covered by the general rule exemption (CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b)(3) 
that CEQA applies only to projects that have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment.

BACKGROUND

The City of Seaside’s Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 (Allowed Land Uses and 
Permit Requirements for Commercial Zones) sets forth the permit requirements applicable to 
each zoning district where a specific land use is either allowed or not allowed within the City. 
Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities are listed as being allowed with a Use Permit in the 
Commercial Mixed Use (CMX), Community Commercial (CC), and Regional Commercial 
(CRG) zoning districts.  However, in accordance with Note #4 listed at the end of Table 2-4, the 
establishment of a new drive-through retail or service facility which did not exist in the City 
prior to December 4, 2006 is prohibited from being established. Note #4 was adopted on 
December 4, 2006 as part of a comprehensive update to the Zoning Code after the adoption of 
2004 General Plan on August 5, 2004.  The intent of this provision from City staff’s standpoint 
was to discourage already over-represented commercial development in the community, such as 
fast food restaurants in accordance with General Plan Land Use Policy LU-2.3.  A copy of 
General Plan Land Use Policy LU-2.3 is provided as Attachment 2. Fast food restaurants are 
currently prohibited from being established in the CC zoning district so the proposed text 
amendment would not enable any new fast food restaurants to be located in the CC zoning 
district.   A Zoning Map is provided as Attachment 3 to identify the location of the City’s CC 
Zoning District designations.

A drive thru retail or service use is defined as a facility where food or other products may be 
purchased, or where services may be obtained by motorists without leaving their vehicles.  
Examples of drive-through sales facilities include fast food restaurants, drive-through coffee, 
dairy product, photo stores, and pharmacies.  Examples of drive-through service facilities 
include drive-through bank teller windows, and dry cleaners, but do not include automated teller 
machines (ATMs), gas stations, or other vehicle services, which are separately.  
The City’s commercial areas are primarily developed with retail, automotive sales/repair and 
office land uses.   The primary physical change associated with the text amendment would be to 
allow for the development of new drive-through retail or service land uses within the City’s 
Community Commercial Zoning District.

On September 14, 2016, the Planning Commission opened its review of the proposed text 
amendment and acted to continue the public hearing on the text amendment to its September 28, 
2016 Planning Commission meeting to address how a drive through retail facility for a coffee 
shop would not be classified as a fast food restaurant.  The Planning Commission directed City 
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staff to amend the definition for Fast Food Restaurants in Section 17.98 of the Seaaide 
Municipal Code to clarify that a coffee shop which serves prepared foods and beverages would 
be excluded from being classified as a "Fast Food" restaurant subject to the coffee shop not 
including a full service kitchen that include an oven and/or cooking equipment requiring a fire 
extinguishing system.  The use of microwave oven or small convection oven to heat food 
products would be the limited type of appliances that could be used within a coffee shop land 
use to maintain the food service as a minor, non-fast food restaurant.   On September 28, 
2016,the Planning Commission acted to recommend the proposed text amendments with the 
changes made to the definition of fast food to exclude coffee shops as a fast food land use.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The City of Seaside has initiated the proposed text amendment to Section 17.14.030.B, Table 2-
4 and Chapter 17.98 of the SMC. Specifically, the City of Seaside is proposing eliminate Note 
(4) only from the column in the CC Zoning District for a drive-through retail or service facility 
in order to enable the processing of new drive-through retail or service uses and amending the 
definition for a Fast Food Restaurant to exempt a coffee shop from being classified as a fast 
food restaurant. The City’s development standards requiring a use permit and design standards 
listed under Section 17.52.090 of the Zoning Code (See Attachment 4) for the design and 
location of a new drive-through component for a retail/service related land use would remain 
unchanged.  

STAFF ANALYSIS
The proposed project would amend the zoning code to remove the current restriction precluding 
the establishment of new drive-through retail or service facilities from being processed under a 
use permit application in areas zoned CC that did not exist prior to December 4, 2006. As noted 
in the background section listed above, the Note (4) at the bottom of Table 2-4 under Section 
17.14.030.B was made to the Zoning Code in 2006 as part of a comprehensive update to the 
Zoning Code. Note (4) was inserted primarily to reinforce the City’s intent to discourage fast 
food restaurants in accordance with  General Plan Land Use Policy LU-2.3.

