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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Monterey County Resource Management Agency – Planning 
Department has prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, for a 
Combined Development Permit (Abercrombie, File Number PLN100612) at 1158 Signal Hill Road, Pebble 
Beach (APN 008-261-005-000) (see description below). The project does not involve the burning of municipal 
wastes, hazardous waste, or refuse-derived fuel or is on a list enumerated under Section 65962.5 of the 
Government Code.  
 
The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study, as well as referenced documents, are available for review 
at the Monterey County Resource Management Agency – Planning Department, 168 West Alisal, 2nd Floor, 
Salinas, California,.  The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study are also available for review in an 
electronic format by following the instructions at the following link: 
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/environmental/circulating.htm. 
 
The Monterey County Planning Commission will consider this proposal at a meeting on August 8, 2012 at 9:00 
a.m. in the Monterey County Board of Supervisors Chambers, 168 West Alisal, 2nd Floor, Salinas, California. 
Written comments on this Negative Declaration will be accepted from July 5, 2012 through August 3, 2012.  
Comments can also be made during the public hearing. 
 
Project Description: Combined Development Permit consisting of: 1) a Coastal Administrative Permit to allow 
additions to an existing 2,325.8 square foot one-story single family residence with a 449.8 square foot detached 
garage to include: a 1,513.4 square foot addition (master bedroom suite, laundry room, office and storage),  a 
284.7 square foot covered front entry, a 208.9 square foot covered patio, a new roof, the installation of a roof-
mounted photovoltaic system, remove existing asphalt driveway and replace with permeable pavers, remove 
existing concrete patio and replace with tile patio and the addition of a fire pit; 2) Coastal Development Permit 
to allow development within 100 feet of environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) Coastal Development Permit to 
allow Ridgeline Development and 4) Design Approval.   
 
We welcome your comments during the 30-day public review period.  You may submit your comments in hard 
copy to the name and address above.   The Department also accepts comments via e-mail or facsimile but 
requests that you follow these instructions to ensure that the Department has received your comments.  To 
submit your comments by e-mail, please send a complete document including all attachments to:  

CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us  
 
An e-mailed document should contain the name of the person or entity submitting the comments and contact 
information such as phone number, mailing address and/or e-mail address and include any and all attachments 
referenced in the e-mail.   To ensure a complete and accurate record, we request that you also provide a follow-
up hard copy to the name and address listed above.  If you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then 
please send a second e-mail requesting confirmation of receipt of comments with enough information to 

MONTEREY COUNTY      
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY – PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
168 WEST ALISAL, 2ND FLOOR,  SALINAS, CA 93901 
(831) 755-5025    FAX:  (831) 757-9516 
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confirm that the entire document was received.  If you do not receive e-mail confirmation of receipt of 
comments, then please submit a hard copy of your comments to ensure inclusion in the environmental record or 
contact the Department to ensure the Department has received your comments. 
 
Facsimile (fax) copies will be accepted with a cover page describing the extent (e.g. number of pages) being 
transmitted.  A faxed document must contain a signature and all attachments referenced therein.  Faxed 
document should be sent to the contact noted above at (831) 757-9516.  To ensure a complete and accurate 
record, we request that you also provide a follow-up hard copy to the name and address listed above.  If you do 
not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then please contact the Department to confirm that the entire document 
was received.   
 
For reviewing agencies: The Resource Management Agency – Planning Department requests that you review 
the enclosed materials and provide any appropriate comments related to your agency's area of responsibility. 
The space below may be used to indicate that your agency has no comments or to state brief comments. In 
compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, please provide a draft mitigation monitoring or 
reporting program for mitigation measures proposed by your agency. This program should include specific 
performance objectives for mitigation measures identified (CEQA Section 21081.6(c)). Also inform this 
Department if a fee needs to be collected in order to fund the mitigation monitoring or reporting by your agency 
and how that language should be incorporated into the mitigation measure. 
 
All written comments on the Initial Study should be addressed to: 
 

County of Monterey 
Resource Management Agency – Planning Department 
Attn: Mike Novo, Director of Planning  
168 West Alisal, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 
 
Re: Abercrombie; File Number PLN100612 

 
From: Agency Name: _________________________ 

Contact Person: _________________________ 
Phone Number: _________________________ 

 
        No Comments provided 
        Comments noted below 
        Comments provided in separate letter 
 
COMMENTS:   
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DISTRIBUTION 
 

1. State Clearinghouse (15 CD copies + 1 hard copy of the Executive Summary) – include the Notice of 
Completion 

2. County Clerk’s Office 
3. California Coastal Commission 
4. California Department of Fish and Game, Region 4; Attn: Brandon Sanderson 
5. Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
6. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
7. California American Water Company 
8. Pebble Beach Community Services District (Attn: Bo Lee, Fire Protection) 
9. Pebble Beach Company, Architectural Review Services; Attn: Margaret Leighton 
10. Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
11. Monterey County Public Works Department 
12. Monterey County Parks Department 
13. Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau 
14. LeBon Abercrombie, Owner 
15. Maureen Wruck, Agent 
16. John Bridges, Attorney  
17. The Open Monterey Project 
18. LandWatch 
19. Property Owners within 300 feet (Notice of Intent only) 
 
Revised 02-02-2012 
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INITIAL STUDY 
 
 
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

Project Title: Abercrombie 

File No.: PLN100612 

Project Location: 1158 Signal Hill Road, Pebble Beach 

Name of Property Owner: LeBon Abercrombie 

Name of Applicant: LeBon Abercrombie 

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 008-261-005-000 

Acreage of Property: 1.17 acre 

General Plan Designation: Residential, 1 unit/1.5 acres 

Zoning District: LDR/1.5-D(CZ) 

  

Lead Agency: Monterey County  

Prepared By: Delinda Robinson 

Date Prepared: July 2, 2012 

Contact Person: Delinda Robinson 

Phone Number: (831) 755-5198 

MONTEREY COUNTY 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY     
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
168 WEST ALISAL ST., 2nd FLOOR,  SALINAS, CA 93901 
PHONE:  (831) 755-5025 FAX:  (831) 757-9516 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
A. Description of Project:  
The project consists of the remodel and construction of additions to an existing 2,325.8 square 
foot one-story single family residence with a 449.8 square foot detached garage to include: a 
1,513.4 square foot addition (master bedroom suite, laundry room, office and storage), a 284.7 
square foot covered front entry, a 208.9 square foot covered patio, a new roof, the installation of 
a roof-mounted photovoltaic system, remove existing asphalt driveway and replace with 
permeable pavers, remove existing concrete patio and replace with tile patio and the addition of a 
fire pit.  Approximately 38 percent of the exterior walls of the existing residence will be 

demolished as part of the project.  The 
existing detached garage is located 10 feet 
from the residence; the addition will result 
in the house being attached to the garage by 
a storage area.  No trees are proposed for 
removal. 
 
