
 

 

NOTICE OF MEETING  

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 

MEETING AGENDA 

4:00 p.m., May 17, 2016 
Council Chambers – City Hall – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

 

1. Call to Order 

 

2. Public Comments  

 

a. Written Communications 

 

b. Oral Communications 
Comments must deal with matters subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission that are not on the Agenda. 

Comments from the public will be limited to three minutes and will not receive Commission action. Whenever 

possible, letters should be submitted to the Commission in advance of the meeting.  

 

3. Approval of Minutes 

a. Approval of March 15, 2016 Meeting Minutes 

 

4. Reports Not Requiring Action 

 

a. Council Liaison Announcements 

Reference: Councilman Peake 

 

b. Public Acknowledgement 
 

5. Unfinished/Ongoing Business 
 

6. New Business 

 

a. Tree Appeal for 854 Sunset Drive 

Reference: Albert, Weisfuss, Arborist 

 

b. Trees in City budget 

Reference: Jessica Kahn, Environmental Programs Manager 

 

7. Commissioner’s Reports  

 

8. Staff Reports 

 

a. Lover’s Point Watershed Project 

       Reference: Daniel Gho, Public Works Director 

 

b. Contacting the Commission via email 

       Reference: Jessica Kahn, Environmental Programs Manager 

 

9. Items for Next Agenda 
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10. Adjournment 

This meeting is open to the public and all interested persons are welcome to attend. The City of Pacific Grove does 

not discriminate against individuals with disabilities and meetings are held in accessible facilities. A limited 

number of devices are available to assist those who are hearing impaired. If you would like to use one of these 

devices, please contact the Community Development Department at (831) 648-3183. 

 



Jessica Kahn <jkahn@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

 
Fwd: 2016 Perkins Park Cleanup weekend and party 

1 message 

 
Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org> Wed, Apr 6, 2016 at 2:56 PM 
To: Jessica Kahn <jkahn@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Jessica, 
As requested.  There can be confusion in reading, as 'Bill' can refer to Bill Kampe, 
Bill Fredericson, or myself. 
Bill Peake 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: William Fredrickson 
Date: Thu, Mar 31, 2016 at 7:57 AM 
Subject: RE: 2016 Perkins Park Cleanup weekend and party 
To: Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Bill, 

Bill Kampe has just asked me to offer a few comments during the April 
6th Council meeting during Public Comment to make my point to have our 
shoreline have a line item in our Capital and Expense budgeting 
process.  Your support after these comments would be helpful. 

Thanks, 

Bill

 

From: Bill Peake [mailto:bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 11:31 AM 
Subject: Re: 2016 Perkins Park Cleanup weekend and party 

Hello Janet, et. al. 

Thank you for your note and support of volunteer efforts to maintain Perkins Park.   

This was my 2nd year pulling weeds and trimming, along with may others.  Bill 
Frederickson estimates that each year the number of volunteers grows.  It is a 
testament to the fine community spirit we have in PG. 

As my wife, Shirley, and I regularly walk the coast, I am very familiar with the 
condition of the coast and the park.   It could use a lot more attention.  Annually the 
decomposed granite trails  are refurbished by Public Works and in the past The 
Bridge has pulled weeds.  Of course, this is a never-ending task as any gardener 
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knows and then weathering takes its toll on the trail. 

Perhaps even more significant to the park is the degree of erosion we are seeing at 
places such as Esplanade and east of Sea Palm.   A consultant will soon be bringing 
recommendations to City Council to deal with erosion at 5 locations.    This will also 
be an opportunity to discuss safety, as you mentioned.  My biggest safety concern is 
where the trail is now located at the top of the coastal bluff.  We need to consider 
moving the trail to minimize any falling hazard. 

Although volunteer efforts such as this are wonderful opportunities to contribute, 
meet neighbors and improve PG, it would likely never be enough.  Your voice, as 
well as others, can help set City expenditure priorities.  As you can imagine many 
needs (roads, sidewalks, street lights, library, public safety, recreation, parks, etc.) 
compete for every dollar the City has in revenue.   