Recently, City staff has received development inquiries for the establishment of coffee shop 
businesses within the portions of the City’s CC zoning district on Fremont Boulevard, both of 
which would include a drive-through window.  In review of Note (4), City staff finds that the 
use permit process should be reinstated to allow for the establishment of new drive-through 
retail or service facilities which can be constructed in compliance with the City’s adopted 
development standards for such facilities (See Attachment 4 for adopted Drive-Through Facility 
Standards). During the Use Permit application process the City will be required to consider and 
adopt findings on the following land use issues:
1,         Design Objectives:                  Drive-Through facilities shall only be permitted if the 

design and operation avoids congestion, excessive 
pavement, litter, and noise

2.         Limitation on Location:          A drive-through facility shall only be located on a building 
wall away from a street.

3.         On-Site Circulation:                The entrance/exit of any drive aisle shall be a minimum of 
50 feet from any street intersection and at least 25 feet 
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from the any driveway on an adjoining parcel.
4.         Stacking Area:                        A clearly identified area shall be provided for vehicles 

waiting for drive-up or drive-through service that is 
physically separated from other on-site traffic circulation 
and shall accommodate six cars for the drive-through 
window in addition to the vehicle receiving service.

5.         Separation                               Separation of the stacking area from other traffic shall be 
by concrete curbing or paint striping..

6.         Screening                                The stacking area for a drive-through aisle shall be 
screened from an adjacent street to blend with the 
characteristics of the site and surrounding properties.

Community Commercial Zoning District
City staff finds that the CC Zoning District is located along the Fremont Boulevard street 
frontage with direct access from Fremont Boulevard.  Auto dominated characteristics of 
Fremont Boulevard would be compatible with the existing development patterns and would not 
detract from the predominant retail/office commercial development that is currently in place on 
the Fremont Boulevard corridor.
CONCLUSION
City staff recommends the City Council open the public hearing to conduct the first reading on 
the text amendments, accept public testimony/comments, and pass to print the Draft Ordinance 
for adoption at a second reading on November 4, 2016.  

FISCAL IMPACT
 
There is no fiscal impact with the proposed text amendments.

ATTACHMENTS
 
1. Attsachment 1 - Draft Ordinance
2. Attachment 1 - Exhibit A Text Amendments
3. Attachment 1 Exhibit B - Inityial Study for Genersal Rulre Exemption
4. Exhibit A to Initial Study
5. Atachment 2 - General Plan Land Use Policy LU-2.3
6. Attachment 3 - Zoning Map
7. Attachment 4 - Section 17.52.090 SMC
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ORDINANCE NO. XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEASIDE

APPROVING TEXT AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 17 OF THE SEASIDE MUNICIPAL 
CODE AND MAKING AN ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION OF EXEMPTION 

UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEASIDE DOES ORDIAN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. In accordance with Section 17.74.050 of the Seaside Municipal Code, it is 
the responsibility of the City Council to consider and weigh the merits of proposed text amendments 
to the Seaside Municipal Code and the public input received on the proposed text amendments in 
relation to the policies, standards and intent of the Seaside General Plan and Seaside Municipal 
Code; and

Section 2. On September 14, 2016 and September 28, the Seaside Planning 
Commission held a public hearings to provide the City Council with a recommendation on the 
proposed text amendments and considered all oral comments and written information concerning 
the proposed  Ordinance in making its recommendation to the City Council; and

Section 3. On October 20, 2016, the Seaside City Council introduced the first reading 
of the draft Ordinance and considered oral comments and written information concerning this 
Ordinance at a duly noticed public hearing; and on the basis of the record thereof finds the 
following facts to be true; 

Findings:

1. The proposed text amendments to Section 17.14.030.B-Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 
to Title 17 of the Seaside Municipal Code are consistent with the goals and policies 
of all elements of the General Plan.

Evidence:  The proposed text amendments will continue to ensure that all new 
development will fund its share of community services and facilities (e.g. parks, 
roads, trails, and utilities); uses quality design and materials; and is compatible 
with surrounding uses, the site, and available infrastructure in that each drive-
through proposal would be subject to the review and approval of a use permit

2. The proposed amendments would not be detrimental to the public interest, health, 
safety, convenience, or welfare of the City.

Evidence:  The approval of a drive through retail service would be subject to the 
review and approval of a Use Permit Application to ensure that the location and 
operation of a drive through facility would complement existing land use, and 
enhances the character of the community and its neighborhoods.

