
 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Chair Steres and Members of the Architectural Review Board  

FROM: Wendy Lao, Associate Planner 

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2017 

ADDRESS: 1355 Lighthouse Ave. Pacific Grove (APN 007-031-017) 

ZONING/ 

LAND USE: 

R-1-B-4/Low Density to 5.4 DU/ac 

SUBJECT: To adopt an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, and 

to approve an Architectural Permit and a Tree Permit with 

Development to allow a new 5,992 gross square feet two-story 

single-family residence on a vacant property. The project would 

be placed on the City’s water waitlist. 
 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Joseph Rock, architect, and Pamela Silkwood, attorney, on behalf 

of Kevin and Linda Smith, owners 

CEQA STATUS: Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Architectural Permit and Tree Permit with Development 16-582 would allow a new 5,992 gross 

square feet two-story single-family residence with an attached 3-car garage on a vacant 

property. The site is 78,520 square feet (1.8 acres). The project proposes a lot coverage of 7,878 

square feet (10%), which includes the allowable 5% immediate outdoor living space area. This 

calculation is derived from a building coverage of 3,957 square feet (5%), a driveway with 

permeable pavers of 2,092 square feet (2.7%), and walkways and patios of 1,829 square feet 

(2.3%). 

 

The site is located in the Coastal Zone, the Asilomar Dunes Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Area, and the Archaeological Zone. Grading quantities for the project would include 

approximately 145 cubic yards of cut and 145 cubic yards of fill (totaling 290 cubic yards). The 

project proposes to remove 5 Pine trees, and would be replaced by 36 replants. The site contains 

an identified, confidential archaeological and tribal cultural resource, and the project site would 

be located approximately 186 feet away, with the building located approximately 194 feet away. 

The project is requesting a water fixture unit count of 16.4 for a single-family residence through 

the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and would be placed on the City’s water 

waitlist. 

 

 

 

Item 8a



 

BACKGROUND  

On June 30, 2016, Joseph Rock, architect, applied for an Architectural Permit to allow a new 

two-story single-family residence of 5,992 gross square feet located at 1355 Lighthouse 

Avenue, and to be placed on the City’s water waitlist. Mr. Rock subsequently applied for a Tree 

Permit with Development as part of the project application. 

 

The subject site is located in the California Coastal Commission’s Coastal Zone. Approval from 

the California Coastal Commission would be required prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 
The proposed development would meet the development regulations set forth in the R-1-B-4 

zoning district, including setbacks, parking, coverage, and height requirements. 

 

The project seeks to construct a two-story single-family residence in the center of the property, 

towards the eastern side of the parcel. The siding would be lapped wood siding, and the 

windows would be vinyl material. The building would be 24 feet 6 inches tall. A chimney with 

stone veneer would be 25 feet tall. 

 

Pacific Grove Municipal Code & Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The project proposes a gross floor area of 5,992 square feet, which is within the allowable 

maximum gross floor area of 6,000 square feet, pursuant to P.G.M.C. 23.16.110(a). The project 

proposes a site coverage of 10% (7,878 square feet), which is within the Coastal Commission’s 

allowable maximum lot coverage of 15% (7,852 square feet), pursuant to the City of Pacific 

Grove’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 3.4.5.2. The project’s site 

coverage of 10% includes the allowable 5% immediate outdoor living space area, and this 

calculation is derived from a building coverage of 3,957 square feet (5%), a driveway with 

permeable pavers of 2,092 square feet (2.7%), and walkways and patios of 1,829 square feet 

(2.3%). The standards in the LUP supersede the standards in the Pacific Grove Municipal Code, 

pursuant to P.G.M.C. 23.16.110(a). 

 

The project proposes a building height of 24 feet and 6 inches, which is within the allowable 

maximum building height of 25 feet. 

 

General Plan 

The project site is located in the Low Density to 5.4 DU/ac land use designation according to 

the General Plan. The standards in the LUP supersede the standards in the Pacific Grove 

General Plan. Nonetheless, the project appears to comply with the following from the General 

Plan’s Chapter 3, Housing Element: 

 

 Policy 2.1: Strive to accommodate the City’s share of the region’s housing needs. 

 

The project also appears to comply with the following from the General Plan’s Chapter 7.5, 

Archaeological Goals, Policies, and Programs: 

 

 Policy 21: Ensure the protection and preservation of artifacts in those areas already 

identified as containing archaeological remains (LUP, 2.4.4.1) 
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 Program AA:  Inspect the surface of sites which potentially contain archaeological 

resources and evaluate site records to determine the extent of known archaeological 

resources. 

 

 Program CC: Require that a mitigation plan, adequate to protect the archaeological 

resource and prepared by a qualified archaeologist, be submitted for review and, if 

approved, be implemented as part of the project (LUP, 2.4.5.1). 

 

 Program DD: Identify sensitive sites early, so that archaeological resources can be 

considered and protected during the first phases of project design. 

 

Trees and Landscaping: 

The project proposes to remove 5 Pine trees, and would be replaced by 36 replants. The project 

biologist would ensure that tree protection measures are being met. 

 

Architectural Review Guidelines: 

The project proposal appears to adhere to the following Architectural Review Guidelines: 

 

Guideline #1: The mass and height of a new building should blend well with neighboring 

structures and not overwhelm them with disproportionate size or a design that is out of 

character. 

The proposed project is surrounded by one- and two-story single-family residences, with 

the exception of the multi-story NOAA Fisheries’ Southwest Fisheries Science Center 

laboratory across the street. Although the project is approximately maximizing its gross 

floor area, the parcel is also significantly larger than the surrounding properties, as the 

parcel is 78,520 square feet (1.8 acres). 

Guideline #27: A building should be in scale with its site. 

The proposed design provides open space around 90% of the residence which 

complements the design and preserves the character of the neighborhood. 

Guideline #36: Design a façade to provide visual interest to the street. 

The proposed design avoids large blank facades throughout most of the building through 

the use of varying windows sizes, gable roofs, and additions of decks. This helps to 

soften the elevation. 

Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

The subject site is located in the City’s Archaeological Zone. The site contains an identified, 

confidential archaeological and tribal cultural resource, and the project site would be located 

approximately 186 feet away, with the building located approximately 194 feet away. 

Additional mitigation measures, such as a conservation easement with a radius of 75 feet to 

protect the resource in perpetuity, on-site monitoring, and educational training are proposed.  

Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D., of Archaeological Consulting, prepared a Preliminary Archaeological 

Assessment on July 29, 2015. City staff conducted tribal consultation with the Ohlone 

Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Native American tribe, pursuant to Assembly Bill 52, and 
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met and discussed the project on October 13, 2016, and May 3, May 23, June 21, July 25, and 

August 22, 2017. Tribal consultation officially concluded on August 22, 2017, though city staff 

discussed the project with the OCEN tribe again on September 26, 2017.  

 

Biological Resources 

The subject site is located in the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. Thomas K. 

Moss, coastal biologist, prepared a Botanical Survey Report and a Biological Survey Report on 

August 14, 2015 and February 25, 2017. A Habitat Restoration Plan was subsequently prepared 

on May 7, 2017. The Botanical Survey Report states that no plant or animal species of special 

concern were identified on the property, although mitigation measures are proposed in the event 

that an observation occurs. 

 

Water Waitlist 

The subject site is located in the Monterey Peninsula, which is currently experiencing a water 

shortage. If approved by the Architectural Review Board, the project would be added onto the 

City’s water waitlist prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit from the Coastal 

Commission. In addition, approval from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

would be required prior to issuance of a building permit. Furthermore, new water meters are 

currently limited through a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) issued by the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB). Approval from the SWRCB would be required prior to issuance of a 

building permit. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is prepared for this project, pursuant 

to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The IS/MND was circulated pursuant to 

CEQA requirements, and the public review period was open from September 1, 2017 through 

October 2, 2017 at 4:00 p.m. (31 days). City staff conducted tribal consultation with the Ohlone 

Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Native American tribe, pursuant to Assembly Bill 52, and 

met and discussed the project on October 13, 2016, and May 3, May 23, June 21, July 25, and 

August 22, 2017. Tribal consultation officially concluded on August 22, 2017, though city staff 

discussed the project with the OCEN tribe again on September 26, 2017. Proposed changes as 

of October 3, 2017, based on public comments are indicated in red. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Because of the project’s consistency with the Zoning Ordinance, General Plan, Local Coastal 

Program, and Architectural Review Guidelines, staff recommends that the Architectural Review 

Board: 

 

Adopt an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, and to approve an Architectural 

Permit and a Tree Permit with Development No. 16-582, and to place the project on the City’s 

water waitlist, subject to the attached Findings and Conditions. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Permit Application 

 2. Draft Permit 

 3. Revised Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 Appendix A: Draft Plans 

 Appendix B: Biological Survey Report 

 Appendix C: Botanical Survey Report 

 Appendix D: Habitat Restoration Plan 

 Appendix E: Water Credit Form 

 Appendix F: Project Data Sheet 

4. Storm Water Control Plan 

5. Public Comments 

 6. Project Plans & Details

 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: REVIEWED BY: 

Wendy Lao Anastazia Aziz 
______________________________________ ______________________________________ 

Wendy Lao Anastazia Aziz, AICP 

Associate Planner Principal Planner 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
Community Development Department – Planning Division 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
T : 831.648.3183 • F : 831.648.3184 • www.ci.pg.ca.us/cdd 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL PERMIT 

AND 

TREE PERMIT WITH DEVELOPMENT 

#16-582 

FOR A PROPERTY AT 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVENUE TO ALLOW A NEW TWO-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY 

RESIDENCE OF 5,992 GROSS SQUARE FEET, WITH A LOT COVERAGE TOTALING 7,878 SQUARE 

FEET, AND TO ALLOW THE REMOVAL OF 5 PINE TREES TO BE REPLACED WITH 36 REPLANTS, ON 

AN UNDEVELOPED 78,520 SQUARE FEET PARCEL. 

THE PROJECT WOULD BE ADDED TO THE WATER WAITLIST. 

 

FACTS 

1. The subject site is located at 1355 Lighthouse Ave., Pacific Grove, 93950 APN 007-031-017 

2. The subject site has a designation of Low Density to 5.4 Dwelling Units per Acre on the adopted City of Pacific 

Grove General Plan Land Use Map. 

3. The project site is located in the R-1-B-4 zoning district. 

4. The subject site is an interior, undeveloped parcel of 78,520 square feet. 

5. The subject site is located within the Coastal Zone. 

6. The subject site is located within the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. A Botanical Survey Report was 

prepared on August 14, 2015, a Biological Survey Report was prepared on February 25, 2017, and a Habitat 

Restoration Plan was prepared on May 7, 2017. 

7. The subject site is located within the Archaeological Zone, and a Preliminary Archaeological Assessment was 

completed on July 29, 2015. 

8. The project site has no water, and would be added to the City’s water waitlist. 

9. An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration were prepared and circulated for this project.  

 

FINDINGS 

1. The proposed development will meet the development regulations set forth in the R-1-B-4 zoning district, 

including but not limited to heights, parking, coverage, and setbacks. 

 

2. The Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) allows a maximum lot coverage of 15% for new development 

per Policy 3.4.5.2., and the proposal conforms to the required lot coverage.  The site is required to restore the 

property landscape in accordance with the Habitat Restoration Plan, received May 7, 2017 by Thomas K. Moss, 

Coastal Biologist.   

 

3. The architecture and general appearance of the completed project are compatible with the neighborhood because 

the proposed exterior will be compatible with the size, scale and proportions of the existing residence and other 

residences in the neighborhood, in that the proposal is consistent with Architectural Review Guidelines No. 1, 28, 

27, & 36. 

 

4. The completed project will neither be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the city nor 

impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood. 

 

5. The Board has been guided by and has made reference to applicable provisions of the Architectural Review 

Guidelines in making its determinations on single-family residences. 

 

PERMIT 

 

Architectural Permit (AP) & Tree Permit with Development (TPD) #16-583, per P.G.M.C. 23.70.060(c)(2). 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

1. Permit Expiration.  This permit shall expire and be null and void if a building permit has not been applied for 

within one (1) year from and after the date of approval.  Application for extension of this approval must be made 

prior to the expiration date.  

2. Construction Compliance.  All construction must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 

application, subject to any special conditions of approval herein. Any deviation from approvals must be reviewed 

and approved by staff, and may require Architectural Review Board approval. 

3. Terms and Conditions.  These terms and conditions shall run with the land, and it is the intention of the CDD 

Director and the Permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and 

conditions, unless amended. Amendments to this permit may be achieved only if an application is made and 

approved, pursuant to the Zoning Code. 

4. Conformance to Plans.  Development of the site shall conform to approved plans for “Kevin Smith”, on file with 

the Community Development Department and to the Building Code, with the exception of any subsequently 

approved changes. 

5. Public Works, Fire and Building.  Review and approval by the Public Works, Fire and Building Departments 

are required prior to issuance of a building permit.  Work taking place in the public right-of-way shall require an 

encroachment permit prior to issuance of the building permit.   

6. Tree Protection Standards During Construction:  Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapters 12.20 and 12.30, and 

the Urban Forestry Standards, all trees that are otherwise protected and will be impacted as a result of 

Development, both proposed for pruning or removal and where the development will impact the critical root zone 

of the tree are protected.  Prior to issuance of the building permit, the Project Arborist shall review grading, 

drainage, utility, building and landscape plans to determine impacts to individual Trees, to determine required 

minimum Tree protection standards during construction. 

7. Exterior Lighting.  Exterior lighting must be full cut off and in compliance with Architectural Review 

Guidelines Nos. 10, 11, 12. 

8. Story Poles and Netting: Following the 10 day appeal period all story poles and netting are required to be 

removed. 

9. Coastal Development Permit.  An approved Coastal Development Permit from the Coastal Commission is 

required prior to the issuance of building permits. 

10. Water. An approval from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District would be required prior to 

issuance of building permits. 

11. Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  The mitigation measures in the adopted Initial Study / Mitigated Negative 

Declaration shall serve as the mitigation monitoring plan for this project. 

12. Building Plans: All conditions of approval for the Planning permit(s) shall be printed on a full size sheet and 

included with the construction plan set submitted to the Building Department. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD OF THE CITY OF 

PACIFIC GROVE: 
 

1. The Board determines that each of the Findings set forth above is true and correct, and by this reference 

incorporates those Findings as an integral part of this Permit. 

 

2. The board authorizes approval of AP TPD 16-582 including a new two-story, single-family residence of 

5,992 gross square feet, with a lot coverage totaling 7,878 square feet, and to allow the removal of 5 pine trees 
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to be replaced with 36 replants, on an undeveloped 78,520 square feet parcel. The project would be added to 

the water waitlist. 

 

3. This permit shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period. 

 

4. This permit shall not take effect until the owner acknowledges and agrees to all terms and conditions and 

agrees to conform to and comply with those terms and conditions. 

 

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Architectural Review Board of the City of Pacific Grove on the 10
th
 

day of October, 2017, by the following vote: 

AYES:  XXX 

NOES:  XXX 

ABSENT:  XXX 

VACANCY: XXX 

                                                  
APPROVED: 

 

 

      _______________________________ 

      Rick Steres, Chair 

 

The undersigned hereby acknowledge and agree to the approved terms and conditions, and agree to fully conform to, and 

comply with, said terms and conditions. 

 

 

 

Kevin Smith, Owner  Date 

 

 

 

Linda Smith, Owner  Date 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
KEVIN & LINDA SMITH RESIDENCE – 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVE. 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 FOREST AVENUE 

PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA 93950 
TELEPHONE (831) 648-3190 FAX (831) 648-3184 

 
 

INITIAL STUDY / ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

1. Project Title:  Kevin & Linda Smith Residence - 1355 Lighthouse Ave, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Permit Type: Architectural Permit (AP) and Tree Permit with Development (TPD) No. 16-582 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:  City of Pacific Grove, 300 Forest Ave., Pacific Grove, CA 

93950 

3. Lead Agency Contact Person and Phone Number:  Wendy Lao, Associate Planner, T:  831-

648-3185 E:  wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org 

4. Project Location: 1355 Lighthouse Ave, Pacific Grove, Monterey County, CA. Assessor’s Parcel 

Number (APN): 007-031-017. (See Figure 1) 

5. Project Applicant(s): Joseph Rock, architect, on behalf of Kevin & Linda Smith, property 

owners. T: 831-373-8331. E: rocktect@sbcglobal.net. A: 210 17th St. #1. Pacific Grove, CA 93950. 

6. General Plan (GP)/Land Use Plan (LUP) Designations: GP: Low Density Residential to 5.4 

Dwelling Unit per Acre (DU/AC); LUP: Low Density Residential 1-2 (LDR 1-2) DU/AC 

7.  Zoning: R-1-B-4 

8.  Description of the Project:   The project proposes to create a new 5,992 gross sq. ft. two-story 

single-family residence with an attached 3-car garage on a vacant property. The site is located in the 

Coastal Zone, the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, and the Archaeological Zone. The 

project proposes a lot coverage of 7,878 sq. ft. (10%), which includes the allowable 5% immediate 

outdoor living space area.  This calculation is derived from a building coverage of 3,957 sq. ft. (5%), 

a driveway with permeable pavers of 2,092 sq. ft. (2.7%), and walkways and patios of 1,829 sq. ft. 

(2.3%). Grading quantities for the project will include approximately 145 cubic yards of cut and 145 

cubic yards of fill (totaling 290 cubic yards). The project proposes to remove 5 Pine trees, and will 

be replaced with 36 replants. The site contains a known archaeological and tribal cultural resource, 

and the project site would be located approximately 186 ft. away, with the building located 

approximately 194 ft. away. The project is requesting a water fixture unit count of 16.417.4 for a 

single-family residence through the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and will be 

placed on the City’s water waitlist. 
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Figure 1 – Regional Vicinity 

 
 

9.  Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings) 

The project site is a located within the City of Pacific Grove in the County of Monterey, California. 

The project site is a vacant, interior parcel of 78,520 sq. ft. (1.8 acres), located on the southern side 

of Lighthouse Avenue, between Sunset Drive/Ocean View Boulevard to the west and Asilomar 

Avenue to the east. The site (APN: 007-031-017) is located in the Asilomar Dunes Tract, which is 

located in the R-1-B-4 zoning district. 

The project site and its surrounding parcels are located in the Coastal Zone, the Environmentally 

Sensitive Habitat Area, and the Archaeological Zone. A range of one-story and two-story single-

family residences surround the property, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA) Fisheries’ Southwest Fisheries Science Center laboratory is located across the street.  

The site is within an archaeologically sensitive area. A known archaeological and tribal cultural 

resource is located on the site.  

The Asilomar Dunes is an area of coastal sand dune habitat that supports a number of rare and 

endangered species and indigenous Monterey pine forest. The project site is approximately 80% 

covered by non-native ice plant, with non-native annual grasses and a few native plants filling in the 

remaining coverage. The site has a varied topography that mostly slopes downward from east to 

west with two relatively flat areas, with the predominant one in the central part of the property 

towards the north-east. A steeper, forested slope is located between this flat area and the known 

archaeological and tribal cultural resource. 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: Monterey Peninsula Water Management 

District (MPWMD); California Coastal Commission (CCC), City of Pacific Grove Building Dept. 