Our annual budget cycle has just started.  Active public participation is always 
needed to insure that the right priorities are established.  Please consider that even 
an email to all Council members has an impact. 

Thank you for reading and your passion for PG. 

Regards, 

Bill 

--  

Bill Peake 

Pacific Grove City Council Member 

================================================================ 

Hello All -- 

Bill, thanks for your comprehensive summery of issues pertaining to Perkins 
Park.  Tho I have been out there pulling weeds in the past, I was unable to be there 
this year due to an earlier commitment to a group that helps homeless women on 
the Monterey Peninsula.  Even if I had not had a prior commitment, however, I 
probably would not have been there   due to an ongoing painful shoulder which has 
not responded to treatment.  Anyone know a good acupuncturist? 

  

Having said all that, I have to agree with Christy and J.R.  Working on the trail once 
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a year is hardly sufficient for something that gets so much wear and tear from so 
many types of use -- walking, biking, fishing, running, etc., not to mention the effects 
of Mother Nature.  It sounds like an ideal project for scouts or maybe high school 
students who have to complete a community service requirement.  I also support 
J.R.'s suggestion that we raise money to pay for professionals to do the work, but 
am not sure how successful we would be.  Last year, several neighbors and I tried 
that approach in an effort to clean up the upper portion of Esplanade Park.  Long 
story short, the effort was stopped midway when the PG police arrived and told the 
gardener and neighbors that we were disturbing PG's flora and fauna and we 
needed to cease immediately.  So much for trying to be helpful. 

As some of you know, my dog and I walk the trail frequently.  The trail is not just in 
need of maintenance; it is in need of major structural repair before someone is 
seriously injured and the city faces a major lawsuit.  It is the classic case of never 
enough money to take care of something only to have it result in a major incident 
and a costly lawsuit which turns out to be more expensive than routine maintenance 
ever would have been.  We all remember the woman who was killed by a falling tree 
in the Butterfly Sanctuary.  I would also hate for neighbors doing a good deed to run 
the risk of being named in such a lawsuit and accused of enabling the existence of 
an attractive nuisance. 

I highly doubt if anyone on the City Council knows first hand how badly the trail has 
deteriorated -- not just the underlying erosion, but the major holes and rough spots 
on the surface.  While the Public Works Department has tried to minimize the 
dangers by putting up barricades, in many instances the barricades just fall over and 
exacerbate the problem.  If it would be helpful for some of us to attend a City Council 
meeting and express our concerns, count me in.   

Again, you are to be commended for your efforts to keep the rec trail in good 
shape.  No matter how you look at it, however, that is the city's responsibility and 
they need to reassess their priorities.  I know, I know.  That's easier said than done. 

Thanks for listening, 

Janet

 

From: "William Fredrickson"  
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 10:09:29 AM 
Subject: RE: 2016 Perkins Park Cleanup weekend and party 

Hi everyone, 

Thanks to all of you for coming out on the weekend of March 19/20.  We really 
accomplished a lot given the large amount of edging and weeding that needed 
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to be done due to our wet winter. 

I was gone most of last week, but I have now communicated with Dan Gho and 
Bill Kampe regarding the City’s Capital budget and expense budget for 
Perkins Park.  Dan Gho’s comments were as follows: 

        He very much appreciates our efforts. 

        The City does not have the manpower to do weeding and edging work in 
our shoreline parks.  They are dependent on volunteers for this work and will 
cooperate with any groups or individuals interested. 

        The City capital budget includes about $270K for engineering of 
armoring for several areas along the Perkin’s Park shoreline.  

        The City has sufficient money in its expense budget to replace crushed 
granite for the paths that have been damaged during our rainy season and this 
work will start soon 

If at some time during the year, we wanted to organize a second weekend of 
work, the City would fully back this effort. 

 Bill Kampe’s comments were as follows: 

        For maintenance of the seawall, we have already contracted for an 
engineering assessment of several critical points of our coastline.  That 
contract was OK’d about a month ago.  I don’t remember when results are due, 
but it shouldn’t be too long from now, a month or two. 