Packet Page 54                



3.    The exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has been 
CEQA Guidelines

Evidence:  The City of Seaside has prepared an Initial Study for the proposed text 
amendments to the Seaside Municipal Code pursuant to the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Section 21000 et seq. and State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15070 through 15075.  The Initial Study is provided as Exhibit 
“A” to the Ordinance. Pursuant to the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act Section 21000 et seq. and State CEQA Guidelines, it 
has been determined that the proposed text amendments would not have an 
environmental effect on the environment and that the text amendments are 
covered by the general rule exemption CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b)(3) in that 
CEQA applies only to projects that have the potential for causing a significant 
effect on the environment

Section 4. The proposed amendments to Title 17 of the Seaside Municipal Code consist of 
the text amendments to Section 17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 of the Seaside Municipal Code to 
remove Note (4) from the Community Commercial: Zoning District column for a Drive-
Through Retail or Service land use and to add new language to the definition of “Restaurant, 
Fast Food” in Chapter 17.98 of the Seaside Municipal Code to exclude a Restaurant Café, 
Coffee Shop, from being classified as a Fast Food restaurant as shown on Exhibit A.

* Proposed Deleted text is shown with bold strikethrough (Strikethrugh)
* Proposed added text is shown with bold underline (Underline)

Section 5.  Severability.

A. If any provision of this Ordinance or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the Ordinance, including the application of such part 
or provision to other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected thereby and shall continue in 
full force and effect.  To this end, provisions of this Ordinance are severable.

B. The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, 
subdivision, paragraph, sentences, clauses or phrases even if certain parts are held to be 
unconstitutional, invalid or unenforceable.

Section 6 Legal Construction.  The provisions of this Ordinance shall be construed as 
necessary to effectively carry out its purposes, which are hereby found and declared to be in 
furtherance of public health, safety, and welfare.

Section 7. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days after 
its final passage and adoption at a duly noticed public hearing for the second reading of the 
proposed text amendments.  

Section 8.  The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance and shall, within 
fifteen (15) days after passage, publish a summary of this Ordinance in accordance with Section 
36933 of the Government Code of State of California with the names of City Council members 
voting for and against it.
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INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Seaside on the 
20th day of October, 2016, and

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Seaside on the 4th day of 
November, 2016, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS:
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS:

APPROVED:

_____________________________
Ralph Rubio, Mayor 

ATTEST:

____________________________
Lesley Milton-Rerig, City Clerk
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Attachment 1 – Exhibit A

Text Amendment to Table 2-4 – Allowed Land Uses amd Permit Requirements to Commercial Zones

Remove Footnote #4 from CC 
column for Drive-through 
retail or service
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Attachment 1 – Exhibit A

Text amendment to the definition of a Restaurant, Fast Food in Chapter 17.98 of the SMC, which would 
exclude a Coffee Shop from being classified as a fast food restaurant.  Amended language is shown with 
an underline.

Restaurant, Fast Food.  

A. A retail business that sells ready-to-consume food products for on or off-premise consumption 
and whose design or operation includes three or more of the following characteristics:

1. Foods are usually served in paper, plastic or disposable containers;

2. Foods can be served directly to the consumer in a motor vehicle either by a carhop or by other 
means which eliminate the need for a customer to exit the motor vehicle;

3. The consumption of food within a motor vehicle parked upon the premises or at other 
facilities on the premises outside the restaurant building is allowed or encouraged;

4. The facilities for on-premises consumption of food are insufficient for the volume of food sold 
in the restaurant;

5. Table service is not provided; and/or

6. A restaurant that has as its principal business the sale of prepared and/or ready-to-eat food or 
beverage for consumption on or off the premises, and that is affiliated with three or more 
other restaurants with a similar name, trademark, trade name, trade style or type of food 
service, by commonality of ownership, control or contract arrangement, or which is advertised 
to give the appearance of affiliation.

B. A Coffee shop which serves limited foods to customers that are prepared/heated without the 
use of an oven or other commercial cooking facility for consumption on or off the premises 
and is less than 3,000 square feet in area shall be exempt from being classified as a Fast Food 
restaurant which may meet three or more of the Restaurant Fast Food criteria listed above. 
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Drive-Through Zoning Text Amendment

SMA-16-03
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EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 1

A. BACKGROUND

Project Title City of Seaside Zoning Ordinance Amendment for 

Drive Thru Retail or Service

Lead Agency Contact Person

and Phone Number

Rick Medina, Senior Planner

City of Seaside Resource Management Services, 

Planning Division, (831) 899-6825

Date Prepared September 9, 2016

Study Prepared by Rick Medina, Senior Planner

Project Location City of Seaside (refer to Figure 1)

Project Sponsor Name and Address City of Seaside

Resource Management Services, Planning Division

440 Harcourt Avenue

Seaside, California 93955

General Plan Designation Community Commercial

Zoning Community Commercial (refer to Figure 2)

Setting

The City of Seaside is a coastal community of approximately 35,000 residents on the south side 

of Monterey Bay.  The City is within the County of Monterey and is located approximately 18 

miles southwest of the City of Salinas and 3 miles east-northeast of City of Monterey.  The 

proposed text amendment will affect the City’s Community Commercial Zoning District (Refer 

to Figure 1 for Zoning Map).

