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

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Members of the Architectural Review Board  

FROM: Wendy Lao, Associate Planner 

MEETING DATE: February 27, 2018 

ADDRESS: 1635 Sunset Drive. Pacific Grove (APN 007-041-020) 

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 2,942 gross square feet single-family 

residence with a partial second story on a vacant property. The 

project would be placed on the City’s water waitlist. 
 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Joel Panzer, of Maureen Wruck Planning Consultant, on behalf of 

Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak, owners 

CEQA STATUS: Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

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. 17-132, and to place the project on the City’s 

water waitlist, subject to the attached Findings and Conditions. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Architectural Permit and Tree Permit with Development 17-132 would allow a new 2,942 gross 

square feet single-family residence and with an attached garage on a vacant property. The site is 

23,137.23 square feet (0.53 acres). The residence will be set back 90 feet from the street 

frontage, and a driveway of approximately 183 feet and 11 inches length will lead to the 

residence’s two covered, two uncovered parking spaces. The front upper-story of the residence 

contains a sod roof, which will have vegetation to help camouflage the approximately 18 ft. tall 

partial second-story at the rear. The project is over half an acre and proposes a lot coverage of 

20%, which includes the allowable 5% immediate outdoor living space area. 
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The site is located in the Coastal Zone, the Asilomar Dunes Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Area, and the Archaeological Zone. No significant archaeological or tribal cultural resource is 

identified at this time. Grading quantities for the project would include approximately 150 cubic 

yards of cut and 20 cubic yards of fill (totaling 130 cubic yards). The project proposes to 

remove a 5 inch Monterey Pine tree, remove a 6 inch Sidney Golden Wattle Acacia tree, and 

trim two Monterey Cypress trees. The project is requesting a water fixture unit count of 18.4 for 

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

would be placed on the City’s water waitlist. 

 

BACKGROUND  

On February 13, 2017, Joel Panzer, of Maureen Wruck Planning Consultant, on behalf of 

Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak, owners, applied for an Architectural Permit to allow a new single-

family residence of 2,942 gross square feet to be located at 1635 Sunset Drive, and to be placed 

on the City’s water waitlist. Mr. Cieslak subsequently applied for a Tree Permit with 

Development as part of the project application. 

 

The project was originally scheduled to be heard at the October 10, 2017 Architecture Review 

Board (ARB) meeting. However, after story poles and netting for public noticing were installed, 

the applicant expressed interest in relocating the structure. The relocation of the structure is to 

improve the designated scenic vista, better preserve some portion of a neighbor’s scenic views, 

and support biological resources within the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. 

 

As a result, the applicant resubmitted revised plans on December 1, 2017 (See Attachment 6).  

The revised plans indicate a structure of the same size shifted an additional 15 feet further back, 

creating a total of a 90 feet front setback.  

 

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 partial two-story single-family residence in the center of the 

property, towards the front of the lot. The siding would be concrete slab and stucco, and the 

windows would be clear anodized aluminum tempered glass windows. The building would be a 

maximum of 18 feet tall. 

 

Pacific Grove Municipal Code & Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The project proposes a gross floor area of 2,942 square feet, which is within the allowable 

maximum gross floor area of 5,905 square feet, pursuant to P.G.M.C. 23.16.110(a). The project 

proposes a site coverage of 15% (3,471 square feet), which is within the Coastal Commission’s 

allowable maximum lot coverage of 15% (3,471 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 15% does not include the allowable 5% immediate outdoor living space area, which 

is also allowed by the LUP Policy 3.4.5.2. The project’s site coverage also does not include the 

first 75 feet of permeable paving for the driveway strips, totaling 450 square feet, which is also 
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allowed by the LUP Policy 3.4.5.2.  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 maximum building height of 18 feet, which is within the allowable 

maximum building height of 18 feet. 

 

The project proposes a side yard setback of 8 feet 3 inches on the northern side and 10 feet 3 

inches on the southern side, which meets the side yard setback requirement of 8 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: 

 

 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). 

 

Trees: 

The project proposes to remove a 5 inch Monterey Pine tree, remove a 6 inch Sidney Golden 

Wattle Acacia tree, and trim two Monterey Cypress trees. Frank Ono, ISA Certified Arborist, 

completed a tree resource assessment on July 12, 2017, and provided an amendment on 

November 20, 2017. 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 a curved building, which complements the rolling sand dunes 

and natural landscape surrounding the property. The project is not maximizing its gross 

floor area, and is surrounded by taller two-story single-family residences. The height 

would be a maximum of 18 feet, which is lower than some adjacent neighboring 

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

The proposed design provides open space around 80% 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 by 

using windows and by varying building heights including a sod roof. This helps to 

soften the elevation. 

Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources 

The subject site is located in the City’s Archaeologically Sensitive Area. No significant 

archaeological or tribal cultural resource is identified at this time, and will not be confirmed 

until construction begins. Mitigation measures are proposed in the event that such resource is 

observed during construction, as this property is located in the Archaeologically Sensitive Area.  

 

John Schlagheck, M.A., RPA, Associate Archaeologist of Homan & Associates, prepared an 

Archaeological Records Search, Site Reconnaissance, and Subsurface Testing report on October 

2016. 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 May 3, May 23, June 21, and July 25. City staff continued to discuss the project with 

the OCEN tribe again on September 26, 2017 and additional dates thereafter although tribal 

consultation had been concluded.  

 

Biological Resources 

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

Moss, coastal biologist, prepared a Biological Survey Report on February 4, 2017, and provided 

an amendment on November 29, 2017. A Habitat Restoration Plan was also prepared on 

February 8, 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. The addendum to the report also states that new location of the 

structure is now predominantly in the “least environmentally sensitive” part of the property. 

 

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. 
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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 6, 2017 through 

October 6, 2017 at 4:00 p.m. (30 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 May 3, May 23, June 21, and July 25. City staff continued to 

discuss the project with the OCEN tribe again on September 26, 2017 and additional dates 

thereafter, although tribal consultation had been concluded. Due to public comments and the 

design modification proposing a relocation of the structure, a revised IS/MND was prepared on 

October 3, 2017 and again on February 20, 2018 as a courtesy. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Permit Application 

 2. Draft Permit 

 3. Revised Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 Appendix A: Draft Plans 

 Appendix B: Biological Survey Report and Amendment 

 Appendix C: Habitat Restoration Plan and Amendment 

 Appendix D: Arborist Report and Amendment 

 Appendix E: Water Credit Form 

 Appendix F: Project Data Sheet 

4. Storm Water Control Plan 

 5. Project Plans & Details

 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:  

Wendy Lao  
______________________________________  

Wendy Lao  

Associate 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 

#17-132 

FOR A PROPERTY AT 1635 SUNSET DRIVE TO ALLOW A NEW 2,942 SQUARE FEET SINGLE-FAMILY 

RESIDENCE WITH A PARTIAL SECOND STORY, WITH A LOT COVERAGE TOTALING 20%, AND TO 

ALLOW THE REMOVAL OF A 5 INCH PINE TREE, THE REMOVAL OF A 6 INCH ACACIA TREE, AND 

TRIM TWO MONTEREY CYPRESS TREES, ON AN UNDEVELOPED 23,137.23 SQUARE FEET PARCEL. 