11.  Review Period: September 1, 2017, through October 2, 2017 4:00 p.m.  
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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 Gases  Population/Housing 

 
Agricultural 

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 

 Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
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CEQA Environmental Checklist 

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by 

the proposed project.  In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects 

indicate no impacts.  A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination.  Where 

there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the applicable 

section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental document itself.  The words 

"significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), not the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), impacts.  

The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do 

not represent thresholds of significance. 

 
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

Each of the responses in the following environmental checklist take account of the whole action 

involved, including project-level, cumulative, on-site, off-site, indirect, construction, and operational 

impacts. A brief explanation is provided for all answers and supported by the information sources 

cited. 

1. 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). 

2. A “Less Than Significant Impact” applies when the proposed project would not result in a 

substantial and adverse change in the environment. This impact level does not require 

mitigation measures. 

3. A “Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated” applies when the 

proposed project would not result in a substantial and adverse change in the environment 

after mitigation measures are applied. 

4. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect 

is significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 

determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report is required. 
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1. AESTHETICS 

  

A.  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on an identified scenic vista?   

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 

and its surroundings? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely 

affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item A: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, because scenic 

vistas have not been identified at this site. The City of Pacific Grove Local Coastal Program’s Land 

Use Plan (LUP) contains Policy 2.5.4.1 which designates the following areas as scenic: “All areas 

seaward of Ocean View boulevard and Sunset Drive, Lighthouse Reservation lands, Asilomar 

Conference Ground dune lands visible from Sunset Drive, lands fronting on the east side of Sunset 

Drive; and the forest-front zone between Asilomar Avenue and the crest of the high dune (from the 

north side of the Pico Avenue intersection to Sinex Avenue).” The project site is not located in these 

locations, and therefore is not identified as a scenic area according to these criteria. This results in 

no impact. 
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Item B: The project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, because there 

are no state scenic highways within the City of Pacific Grove, pursuant to the California Scenic 

Highway Program. In addition, as noted in Item A above, the project site is not located in a 

designated scenic area in the LUP. This results in no impact. 

Item C: The proposed project is not anticipated to substantially degrade the existing visual character 

or quality of the project site and its surroundings. The proposed project is designed to blend into the 

appearance of the surrounding residential nature and dune topography. The topography of the 

project site has a gentle slope, and would require approximately 145 cubic yards of cut and 145 cubic 

yards of fill (totaling 290 cubic yards) for grading. There are more than 57 existing trees, many of 

which will remain undisturbed. 5 Pine trees are proposed to be removed, and will be replaced by 36 

replants. In addition, as will be discussed further in Section 4, Biological Resources, a Habitat 

Restoration Plan (HRP) has been prepared for the proposed project, with the intent of the 

landscaping project to reestablish a native plant community for this property. (See Appendix D.) 

The HRP includes specific measures for planting, maintenance and monitoring of the installation. 

Provided these measures are followed, the project would result in a visual enhancement of the dune 

area. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings, and would result in an impact that is less than significant 

after mitigation is incorporated. 

Item D: Exterior residential lighting has the potential to produce substantial amounts of light or 

glare unless the light source is shielded, or wattage is kept at levels to sufficiently limit light glare. 

Although there will be new light fixtures, the creation of substantial glare is not anticipated because 

the proposed light fixtures will be required to meet the City’s Architectural Review Guidelines as 

follows: 

Guideline 10: Position outdoor lighting so that no direct light extends onto neighboring 

properties. 

Therefore, required conformance with existing guidelines and the project design features described 

above would reduce potential impacts to a level that is less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

MM AES-1:  Position outdoor lighting so that no direct light extends onto neighboring properties. 

Exterior lighting shall be screened to confine light splay to the site and shall be at a 

wattage level that sufficiently limits light glare. After installation, the Architectural 

Review Board may require lamps to have a lower wattage level in order to limit the 

glare levels of the light fixtures.  
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Sources: 

 Pacific Grove Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) and Pacific Grove Municipal 

Code Chapter 23.73 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). California Scenic Highway Program. 

Accessed August 1, 2017. http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/lap/livability/scenic-

highways/index.html 

 Pacific Grove Municipal Code Chapter 23.73 

 Habitat Restoration Plan for Kevin and Linda Smith Residence. Prepared by Thomas K. 

Moss. May 7, 2017. 

 City of Pacific Grove, Architectural Review Guidelines for Single Family Residences. 

Accessed August 1, 2017. http://pacificgrovelibrary.org/sites/default/files/general-

documents/architectural-review-board/architectural-review-guidelines.pdf 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 

agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 

prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 

on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 

timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled 

by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of 

forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 

project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 

California Air Resources Board. 

 

Would the project: 

 

A. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

 

IMPACT 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

Less than Significant  
With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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))? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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E.  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 

forest land to non-forest use? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Items A, B, C, D, E: According to the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program, the City of Pacific Grove is located on land identified as urban 

and built-up land and other land. There are no agriculture or forestry resources within or 

surrounding the project site, therefore no impact would occur. This results in no impact. 

Sources: 

 California Department of Conservation. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

Accessed August 1, 2017. http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 
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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: 

 

A) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation?  

IMPACT 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

Less than Significant  
With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)?  

IMPACT 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

Less than Significant  
With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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DISCUSSION  

Items A, B, C, D, E: The City of Pacific Grove is located in the Monterey Bay region of the North 

Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) is 

responsible for developing regulations governing emissions of air pollution, permitting and 

inspecting stationary sources, monitoring air quality, and air quality planning activities within the 

NCCAB. In March 1997, the air basin was re-designated from a “moderate nonattainment” area for 

the federal ozone standards to a “maintenance/attainment” area. The NCCAB is currently in 

attainment for the federal PM10 (particulate less than 10 microns in diameter) standards and for state 

and federal nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide standards. The NCCAB is 

classified as a nonattainment area for the state ozone and PM10 standards. 

 

The 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) outlines the air quality regulations for Pacific 

Grove and the rest of the MBARD. The proposed project is consistent with the adopted growth 

forecast and must conform to all existing MBARD requirements; therefore, it would not conflict 

with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.  

 

Construction activities are generally short term in duration but may still cause adverse air quality 

impacts. Typical construction emissions result from a variety of activities such as grading, paving, 

and vehicle and equipment exhaust. These emissions can lead to adverse health effects and cause 

nuisance concerns, such as reduced visibility and the generation of dust. Emissions produced during 

grading and construction activities are short term because they would occur only during the 

construction phase of the proposed project. Construction emissions would include the on- and off-

site generation of mobile source exhaust emissions as well as emissions of fugitive dust associated 

with earth-moving equipment. 

 

Because the proposed project footprint is less than 1 acre and involves only minor construction 

activity and ground disturbance, it is not anticipated to result in a short-term increase in fugitive dust 

that could exceed MBARD significance thresholds (e.g. result in grading of more than 2.2 acres per 

day) in accordance with air district CEQA guidelines. As a result, fugitive dust emissions from 

construction activities are not anticipated to regional nonattainment air quality conditions and would 

be considered a less than significant impact. 

 

Construction equipment could result in the generation of diesel-PM emissions during construction. 

Exhaust emissions are typically highest during the initial site preparation, particularly when a project 

requires extensive site preparation (e.g., grading, excavation) involving large numbers of 

construction equipment. However, given the size and extent of the project, large numbers of 

construction equipment would not be required. Because short-term construction activities would be 

very limited and are considered minor, they would not contribute to regional nonattainment air 

quality conditions. During construction, air pollutants such as dust and equipment exhaust may be 

generated; however, existing regulations (e.g., dust suppression and equipment emissions 

requirements) would substantially reduce such emissions. Required compliance with existing 
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regulations, as well as the small scale of the proposed project, would reduce potential air quality 

impacts to a level that is less than significant. 

 

A sensitive receptor is generally defined as a location such as a residence, school, retirement facility, 

or hospital, where sensitive populations (e.g., children, the elderly, and people with respiratory or 

related health problems) could reasonably be exposed to continuous emissions. Except for other 

single-family homes, none of these sensitive receptors are located in the project vicinity. Required 

compliance with the existing regulations discussed above, as well as the small scale of the proposed 

project, would reduce potential air quality impacts to sensitive receptors to a level that is less than 

significant. 

 

Potentially objectionable odors generated by the proposed project could result from diesel exhaust 

during grading and construction. Required compliance with existing emissions regulations on 

construction equipment, the small scale of the project for a single-family residence, and the limited 

duration of construction would reduce these impacts to a level that is less than significant.  

Sources: 

 Monterey Bay Air Resources District. 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan. Accessed 

August 25, 2017. http://mbard.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/2012-2015-

AQMP_FINAL.pdf 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Would the project:   

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 

plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item A: The Asilomar Dunes planning area, in which the proposed project site is located, is 

identified in the City of Pacific Grove’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan as a 

land habitat of great sensitivity. The entire Asilomar Dunes area provides existing and potential 

habitat for several indigenous species and plants that have adapted specifically to local 

environmental factors including salt-laden and desiccating winds, and shifting, nutrient-poor soils 

that are endemic to the Asilomar Dunes area. Because of the rarity of many of the plant and animal 

species and the fragile nature of the dunes habitat, the California Coastal Commission has 

designated the Asilomar Dunes as an “environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA)” under which 

the California Coastal Act requires a higher level of environmental protection and restriction on 

development. 

 

The dunes provide habitat for ten plant and five animal species of special concern. Species of special 

concern are those that are endangered, rare, or threatened. 

 

A Habitat Restoration Plan (HRP) was prepared for the project site on May 7, 2017 (See Appendix 

C). The HRP defines procedures and standards for restoration, maintenance and monitoring of the 

undeveloped portion of the property. The goal of the HRP is to provide procedures and standards 

for successfully reestablishing and maintaining the indigenous landscape of the undeveloped portion 

of the property. The HRP provides six steps to accomplish restoration: (1) Native Seed Collection, 

(2) Exotic Species Eradication, (3) Revegetation/Reforestation, (4) Landscape Protection, (5) 

Maintenance, (6) Monitoring. 

 

Coastal biologist Thomas K. Moss conducted a botanical survey and a biological survey on July 8, 

2015 and May 3, 2016. A Botanical Survey Report was completed on August 14, 2015, and a 

Biological Survey Report was completed on February 25, 2017. (See Appendix B). Mr. Moss is 

qualified to perform such studies within the City of Pacific Grove. 

 

The Botanical Survey Report states that no plant species of special concern were identified on the 

property. However, there are 57 medium to large Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata) and Cypress 

(Cupressus macrocarpa) trees on the property, collectively forming part of the leading edge – the forest-

front – of the remaining Asilomar forest. The forested portions of the property should be 

considered as areas with highest environmental sensitivity, based on the importance that the 
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California Coastal Commission and City of Pacific Grove have placed on preservation of the forest-

front and individual native trees. For example, the Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 

12.20.020(a)(1) states that all native trees, including Monterey Cypress and Monterey Pine trees that 

are 6 inches or greater in trunk diameter when measured at 54 inches above native grade, are 

considered Protected Trees. The Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 12.20.070 and 12.30 allows 

Protected Trees to be removed if replaced by one tree replant and if a Tree Permit with 

Development is obtained. The project proposes to remove 5 trees, and seeks to have 36 replants, 

therefore exceeding the standard replant requirement. The HRP outlines the locations of the 

proposed 36 tree replants. 

 

The Biological Survey Report states that no animal species of special concern were identified on the 

property. A cursory search for California Black Legless Lizards (Anniella pulchra nigra) was performed 

by gently digging in the duff and sand under a couple native mock heather shrubs, where the lizards 

are often found. None were uncovered, though they are likely present. The Black Legless Lizard is 

listed on the State Department of Fish and Wildlife as a California Species of Special Concern due to 

declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats that have made them 

vulnerable to extinction. The goal of designating a species as a “Species of Special Concern” is to 

halt or reverse their decline by calling attention to their plight and addressing the issues of concern 

early enough to secure their long term viability. In order to prevent or minimize the loss of any 

Black Legless Lizards, a mitigation measure includes capturing and relocating any potential lizard out 

of the construction zone prior to the start of construction, which results in an impact that is less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

 

The Biological Survey Report also states that the Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexipppus), while not 

identified on the property, may be found in the Asilomar Dunes area. The Monarch butterfly is on 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Special Animals list. A mitigation measure includes 

retaining a project biologist on site during construction to monitor and mitigate for any species of 

special concern that may be potentially found, including Monarch butterflies. 

 

In addition to the potential impact to the Black Legless Lizard, construction activities and activities 

incidental to residential uses have the potential for significant negative impacts on native plant 

habitats. Thomas Moss has suggested a number of measures listed below to mitigate the potential 

impacts these activities may have. The incorporation of these into the project reduces the impact 

potential to a level that is less than significant with mitigation incorporated . 

 

Item B:  The Biological Survey Report and Botanical Survey Report identified no riparian habitat on 

the site. Although the property is located in the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, the site is 

predominantly filled with non-native plants. Although 5 Pine Trees, which are Protected Trees 

under the City of Pacific Grove, are proposed to be removed, they would be replaced by 36 replants 

of Pine or Cypress trees. As a result, the project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on 

any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
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policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife 

Service. The incorporation of the habitat restoration efforts (see Item A above) for this property 

into the project reduces the potential to a less than significant with mitigation level. 

 

Item C: The Biological Survey Report for the project site did not identify any federally protected 

wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 

vernal pool, coastal wetlands, etc.). No impact would occur. 

 

Item D: The project would not 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, because significant wildlife corridors were not 

identified in the Botanical/Biological survey prepared by Tom Moss, coastal biologist. Although 

Monarch butterflies may be found in the Asilomar Dunes area, none were identified on the 

property. A mitigation measure includes retaining a project biologist on site during construction to 

monitor and mitigate for any species of special concern that may be potentially found, including 

Monarch butterflies. This would result in a less than significant impact.  

 

Item E: . The project proposes to remove 5 Monterey Pine trees, all of which are greater than 6 

inches in diameter when measured at 54 inches above native grade. The Pacific Grove Municipal 

Code Section 12.20.020(a)(1) states that all native trees, including Monterey Pine trees, that are 6 

inches or greater in trunk diameter when measured at 54 inches above native grade, are considered 

Protected Trees. The Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 12.20.070 and 12.30 allows Protected 

Trees to be removed if replaced by one tree replant and if a Tree Permit with Development is 

obtained. The project proposes to remove 5 trees, and seeks to have 36 replants, therefore exceeding 

the standard replant requirement. The City’s Tree ordinance, Pacific Grove Municipal Code Chapter 

12.16, also includes standards for the protection and preservation of trees during construction 

activities, including placement of protective fencing around trunk and canopy lines, limiting 

excavation and the placement of construction wastes and excavation spoils within drip lines, among 

others. With compliance to the standard condition of approval listed in the tree ordinance, as well as 

mitigation measures, requirement of a project biologist during construction, and the project design 

located in a flat, relatively open portion of the site, this reduces the impacts to a less than 

significant level with mitigation incorporated. 

 

Item F: The proposed project is in conformance with the existing Local Coastal Program’s Land 

Use Plan. No other Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, other 

approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans include the proposed project site. No 

impact would occur. 
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Mitigation Measures 

 

MM BIO-1:  Landscape restoration and maintenance activities on the property will be carried out 

in accordance with the project’s approved Habitat Restoration Plan, dated May 7, 

2017, and shall be supervised and monitored by a qualified biologist. 

 

MM BIO-2: All exotic vegetation will be eradicated prior to the start of construction and after all 

permits have been received. 

 

MM BIO-3: Prior to the start of construction, temporary fencing shall be installed to delineate the 

Construction Zone for the purpose of protecting existing trees and surrounding 

dune habitat. The Project Biologist shall install the temporary fence. Temporary 

fencing shall be maintained in good condition and remain in place until all 

construction on site is completed and final building inspection approval has been 

received. Removal or changing the location of the fence will require the concurrence 

of the Project Biologist. After confirming that final building approval has been 

received, the Project Biologist shall remove the fencing. 

 

MM BIO-4:  Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall conduct an educational 

meeting to explain the purpose of the monitoring, to show the construction 

personnel what is being monitored and to explain what will happen in the incidence 

of locating a species of special concern during construction activities. The Project 

Biologist will explain the life history of the species of special concern, why they may 

be found on the property, and what construction staff should do if one is spotted on 

the project site. The construction personnel will be shown a photo of the species of 

special concern and asked to be prepared to immediately stop demolition activity if a 

species of special concern is discovered and wait until the species is safely removed 

from the construction zone before restarting.  

 

MM BIO-5: All activities associated with construction, trenching, storage of materials, and 

disposal of construction waste and excavated soil shall not impact areas protected by 

fencing. The areas protected by the fence shall remain in a trash-free condition and 

not used for material stockpiling, storage or disposal, or vehicle parking. All 

construction personnel shall be prohibited from entering the areas protected by 

fencing. 

 

MM BIO-6: Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall search the area for black 

legless lizards. If any are found, the Project Biologist shall relocate any to a nearby 

suitable habitat. 
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MM BIO-7: No paint, cement, joint compound, cleaning solvents or residues from other 

chemicals or materials associated with construction shall be disposed of on-site. The 

General Contractor will be responsible for complying with this requirement and shall 

clean up any spills or contaminated ground to the full satisfaction of the Project 

Biologist. 

 

MM BIO-8: In the case that excavation spoils are generated by the project, they will be used on 

site after consulting with the Project Biologist and receiving consent from the City of 

Pacific Grove and the California Coastal Commission. 

 

MM BIO-9:  The Project Biologist shall be notified in advance of any activity including heavy 

equipment, and shall monitor this activity on a daily basis while construction work 

continues. 

 

MM BIO-10: Selected native plants will be installed in a mixed, random pattern over the property 

according to the quantities and spacing specifications indicated in the Habitat 

Restoration Plan’s Figure 3, Table 1. 

 

MM BIO-11: Installation of plants shall be completed prior to final building permit inspection 

approval and granting of occupancy, or after submitting certificate of deposit(s) to 

the City of Pacific Grove. 

 

MM BIO-12: All new utilities and drainage systems shall be installed underground in a single 

corridor and installed under the driveway and walkways. 

 

MM BIO-13: Following satisfactory installation of the new landscape, a 5-year maintenance and 

monitoring program shall commence, overseen and directed by a qualified biologist. 

 

MM BIO-14: Annual reports shall be prepared and submitted to the owner, the City of Pacific 

Grove, and the California Coastal Commission by June 30th of each year during the 

5-year monitoring and once every 10-years thereafter. 

 

MM BIO-15: The landscape will be maintained in a natural state, controlling weeds but allowing 

natural processes to function without human interference or manipulation of 

individual plants or species composition. Minimum performance standards as listed 

in the Habitat Restoration Plan will be achieved during the 5-year monitoring period 

and adhered to over the longer term. 

 

Sources: 

 Biological Survey Report for Kevin and Linda Smith Residence (APN 007-031-017). 

Prepared by Thomas K. Moss, Coastal Biologist. February 25, 2017. 
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 Botanical Survey Report for Kevin Smith (APN 007-031-017). Prepared by Thomas K. 