The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 and 

Section 17.9817.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition). Tablre 

2-4 (Allowed Land Uses and Permit Requirements for Commercial Zones) sets forth the permit 

requirements applicable to each zoning district where a specific land use is either allowed or not 

allowed within the City. In accordance with Note #4 listed at the end of Table 2-4, the 

establishment of a new drive-through retail or service facility which did not exist in the City prior 

to December 4, 2006 is prohibited from being located on an existing developed or undeveloped 

parcel.  Note #4 was adopted on December 4, 2006 as part of a comprehensive update to the 

Zoning Code.

A drive thru retail or service use is defined as a facility where food or other products may be 

purchased, or where services may be obtained by motorists without leaving their vehicles.  

Packet Page 61                



CITY OF SEASIDE ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT FOR DAY CARE FACILITIES

2

Examples of drive-through sales facilities include fast food restaurants, drive-through coffee, 

dairy product, photo stores, and pharmacies.  Examples of drive-through service facilities 

include drive-through bank teller windows, and dry cleaners, but do not include automated teller 

machines (ATMs), gas stations, or other vehicle services, which are separately.  The text 

amendment to the definition of Restaurant, fast food, would exclude a coffee shop not exceeding 

3,00 square feet in area and not including a full service commercial kitchen from being classified 

as a fast food land use. 

The City’s commercial areas are primarily developed with retail, automotive sales/repair and 

office land uses.   The primary physical change associated with the text amendment would be to 

allow for the development of new drive-through retail or service land uses within the City’s 

Community Commercial Zoning District.

Description of Project

The City of Seaside is proposing the following text amendments to Title 17 (Zoning Code) of the 

Seaside Municipal Code (SMC) to allow for the establishment of a drive thru retail or service 

facility in the City’s Community Commercial (CC) Zoning District: 1) Amending Chapter 

17.14.030.B, Table 2-4, to eliminate Note (4) from the Community Commercial (CC) Zoning 

District column; and 2) Amending the definition of a Restaurant, fast food in Chapter 17.98 of 

the SMC, which would exclude a Coffee Shop from being classified as a fast food restaurant.  

With the text amendment, the City would be able to process new drive through retail or service 

land uses with a use permit in compliance with the Drive-Through Facilities development 

standards listed under Section 17.52.090 of the Zoning Code. The proposed text amendments 

are provided as Exhibit “A”.

Analysis Methodology

This initial study evaluates only the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed text 

amendments to Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 and Section 17.98, not the impacts 

associated with actual construction of a new drive-through retail or service facility. Thus, the 

analysis hinges on environmental impacts resulting from allowing future construction and 

operation of a Drive-Through Retail or Service within CC zoned areas that are distinct from the 

environmental impacts resulting from the construction and operation of drive-through retail or 

service facility on a designated project site which would then assess land use compatibility, 

noise, vehicle circulation, biotics, and air quality. 
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Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

None
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Figure 1 Seaside Zoning Map

 

-  General Location of Community Commercial Zoning Districts
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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 on the 

following pages.

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions

 Population/Housing

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials

 Public Services

 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation

 Biological Resources  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems

 Geology/Soils  Noise  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance
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C. 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.

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 

“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 

effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 

legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 

analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, because all potentially significant effects (1) have been analyzed adequately 

in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, 

and (2) 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.

 I find that the proposed project would not have an environmental effect and is covered 

by the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects that have the potential for causing 

a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is 

no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the 

environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b)(3).

Rick Medina, Senior Planner Date
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D. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Notes

1. A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources cited 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 is 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 a project-specific screening 

analysis).

2. All answers take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-

site, cumulative as well a project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well 

as operational impacts.