THE PROJECT WOULD BE ADDED TO THE WATER WAITLIST. 

 

FACTS 

1. The subject site is located at 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove, 93950 APN 007-041-020 

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 23,137.23 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 Biological (and Botanical) 

Survey Report was prepared on February 4, 2017, and an amendment was prepared on November 29, 2018. 

7. The subject site is located within the Archaeological Zone, and John Schlagheck, M.A., RPA, Associate 

Archaeologist of Homan & Associates prepared an Archaeological Records Search, Site Reconnaissance, and 

Subsurface Testing on October 2016. 

8. An arborist report (tree resource assessment) was prepared by Frank Ono, ISA Certified Arborist #536, on July 

12, 2017, and amended on November 20, 2017. 

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

10. 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 an additional 5% for an immediate outdoor living space area, 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, February 4, 2017, and the subsequent amendment on November 29, 2018, 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. 
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PERMIT 

 

Architectural Permit (AP) & Tree Permit with Development (TPD) #17-132, per P.G.M.C. 23.70.060(c)(2). 

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. 
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2. The board authorizes approval of AP TPD 17-132 including a new 2,942 square feet single-family residence 

with a partial second story, with a lot coverage totaling 20%, and to allow the removal of a 5 inch Pine tree, 

the removal of a 6 inch Acacia tree, and trim two Monterey cypress trees, on an undeveloped 23,137.23 

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 27
th
 

day of February, 2018, by the following vote: 

AYES:  XXX 

NOES:  XXX 

ABSENT:  XXX 

VACANCY: XXX 

                                                  
APPROVED: 

 

 

      _______________________________ 

XXX, 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. 

 

 

 

Jeremy Cieslak, Owner  Date 

 

 

 

Tiffany Cieslak, Owner  Date 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
CIESLAK RESIDENCE - 1635 SUNSET DRIVE 

REVISED DRAFT INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
WENDY LAO, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 

300 FOREST AVE. 
PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 

 
 
 
 
 
 

REVISED FEBRUARY 2018 
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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:  Cieslak Residence - 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Permit Type: Architectural Permit (AP) and Tree Permit with Development (TPD) No. 17-132 

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: 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove, Monterey County, CA. Lot 5, Block 317, 

Asilomar Dunes Tract. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN): 007-041-020 (See Figure 1) 

5. Project Applicant(s): Joel Panzer, Maureen Wruck Planning Consultant, LLC, on behalf of 

Jeremy & Tiffany Cieslak, property owners. T: (831) 771-2557. E: joel@mwruck.com. A: 21 West 

Alisal St., #111. Salinas, CA 93901 

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 2,942 gross sq. ft. single-

family residence with an attached garage on a vacant property. The residence will be set back 90 feet 

from the street frontage, and a driveway of approximately 183 feet and 11 inches length will lead to 

the residence’s two covered, two uncovered parking spaces. The front upper-story of the residence 

contains a sod roof, which will have vegetation to help camouflage the approximately 18 ft. tall 

partial second-story at the rear. The site is located in the Coastal Zone, the Environmentally 

Sensitive Habitat Area, and the Archaeological Zone. The project proposes to remove a 5 inch 

Monterey Pine tree, remove a 6 inch Sidney Golden Wattle Acacia tree, and trim two Monterey 

Cypress trees. The project proposes a lot coverage of 20%, which includes the allowable 5% 

immediate outdoor living space area. Grading quantities for the project will include approximately 

150 cubic yards of cut and 20 cubic yards of fill (totaling 130 cubic yards). The project is requesting a 
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water fixture unit count of 18.4 through the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and 

will be placed on the City’s water waitlist. 

Figure 1 – Regional Vicinity 

 
 

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

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

The project site is a vacant, interior parcel of 23,137.23 sq. ft. (0.53 acre), located on the eastern side 

of Sunset Drive, between Jewell Avenue to the north and Arena Avenue to the south. The site 

occupies Lot 5 of Block 317 of the Asilomar Dunes Tract (APN: 007-041-020), which is located in 

the R-1-B-4 zoning district. 

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 densely covered by 

vegetation, with native dune scrub and sedges dominating the western half and a nearly continuous 

patch of non-native ice plant covering the eastern half. The project site is relatively flat on the 

western seaward half, and gently slopes up on the eastern inland half. The project site and its 

surrounding parcels are located in the Coastal Zone, the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, 

and the Archaeological Zone. Surrounding properties are developed with two-story single-family 

residences, with the exception of the open space on the western side across Sunset Drive which is 

the Pacific Ocean coastline.  

The site is within an archaeologically sensitive area. However, although an archaeological records 

search, site reconnaissance, and subsurface testing revealed very dark gray/blank silty sand, there did 

not appear to be any materials such as mammal bone, marine shell, or charcoal typically associated 

with prehistoric cultural resources found in this area. 

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

District (MPWMD); California Coastal Commission (CCC), City of Pacific Grove Building Dept. 
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11.  Review Period: September 6, 2017, through October 6, 2017 4:00 p.m. A revised IS/MND was 

prepared on October 3, 2017 and again on February 20, 2018 as a courtesy.  
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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 have a less than significant effect on an identified scenic vista. A scenic 

vista is generally 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 may be 

views of the Pacific Ocean, historic structures and/or open space lands. 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…[and]  

lands fronting on the east side of Sunset Drive.” The project site is located on the east side of Sunset 

Drive, and therefore is identified as a scenic area according to this criteria.  

ATTACHMENT 3
DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION Item 8d

Page 17 of 163



9 
 

It is the policy of the City of Pacific Grove to consider and protect the visual quality of scenic areas 

as a resource of public importance, according to the LUP Policy 2.5.4.1. The LUP contains policies 

specifically adopted to protect scenic areas and ocean views from new development, including a 75 

feet minimum building setback from Sunset Drive, a height limit not to exceed 18 feet, the 

placement of structures to minimize alteration of dune topography, the use of earth-tone color 

schemes, and design features that subordinate the structure to the natural setting, according to the 

LUP Policy 2.5.4.4. An earthtone paint scheme for the new dwelling is a requirement of the LUP 

and will be reviewed for conformance by the Architectural Review Board. The balcony will have 

clear, anti-glare, anti-reflective glass for railings, which will contribute to protecting the scenic area. 

Furthermore, revised plans as of December 1, 2017 show an additional 15 feet setback in order to 

protect views of the scenic area. In addition, zoning regulations require Architecture Review Board 

approval of the new dwelling’s design in order to ensure conformance with applicable design 

guidelines. 

The proposed project is in compliance with the City’s Architectural Review Guidelines for Single-

Family Residences (ARG) as follows: 

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. 

Guideline 3: Avoid large expanses of paved areas. 

Guideline 4: The location and size of the garage should not dominate the street view of the 
structure. 

Guideline 13: A building should be designed to relate to and take advantage of the natural slope 
of the land, significant trees and existing vegetation, and any other natural site attributes. 

Guideline 14: Establish building setbacks from property lines that will respect natural features. 

Guideline 15: Open space and landscaped areas should blend visually with adjacent properties. 

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

Guideline 24: A new structure should appear similar in scale to those seen as traditional in the 
neighborhood. 

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. 