Moss, Coastal Biologist. August 14, 2015. August 14, 2015. 

 Habitat Restoration Plan for Kevin and Linda Smith Residence (APN 007-031-017). 

Prepared by Thomas K. Moss, Coastal Biologist. May 7, 2017. 

  

ATTACHMENT 3
REVISED DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION Item 8a



22 
 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

 

Would the project:   

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 

§ 15064.5? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item A: The site is vacant and no historical resource has been identified on it. No impacts would 

occur. 

 

Item B, C, D: The site is located within an archaeologically sensitive area. Therefore, evaluation of 
the site and project by a qualified archaeologist was required. 
 
In July 2015, a preliminary archaeological assessment was completed by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D., on 

behalf of Archaeological Consulting. The assessment included a background research and field 
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research which included excavation and screening of soils from two auger holes. The assessment 

found evidence of an archaeological site on the property. 

A conservation easement of 75 feet surrounding the confidential archaeological resource would be 

required in order to ensure its long-term preservation, which exceeds the archaeological report’s 

recommendation of 50 feet. However, if a conservation easement cannot be completed, then a deed 

restriction surrounding the archaeological resource shall be in place instead. Furthermore, the 

project site would be located approximately 186 ft. away from the archaeological resource, with the 

building located approximately 194 ft. away, which exceeds the archaeological report’s standard 

recommendation of a 150 feet buffer if any archaeological resources or human remains are found 

during construction activities. In addition, mitigation measures such as the requirement of a tribal 

cultural resources monitor approved by the Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Tribe, and 

an archaeological monitor, during ground-disturbance construction activities, would help to protect 

and mitigate for this archaeological resource. Multiple mitigation measures, combined with the 

project design, result in a less than significant impact level with mitigation incorporated. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

See the Section 17, Tribal Cultural Resources. 

 

Sources: 

 Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of Assessor’s Parcel 007-031-017 for Kevin 

Smith/Joseph Rock, Architect.  Prepared by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological 

Consulting. July 29, 2015. 

 Consultation in person with Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Tribal 

Chairperson. Consulted by Wendy Lao, City of Pacific Grove, Associate Planner. October 

13, 2016;  May 3, 2017; May 23, 2017; June 21, 2017; July 25, 2017; August 22, 2017 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS   

Would the project: 

A) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving:  

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 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.  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

(iv) Landslides?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

ATTACHMENT 3
REVISED DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION Item 8a



25 
 

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?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 

water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

DISCUSSION  

Item A(i): Monterey County is a seismically active area and the city is exposed to seismic hazards as 

are other communities in this portion of California. According to the State of California Department 

of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42, Pacific Grove is not within 

an earthquake fault zone. Pacific Grove is situated on relatively stable granite bedrock, which 

reduces the likelihood of damage resulting from seismic event. The project would be consistent with 

the City’s building, zoning, and safety code and with the 2016 California Building Code (CBC) 

seismic design force standards. This results in a less than significant impact level. 

 

Item A(ii), A(iii): Pacific Grove is situated on relatively stable granite bedrock, which reduces the 

likelihood of damage resulting from groundshaking. The project is located in a seismically active 

one. The project would be subject to the CBC seismic design force standards for the Monterey 

County area, per Chapter 18.04 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. Compliance with these 

standards would ensure that the structures and associated activities are designed and constructed to 

withstand expected seismic activity and associated potential hazards, including strong seismic ground 

shaking and seismic-induced ground failure (i.e., liquefaction, lateral spreading, landslide, subsidence, 

and collapse), thereby minimizing risk to the public and property. This results in a less than 

significant impact level. 
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Item A(iv): The potential for landslides exists primarily in hillside areas.  Due to the shallow granite 

bedrock and the relatively level topography of the project site, landslides have not been identified as 

a concern for the proposed project. This results in a less than significant impact level. 

 

Item B: Given the permeability of the sandy soil on the site, erosion is not a significant 

consideration. All construction activities would be subject to the standards of the California Building 

Code Chapter 70, which include implementation of appropriate measures during any grading 

activities to reduce soil erosion. The project would comply with all conditions outline in the City of 

Pacific Grove’s General Plan regarding grading and any City permits required, which would 

minimize soil loss. The project area would be revegetated and developed to prevent future soil loss. 

This results in a less than significant impact level. 

 

Item C: The project site has not been identified as an area that is subject to soil instability. 

Foundation systems for the dwelling require compliance with uniform building code requirements. 

Refer to Item A and B above. This results in a less than significant impact level. 

 

Item D: The proposed project site is not located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 

the Uniform Building Code. This results in a less than significant impact level. 

 

Item E: Not applicable to this project. The project site is located in an urban area that is served by a 

sewer system.  This results in no impact. 

 

Sources: 

 2016 California Building Code - California Code of Regulations. Prepared by California 

Building Standards Commission. 

 California Department of Conservation. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California. 

Accessed August 2, 2017. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sp/Sp42.pdf 
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

A) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

DISCUSSION  

Items A and B: The California Governor’s Office of Planning & Research (OPR) 

recommendations are broad in their scope and address a wide range of industries and greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emission sources. California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases, 

emitting over 400 million tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) a year. Climate studies indicate that 

California is likely to see an increase of 3–4 degrees Fahrenheit over the next century. Due to the 

nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single development project for a single-

family home would have a substantial effect on global climate change. Project-related greenhouse 

gas emissions include emissions from construction and mobile sources. The primary source of 

greenhouse gas emissions resulting from implementation of the proposed project would be 

automobile traffic and construction equipment. Because there would not be a substantial increase in 

average daily traffic trips, and construction would comply with state building regulations (e.g., 2016 

California Building Code), the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 

localized greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the proposal will not conflict with any applicable 

plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emission. 

Sources: 

 2016 California Building Code - California Code of Regulations. Prepared by California 

Building Standards Commission. 
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

A) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 

hazard to the public or the environment?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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E) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result 

in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

F) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

G) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation 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 are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 

residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Items A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H:. The proposed use of a single-family residence does not involve the 

use of hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials site 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The site is located within the existing 

service area of the City of Pacific Grove. The proposed project can be accommodated by existing 

levels of service with respect to City-wide emergency response and evacuation plans. Additionally, 

the proposed project is not located within or adjacent to a wild land fire hazard area. During 
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construction there are some hazardous materials used on site (fuel, oil, etc) but existing regulations 

and small quantities reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. 

Sources: 

 California Legislative Information. Government Code Section 65962.5. Accessed August 3, 

2017. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&section

Num=65962.5 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

A) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 

a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 

been granted)? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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 runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
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IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

F) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

G) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

H) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 

flood flows? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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DISCUSSION  

Item A: The site can be connected to an existing sanitary sewer system, the Monterey Regional 

Water Pollution Control Agency, which treats and disposes municipal sewage. There are existing 

water quality regulations during grading and construction. The project would be required to comply 

with the 2016 California Building Code and the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 18.04, which requires 

implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize polluted runoff and water 

quality impacts. This results in a less than significant impact.  

Item B: The site is 78,520 sq. ft., of which 3,957 sq. ft. (5%) for the main residence and 1,829 sq. ft. 

(2.3%) for the walkways and patios would have impervious surface, which impacts the potential for 

groundwater recharge. However, the driveway of 2,092 sq. ft. (totaling 2.7%) proposes permeable 

paving, which allows for water to percolate through and for groundwater recharge. Furthermore, the 

remaining 70,642 sq. ft. (90%) of the site will be natural landscape, which is permeable and allows 

for groundwater recharge. No potable drinking water or landscape irrigation wells are proposed as 

part of this project, and no direct additions or withdrawals of water in the underlying aquifer are 

proposed. The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 

lowering of the groundwater table level. This results in a less than significant impact.  

Items C & D: No. There are no streams or rivers located near the project site. Although the 

dwelling increases the amount of impermeable surface on the site, it is not expected to substantially 

alter the drainage patterns or result in substantial erosion or siltation. The scale of project will not 

substantially increase the rate of surface runoff that would result in on- or off-site flooding. Project 

design features such as 2,092 sq. ft. of permeable paving and habitat restoration effort to return 90% 

of the site to its natural landscape, conformance to the 2016 California Building Code, as well as 

compliance with existing stormwater regulations, reduce the impacts of the project to a level that is 

less than significant.  

Items E & F: No. Scale of project will not substantially increase the rate of surface runoff, nor does 

the scale of the project have the potential to degrade water quality. The project will be in compliance 

with the 2016 California Building Code and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES). This results in no impact. 

Item G & H: The project site is not located within a flood plain, and the project site is not placed 
within a 100-year flood hazard area structure that would impede or redirect flood flows. This results 
in no impact. 
 
Item I: No. The project area is not located in a flood plain or near a reservoir. This results in no 

impact. 

Item J: No. The project site is not located in an area that is prone to flooding. Offshore faults along 

the Monterey Coast are probably strike-slip faults that are not likely to produce a large-scale tsunami; 

therefore, potential tidal wave hazard is low. Because of the topography and soil type in the project 

area, mudflow has not been identified as a potential project-related hazard. The project site is a 
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minimum of 64 ft. elevation above sea level. This results in no impact less than significant 

impact. 

Sources: 

 2016 California Building Code - California Code of Regulations. Prepared by California 

Building Standards Commission. 
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 

Would the project: 

A.  Physically divide an established community? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item A: No impact. The proposed project is within an area zoned for the residential use proposed. 

Item B: No impactLess than significant impact. The project site is located in an R-1-B-4 zone 

district and is in compliance with applicable zoning restrictions. Where standards set forth in the 

LCP’s LUP and standards in R-1-B-4  zoning district are in conflict, the standards in the LCP’s LUP 

shall prevail.  

Item C: Refer to the discussion of biological resources contained in Section 4 of this initial study. 

 

Sources: 

 City of Pacific Grove 1989 Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 

http://pacificgrovelibrary.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/local-coastal-

program/lcp-lup-1989-reformatted.pdf 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the project: 

A. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

DISCUSSION  

Items A, B: According to the City’s General Plan, there are no known mineral resources located in 

Pacific Grove. Therefore, the project will have no impact on mineral resources. 

Sources: 

 City of Pacific Grove General Plan. 1994. 

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-

development/planning/general-plan  
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12. NOISE 
 

Would the project result in: 

A) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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F) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Items A, B, C, D: The construction on the site in the initial stages (short term) will result in varying 
noise levels and an increase in ambient noise levels. Additionally, ground borne vibrations may be 
generated on-site during construction. The project site and the surrounding sites are zoned for single 
family residences, with the exception of open space for the NOAA Fisheries’ Southwest Fisheries 
Science Center laboratory across Lighthouse Avenue, and there are no other noise-sensitive 
receptors (schools, hospitals, etc.) in the vicinity of the project site. The project proposed consists of 
the construction of a new single family residence. Day-to-day activities within the home would result 
in minimal noise, which would be similar to the noise generated at the adjacent residential uses. No 
unusual or excessive noise, such as from blasting or demolition, is proposed. Short-term 
construction noise could result in a temporary or periodic increase in noise levels; however, these 
potential impacts from noise would be regulated by standard City ordinance. For these reasons, any 
impacts associated with noise would be less than significant. 
 

Items E, F: The project site is not located within two miles of an airport or within an airport land 

use plan, nor is the project in the vicinity of a private airstrip. This results in no impact. 

Sources: 

 City of Pacific Grove, Chapter 11.96, Unlawful Noises. Accessed August 3, 2017. 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/PacificGrove/#!/PacificGrove11/PacificGrove1196.

html#11.96 
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

Would the project: 

A) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 

roads or other infrastructure)?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item A: The scale of the proposed project is to add a single-family residence with three bedrooms, 

and is not expected to generate substantial population growth in the area. This results in a less than 

significant impact. 

Item B: The proposed project does not eliminate any existing housing, as the site is currently 

vacant. This results in no impact. 

Item C: The proposed project does not displace any people, as the site is currently vacant. This 

results in no impact. 

Sources: 

 Project file. 
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

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

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 

other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

A) Fire protection?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Police protection? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

C) Schools?  

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D) Parks? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) Other public facilities? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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DISCUSSION  

Items A, B, C, D, E: The proposed project is a single-family home, which can be accommodated 

within the existing levels of service as the neighborhood is already developed. This results in a less 

than significant impact. 
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15. RECREATION 
 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

B) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

DISCUSSION  

Item A: Pacific Grove is fortunate to have a large number of parks and the scale of the proposed 

project is not expected to substantially increase the use of those parks. This results in a less than 

significant impact. 

Item B: No. The project does not include recreational facilities nor does it require the construction 

or expansion of recreation facilities due to the scale of the proposed project. This results in no 

impact. 
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Would the project: 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

D) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

E) Result in inadequate emergency access 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 
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F) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

DISCUSSION  

Item A: No. The proposed project does not conflict with any transportation plans, ordinance, or 

policies. This is due to the scope of work for a single-family home in an already developed 

neighborhood, and the project also proposes three covered parking spaces as well as an uncovered 

driveway of 2,092 sq. ft. which can park numerous vehicles. The proposed project will be in 

conformance with the City of Pacific Grove’s General Plan, the California Coastal Commission’s 

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, the City of Pacific Grove’s zoning ordinance, regional 

transportation plans. This results in a less than significant impact. 

Item B: No. The proposed project is a single-family home in an already developed neighborhood, 

so does not conflict with any congestion management programs. This results in a less than 

significant impact. 

Item C: No, not applicable to project. This results in a no impact. 

Item D: No. The proposed project does not include any new roadways or alterations to public 

streets. The proposed project is for a single-family home and there are no incompatible uses 

proposed. This results in a less than significant impact. 

Item E: No. The proposed project of a single family dwelling does not include new roadways or 

alterations to public streets that provide access to the site. If street closure is required during 

construction, the contractor will be required to comply with existing regulations regarding access, 

including obtaining a city Encroachment Permit. 

Item F: No. The proposed project of a single family home in an already developed neighborhood 

does not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities. This results in a less than significant impact. 
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17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 

A.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 

cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, 

place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 

landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 

and that is:   

 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 

resource to a California Native American tribe. 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Items A, B: The site is located within an archaeologically sensitive area. The City of Pacific Grove 

has completed tribal cultural consultation with the Ohlone Costanoan Esselen National (OCEN) 

Native American tribe. A confidential tribal cultural resource has been determined. Mitigation 

measures were suggested to ensure the long-term preservation of the tribal cultural resource, and in 

the event that additional tribal cultural resources were discovered during construction. For example, 

a conservation easement of 75 feet surrounding the tribal cultural resource would be required in 

order to ensure its long-term preservation, which exceeds the archaeological report’s 

recommendation of 50 feet. However, if a conservation easement cannot be completed, then a deed 

restriction surrounding the confidential resource shall be in place instead. Furthermore, the project 

site would be located approximately 186 ft. away from the tribal cultural resource, with the building 

located approximately 194 ft. away, which exceeds the archaeological report’s recommendation of a 

150 feet buffer if any archaeological resources or human remains are found. In addition, mitigation 

measures such as the requirement of a tribal cultural resources monitor approved by the OCEN 

tribe during ground-disturbance construction activities would help to protect and mitigate for this 
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tribal cultural resource. The mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a level that is 

less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Mitigation Measures 

 

MM CUL-1:  The known, confidential tribal cultural and archaeological resource should shall be 

placed in a conservation easement to ensure their long-term preservation. This 

should shall extend for about a minimum of 75 feet on all sides. If an easement 

cannot be completed, as determined by the City of Pacific Grove’s Community & 

Economic Development Department, then a deed restriction shall be in place 

instead. 

 

MM CUL-2:  A qualified tribal cultural resources monitor approved by the OCEN Tribe, and a 

qualified archaeological monitor, should shall be present during project excavations 

and other earth disturbances. If, at any time, potentially significant tribal cultural 

features, archaeological resources, or human remains are encountered during 

construction, work shall be halted within 164 feet (50 meters) of the find until the 

monitors can evaluate the discovery. If the feature is determined to be significant, 

work will remain halted until an appropriate mitigation is developed, with the 

concurrence of the lead agency, and implemented. 

MM CUL-3: If, at any time, human remains are identified, work must be halted and the Monterey 

County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the Coroner determines that the 

remains are likely to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 

must be notified as required by law. The Most Likely Descendant designated by the 

Heritage Commission will provide recommendations for treatment of Native 

American human remains. 

MM CUL-4: If sufficient quantities of cultural material are recovered during monitoring/data 

recovery, appropriate mitigation measures shall be determined by the OCEN tribe. 

This might include re-burying the cultural material, radiocarbon dating, faunal 

analysis, lithic analysis, etc. 

MM CUL-5: Following monitoring and data recovery, a report suitable for compliance 

documentation should be prepared. This report should document the field 

methodology and findings and make management recommendations, as necessary. 

MM CUL-6: If analysis of cultural materials is undertaken, a Final Technical Report documenting the 

results of all scientific studies should be completed with a year following completion 

of monitoring and data recovery field work. 

MM CUL-7:  Prior to the start of construction, a representative from the OCEN Tribe shall 

conduct an educational meeting to explain the purpose of the monitoring, to show 

the construction personnel what is being monitored and to explain what will happen 

in the incidence of locating an archaeological or tribal cultural resource during 
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construction activities. The representative will briefly explain the history of the tribe, 

why resources may be found on the property, and what construction staff should do 

if such resource is spotted on the project site. The construction personnel will be 

shown a photo of the resource.  

 

Sources: 

 Consultation in person with Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Tribal 

Chairperson. Consulted by Wendy Lao, City of Pacific Grove, planner. October 13, 2016;  

May 3, 2017; May 23, 2017; June 21, 2017; July 25, 2017; August 22, 2017. 

 Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of Assessor’s Parcel 007-031-017 for Kevin 

Smith/Joseph Rock, Architect.  Prepared by Gary S. Breschini, Ph.D. of Archaeological 

Consulting. July 29, 2015. 
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  
 

A.  Would the project: 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 

Control Board? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

2. 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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

3. 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? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

4. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 

and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

5. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 

the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 

to the provider’s existing commitments? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 

solid waste disposal needs? 
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IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

7. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item 1: No. The project site can be connected to the existing sewer system and the proposed 

project will not generate a substantial increase in wastewater that would require additional treatment. 

This results in no impact. 

Item 2: No. The scale of the project of project does not result in the need to construct new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or a need to expand those facilities. This results in no impact. 

Item 3: No. The proposed project will not necessitate construction of a new storm drain system. 

The proposed project would connect to the existing storm drain system. This results in no impact. 

Item 4: The City of Pacific Grove receives water services from the California American Water (Cal-

Am) Company. The Monterey Peninsula area, including the City, is currently experiencing a water 

shortage. , and new water meter connections are currently limited by a Cease and Desist Order 

(CDO) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009. The CDO limits Cal-Am’s 

ability to set water meters for new projects. Due to the limited water supply, Chapter 11.68 of the 

Pacific Grove Municipal Code regulates water allocation in the city. As of August 1, 1995, all 

remaining water which the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District allocated to the City by 

the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and all water becoming available after that 

date, is allocated, in amounts and percentages determined by the City Council. Before obtaining a 

building permit to begin construction from the City of Pacific Grove, projects must obtain a water 

permit from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.  