3. Once it has been determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 

checklist answers 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 Impact with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an 

effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less-Than-Significant Impact.” The 

mitigation measures are described, along with a brief explanation of how they reduce the 

effect to a less-than-significant level (mitigation measures from section XVII, “Earlier 

Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses are used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 

process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document or negative 

declaration. [Section 15063(c)(3)(D)] In this case, a brief discussion would identify the 

following:

a. “Earlier Analysis Used” identifies and states where such document is available for 

review.
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b. “Impact Adequately Addressed” identifies which effects from the checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 

applicable legal standards, and states whether such effects were addressed by 

mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. “Mitigation Measures”—For effects that are “Less-Than-Significant Impact with 

Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” mitigation measures are described which were 

incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 

address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, 

zoning ordinances, etc.) are incorporated. Each reference to a previously prepared or 

outside document, where appropriate, includes a reference to the page or pages where 

the statement is substantiated.

7. “Supporting Information Sources”—A source list is attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted are cited in the discussion.

8. This is the format recommended in the CEQA Guidelines as amended January 2011.

9. The explanation of each issue identifies:

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 

significant.
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1. AESTHETICS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? (1, 2, 3)

   

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare, which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a-d. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within a CC zoning district which did not exist prior to December 4, 

2006.   Any future development of a Drive-Through Retail or Service facility within the 

CC zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same CC zone district 

standards (e.g. setbacks, parking, landscaping), City’s design review application process, 

and Drive-Through Facilities standards currently in place. The zoning code text 

amendments would not result in the future development of uses that would result in 

distinct aesthetic impacts from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning 

code. Therefore, no impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources within a state scenic 

highway, degradation of existing visual character, or impacts related to light and glare 

would occur as a result of the project. 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts on agricultural resources are significant environmental effects 

and in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland, lead agencies may refer to the California 

Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 

Department 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:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use? 
(2,5)

   

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? (2,5)

   

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))? (2,5)

   

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? (2,5)

   

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? 
(2,5)

   
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Comments:

a.-e. The City of Seaside does not contain farmland or forest land. Therefore, the proposed 

text amendments to Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B- Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 

(Restaurant, fast food definition), would not result in conversion of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, conflict with existing zoning 

for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, conflict with existing zoning for, or 

cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland, result in the loss of forest land to non-forest 

use, or involve other changes in the existing environment which could result in 

conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest 

use. 
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3. 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:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. 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 (including releasing emissions, 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? (1, 2, 3)

   

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a.-e. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B- Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service within the CC zoning district. According to the Monterey Bay Unified Air 

Pollution Control District 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the threshold of 

significance for emissions associated with traffic trips from Drive-Through Facility that 

would exceed air quality standards is trips generated from a facility of 15,600 square feet. 

While a new Drive-Through facility may result in an increase in traffic, the zoning code 

text amendments would not result in traffic trips that would exceed the 15,600 square-

foot threshold. Further, each new Drive-Through Retail or Service facility will be 

required to obtain a Use Permit prior to operation. During the Use Permit application 

process the City will consider potential impacts of individual projects prior to approval to 

ensure that the increase in traffic trips would not rise to a level such that significant 

impacts would occur related to obstruction of implementation of the applicable air 
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quality plan, violation or contribution to an existing or projected air quality violation, a 

considerable increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, or 

exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

e. While operation of a Drive-Through retail or service facility is not a use that would 

produce objectionable odors, future development of a Drive-Through retail or service 

facility within the CC zoning district could result in exposure of residents to 

objectionable odors in the CC districts during construction activities such as paving. 

However, these impacts would not be distinct from those produced by construction of 

currently permissible uses in these districts. Thus, there would be no impacts from 

objectionable odors related to the zoning code text amendments.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands, as defined by section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.), 
through direct removal, filing, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? (1, 2, 3)

   

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? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? (1, 2, 3)

   

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? (1, 2, 3)

   
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Comments:

a.-d. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B- Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006. The zoning code text amendments would not result in the future 

development of uses that would result in distinct biological impacts from those resulting 

from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Therefore, the zoning code text 

amendments would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community, federally protected wetlands, 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-f. As discussed above, the project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 

17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow 

Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not 

been established prior to December 4, 2006 and would not result in unique impacts to 

any important habitat or wetland areas than currently permissible uses. Therefore, the 

zoning code text amendments would not result in conflicts with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological resources or conflicts 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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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in section 15064.5? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to section 15064.5? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? (1 ,2, 3)

   

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? (1, 2, 
3)

   

e. Would the project cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in Public 
Resources Code 21074? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a.-e. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006. Any future development of a drive-through retail or service facility 

within the CC zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same municipal 

code and general plan policies and programs for the protection of cultural resources as 

currently permissible uses. The zoning code text amendments would not result in future 

development of uses that would result in distinct impacts to cultural resources from those 

resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical, 

archaeological, paleontological, or tribal resource, or result in the disturbance of human 

remains. 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving:

