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Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Lead Agency Name and Address 

City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Contact Person and Phone Number 

Mark Brodeur 
Community and Economic Development Director 
831-648-3190 
mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Project Applicant 

Eric Miller Architects, Inc. 
(831) 372-0410 
211 Hoffman Avenue 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Project Location 

The project site is located at 1365 Pico Ave, in the City of Pacific Grove, the County of Monterey, 
and the state of California. See Figure 1. 

Name of Project 

1365 Pico Ave., Residential Demolition and Reconstruction 

General Plan Designation 

Low Density, 5.4 Dwelling Units per Acre 

Zoning 

R-1-B-4 

Project Description 

The proposed project is a new 3,721 square foot single family residence located at 1365 Pico 
Avenue (APN 007-072-009).  The project includes the demolition of the existing 5,750 square 
foot residence, detached garage, and guest house to construct a new two-story house with an 
underground basement and attached three-car garage.  The site is located in the Asilomar 
Dunes Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area and in the City of Pacific Grove Archaeological 
Overlay zone.  The proposed home will consist of 3,311.4 square feet of site coverage including 
a 3,077 square foot building footprint, 286 square feet of non-building footprint (walls, exterior 
fireplace, porches, trash enclosure, light wells, stepping stones), 667 square feet of permeable 
driveway pavers, and a 677 square foot unpaved courtyard.  The environmentally protected 
areas on the site will not be physically impacted by the project.    
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Review Period 

October 30, 2015, through 4:00pm on November 30, 2015.  

Comments 

The City welcomes public comment on the project and on the analysis contained in this 
environmental Initial Study.  Any individual, group, or agency wishing to make comments or ask 
questions related to the proposed project or the environmental analysis may submit them in 
writing to the City of Pacific Grove at the address listed above. The City will consider all 
comments received by 4:00 p.m. on November 30, 2015.  The City also will receive oral 
comments at a public hearing conducted by the Architectural Review Board on December 8, 
2015.  
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Figure 1 
Regional Vicinity  
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Findings and Reasons 

With mitigation identified in this Initial Study, the proposed project will not have the potential to 
significantly degrade the environment, will have no significant impact on long-term 
environmental goals, will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment, and will 
not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

The following reasons will support these findings: 

1. Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potential effects to a less than 
significant level. 

2. The proposed project is consistent with the adopted goals and policies of the City of 
Pacific General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) and the City of Pacific Grove Municipal 
Code. 

3. City staff independently reviewed the Initial Study, and this Mitigated Negative 
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the City of Pacific Grove. 

 

Impacts 

 The project has the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on a special-status 

species. 

 The project has the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on a sensitive 

natural community. 

 The project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an archaeological resource 

 The project has the potential to destroy a unique paleontological resource or site and/or 

a unique geologic feature. 

 The project has the potential to disturb human remains. 

 The existing site does not comply with local statutes relating to solid waste, which may 

lead to a potentially significant impact without mitigation incorporated.  
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 

BIO - 1 

Prior to the start of construction, temporary fencing shall be installed to delineate the 
construction zone for the purpose of protecting the surrounding dune habitat.  The Project 
Biologist shall install the temporary fence.  The fencing shall be installed to protect sensitive 
species and it shall remain in place until all construction on the site is completed and final 
building inspection approval has been received.  After confirmation of final building approval, 
the Project Biologist shall remove the fencing.  

BIO – 2 

Prior to the start of construction, the project biologist shall conduct an educational meeting to 
explain the purpose of the monitoring, to show the equipment operators what is being 
monitored and to explain what will happen in the incidence of locating a legless lizard during 
demolition activities.  The project biologist will explain the life history of the legless lizard, why 
they may be found on the property and what they should do if one is spotted on the project site.  
The workers will be shown a photo of a live lizard for visual reference and asked to be prepared 
to immediately stop demolition activity if a lizard is discovered and wait until the animal is safely 
removed from the construction zone before restarting. 

BIO - 3  

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.  

BIO - 4  

Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall search the project area for black 
legless lizards.  If any are found, the Project Biologist shall relocate any to a nearby suitable 
habitat. 

BIO - 5  

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.  

BIO - 6  

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. 

BIO - 7  

The Project biologist shall be notified in advance of any activity including heavy equipment, and 
shall monitor this activity on a daily basis while work continues.  

BIO - 8 
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Landscaping shall be in accordance to the specifications of the Landscape Restoration Plan. 
Implementation of the project shall be completed prior to receiving final building inspection 
approval and granting of occupancy.   

BIO - 9 

No exotic plants or non-local native plants shall be planted on the property, either on the 
ground or in planters. 