Per Chapter 11.68, building permit applications for projects for which there is no available water will 

not be accepted or processed. The City has a system in place to manage its water supply availability 

and to determine water availability prior to approval of a construction building permit. All new 

projects in the City requiring new water supplies are placed on a water wait list. Water credits 

necessary for projects are given through City Council approval. Building permits are issued only 

when the City has sufficient water credits to serve the project. To receive a construction building 

permit, all project applicants must show that water supplies are available and must complete the 

CEQA process.  
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Furthermore, new water meter connections are currently limited through a Cease and Desist Order 

(CDO) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in 2009. The CDO limits Cal-

Am’s ability to set water meters for new projects, including this project site as it is currently a vacant 

parcel without a water meter. To receive a building permit, the project applicant must also show that 

a water meter can obtained for the project site.  

Cal-Am is presently undertaking the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project to help meet water 

demands throughout the Monterey Peninsula area. The project is undertaken to serve the service 

area as a whole and not as a result of the project at 1355 Lighthouse Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA. 

The City may also develop an increment of water supply due to a reduction in use of potable water 

as a result of the Pacific Grove Local Water Project (LWP). The LWP consists of construction and 

operation of a new satellite recycled water treatment plant (SRWTP) to recycle a portion of Pacific 

Grove’s municipal wastewater. Recycled water produced at the SRWTP, located at the retired Point 

Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plantwould be used primarily for landscape irrigation at the Pacific 

Grove Golf Links and El Carmelo Cemetery, owned by the City of Pacific Grove and located 

adjacent to the SRWTP.  

Currently, the project is applying for placement to be placed on the City’s water wait list. The project 

is requesting a water fixture unit count of 16.4. The City of Pacific GroveCal-Am does not currently 

have sufficient water supplies available at this time to serve the project, and the SWRCB does not 

currently allow new water meter connections for new projects.. Because of this lack of  the City does 

not currently have sufficient water supplies to serve the project, this impact is potentially significant 

and mitigation measure MM USS-1 would be required. Mitigation measure MM USS-1 would 

prohibit the project applicant from undergoing any project implementation and construction 

activities, until necessary water supplies and meters are secured. With implementation of MM USS-1, 

project impacts on water availability would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated.  

Additionally, the California American Water Company has undertaken the Monterey Peninsula 

Water Supply Project to meet water demands in the project area. The project is undertaken to serve 

the service area as a whole and not as a result of the project. The Pacific Grove Local Water Project, 

consists of the construction and operation of a new satellite recycled water treatment plant 

(SRWTP) to recycle a portion of Pacific Grove’s municipal wastewater. Recycled water produced at 

the SRWTP, located at the retired Point Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plant, during the first phase, 

would be used primarily for landscape irrigation at the Pacific Grove Golf Links and El Carmelo 

Cemetery, owned by the City of Pacific Grove and located adjacent to the SRWTP. Future phases 

include extension of the recycled water system to other parts of the City to provide recycled water 

for landscaping purposes. Replacement of the irrigation demand with non-potable supplies will 

create a new offset of potable water for use by Cal-Am in meeting its obligations to find 

replacement supplies. As such, the project would have a less than significant impact due to 

construction of new water supplies. 
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Item 5: The scale of project is not expected to result in wastewater service provider exceeding 
capacity for existing or committed demand. This results in no impact. 

Item 6, 7: The limited scope of the proposed project is not expected to result in a substantial 
increase in solid waste, and will comply with all statutes and regulations related to solid waste. This 
results in no impact. 

 

MM USS-1: Prior to the City issuing a building permit, the project applicant shall complete all 

steps and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water allocation system, as 

outlined in Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. Additionally, no 

preliminary steps for project completion or initiation shall occur before water 

supplies are secure and deemed sufficient to serve the project.  
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

1.  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, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 

or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

2. 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)? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

3. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects 

on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

IMPACT 
Potentially 

Significant Impact 
Less than Significant  

With Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

     

 

DISCUSSION  

Item 1: As mitigated, no substantial adverse impacts shall occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Item 2: Subject to compliance with the prescribed mitigation measures contained herein, the effects 

of the proposed project are not cumulatively considerable. 

Item 3: Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project to reduce any significant effect 

on humans to a less than significant level. 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

MM AES-1:  Position outdoor lighting so that no direct light extends onto neighboring properties. 

Exterior lighting shall be screened to confine light splay to the site and shall be at a 

wattage level that sufficiently limits light glare. After installation, the Architectural 

Review Board may require lamps to have a lower wattage level in order to limit the 

glare levels of the light fixtures.  

 

MM BIO-1:  Landscape restoration and maintenance activities on the property will be carried out 

in accordance with the project’s approved Habitat Restoration Plan, dated May 7, 

2017, and shall be supervised and monitored by a qualified biologist. 

 

MM BIO-2: All exotic vegetation will be eradicated prior to the start of construction and after all 

permits have been received. 

 

MM BIO-3: Prior to the start of construction, temporary fencing shall be installed to delineate the 

Construction Zone for the purpose of protecting existing trees and surrounding 

dune habitat. The Project Biologist shall install the temporary fence. Temporary 

fencing shall be maintained in good condition and remain in place until all 

construction on site is completed and final building inspection approval has been 

received. Removal or changing the location of the fence will require the concurrence 

of the Project Biologist. After confirming that final building approval has been 

received, the Project Biologist shall remove the fencing. 

 

MM BIO-4:  Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall conduct an educational 

meeting to explain the purpose of the monitoring, to show the construction 

personnel what is being monitored and to explain what will happen in the incidence 

of locating a species of special concern during construction activities. The Project 

Biologist will explain the life history of the species of special concern, why they may 

be found on the property, and what construction staff should do if one is spotted on 

the project site. The construction personnel will be shown a photo of the species of 

special concern and asked to be prepared to immediately stop demolition activity if a 

species of special concern is discovered and wait until the species is safely removed 

from the construction zone before restarting.  

 

MM BIO-5: All activities associated with construction, trenching, storage of materials, and 

disposal of construction waste and excavated soil shall not impact areas protected by 

fencing. The areas protected by the fence shall remain in a trash-free condition and 

not used for material stockpiling, storage or disposal, or vehicle parking. All 

construction personnel shall be prohibited from entering the areas protected by 

fencing. 
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MM BIO-6: Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall search the area for black 

legless lizards. If any are found, the Project Biologist shall relocate any to a nearby 

suitable habitat. 

 

MM BIO-7: No paint, cement, joint compound, cleaning solvents or residues from other 

chemicals or materials associated with construction shall be disposed of on-site. The 

General Contractor will be responsible for complying with this requirement and shall 

clean up any spills or contaminated ground to the full satisfaction of the Project 

Biologist. 

 

MM BIO-8: In the case that excavation spoils are generated by the project, they will be used on 

site after consulting with the Project Biologist and receiving consent from the City of 

Pacific Grove and the California Coastal Commission. 

 

MM BIO-9:  The Project Biologist shall be notified in advance of any activity including heavy 

equipment, and shall monitor this activity on a daily basis while construction work 

continues. 

 

MM BIO-10: Selected native plants will be installed in a mixed, random pattern over the property 

according to the quantities and spacing specifications indicated in the Habitat 

Restoration Plan’s Figure 3, Table 1. 

 

MM BIO-11: Installation of plants shall be completed prior to final building permit inspection 

approval and granting of occupancy, or after submitting certificate of deposit(s) to 

the City of Pacific Grove. 

 

MM BIO-12: All new utilities and drainage systems shall be installed underground in a single 

corridor and installed under the driveway and walkways. 

 

MM BIO-13: Following satisfactory installation of the new landscape, a 5-year maintenance and 

monitoring program shall commence, overseen and directed by a qualified biologist. 

 

MM BIO-14: Annual reports shall be prepared and submitted to the owner, the City of Pacific 

Grove, and the California Coastal Commission by June 30th of each year during the 

5-year monitoring and once every 10-years thereafter. 

 

MM BIO-15: The landscape will be maintained in a natural state, controlling weeds but allowing 

natural processes to function without human interference or manipulation of 

individual plants or species composition. Minimum performance standards as listed 

in the Habitat Restoration Plan will be achieved during the 5-year monitoring period 

and adhered to over the longer term. 
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MM CUL-1:  The known, confidential tribal cultural and archaeological resource should be placed 

in a conservation easement to ensure their long-term preservation. This should 

extend for about 75 feet on all sides. If an easement cannot be completed, as 

determined by the City of Pacific Grove’s Community & Economic Development 

Department, then a deed restriction shall be in place instead. 

 

MM CUL-2:  A qualified tribal cultural resources monitor approved by the OCEN Tribe, and a 

qualified archaeological monitor, should be present during project excavations and 

other earth disturbances. If, at any time, potentially significant tribal cultural features, 

archaeological resources, or human remains are encountered during construction, 

work shall be halted within 164 feet (50 meters) of the find until the monitors can 

evaluate the discovery. If the feature is determined to be significant, work will remain 

halted until an appropriate mitigation is developed, with the concurrence of the lead 

agency, and implemented. 

MM CUL-3: If, at any time, human remains are identified, work must be halted and the Monterey 

County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the Coroner determines that the 

remains are likely to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 

must be notified as required by law. The Most Likely Descendant designated by the 

Heritage Commission will provide recommendations for treatment of Native 

American human remains. 

MM CUL-4: If sufficient quantities of cultural material are recovered during monitoring/data 

recovery, appropriate mitigation measures shall be determined by the OCEN tribe. 

This might include re-burying the cultural material, radiocarbon dating, faunal 

analysis, lithic analysis, etc. 

MM CUL-5: Following monitoring and data recovery, a report suitable for compliance 

documentation should be prepared. This report should document the field 

methodology and findings and make management recommendations, as necessary. 

MM CUL-6: If analysis of cultural materials is undertaken, a Final Technical Report documenting the 

results of all scientific studies should be completed with a year following completion 

of monitoring and data recovery field work. 

MM CUL-7:  Prior to the start of construction, a representative from the OCEN Tribe shall 

conduct an educational meeting to explain the purpose of the monitoring, to show 

the construction personnel what is being monitored and to explain what will happen 

in the incidence of locating an archaeological or tribal cultural resource during 

construction activities. The representative will briefly explain the history of the tribe, 

why resources may be found on the property, and what construction staff should do 

if such resource is spotted on the project site. The construction personnel will be 

shown a photo of the resource.  
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MM USS-1: Prior to the City issuing a building permit, the project applicant shall complete all 

steps and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water allocation system, as 

outlined in Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. Additionally, no 

preliminary steps for project completion or initiation shall occur before water 

supplies are secure and deemed sufficient to serve the project.  
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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 “potential 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 (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided 

or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 

revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 

further is required. 

 

 

 

        

                    August October 30, 2017 

Wendy Lao, Associate Planner  

City of Pacific Grove 

                            Date 
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9/25/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - 1355 Lighthouse

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=O2TpN6W1LdQ.en.&view=pt&msg=15eaccc2d2ee02b4&search=inbox&siml=15eaccc2… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

1355 Lighthouse 

fran&jd <yiotter2@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 8:32 PM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

Ms Lao -  

I respectfully implore you to consider the gravity of permitting the destruction of an ancient landmark, so meaningful to
our native citizens and our history, for the immediate enrichment and gratification of a disinterested individual.  Consider
the long view and the continuation of community.

Please do not allow this further insult upon our tiny peninsula.

Sincerely,

jd stayton
locust st 
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9/25/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - 1355 Lighthouse Avenue Comment

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=O2TpN6W1LdQ.en.&view=pt&msg=15eacfb23e2fb3e9&cat=1355%20LHA&search=cat… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

1355 Lighthouse Avenue Comment 

Dixie Layne <dixielayne@comcast.net> Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 9:24 PM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

Dear Ms. Lao;

This piece of land is a sacred site, and should be left as it is out of respect to/for the Ohlone/Costanoan tribe. 
What we must remember is that this is oldest and least known ancient landmark in Pacific Grove; it existed prior to the 
arrival of Europeans to the Americas. It has remained virtually undisturbed for hundreds if not thousands of years and to 
encroach on such as site would cause us to loose a connection to our past; it would be another grave loss for the Native 
Americans. We should fight to preserve this site as we have fought to save our European heritage.
Is someone's larger modern home worth the loss? Once lost, it can never be regained.
 
Respectfully,
Dixie Layne
PG native and resident
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10/3/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - 1355 archeologic site

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15ead4c20eb9fc03&q=vincent&search=query&siml=1… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

1355 archeologic site 

vincent alfait <docfreedaddy@hotmail.com> Fri, Sep 22, 2017 at 10:53 PM
To: "wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org" <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Ms. Lao, 

Has the city had an independent archeologist look provide an opinion? This is a site that needs to be preserved, not
potentially exploited for commercial use by the owners of the Andril Cottages. Please advise ho it is water was allocated
to the project during the rent drought . The property listing from 20015 states the lot has no water. 

Thank you, 

Dr. Vincent Onorato Alfait
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9/25/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - No building!

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=O2TpN6W1LdQ.en.&view=pt&msg=15eaf81989619acc&search=inbox&siml=15eaf8198… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

No building! 

Jacqueline Fobes <jtfobes@icloud.com> Sat, Sep 23, 2017 at 9:10 AM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

Please do not allow building on the Lighthouse Avenue/Indian site. 
Enough!  We do not need any more buildings, more people or more cars. 
Pacific Grove is beginning to look like Los Angeles! 
Sincerely, 
Jacqueline Fobes 

Sent from my iPad 
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9/25/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - 1355 Lighthouse Notice of Intent

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=O2TpN6W1LdQ.en.&view=pt&msg=15eb0b3e73b73eeb&search=inbox&siml=15eb0b3e… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

1355 Lighthouse Notice of Intent 

mary jane perryman <mary.jane.perryman.mjp@gmail.com> Sat, Sep 23, 2017 at 2:45 PM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

Dear Ms. Lao, 
I'm writing to ask that the city of Pacific Grove deeply consider the irrevocable consequences of disturbing an ancient
landmark which has immeasurable value to all of us. Surely these owners can find a more appropriate site for their home
than this one, which will cause permanent harm and offense to our town's heritage. 

Sincerely, 
Mary Jane Perryman 
321 Eardley Avenue 
Pacific Grove
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9/25/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - 1355 Lighthouse

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=O2TpN6W1LdQ.en.&view=pt&msg=15eb4f31534f3259&search=inbox&siml=15eb4f315… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

1355 Lighthouse 

Daniel Anderson <daniellanderson@me.com> Sun, Sep 24, 2017 at 10:33 AM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

I am okay with building a house on the site as long as the archeological site is not compromised. We have an obligation
not only to current PG citizens but future generations not to mess this up. 

Sent from my iPhone 
Daniel L. Anderson 
415-517-9517

ATTACHMENT 5
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Item 8a

tel:415-517-9517


ATTACHMENT 5
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Item 8a



 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Luke Coletti <ljc@groknet.net> 

Date: Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 7:39 AM 
Subject: Water permit application for 1355 Lighthouse Ave 
To: Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Cc: Mark Brodeur <mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Stephanie Locke 
<s.locke@mpwmd.net>, Gabby@mpwmd.net 
 

Wendy, 
 
The city's IS/MND for 1355 Lighthouse Ave mentions the following: "The project is requesting a water fixture unit count of 
17.4 for a single- family residence through the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and will be placed on the 
City’s water waitlist." 
 
However, I notice the application (attached image - found in Appendix E) is only for 16.4 fixture units, or 0.164 acre-feet. 
I'm assuming the 17.4 value is a typo. Can you please let me know the correct value?  
 
The permit also mentions there is currently no Cal-Am water meter servicing the site. The IS/MND makes no mention of 
the State issued moratorium on new meters. Because of the State issued moratorium on new water meters, within our 
Cal-Am service district, this site won't be getting a meter until the Cease and Desist Order (SWRCB WRO 2009-0060) has 
been lifted. This won't happen until 2021, maybe! This should be described in the IS/MND as the impacts on the water 
supply won't occur until a new water meter is available. The IS/MND for this project ignores this fact and thus its analysis 
of potential impacts on the water supply (supplies) that will EVENTUALLY service this project is flawed and incomplete. 
 
The City continues to mention the Local Water Project in several CEQA studies in a thoroughly dishonest way. This 
IS/MND mentions the following: 

The Pacific Grove Local Water Project, consists of the construction and operation of a new satellite recycled water 
treatment plant (SRWTP) to recycle a portion of Pacific Grove’s municipal wastewater. Recycled water produced at the 
SRWTP, located at the retired Point Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plant, during the first phase, would be used primarily for 
landscape irrigation at the Pacific Grove Golf Links and El Carmelo Cemetery, owned by the City of Pacific Grove and 
located adjacent to the SRWTP. Future phases include extension of the recycled water system to other parts of the City to 
provide recycled water for landscaping purposes. Replacement of the irrigation demand with non-potable supplies will 
create a new offset of potable water for use by Cal-Am in meeting its obligations to find replacement supplies. As such, 
the project would have a less than significant impact due to construction of new water supplies.  

The IS/MND seems to be saying the city has no intention of using any potable water freed up by the Local Water Project 
during the Cal-Am Cease and Desist enforcement period (see SWRCB WRO 2009-0060 and 2016-0016) for this project. 
However, the City is actively pursuing a scheme to have the SWRCB rescind  Condition 4a of SWRCB Resolution 2015-
0070 that states the following:  

1. The City shall apply recycled water produced by the Project to service of existing uses and shall use the ensuing 
demand reductions to offset deliveries from Cal-Am until such time as the City receives consent from the State 
Water Board’s Executive Director to apply the Project’s recycled water and associated demand reductions to 
new service connections or to increased use at existing service addresses resulting from a change in zoning or 
use.  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2015/rs2015_0070.pdf 
 
This IS/MND does not address the use of potable water freed up by the city's Local Water Project, which the city is 
attempting to do. The city is speaking out of both sides of their mouth when they continue to describe the potable water 
savings made by the Local Water Project but omit any mention of their attempts to allocate and use this water during the 
CDO enforcement period. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Luke Coletti 
Pacific Grove 
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Sent from my iPad  
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9/27/17 

Dear Mayor Kampe, City Council Members, City Staff,  Coastal Commission Staff, Louise J. Miranda 

Ramirez (Tribal Chairwoman Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation), California Native American Heritage 

Commission 

I am writing in regards to the preservation of a sacred site located in Pacific Grove that is on a property 

currently under review.  I am not using the address as I understand that these sites are hoped to be kept 

confidential by the Ohlone Costanoan- Esselen Nation, but I will assume you know to which I refer 

specifically, though it is also to general protection of sacred sites throughout Pacific Grove that I am 

concerned.   

To the City’s credit measures have been taken to mitigate destruction, but are they really enough to 

warrant a “Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” status?  Is that what OCEN believes? 