No grading is proposed for the project other 
than the removal of existing hardscape and 
excavation required for the foundation. The 
existing 2,295.5 square foot asphalt 
driveway will be removed and replaced 
with a new 2,089.5 square foot driveway 

and guest parking area that will be a permeable system of concrete cobble pavers set in sand.  
The existing 789.9 square foot concrete patio on the south side of the house will be removed and 
replaced with a new 888.4 square foot 
patio made of natural stone tile set in 
concrete.  An existing 541 square foot 
concrete walkway on the south side of the 
house will be removed for the 
construction of the new addition.    To 
avoid disturbance to the slope adjacent to 
the addition, the foundation for the 
proposed building addition will be either 
a cast-in-place concrete pier and grade 
beam foundation or a CHANCE® type 
helical anchor foundation bearing entirely 
into the dense underlying bedrock. A new 
drainage system will include a new 
infiltration pit under the driveway to allow percolation of rainwater from the roof and patios. 
 
The subject property is located with the Coastal Zone and the project will require four (4) 
entitlements.  The project is a Combined Development Permit consisting of: 1) a Coastal 
Administrative Permit to allow additions to the existing single-family residence and associated 
site improvements; 2) a Coastal Development Permit to allow development within 100 feet of 
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environmentally sensitive habitat; 3) a Coastal Development Permit to allow Ridgeline 
Development; and 4) Design Approval.   
 

 
Figure 1: Proposed site plan 
 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Section 20.14.030.E of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20) requires a Coastal 
Development Permit for development within 100 feet of mapped or field identified 

environmentally sensitive 
habitat.  The project site is 
located on a remnant of the 
indigenous coastal sand 
dunes, which are identified in 
the Del Monte Forest Area 
Land Use Plan (LUP) as 
environmentally sensitive 
habitat; therefore, a Coastal 
Development Permit to allow 
development within 100 feet 
of environmentally sensitive 
habitat is required for this 
project.  LUP Policy 14 

requires that development near environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) be restricted to 
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the minimum amount necessary to accommodate reasonable development.  In this case, the 
applicant has submitted documentation to show that the addition will be constructed entirely 
within the existing pad that was created when the site was originally developed and in areas that 
are currently developed with structures or hardscape. (Source IX. 22) Although identified as 
ESHA, the undeveloped portion of the project site has been heavily colonized by iceplant 
(Carpobroutus spp.). European beach grass is also present, particularly in the open sand areas 
adjacent to the existing residence.  Both of these non-native species are recognized as being 
aggressive invasives. According to the biology reports prepared for the project, iceplant on the 
site is outcompeting native dune species for light, moisture and space.  As part of the project, the 
applicant has submitted a dune restoration plan that includes eradication of the non-natives on 
the site and will restore native coastal strand and dune scrub vegetation and wildlife habitat 
values on the approximate 0.99 acre undeveloped portion of the site. (Source IX. 16, 17, 18, 19, 
20)   
In addition, the applicant will be required to place the ESHA on the property in Conservation 
and Scenic Easement to the Del Monte Forest Foundation in accordance with LUP Policy 13. 
See Section VI.4 for further discussion. 
 
Ridgeline Development 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance Section 20.66.010 requires a Coastal Development Permit 
for ridgeline development, which is defined as “development on the crest of a hill which has the 
potential to create a silhouette or other substantially adverse impact when viewed from a 
common public viewing area”.  In the LUP, the public viewshed includes “all areas visible from 
major public use areas. ”  17-Mile Drive is identified in LUP as an important visitor destination 
and as such, is considered to be a major public use area.  The existing residence is located off of 
Signal Hill Road, on a promontory about 70 feet above and 300 feet from 17-Mile Drive and is 
visible as ridgeline development from points both north and south of the site on 17-Mile Drive.  
The proposed addition on the southern side of the existing residence will increase the size of the 
silhouette of the residence; therefore a Coastal Development Permit to allow ridgeline 
development is required.   

 
Figure 2: Southwest Elevation Silhouette (Source: IX.23) 
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As part of the project, the existing roof on all but the half-round shaped living room on the 
westerly portion of the house will be replaced.  The existing residence includes a hipped, dark 
colored shingle roof, pitched at 4-in-12 over the main section of the house with the ridge at 113.2 
feet.  The living room is a half-round shape on the west end, also with a 4-in-12-shingle roof and 
a ridge height of 115.5 feet.  The pitch of the existing detached garage roof is 5:12 with a ridge 
height of 113.5 feet. In order to keep the roofline as low as possible and to minimize the visual 
impact of the project, the new roof will have a 3:12 pitch and the ridgelines will step down in 5 
steps from 115.5 feet on the far west to 112.3 on the east.  The roof-mounted photovoltaic 
system will cover approximately 550 square feet of the southward facing roof.  See Section VI.1 
for further discussion. 

 
Figure 3:  Proposed Elevations 
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Figure 4:  Vicinity Map 
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B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting:  
The project site is a 1.17-acre parcel located at 1158 Signal Hill Road within the Pebble Beach 
Planning Area of the Del Monte Forest, Monterey County, California.  Surrounding land uses 
include residential development to the north, south and west and the southwestern end of the 
Spyglass Hill Golf Course property across Signal Hill Road to the east.  The residential 
properties are zoned Low Density Residential, 2 acres per unit in the Coastal Zone.  The site sits 

approximately 100 feet 
above sea level and has a 
sweeping view of the 
Pacific Ocean to the north 
and west, with Fanshell 
Beach visible to the west 
and Seal Rock to the north.  
The site consists of rolling 
sand dunes with the 
residence located on a flat 
pad on the southerly portion 
of the site.  Northerly from 
the pad, the site slopes 
down toward 17-Mile Drive 

through sandy dune terraces and swales, with an elevation change of about 25 feet between the 
high point on the southern side and the low point on the northwest corner of the property.   
 
The site is located on a remnant of the Asilomar Dunes complex that is protected as ESHA by 
the policies of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan.  Soils on the site are unconsolidated sand 
dune deposits and undocumented fill material composed of reworked dune sand over granitic 
basement rocks. Two mature Monterey cypress trees are growing near the house and according 
to the project biologist, appear to have been planted as landscape elements.  Most of the 
undeveloped portion of the site has been heavily colonized by iceplant (Carpobroutus spp.) but 
there are also areas of sparsely vegetated open sand and coastal dune scrub.  Two special status 
species have been identified on the site: the federally endangered Tidestrom’s lupine (Lupinus 
tidestromii) and Black legless lizards (Anniella pulchra nigra), a California species of special 
concern.   
 
The Pebble Beach Community Services District provides sewer service to the property and the 
California-American (Cal-Am) Water Company provides water service to the existing residence. 
(Source IX 1, 7). 
 
 
C. Other public agencies whose approval is required:   

1. Construction permits will be required by the Monterey County RMA-Building 
Services Department. 
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2. If it should be necessary to handle Black legless lizards, a permit from California 
Department of Fish and Game is required. 

 
III. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL 
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS 
 
General Plan/Area Plan  Air Quality Mgmt. Plan  
 
Specific Plan  Airport Land Use Plans  
 
Water Quality Control Plan   Local Coastal Program-LUP   
 
General Plan / Local Coastal Program-LUP  
The proposed project was reviewed for consistency with 1982 General Plan, the Del Monte 
Forest Land Use Plan (LUP), the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan Part 5 and the 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20). The additions and remodel are accessory to the 
residential use of the property.  The property is located within a Low Density Residential district, 
which allows for the proposed use subject to the entitlements listed in Section I above.  Potential 
impacts were identified during staff review and are further discussed in Section VI. 
CONSISTENT.  
 