Cul – 1 

A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present when construction begins, to monitor all 
earth moving, or earth disturbing activities.  The archaeologist shall be given 48-hour notice of 
the start of demolition or any grading or excavation of soils.  The monitor shall recover cultural 
materials that may be found in the excavated soil.  If, at any time, potentially significant cultural 
features are encountered, work shall be halted until the monitor or principal archaeologist 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. 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 will be 
notified as required by law.  The designated Most Likely Descendant will provide 
recommendations for treatment of Native American human remains. The archaeologist shall be 
invited to an preconstruction meetings to learn of the methods to be utilized by the 
construction crew and to coordinate with them. 

Cul – 2 

If sufficient quantities of cultural materials are recovered during monitoring/data recovery, 
appropriate professional analysis of those materials shall be performed.  This might include 
processes including, but not limited to, radiocarbon dating, faunal analysis, and lithic analysis. 
Following monitoring and data recovery, a report suitable for compliance documentation shall 
be prepared.  This report shall document the field methodology and findings and make 
management recommendations. If analysis of cultural materials is undertaken, a Final Technical 
Report documenting the results of all scientific studies shall be completed within a year 
following completion of monitoring and data recovery field work. 

Cul - 3 

Cultural materials recovered during the project shall be processed and curated in the public 
domain at a suitable research facility.  Artifacts shall not be turned over to Native American 
groups or other special interests unless specifically required under the provisions of the Public 
Resources Code. 

UTI - 1 
  
The existing septic tank system must be abandoned and replaced with a connection to a City 
Sewer main, in accordance with Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 9.20.050 
 



I. Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 
|  1 -7  

 

 
 

This page intentionally left blank 

 





 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II. INITIAL STUDY  

 

 





II. Initial Study 

 
 |  2 -1  

City of Pacific Grove 
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist 

Background & Project Description 

Project Title 

1365 Pico Ave. Demolition and Reconstruction 

Project Location 

The project site is located at 1365 Pico Ave, in the City of Pacific Grove, the County of Monterey, 
and the state of California. See Figure 1. 

General Plan Designation 

Low Density Residential (5.4 Dwelling Units per acre) 

Zoning 

R-1-B-4 (Single Family Residential Combined District) 

Project Description 

The proposed project is a new 3,721 square foot single family residence located at 1365 Pico 
Avenue (APN 007-072-009).  The project includes the demolition of the existing 5,750 square 
foot residence, detached garage, and guest house to construct a new two-story house with an 
underground basement and attached three-car garage.  The site is located in the Asilomar 
Dunes Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area and in the City of Pacific Grove Archaeological 
Overlay zone.  The proposed home will consist of 3,311.4 square feet of site coverage including 
a 3,077 square foot building footprint, 286 square feet of non-building footprint (walls, exterior 
fireplace, porches, trash enclosure, light wells, stepping stones), 667 square feet of permeable 
driveway pavers, and a 677 square foot unpaved courtyard.  The environmentally protected 
areas on the site will not be physically impacted by the project.    

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 

The project site is located within the City of Pacific Grove in the County of Monterey, California 
(Figure 1, Location Map). The property is a corner parcel and is relatively flat. The parcel is 
located in the R-1-B-4 zoning district on the corner of Pico Ave and La Calle Corta in the 
northwest section of town (See figure 1, Location Map).  The project site and its surrounding 
parcels are located within an Archaeologically Sensitive Area (ASA), as shown in Figure 3 of the 
LUP, and are within the Coastal Zone (CZ), as shown in Figure 1 of the LUP. Additionally, the site 
and the surrounding parcels are located in area IV of the LUP, designated as the Asilomar Dunes 
Area and an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA).  According to figure 2 of the LUP, 
the surrounding sites range from high to moderate sensitivity and consist of sand dune 
landforms. The ASA and CZ are discussed further in Section III, Biological Resources, Section IV, 
Cultural Resources, and Section IV, Land Use/Planning. 
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Planning and Entitlements 

City of Pacific Grove 

 Architectural Permit 

 Building Permit 
 

Other Public Agencies 

 California Coastal Commission – Coastal Development Permit and consultation for 
projects in California Coastal Commission’s appeal jurisdiction 

 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
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III. Environmental Checklist 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected by the Project 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Population and Housing 

 
Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Public Services 

 Air Quality  Hydrology and Water Quality  Recreation 

 Biological Resources  Land Use and Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  
Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Geology and Soils  Noise  
Mandatory Findings 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 EIR is required.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