Although the proposed project 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 project is in compliance 

with the above architectural review guidelines. Therefore, required conformance to the existing 

regulations and project design features described above would reduce potential effects on the scenic 

vistas of the site and its surroundings to a level that is less than significant. 
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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. 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 150 cubic yards of cut and 20 cubic 

yards of fill (totaling 130 cubic yards) for grading. 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 C.) The HRP 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 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 ARG as follows: 

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

properties. 

The proposed exterior lighting fixture details can be seen on the plan set. The proposed Cast 

Aluminum LED Directional Wall Light model number BEGA B33542 is full cut off and directs all 

light down. 

 

The windows and balcony will be required to have anti-glare and anti-reflective glazing, which helps 

to reduce any potential impacts such as glare during the daytime. 

 

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 
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glare levels of the light fixtures. The windows and balcony railings shall also have 

anti-glare, anti-reflective glaze. 

 

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 September 5, 2017. http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/lap/livability/scenic-

highways/index.html 

 Pacific Grove Municipal Code Chapter 23.73 

 Habitat Restoration Plan for Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak. Prepared by Thomas K. Moss. 

February 8, 2017. 

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

Accessed September 5, 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 September 5, 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 

September 5, 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 February 8, 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, (4) Landscape 

Protection, (5) Maintenance, (6) Monitoring. 

 

A Biological/Botanical Survey was conducted on the site on May 12, 2015 and May 30, 2016, and a 

Biological Survey Report (BSR) was written on February 4, 2018 by Thomas K. Moss, Coastal 

Biologist (See Appendix B). Thomas K. Moss is qualified to perform such studies within the City of 

Pacific Grove. An amendment was later provided on November 29, 2017 to reflect the new location 

of the proposed project. 

 

According to the BSR amendment, the proposed location of the project is in the least 

environmentally sensitive part of the property, while preserving most of the pristine vegetation in 

the western portion of the property. This also avoids negative impacts to the forest-front trees in the 

eastern part of the property. 
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The BSR states that no plant species of special concern were identified on the property. However, 

seven living, mature Monterey pine trees (Pinus radiate) are growing up on the eastern half of the 

property, collectively forming the leading edge of the Asilomar forest-front. Although the trees are 

old and in declining health, the area is of high environmental sensitivity, based on the importance 

that the California Coastal Commission and City of Pacific Grove have placed on preservation of 

the Asilomar forest-front and individual native trees. 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 12.20.020(b) also states that 

all trees on private property, regardless of species, which are 12 inches or greater in diameter when 

measured at 54 inches above native grade, are also Protected Trees. None of the two trees proposed 

for removal are Protected Trees: the Monterey Pine tree is only 5 inches in diameter, and the Sidney 

Golden Wattle Acacia tree is non-native and is only 6 inches in diameter. The project also seeks to 

trim two Monterey Cypress trees, which is allowed with a Tree Permit with Development.  No 

raptor nests occurred on the property. 

 

The BSR states that two California Black Legless Lizards (Anniella pulchra nigra) were identified on 

the property, and it can be expected that many others occur on the property. 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 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. The two lizards were found in the sand 

under a coyote brush shrub and a patch of ice plant mixed with dune sedge on Step 2 near the 

boundary of Step 1, which is a part of the area that will be impacted by the proposed residence (See 

Appendix B.) In order to prevent or minimize the loss of any Black Legless Lizards, a mitigation 

measure includes capturing and relocating the 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 BSR 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 potential 

to a less than significant level with mitigation incorporated. 
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Item B:  The Biological 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. According to the BSR amendment, the proposed location of the project is in 

the least environmentally sensitive part of the property, while preserving most of the pristine 

vegetation in the western portion of the property. This also avoids negative impacts to the forest-

front trees in the eastern part of the property. The only listed species is the California Black Legless 

Lizard, which will be relocated as a mitigation measure (see Item A above). 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, 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 level with mitigation. 

 

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 does not appear to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance The BSR states that Monterey 

Pine and Cypress trees were found on the property. 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 12.20.020(b) also states that 

all trees on private property, regardless of species, which are 12 inches or greater in diameter when 

measured at 54 inches above native grade, are also Protected Trees. None of the two trees proposed 

for removal are Protected Trees: the Monterey Pine tree is only 5 inches in diameter, and the Sidney 

Golden Wattle Acacia tree is non-native and is only 6 inches in diameter. The project also seeks to 

trim two Monterey Cypress trees, which is allowed with a Tree Permit with Development.  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 trunk and canopy lines, limiting excavation and the placement of construction wastes 
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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. 

 

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 February 

8, 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 4, 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, or within the existing 

Drainage & Sewer Easement. 

 

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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Sources: 

 Biological Survey Report for Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak Residence (APN 007-041-020). 

Prepared by Thomas K. Moss, Coastal Biologist. February 4, 2017. Amendment provided 

November 29, 2017. 

 Habitat Restoration Plan for Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak Residence (APN 007-041-020). 

Prepared by Thomas K. Moss, Coastal Biologist. February 8, 2017. 
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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. 
 
Between June 2015 and October 2016, an archaeological records search, site reconnaissance, and 

subsurface testing was completed by John Schlagheck, M.A., RPA, Associate Archaeologist on 

behalf of Holman & Associates (H&A). The records search showed that the parcel had not been 
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previously surveyed for archaeological material and no archaeological sites have been recorded 

within the Project Area. The site reconnaissance found no evidence of archaeological materials. 

Subsurface testing was uniformly negative for the presence of cultural materials to a depth between 

120 cmbs and the anticipated maximum depth of the proposed construction. Although very dark 

gray/blank silty sand was found, there did not appear to be any materials such as mammal bone, 

marine shell, or charcoal typically associated with prehistoric cultural resources found in this area. 

The research found that the project will likely have no effect on significant archaeological resources; 

however, mitigation measures were recommended in the event that cultural or archaeological 

resources or human remains were discovered during construction. Mitigation measures include 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, to help protect and mitigate for any potential archaeological or cultural resource in the 

Archaeological Zone. Multiple mitigation measures, combined with the project design, result in a 

less than significant impact level. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

See the Section 17, Tribal Cultural Resources. 

 

Sources: 

 Archaeological Records Search, Site Reconnaissance, and Subsurface Testing, APN 007-041-

020, for Jeremy Cieslak. Prepared by John Schlagheck, M.A., RPA, Associate Archaeologist 

of Holman & Associates. October 2016. 

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

Chairperson. Consulted by Wendy Lao, City of Pacific Grove, Associate Planner. May 3, 

2017; May 23, 2017; June 21, 2017; July 25, 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
DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION Item 8d

Page 36 of 163



28 
 

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 September 5, 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 September 

5, 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 23,137.23 sq. ft., of which 3,093 sq. ft. for the main residence and 378 sq. ft. for 

the courtyard with impervious paving (totaling 15%) would have impervious surface, which impacts 

the potential for groundwater recharge. However, the courtyard of 220 sq. ft. and a driveway of 937 

sq. ft. (totaling 5%) proposes permeable paving, which allows for water to percolate through and for 

groundwater recharge. In addition, the driveway strips totaling 450 square feet within the first 75 

feet of the property are not counted towards lot coverage but will still be permeable paving. 