Air Quality Management Plan 
Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan is an indication of a project’s cumulative 
adverse impact on regional air quality (ozone levels). It is not an indication of project-specific 
impacts, which are evaluated according to the Air District’s adopted thresholds of significance. 
Inconsistency with the AQMP is considered a significant cumulative air quality impact. Consistency 
of a project is determined by comparing the project population at the year of project completion 
with the population forecast for the appropriate five-year increment that is listed in the AQMP. If 
the population increase resulting from the project would not cause the estimated cumulative 
population to exceed the relevant forecast, the project would be consistent with the population 
forecasts in the AQMP (Source: IX. 1, 5). The project is located on a developed residential lot 
and will not result in an increase in population. 
 
The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), the 2008 Population, Housing 
Unit, and Employment Forecasts adopted by the AMBAG Board of Directors, are the forecasts 
used for this consistency determination. The construction of additions to the existing single 
family residence will not contribute to an increase in the population forecasts of the 2008 AQMP 
and would not result in substantial population changes.  Therefore, the project is consistent with 
the 2008 regional forecasts and the Air Quality Management Plan (Source: IX. 5). 
CONSISTENT 
 
Water Quality Control Plan.  Monterey County is included in the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board – Region 3 (CCRWCB).  The CCRWCB regulates the sources of water 
quality related problems that could result in actual or potential impairment or degradation of 
beneficial uses or degradation of water quality.  The proposed project will offset the increase in 

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page12 of 263 



 

Abercrombie Initial Study  Page 9 
PLN100612 rev. 09/06/2011 

structural impervious surfaces by replacing approximately 2,090 square feet of existing asphalt 
driveway with pervious pavers, thereby reducing the amount of on-site impervious surfaces, and 
does not include land uses that introduce new sources of pollution.  Therefore, the project will not 
contribute runoff that will exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff.  The proposed project will not result in water quality impacts 
or be inconsistent with the objectives of this plan.  CONSISTENT 
 
 
IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND 

DETERMINATION 
A. FACTORS 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.    
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards/Hazardous Materials  Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no 
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental 
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of 
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily 
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no 
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding 
can be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as 
supporting evidence.  
 

 Check here if this finding is not applicable 

 
FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for 

significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or 
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the 
Environmental Checklist is necessary.   
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EVIDENCE:  
2.  Agricultural and Forest Resources: The subject property is located within an established 
residential neighborhood and is zoned for residential use.  There are no agricultural uses on or 
within the vicinity of the property and the property is not under a Williamson Act Contract. 
Furthermore, according to the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, the site has not been mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance and falls within the classification of Urban Built-Up Land. 
Therefore, the project will have no impact on agricultural resources. The project site is zoned for 
residential use and harvesting of timber is not allowed in this zoning district.  The trees on the 
site are Monterey cypress, a protected species that could not be harvested as timber per the land 
use plan policies.  No tree removal is proposed as part of the project.  Thus, the project will have 
no impact on forest resources.   
 
3.  Air Quality: The project area is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin and is 
subject to the jurisdictional regulations of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District (MBUAPCD) and, to a lesser extent, the California Air Resources Board.  The proposed 
project involves additions to an existing single family residence with a detached garage to 
include: a 1,513.4 square foot addition (master bedroom suite, laundry room, office and storage),  
a 284.7 square foot covered front entry, a 208.9 square foot covered patio, a new roof, the 
installation of a roof-mounted photovoltaic system, remove existing asphalt driveway and 
replace with permeable pavers, remove existing concrete patio and replace with tile patio and the 
addition of a fire pit; on a lot that is developed with a single family residence in a residential 
area.  No grading is proposed for the project other than the removal of existing hardscape and 
excavation required for the foundation. The nearest structure to the project site is a residence 
approximately 50 feet to the south.   It is anticipated that particulate matter (PM10) would be the 
primary air pollutant resulting from project construction activities.  The project would only result 
in a significant air quality impact if direct emissions of more than 82 pounds/day (lbs/day) of 
PM10 were to occur.  Construction activities would involve relatively small crews for a small 
residential project, and would involve limited construction equipment; therefore, the project is 
not anticipated to emit more than 82 lbs/day of PM10.  The project will also not disturb more than 
8.1 acres per day, the threshold established by the MBUAPCD above which the project could 
have a significant impact for PM10.  Disturbed areas would be watered or treated with an 
appropriate dust palliative; therefore, fugitive dust emissions would be limited and impacts from 
PM10 resulting from fugitive dust emissions are not anticipated.  After completion of 
construction activities, the project will not create any air emissions beyond those associated with 
normal residential uses.  The nearest school to the project site is the Robert Louis Stevenson 
School, which is located approximately 2/3 mile east of the project.  Because of the significant 
distance between the school and the project site, it is not anticipated that the project would 
impact this sensitive receptor.  The two nearest residences could be impacted by PM10 (dust) 
impacts during construction activities.  However, the dust effects would be localized and limited 
because there would be a small amount of daily ground disturbance and construction activities 
associated with the project.  Operation of construction vehicles could generate airborne odors 
(e.g., diesel exhaust); however, such emissions would be localized to the immediate area under 
construction and would be short in duration.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with or 
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obstruct the implementation of the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (identified above in 
Section III), would not violate any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment, would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, nor create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people (Source: IX. 1, 5, 6).  The proposed project will not 
increase the population of the area nor generate additional vehicle trips.  Construction related air 
quality impacts would be temporary in nature and controlled by standard Conditions of Approval 
that require watering, erosion control and dust control measures.  There would be no impacts to 
Air Quality. 
 
8.  Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
The project includes additions and modifications to an existing single family residence 
consisting of: a 1,513.4 square foot addition to the residence, the addition of a covered front 
entry, a covered patio, a new roof, the installation of a roof-mounted photovoltaic system, the 
replacement of an existing asphalt driveway with permeable pavers and the addition of a fire pit.  
The project site is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  As a residence, the project does not 
involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials other than those found within a 
typical residence.  The project does not involve the demolition of structures where there is the 
potential for the release of asbestos.  The nearest school is Robert Louis Stevenson School, 
which is approximately 2/3 mile from the project site.  Construction activities will not release 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter of an existing school.  The standard 
Planning Department condition of approval requiring compliance with Monterey Bay Unified 
Air Pollution Control District standards for demolition and deconstruction has been applied to 
the project.  The project is not located within airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport, public use airport or private airstrip; therefore the project will not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area.  The project will not physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.   The project 
site is within a high fire hazard area and within a State Responsibility Area; however, the 
project, as proposed, does not increase the hazards associated with development in a high fire 
hazard area.  The project has been conditioned by the Pebble Beach Community Services 
District with standard conditions of approval, including a condition requiring Class A roofing 
and a condition requiring that the residence be fully protected by an automatic sprinkler system.  
Therefore, there will be no impacts from Hazards/Hazardous Materials. 
  