  X  

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

  X  

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

  X  

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

  X  

Discussion 

(a)  
A scenic vista is described as a clear, expansive view of the natural environmental, historic and/or 
architectural features, usually from an elevated point or open area, which possesses visual and aesthetic 
qualities of value to the community. Scenic vistas within the City of Pacific Grove include views of the 
Pacific Ocean, historic structures and/or open space lands. The City of Pacific Grove Local Coastal 
Program LUP contains Policy 2.5.4.1 which designates the following areas as scenic vistas: 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 identified as a scenic area according to 
this criteria. The project improvements support the above policies as the proposed improvements would 
reduce the total site coverage; remain within the requirements of the building height; and will 
ultimately not affect the visual significance of the area.  
In addition, the proposed project is in compliance with the City’s Architectural Review Guidelines for 
Single-Family Residences (ARG) as follows: 

 Guideline 16: An effort should be made to preserve significant public view corridors.  

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

 Guideline 33: Door and window proportions should relate to the scale and style of the building 

itself. 

 Guideline 35: Design a façade to appear similar in scale and character to those in its context. 

 Guideline 37: In developing a design concept, consider the materials used in other buildings in 

the neighborhood. 

 Guideline 38: Exterior materials should be compatible with those that predominate in the area. 
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Although the proposed improvements would be visible from surrounding properties, there is no 
identifiable viewpoint or elevated vista on the proposed site or the adjacent properties from which the 
proposed project would ultimately detract in a substantial way. Overall, the proposed improvements are 
in compliance with the above Architectural Review Guidelines. Therefore, effects on the scenic vistas of 
the site and its surroundings would be considered less than significant.   
 
(b) 
Per the California Scenic Highway Program, there are no state scenic highways within the City of Pacific 
Grove, resulting in no impact. 
 
(c)  
The proposed improvements are not anticipated to substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the project site and its surroundings, as the proposed improvements would be implemented 
on a site that is currently disturbed and used as a single-family residence. The improvements are 
designed to be consistent with the surrounding architectural styles and appearances of the surrounding 
residential nature. The topography of the project site is relatively level, and would not require cut and 
fill slopes that could change the appearance of the project site. In addition, as will be discussed further 
in Section III, Biological Resources, a Landscape Restoration Plan (LRP) has been prepared for the 
proposed project, with the intent to reestablish a native plant community for this property. The LRP 
includes specific measures for planting, maintenance and monitoring of the installation. Provided these 
measures are followed, the project will result in an enhancement of the dune area as a scenic resource. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings, and would result in a less than significant impact. 
 
(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. The creation of 
substantial glare is not anticipated because the existing residential use of the site remains unchanged, 
and the project does not include window glazing that is beyond what may typically be expected in 
dwellings in the neighborhood of the project.  The proposed exterior lighting fixture locations can be 
seen on the plan set and includes outdoor wall-mounted lights and pathway lighting. . 
In addition, the proposed project is in compliance with the City’s Architectural Review Guidelines for 
Single-Family Residences as follows: 

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

properties. 

 Guideline 12: Choose light fixtures that are compatible with the architectural style of the project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2. AGRICULTURE 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 Department of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 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 nonagricultural use? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

Discussion 

(a–c) 
The proposed project is located in an established community. Agricultural uses are a permitted use 
within the R-1-B-4 District (Pacific Grove, City of.  Pacific Grove Municipal Code.). As such, no 
development would occur on land designated for agricultural use and the proposed project would not 
have a significant impact on agricultural resources. Therefore, there would be no impact.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

  X  

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

  X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

  X  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

  X  

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

  X  

Discussion 

(a–c) 
The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of 
the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). In March 1997, the air basin was 
redesignated 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. 

Short-Term Construction Emissions 

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 
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exceed MBUAPCD 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 contribute 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. The 
impact is therefore considered less than significant. 

Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions are considered long term because they continue indefinitely. However, the 
proposed project includes a new Single Family Residence that will not generate vehicle trips or any other 
emission-producing activities at a higher level than what exists. Impacts would be less than significant. 

(d) 
The MBUAPCD defines sensitive receptors as facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, people 
with illness, or others who are especially sensitive to air pollutants. The sensitive receptors closest to the 
project site consist of single-family residences and the Asilomar Conference Grounds.  However, as 
noted above, construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Impacts on sensitive receptors would be considered less than significant. 

(e) 
The proposed project is a new single-family residence that would not generate odors during operation. 
Odors could be generated by construction equipment during project construction. However, due to the 
nature of the project, construction activities in any given location would be short-term and a substantial 
number of people would not be affected by odors. Impacts would be less than significant.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 Wildlife or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

 X   

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 Wildlife or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service?  