Inbetween the permeable driveway strips will be permeable cell grids that will support native 

landscaping and water percolation. Furthermore, the remainder 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. There is a dry well connected to the house gutter system and 

will act as an infiltration well to retain storm water runoff on-site. 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 1,838 sq. ft. of a pervious driveway, 219 square feet of a pervious courtyard, 

concealed permeable cell grids between the driveway strips, and habitat restoration effort to return 

the remainder 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. 
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Item I: No. The project area is not located in a flood plain or near a reservoir. This results in no 

impact. 

Item J: 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 benchmark for the 

project site is 25.16 ft. elevation above sea level. This results in a 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: Less 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 vegetation and ocean shoreline across 
Sunset Drive, 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 two covered parking spaces, two uncovered parking 

spaces, as well as an uncovered driveway totaling approximately 169 feet deep 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. This results in a less than significant impact. 

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, and tribal cultural resources eligible for the listing in the California Register 

of Historic Resources, or in a local register of historical resources, have not been determined. 

However, due to the site being located in an archaeologically sensitive area where known tribal 

cultural resources have been found, mitigation measures were suggested in the event that potential 

tribal cultural resources were discovered during construction, to ensure the long-term preservation 

of these resources. 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 tribal cultural resource. The mitigation measures would 

reduce potential impacts to a level that is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Mitigation Measures 

MM CUL-1:  A qualified tribal cultural resources monitor approved by the OCEN Tribe 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-2:  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.  

 

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.  

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. 

Sources: 

 Archaeological Records Search, Site Reconnaissance, and Subsurface Testing, APN 007-041-

020, for Jeremy Cieslak. Prepared by John Schlagheck, M.A., RPA, Associate Archaeologist 

of Holman & Associates. October 2016. 

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

Chairperson. Consulted by Wendy Lao, City of Pacific Grove, Associate Planner. May 3, 

2017; May 23, 2017; June 21, 2017; July 25, 2017. 
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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 
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6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 

solid waste disposal needs? 

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. 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, 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 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 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 1635 Sunset Drive, 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 Plant 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.  

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

requesting a water fixture unit count of 18.4. Cal-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 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.  

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. The windows and balcony railings shall also have 

anti-glare, anti-reflective glaze. 

 

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 February 

8, 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 4, 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, or within the existing 

Drainage & Sewer Easement. 

 

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

and adhered to over the longer term. 

 

MM CUL-1:  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-2:  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.  

 

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 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 
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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. 

 

 

 

        

                    February 20, 2018 

Wendy Lao, Associate Planner  

City of Pacific Grove 

                            Date 
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11/29/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - Cieslak project - Impact assessment of latest site plan

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&view=pt&msg=1600750c676356ba&search=inbox&siml=1600750c6… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Cieslak project - Impact assessment of latest site plan 

Tom Moss <setwave@msn.com> Wed, Nov 29, 2017 at 2:27 AM
To: "wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org" <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Jeremy Cieslak <cieslak@gmail.com>, Luigi Silverman <luigi@craigsteely.com>, Joel Panzer <joel@mwruck.com>, Craig
Steely <craig@craigsteely.com>, Tiffany Cieslak <tiffany.phan21@gmail.com>

Hi Wendy,

Since Jeremy Cieslak and I met with you in your office several weeks ago, the project's architect and
engineer have prepared a new site plan that shows the entire house shifting 15' to the east (farther from
Sunset Drive) and a redesigned driveway with a section containing a center strip of sand/natural
habitat that will serve to offset the extra coverage of the longer driveway. This section of driveway, as
shown on the latest plan (11/28/17), will contain only native sand (no aggregate base rock), similar to
the composition of the sand to either side of the driveway. It will be bordered by a subsurface structure
(angle iron or similar material) that is intended to frame in the two tracks of pavers and underlying base
rock to either side of the sand strip. Because of the relatively high moisture content of this part of the
property, the sand strip should readily support the development of a dense layer of dune sedge, as
presently exists along the proposed driveway. Other parts of the driveway - the initial 75' and the area
leading to the garage - are proposed to have a continuous surface of permeable turf blocks and/or
pavers. It is possible that in time the sedge grass may spread by way of its rhizomatous roots into these
other parts of the driveway, as well, though the underlying base rock will impede its growth.

Moving the house back 15', as now proposed, will place the house almost entirely within the area that I
indicated in my Biological Survey Report (2/4/17) as being the least environmentally sensitive part of the
property, while preserving most of the pristine vegetation in the western portion of the property and
avoiding negative impacts to the "forest front" trees in the eastern part of the property. This is a positive
change to the project, in respect to protecting the more highly sensitive parts of the property.

Following approval by the City of the project's plan, I will finalize the Habitat Restoration Plan (2/8/17),
using the final site plan as the base map for revising the restoration plan's Landscape Planting Plan
(Figure 4). The current site plan and the revised Figure 4 won't result in any material change to the text
of the restoration plan.

Tom Moss
Coastal Biologist
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11/29/2017 City of Pacific Grove Mail - Cieslak project - Impact assessment of latest site plan

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8c2232176b&jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&view=pt&msg=1600750c676356ba&search=inbox&siml=1600750c6… 1/1

Wendy Lao <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Cieslak project - Impact assessment of latest site plan 

Tom Moss <setwave@msn.com> Wed, Nov 29, 2017 at 2:27 AM
To: "wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org" <wlao@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Jeremy Cieslak <cieslak@gmail.com>, Luigi Silverman <luigi@craigsteely.com>, Joel Panzer <joel@mwruck.com>, Craig
Steely <craig@craigsteely.com>, Tiffany Cieslak <tiffany.phan21@gmail.com>

Hi Wendy,

Since Jeremy Cieslak and I met with you in your office several weeks ago, the project's architect and
engineer have prepared a new site plan that shows the entire house shifting 15' to the east (farther from
Sunset Drive) and a redesigned driveway with a section containing a center strip of sand/natural
habitat that will serve to offset the extra coverage of the longer driveway. This section of driveway, as
shown on the latest plan (11/28/17), will contain only native sand (no aggregate base rock), similar to
the composition of the sand to either side of the driveway. It will be bordered by a subsurface structure
(angle iron or similar material) that is intended to frame in the two tracks of pavers and underlying base
rock to either side of the sand strip. Because of the relatively high moisture content of this part of the
property, the sand strip should readily support the development of a dense layer of dune sedge, as
presently exists along the proposed driveway. Other parts of the driveway - the initial 75' and the area
leading to the garage - are proposed to have a continuous surface of permeable turf blocks and/or
pavers. It is possible that in time the sedge grass may spread by way of its rhizomatous roots into these
other parts of the driveway, as well, though the underlying base rock will impede its growth.

Moving the house back 15', as now proposed, will place the house almost entirely within the area that I
indicated in my Biological Survey Report (2/4/17) as being the least environmentally sensitive part of the
property, while preserving most of the pristine vegetation in the western portion of the property and
avoiding negative impacts to the "forest front" trees in the eastern part of the property. This is a positive
change to the project, in respect to protecting the more highly sensitive parts of the property.