(1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? (1, 2, 3)

   

(2) Strong seismic ground shaking? (1, 2, 3)    

(3) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? (1, 2, 3)

   

(4) Landslides? (1, 2, 3)    

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? (1, 2, 3)

   

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? (1, 2, 3)

   

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? (1, 2, 3)

   
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Comments:

a.-e. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006.  Any future development of a Drive-Through Retail or Service 

facility within the CC zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same CC 

zone district standards, City’s Drive-Through Facilities guidelines and design review 

application process as currently allowed uses. The zoning code text amendments would 

not result in future development of uses that would result in distinct geological impacts 

from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Therefore, the 

proposed zoning code text amendments would not result in exposure of people or 

structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, 

seismic-related ground failure, expansive soils, result in substantial erosions or the loss of 

topsoil, or have soils inadequate of supporting the use of septic tanks or other wastewater 

disposal systems.  
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? (1, 2, 
3, 10)

   

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
(1, 2, 3, 10)

   

Comments:

a.-b. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006.  According to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 

District 2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the threshold of significance for emissions 

associated with traffic trips from a fast food drive-through facility that would exceed 

emissions standards is trips generated from a 15,600 square-foot building. While a new 

drive-through retail or service facility may result in an increase in traffic, the zoning code 

text amendments would not result in traffic trips that would exceed the threshold of a 

15,600 square-foot fast food building. Any future development and operation of Drive-

Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning district would be subject to 

compliance with the same Air District standards as currently allowed uses and will be 

required to obtain a Use Permit prior to operation. During the Use Permit application 

process the City will consider potential impacts of individual projects prior to approval to 

ensure that the project would not generate GHG emissions that would have as 

significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? (1, 2, 3)

   

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? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? (1, 2, 3)

   

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, create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? (1, 
2, 3)

   

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 a public-use airport, result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? (1, 2, 3)

   

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? (1, 2, 
3)

   

g. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
(1, 2, 3)

   
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Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

h. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands 
area adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (1, 
2, 3)

   

Comments:

a.-h. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition)  to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006.  The zoning code text amendments would not result in future 

development of uses that would result in impacts related to hazards distinct from those 

resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, result in the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment, is  not 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, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, result in 

safety hazards for people residing or working within a project area that is within two 

miles of a public or private airport, physically interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in expose of people or structures 

to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., would the 
production rate of preexisting nearby wells 
drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (1, 
2,3)

   

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface run-off in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Create or contribute run-off water, which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted run-off? (1, 2, 3)

   

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? (1, 2, 3)

   

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on Federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? (1, 2 3)

   
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Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? (1, 2, 3)

   

i. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? (1, 2, 3)

   

j. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006. Any future development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facility 

within the CC zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same CC zone 

district standards, City’s design review application process, and design guidelines as 

currently allowed uses. The zoning code text amendments would not result in future 

development of uses that would result in distinct hydrological impacts from those 

resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in violation of water quality or waste discharge requirements, a 

substantial depletion of ground water supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge, the substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 

manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site or 

substantially increase the rate or amount of surface run-off in a manner which would 

result in flooding on- or off-site, result in a contribution of run-off water, which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide 

substantial additional sources of polluted run-off, result in substantial degradation of 

water quality, be placed within a 100-year flood hazard area, expose people or structures 

to  a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 

result of the failure of a levee or dam, or be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow. 
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Physically divide an established community? 
(1, 2, 3)

   

b. Conflict with any applicable land-use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Tale 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006.  The development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within 

a CC zoning district would be a compatible use to incorporate into the community and 

would not divide established communities.

b. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006.  These Zoning Code text amendments would be consistent with all 

other portions of the zoning code and general plan. Any new development of Drive-

Through Retail or Service facilities in CC zoned areas would comply with CC zoning 

district standards and any applicable general plan policies and programs.

c. As previously discussed, the zoning code text amendments would not result in conflicts 

with any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Result in loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? (2, 
9)

   

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated in a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land-use plan? (2, 9)

   

Comments:

a.-b. The proposed text amendments to Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and 

Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service 

facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to December 

4, 2006. The proposed zoning text amendment would not result in the loss of availability 

of mineral resources as no regionally or locally significant minerals are known to exist 

within Seaside.
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12. NOISE

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Result in exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or in applicable 
standards of other agencies? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Result in exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels?
(1, 2, 3)

   

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project?
(1, 2, 3)

   

d. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? (1, 2, 3)

   