        The more challenging topic is the operational upkeep.  At our council 
meeting last week, we explicitly looked at the underfunded parts of our 
budget.  We had things like roads and sidewalks as big items, but also park 
maintenance.  If we had called out Perkins Park, that would have added to the 
total.  We were just trying to get a rough estimate of the amount of revenue 
shortfall we need to keep the city at a sustainable level.  That estimate was 
$2M per year.  Perkins Park would be a very appropriate item to include, and it 
would raise the estimate of the shortfall. 

I know that many of you are concerned about the City’s commitment to 
maintenance of our leading tourist attraction.  As you can see, the Council did 
not specifically address Perkins Park or our shoreline.  Bill Kampe is copied 
on this message and I encourage him to add an item on a future Council 
meeting agenda so that he can get public input on this issue.  Over the last 
decade, the City has underfunded many things and funds for our shoreline will 
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have to compete with many other priorities. 

In addition to these comments, another factor will also need to be evaluated in 
the future.  I have been working with the Planning Commission over the last 
year on our local Coastal Plan.  We have had many meetings with the Coastal 
Commission and one of their major concerns is about horizontal and vertical 
access of the public to our shoreline.  Armoring of the coastline is a 
contentious issue and still not resolved in a final document. 

As you can see, there is a lot going on that will impact our shoreline.  The best 
thing you can do is look at the agendas of upcoming Planning Commission 
and Council meetings and attend those meetings with agenda items impacting 
our coast. 

Regards, 

Bill Fredrickson 
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April	19,	2016	
	
To:	The	Beautification	and	Natural	Resources	Commission	
	
Re:	April	19,	2016	Agenda	Item	2.a.	
	
I	keep	hearing	about	the	“emergency”	erosion	issue	at	Esplanade	and	along	the	
coast	between	there	and	Lovers	Pt.	I	was	out	there	last	Friday	with	a	geologist	
and	a	marine	biologist.	It	seemed	quite	clear	to	us	that	the	major	factors	in	the	
erosion	of	the	trail	are	likely	runoff	and	underground	seepage.		
	
If	the	City	tries	to	“protect”	the	shoreline	with	armoring,	what	they’re	really	doing	
is	trying	to	protect	the	trail	in	its	current	location,	and	obliterating	the	granite	
shoreline.	The	geologist	pointed	out	that	PG’s	granite	coast,	as	you	may	know,	is	
believed	to	be	around	80	million	years	old	and	originated	5	miles	below	the	
earth’s	surface	in	a	location	around	northern	Baja,	so	it	has	had	an	amazing	
journey.	Our	granite	coastline	is	unique	and	spectacularly	beautiful.	I	believe	we	
need	to	move	the	trail	and	let	the	shoreline	continue	to	be	sculpted	by	natural	
processes.		
	
It	is	stated	in	our	Coastal	Parks	Plan,	that	riprap	is	“natural”,	apparently	because	
it’s	granite,	and	therefore,	a	good	choice	for	armoring.	However,	the	material	
that’s	being	used	for	riprap	is	not	Pacific	Grove’s	granite—and	we	don’t	want	to	
see	that	mined—but	another	type	of	granite.	It	is	not	natural	on	our	
extraordinary,	sculpted	coast.		
	
I	hope	the	City	will	start	asking	it’s	engineering	consultants	to	consider	the	option	
of	moving	the	trail	away	from	the	immediate	shoreline,	toward	the	street.	Along	
most	of	the	trail	there	is	plenty	of	room	to	do	that.	At	Esplanade,	a	foot	bridge	
might	solve	the	problem	or	narrowing	the	street	there	to	provide	room	for	the	
trail	to	move	inland.		
	
I	agree	that	our	shoreline	warrants	a	line	item	in	the	budgeting	process.	
	