I am in awe that a site such as this of thousands of years exists.  It leads to questions of what we value as 

a City on this same land.  Is not this our history too?  It is an incredible part of our heritage that does not 

seem to be part of our general knowledge or town culture.  As you know, recently the City has 

recognized and welcomed our rather hidden Chinese legacy back into our own history.  This was not an 

instant process but accomplished gradually over time.  It took years of advocacy, hard work and 

carefully listening to descendants of Pacific Grove’s pioneer Chinese settlers.  Now the City has the 

opportunity to enrich our town by listening to the descendants of the people that lived in this same 

place thousands of years ago.  It is hard to grasp the time frame of thousands.  We are lucky to have 

people to whom we can turn to find the best way to protect these sacred sites and this incredible part of 

our history.  I just saw in the paper today, the day after I started this letter, that the City Council has 

approved consulting with OCEN when there is a question of a sacred site.  This is a step in the right 

direction.  The descendants are the key voice in guiding policies for meaningful preservation.  Hopefully, 

this will not be a lost opportunity, but over time creating the reality that this amazing part of our history 

is valued and respected well.   

Further, it also is important to negotiate with the artist John Ton, to repair and preserve the beautiful 

trail mural he painted.   Not only does the mural portray stories of the Japanese, Methodist , Chinese 

settlers here,  it is also I believe the only public outdoor official evidence of acknowledgement of the 

Ohlone Costanoan- Esselen Nation in Pacific Grove. 

 

Thank you, 

Janet Cohen 
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10/2/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - Request 1355 Lighthouse permit to be Denied

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15ed38c885077364&search=inbox&siml=15ed38c885… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Request 1355 Lighthouse permit to be Denied 

David Kydd <dkydd1@gmail.com> Sat, Sep 30, 2017 at 9:08 AM
To: wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org

Helly Wendy,

I'm David Kydd, a nearby resident at 1141 Lighthouse.  I walk most every morning down to the beach at Asilomar State
Park, and sometimes at sunset. 

The property that the Smiths understandably want to build a large 2-story house on would be a mistake for the following
reasons:

•  It's one of the last stands of nature in the neighborhood.  Must every inch be packed? That's not the spirit of Pac Grove,
especially at the point.

•  Deer and their young rely on it for one of their home bases, as do other creatures. 

•  The delicate balance of vegetation, including the age-old cedars, will be adversely affected. 

•  The land has historic significance!  There are archeological digs to protect, as well as the sacred grounds of native
Americans.  It's a wonder to me why this piece of land even merits discussion for private 'development' (desecration).

•  The city itself could make it into a small park and name it after a female writer like Mercy Otis Warren, who lived on the
coast near Boston in the 1770s.  There is a writers' group that meets the 1st Tuesday of every month at the lovely golf
course across the street. 

That's my suggestion. Please share and reflect as this decision will affect the area forever. 

It's the small things that we among the Living Generations can do to hand down to posterity Beauty such as the parcel at
1355 Lighthouse.  Lord knows we're handing them a world of headaches and heartbreaks. Let's do the right thing and say
no to the Smiths' narrow vision.

Kind regards,
David
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September 30, 2017 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We, Stephanie and Greg Edenholm, are local property owners and reside full-time in 
the Asilomar Dunes neighborhood in Pacific Grove. We now share a property line 
with Kevin and Linda Smith’s proposed residence project at 1355 Lighthouse 
Avenue.  When we purchased our home in 2013 the city of Pacific Grove as well as 
many professionals in this area assured us, that this lot would never be built on in 
our lifetime because it had no water credits. Considering we are and have been in a 
drought for several years, we believed this to be true. Two years ago we were 
surprised to find out that this beautiful open space lot had been purchased by local 
residents and business owners, Kevin and Linda Smith. Shortly following we happen 
to have had an informal conversation with Kevin Smith and inquired as to their plan 
for this presumed-to-be unbuildable lot. He told us that they had purchased it for 
the future, for their children, in the event that water might some day become 
available. We believed this to be true as well.  
 
Perhaps 6 months or so later, trees began to be cleared. We thought it was odd that 
the Smith’s would be removing trees if they didn’t have a plan to build for 10 years 
or more. Next we noticed there were more people walking around on the property- 
even people with plans. This no longer felt like a project for the future.  
 
Once the Notice of Intent to Adopt a MITIGATED Negative Declaration was posted 
and the subsequent story poles went up-that’s when this project became a personal 
issue for us. There is a nice clearing on the property. It would make sense that a 
reasonably sized house would go there, a house congruent to the size of the other 
homes in the area. Instead a 2-story, close to 6,000 sq. ft. has been envisioned. The 
Smith’s will have a lovely view of the bay, the only clear view that we currently have.  
The proposed flat roofed-garage would be built so high that it would block this view. 
If this project is approved, this will, of course, have a negative impact on the value of 
our home. We are very concerned.  
 
Furthermore, although Tom Moss, the biologist, claims this project will not have a 
negative impact on the environment, nor did he find any nursery sites, and that no 
significant wildlife corridors were identified (pg. 18 Item D)-we beg to differ. We 
have been full-time residents for the last four years. As wildlife enthusiasts, we 
observe what is going on around us and we photograph the wildlife. Every year that 
we have been here the same female deer have given birth to fawns in and around 
our home and that of our neighbors. When the mothers go out to forage, they hide 
their young in the exact area where the house is proposed to go. Does, their young, 
and even bucks bed down in this area at night. Subsequently, we haven’t actually 
seen deer around since the story poles went up. We have attached some photos that 
we have taken over the years demonstrating our point.  Even if the Smith’s plant or 
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add new trees to replace the live trees that they are going to take out, it won’t 
provide the shelter that the deer require.  
Additionally, we have found the endangered legless lizards in the sandy areas of our 
property this year. They were found simply by moving the sand around with a hand 
shovel. It stands to reason that there are also legless lizards on the Smith’s property. 
Disturbing the land will ultimately result in them being disturbed, possibly even 
killed. It makes no sense to think that someone can intervene and move them before 
they are fatally injured. And yes, it is true, that the monarchs do not roost in the 
trees in this area; however, they do use the trees later in the season during mating. I 
know this because I, Stephanie, have been a monarch docent since moving to the 
area in 2012.  This is something that we also pay attention to because of the work 
that I do with the PG Natural History Museum.  
 
Most importantly, please take into consideration the fact that the property contains 
known and visible ancient Ohlone/Costaoan Esselen Nation artifacts that no one will 
be able to access since the new owner’s have posted “no trespassing” signs on the 
property.  The sacred site most certainly contains more artificacts and possibly 
ancient remains under the ground. This is an important record of Native American 
history, specifically the OCEN Nation, both for Pacific Grove and United States as a 
whole.  
 
We thank you for your time and consideration. Feel free to contact us via email if 
you have any questions related to any of the points that we brought up 
speedyede@me.com. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Stephanie and Greg Edenholm 
120 Asilomar Blvd. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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10/2/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - APN:007-031-017

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15eddfaca784a073&search=inbox&siml=15eddfaca78… 1/2

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

APN:007-031-017 

Greg Edenholm <speedyede@me.com> Mon, Oct 2, 2017 at 9:45 AM
To: Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Good morning Wendy,
The email that my wife sent does not have the photograph files attached to it. We have included them on this email. Perhaps you couldn’t open them because they were sent within a file folder. Are you able to access them as a
separate attachment. 

Otherwise, we can print them out and bring them to you. Please let us know ASAP so we can do this before the deadline. 

Thank you,
Stephanie and Greg Edenholm
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10/2/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - APN:007-031-017

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15eddfaca784a073&search=inbox&siml=15eddfaca78… 2/2

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
<Stephanie Turcotte - 2017-10-01.pdf>
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10/2/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - Mitigated Negative Declaration-1355 Lighthouse Avenue

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15edba81332e465b&cat=1355%20LHA&search=cat&s… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Mitigated Negative Declaration-1355 Lighthouse Avenue 

Douglas Thomas <fishtaless@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Oct 1, 2017 at 10:51 PM
Reply-To: Douglas Thomas <fishtaless@sbcglobal.net>
To: Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

COMMENTS  re:
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration-1355 Lighthouse Avenue

p. 4  - under #9 of Surrounding Land Uses and Se�ng: 

       “The site is within an archaeologically sensitive area. A known archaeological and tribal cultural resource is located ON the site” could indicate
it is visible. 
If so, agencies such as the California Native American Heritage Commission and the California Office of Historical Preservation should be involved
in determining whether or not the mitigation measures listed by the City of Pacific Grove are sufficient enough to protect and preserve the site.
 
p. 22 & 23  -   5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES

Everything checked and given links to on these pages indicates the California Native American Heritage Commission and California Office of
Historical Preservation, as well as any other Native American related agency should weigh in on this project.

 
p. 45 - 17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

IMPACT : That “the lead agency” checked the “Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” boxes under both questions #1 and #2 under
IMPACT seems utterly disrespectful of the Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation cultural beliefs, right along with those of any other Tribe in the United
States. 
  
It feels like this Mitigated Negative Declaration is an example of “semantics aside and a place to hide” in regards to manipulated words in any
resources code or simply leaving space around the cultural site.  Is it the property owner or the City or both who has decided that building x amount
of feet away from this site is enough to preserve or protect it?  If the cultural site is “ON” the land it should be considered important or sacred
enough to do more about it than what is stated here. 

It would be an embarrassment to think or learn that this City’s Mitigated Negative Declaration, which indicates the City’s approval of this project,
serves as another
example of wiping out Native American culture or denying a tribe’s access to a visible cultural resource with little or no remorse. Hopefully this is
not what is happening. The City should not be the only agency involved.

Inclusively, the Native American Heritage Commission, the California Office of Historic Preservation and the Coastal Commission should not
approve any type of building project on this land until its representatives, the property owners and the Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation reach an
agreement on determining a way to TRULY protect a Native American cultural site.   Evidently this should have been done a long time ago
considering the possible gravity of what is involved here.

p.46  -  under MITIGATION MEASURES

MM CUL-1:  re Easement or Deed Restriction

The Easement or Deed Restriction should absolutely be written with input from and approval by the California Native American Heritage
Commission, the California Office of Historic Preservation and the Coastal Commission.
 
MM CUL-2:  “A qualified tribal cultural resources monitor approved by the OCEN Tribe, and a qualified archaeological monitor, should be present
during project excavations and other earth disturbances.”  

Change the word “should” to “are required to” !
It is the least that should be done on any building project in this City that requires notable ground disturbance. 

DEAR PACIFIC GROVE: WE ALL LIVE ON NATIVE AMERICAN HOMELANDS.  PLEASE STOP TREATING NATIVE AMERICANS LIKE THEY,
THEIR CULTURES, CULTURAL ITEMS & ANCESTORS' REMAINS DO NOT MATTER. 
 
Barbara Thomas
Pacific Grove
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 5
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Item 8a



Anthony A. Ciani  220 Walnut Street Pacific Grove, California 93950  
ARCHITECTURE  -  PLANNING  -  HISTORIC PRESERVATION  -  COASTAL CONSULTANT  
 
 
October 2, 2017 
 
Wendy Loa, Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove  
300 Forest Avenue  
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
 
RE:  KEVIN & LINDA SMITH RESIDENCE – 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVE. DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, September 2017 
 
Dear Ms. Loa, 
 
 I am writing to submit the following comments: 
 

1) INITIAL STUDY / ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
a. 10. Other public agencies whose approval is required.  

Comment: The State Office of Historic Preservation has an interest in the 
protection and preservation of cultural resources; therefore, it should be added 
to the interested agencies.  

b. INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST, ANALYSIS, AND DISCUSSION, ETC. – ALL 
SECTIONS: 
 
Comments: The project site is located in the coastal zone, jurisdiction of the 
California Coastal Commission which is a “responsible agency”; therefore, all 
sections of the initial study should have addressed the pertinent policies of the 
City’s adopted and certified 1989 Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan 
(LUP), including Working Papers One and Two. 
 
The Coastal Commission’s past findings and recommendations in their decision 
of projects in the Asilomar Dunes Neighborhood are substantive files with 
information that should be considered in the analysis and discussion of potential 
direct and cumulative impacts. 
 
It appears that “cumulative impacts” (CEQA Section 15355) were not analyzed 
or considered, but should be for all sections including impacts on Aesthetics and 
Scenic Quality, ESHA Resources, and Cultural Resources, etc.  
 
Will the project prejudice the implementation of the existing or pending LCP 
LUP policies to protect cultural resources and the overall scenic quality? 
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October 2, 2017 
 
Wendy Loa, Associate Planner 
RE: KEVIN & LINDA SMITH RESIDENCE – 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVE. DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, September 2017 
 
Page 2 
 

c. Section	1.	Aesthetics.		
	

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on an identified scenic vista?  
B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 

 
Comment: The Draft February 2017 LCP LUP has been endorsed by the City 
Planning Commission and City Council. The subject site is in the designated Scenic 
Areas as shown on Figure 4. Scenic Areas. The aesthetic values of the entire site 
include the forest front trees (namesake for Point Pinos), rock outcroppings, and 
part of the identified scenic vista as seen looking west down the Lighthouse public 
right of way (1989 LCP LUP Figure 5), and overall visual quality of the 
neighborhood and open space. 
 
d. Section	4.	BIOLOGICAL	RESOURCES 

	
Would the project: 
A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? IMPACT Potentially Significant Impact Less than 
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated Less Than Significant Impact No Impact ⎫  
B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

	
Comment: Mitigation of the impacts to the biological resources addressed in the 
consultant’s report should be carried out to the maximum extent feasible to avoid 
significant adverse impacts to the natural resources. In order to implement the 
mitigation measures, a natural habitat - open space easement should be provided to 
protect the deer, legless lizard, raptor, and butterfly habitat (ESHA). 

	
e. Section	5.	CULTURAL	RESOURCES 

	
B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 
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Wendy Loa, Associate Planner 
RE: KEVIN & LINDA SMITH RESIDENCE – 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVE. DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, September 2017 
 
Page 3 
 
 

 
Comment: The site is known to contain a significant cultural resource and has a 
very high potential for additional discoveries, including subsurface discoveries.  
Therefore, the Initial Study Checklist should have checked “Potentially 
Significant Impact”, and the discussion and mitigation measures should have 
addressed the cumulative impacts. 

 
f. C.	Directly	or	indirectly	destroy	a	unique	paleontological	resource	or	site	or	unique	

geologic	feature?	
	
Comment:	Same	as	“e”	above.	

 
g. D.	Disturb	any	human	remains,	including	those	interred	outside	of	dedicated	

cemeteries? 
 
Comment: Same as “e” above, except with greater emphasis to assume a very 
high potential.  The specific area of land with the archaeological potential should 
be designated and protected as, land known to be a highly sensitive 
archaeological zone of great cultural and religious importance to the Ohlone 
Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Native American people. The CEQA/MND 
and permitting process should work closely with the Native American 
community and Most Likely Descendent (“MLD”). (See comments for 
development permit conditions below). 
 

h. Section 10 Land Use and Planning.  
 

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? 
 
Comments: Same as item c. above, Aesthetics. Also, the General Plan Section 6. 
Natural Resources element and Section 8.1 Visual Assessment, etc. goals and 
policies emphasize the importance to protect City’s identified natural and 
aesthetic resources. Implementation of those land use policies to protect scenic 
qualities of the entire project site, including the ESHA, and scenic open space, 
could be prejudiced by out of scale, out of character development does not  

ATTACHMENT 5
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Item 8a



October 2, 2017 
	

Wendy Loa, Associate Planner 
RE: KEVIN & LINDA SMITH RESIDENCE – 1355 LIGHTHOUSE AVE. DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, September 2017 
 
Page 4 
 

 
subordinate to the natural setting, and would be incompatible with the 
surrounding development. Therefore, the natural open space should be 
preserved with a recorded easement, in order to find the project complies with 
the design guidelines. 

 
i. Section	17.	Tribal	Cultural	Resource.	 

 
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is:  
1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 
a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or  
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
Comments: Same as item e. above. 

 
2) In	summary,	only	if	the	proposed	MND	mitigations	are	required,	and	the	scenic,	natural,	

and	open	space	areas	around	the	structures	are	required	to	be	protected	and	enhanced,	
and	recorded	as	a	dedicated	scenic	-	natural	habitat	and	open	space	easement,	could	
the	proposed	project	be	found	to	be	adequately	mitigate	significant	adverse	impacts	to	
the	scenic,	cultural	and	natural	resources	of	the	site.	

 
 
Sincerely,               
 
Tony Ciani 
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October	2,	2017	
	
To:	Wendy	Lao,	Associate	Planner	
From:	Lisa	Ciani,	220	Walnut	St,	Pacific	Grove	
Re:	1355	Lighthouse	Ave,	Draft	Initial	Study/Mitigated	Negative	Declaration	
	
	
The	project	site	is	an	area	of	extreme	sensitivity	in	terms	of	scenic	qualities,	biological	
resources,	and	tribal	cultural	resources	at	least,	and	the	project	contains	“potentially	significant	
impacts”	in	all	those	areas.	The	“mitigations”	in	the	MND	do	not	sufficiently	reduce	the	
substantial	and	adverse	impacts	to	the	environment	that	the	project	would	cause.	
	
SCENIC/AESTHETIC	and	BIOLOGICAL	RESOURCES:		
The	project	site	is	in	a	very	special	natural	and	scenic	area.	The	City’s	dune	lands,	Monterey	
pine	forest	front,	and	Cypress	trees	are	recognized	as	scenic	areas	in	the	current	draft	LCP	for	
obvious	reasons.	Our	granite	outcroppings	are	not	recognized	in	the	LCP	policies	as	far	as	I	
know,	but	are	clearly	equally	scenic.	Lighthouse	Avenue	is	well	traveled	by	residents,	and	by	
visitors	staying	in	the	nearby	visitor	accommodations—by	foot,	bike,	or	car.	The	public	views	all	
along	that	block	of	Lighthouse	Avenue	and	into	the	open	space	are	highly	scenic.		
	
The	pine	forest	and	cypress	groves,	wildlife,	and	dune	lands	are	vital	and	vulnerable	elements	
of	Pacific	Grove’s	rare	and	valuable	natural	and	scenic	resources.	The	wildlife	that	use	the	
property	and	contribute	to	the	scenic	quality	include	at	least	one	red-shouldered	hawk	that	
roosts	there	and	an	array	of	other	resident	and	migratory	birds;	deer	for	whom	the	property	
provides	a	wildlife	corridor	and,	as	recognized	in	the	biological	report,	“a	nursery	for	birthing	
and	rearing	fawns”;	and	Monarchs	on	warm	days	and	at	the	end	of	the	overwintering	season,	
among	the	most	visible.	Wildlife	corridors	are	protected	in	the	draft	LCP.	The	black	legless	
lizards	that	can	be	found	there	deserve	a	high	level	of	protection	during	the	construction,	and	
beyond.	This	property	provides	important	wildlife	habitat	which	needs	to	be	protected	with	
carefully	defined	provisions	for	the	construction	period	and	throughout	the	lifetime	of	the	
residence.		
	
The	mass	of	the	house	at	nearly	6000	square	feet	will	contribute	to	the	mansionization	of	
Pacific	Grove.	The	architectural	drawings	depict	a	residence	that,	while	perhaps	attractive	in	
other	respects,	appears	out	of	scale	to	the	surroundings	(with	the	possible	exception	of	the	
neighboring	property	to	the	west),	and	while	it	apparently	meets	the	City’s	code,	it	will	degrade	
the	scenic	quality	of	the	area.		
	