9.  Hydrology/Water Quality 
The residential addition and driveway replacement will not violate any waste discharge 
requirements, deplete groundwater supplies or alter an existing drainage pattern. The existing 
residential use on the property is connected to a public water system and a public sewer system 
and the 1,513.4 square foot addition is not expected to result in a significant increase in potable 
water use or wastewater generation.  The project will result in the addition of the addition of 5.5 
fixture units (0.055 acre-feet of water), which the property owners have purchased from the 
Pebble Beach Company.  Standard erosion control measures will be placed on the project to 
reduce any potential run-off associated with the proposed project.  There are no streams or rivers 
located on the project site. Based upon the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, the property is not  
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located in a Special Flood Hazard Area.  It is located in Zone X (shaded), as shown on FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Map 06053C-0305G, effective date April 2, 2009.  There are no levees, 
dams, or other water detention facilities upstream of the project site capable of causing flooding 
on the site. The project site is located near the coast but the proposed project area is not within a 
tsunami inundation area according to the California Department of Conservation Tsunami 
Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Monterey Quadrangle.  There are no bodies of water 
in the vicinity of the project large enough to produce a seiche. Therefore, there will be no impact 
to hydrology or water quality. (Source IX. 1, 2, 10) 
 
11. Mineral Resources 
Based on review of maps in the Monterey County 1982 General Plan, the Del Monte Forest Land 
Use Plan, SMARA Designation Report No. 7 and the California Department of Conservation 
Division of Mines and Geology Mineral Land Classification maps for Monterey County, the 
subject property is not located in an area where mineral resources are known to exist nor have 
any mineral resources been identified on the site.  Therefore, the project will not result in the loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource that is of value to the region and the residents of the 
state nor will it result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site as delineated in the Monterey County General Plan or the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan.  
Therefore, the project will have no impact to mineral resources. (Source: IX 1, 2, 3, 7)  
 
12. Noise 
The closest sensitive receptors (residences) are located on Signal Hill approximately 45 feet to 
the south and approximately 40 feet to the west, as measured from the nearest property line to 
the neighboring structure.  Noise generated from the property will not be more than what is 
associated with a typical residential use; therefore, there will be no substantial increase in 
ambient noise above existing levels.  Construction activities may generate noise and vibrations; 
therefore, there could be a periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during 
construction.  However, noise levels are not expected to expose people to or generate of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the 1982 General Plan or Monterey County Code 
Chapter 10.60.   Some groundborne vibrations and groundborne noise levels may be associated 
with the grading activities proposed.  With the nearest offsite residence more than 40 feet away, 
exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels is not expected.  The project is not located within airport land use plan or within two miles 
of a public airport, public use airport or private airstrip; therefore the project will not result in 
excessive noise levels for people residing or working in the project area.  Therefore, there will be 
no impact to noise. (Source IX 1, 2, 6, 7, 8) 
 
13. Population/Housing 
The proposed project consists of the construction of additions to an existing residence and site 
improvements on an existing residential parcel that is developed with a single family residence.  
The project would not induce substantial population in the area, either directly through the 
construction of the structures within a residential area or indirectly, as no new infrastructure 
would be extended to the site.  The project is associated with the existing use of a developed lot. 
There are no plans for additional housing or for demolition of any housing. The project would 
not alter the location, distribution, or density of human population in the area in any significant 
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way, or create a demand for additional housing. Therefore, the project will have no impact on 
population or housing. (Source: IX. 1, 2, 3) 
 
14. Public Services 
The proposed project involves the construction of additions to an existing residence and site 
improvements on an existing residential parcel, which would continue to be served by existing 
services and utilities.  Water service is provided by California American Water Company and 
wastewater service is provided by the Pebble Beach Community Services District (PBCSD) and 
the Carmel Area Wastewater District.  Emergency response is provided by PBCSD (fire) and the 
Monterey County Sheriff’s Department.  The project will result in the addition of the addition of 
5.5 fixture units (0.055 acre-feet of water), which the property owners have purchased from the 
Pebble Beach Company.  The project would have no measurable effect on existing public 
services in that the project will not result in an intensification of the residential use on the 
property nor will it require expansion of any services to serve the project.  County Departments 
and service providers reviewed the project application and did not identify any impacts (Source:  
IX. 1, 7). Therefore, there will be no impacts on public services. 
 
15. Recreation 
The proposed project consists of the construction of additions to an existing residence and site 
improvements on an existing residential parcel that is developed with a single family residence.  
Due to the small scale of the project, it would not result in an increase in use of existing 
recreational facilities causing substantial physical deterioration. Parks, trail easements, or other 
recreational opportunities would not be adversely impacted by the proposed project.  The project 
would not create significant recreational demands, and would not result in impacts to Recreation. 
The project does not include recreational facilities, nor does it require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities, nor does it require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment. Therefore, there will 
be no impact on recreation (Source: IX. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7). 
 
16. Transportation/Traffic 
The project is located on Signal Hill Road in Pebble Beach and is accessed from an existing 
asphalt driveway.  The project includes additions to an existing single-family residence and 
associated site improvements including the replacement of the existing asphalt driveway with 
permeable pavers.  The proposed project is consistent with the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan 
circulation policies and the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey County because no 
intensification of use or access is proposed.  The project is not located within airport land use 
plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport; therefore the project will not 
result in a change of air traffic patterns.  The driveway replacement is replacing an existing 
driveway; therefore, the project will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities. Therefore, there will be no impact to transportation or traffic. (Source 
IX 1, 3, 6, 7) 
 
17. Utilities/Service Systems 
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The proposed project involves the construction of additions to an existing single-family 
residence on a developed, residential lot that will not cause a change in water use or wastewater 
flow from the property.  Although 5.5 new fixture units are proposed, the project will not result 
in the addition of bedrooms to the residence and the project is not expected to result in 
significant additional water use (Source IX. 1).  The plans submitted for the project indicate that 
the home contains a master bedroom, a bedroom and an office however, the Assessor’s record 
and the Monterey Peninsula Management District audit both recognize the home as a three-
bedroom residence.  The project will result in a three-bedroom home. The project will not 
exceed wastewater treatment capacity nor create sufficient demand to warrant construction of 
new wastewater treatment facilities.  The Carmel Area Wastewater District (CAWD) treatment 
facility has a capacity of three million gallons per day, and currently operates at approximately 
67% of capacity.  Moreover, the Pebble Beach Community Services District (PBCSD) retains 
rights to one-third of the CAWD treatment facility capacity (or one million gallons per day), and 
currently uses approximately 50% of that capacity.  Similarly, the amount of solid waste 
generated by the proposed project would not impact the area’s solid waste facilities.  Utilities 
such as electricity and phone service are already in place and the construction of the proposed 
remodel and addition would not create a sufficient demand to warrant the expansion of the 
current infrastructure (Source: IX. 1).  Therefore, there will be no impact on utilities or service 
systems. 
 
B. DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

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

environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
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 a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant 
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance. 
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VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  
 

1. AESTHETICS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
(Source: 1, 2, 3,4, 6, 7, 23)  

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source: 1, 2, 
3, 6, 7) 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? (Source: 1, 2, 
3, 6, 23 ) 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 6, 7) 

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Aesthetics 1  (a) and (c): Less than Significant  
The project site is located on Signal Hill Road, above and on the east side of 17-Mile Drive and 
is identified on the LUP Visual Resources Map  (Figure 3) as part of the view area from 17-Mile 
Drive.  Although the site is part of the view area from 17-Mile Drive, the coast and views to the 
sea are the views that are most significant. The existing viewshed includes residential 
development on Signal Hill Road and the east side of 17-Mile Drive.  Landforms all along 17-
Mile Drive slope upward from the coast, and many of the existing residences in the area are 
visible as ridgeline development, as defined in Title 20.  The existing residence, which is located 
on a sandy ridge that overlooks the ocean and 17-Mile Drive, is prominently visible as ridgeline 
development from points both to the north and south on 17-Mile Drive.  The most distinctive 
feature of the existing residence is the half-round living room on the west end that faces the 
ocean has windows all around.  The highest point on the existing residence is over the living 
room at 115.5 feet.  The ridgeline on the main portion of the house, which extends eastward from 
the living room, is lower at 113.2 feet and the detached garage ridgeline is at 113.5 feet.   
 
 The proposed project includes a 1,513.4 square foot single-story addition located primarily on 
the south side of the residence and will not extend further to the east or west than the existing 
residence.  As part of the project, all but the roof over the living room will be replaced.  In order 
to minimize site disturbance and hence disturbance to adjacent environmentally sensitive dune 
habitat, the finished floor level of the proposed addition will be the same as the existing 
residence.  As discussed in Section II.A, the existing house roof is pitched at 4-in-12 and the 
garage roof at 5-in-12.  In order to minimize the visual impact of the project and to keep the 
addition at the minimum height possible, the new roof will have a 3-in-1 pitch and will be 
stepped down in 5 steps from the existing high point over the living room to a new low over the 
garage at 112.3 feet.  The result will be that the ridgeline over the main portion of the addition 
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will be ½ foot to 1.5 feet taller than the existing main portion of the residence but at the eastern 
end over the garage, the ridgeline will be a little over 1 foot shorter than the existing.   The 
Visual Study and Analysis prepared for the project concludes that the construction of the 
addition will result in a 4.1 percent increase in the silhouette of the residence. However, when 
considering the viewshed from 17-Mile Drive as a whole, this increase will not have a significant 
impact on the existing scenic vista nor will it substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
 
Aesthetics 1  (b): No Impact 
The project site is located within Pebble Beach, where all of the roadways are private.  The site 
is not visible from any Officially Designated or Eligible State Scenic Highway.  The section of 
Highway 1 in this area and the section of Highway 68 from Highway 1 to the Salinas River are 
both Designated State Scenic Highways but the project site is visible from neither.  There would 
be no impact. 
 
Aesthetics 1 (d): Less than Significant with Mitigation 
The proposed addition on the south side of the residence will be visible from 17-Mile Drive.  
The building code requires exterior lighting at each door.  There is an existing door leading from 
the dining room to the outside on this side of the residence and the proposed project will include 

a door in approximately 
the same location that 
will lead to the 
proposed covered patio.  
The standard lighting 
condition requiring that 
exterior lighting be 
downlit, only 
illuminate the intended 
area and minimize 
offsite glare will apply.  
It is also anticipated 
that since the patio roof 

will cover this light, the impact will be reduced over the existing condition. The amount of 
glazing on this side of the residence will increase by approximately 50% and would potentially 
be a source of substantial light that could adversely affect nighttime views and/or a source of 
glare that could affect daytime views from 17-Mile Drive.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure No. 1 will reduce this impact to less than significant.   
 

Mitigation Measure No. 1:  In order to minimize potential glare and visibility of the structure, 
all materials used in constructing the structure shall be non-reflective materials, painted in earth-
tone colors, or utilize earth-tone materials.  Glass surfaces shall be grey-tinted “non-reflective” 
glass.  
Monitoring Action No. 1:  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant/owner 
shall submit color cut sheets of final colors and materials proposed demonstrating 
compliance with the condition to the Director of RMA-Planning for review and approval. 
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The approved specifications shall be incorporated into the construction plans submitted to the 
RMA-Building Services Department. 
Monitoring Action No. 2:  Prior to final inspection, the applicant/owner shall demonstrate 
that the approved colors and materials were installed according to the approved plan. 

 
 
2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST 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: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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))?  

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?  

    

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.2 for discussion. 
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3. AIR QUALITY     

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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)?  

    

d) Result in significant construction-related air quality 
impacts?  

    

e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

    

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

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.3 for discussion. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: 1, 3, 6, 17, 18, 19, 
20 ) 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: 1, 3, 6, 17, 18, 19, 
20) 

    

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? (Source: 1, 
3, 6, 7, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23) 

    

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? (Source: 1, 3, 6, 16, 17, 18, 19) 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 20) 

    

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? (Source:  1, 3, 6, 7, 11, 16, 17, 18, 
19) 

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Biological Resources 1 (a):  Less than Significant with Mitigation 
The subject development application, PLN100612 (Abercrombie) involves a remodel and 
addition to an existing single-family residence, the replacement of an existing asphalt driveway with 
permeable pavers and the replacement of an existing concrete patio.  As proposed, the project 
meets all setback and site development standards, is a residential project located within a 
residentially-zoned district, and does not require any variances.   
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Two special status species have been identified on the site: the federally endangered Tidestrom’s 
lupine (Lupinus tidestromii) and Black legless lizards (Anniella pulchra nigra), a California 
species of special concern.  The small colony of Tidestrom’s lupine is located on the northwest 
corner of the property, on the opposite side from the proposed addition.  Because of the distance 
between the proposed development and this colony, no adverse impacts to Tidestrom’s lupine 
are anticipated.  A survey for Black legless lizards was conducted on the site in 2006 by Black 
legless lizard biologist Patricia Kreiberg with positive results.  Because suitable habitat exists 
throughout the site, presence of legless lizards on the rest of the site is assumed.  Construction of 
the proposed project could have an adverse impact on Black legless lizards.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure No. 2 will reduce this impact to less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measure No. 2:  In order to prevent impacts to Black legless lizards, prior to the 
issuance of a building or grading permit, a qualified biologist shall, in consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), prepare a Black Legless Lizard 
Management Plan (BLLMP), which shall implemented throughout the construction period.  
A copy of the BLLMP and evidence that CDFG concurs with the contents of the plan shall 
be submitted to the RMA-Planning Department for review and approval.  At a minimum, 
the plan shall include the following requirements: 1) A qualified biologist shall be present 
on the site during all ground disturbing activities to monitor for the presence of Black 
legless lizards. 2) If Black legless lizards are located within an area of active construction, 
the biologist shall have the authority to stop work until the animal has left the area or 
appropriate measures as approved in the plan have been taken. 3) Prior to the initiation of 
construction activities, all construction workers who will be working on the site will be 
trained regarding habitat sensitivity, identification of Black legless lizards and required 
practices.  The training shall include a brief review of the biology of the species, the general 
measures that are being implemented to conserve the species as they relate to the project, 
guidelines to avoid impacts to the species during the construction period, the penalties for 
non-compliance, and the boundaries of the project area. A fact sheet or other supporting 
materials containing this information shall be prepared and distributed to all of the workers 
onsite. Upon completion of training, employees shall sign a form stating that they attended 
the training and understand all the conservation and protection measures and provide a copy 
to the RMA-Planning Department.   
Monitoring Action No. 1:  Prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit, the 
applicant/owner shall submit a BLLMP and evidence of CDFG concurrence with the 
contents of the plan to the RMA-Planning Department for review and approval. 
Monitoring Action No. 2:  Prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit, the 
applicant/owner shall submit a copy of a contract with a qualified biologist to perform 
required the training and monitoring. 
Monitoring Action No. 3:  Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the 
applicant/owner shall submit a copy of the training materials and the signed 
acknowledgements from the workers who attended the training. 
Monitoring Action No. 4:  The approved BLLMP shall be implemented throughout the 
construction phase of the project. 