Following approval by the City of the project's plan, I will finalize the Habitat Restoration Plan (2/8/17),
using the final site plan as the base map for revising the restoration plan's Landscape Planting Plan
(Figure 4). The current site plan and the revised Figure 4 won't result in any material change to the text
of the restoration plan.

Tom Moss
Coastal Biologist
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1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove CA– Tree Assessment 
July 12, 2017 Not an Official City Document 

2 

Owner: 
 

Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak 
680 Timberpine Avenue 
Sunnyvale, CA 94086 

 
Architect: 
 
 Craig Steely Architecture 
 8 Beaver Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
 
Forester and Arborist 
 
 Frank Ono, Member SAF #48004, ISA Certified Arborist #536 
 F.O. Consulting 

1213 Miles Ave 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 
SUMMARY 
 
Development is proposed for this site, requiring removal of two trees. The property 
owner proposes to build a two story single-family dwelling on a vacant lot and plans 
submitted to me show a small Monterey pine (it is marked on the site map as 8” in 
diameter but is actually 5” in diameter measured at 4.5 feet from grade) and a 6” diameter 
Acacia are located within the building footprint. The project does not require removal or 
relocation of any other trees, but will request permission for pruning and thinning of two 
Monterey cypress at the frontage of the lot. A tree assessment/arborist report has been 
prepared that identifies and addresses the affects that the project will have to the existing 
tree resources on site as well as a list of recommendations regarding trees on the project. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This tree assessment/arborist report is prepared for Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak, the 
owners of the property located at 1635 Sunset Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA by Frank Ono, 
Urban Forester and Certified Arborist (member Society of American Foresters #48004 
and International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborist #536) due to the proposed 
construction.  The City of Pacific Grove Land Use Plan and City Zoning Ordinances 
identify native Monterey pine trees as species requiring protection and special 
consideration for management. 
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ASSIGNMENT/SCOPE OF PROJECT 
 
To ensure protection of the tree resources on site, the property owner, Jeremy and Tiffany 
Cieslak, have requested an assessment of the trees in proximity to proposed development 
areas. The findings of the report are to be documented in an arborist report to work in 
conjunction with other conditions for approval of the building permit application.  To 
accomplish this assignment, the following tasks have been completed; 

 
• Evaluate health, structure and preservation suitability for each tree within or 

adjacent (15 feet or less) to proposed development of trees greater than or equal 
to six diameter inches at 24 inches above grade. 

• Review proposed building site plans drawn from Craig Steely Architecture, as 
provided by the property owner, Jeremy Cieslak.  

• Make recommendations for alternative methods and preconstruction treatments to 
facilitate tree retention.  

• Create preservation specifications, as it relates to a Tree Location/Preservation 
Map.  

• Determine the quantity of trees affected by construction as defined by the City of 
Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinance; as well as mitigation requirements for those to 
be affected.  

• Document findings in the form of a report as required by the City of Pacific 
Grove Planning Department. 

 
LIMITATIONS 
 
This assignment is limited to the review of plans submitted to me dated December, 2016 
by Monterey Bay Engineering to assess affects from potential construction to trees within 
or adjacent to construction activities. The assessment has been made of these plans 
specifically and no other plans were reviewed. Only minor grading and erosion details are 
discussed in this report as it relates to tree health. It is not the intent of this report to be a 
monetary valuation of the trees or provide risk assessment for any tree on this parcel, as 
any tree can fail at any time. No clinical diagnosis was performed on any pest or 
pathogen that may or may not be present. In addition to an inspection of the property, 
F.O. Consulting relied on information provided in the preparation of this report (such as, 
surveys, property boundaries, and property ownership) and must reasonably rely on the 
accuracy of the information provided. F.O. Consulting shall not be responsible for 
another's means, methods, techniques, schedules, sequence or' procedures, or for 
contractor safety or any other related programs; or for another's failure to complete the 
work in accordance with the plans and specifications. 
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PURPOSE AND GOAL 
 
This tree assessment/arborist report is prepared for this parcel due to proposed 
construction activities located at 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove CA. The purpose of 
the assessment is to determine what, if any, of the trees will be affected by the proposed 
project. Monterey pine trees are considered protected trees as defined by the City of 
Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinances. 
 
The goal of this report is to protect and maintain the Pacific Grove Urban forested 
resources through the adherence of development standards, which allow the protection, 
and maintenance of its forest resources. Furthermore it is the intended goal of this report 
to aid in planning to offset any potential effects of proposed development on the property 
while encouraging forest stability and sustainability, perpetuating the forested character 
of the property and the immediate vicinity. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 

1) Assessor’s Parcel Number: 007-041-020-000. 

2) Location: 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove CA. 

3) Parcel size: Approximately .5 acres. 

4) Existing Land Use: The parcel is vacant. 

5) Slope: The parcel is mildly sloped. Slopes are less than 25%.  
 
6) Soils: The parcel is located on soils classified by the Monterey County Soils 

report as Baywood sand soils. The Baywood series consists of somewhat 
excessively drained soils that formed in stabilized sand dunes. Slopes are 2 to 15 
percent. The vegetation typically associated with this soil type consists of 
manzanita, Chamise, annual grasses, and scattered oaks.   

 
7) Vegetation: The vegetation observed on site is composed primarily of Hottentot 

fig ground cover (Carpobrotus edulis), Pacific dune sedge (Carex pansa), Coyote 
brush (Baccharis pilularis), Yarrow (Achillea millefolium), Pampas grass 
(Cortaderia selloana or jubata), Bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum latiusculum), 
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), blackberry (Rubus ursinus), Holly 
(Ilex sp.), bush lupine (Lupinus arboreus), Acacia Sidney Golden Wattle (Acacia 
longifolia) Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and 
Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa). 

 
8) Forest Condition and Health: The stand of trees and health are evaluated with the 

use of the residual trees combined with surrounding adjacent trees as a complete 
stand. The site is vacant, surrounding forest canopy is fragmented. It is a transitional 
area of coastal bluff leading to a degraded closed cone pine forest. The stand is 
composed of a few dominant Monterey cypress and with Monterey pines (many of 
which are either in poor health or in poor structural condition). Adjacent pines 
appear to be infected with pine pitch canker. Coast live oak is found suppressed and 
wind trained, growing only a few inches up from grade and interspersed with 
Coyote brush and a few invasive plants such as Acacia and Pampass grasses.    
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BACKGROUND 

Assessment focuses on incorporation of the preliminary location of site improvements 
coupled with consideration for the general goals of site improvement desired of the 
landowner. Proposed improvements assessed included preserving trees to the greatest 
extent feasible, maintaining the view shed and general aesthetic quality of the area while 
complying with City of Pacific Grove Municipal Codes. The study of individual trees 
determined treatments necessary to complete the project and meet the goals of the 
landowner. Trees within and immediately adjacent proposed development area were located, 
measured, inspected, flagged and recorded. The assessment of each tree concluded with 
an opinion of whether the tree should be removed, or preserved, based on the extent and 
effect of construction activity to the short and long term health of the tree. All meetings 
and field review were focused on the area immediately surrounding the proposed 
development.  

OBSERVATIONS/DISCUSSION 
The following list includes observations made while on site, and summarizes details 
discussed during this stage of the planning process. 