 X   

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? 

  X  

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

   X 

Existing Setting 

The City of Pacific Grove is located on the Monterey Bay and Pacific Ocean shoreline, within the 
boundary of the federally protected Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary and contains numerous 
and diverse sensitive plant life and wildlife species.  The subject property is located in the Asilomar 
Dunes, an area comprised of environmentally sensitive habitat with a number of rare and endangered 
species.  The Asilomar dunes are a distinct geological complex encompassing approximately 480 acres 
between Point Pinos and Point Joe.  The Asilomar Dunes extend inland from the shoreline dunes and 
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bluffs through a series of dune ridges and interdune swales into the first band of Monterey pine trees to 
about Asilomar Avenue.  The general area surrounding the project site is characterized as scattered 
residences among sand dunes and Monterey pine forest.  The Asilomar Dunes is an area with a number 
of unique biological and geological resources, including at least ten plants and one animal species of 
special concern and dune landforms that are compromised almost entirely of quartz sand.  In 
accordance with the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for the City of Pacific Grove, the applicant has 
submitted a Botanical Survey Report and a Landscape Restoration Plan.  

A botanical survey was conducted on the property on May 9, 2015.  Despite the drought and relatively 
dry winter and spring, all of the plant species of special concern that occur in the Asilomar Dunes were 
evident, either on the property or on nearby properties.  The project biologist identified the following 
species of special concern: 

 Menzie’s Wallflower 

 Tidestrom’s Lupine 

 Sand Gilia 

 Beach Layia 

 Monterey Spineflower 

 Coastal Dunes Milk-vetch 

 Pacific Grove Clover 

 Sandmat Manzanita 

 Monterey Paintbrush 

 Monterey Pine 

 Black Legless Lizard 

Additionally, the project biologist noted that large patches of iceplant that once surrounded the house 
have begun regrowing on the western and southern sides of the residence and a hybrid of Tidestrom’s 
lupine and Monterey spineflower is also invading the western dune ridge from the neighboring 
properties to the south.  This plant represents a serious threat to the genetic integrity and survival of the 
remaining Tidestrom’s Lupines in the Asilomar Dunes.   

Discussion  

(a, d) 
The project site was searched during the survey for California Black Legless Lizard (Anniella pulchra 
nigra) and although none were found, the report states they likely may occur on the site. The Black 
Legless Lizard is listed on the State Department of Fish and Game 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 species as “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.  Although this species was not found on site, it is not possible that the project 
would have an adverse effect to this species, resulting in a potentially significant impact.  Compliance 
with the mitigation measures listed below would ensure that the potential impacts to the Black Legless 
Lizard are reduced to a less than significant level. 
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BIO - 1 

Prior to the start of construction, temporary fencing shall be installed to delineate the construction zone 
for the purpose of protecting the surrounding dune habitat.  The Project Biologist shall install the 
temporary fence.  The fencing shall be installed to protect sensitive species and it shall remain in place 
until all construction on the site is completed and final building inspection approval has been received.  
After confirmation of final building approval, the Project Biologist shall remove the fencing.  

BIO – 2 

Prior to the start of construction, the project biologist shall conduct an educational meeting to explain 
the purpose of the monitoring, to show the equipment operators what is being monitored and to 
explain what will happen in the incidence of locating a legless lizard during demolition activities.  The 
project biologist will explain the life history of the legless lizard, why they may be found on the property 
and what they should do if one is spotted on the project site.  The workers will be shown a photo of a 
live lizard for visual reference and asked to be prepared to immediately stop demolition activity if a 
lizard is discovered and wait until the animal is safely removed from the construction zone before 
restarting. 

BIO - 3  

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.  

BIO - 4  

Prior to the start of construction, the Project Biologist shall search the project area for black legless 
lizards.  If any are found, the Project Biologist shall relocate any to a nearby suitable habitat. 

BIO - 5  

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.  

BIO - 6  

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. 

BIO - 7  

The Project biologist shall be notified in advance of any activity including heavy equipment, and shall 
monitor this activity on a daily basis while work continues. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure that any impacts to the species of 
special concern on the property would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

(b) 
Sensitive habitats include (a) areas of special concern to resource agencies; (b) areas protected under 
CEQA; (c) areas designated as sensitive natural communities by the CDFW; (d) areas outlined in Fish and 
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Game Code Section 1600; (e) areas regulated under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act; and (f) 
areas protected under local regulations and policies. The proposed development has been sited to 
reduce potential impacts to sensitive habitats to the greatest extent possible. It almost completely 
overlaps with previously disturbed lands and utilizes underground living space to reduce site coverage 
impacts.  