 
Biological Resources 1 (b):  Less than Significant  
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The site is located on a remnant of native dune is that is identified in the LUP to be 
environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA). Three vegetation types occur on the property: iceplant 
dominant, sparsely vegetated open sand and coastal dune scrub.  Although considered to be 
ESHA, the undeveloped portions of the site are heavily colonized by the non-native, invasive 
iceplant (Carpobroutus spp.), which is present in dense mats over the majority of the site and 
exists as an understory beneath the patches of coastal dune scrub.  European beach grass, also an 
invasive non-native, is present in the open sand areas immediately surrounding the residence.   
 
The applicant has submitted a Disturbed Area Analysis for the addition (LIB110471), which 
documents the historical limits of development on the parcel.  The proposed development will be 
built entirely within the existing, previously developed pad and has been designed to avoid 
disturbance to the undeveloped dune ESHA.  The foundation of the addition will be cast-in-place 
concrete pier and grade beam foundation or a CHANCE® type helical anchor foundation bearing 
entirely into the dense underlying bedrock to eliminate the need for overexcavation for the slab 
that would result in disturbance to the ESHA located adjacent to the addition.  The applicant has 
prepared and submitted a Dune Restoration Plan (DRP) (LIB110468) Implementation of the 
CHRP will result in eradication of non-natives on the site and restoration of the degraded areas to 
native dune habitat.  The County will require a standard Condition of Approval to ensure completion 
and monitoring of restoration activities in accordance with the submitted CHRP.  Impacts to native 
dune habitat would be less than significant. 
 

 
Figure 5: Historical Limits of Development (Source: IX. 1) 
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Biological Resources 1  (c):  No Impact 
The project site does not contain any federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act.  The site slopes is located approximately 100 feet above sea level on a sand 
dune.  No wetlands were noted on the site in the Biological or Geotechnical reports prepared for 
the project.  Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
Biological Resources 1 (d):  No Impact 
No tree removal is proposed as part of the project and none of the biological surveys prepared 
for the site identified any migratory birds or other native migratory wildlife on the site.  The 
project will be limited to existing, previously disturbed areas on the site.  There will be no 
impact. 
 
Biological Resources 1 (e):  Less than Significant 
As discussed above, the project site is located within environmentally sensitive Monterey 
cypress habitat and the project site supports the federally endangered Tidestrom’s lupine 
(Lupinus tidestromii) and Black legless lizards (Anniella pulchra nigra), a California species of 
special concern.  The policies of the Del Monte Forest LUP protect environmentally sensitive 
plants and habitats. As designed and subject to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 2 above, 
the project would be consistent with all local policies and ordinances protecting biological 
resources.  The impact would be less than significant 
 
Biological Resources 1 (f):  No Impact 
As discussed below in Section 10(c), the project site is not within the boundaries of any adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.  Based on research of 
County records, the project site is also not located within any other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan.  There would be no impact. 
 
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? (Source: 1, 
3, 7, 15, 24) 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5? 
(Source: 1, 2, 3, 7, 15) 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: 1, 
2, 3, 15) 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? (Source: 1, 3, 6, 7, 15) 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Cultural Resources 1 (a) and (c):  No Impact 
According to County records, no historical sites are known to be on or in the immediate vicinity 
of the project area and the historical resource assessment prepared for the project concluded that 
the existing residence does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a historical resource.  In 
addition, based on research of County records no paleontological resources or unique geologic 
features are identified as associated with this site. The archaeological report prepared for the site 
identified no cultural resources on the site and concluded that no indicators of a prehistoric 
archaeological site are present on the site.  No impacts would occur to historical resources, 
paleontological resources or unique geologic features.  There will be no impact. 
 
Cultural Resources 1 (b) and (d):  Less than Significant 
Numerous prehistoric sites are located within a mile of the project site but none have been 
identified within 750 feet of the site.  The archaeological survey prepared for the project found 
that the soils on the site were clearly observable and no evidence of archaeological resources was 
found. The archaeologist stated that in her professional opinion, this parcel does not contain 
significant prehistoric cultural resources. Staff observations of the site and research of County 
records found no record of any cemeteries on the site.  The standard County archaeological 
condition will be applied to the project to address the possibility that cultural resources may 
unexpectedly be discovered on the site during construction.  The impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

 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? (Source:  1, 3, 7, 14, 21, 22, 23). 

    

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source: 1, 3, 7, 
21, 22) 

    

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? (Source:  1, 3, 7, 14, 21, 22) 

    

 iv) Landslides? (Source: 1, 3, 7, 21, 22)     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
(Source: 1, 3, 7, 13, 21, 22, 23) 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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? 
(Source: 1, 3, 7, 14, 21, 22, 23) 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Chapter 18A 
of the 2007 California Building Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property? (Source: 1, 7, 21, 
22, 23) 

    

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

    

 
Discussion: 
The project involves the remodel and construction of a 1513.4 square foot addition to an existing 
single family residence and the replacement of an existing asphalt driveway with a permeable 
paving system.  Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan policies require that grading and site 
disturbance be minimized.  The addition will be located within the flat pad that was created for 
the original construction of the residence.  Site disturbance will be limited to excavations for 
foundations, trenching for the installation of a new drainage system and the removal of the 
existing asphalt driveway, concrete patio and concrete path.  To avoid disturbance to the slope 
adjacent to the addition, the foundation for the proposed building addition will be either a cast-
in-place concrete pier and grade beam foundation or a CHANCE® type helical anchor 
foundation bearing entirely into the dense underlying bedrock.   
 
Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Geology and Soils 6(a) (i, iii, iv): No Impact 
The Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation prepared for the project indicates that 
the project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone as established in accordance with 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 and determined that the potential for 
surface rupture to occur on the site is low.  The investigation found that the potential for 
liquefaction, lateral spreading and ridge-top shattering is also low. No evidence of past or 
present slope instability has been mapped and no landslides were noted in the investigation.  The 
Monterey County GIS database also indicates that the site has a low potential for landslides.      
There will be no impact. 
 