• The site is vacant, there are existing structures on adjacent parcels.
• There is one (#342) five inch diameter Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) (marked on 

the site map as 8” in diameter but is actually 5” in diameter measured at 4.5 feet 
from grade) which will need to be removed because it is located within the 
proposed driveway. The tree is in poor condition and appears to be infected with 
pine pitch canker; foliage on the northwest side of the tree is desiccated. The tree 
is flagged and exhibiting (over 15) branch tip die back associated with pine pitch 
canker fungal infections. The tree also has shifted in the soil and is laying over at 
over a 20 degree lean. The tree is measured 8” in diameter at grade but rapidly 
declines in diameter to 5” in diameter at breast height (54" from grade).

• A small 6 inch (#343) diameter Sidney Golden Wattle Acacia (Acacia longifolia),
is located within the building footprint. The tree is in fair health but in poor
structural condition, being severely wind burned from onshore salt laden winds.

• Two (#340 and #341) Monterey cypress trees (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) are
located along the frontage of the property. These trees are heavily overgrown
and have shifted and raised root plates in the soft sandy soil. Tree #341 appears
to have a broken limb and a portion of it is resting on the ground. They are in
need of judicious pruning for crown thinning and crown raising to be preserved.

• There are a number of Monterey pines located at the rear of the property with
large amounts of dead wood. It is recommended that large dead wood removal
may be performed to insure the areas near them are safe to occupy. Small fine
detail pruning is not recommended, as it will take away the natural look of the
area.
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CONCLUSION/PROJECT ASSESSMENT 
 
This proposal to build an addition to a single-family residence requires minimal tree 
removal and allows the vestigial and fragmented forest stand to continue to exist and 
potentially regenerate over time. Tree removal, though not hazardous, are diseased or 
stressed trees. All remaining trees are expected to survive if properly protected and 
monitored. The remainder of the property contains tree cover, which will remain basically 
undisturbed. No watercourses are near the planned construction. 
 
Short Term Affects 
 
Site disturbance will occur during building construction. Short term site affects are 
confined to the construction envelope and immediate surroundings, where some trees may 
be trimmed and root systems reduced. The pruning of tree crowns above 30% and 
reduction of root area may have a short term effects on those trees treated, including a 
reduction of growth and potential limb dieback.  
 
Long Term Affects 
 
No significant long term affects are anticipated. The project as proposed is not likely to 
significantly reduce the availability of wildlife habitat over the long term. Whenever 
construction activities take place near trees, there is the potential for trees to experience 
decline, therefore the greatest attempt has been made to identify for removal those trees 
likely to experience decline. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Tree Removal 
 
After proper authorization, the trees (#342 – 5” pine and #343 – 6” Acacia) shall be 
removed by a licensed insured professional tree service. No surrounding tree protection is 
necessary as the tree drop zone is clear of protected vegetation. Tree removal shall be 
consistent with safe arboricultural work practices utilizing removal of trees and their parts 
in smaller manageable pieces and roped down carefully so as not to damage any 
surrounding trees or plants. The use of specialized equipment may be authorized if it can 
be shown that no damage to surrounding ecosystem will be sustained.  Tree wood and 
clippings are to be disposed of consistent with current California Department of Forestry 
guidelines which would include stockpiling of material on site or disposal at an approved 
refuse site.  When the listed trees are removed, other immediately remaining trees 
adjacent these should be inspected for potential for pruning (utilizing current 
arboricultural standards) and deadwood removal. 
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Tree Pruning 
 
It is to be understood that pruning of retained trees is be expected for this site, in 
particular the frontage of the property (Cypresses #340 and #341). Pruning shall conform 
to the following standards: 
 

• Clear the crown of diseased, crossing, weak, and dead wood to a minimum size of 
1-1/2 inch in diameter;  

• Remove stubs, cutting outside the wound wood tissue that has formed around the 
branch;  

• Interior branches shall not be stripped out.  

• Reduce end weight on heavy, horizontal branches by selectively removing small 
diameter branches, no greater than 3 inches, near the ends of the scaffolds. In 
some cases, larger diameters may be removed dependent on the situation where 
critical for safety. In this case there are several large diameter limbs that are 
resting on the ground which may need to be removed. 

• Pruning cuts larger than 4 inches in diameter, except for dead wood, shall be 
avoided, unless deemed crucial for safety (broken, cracked, crossing, rubbing, 
etc.).  

• Pruning cuts that expose heartwood shall be avoided whenever possible.  

• Pruning shall not be performed during periods of flight of adult boring insects 
because fresh wounds attract pests (generally spring). Pruning shall be performed 
only when the danger of infestation is past.  

• All pruning shall be performed by a qualified arborist or under supervision of an 
ISA Certified Arborist or Tree Worker. Arborists are required to have a State of 
California Contractors License for Tree Service (C-61/D49) and provide proof of 
workers compensation and general liability insurance.  

• All pruning shall be in accordance with the Tree Pruning Guidelines 
(International Society of Arboriculture) and/or the ANSI A300 Pruning Standard 
(American National Standard for Tree Care Operations) and adhere to the most 
recent edition of ANSI Z133.1.  

• No more than 20 percent of live foliage shall be removed within the trees.  

• Brush shall be chipped and chips shall be spread underneath trees within the tree 
protection zone to a maximum depth of 6 inches, leaving the trunk clear of mulch. 

Pruning should also consider the pines at the rear of the property with deadwood, minor 
structural defects or disease that must be compensated. Following construction, a 
qualified arborist should monitor trees adjacent to the improvements area and if any 
decline in health that is attributable to the construction is noted, additional trees should be 
planted on the site. 
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Tree Protection 
 
Prior to the commencement of construction activities trees near the construction will need 
appropriate protections: 
 

• Trees located adjacent to construction areas shall be protected from damage by 
construction equipment by the use of temporary fencing and through wrapping of 
trunks with protective materials.  

• Fencing shall consist of chain link, snowdrift, plastic mesh, hay bales, or field 
fence. Existing fencing may also be used when appropriate. 

• Fencing must not be to be attached to the tree. It shall be free standing or self-
supporting so as not to damage trees. Fencing shall be rigidly supported and shall 
stand a minimum of height of four feet above grade.  

• Soil compaction, parking of vehicles or heavy equipment, stockpiling of 
construction materials, and/or dumping of materials should not be allowed 
adjacent to trees on the property especially within fenced areas.  

• Fenced areas and the trunk protection materials must remain in place during the 
entire construction period.  

 
During grading and excavation activities:  
 

• The project arborist should be on site during excavation activities near trees to 
direct any minor field adjustments that may be needed. All trenching, grading or 
any other digging or soil removal encountering tree roots will be monitored by a 
qualified arborist or forester to ensure against drilling or cutting into or through 
major roots.  

• Trenching adjacent to any tree should be done by hand where practical and any 
roots greater than 3-inches diameter should be bridged or pruned appropriately.  

• Any encountered roots that must be cut should be cut by manually digging a 
trench and cutting exposed roots with a saw, vibrating knife, rock saw, narrow 
trencher with sharp blades, or other approved root pruning equipment.  

• Any roots damaged during grading or excavation should be exposed to sound 
tissue and cut cleanly with a saw. 

 
If at any time potentially significant roots are discovered: 

 
• The arborist/forester will be authorized to halt excavation until appropriate 

mitigation measures are formulated and implemented.  