BIO - 8 

Landscaping shall be in accordance to the specifications of the Landscape Restoration Plan. 
Implementation of the project shall be completed prior to receiving final building inspection approval 
and granting of occupancy.   

BIO - 9 

No exotic plants or non-local native plants shall be planted on the property, either on the ground or in 
planters. 

(c) 
The project site does not contain 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.  

 (e) 
The Biological Survey Report states that the Monterey Pine is a special status species tree that is found 
on the property.  The trees are not proposed for removal or trimming.  The City’s Tree ordinance, Pacific 
Grove Municipal Code Chapter 12.16, includes standards for the protection and preservation of trees 
during construction activities, including placement of protective fencing around trunks and canopy drip 
lines, limiting excavation and the placement of construction wastes and excavation spoils within drip 
lines, among others. With compliance with the standard conditions of approval listed in tree ordinance, 
no impacts are anticipated.  Additionally, the project would be required to comply with all local policies 
and ordinances protecting biological resources. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through 
BIO-8 would ensure the project’s consistency with local policies pertaining to biological resources. As 
such, no conflict is anticipated, and no additional mitigation measures are proposed.  

(f) 
There are currently no adopted or proposed habitat conservation plans, natural community 
conservation plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans that affect the 
proposed project. Therefore, no conflict would occur. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

   X 

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

 X   

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

 X   

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

 X   

Discussion 

(a) 

The subject property is not considered a Historic Resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.5  The  subject property was built in 1954 and multiple additions have taken 
place since the original construction.  The project will have no impact to a historic resource.  

(b-d) 

The project site is located within an Archaeologically Sensitive Area (ASA), as shown in Figure 3 
of the LUP, of the City where potentially significant archaeological resources and artifacts have 
been discovered in the past. Section 2.4, Archaeological Resources of the LUP includes Policies 
2.2.4.1 through 2.4.5.1 which are aimed to protect the City’s archaeological resources within 
the CZ. Chapter 7, Historic and Archaeological Resources of the General Plan includes Goal 4, 
which aims to protect the City’s archaeological resources, and is supported by Policies 20-23 
and Programs AA-EE. Archaeological sites and resources are protected by Federal and State 
statutes.  Policies in the City’s General Plan also require protection, preservation, or recovery of 
data, if feasible, from archaeologically significant resources. 

Proposed projects that require discretionary approvals in this area also require an inspection of 
the project site and an analysis of the observations and/or finds by a qualified archaeologist 
with local expertise. At a minimum, required investigations include archival research, surface 
inspection of the site, an evaluation of the historic and cultural significance of artifacts that may 
be discovered during the surface inspection and recommendations for the protection and 
treatment of artifacts that may be exposed and/or disrupted by the proposed project. Susan 
Morley, AIA, a Professional Archaeologist, completed a Preliminary Cultural Resources 
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Reconnaissance for the site in accordance with Section 15063(a)(2) and (3) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines in 2002 and 2008.  

An archaeological resource may be eligible for historic significance if it qualifies for listing in 
either the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Inventory of Historic 
Resources (CIHR), or if it is already listed as a California Historical Landmark. To qualify for 
listing on the NRHP or CIHR, at least one of the following criteria must be met: 

 The resource is associated with events or persons that have made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of California history and heritage; 

 It embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction or is a representative example of an important master individual; 

 It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history, 

that can only be determined by archaeological methods.  

The City’s General Plan, Chapter 7, Historic and Archaeological Resources, contains the 
following goals, policies and programs which apply to development and/or construction 
proposals within the City’s ASAs: 

 Goal 4: Protect Pacific Grove’s archaeological resources. 

 Policy 20: Support the enforcement of existing State and federal laws pertaining to 

pilfering of archaeological sites. 

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

identified as containing archaeological remains. 

 Policy 22: Work with the California Archaeological Inventory to develop information that 

will allow the prediction of additional sites likely to contain archaeological remains. 

 Policy 23: Refer development proposals that may adversely affect archaeological sites to 

the California Archaeological Inventory. 

In carrying out these policies, the City will take the following measures, in cooperation with the 
State Historic Preservation Office and the California Archaeological Inventory, before issuing 
any permits for development or beginning any project within areas potentially containing 
archaeological resources. 

 Program AA: Inspect the surface of sites which potentially contain archaeological 

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

resources. 
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In those areas identified as being the actual or probable sites of archaeological remains, any 
projects on City land or requiring the issuance of permits by the City will be investigated during 
plan review to determine whether valuable archaeological remains will be affected by the 
project. 