Geology and Soils 6(a) (ii): Less than significant   
The Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation prepared for the project, based on site 
investigation and applicable literature did not observe nor identify any significant, site-specific 
geological hazards.  Although the project site would be exposed to ground-shaking from any of 
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the faults that traverse Monterey County, the project would be required to be constructed in 
accordance with applicable seismic design parameters in the California Building Code, which 
would reduce the impact from seismic ground shaking to less than significant.  
 
Geology and Soils 6(b): Less than significant  
The project site is located on a remnant of a native sand dune and the site includes slopes that 
range from 5 percent to over 30 percent.  The Monterey County GIS database indicates that the 
site has a high potential for erosion.  The USGS Soil Conservation Service has mapped the soils 
on the project site as “Df” or Dune land.  This soil type is characterized by excessive drainage 
and high permeability, with a high soil blowing hazard.  The Geologic Report and Soil 
Engineering Investigation prepared for the project found that the site soils and earth materials are 
highly erodible and recommends that stringent erosion control measures be implemented to 
provide surficial stability of the site soils.  Implementation of the standard erosion control 
condition of approval and the County’s grading and erosion control ordinances related to grading 
and soil erosion prevention, impacts due to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil will reduce the 
impact from erosion to less than significant. 
 
Geology and Soils 6(c): No impact 
The Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation prepared for the project did not identify 
any unstable soil or geologic unit or that would become unstable as a result of the project and 
potentially result in a landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.  
Subsurface materials on the site consist of loose to medium dense sand with weathered, granitic 
rocks of the Salinian block.  The potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading was determined 
to be low.  There would be no impact. 
 
Geology and Soils 6(d): No impact 
The Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation prepared for the project found the site 
soils to be poorly graded sand, which are considered to be non-plastic or non-expansive.  There 
would be no impact. 
 
Geology and Soils 6(e): No impact 
The existing residence is connected to the Pebble Beach Community Services District public 
sewer and wastewater from the site goes to the Carmel Area Wastewater District treatment 
facility.  No on-site wastewater disposal exists on the site, nor is any proposed as part of the 
current project.  There will be no impact. 
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? (Source: 1, 5) 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 5) 

    

 
Discussion: 
The project consists of the remodel and addition to an existing single-family residence, the 
removal and replacement of an existing concrete patio with tile on concrete and the removal and 
replacement of an existing asphalt driveway with a permeable paving system.  A new drainage 
system, with all site drainage being directed to dispersion trenches below the new driveway will 
also be installed.  No new uses or intensification of the existing residential use are proposed as 
part of the project. 
 
Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 7(a): Less than Significant  
The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is the state-wide, comprehensive planning agency 
that is responsible for making policy recommendations and coordinating land use planning 
efforts.  The OPR also coordinates the state-level review of environmental documents pursuant 
to the CEQA.  Currently, the OPR’s stance on greenhouse gases (GHG) significance thresholds 
has been to allow each lead agency to determine their own level of significance.  At this time, the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) has not finalized specific 
GHG thresholds of significance.  On October 24, 2008, the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) released their interim CEQA significance thresholds for GHG impacts dictating that a 
project would be considered less than significant if it meets minimum performance standards 
during construction and if the project, with mitigation, would emit no more than approximately 
7,000 million metric tons of carbon dioxide per year during operation. 
 
The primary source of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions would stem from the use of 
heavy equipment, including large trucks and earth-movers, during construction of the new 
garage and driveway.  However, heavy equipment use is anticipated to be intermittent and 
limited to site preparation, and some construction activities.  Pollutant emissions resulting from 
heavy equipment use during construction are not anticipated to exceed significance thresholds 
established by the CARB for GHG because the duration of use is expected to be very limited.  
Moreover, once constructed, the project would not create any air emissions beyond those 
associated with current uses established on the property.  Since the use of the property would not 
intensify beyond residential uses, the impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Greenhouse Gases 7(b): No Impact  
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As described previously, the project’s construction and use emissions are below the applicable 
GHG significance thresholds established by CARB, and the MBUAPCD has no established 
GHG thresholds.  The project would not conflict with any local or state GHG plans or goals.  
Therefore, there would be no impacts. 
 
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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?  

    

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

    

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?  

    

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?  

    

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?  

    

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

    

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.8 for discussion. 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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)?  

    

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?  

    

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?  

    

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?  

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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?  

    

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

    

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?  

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.9 for discussion. 
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING  
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? (Source: 1, 
2, 3, 6, 7) 

    

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? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 4, 
6) 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? (Source: 1, 3, 
11, 12) 

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Land Use and Planning 10(a): No impact 
The project involves the remodel and additions to an existing residence and the replacement of 
an existing asphalt driveway with permeable pavers on an existing, developed residential lot. No 
new roads, bridges or structures that might serve to divide the community are proposed.  There 
would be no impact. 
 
Land Use and Planning 10(b): Less than Significant 
The project was reviewed for consistency with the Monterey County 1982 General Plan (GP), 
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (LUP), the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, 
Part 5 (CIP), and Title 20 (Zoning Ordinance).  The analysis contained in this Initial Study 
Checklist addressed the potential conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental impact.  Based on this analysis, it was determined that the project could 
potentially have significant impacts on Aesthetics and Biological Resources.   
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 is required to reduce impacts to scenic and 
biological resources protected by the policies of the LUP. With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 1 and 2, the project is consistent with the goals of the LUP and is in conformance with 
the regulations and standards found in the CIP and Title 20.  The impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
Land Use and Planning 10(c): No Impact  
According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listing of Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) in 
California, this site is not located within the area of an HCP.  According to the California 
Department of Fish and Game summary of Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCP), the 
project site is not located within and NCCP.  There would be no impact. 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES  
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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?  

    

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact – See Section IV.11 for discussion. 
 
 
12. NOISE  
 
 
 
Would the project result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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?  

    

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.12 for discussion. 
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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)?  

    

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

    

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

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.13 for discussion. 
 
 
 
14. PUBLIC SERVICES  
 
 
 
Would the project result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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?      

b) Police protection ?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?      

e) Other public facilities?      

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.14 for discussion. 
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15. RECREATION 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  

    

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.15 for discussion. 
 
 
 
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

b) Conflict with the goals, objectives, and policies of the 
2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey 
County, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County (TAMC) for designated roads or 
highways?  

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
result in substantial safety risks?  

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page38 of 263 



 

Abercrombie Initial Study  Page 35 
PLN100612 rev. 09/06/2011 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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?  

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.16 for discussion. 
 
 
 
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments?  

    

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

    

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

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:  No Impact – See Section IV.17 for discussion 
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VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
NOTE:  If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible project 
alternatives are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an 
appendix.  This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process. 
 