Thank	you	for	considering	my	comments,	
Lisa	Ciani	
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MINUTES  

 CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE  

BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION  

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  

4:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 15, 2016  

Council Chambers – City Hall – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA  

Copies of the agenda packet are available for review at the Pacific 
Grove Library located at 550 Central Avenue; the CDD counter in 
City Hall at 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove from 8 a.m. – 12 p.m. 
and 1 p.m. – 5 p.m., Monday through Thursday; and on the internet 
at www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/beautification-and-
natural-resources-commission. Recordings of the meetings are 
available upon request.   

  

DRAFT MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING  

  

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jean Anton (C} Mary Flaig (VC), Frances 
Grate, Dave Myers, Kelly Terry, Thom Akeman (S)   
  

STAFF PRESENT:   

Daniel Gho, Jessica Kahn  
  

1. CALLED TO ORDER at 4 p.m.  

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Oral Communication: Sally Moore on oxalis removal along the            
shoreline. 

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES of Feb. 16, 2016  

On a motion by Commissioner Grate, seconded by 
Commissioner Myers, the Commission voted 6-0 to approve 
the minutes as corrected.   

  

4. PRESENTATIONS 

  a. Public art in Berwick Park  

Resident John Bridges suggested turning a two-stemmed Cypress 
tree trunk in Berwick Park into public art, possibly with two 
breaching whales carved by a chainsaw artist. He offered to head 
up fund raising and without a formal vote, the commission 
supported the idea. Public Works Director Gho said the city arborist 
and members of the community has also voiced support. 
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  b. Stormwater education and outreach  

Jeff Condit, program manager for the Monterey Regional  
Stormwater Management Program, of which Pacific Grove is 
a participating city, reported on efforts to keep polluted runoff 
out of Monterey Bay by planting vegetation with roots to 
absorb it and providing public education with such things as 
stencils on storm drains, advocating for more natural lawn 
products and monitoring actual runoff.    

 

5. REPORTS NOT REQUIRING ACTION 

a. Council liaison announcements  

Council Member Bill Peake reported the local coastal plan is 
moving through final stages; next year’s budget is being 
developed; and there is concern about ways the public can 
contact the commission.    

b. Public acknowledgement  

Chair Anton applauded staff members Daniel Gho and  
Jessica Kahn for their patience at lengthy public meetings 
and their abilities to be clear and informative. 
  
c. Harbor seals update 
Commissioner Akeman reported on the troubled start of 
harbor seal pupping in the Pacific Grove rookery this year 
and attributed it to the unusually warm ocean water that has 
created a food shortage for all nearshore animals.    

6. UNFINISHED/ONGOING BUSINESS  

a. Adoption of Commission goals and projects 

On a motion by Commissioner Grate, seconded by Vice Chair 
Flaig, the commission voted 6-0 to adopt the goals and projects 
Chair Anton presented last month as tweaked.  
 
 

7. NEW BUSINESS   
  None 
 

8. COMMISSIONER’S REPORTS 
None  

 
 9. STAFF REPORTS 

a. Sinex/Junipero Avenue storm drainage & sanitary sewer 
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                      improvements.  
Public Works Director Gho reported the work has started to replace 
stormwater and sanitary sewer lines that were failing and the 
watershed for approximately a fourth of the city, which drains 
through Greenwood Park, will require underground and road work 
that will probably last into summer months.  
 
Public comment was received from Sally Moore and Lisa Ciani. 
 
b. Tree removal and netting at the golf course  
Public Works Director Gho reported the city has removed 6 tall 
Eucalyptus trees  and is prepared to install protective netting and 
plant 6 cypress trees as agreed in a stipulated judgement with 
Monarch Pines residents and approved by Superior Court and the 
city Planning Commission. But an appeal from a Jewell Avenue 
resident has been filed with the City Council.  
 
Public comment was received from Barbara Thomas, who supports 
the protective netting. 
 
c. Forest Avenue/Lovers Point Coastal Access Project Update 
Public Works Director Gho said the project is moving forward but is 
expected to spill into next fiscal year while participants try to decide 
how to move six parking spaces from the street into the parking lot.  
 
d. Downtown medians 
Public Works Director Gho reported work has started and the 
medians will be in shape by the April Good Old Days event. 
 