• If significant roots are identified that must be removed that will destabilize or 
negatively affects the target trees negatively, the property owner will be notified 
immediately and a determination for removal will be assessed and made as 
required by law for treatment of the area that will not risk death decline or 
instability of the tree consistent with the implementation of appropriate 
construction design approaches to minimize affects, such as hand digging, 
bridging or tunneling under roots, etc.. 
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Best Management Practices to Observe (BMP) 
 
The following best management practices must be adhered to: 
 

A) Tree service contractors will verify animal or bird nesting prior to tree work. If 
nesting activity of migratory birds are found, work must stop and a wildlife 
biologist consulted before commencing work (the typical bird nesting season 
ranges from February 22 to August 1). 

B) Do not deposit any fill around trees, which may compact soils and alter water and 
air relationships. Avoid depositing fill, parking equipment, or staging construction 
materials near existing trees. Covering and compacting soil around trees can alter 
water and air relationships with the roots. Fill placed within the drip line may 
encourage the development of oak rot fungus (Armillaria mellea). As necessary, 
trees may be protected by boards, fencing or other materials to delineate protection 
zones. 

C) Pruning shall be conducted so as not to unnecessarily injure the tree. General- 
Principals of pruning include placing cuts immediately beyond the branch collar, 
making clean cuts by scoring the underside of the branch first, and for live oak, 
avoiding the period from February through May.  

D) Native live trees are not adapted to summer watering and may develop crown or 
root rot as a result. Do not regularly irrigate within the drip line of oaks. Native, 
locally adapted, drought resistant species are the most compatible with this goal. 

E) Root cutting should occur outside of the springtime. Late June and July would 
likely be the best. Pruning of the live crown should not occur February through 
May. 

F) Tree material greater than 3 inches in diameter remaining on site more than one 
month that is not cut and split into firewood must be covered with thick clear 
plastic that is dug in securely around the pile to discourage infestation and 
dispersion of bark beetles. 

G) A mulch layer up to approximately 4 inches deep should be applied to the ground 
under selected trees following construction. Only 1 to 2 inches of mulch should be 
applied within 1 to 2 feet of the trunk, and under no circumstances should any soil 
or mulch be placed against the root crown (base) of trees. The best source of mulch 
would be from chipped material generated on site. 

H) If trees along near the development are visibly declining in vigor, a Professional 
Forester or Certified Arborist should be contacted to inspect the site to recommend 
a course of action. 

 
Report Prepared By: 
 
_________________________________     July 12, 2017 
Frank Ono, SAF Forester #48004 and ISA Certified Arborist #536  Date 
  

APPENDIX D
ARBORIST REPORT Item 8d

Page 133 of 163



1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove CA– Tree Assessment 
July 12, 2017 Not an Official City Document 

10 

PHOTOGRAPHS 
Trees #340 and #341 which need thinning and crown raising 

 
 

 
Tree #342 
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Tree #343 

 
 

 
Crown of tree #342 has considerable crown and branch tip dieback 
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Stem of tree #342 leans at over 20 degrees. It is wide at the root crown and rapidly 
reduces in size to 5” in diameter at breast height. 
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Frank Ono 
International Society of Arboriculture 

Certified Arborist # 536 
Society of American Foresters Professional Member 48004 

1213 Miles Avenue 
Pacific Grove CA, 93950 

Telephone (831) 373-7086 
Cellular (831) 594-2291 

November 20, 2017 
 
Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak 
680 Timberpine Avenue 
Sunnyvale, CA 94086 
 
RE: 1635 Sunset Drive - Amendment to the July 12, 2017 Forestry Management Plan 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Cieslak; 
 
This letter is to serve as an amendment to the plan dated July 12, 2017 for the proposed project 
located at 1635 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove CA.  
 
The proposed house location will be moved approximately 15' to the east.  The two trees within 
the building footprint (5" pine and 6" acacia) will still be removed but the house will now be 15' 
farther from the Cypresses at the front of the lot, placing the structure closer to the front stand 
edge of the declining pines located at the rear of the lot.  The previous plan showed the house 
approximately 20' from the rear of the house to the drip line of the closest pine.  The rear of the 
house will now be 5' from the drip lines of the pines.  This change is not expected to affect the 
trees due to the sandy nature of the soils; no other significant affects are expected. 
 
Thank you very much and please feel free to call if there are any questions or if I can be of 
further assistance. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Frank Ono 
Certified Arborist # 536 
Society of American Foresters # 048004 
 
 
 
 
FO 
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U:\demand\Work\Forms\Applications\Residential Water Release & Permit Application Revised 20140910.docx 

MONTEREY PENINSULA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
RESIDENTIAL WATER RELEASE FORM AND WATER PERMIT APPLICATION 

NOTE: When approved and signed by the jurisdictions, this form must be submitted with final and complete Construction Plans to:  
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Permit Office 

5 Harris Court, Bldg. G ♦ Monterey, CA 93940 ♦ (831) 658-5601 ♦ www.mpwmd.net ♦ Fax (831) 644-9558 
Completing the Water Release Form & Water Permit Application does not guarantee issuance of a Water Permit. 

 

ALL SPACES BELOW MUST BE COMPLETED OR THE APPLICATION MAY NOT BE PROCESSED.  (Please print firmly) 
 

1.  OWNERSHIP INFORMATION:    2.  AGENT/REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION: 
 

Name:         Name:         
 

Daytime telephone:       Daytime telephone:       
 

Mailing Address:        Mailing Address:        
 

                
 

3.  PROPERTY INFORMATION: 
What year was the house constructed?            Existing Square-footage                 Proposed Square-footage                 

Address:            Assessor Parcel Number  - -  

Is a water meter needed?  (Circle one)          YES        NO           If yes, how many meters are requested?       

Water company serving parcel:        Account Number:      

NOTE:  Separate water meters are required for each User.  Residential uses require separate meters for all auxiliary housing that includes a kitchen. 
 

4.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Be thorough and detailed):          
               
                
 

5. INSTRUCTIONS:  Table #1 should list the fixtures on the property as they exist before the project.  Table #2 should reflect all fixtures on 
the property after the project is completed. Only one Master Bathroom can be designated per dwelling unit. 
 