 Program BB: Require that all sites with potential resources likely to be disturbed by a 

proposed project be analyzed by a qualified archaeologist with local expertise.  

Upon the first discovery of any archaeological findings, development activity will be halted until 
professional archaeological examination and preservation is accomplished. 

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

source and prepared by a qualified archaeologist, be submitted for review and, if ap-

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

The City will take all possible precautions to insure that no action by the City results in the loss 
of any irreplaceable archaeological record present in the City’s planning jurisdiction. 

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

considered and protected during the first phases of project design (LUP, 2.4.4.2). 

 Program EE: Where an archaeological site is in proximity to a project under review, City 

staff in conjunction with the California Archaeological Inventory will determine the 

particular qualities to be preserved and the methods of preservation. 

On September 5, 2015, a field reconnaissance was conducted by Susan Morley, AIA.. The 
findings of this reconnaissance, as well as a backgrounds records search for the subject parcel, 
were submitted in a report for the project dated September 16, 2003.  The report also includes 
an assessment of project-related environmental effects to culturally significant archaeological 
artifacts that may be discovered during implementation of the project. 

The record search of the files of the Northwest Regional Information Center showed that 
although there are a number of known sites within one kilometer of the subject parcel, the 
project site is not within the recorded boundary of a known prehistoric cultural resource in the 
area.  Because of the possibility of unidentified (e.g. buried) cultural resources being found 
during construction, the report recommends the standard mitigation measure below.   

The following actions shall be undertaken to reduce potential adverse effects to cultural 
resources to a less than significant impact.  

Cul – 1 

A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present when construction begins, to monitor all 
earth moving, or earth disturbing activities.  The archaeologist shall be given 48-hour notice of 
the start of demolition or any grading or excavation of soils.  The monitor shall recover cultural 
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materials that may be found in the excavated soil.  If, at any time, potentially significant cultural 
features are encountered, work shall be halted until the monitor or principal archaeologist 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. 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 will be 
notified as required by law.  The designated Most Likely Descendant will provide 
recommendations for treatment of Native American human remains. The archaeologist shall be 
invited to an preconstruction meetings to learn of the methods to be utilized by the 
construction crew and to coordinate with them. 

Cul – 2 

If sufficient quantities of cultural materials are recovered during monitoring/data recovery, 
appropriate professional analysis of those materials shall be performed.  This might include 
processes including, but not limited to, radiocarbon dating, faunal analysis, and lithic analysis. 
Following monitoring and data recovery, a report suitable for compliance documentation shall 
be prepared.  This report shall document the field methodology and findings and make 
management recommendations. If analysis of cultural materials is undertaken, a Final Technical 
Report documenting the results of all scientific studies shall be completed within a year 
following completion of monitoring and data recovery field work. 

Cul - 3 

Cultural materials recovered during the project shall be processed and curated in the public 
domain at a suitable research facility.  Artifacts shall not be turned over to Native American 
groups or other special interests unless specifically required under the provisions of the Public 
Resources Code. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure that any impacts to cultural 
resources on the property would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

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? 

   X 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     X 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

   X 

iv. Landslides?    X 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

   X 

c) Would the project 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? 

   X 

d) Would the project 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? 

   X 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater. 

   X 
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Discussion 

(a-e) 
The potential for and mitigation of impacts that may result from geologic hazards within the City are 
identified and addressed in the City’s General Plan.  Monterey County is in 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, the City of Pacific Grove is not within an earthquake fault zone. The City of Pacific Grove is situated 
on relatively stable granite bedrock, which reduces the likelihood of damage resulting from seismic 
events.    
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

7.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

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

  X  

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

  X  

Discussion 

(a, b) 
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 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., Title 24) and the City’s Green Building Program, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact on localized greenhouse gas emissions.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   X 

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?  

   X 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within ¼ mile of an existing 
or proposed school? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

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

   X 

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? 

   X 
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Discussion 

(a–h) 
According to a search of the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (2015) EnviroStor database and 
the State Water Resources Control Board’s (2015) GeoTracker database, the project site is not included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese 
List).1 Construction of the proposed project would involve the use of limited amounts of routine 
hazardous materials, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, oils, and solvents. Contractors would be required to 
use, store, and dispose of any hazardous materials in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations. Compliance with existing regulations would minimize potential risks to the public and 
the environment associated with the use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials associated with 
the proposed project. The proposed project would not use any hazardous materials as part of project 
operation.   