TRIBAL	CULTURAL	RESOURCES:	
The	tribal	cultural	resources	on	the	site	are	recognized	in	the	community,	and	need	to	be	
protected	in	the	context	of	the	beauty	of	the	area	where	they	were	part	of	tribal	life.	It	can	be	
assumed	that	the	known	resources	do	not	remain	in	isolation,	and	a	significant	area	of	open	
space	should	be	set	aside	to	protect	the	likely	resources	beneath	the	surface	along	with	the	
context	at	the	surface,	preferably	in	a	conservation	easement.	More	time	needs	to	be	allowed	
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for	exploration	of	the	opportunities	for	this	kind	of	protection,	since	the	sacred	nature	of	the	
property	for	the	OCEN	people	has	not	been	adequately	addressed	in	this	MND.	Furthermore,	
any	excavation	at	any	depth	should	be	carefully	supervised	by	both	tribal	and	archaeological	
monitors	due	to	the	proximity	to	known	resources	(since	they	may	have	differing	perspectives	
on	the	value	of	the	resources).	I	believe	this	will	require	respectful	and	meaningful	discussions	
with	OCEN	representatives	and	others	until	a	mitigation	plan	is	developed	that	is	acceptable	to	
both	the	property	owners	and	the	Tribal	resource	owners.	The	Tribal	resources	are	a	significant	
part	of	the	Pacific	Grove	community’s	culture	and	history.	
	
Often	owners	of	beautiful	natural	and	historic/cultural	properties	are	not	aware	of	the	
sensitivity	of	the	resources	they	“own”.		The	City	needs	to	encourage	an	understanding	and	
acceptance	of	responsible	stewardship	on	the	part	of	the	owners	for	the	concentration	of	
fragile	resources	this	property	holds.	This	project	clearly	includes	many	potentially	significant	
negative	impacts	to	the	environment.	A	comprehensive	EIR	is	necessary	to	develop	appropriate	
protections	for	the	sensitive	resources	that	are	vital	to	our	community’s	identity,	while	allowing	
the	property	owners	reasonable	use	of	their	land.		
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	MND.	
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10/2/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - for Public Comment on 1355 Lighthouse

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=EaIL6uzdl9M.en.&view=pt&msg=15ede8467dba7a11&q=hollykeifer%40hotmail.com&qs… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

for Public Comment on 1355 Lighthouse 

Holly Keifer <HollyKeifer@hotmail.com> Mon, Oct 2, 2017 at 12:16 PM
To: "wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org" <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Pacific Grove Planning Department,

 

Given the extent of the installed view shed posts, a very large residential structure is being proposed for this previously
undeveloped area. (1355 Lighthouse)

 

While the entire Monterey Peninsula had been certified as being highly archaeologically significant, almost total build out
has been achieved. To my knowledge this quiet unassuming little area is about all that’s left.

 

It is well established that this site encompasses an area of immense cultural antiquity.

 

The site is unmetered and if approved for a building permit, will be low priority on a water wait list of indeterminate
duration based on the purely speculative results of an unbuilt new water project.

 

It is difficult to understand the motivation for new construction in an area where so many fine houses are for sale to either
occupy or rebuild with water credits already secured. Regardless, when this is the case, it is incumbent on the city to
regulate development plans to conform with reality and reason.

 

Please, deny this permit and any other based on future speculative water credits.

Please, let us join together in finally realizing the importance of protecting the last scraps remaining of our shared human
heritage and the joy such small, unique spaces bring to all who live here or visit.

 

Thank you,

Holly Keifer

hollykeifer@hotmail.com

831-601-2753

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 
Previously acknowledged as 

The San Carlos Band of Mission Indians 
The Monterey Band 
And also known as 

O.C.E.N. or Esselen Nation 
P.O. Box 1301 

Monterey, CA 93942 

www.ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org. 
September 28, 2017 

Wendy Lao 
Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Re: 1355 Lighthouse Ave., Pacific Grove, CA - Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Saleki Atsa, 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation is an historically documented previously recognized tribe. OCEN is the legal tribal 
government representative for over 600 enrolled members of Esselen, Carmeleno, Monterey Band, Rumsen, Cbalon, 
Soledad Mission, San Carlos Mission and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent of Monterey County. 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to all excavation in known cultural lands, even when they are described 
as previously disturbed, and of no significant archaeological value. Please be advised that it is our first priority that 
our ancestor's remains be protected as determined culturally respectable by OCEN. We ask for the respect that is 
afforded all of our current day deceased, by no other word these burial sites are cemeteries, respect for our ancestors as 
you would expect respect for your deceased family members in today's cemeteries. Our definition of respect is no 
disturbance. 

OCEN objects to the destruction at 1355 Lighthouse Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA. This project will have an 
immeasurable cultural effect to this "UNDISTURBED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE OF CULTURAL VALUE 
BEYOND EXPLANATION TO OHLONE/COSTANOAN-ESSELEN NATION." For too Jong OCEN homeland has 
been destroyed in the name of progress, we ask that this site remain undisturbed and protected under conservancy. 

I have attached packages of information on this project: 

- Letter to City of Pacific Grove - Not able to submit at Council Meeting - not on agenda/no copies, emailed to Native 
American Heritage Commission - dated September 20, 2017 

- Letter to Native American Heritage Commission - dated August 2017 

- Letter to Native American Heritage Commission and Pacific Grove Mayor Bill Kempe / City Council dated January 
11, 2017 

Letter to Native American Heritage Commission and Anastazia Aziz, Senior Planner, City of Pacific Grove dated 
December 2, 2015 

OCEN requests consultation on all projects affecting our aboriginal homelands, which include all ground 
disturbance (not limited to ground disturbance). It is our request to consult on projects to establish a procedure, 1. 
provide OCEN with all reports, 2. establish procedure for disturbance of unknown sites, 3. procedure for known sites, 
etc. Please feel free to contact me at (408) 629-5189. Nimasianexelpasaleki. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Cc: OCEN Tribal Council 
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Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 

September 20, 2017 

City of Pacific Grove 

Mayor & City Councilmembers: 

• Bill Kampe, Mayor 
• Robert Huitt, Mayor Protempore 
• Ken Cuneo, Conncilmember 
• Rudy Fischer, Councilmember 
• Cynthia Garfield, Councilmember 
• Bill Peake, Councilmember 
• Nick Smith, Councilmember 

Previously acknowledged as 
The Sal1 Carlos Band of 

Mission Indians 
The Monterey Band 
And also known as 

0.C.E.N. or Esselen Notion 
P.O. Box 1301 

Monterey, CA 93941 

www .ohJonecostanoanesselennation.org. 

Re: 1355 Lighthouse Avenue - Proposed Single Family Residence 
The proposed project is a new 5,992 sq. ft. single-family residence in and undeveloped 
78,520 sq. ft. parcel. The project site is located in the Archaeological Zone, Coastal 
Zone, and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. 

Re: 1635 Sunset Drive -Proposed Single Family Residence 
The proposed project is a new 2,488 sq. ft. single-family residence in an undeveloped 
23,137 sq. ft. parcel. The project site is located in the Archaeological Zone, Coastal 
Zone, and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. 

Re: AU projects located in the Archaeological Zone, Coastal Zone, and 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. All proiect that our voice does not matter. 

Mayor Kempe and Councilmembers, 

You all may have read this letter many times and yet there is no understanding as to our 
request to protect our Ancestors and Cultural items. OCEN participates in consultation 
with City Planners yet it is NOT MEANINGFUL CONSULTATION as stated in AB52. 

Our request to protect what is left of our history seems to offend many of you, as our sites 
are destroyed and our Ancestors disturbed. I have been told by a planner, "Well isn't there 
a way that you don't cost our people so much." It's our people and your people, our 
country is hurting at this time by race against race, I ask you not to allow that to happen 
here in Monterey County." I have been told that the owners of property might be willing 
to work with us if we give them a letter approving their project and agree not to speak 
against their project publicly. I have been told by owners of property that our people were 
Nomadic people and didn't even know how to build permanent housing. I have been told 
I'm a Physician, I have read about your people, therefore they believe more than us. My 
people were and are human, we were forced from our homeland during a time of 
genocide. Therefore, comments that I don't care because I live in San Jose is wrong, I 
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love my people, our stories and culture. I previously attended a Pacific Grove Council 
Meeting and was told by a Council Member, "It's not this poor woman's fault her home is 
on a burial site, she paid good money for her home." I will continue to protect our 
Ancestors, our Culture and Homeland. Your elimination of our voice from these projects 
is wrong. Your written reports announce to the community your elimination: "The City 
and the project applicant shall consider the mitigation recommendations and agree 
on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, 
curation, or other appropriate measures. (Executive summary attached.) 

We ask you not to let your decisions and removal of our request be based on the 
same genocidal tendencies to eliminate the culture and history of our people. 

We ask you to work to honor our request as stated in our letters: 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation is an historically documented previously 
recognized tribe. OCEN is the legal tribal government representative for over 600 
enrolled members of Esselen, Carmeleno, Monterey Band. Rumsen, Chalon, Soledad 
Mission, San Carlos Mission and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent of Monterey 
County. Though other indigenous people may have lived in the area, the area is the 
indigenous homeland of our people. Included with this letter please find a territorial map 
by Taylor 1856; Levy 1973; and Milliken 1990, indentifying Tribal areas. 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to all excavation in known 
cultural lands, even when they are described as previously disturbed, and of no 
significant archaeological value. Please be advised that it is our first priority that our 
ancestor's remains be protected and undisturbed. We desire that all sacred burial items 
be left with our ancestors on site or as culturally determined by OCEN. All cultural items 
returned to Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation. We ask for the respect that is afforded all 
of our current day deceased, by no other word these burial sites are cemeteries, respect 
for our ancestors as you would expect respect for your deceased family members in 
today's cemeteries. Our definition of respect is no disturbance. 

OCEN's Tribal leadership desires to be provided with archaeological 
reports/surveys, including subsurface testing, and presence/absence testing. OCEN 
request to be included in mitigation and recovery programs, reburial of any of our 
ancestral remains, placement of all cultural items, and that a Native American Monitor of 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, approved by the OCEN Tribal Council be used within 
our aboriginal territory. 

OCEN requests consultation on all proiects affecting our aboriginal 
homelands, which include all ground disturbance (not limited to ground disturbance). 
It is our request to consult on projects to establish a procedure, 1. provide OCEN with all 
reports, 2. establish procedure for disturbance of unknown sites, 3. procedure for known 
sites, etc. 

We ask that a sacred lands search with the Northwest Information Center, Sonoma 
State University and the Native American Heritage Commission. Please feel free to 
contact me at ( 408) 629-5189. Nimasianexelpasaleki. Thank you 

Sinc~ly and Respectful;;;;_y Yo , 
. # (;,;/Jj I :~7 · 

J'A(//a,L'!L//ttJ. ;c_~/U~~ 
L<fuise J. Miranda Ramirez, Chairpersoli' 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation • 
(408) 629-5189 
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TO: 

FROM: 

MEETING DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Principal Planner 

September 20, 2017 

Assembly Bill 52 CEQA Tribal Consultation 

Agenda No. 13D 
Page 1 of2 

11 

CEQA: 
Does not Constitute a" Project'' per California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines 

RECOMMENDATION 
Receive as information. 

BACKGROUND 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 requires California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agencies, such 
as the City, to consult with Native Americans early in the CEQA process. Any project with a 
Notice of Preparation or notice of Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration published 
on or after July l, 2015 is required to initiate consultation within 14 days of determining that a 
project is complete. In the case of a lead agency initiated project, such as a capital improvement 
project, a lead agency initiates consultation when the CEQA path is determined. It is incumbent on 
Council Members to stay abreast of legislative changes. 

DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the consultation is to identify tribal cultural resources (TCR) and develop 
mitigation measures if the project has the potential to impact these resources with the goal to avoid 
or substantialJy lessen significant impacts to TCRs. 

Tribal cultural resources are: 
I. Sites, features, places cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value 

to a tribe which is either on or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register 
or a local historic register, or 

2. The lead agency, at its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, chooses to 
treat the resource as a TCR. 

The lead agency is required to send a consultation initiation letter to the Native American tribes 
that have formally requested to be contacted. The letter includes a brief project description, 
location, lead agency contact information, and a statement that the tribe has 30 days to request 
consultation. The lead agency shall begin the consultation project within 30 days of receiving the 
tribe' srequest for consultation. Consultation must be underta<en in good faith by all paties a,d be 
confidential, respectful and patient. Consultation is concluded when either an agreement is reached 
regarding avoidance or mitigation of any significant effect on a TCR, or when a party concludes, in 
good faith, after reasonable effort, that agreement cannot be reached. The last step is for the lead 
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Agenda No. 13D 
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agency to include in the environmental document the mitigation measures that were agreed upon 
during consultation. If there is no consultation, or consultation is concluded without agreement, the 
lead agency must consider feasible mitigation. 

Information provided by Native American tribes during consultation shall be included in a 
confidential appendix and will not be included in the cultural resources section of the 
environmental document. Outcomes of AB 52 consultation will be added to the finding, project 
decision and conditions of approval. 

FISCAL IMP ACT 
None 

GOAL ALIGNMENT 
This agenda item is consistent with City Council Goal #8 Operational Excellence. Ensuring the City 
is in compliance with CEQA legislation and staff are trained to carry out new laws in a professional 
manner is a key strategy to fulfill this goal. 

ATTACHMENTS 
I. Assembly Bill 52 

SUBMITTED BY: REVIEWED BY: 

A r&taziaAziz 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Principal Planner Ben Harvey, City Manager 
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For two months during consultation there has been discussion on the area of protection. This month I was advised 
by Wendy Lao, Planner for the City of Pacific Grove that the ovmers changed and are willing to place a 50 foot 
protection around the .... But they are willing to discuss an additional amount ifl, on behalf of OCEN write a 
letter approving their building the house on this OCEN sacred site and not speak against this pr~iect publicly. My 
response was NO, I will not give up our rights to protect this Sacred Registered Site. 

Again, on the agenda this month we were advised that this project is to be closed for consultation within the Pacific 
Grove Planning Department and moving forward to the next step. We were also advised that the owners have hired a 
land lawyer to move this project forward without a conservancy. Though I have been advised that this project has no 
water credits and is on a list which may take 10 years to be completed, if we do not speak now this prqject will be 
approved and the destruction of our cultural site will happen. 

There is a video on you tube listed under Stories by Alex, stating that this site estimated to be 7,000 years old. The 
destruction of our sites continues in this city. This site will soon have a 6,000 square foot I10me. plus driveway that 
will destroy much that is sacred on this site (project map attached). How do we protect this site, without money? 
How do we work to insure that the Mitigation section below can work for OCEN. 

7. 21084.3: Mitigation 

(a) Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. 
(b) If the lead agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource, 
and measures arc not otherwise identified in the consultation process provided in Section 21080.3.2., the following 
are examples of mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to avoid or minimize the significant adverse 
impacts. 
(l) Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to planning and construction to 
avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context, or planning green space, parks, or other open space, 
to incorporate the.resow-ces with culturally appropriate protection and management criteria. 
(2) Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal cultural values and 
meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to the following: 
(A) Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource. 
(B) Protecting the traditional use of the resource. 
(C) Protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 
(3) Permanent conservation easements or other interest in real property, with culturally appropriate management 
criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or place 
1.4) Protecting the resource. 

l am attaching a couple of emails from Katy Sanchez in reference to the project within the site of CA-J>.1NT-264 and 
our request for assistance in protecting this site. lt is our hope that we can continue working together to protect the 
history of our people, and the history of Pacific Grove. Please feel free to contact me at (408) 629-5189 with any 
questions. 

N imasianexeJpasaleki 

I 5r~_!/lc{~1 

/2,r,~'£ ' 
v Louise J. ~rranda Ranurez l7"'" J · ; 

OCEN Tribal Chairwoman ,___/ 
Ohlo11e/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 

Cc: OGEN Tribal Council 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
8 of 34 
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Print 

l of l 

https://mg.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launcb?.rand=20va2rhsciubs#6955274444 

Subject: neighbor's to your sacred site on Lighthouse Ave. 

From: Stephanie Turcotte (meer367@gmail.com) 

To: ramirez.louise@yahoo.com; 

Date: Friday, January 20, 201712:46 PM 

Dear Ms. Ramirez, 

My name is Stephanie Edenholm and my husband is Greg Edenholm. We live at 120 Asilomar and our 
property butts up to Kevin and Linda Smith's property. We were aware that they purchased the property 
next to us; however, they told us that they weren't going to do anything with it for at least 10 years and 
that they purchased it for their children. 

We learned about the recent site plan review meeting the day before it was scheduled to happen and only 
by accident because I was walking by and saw the notice. None of the neighbor's went to the meeting 
because we were not notified in advance. 

I speak for my husband and myself when I say that we support you in protecting this sacred land. 
Additionally, this is one of the few remaining places where the wildlife, especially deer, can live without 
being disturbed. 

We don't even know how this can happen since there isn't any water available. The city says that they 
don't have water nor are they on the long list to receive water. Unless you know something that we don't. 
Please let us know how we can help support you. 

Respectfully, 

Stephanie Edenholm 

Stephanie Turcotte 
Taproot "where experience roots knowledge" 

(805) 990-3920 
meer367@gmail.com 

1/20/2017 3:50 PM 
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Print Window https://mg.rnail.yahou.com!d/search/name=Katy'}~20Sanchc:r.&emailA ... 

1 ofl 

RE: 1355 Lighthouse Ave. CA-MNT-264 

814FF 
that· Nor12- ih· 

Confide ,~ redact~ is letter 
ihe inf~tiat archa:oto h_etp Pr':tntains info . 