Table No. 1 Existing Property Fixture Count   Table No. 2 Post Project Fixture Count 
(All fixtures before project)      (All fixtures after project) 

 

Type of Fixture                                                                     Fixture       Value       Count Type of Fixture  Fixture          Value         Count 
Washbasin _________ x  1.0 = _________ Washbasin                 _________ x 1.0 = __________ 
Two Washbasins in the Master Bathroom●  _________ x 1.0 = _________ Two Washbasins in the Master Bathroom  _________ x 1.0 = __________ 
Toilet, Ultra Low-Flush (1.6 gallons-per-flush) _________ x  1.8 = _________ Toilet, Ultra Low-Flush (1.6 gallons-per-flush) _________ x  1.8 = _________ 
Toilet, High Efficiency (HET) _________ x  1.3 = _________ Toilet, High Efficiency (HET) _________ x 1.3 = __________ 
Toilet, Ultra High Efficiency (UHET) _________ x 0.8 = _________ Toilet, Ultra High Efficiency (UHET) _________ x 0.8 = __________ 
Urinal, High Efficiency (HEU) (0.5 gallon-per-flush) _________ x 0.5 = _________ Urinal, High Efficiency (HEU) (0.5 gallon-per-flush) _________ x 0.5 = __________ 
Zero Water Consumption Urinal* _________ x 0.0 = _________ Zero Water Consumption Urinal* _________ x 0.0 = __________ 
Masterbath (one per Dwelling): Tub & Separate Shower● _________ x 3.0 = _________ Masterbath (one per Dwelling): Tub & Separate Shower_________ x 3.0 = __________ 
Large Bathtub (may have Showerhead above) _________ x 3.0 = _________ Large Bathtub (may have Showerhead above) _________ x 3.0 = __________ 
Standard Bathtub or Shower Stall (one showerhead) _________ x 2.0 = _________ Standard Bathtub or Shower Stall (one showerhead) _________ x 2.0 = __________ 
Shower, each additional fixture (heads, body spray) _________ x 2.0 = _________ Shower, each additional fixture (heads, body spray) _________ x 2.0 = __________ 
Shower system, Rain Bars or Custom Shower (specs) _________ x 2.0 = _________ Shower system, Rain Bars or Custom Shower (specs) _________ x 2.0 = __________ 
Kitchen Sink (with optional Dishwasher) _________ x  2.0 = _________ Kitchen Sink (optional dishwasher)  _________ x 2.0 = __________ 
Kitchen Sink with High Efficiency Dishwasher _________ x  1.5 = _________ Kitchen Sink with High Efficiency Dishwasher _________ x  1.5 = __________ 
Dishwasher, each additional (with optional sink) _________ x  2.0 = _________ Dishwasher, each additional (optional sink) _________ x  2.0 = __________ 
Dishwasher, High Efficiency (with opt. sink) _________ x  1.5 = _________ Dishwasher, High Efficiency (with opt. sink) _________ x  1.5 = __________ 
Laundry Sink/Utility Sink (one per Site) _________ x  2.0 = _________ Laundry Sink/Utility Sink (one per Site)  _________ x  2.0 = __________ 
Clothes Washer _________ x  2.0 = _________ Clothes Washer  _________ x  2.0 = __________ 
Clothes Washer, (HEW) 5.0 water factor or less _________ x  1.0 = _________ Clothes Washer, (HEW) 5.0 water factor or less _________ x  1.0 = __________ 
Bidet _________ x  2.0 = _________ Bidet  _________ x  2.0 = __________ 
Bar Sink _________ x  1.0 = _________ Bar Sink  _________ x  1.0 = __________ 
Entertainment Sink _________ x  1.0 = _________ Entertainment Sink  _________ x  1.0 = __________ 
Vegetable Sink _________ x  1.0 = _________ Vegetable Sink  _________ x  1.0 = __________ 
Swimming Pool (each 100 sq-ft of pool surface) _________ x  1.0 = _________ Instant-Access-Hot-Water System (fixture credit) _________ x  <0.5> =  __________ 
Other _______________________________ _________ x  ____ = _________    
Other _______________________________ _________ x  ____ = _________ New Connection – Refer to District Rule 24-A5 
Other _______________________________ _________ x  ____ = _________  “Exterior Residential Water Demand   
Other _______________________________ _________ x  ____ = _________  Calculations” _________ x  ____ = __________ 
                                                                                                                                                         Subtotal proposed fixtures     =  __________ 
● Use this fixture count if a previous Permit was issued under Ordinance 80 to utilize    
the Master Bathroom Credit. (Tub may be large.) See District staff for more information. Swimming Pool (each 100 sq-ft of pool surface)   x 1.0 = __________  
         
       

EXISTING FIXTURE UNIT COUNT   TOTAL    =     PROPOSED FIXTURE UNIT COUNT TOTAL  =   
 

DEED RESTRICTION REQUIRED FOR ALL WATER PERMITS - PERMIT PROCESS MAY  TAKE UP TO THREE WEEKS  
 

In completing the Water Release Form, the undersigned acknowledges that any discrepancy or mistake may cause rejection or delay in processing of the 
application.  Additionally, the undersigned is responsible for accurately accounting for all water fixtures.  If the fixture unit count changes without 
notification to the District, or if a difference in fixtures is documented upon official inspection, Water Permits for the property may be canceled.  In 
addition, water fixtures installed without a Water Permit may be cause for interruption of the water service to the Site, additional fees and penalties, the 
imposition of a lien on the property, and deduction of water from the local Jurisdiction’s Allocation.  The property owner/Applicant is required to notify 
the District and provide Construction Plans as appropriate for each change in the Project made prior to use or occupancy that may affect the Project’s 
Capacity to use water. 
 

6. I certify, under penalty of perjury, that the information provided on this Water Release Form & Water Permit Application is to my 
knowledge correct, and the information accurately reflects water use presently planned for this property. 
 

                
Signature of Owner/Agent           Date                Location Where Signed 
 

       
Print Name      File or Plan Check Number       
 
 

AUTHORIZATION FOR WATER PERMIT – JURISDICTION USE ONLY 
   AF Paralta Allocation      AF Public Credits    AF Second Bathroom Protocol  
   AF Pre-Paralta Credits    WDS (Private Well)    Water Entitlement             No water needed 
 

Notes:        Authorized by:       Date:    
  

 

 
This form expires one year from date of authorization for this project by the jurisdiction. 

 
 White copy-MPWMD   Yellow copy-applicant   Pink copy-jurisdiction  

Jeremy and Tiffany Cieslak
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[Rev. 01/14/14]   
 

PROJECT DATA SHEET 
 

Project Address:  Submittal Date:  

Applicant(s):  Permit Type(s) & No(s):  
  

 
REQUIRED/ 
Permitted 

Existing 
Condition 

Proposed 
Condition Notes 

Zone District     

Building Site Area     

Density (multi-family projects only)     

Building Coverage     

Site Coverage     

Gross Floor Area      

Square Footage not counted towards 
Gross Floor Area 

    

Impervious Surface Area Created 
and/or Replaced 

    

Exterior Lateral Wall Length to be 
demolished in feet & % of total* 

_______ _______ ___ft/___%  

Exterior Lateral Wall Length to be built _______ _______   

Building Height     

Number of stories     

Front Setback     

_______________Side Setback  
(specify side) 

    

_______________Side Setback  
(specify side) 

    

Rear Setback     

Garage Door Setback     

Covered Parking Spaces     

Uncovered Parking Spaces     

Parking Space Size 
(Interior measurement) 

9’ x 20’    

Number of Driveways 1    

Driveway Width(s)     

Back-up Distance     

Eave Projection (Into Setback) 3’ maximum    

Distances Between Eaves & Property 
Lines 

3’ minimum    

Open Porch/Deck  Projections     

Architectural Feature Projections     

Number & Category of Accessory 
Buildings 

    

Accessory Building Setbacks     

Distance between Buildings     

Accessory Building Heights     

Fence Heights     
*If project proposes demolition to an HRI structure, also indicate % of proposed demolition of the surface of all 
exterior walls facing a public street or streets, if applicable. 
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Rendering of Proposed Residence 
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