The Asilomar Conference Grounds, Asilomar State Beach, and the George Washington Park are less than 
a mile from the project site. However, project construction would not involve the use of construction 
equipment or handling of hazardous materials such that it would result in a substantial risk.   

The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of an airport, is not located in an area identified as 
prone to wildland fires as identified in the City’s General Plan, and would not interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the project is considered to have no 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

  

                                                           

1 Government Code Section 65962.5 requires compilation of a list of hazardous waste and substances sites to be used as a planning document 
by state and local agencies and developers to comply with the CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous 
materials release sites. This list is commonly known as the Cortese List. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

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

  X  

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 (for example, 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)? 

  X  

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. 

  X  

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. 

  X  

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

  X  

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

  X  

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?  

   X 

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

   X 

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? 

   X 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 
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Discussion 

(a, e, f) 
The proposed project could result in water quality degradation during construction and operation. 
Construction activities associated with development of the project site would include grading and 
vegetation removal, which would disturb and expose soils to water erosion, potentially increasing the 
amount of silt and debris entering drainages, including the nearby Asilomar State Marine Reserve. 
However, as noted above, the project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code 
Chapter 18.04, which requires implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize 
polluted runoff and water quality impacts.  

(b)  
Some water would be used during project construction, such as for dust control, but the quantities 
would be incidental. The existing use of the project site is consistent with the density requirements and 
allowable uses in the R-1-B-4 zoning district and the proposal will have no effect on any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements. 

(c, d)  
The proposed project would involve construction of a new single family residence on a residentially 
zoned parcel. While some minor grading would be required, the project would not substantially alter the 
topography in the area such that substantial erosion or off-site flooding would result. The finished 
foundation will be constructed at or very near existing grades and therefore will not impede or redirect 
existing drainage patterns. Therefore, this would be a less than significant impact. 

(g, h, I, j) 
The project site is not located in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year flood 
zone. Given the scope of the project, there is not a substantial risk of injury or death from tsunamis or 
flooding associated with the project. Because of the topography of the area, there would not be a 
substantial risk from seiche or mudflows. This would be a less than significant impact.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?    X 

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?  

   X 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

   X 

Discussion 

(a-b) 
The project proposes the construction of a new single family residence in a Single Family Residential 
district.  The project is consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Land Use Plan and the City’s General Plan.  
Additionally, the project is consistent with the zoning ordinance for the R-1-B-4 (Single Family 
Residential, Combined) District.  The proposed project is considered to be consistent with applicable 
land use plans, policies, and regulations. There would be no impact.  

(c) 
There are currently no adopted or proposed habitat conservation plans, natural community 
conservation plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans that affect the 
proposed project. Therefore, no conflict would occur, and there would be no impact.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

Discussion 

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.  



1365 Pico Ave. 

 
2-26  |  C I T Y  O F  P A C I F I C  G R O V E  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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?  

   X 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

  X  

c) Substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

  X  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

  X  

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

Discussion 

(a) 
The proposed project consists of the demolition of the existing single family residence and the 
construction of a new single family residence. Day-to-day activities within the home would result in 
minimal noise, which will be similar to the noise generated at the adjacent residential uses.  These 
noises would not expose any persons to noise in excess of applicable City or County noise standards. 
There would be no substantial permanent increase in noise levels. Therefore, there would be no impact.   

(b) 
Groundborne vibrations and noise can result from both construction and grading activities. The 
proposed project would involve only minor grading and limited construction activities. Thus, it is not 
anticipated that any unusual grading equipment or blasting would be required which could create 
excessive groundborne vibration. While some localized vibrations may occur during grading and heavy 
equipment use, such vibrations are expected to be minor and would not affect the closest sensitive 
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receptors (i.e., the neighboring residences and hotel uses). Once the project is completed, no excessive 
ground vibrations or noises would occur. This impact would be less than significant. 

(c, d) 
Temporary noise impacts would occur as a result of construction-related activities, which could affect 
sensitive receptors in the vicinity. These include the existing nearby residential uses. However, proposed 
grading and construction activities would be minor and of short duration.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of temporary construction-related 
noise levels in excess of applicable City or County standards. This impact would be less than significant. 

(e, f)  
The project site is not located within 2 miles of a public or private airport. Therefore, there would be no 
impact.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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)? 