Public comment was received from Barbara Thomas, who said the 
medians get trampled during Good Old Days. 
 

 
10. ITEMS FOR NEXT AGENDA (April 2, 2016) 

Including more tree planting in the next city budget; consider better 
ways for the public to contact the commission.    

 
11. ADJOURNMENT at 5:12 p.m. 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Beautification and Natural Resource Committee 

FROM: Albert Weisfuss, City Arborist 

MEETING DATE: May 17, 2016 

SUBJECT: Denial of tree removal at 854 Sunset 

CEQA STATUS: 
This project has been determined to be EXEMPT under CEQA 

Guidelines Class 4 s. 15304 Minor Alterations to Land 

  

RECOMMENDATION 

Uphold decision of the City Arborist for Tree Permit #16-0080 denying the removal of one 

Monterey Pine located at the rear of 854 Sunset, and deny the Appeal of Mr. Herbert Behrens of 

861 Marino Pines.    

 

DISCUSSION 

On March 3, 2016 the City of Pacific Grove received a tree permit application #16-0080 for the 

removal of three Monterey Pine located at 854 Sunset Ave by Mr. Charles Shinhut.  Upon a site 

review of the subject trees, it was unclear of which trees where slated for removal, as there are 

seven trees located within the backyard at 854 Sunset.  One dead Monterey pine and Two 

advanced declining Monterey pines were tagged for removal.   

 

On April 20, 2016 a second visit occurred per the request of the resident at 861 Marino Pines, the 

adjacent neighbor behind 854 Sunset.  The resident at 861 Marino Pines wanted to request the 

Monterey pines adjacent to his property be removed and not the three previously tagged.   

 

The application on file was submitted by the property owner Mr. Shinhut per the request of Mr. 

Behrens, the adjacent property at 861 Marino Pines. Mr. Shinhut has stated he has no concerns 

for the trees, and to contact Mr. Behrens with any additional concerns or fees regarding the issue 

of removal.  An independent Arborist report was recommended by the City Arborist during the 

first initial site visit.   

 

The independent arborist report, prepared by Mr. Joseph E. Bileci, Certified Arborist, stated that 

the three trees along the northern fence line all be removed.  Mr. Bileci report is attached.   
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The City Arborist completed an assessment of the trees in question on April 20, 2016 with the 

permission of both applicant and appellant.  The City’s findings are noted below.   

 

Tree #1 has a lean north 5-10° with correction to the trunk over the residence of 861 Marino 

Pines. The target zone is a high occupancy structure.  Sounding with a wood mallet does not 

indicate internal decay.   Mounding of the soil at the base of the tree indicates the tree shifted at 

one time early in life and possibly continues to shift.  Trunk correction, as noted in this tree takes 

several years to occur. The canopy of the tree extends beyond the root plate placing the tree into 

a higher risk of root or soil failure.  

Removal is recommended at the time of these findings. 

 

Tree #2 has a wound seam also known as reaction wood on the south side of the tree.  There is 

notable decay in old pruning cuts near this area.  Sounding with a wood mallet does indicate a 

cavity.  Resistance drilling with a cordless drill and ⅜ x 12” drill bit confirms decay and a large 

cavity at the base of the tree.  Buttressing roots extending up the trunk indicate internal defects at 

the root collar and likely into the buttressing roots.  Soil is mounded at the base of the tree. 

Removal is recommended at the time of these findings. 

 

Tree #3 is a tree in the early to middle stages of senescing. A defect is observed on the trunk to 

the south side at the base.  This was likely a second tree at the time of germination and removed 

early in life.  The trunk is basically straight with good taper.  The canopy is thinning and adds 

little to the wind sail effect of the tree. Old wounds are noted with some compartmentalization 

noted indicating vigor in the tree.  No large girdling roots are noted at the surface.  The root 

collar and trunk do not indicate girdling roots which would form a flat side to the trunk.  