0Cf2N N ~ation is n log1ca11triba~ct an iden';;;at,on 
at,ve 4rn _edacted CU/tura1 t ed, 

From: 
To; 

er,can 7: . at the n resoun 
katy.sanchez@nahc.ca.gov PUrsuan r1be on S equest of Ce. 
wlao@ci!.yofpadficgrove.019; ramirez.lotJise@yahoo.corn t to 48 52_ ept . .28, .20 the 

cL Frank.lienert@NAHC.CA.GOV; aazil:@cityolpacificgrove.org; mbrodeur@cityofpacilicgroveorg; lohalloran@cityofpacif1c9ro\'e.org 
17, 

Date: Thursday. Januaty 19, 2017, 10:24:26 AM PST 

Dear Ms. Lao, 

Thank you lortaiing my call !his morning regan:lmg this project located al 1355 Lighthouse Ave. Pacific Gmve. I am ve,y happy lo hear that this plan is :,ot finalized and is 
stiU in the planning stages. From what I have been told this properly amlains: and llhich can indicate the presence or a habitatiOn site or 
Village site, and is also in the area cf a known archaeological site Ca-MNT-264, this is all the more reason to include the tribe in consullalion. Archaeologists took ror 
empirical information and dala collection, and often Mk for additlonal le$ling of the stte, whictl destroys the sile and pemaps it's eullural attribules and sacredness. !:Bil'/ 
piannirig such as green spaces, cultural easements eta. as well as on going consultation wlh the tribe. is very important The archaeologist's suggestion ol 50 me:ers or 
150 feet rrom tile may r.ot be appropriate as most-cao be considered fike "icebergs•, with onty 96% showing. If is often the case wh!!l"a Native 
American tribes are the only sources ol lnfonnation on sites. Please cany on meaningful consultation willl the tribe. Consullation does not end wtth providing 
recommendaiions made by the tribe, bul the C011tinul!<l converoalion and the project's completion 

lhant. you for your ume and consideratn:m 

Katy 5anchez 
Associate Emllronmenlal Planner 
Native Amelioan Heritage Commission 
1916) 373-3712 

From: INendy Lao[ .. ' . .• ., ,·.•·.· '-~:· .. ,:·:~ ·c] 
Sent:Wedniesday.Januarv 11, 201710:07 AM 
To: Louise Ramirez 
Cc: Sanchez, ._ ·;.; · \hC; Uenen, '·• ~:-.:;.:; ) '(; Anastazia Aziz; Brodeur, .: . . · ""-~ of Pacific Grove: Laurel O'Halloran 
Subject: Re: 1355 Lighlhause Ave. CA-MNT.:264 

Dear Ms. Ramirez 

I apologize for the misunderstanding and the miscommunication. To darify, this is not the final S~e Plan Review Comrm!lee meeting for this prOJeel. The applicant is stilt 
workiJ1!1 to rmrise the plans. and there will be another SPRC meeting a1 another date. However. after staff <iscussion, we decided to bring lhls ttem !1;1 the SPRC today for a 
preliminary review out of c:onveniena, since a meeting was already SCl'.eduled - H is dilficutt to gel the SPRC together. 

Also, please notethal P.G M.C. 23.86.080 states that the only public noticing requirement for SPRC meetings is to post a notice on the subject lot 

In addition, lhe SPRC is not the approval body for this project. No deci'5ions v.ill be made today, 

Nonetheless. please be assured Iha\ OCEN will be notnied of the ARB meeting 

Thank you_ 
Wendy 

Wentiy Lao, A:;siSlant Planner 
City of Pacific Glove. CEDD Planning Oivis.t:11 
Ph: (831) 648.3185<tel:(B31)'lo2064B-3185> J Fa~: (831} 648.31B4ctet:i331)%20648-J184:> 
WWWcit)'DfJ)adficgroveorg(ceddc·' ~-· · ··- ·-· -·-- .-...... ~~···-·.-> 
.. ·-:-:i ! ~ ... :"~ :;:·;:;,·,:,_.'~.:::?.<ma1ltrx~~-· .. .. ~:-~:~-~--;::. f;:;.-;\~.-; ~}}> . ,,., .. 

On Wed, Jan 11. 2017 al 9:39 AM, LOtJlse Ramirez < 

Saleki Asatsa, 

>:.. wrote. 

Atlaohed please find OCEN's response to the City of Pacific Grnve's approval for building Ofl 1355 Lighthou•e Ave . Paodic Grow today. I was not advised lhat this 
mealing would l\ap;>en today. OCEN has objected to the destruction di this known sacred ancestral SJ"te. 

Louise J. Miranda Ramirez 
Tribal Chairwoman 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esse!en Nation 

ww,n.ohfonecostanoanesselennalion.org< 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
11 of 34 

S/30/2017, 11:02 AM 
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Print Window https://mg.mail.yahoo.com/d/search/name=Katy%20Sanche.z&emailA ... 

1 of I 

Subject RE: CA-MNT-264 

From: katy.sanchez@nahc.ca.gov 

To: ramirez.louise@yahoo.com 

Date: Thursday, December 24, 2015, 10:54:14 AM PST 

Hi Louise, 

,S X 

I called Wendy Lao al (831) 648-3185 about this project and here is what she said. The owners do not had the permits to do anything on the property. They s1ill have to go 
through the Arclitedural Design Board for a permit and also the Coastal Development Process. They have nol been approved for any construction (maybe in this case 
destruction). An'{W8y. maybe these people are Just trying to put things up to make everyone mad. Take Care and have a safe and healthy Holidat Season!! 

Katy Sanchez 
Native Amencan Heritage Commission 
(916) 373-3712 

From: Louise Ramirez [raminn: lou,~ahoo.cotrJ 
Sent: Monday, December 21, 2015 2:54 PM 
To: Sanchez. Katy@NAHC 
Subject: CA-MNT-264 

Hi Katy, 

Attached is an artide printed by the Monterey County Weekly, for your information 
II shows the mortors. I will be sending a letter soon. Thank you. 

Louise J. Miranda Ramirez 
Tribal Chairwoman 
Ohlone/Costanoao-Esselen Nation 

www.ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org<htt.Q.l/www.ohionecostanoanes_selennat,on,or!J!> 

8/30/2017. ll:04AM 
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MY XFINITV {HTTP://MV.XFINITY.COM/?CMP=NAV _MVXFINITY _XCNAVBAR_AU) f:::::) 0 L. 

(https://1~ 
s=wnamp&ts;,55~1D;;MY SHOP/UPGRADE (HTTPS://WWW.XFINITY.COM/BUY/PLAN?CMP=NAV_SHOP _XCNAVBAR_AU) 

@ '?' 
SUPPORT (HTIPS://WWW.XFI NJTY.COM/SUPPORT /?CMP=NAV _ SUPPORT _XCNAVBAR_AU) (https://1'@,tt~inity., 

Email Voice Address Book Calendar Text Meuaging Preferences 
t-< 

MY ACCOUNT (HTTPS://CUSTOMER.XFINITY.COM/OVERVIEW/?CMP=NAV MYACCOUNT XCNAVBAR AU) -i 

(408) 629-5189 DELETE - MARK AS~ - SCREEN CALLS - REFRESH- - PRINT AU:- thlm,NRfJNw:4~~ 

" Voicemail 0 From Received 
I <o,a3) 

0 CITY OF Pt 
Aug 22, 

2017 
Missed Calls -----

0 WILLIAMS 
Aug 9, 

2017 Answered Calls - ·---
D TolmoMigu 

Aug 9, 

Placed Calls 2017 

0 Crystal D'S• 
Aug 1, 

Trash 2017 

(2~ D Christy Hop Jul 20 

D US GOVT Jul 12 
-- ----- ·-

0 San Ramer Jun 15 

0 ST OF CAI Jun 12 

--
0 San Ramon Jun6 

0 Cell Phone Jun2 
- -----· 

0 Busby Colir Jun 1 

0 Rae Schwa 
May 30, 

2017 

MAv?n 

CITY OF PAC GRO 
(831) 648-3185 
Monterey, Galifomia 

Add Ix> Contacts Call Forwarding Call Screening 

Friday I May 26, 2017112:27 PM PDT 160 seconds 

.. 

"Hi Mr. merrick(?) this is Wendy a while calling from the City of Pacific 

grove. I just sent you an email but I want to follow up with a phone call 

regarding that property at 1355 wells(?) Avenue. I spoke to the owners 

yesterday Linda and Kevin Smith and they reiterate their interest and 

provide access to the property on the Ocean Drive. However I also 

check with my city attorney and unfortunately the state is not able to be 

involved with this matter at this point we can be involved with you know 
the other medication measures conservation easement deed restrictions 

later but not for providing access right now so but the owners are still 

interested in providing access to the ocean track(?) and I emailed you 

the contact permission. They said you know please reach out to them 

an~ contact them so thafyou know they ~nfigufe-out the details with 

~u. Feel free to give me a call back 831-648-3185 if you any questions. 

Again this is Wendy at 831-648-3185. Thank you." 

00:00 I 01 :00 

Delete Message 

Forward by Email 

Marie as Unheard Download VoiceMail 
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Oh/one/Costanoan-Esselen Nation Preriously acknowledged as 
The San Carlos Band of 

Mission Indians 
The Mtmterey Band 
And also k11ow11 as 

U.CE.N. or F..~seten Naiitm 
P.O. Box 1301 

l'•fonurey, t::4 93941 

\','Ww.ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org. 
December 2, 2015 

Katy Sanchez 
Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP 
Senior Planner 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Ave., Second Floor 
Pacific Grove. CA 93950 

Re: 1355 Lighthouse Ave., Pacific Grove, CA CA-MNT-264 

Saleki Atsa, 

Oblone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to all excavation in known cultural lands, even when they 
are described as previously disturbedt and of no significant archaeological value. 

Sunday, November 29, I received a telepl1one call as well as email notification from friends that there was 
disturbance on a knov,'n site in Pacific Grove. Unable to contact the NAHC on a Sunday I sent an email to 
Katy and contacted the Pacific Grove Police Dept. to report destrnction on this known site. 

Monday, November 30, f spoke with Katy from the NAHC. l also spoke with Anastazia who said no 
planning or building permits had been issued for any work on the prope1ty. · I requested that the bin on 
site not he removed so we could make sure no cultural items were disturbed and dumped. l also asked for 
a meeting be set to walk the land. I was advised that the only material that could be removed would be 
dead branches/wood. 

On December I, 201 S, I met on site with Anastazia Azia (Sr. Planner), Kevin Smith (property owner), 
Edward Martinez {OCEN Tribal Council) and Dan Oho (Public Works). We walked the area around the 

and vere scattered around the These - may have been tools used 
on the . There were mussel and abalone shell fragment in view throughout the property. In 
moving the ice plant which covers most of the property, I believe the soil throughout the property 1:o he 
midden. I was provided by Anastazia Azia a copy of the Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of 
Assessor's Parcel 007-031-017, Pacific Grove, Monterey County CA by Gary S. Breschini, on July 29, 
2015. The report was prepared for Kevin Smith/Joseph Rock, Architect. Mr. Kevin Smith then 
purchased the property in September 2015. Mr. Breschini, according to the report on July 23, 2015 
screened the soil from 2 auger holes with no evidence of human remains and a lack of cultural material in 
the location where the owner desires to place a driveway on the property. Though aware human remains 
were not disturbed does not remove the possibility due to the size of the driveway and property. More 
important is that 24 previously recorded archaeological sites are recorded with in one kilometer (.6 mile) 
of this parcel. We believe thatthis is of significant information to record as a ancient/sacred village site 
of our OCEN Ancestors. 

Louise Ramirez · Chair of OCEN Tribe 
14 of 34 
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It is OCEN's request that the protection of SO meters surround I was advised that NO 
PERMITS ARE APPROVED for any work on this property and that only the dead wood was/is 
being removed. Yet according to the Kevin Smith the property owner, he hopes to put in the drive 
way and then a home in the near futnre. (Currently there is a stop build because ofno water.) 

I received a copy of the City of Pacific GrO\'e, Community & Economic De,·elopment Department -
Planning Division, Permit & Request Application for Tree Permit (TP) and notice that hand 
written on the top of the permit is notice of- Replant 5 Mty Pines 5 gallon due 1-4-16 (copy 
attached). It is our request that these trees not be planted. If they are to be planted that an OCEN 
Tribal Monitor approved by the OCEN Tribal Council be hired. 

Aware that despite our objection, disturbance continues, therefore we request that a Native 
American Monitor of Ohlone/Costa11oan-Esseleo Nation, approved by the OCEN Tribal Council he 
used within our aboriginal territory. Please be advised that it is our first priority that our ancestor's 
remains be protected and undisturbed. We desire that all cultural and sacred items be left with our 
ancestors on site Clr where they are discovered. We ask for the respect that is afforded all of our current 
day deceased, by no other word these burial sites are cemeteries, respect for our ancestors as you would 
expect respect for your deceased family members in today's cemeteries. Our definition of respect is no 
disturbance. 

The OCEN Tribal leadership requests to be consulted with: 
l} surveys, 
2) subsurface testing, 
3) presence/absence testing, plus 
4} participate in mitigation and recovery programs, 
5) reburial of all of our ancestral remains, and 
6) final decision on placement of all cultural items. 

We are aware that Archaeological Consulting, chooses to work with individuals not representing 
Ohlone/Cm,ianoan-Esselen Nation though we are the legal tribal government representative for over 600 
enrolled members of Esselen, Canneleuo, Monterey Band, Rumsen, Chalon, Soledad Mission. San Carlos 
Mission and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent. 

Nimasian_exelpasaleki 

./ ~ £, 7 '7' . ·. ~ ... . ~~ 7lt1J£1'1 ,.- , , · . -
LCtiuise J. Miranda Ramirez ~· 

OCEN Tribal Chairwoman J 
2653 McLaughlin Ave. 
San Jose, CA 95121 

Cc: Delphina Garcia Penrod, OCEN Councilmember 
Edward Martinez, OCEN Councilmember 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OGEN Tribe 
15 of34 
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Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation Previously acknowledged as 
The San Carlos Band of Mission Indians 

The Monurzy Band 
A1td also luwwn as 

O.C.E.N. or Essele,, N.atio11 
P.O. Box 1.101 

Mo11tereJ, CA 93941 F%'" 
www .ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org. 

January 11, 20I7 

Katy Sanchez 
Frank Lienert 
Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Bill Kampe, Mayor and 
Pacific Grove City Council 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Re: 1355 Lighthouse Ave., Pacific Grove, CA - CA-MNT-264 

Saleki Atsa, 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation .is an historically documented previously recognized tribe. OCEN is the legal 
tribal government representative for over 600 enrolled members of Esselen, Canneleno, Monterey Band, Rumsen, 
Chalan, Soledad Mission, San Carlos Mission and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent of Monterey Cow1ty. 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to al.I excavation in known cultural lands, even when they are 
described as previously disturbed, and of no significant archaeological value. Please be advised that it is our 
first priority that our ancestor's remains be protected and undisturbed. We desire that all sacred burial items be left 
with our ancestors on site or as cultwally detennined by OCEN. All cultw-al items returned to Ohlone/Costanoan
Esselen Nation. We ask for the respect that is afforded all of our current day deceased, by no other word these burial 
sites are cemeteries, respect for our ancestors as you would expect respect for your deceased family members in 
today' s cemeteries. Our definition of respect is no disturbance. 

The approval of this project will destroy a known archaeological site within the City of Pacific Grove. For years 
Ohlone/Costanoao-Esselen Nations Ancestral sites have been destroyed in the name of progress in Pacific Grove. 
This archaeological site is an undisturbed site and includes and much more of cultural importance. 
Just walking tbe land disturbs the dark midden soil, abalone and mussel shells. On behalf of our history, which is 
.also the history of Pacific Grove, we ask that there be no destruction of our Sacred Ancestral Site. 

On behalf of Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation we have participated in a beginning level of consultation 
based on AB52 and request that meaningful consultation contiline before there is destruction of our Sacred 
Ancestral Sites. One meeting does not fulfill our request to protect this land or satisfy the requirements of 
AB52. 

I hope that we can continue working together to protect the history of our people, and the history of Pacific Grove. 
can be contacted at (408) 629-5189 with any questions. 

Cc: OCEN Tribal Council 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OGEN Tribe 
16 of 34 
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II 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 FOREST A VENUE 

PACIFIC GROVE, CALlFORt'iIA 93950 
TELEPHONE (831) 648-3183 • FAX (831) 648-3184 

AGENDA 

SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DATE&TIME: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 
10:00am 

LOCATION: 

l. ROLLCALL 

City Manager's Conference Room, City Hall, 2nd Story 
300 Forest Ave., Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

AGENDA 

2. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Comments from the audience will not receive Committee action. Comments may concern matters 
either on or not on the agenda, but must deal with matters subject to the jurisdiction of the Site Plan 
Review Committee. 

3. Regular Agenda 
Members of the public are welcome to offer their comments on any of the following items after being 
recognized by the Chair. Presentations will be limited to three minutes, or as otherwise established 
by the Commission Chair. Persons are not required to give their name or address, but it is helpful for 
speakers to state their name in order that they are identified in the minutes. 

a. Address: 520 Lighthouse Ave 
Permit Application: Architectural Permit 16-1011 
Project Description: To allow the demolition of the existing building and to build 
a new 4 story 34,214 sf mixed use building, consisting of retail and residential 
town-homes. 
Applicant/Own.er: Phil Johnson, Architect 
Zone District: C-D 
General Plan Designation: Commercial 
Assessor's Parcel Number: 006-178-009 
CEQA Status: Section 15332 Class 32 Categorical Exemption 
Staff Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
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Site Plan Review Committee Meeting January l l. 2017 

b. Address: 157 Grand A venue 
Permit Application: Architectural Permit and Use Permit No. 16-203 
Project Description: To allow the demolition of the existing building and to build 
a new 86,070 sf 125 unit hotel & restaurant facility. 
Applicant/Owner: R & M Design, Randy Russom/ Nader Agha 
Zone District: C-1-T 
General Plan Designation: Light Commercial/Hotel/Condominium District 
Assessor's Parcel Number: 006-175-001 
CEQA Status: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Staff Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

c. Address: 779 Asilomar Blvd. 
Permit Application: Architectural Permit, Use Permit, and Tree Permit with 
Development No. 16-211 

Project Description: To add a 2,546 square feet second floor to ''Building C" 
located at the rear of the property for a total of a two-story 5,082 gross square feet 
building, and to allow "Building F" the removal of two guest units to be replaced 
with a larger breakfast room and laundry room; and to allow tree trimming. 
Applicant/Owner: Ed Rinehart/Prakash Babu 
Zone District: R-3-M 
General Plan Designation: VNMDR 17.4 DUiac 
Assessor's Parcel Number: 006-582-034 
CEQA Status: Exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 1530l(e)(2). 
Staff Reference: Wendy Lao, Assistant Planner 

d. Address: Permit Application: 1355 Lighthouse Ave. 
Project Description: To allow a new two-story, 5,960 square feet single-family 
residence in vacant lot, located in the Coastal Zone, Archaeological Zone, and 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. 
Applicant/Owner: Joseph Rock/Kevin & Linda Smith 
Zone District: R-1-B-4 
General Plan Designation: Low Density 5.4 DUiac 
Assessor's Parcel Number: 007-031-017 
CEQA Status: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Staff Reference: Wendy Lao, Assistant Planner 

4. ADJOURNMENT 

The City of Pacific Grove does not discriminate against individuals with disabilities and meetings are held in 
accessible facilities. The City Council Chamber is an accessible facility. 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 and Economic Development Department Stcif.f at (831) 648-3183. 
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Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation Pf'l!Viously acknowledged as 
The Sun Carifil· Band of 

Mission Indians 
The Monierey Band 
A11d also k1wwn as 

O.CE.N. or Essden Natio11 
P.O. Box 13(}] 

Monterey, C4 93942 f)" 
www.ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org. 

December 2, 20I5 

Katy Sanchez 
Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite lOO 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP 
Senior Planner 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Ave., Second Floor 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Re: I355 Lighthouse Ave., Pacific Grove, CA - CA-MNT-264 

Saleki Atsa, 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to all excavation in known cultural lands, even when they 
are described as previously disturbed, and of no significant archaeological value. 

Sunday, November 29, I received a telephone call as well as email notification from friends that there was 
disturbance on a known site in Pacific Grove. Unable to contact the NAHC on a Sunday I sent an email to 
Katy and contacted the Pacific Grove Police Dept. to report destruction on this known site. 