   X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X 

Discussion 

(a–c) 
The proposed project consists of the demolition of an existing single family residence and the 
reconstruction of a new residence on the same lot.  The replacement of a single family residence in a 
single family residential zone will not result in a substantial population growth, nor will it displace 
substantial numbers of existing housing or people.  There would be no impact.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or need for new or physical 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?    X 

b) Police protection?    X 

c) Schools?     X 

d) Parks?    X 

e) Other public facilities?    X 

Discussion 

(a–e) 
The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing single family residence and the 
reconstruction of a new residence.  The new residence would not add population which would increase 
demand on public services.  Therefore, it would not result in physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered government facilities. There would be no impact related to public 
services.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 
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Impact 
No 
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15. RECREATION. Would the project: 

a) 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? 

   X 

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

   X 

Discussion 

(a, b) 
The proposed project would not affect recreational opportunities for the city and county. Thus, the 
project would not result in the physical deterioration of any parks or recreational facilities. Project 
construction activities may interfere with regular use of the Asilomar State Beach and Conference 
Grounds. However, these activities would be of short duration and would not permanently affect the 
operation of either use. Therefore, the project would have no impact on recreation. 

Impacts associated with construction of the new residence are assumed as part of the proposed project 
and are addressed throughout this Initial Study. Potential impacts include disturbance of biological 
and/or cultural resources, temporary air emissions, soil erosion and water quality degradation, handling 
of hazardous materials, temporary construction noise, and temporary construction traffic. Each of these 
potential impacts has been determined to be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation 
measures provided in this document.  



II. Initial Study 

 
|  2 -3 1  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 
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No 
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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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (for example, sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(for example, farm equipment)? 

   X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

   X 

 

Discussion 

(a-f) 
The proposed project consists of a new Single Family residence on a residential parcel. Thus, project 
implementation would not add vehicles to area roadways and would not result in a decline of service at 
area intersections or otherwise adversely affect traffic operations.  The subject parcel is located in a 
residential zone and is surrounded by residential uses.  Additionally, the project proposal includes three 
on-site parking spaces.  Both the existing and the proposed homes have adequate access for emergency 
responders and the proposed project would have no impact on air traffic patterns.  The proposed 
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project is considered to be consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations. For these 
reasons, there will be no impact.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 
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Significant 

Impact 
No 
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board?  

   X 

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

   X 

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

   X 

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

   X 

e) 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 projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

   X 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

   X 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

 X   

Discussion 

(a–f) 
The proposed project is the replacement of an existing single family residence that would not add 
population or other land uses that would increase demand on public utilities and service systems. There 
would be no impact related to public utilities. 
(g) 
The existing residence is currently served by a septic system for solid waste.  The Pacific Grove Municipal 
Code Chapter 9.20.050 requires all properties currently served by an existing septic tank system to 
connect to a sewer main in the event of either a failure to the existing septic tank system or additions to 
any structure which exceeds 50 percent of the value of said structure.   
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The following actions shall be taken: 
 
 UTI-1 
  

The existing septic tank system must be abandoned and replaced with a connection to a City 
Sewer main, in accordance with Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 9.20.050 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Issues, Analysis and Discussion 
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal, or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

 X   

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

  X  

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

   X 

 

Discussion 

(a) 
With mitigation incorporated, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts. As 
discussed in subsection 4, Biological Resources, after mitigation, the proposed project would result in 
less than significant impacts to species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, and on federally protected wetlands and 
would not conflict with local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. Similarly, as 
discussed in subsection 5, Cultural Resources, after mitigation, the proposed project would result in less 
than significant impacts to human remains, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources. 

(b) 
A significant impact may occur if the project, in conjunction with related projects, would result in 
impacts that are less than significant when viewed separately but would be significant when viewed 
together. When considering the proposed project in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the project site, the proposed project does not 
have the potential to cause impacts that are cumulatively considerable. As detailed in the above 
discussions, the proposed project would not result in any significant and unmitigable impacts in any 
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environmental categories. In all cases, the impacts associated with the project are limited to the project 
site or area of such a negligible degree that they would not result in a significant contribution to any 
cumulative impacts. 

(c) 
The proposed project does not have the potential to significantly adversely affect humans, either 
directly or indirectly, once mitigation measures are implemented. While a number of the proposed 
project’s impacts were identified as having a potential to significantly impact humans, with 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures and standard requirements, these impacts are 
expected to be less than significant. With implementation of the identified measures, the proposed 
project would not be expected to cause significant adverse impacts to humans. All significant impacts 
are avoidable, and the City of Pacific Grove would ensure that measures imposed to protect human 
beings are fully implemented. 
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III. 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. 

X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect 
on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
is required. 

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a potentially 
significant or a potentially significant unless 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 adequately in an 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed 
project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

 

Mark Brodeur  

Mark Brodeur, Community and Economic Development Director 
City of Pacific Grove 

 

Date:  10/27/2015  
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