Sounding of the trunk and root collar does not indicate advanced decay or cavity is present.  No 

resistance drilling was conducted. Minimal insect, red turpentine (Dendroctonus valens 

LeConte), activity is present which would be an indication of decline and indicators of advanced 

decay (conks, mushrooms) are not found on the tree that would warrant removal based on health 

conditions.  

Retention is recommended at the time of this report with annual monitoring or as needed. 

 

It is the recommendation of the City Arborist to permit the removal of tree #1 and #2 but retain 

the third tree and continue monitoring the tree.   

 

An application fee of $25 and permit fees of $162.50 have been paid for the removal of two 

trees.  If the Commission approves the removal of the additional tree through this appeal and 

additional permit fee would have to be paid prior to the removal at a cost of $73.50.   

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Permit Request and Application for Tree Permit 16-0080 

2. Tree Evaluation and Findings 
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3. Appeal Form 16-0080 

4. Independent Arborist  Report - Joseph E. Bileci 

5. Additional Photos 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:     REVIEWED BY: 

 
_____________________________  _______________________  

Albert Weisfuss  Daniel Gho 

Public Works Arborist  Public Works Director  
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: 
Members of the Beautification and Natural Resources 

Commission 

FROM: Jessica Kahn, Environmental Programs Manager 

MEETING DATE: April 19, 2016 

SUBJECT: 
 

Trees in City budget 

   

 

DISCUSSION 

During the March 15, 2016 meeting it was requested that a discussion item for trees in the City’s 

budget be added to the agenda. Specifically: 

 

 Adding a specific budget line item for City trees 

 Increasing budgeted funds for tree planting 

 Association of trees planted by the City with in-lieu planting fees  

 

Forestry Budget 

The total Forestry budget for the current fiscal year is $177,651. The bulk of these funds, $155,540, 

are allocated for a part-time Arborist and two tree service contractors (see attached budget 

breakdown). Tree planting is generally funded from “Other Supplies” in the Forestry budget. Trees 

plantings are also funded as part of capital improvements projects. Most recently several trees were 

planted on Central Avenue during a traffic calming project. Additionally, trees have been planted 

through the Streets Division budget in empty street wells as trees are removed. 

 

Tree Replant In-Lieu Fee Revenue 

In-lieu revenues for recent fiscal years are in the table below. The current “tree replant in-lieu fee” 

is $687. 

 

In-lieu Tree Planting Revenue 

Fiscal Year Total Revenue 

2011/12 $1,022 

2012/13 $1,500 

2013/14 $1,011 

2014/15 $0 

2015/16 $1,000 

 

Tree Permits Requiring Re-Planting  

Currently there are 175 properties with required replants that are currently overdue. The vast 

majority of these overdue permits have received at least one “Tree Replacement Reminder Letter” 

(see attached). 
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ATTACHMENT 

1. FY 2014/15 Forestry Budget 

2. Tree Replacement Reminder Letter 
 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:  

 

  

 

 

Jessica Kahn 

Environmental Programs Manager 
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SPI                                                                                                                PAGE NUMBER:    1
DATE: 04/12/2016                                       CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE                                       EXPSTA11
TIME: 15:53:43                                       EXPENDITURE STATUS REPORT

SELECTION CRITERIA: expledgr.key_orgn=’513’
ACCOUNTING PERIOD: 10/16

SORTED BY: FUND,TOTAL DIVISION,ACCOUNT
TOTALED ON: TOTAL DIVISION
PAGE BREAKS ON: 