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, expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? (1, 2, 3, 7)

   

f. For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? (1, 2, 3, 7)

   

Comments:

a,c,d. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B, Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail 

or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been established prior to 

December 4, 2006. The future operation of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities 

within CC zoning districts may result in increased exposure of persons to heightened 

noise levels and an increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity above existing levels.  
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Any future development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC 

zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same CC zone district standards, 

zoning standards for Drive-Through Facilities, City’s design review application process, 

and design guidelines as currently allowed uses. Future Drive-Through Facilities would 

be required to comply with Seaside’s Noise Ordinance (Seaside Municipal Code Chapter 

19.12), which requires that ambient noise levels remain below established standards. 

b. The proposed Zoning Code text amendments would not result in future development of 

uses that would result in impacts related to exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive ground-borne vibration or ground borne noise levels distinct from those 

resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. 

e., f. There are areas zoned CC that are within two miles of the Monterey Peninsula Airport 

and within the Monterey County Airport Land Use Plan. The proposed project would 

amend Section 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition) to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006. However, the zoning 

text amendments would not result in future development of uses that would result in 

distinct impacts from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. 

Thus, there would be no impacts associated with airport noise.
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a.-c. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B- Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006.  Although allowing 

Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities in CC zoning district areas may nominally 

increase the population of these districts from new employees, the zoning code text 

amendments would not induce significant population growth in the area, either directly 

or indirectly, or displace substantial numbers of housing or people. 
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

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 following public services:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Fire protection? (1, 2, 3)    

b. Police protection? (1, 2, 3)    

c. Schools? (1, 2, 3)    

d. Parks? (1, 2, 3)    

e. Other public facilities? (1, 2, 3)    

Comments:

a.-e. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006. Although allowing 

Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities in the CC zoning district areas may nominally 

increase the population of these districts from new employees these zoning code text 

amendments would not result an increase in population such that there would be a need 

for new or physically altered fire, police, school, park, or other public facilities, 

construction of which would result in environmental impacts. 
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15. RECREATION

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? (1, 2, 3)

   

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? (1, 2, 3)

   

Comments:

a.-b. The proposed project would the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 2-4 

and Section 17.98 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006.  Although allowing 

Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities in CC zoning district areas may slightly 

increase the population of these districts due to new employees these zoning code text 

amendments would not result an increase in population such that there would be a 

deterioration of existing parks or require the construction of new recreational facilities.
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
(1, 2, 3, 6)

   

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? (1, 2, 3, 6)

   

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? (1, 2, 3, 8)

   

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
(1, 2, 3)

   

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decreased 
the performance or safety of such facilities? 
(1, 2, 3)

   
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Comments:

a.-b. The proposed project would amend the text of the Zoning Code to allow for Drive-

Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning district which had not been 

established prior to December 4, 2006. Although the establishment of new Drive-

Through Retail or Service facilities of in CC zoned areas would result in the addition of 

new daily trips to the local road network, the number of trips generated would not be an 

exceedance of the expected trip volumes on main roadway segments within CC zoned 

areas to adversely affect the overall level of service on the City’s arterial roadways. 

Furthermore, each new Drive-Through Retail or Service facility will be required to 

obtain a Use Permit prior to operation. During the Use Permit application process the 

City will consider potential traffic impacts of individual projects prior to approval to 

ensure impacts to circulation would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed 

zoning code text amendments would result in less than significant impacts to circulation.  

c. The proposed zoning text amendments would not result in a change in air traffic patterns 

or create a safety risk associated with air traffic.

d. Any future development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC 

zoning district would be subject to compliance with the Drive-Through Facility zone 

district standards (Section 17.52.090 of the SMC), City’s design review application 

process, and design guidelines to prevent design related circulation hazards. Impacts 

associated with design related circulation hazards would be less than significant.

e. Any future development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC 

zoning district would be subject to compliance with the Drive-Through Facility zone 

district standards (Section 17.52.090 of the SMC), City’s design review application 

process, and design guidelines to ensure adequate emergency access. Thus, the proposed 

project would have no related impacts.  

f. Any future development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC 

zoning district would be subject to compliance with the same Drive-Through Facility 

zone district standards (Section 17.52.090 of the SMC), City’s design review application 

process, and design guidelines as currently permissible for a drive-through facility. The 

zoning code text amendments would not result in the future development of uses that 

would result in distinct impacts related to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning code. Thus, the proposed 

project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 

transit or otherwise decreased the performance or safety of such facilities; therefore, there 

is no impact.
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? (1, 2, 3)