Monday, November 30, I spoke with Katy from the NAHC. I also spoke with Anastazia who said no 
planning or building pennits had been issued for any work on the property. I requested that the bin on 
site not be removed so we could make sure no cultural items were disturbed and dumped . .I also asked for 
a meeting be set to walk the land. I was advised that tl1e only material that could be removed would be 
dead branches/wood. 

On December I, 2015, r met on site with Anastazia Azia (Sr. Planner), Kevin Smith (property owner), 
Edward Martinez (OCEN Tribal Council) and Dan Gho (Public Works). We walked the area around the 

nd were scattered around the Thesez may have been tools used 
on the . There were mussel and abalone shell fragment in view throughout the property. In 
moving the ice plant which covers most of the property, I believe the soil throughout the property to be 
midden. I was provided by Anastazia Azia a copy of the Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of 
Assessor's Parcel 007-031-017, Pacific Grove, Monterey County CA by Gary S. Breschini, on July 29, 

2015. The report was prepared for Kevin Smith/Joseph Rock, Architect. Mr. Kevin Smith then 
purchased the property in September 2015. Mr. Breschini, according to the report on July 23, 2015 
screened the soil from 2 auger holes with no evidence of human remains and a lack of cultural material in 
the location where the owner desires to place a driveway on the property. Though aware human remains 
were not disturbed does not remove the possibility due to the size of the driveway and property. More 
important is that 24 previously recorded archaeological sites are recorded with in one kilometer (.6 mile) 
of this parcel. We believe that this is of significant information to record as a ancient/sacred viHage site 
of our OCEN Ancestors. 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
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It is OCEN's request that the protection of 50 meters surround . I was advised that NO 
PERMITS ARE APPROVED for any work oo this property and that only the dead wood was/is 
being removed. Yet according to the Kevin Smith the property owner, he hopes to put in the drive 
way and then a home in the near future. (Currently there is a stop build because of no water.) 

I received a copy of the City of Pacific Grove, Community & Economic Development Department -
Planning Division, Permit & Request Application for Tree Pem1it (fP) and notice that hand 
written on the top of the permit is notice of- Replant 5 Mty Pines 5 gallon due 1-4-16 (copy 
attached). It is our request that these trees not be planted. 'ff they are to be planted that an OCEN 
Tribal Monitor approved by the OCEN Tribal Council be hired. 

Aware that despite our objection, disturbance continues, therefore we request that a Native 
American Monitor of Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, approved by the OCEN Tribal Council be 
used within our aboriginal territory. Please be advised that it is our first priority that our ancestor's 
remains be protected and undisturbed. We desire that all cultural and sacred items be left with our 
ancestors on site or where they are discovered. We ask for the respect that is afforded all of our cutTent 
day deceased, by no other word these burial sites are cemeteries, respect for our ancestors as you would 
expect respect for your deceased family members in today's cemeteries. Our definition of respect is no 
disturbance. 

The OCEN Tribal leadership requests to be consulted with: 
1) surveys. 
2) subsurface testing, 
3) presence/absence testing, plus 
4) participate in mitigation and recovery programs, 
5) reburial of all of our ancestral remains, and 
6) final decision on placement of all cultural items. 

We are aware that Archaeological Consulting, chooses to work with individuals not representing 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation though we are the legal tribal government representative for over 600 
enrolled members ofEsselen, Carmeleno, Monterey Band, Rumsen, Chalon, Soledad Mission, San Carlos 
Mission and/or Costa.noan Mission Indian descent. 

Nimasi~exelpasaleki 

~~ ~ ~{t1,</cL ~~· ... ,;c-
Lr.ouise J. l'v~fuh1rez ' ~ ?f: 

OCEN Tribal Chairwoman , · 
2653 McLaughlin Ave. 
San Jose. CA 95121 

Cc: Delphina Garcia Penrod, OCEN Councilmember 
Edward Martinez, OCEN CounciJmember 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
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CITY LlF PACIFIC GROVE 
Community & Economic Development Department- Planning Division 
300 Forest A\·cnuc, Pacific c;roYc:, CA 93950 
T :: 831.648.3183 • F :: 831.648.3184 • ww\\·.cipg.c:i.usicdd 
Permit & Request Application 
for Tree Permit (TP) 

Post: .<1 D i 0 "">. 
Pull: __ ,,...._+-----
Replant: I· 
Tree Hea-lt-h:'-=u:-~-:,:-:-N-::,0..----

Arborist RJP.Ort ~equired·~d.:<=tl-t.i 
App.#: _ 5' ~ !J.2l,,f/ 
Fee: cf 

Tree Inspection Liability Disclosure: The City shall not be responsible for any damage to property or persons caused by, or related to, trees located 
on private property. It is the owner's responsibility to maintain all trees on their property in a reasonable and safe manner, and any inspection 
performed by the City is a limited advisory assessment only. For a more thorough inspection, the owner should contact a certified arborisl 
All tree work within the City of Pacific Grove reqwres an application lo be on file. 
A permit will be issued based on the City of Pacific Grove Tree Ordinance 12.20.040 Pruning and Removal of Protected trees. 

RECEIVED 
Property Address: 

Owner: 

E-mail: q .-vc( I'// Ii/Cl# (:.> At,L Cd"1.,-\ 

Phone:/53( .-·t:f h<(-co 5 7: Phone 8QI - ObS- 00'$~ 
. .1 ,. , / ti) A. CcoMMON~DEv DEPT 

E-mail: a....f/CV 'I f /Y)Q .IV C' ~ 

Tree# a ~ -~TY ..... P_el_S~pe_c_ie_s ________ _ 

D10Mez~ "ir(1; e--------
=W,~l&,,,, sheets O requlre<l for above listings 

Reason for Requ 

.JfVI A:=-4----=r-~'--=--=~~~~A..!£.jc:5.6,,!..,_..L.J.l~---=---\-LL..!.___~'..J-b.L....UP-,J/~-+,<"",---

~ f:oo ~ 

0Yes ~ 
The following conditions must be met prior to any tree removal or trimming: 
1. NO WORK IS PERMITTED until you have picked up and paid the application fee for an approved permit for tree work. 
2. A live tree request for removal requires an arborist report and tree hazard evaluatron form completed by a Certified Arborist and submitted with 
this application. 
3. All tree work activity shall c.'Omply with the provisions of the PGMC Title 12. Trees <1nd the Urban Forest. 
4- A site plan must accompany the application showing the location of the trees to be worked on and the location of replants. 
5. Substantial Pruning or Removal of any Protected Tree requires a permit except in an Emergency, in compliance with PGMC 12.20.040 
S. All trees to be removed must be marked with a bright ribbon around the trunk of the tree. 
7. After the permits have been received and processed, the Ciiy Arborist will do a site visit and post the permit at the job site for 10 working days. 
8 Any protected tree removed must be replaced with a 1. 1 rabo of species approved by the City Arborist within 60 days of removal. 
9. Permits expire 60 days after its effective date. The City Arborist may grant up to one extension not to exceed 30 days. 

*This list is not comprehensive of all conditions that may be required for tree removal and trimming work. 
This particular tree permit is Exempt • CEQA Exemption Class 4s.15304 Minor Alterations to land. 

Ot request to pay in lieu fees ($687/tree) in place of replanting ____ trees, in the amount of$. ______ _ 
*Request will be approved or denied by the City Arborist 

I have read and agree with the conditions of this application and hereby grant permission for City Personnel to inspect the trees on my 
property. 

l, authorize---------- to represent me in the application and processing of this permil 
(Owner Name) (Agent Name) 

~~ 1r: ~ 
O~nature ~ Date 

Revised 7-2-15 
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Photo 2. Monterey pines infected with pine pitch canker . 
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Photo 4. MontereY.: c ~-~·;,"',.• ~ r"·T· 
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NOTES· 
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TOPOGRAPHIC MAP 

PARCEL "C" "S S~O\\l-1 Or< THE 
"RECORD Of" ~uRVEY" 

OATto 1.liCUST 22. 1966. 
VOi., X-4 - SUR - re 41 

,.o,,1C1Al R~COROS or UCIITERE!~ 

~~~ .. ~1"'<!'~~~"" ~""'(;:,.c.·,~ 
K~~i~. S~lth -----

APN 007-031-017 
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.TllEEEVALUA110NFIND1NGS· PGMC12-16 

Public Hearing R~ulred? Yes ( J No rft Bond Required? Yes I J No"1-J,CS ____ _ 

Post: & 
Putt! 
App~.#-:--l -~----e.>....,.s~ui--~-o ...... ~ 

For Use Bv Staff Onlv 

HRC[ J ARB( J PC( J BNRC[ J CC[ J ~ 

Tree# . Spe,les ~ C & e: DBH: ___ HT: ___ UveCrownR.atlo ____ " 

SlteAddress ___ --..,;-.,~---------------'rlvate __ _ Pubnc ___ UtflityCompany __ _ 

Aalon Requested: Remove [ Tarcet: Building [ I Parking l .J Traffic ( J Recreation ( J Landscape ( J Utility lines [ J 
Uvln.c Follage: ~ I J 
Prune: Remove Limb /s ( J 

Remove tree:~ [ J 

~j 

Crown Clean { J 

.r!QJ J Replant: Y!! ( J 

rree#_-__ spedeS ________________ OBH: ___ HT: ___ LlveCrownRatto ____ " 

Site Address _____________________ Private Public UtffltyCompany __ _ 

Action Requested: Remove ( J Trim/Prune f ] Tarcet: Building ( J Parking [ J !Wfif [ J Recreatlo!) ( J Landscape I J Utility fines { J 

Uvlnc Follage: ~ [ J !t2.l I 
Prvne: Remove Limb /s [ J Crown Qean [ J Raise canopv l J Crown Reduction [ J 
Remove tree: Ves ( J No f J Replant:~ ( J · No ( J 
Tree# ___ Spe(les ________________ DBH: ___ HT: ___ UveCrownRatlo ____ ." 

SlteAddress _____________________ Prlvate __ _ Public ___ utility Company __ _ 

Action Requested: Remove I J Trim/Prune ( Target: Building [ J Parking ( J Traffic [ J Recreation [ J Landscape ( } Utility lines I J 

living Folla,e: Ves [ ] tfitl ] 

Prune: Remove Limb /s I J Crown Clean [ J Raise canopv [ J Crown Reduction l J 
Remove tree: Yes [ I !ts!..f I Replant: !n [ J &z r J 

rree # ___ Specles ________________ DBH: ___ HT: ___ live Crown Ratio ____ " 

ilte Address _____________________ Private Pubflc UtlJity Company __ _ 

"'1on Requested: Remove ( l Trim/Prune ( J Tarcet: Building ( J Parking ( J I!!flk { J Recreation ( J Landscape [ J Utility fines [ J 
Jvlng Foliage: Yes J J No { J 

•rune: Remove Umb ls ( ] Crown Clean [ J Raise canopy ( J Crown Reduction ( J 

ternove tn!e: Yes [ I No [ ) Repfant: ~ I J · No [ J 

teplant Requirements-

tuantlty Tree Type Size Location 

I L[ I )-
Uthorfzed Sfgnature: Date' f / ' -
•fnt Name and 11tle: ....,._"'*"::...;;;.......--....,_......,..~_.\.._C..~-<,-, - Ci:~ t (;;.,; 4 \ 

n in lieu fee of$ Is approved representing _ _ trees . 
J I have complied with this permit and have planted the species and quantities in locations as indicated above. 
I f have paid my in lieu fee of$ to the City of Pacific Grove Tree Fund. 
pab•CP af.OJN.OSr/ a-gent: natl!.,._ ________ _ 

'U'H CRroI ypgpg 
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Sac.red Ground 

Pacific Grove project shows challenge in 
keeping native sites undisturbed. 
Da\'id Schmalz, December IO, 2015 

Louise Ramirez got the call Nov. 29, and immediately sprang into action. Ramirez, the 
chairwoman of the Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation, was told by some friends who live near 
Asilomar State Beach that a group of young men was removing vegetation on a nearby property 
that her friends knew to be archaeologically significant. 

Ramirez, who lives in San Jose, called the Pacific Grove Police Department to shut the work 
down. Over the next two days, Ramirez drove down to meet with Pacific Grove city staff to find 
out what was going on. Sbe was told the owners of the property weren't doing any work on the 
ground, they had merely obtained a tree trimming pennit. 

Ramirez also met with one of the property's owners, Kevin Smith, who, along with his wife 
Linda bought the vacant 2-acre parcel in September for $460,000. 

'"He seems like a very nice man, he really does," Ramirez says. "But his intention is to build a 
house:· 

If that ever happens, Ramirez fears, the site will be destroyed forever. 

"It is a very sacred site, probably a village site," she says. "It's filled with 
and shell fragments are everywhere." 

ci11d middens 

The roots of the site's ice plant are so deep, she adds, they could be wrapped around bones or 
remains that could be unearthed by just pulling up the plants. 

The Smiths hired Salinas-based archaeologist Gary Breschini to assess the site this past fall. 
While Breschini agrees there are significant artifacts on the western portion of the property, he 
doesn't believe it was ever part of a village. 

"At the very most, it was a temporary coastal processing site and camping site," Breschini says, 
adding that while hould be preserved, his core samples on the property reveal the eastern 
portion is not archaeologically significant by the standards of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

"Do l want my ancestor pulled up with ice plant?" 

He says CEQA defines that significance by how much information can be gleaned from the 
remains and that "under CEQA, the significance is quite low." 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
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The Smiths won't be building a home anytime soon, as the property has no water credits, but if 
and when they do, Kevin says they plan to have native monitors onsite, and they have already 
given Ramirez a tour of the property. 

''You could tell she has a deep connection with her ancestors," Smith says. "She told me other 
horror stories, of people bringing in a backhoe. We agree when we have something done, we 
want to do the right thing." 

For Ramirez, development on fonner native sites presents a no-win situation. 

"All we can do is ask to be there and ensure that if any artifact.s or remains are found, that they 
are protected and reburied. They don't give us a lot of choices." 

Ramirez says that when work was being done to remove ice plant from the nearby beach, State 
Parks officials called her and gave her a choice: Would she rather have the ice plant pulled, or 
sprayed with poison? She frames it differently. 

"Do I want my ancestor pulled up with ice plant, or do I want them covered with poison?" she 
says. "It's hard, it's terrible and my heart hurts. Because my job is to protect my ancestors. 

"[The system is] not meant for us." 

• 
• 
• 
• 
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https://us-mg6.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=fu20oukvb67g3#80 ... 

Subject: Re: Fw: FYI 

From: 

To: 

Anastazia Aziz (aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org) 

ramirez.louise@yahoo.com; 

Cc: 

katy.sanchez@nahc.ca.gov; emorgan@blm.gov; ezaborsk@blm.gov; ahobson@cityofpacificgrove.org; 
mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org; cynthia.gomez@gov.ca.gov; tfrutchey@cityofpacificgrove.org; 
wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org; lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org; dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org; 
tschaeffer@cityofpacificgrove.org; 

Date; Monday, November 30, 2015 8:41 AM 

Hello, thank you for your email and voicemail. To date, no planning or building permit has 
been issued for any work on this property. Staff is aware it is in a sensitive archaeological area, 
in the coastal zone and in an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. We will contact the 
owner. 

Thank you. 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Senior Planner 
City of Pacific Grove I Community & Economic Development Department 
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3183 
www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

The City's Local Coastal Program is in the midst of an update and the City welcomes your participation 
in this effort. 

On Sun, Nov 29, 2015 at 3:37 PM, Louise Ramirez <ramirez.louise@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Saleki Itsu Kominan, 

re: 1355 Lighthouse, Pacific Grove, CA 

Hello all, I am forwarding the emails below for your review. I was 
notified of the destruction/disturbance of a known archaeological 
site. Again, it is Sunday and I am not able to make contact with 
anyone. I contacted the Pacific Grove Police Dept. to report the 
destruction of this site for the record. I hope to be able to make 
arrangements to visit the site as soon as possible with your 

12/3/2015 1:52 PM 
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https://us-mg6.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=fu20oukvb67g3#80 ... 

assistance. As reported below, this person knew this was a known 
site and asked if there was an archaeologist present. I have included 
the BLM in Hollister because of the possibility of this being within 
the protection of the Coastal Commission. I previously contacted 
Ashley Hobson of the City of Pacific Grove, Community and 
Economic Development Department and we agreed to set up a 
meeting during December to discuss consultation according to AB52 
due to other projects. 

The individuals clearing the area stated to be the owners of the 
property and are aware of this archaeological site. 

I hope to hear from you Monday morning. Thank you for your 
assistance 

Louise J. Miranda Ramirez 
Tribal Chairwoman 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 

www.ohlonecostanoanesselennation.org 

---- Forwarded Message-----
From: Jim & Lee Willoughby <lwillo1124@att.net> 
To: "ramirez.louise@yahoo.com" <ramirez.louise@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2015 11 :47 A 
Subject: Fw: FYI 

On Sunday, November 29, 2015 11:37 AM, Jim & Lee Willoughby <lwillo1124@att.net> wrote: 

Good Morning, Ms. Ramirez: 

Remember me, Lee Willoughby? Loma Torkos and I and many others have worked over the years to 
prevent commercialization in and near the Pt. Pinos Reservation which is some of the city's most 
treasured Open Space areas. 

12/3/2015 1:52 PM 
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https://us-mg6.mail .yahoo.com/neo/Jaunch? .rand=fu20oukvb67 g3#80 ... 

Does the below e-mail hold any significance for the Native Americans who formerly inhabited this 
area? If the altshown in the below photo is d holds 
archeological significance for your people, shouldn't it be protected and preserved. Please advise! 

Lee Willoughby 

November 27 2015 

Yesterday while taking an afternoon drive we came across one of California's most ancient 
semi secret archeological sites. Placed in the site beside the road was a giant dumpster. The 
place was overrun with several teenagers. They were clearing out this site with all kinds of 
tools including chain saws. Passer buys were encouraged to take the sawed wood logs. 
When I pointed out the importance of this site I was told that "yes we know, we own this 
property, we love that .-,They did say it was difficult to get a permit. Who knows what 
might have been destroyed as it was clear there was no archeologist present. 

No only was this a one in million ancient. • • it) it was 
also a deer habitat and sleeping area with many hiding areas (almost caves) in the now gone 
trees and bushes. They may have bedded there for centuries. They might have wanted to go 
there last night as they spent the day at the nearby cemetery. One bull and about ten females. 

At every turn it is looking like our very history is threatened. We can't protect our historical 
buildings, we can't protect our archeology, we can't even protect what nature is using for 
protection. 

We are not being good stewards of this precious Pacific Grove and we are getting worse. 

Renata 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
33 of34 

12/3/2015 1:52 PM 

ATTACHMENT 5
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Item 8a



Print 

4 of4 

": .. ~\_· : .. ' .. · .•. 
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This is on Lighthouse Ave. across the street from that U.S. Fisheries and Marine life building. 
The - I J 3 I . We will go by later and 
get some after photos. I worry because that was a gigantic industrial size dumpster. Why? If 
you can, please go by and see for yourselves. 
Renata. 

On Saturday, November 28, 2015 7:41 AM, Renata Yundt <naaie.hulse@gmail.com> wrote: 

------·------- ----·---· 

~ imagel.PNG (525 .00KB) 

Louise Ramirez - Chair of OCEN Tribe 
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