FUND−01 GENERAL FUND                    
TOTAL DIVISION−513 FORESTRY             
                                        
 
                                                                PERIOD     ENCUMBRANCES     YEAR TO DATE         AVAILABLE      YTD/
ACCOUNT    − − − − − TITLE − − − − −          BUDGET      EXPENDITURES      OUTSTANDING              EXP           BALANCE      BUD
5101       BASE SALARY                           .00            585.81              .00         5,917.84         −5,917.84       .00
5109       OFF SALARY ADJUSTMENT                 .00             94.60              .00           823.98           −823.98       .00
5121       FICA−MEDICARE BENEFITS                .00              4.18              .00            47.86            −47.86       .00
5122       RETIREMENT (PERS)                     .00             33.49              .00           337.46           −337.46       .00
5123       HEALTH INSURANCE COST                 .00             24.40              .00           232.17           −232.17       .00
5124       UNEMPLOYMENT COST                     .00               .25              .00             2.43             −2.43       .00
5126       WORKERS’ COMPENSATION                 .00              5.64              .00            55.87            −55.87       .00
5128       OTHER EMPLOYEE BENEFITS               .00             11.19              .00            99.98            −99.98       .00
5132       PERS P.O.B. PAYMENT              1,911.00               .00              .00         1,913.79             −2.79    100.15
5145       UNFUNDED PENSION LIABILI              .00               .00              .00         1,552.77         −1,552.77       .00
5201       CONTRACT SERVICES              155,540.00               .00              .00       110,377.74         45,162.26     70.96
5226       EQUIPMENT REPAIR                 1,010.00               .00              .00            47.27            962.73      4.68
5227       VEHICLE REPAIR                   2,020.00               .00              .00            25.00          1,995.00      1.24
5291       MISC. DEPT EXPENSE                    .00               .00              .00           833.29           −833.29       .00
5309       OTHER SUPPLIES                  15,150.00               .00              .00         1,948.80         13,201.20     12.86
5311       VEHICLE FUEL                     1,010.00               .00              .00              .00          1,010.00       .00
5312       VEHICLE TIRES                      505.00               .00              .00              .00            505.00       .00
5331       STREET SUPPLIES                    253.00               .00              .00              .00            253.00       .00
5351       AGRICULTURAL SUPPLIES              252.00               .00              .00           220.94             31.06     87.67
      TOTAL FORESTRY                      177,651.00            759.56              .00       124,437.19         53,213.81     70.05

TOTAL REPORT                              177,651.00            759.56              .00       124,437.19         53,213.81     70.05
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
300 Forest Avenue 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Telephone (831) 648-3183 / Facsimile (831) 648-3184 

 
April 12, 2016 

 

RESIDENT 

ADDRESS 

PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 

 

RE: Tree Replacement Reminder                                                           Permit # TP 16-xxxx 

 

Dear Property Owner: 

 

Your application to remove a tree(s) from your property was approved by the City of Pacific Grove. We would like to 

inform you of the provisions of the Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance of Pacific Grove. (Municipal code 

12.20.070) 

 

In Accordance with the ordinance you are required to: 

 Replace each tree removed with a tree of comparable use and size as determined by the city arborist as noted 

in your findings. 
 Replacement shall occur within 60 days after a tree(s) has been removed. 

Please indicate below if you have satisfied the requirements Identified in your tree permit. 

 

I apologize in advance if you received this notice in error and have completed the requirements as identified on your 

permit. 

 

Thank you in advance for your assistance and cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Staff Person  

Community Development Department 

300 Forest Ave 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Phone: 831-648-3183 

Fax: 831-648-3184 

lohalloran@ci.pg.ca.us 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Please email  sperson@cityofpacificgrove.org  with the following information of fill in and return this form to: 

 

Staff Person 

Community Development Department 

300 Forest Ave. 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 

________   I have complied with the replant requirements of tree removal Permit # TP 15-0397 and have replanted  

                  1 of________________ (type of trees).  (Please provide proof of replanted trees). 

 

 

 

Property Address:_________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Property Owner Printed Name: ______________________________________________________ 

 

 

Property Owner Signature: __________________________________________    Date: __________________ 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Members of the Beautification and Natural Resource Commission  

FROM: Daniel Gho, Public Works Director 

MEETING DATE: March 16, 2016 

SUBJECT: 

 
Receive Report on Lovers Point Watershed Project  

CEQA: 

 

This action is categorically exempt as defined under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Class 2, Article 19, 

Section 15302(c), Replacement or Reconstruction.  