   

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? (1, 2, 3)

   

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? (1, 2, 3)

   

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? (1, 2, 3)

   

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may 
serve the project that it has inadequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? (1, 2, 3)

   

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid-waste disposal needs? (1, 2, 3)

   

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?
(1, 2, 3)

   
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Comments:

a.-g. The proposed project would amend the text of Zoning Code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.98 17.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006. The text amendments 

would not result in the future development of uses that would result in distinct 

environmental impacts from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the zoning 

code. Therefore, no impacts to water, wastewater, or solid waste would occur as a result 

of the project.
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a. Does the project 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; substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, 
or threatened species; or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8)

   

b. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects) (1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7, 8)

   

c. Does the project have environmental effects, 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8)

   

Comments:

a.-c. The proposed text amendments would amend zoning code Section 17.14.030.B – Table 

2-4 and Section 17.9817.14.030.B, Table 2-4 and Section 17.98 (Restaurant, fast food 

definition), to allow Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning 

district which had not been established prior to December 4, 2006. Any future 

development of Drive-Through Retail or Service facilities within the CC zoning district 

would be subject to compliance with the same Drive-Through Facility zone district 

standards (Section 17.52.090 of the SMC), City’s design review application process, and 

design guidelines as currently permissible uses with the same zone district standards. The 

zoning code text amendments would not result in the future development of uses that 

would result in distinct impacts from those resulting from uses currently allowed by the 

zoning code that would rise to a level of significance.
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Therefore, the project does not 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, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an 

endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory. It does not have impacts that are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable and it does not have the potential to result in 

environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly.
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1. City of Seaside. Seaside Municipal Code. February 4, 2016.

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Seaside/

2. Cotton/Bridges/Associates, a Division of P&D Consultants. City of Seaside General Plan. 

August 5, 2004. http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/269/Seaside-General-Plan

3. City of Seaside Zoning Code – Title 17. December 4, 2006, with adopted amendments 

through February 20, 2014.

http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/376

4. City of Seaside. Zoning District Map. May 11, 2010

http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/375

5. California Department of Conservation. Monterey County Important Farmland Map. 2012.

6. Monterey County Planning Department. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Monterey 

Peninsula Airport. March 23, 1987. 

http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/plans/Monterey_Peninsula_Airport_L

UP.pdf

7. Cotton/Bridges/Associates, a Division of P&D Consultants. City of Seaside General Plan 

Environmental Impact Report. January 2004.

8. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 2008.

All documents indicated with bold numbers are available for review at the City of Seaside, 440 

Harcourt Avenue, (831) 899-6211 during normal business hours.

All documents listed above are available for review at EMC Planning Group Inc., 301 

Lighthouse Avenue, Suite C, Monterey, California 93940, (831) 649-1799 during normal 

business hours.
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Initial Study – Exhibit A

Text Amendment to Table 2-4 – Allowed Land Uses amd Permit Requirements to Commercial Zones

Remove Footnote #4 from CC 
column for Drive-through 
retail or service
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Initial Study – Exhibit A

Text amendment to the definition of a Restaurant, Fast Food in Chapter 17.98 of the SMC, which would 
exclude a Coffee Shop from being classified as a fast food restaurant.  Amended language is shown with 
an underline.

Restaurant, Fast Food.  

A. A retail business that sells ready-to-consume food products for on or off-premise consumption 
and whose design or operation includes three or more of the following characteristics:

1. Foods are usually served in paper, plastic or disposable containers;

2. Foods can be served directly to the consumer in a motor vehicle either by a carhop or by other 
means which eliminate the need for a customer to exit the motor vehicle;

3. The consumption of food within a motor vehicle parked upon the premises or at other 
facilities on the premises outside the restaurant building is allowed or encouraged;

4. The facilities for on-premises consumption of food are insufficient for the volume of food sold 
in the restaurant;

5. Table service is not provided; and/or

6. A restaurant that has as its principal business the sale of prepared and/or ready-to-eat food or 
beverage for consumption on or off the premises, and that is affiliated with three or more 
other restaurants with a similar name, trademark, trade name, trade style or type of food 
service, by commonality of ownership, control or contract arrangement, or which is advertised 
to give the appearance of affiliation.

B. A Coffee shop which serves limited foods to customers that are prepared/heated without the 
use of an oven or other commercial cooking facility for consumption on or off the premises 
and is less than 3,000 square feet in area shall be exempt from being classified as a Fast Food 
restaurant which may meet three or more of the Restaurant Fast Food criteria listed above. 
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