   

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Receive Report and update on the Lovers Point Watershed Project 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Clean Beaches Initiative (CBI) Grant Program was initiated in response to the poor water 

quality and significant exceedances of bacterial indicators revealed by Assembly Bill (AB) 411 

(Stats. 1997, Ch. 765) monitoring at California’s beaches.  In November 2006, voters approved the 

Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond 

Act (Proposition 84) authorizing the issuance of bonds to fund a variety of water quality 

improvement projects. $90 million of the Proposition 84 funds is allocated to the State Water Board 

for coastal water quality improvement projects pursuant to PRC §30915 (Proposition 

40); of this amount, $37 million is available for the CBI Grant Program.  In 2012, the Clean 

Beaches Initiative grant program guidelines identified Lovers Point as a priority beach for funding.   

 

On May 28, 2013, City staff submitted a concept proposal for a CBI Implementation Grant for the 

“Lovers Point Water Quality Improvement Initiative.”  The purpose of the proposed project is to 

improve water quality at Lovers Point Beach, a sub-watershed to the Pacific Grove Area of Special 

Biological Significance (ASBS).  The project will construct improvements to the Lovers Point 

storm drain (from Pine Avenue to the outfall) and replace sewer main lines as part of the matching 

funds to the grant.  

 

The City owns and operates the storm water collection system and the sewer collection system.  The 

reconstruction of the sewer and storm water infrastructure is vital to ensure that the systems 

operates and flows correctly.  The City received the final grant agreement on September 17, 2014 

and has been designing and engineering the project since that date.   

 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this project is to restore and protect the water quality in the Lovers Point Beach 

watershed that drains to the ASBS by replacing approximately 6,700 linear feet of storm drain, 

replacement of 33 storm drain manholes and 43 storm drain catch basins from Pine Avenue west of 

Forest Avenue to the Lovers Point Outfall. This project is specifically focused towards the 
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rehabilitation of the storm drain system that has significantly degraded infrastructure leading to 

bacterial contamination, but will also reduce sediment, trash and debris from entering the storm 

drains.   

 

The Project will be replacing old storm drain lines along Pine Avenue, Park Street, Short Street, and 

through Caledonia Park and will incorporate the storm drains on Jewell Avenue and some cross 

streets that flow into this main line. Many of these storm drain lines are so old that they have 

wooden tops and are completely failing, and will be removed by opening the road and replacing the 

pipe.   Other lines that run in to this main storm line will be replaced by a technology known as 

C.I.P.P or Cured-in-Place-Pipe.  This method will be used along 19
th

 Street between Pine and 

Laurel Avenues due to infrastructure that would be significantly harmed with traditional open 

trench work.  This method will also be used for the storm drain running under the post office and 

along Vista Point Apartments as the lines run close to the building’s foundations.   

 

The project will also consist of the replacement of 3,460 linear feet of sewer main lines within 

Mermaid Avenue, Ocean View Boulevard, Marine and Clyte Streets, tying into the existing line at 

Sea Palm Avenue, as specified in the Sewer Collection System Master Plan. Along with the 

replacement of the sewer mains, the City will reconstruct 13 manholes and repave Mermaid 

Avenue, Marine and Clyte Street.  The sewer main replacement portion of this project is matching 

funds required as part of the CBI grant.   

 

The completed Strom Drain and Sewer project will also consist of the reconstruction of 

approximately 5,500 square feet of sidewalk, construction of 32 curb ramps, and 1000 feet of curb 

and gutter.   

 

PROJECT TIMELINE 

The City will be conducting a community meeting at the City Council Chambers on May 23, 2016 

at 5:30 pm.  This informative meeting will discuss tentative project schedules, project scope, and 

potential impacts.  The project schedule is currently being developed by the Contractor, Monterey 

Peninsula Engineering, but construction of the storm drain repairs may start as soon as May 24, 

2016.   

  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:  

 

 

____________________________    

Daniel Gho                                                                   

Public Works Director                                                 
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