 
 
 
Does the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 
(Source: 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 24) 

    

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? (Source: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24) 

    

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? (Source:1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 14, 21, 
22, 23, 23) 

    

 
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
Mandatory Findings of Significance VII(a): Based upon the analysis throughout this Initial 
Study, the project may 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.  The biological resources analysis 
above indicates that there are special status plants and animals and a sensitive natural community 
on the site that is considered to be environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA). With 
implementation of the mitigation measure identified in Section V.4, impacts to Biological 
resources will be less than significant.   The cultural resources analysis above indicates that 
although the project site is located in an area of high archaeological sensitivity, no resources 
have been found or are thought to exist in the site.   As discussed in Section IV.A.2, there will be 
no impacts to Agricultural or Forest Resources. 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance VII(b): No Impact 
The project involves a remodel and addition to an existing single-family residence and the 
replacement of an existing concrete patio with tile on concrete and the replacement of an existing 
asphalt driveway within a developed, residentially-zoned district.  As a result, impacts related to 
agricultural and forest resources, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, land use planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public 
services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems attributable to the 
project would not result in intensification of the use of the site. As proposed and conditioned, 
implementation of the project would not result in impacts that are cumulatively considerable. 
  
Mandatory Findings of Significance VII(c): Less than Significant With Mitigation 
The project would result in no impacts to Air Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public 
Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic or Utility and Service Systems.  Construction 
related air quality impacts would be temporary and controlled by standard Conditions of 
Approval that require watering, erosion control, and dust control measures.  No new traffic is 
anticipated to result from the construction of the remodel and addition to the existing single- 
family residence.  The project as proposed would have no long-term impacts to air quality.  
Implementation of the project would result in less than significant impacts to human beings, 
either directly or indirectly. Impacts to Geology and Soils would be less than significant due to 
the limited nature of the project. The project is located in an area identified in the land use plan 
as a valuable scenic resource.  Construction of the project as proposed would have the potential 
to contribute to the cumulative degradation of views from 17-Mile Drive, so the mitigation 
measure identified in Section VI.1 has been incorporated to reduce the impact of the project on 
Aesthetics.  As proposed, conditioned and mitigated, the project would not have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly.  
 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. 
Code; Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, 
Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey 
Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 
147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 
1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.App.4th 656. 
 
VIII. FISH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES 
 
Assessment of Fee: 
 
The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of 
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal) 
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game. 
Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were exempt from payment of the 
filing fees. 
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SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead 
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are 
now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Game determines that the  
project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources. 
 
To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development 
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the Department of Fish and 
Game. Forms may be obtained by contacting the Department by telephone at (916) 631-0606 or 
through the Department’s website at www.dfg.ca.gov. 
 
Conclusion:  The project will be required to pay the fee. 
 
Evidence:  Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the Planning Department files 

pertaining to PLN100612 and the attached Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

 
 

IX. REFERENCES 
 
1. Project Application/Plans; 

2. Monterey County 1982 General Plan; 

3. Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (LUP) and Monterey County Coastal Implementation 
Plan, Part 5 (CIP); 

4. Title 20 of the Monterey County Code (Zoning Ordinance); 

5. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, 
Revised February 2008; 

6. Site Visits conducted by the project planner on , January 5, 2012; 

7. Monterey County Geographic Information System (GIS); 

8. Monterey County Code Chapter 10.60; 

9. State of California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program Website, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Index.aspx , 
accessed April 25, 2012;  

10. State of California Department of Conservation, Monterey County Tsunami Inundation 
Maps  Website, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/Monte
rey/Pages/Monterey.aspx , accessed June 26, 2012; 

11. United States Fish and Wildlife Service Habitat Conservation Plan Page 
http://ecos.fws.gov/conserv_plans/PlanReportSelect?region=1&type=HCP, accessed 
May 28, 2012;  
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12. “Summary of Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs), prepared by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, January, 2012; 

13. “Soil Survey of Monterey County, California”, published by the United States 
Department  of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with the U.S. Forest 
Service and University of California Agricultural Experiment Station, Issued 1978; 

14. “Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in California, Special Publication 42, Interim Revision 
2007”, published by the State of California Conservation Department, 2007; 

15. “Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of Assessor’s Parcel 008-261-005” 
(LIB060583) prepared by Susan Morley, M.A., Pacific Grove, CA, July 2006; 

16. “Preliminary Biotic Findings and Mitigation Possibilities at 1158 Signal Hill Rd., Pebble 
Beach, Monterey County” (LIB060598) prepared by Jeff Norman, Big Sur, CA, June 1, 
2006; 

17. “Biological Report” (LIB060584) prepared by Jeff Norman, Big Sur, CA, September 1, 
2006; 

18. “Biological Resources Letter Report” (LIB110221) prepared by Jeffrey B. Froke, Ph.D., 
Pebble Beach, CA, May 13, 2011 and “Memo Attachment for Biological Report” dated 
June 9, 2011; 

19.  “Peer Review, Biological Resources Letter Report” (LIB110470) prepared by Michael 
Zander, Zander Associates, San Rafael, CA, November 20, 2011; 

20. “Dune Restoration Plan, Abercrombie Property” (LIB110468) prepared by Zander 
Associates, San Rafael, CA, November 2011. 

21. “Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation Update for the Abercrombie 
Residence Addition” (LIB110222) prepared by Landset Engineers, Inc., Salinas, CA, 
March 2010 and “Revised Foundation Recommendations” dated August 2, 2011. 

22. “Disturbed Area Analysis for the Abercrombie Residence Addition” (LIB110471) 
prepared by Landset Engineers, Inc., Salinas, CA, October 2010 

23.  “Visual Study and Analysis” (LIB110469) prepared by John Mandurrago, Building 
Designer, Carmel, CA, September 2, 2011. 

24. “Historical Resource Assessment” (LIB110223) prepared by Anthony Kirk, Ph.D., Santa 
Cruz, CA, August 27, 2008. 

 

Figure 1:  Proposed Site Plan 

Figure 2:  Southwest Elevation Silhouette 

Figure 3:  Proposed Elevations 

Figure 4:  Vicinity Map 

Figure 5: Historical Limits of Development  
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Attachments: 

1. “Preliminary Biotic Findings and Mitigation Possibilities at 1158 Signal Hill Rd., 
Pebble Beach, Monterey County” (LIB060598) prepared by Jeff Norman, Big Sur, 
CA, June 1, 2006; 

2. “Biological Report” (LIB060584) prepared by Jeff Norman, Big Sur, CA, September 
1, 2006; 

3. “Biological Resources Letter Report” (LIB110221) prepared by Jeffrey B. Froke, 
Ph.D., Pebble Beach, CA, May 13, 2011 and “Memo Attachment for Biological 
Report” dated June 9, 2011; 

4.  “Peer Review, Biological Resources Letter Report” (LIB110470) prepared by 
Michael Zander, Zander Associates, San Rafael, CA, November 20, 2011; 

5. “Dune Restoration Plan, Abercrombie Property” (LIB110468) prepared by Zander 
Associates, San Rafael, CA, November 2011. 

6. “Geologic Report and Soil Engineering Investigation Update for the Abercrombie 
Residence Addition” (LIB110222) prepared by Landset Engineers, Inc., Salinas, CA, 
March 2010 and “Revised Foundation Recommendations” dated August 2, 2011. 

7. “Disturbed Area Analysis for the Abercrombie Residence Addition” (LIB110471) 
prepared by Landset Engineers, Inc., Salinas, CA, October 2010 

8.  “Visual Study and Analysis” (LIB110469) prepared by John Mandurrago, Building 
Designer, Carmel, CA, September 2, 2011. 

9. “Historical Resource Assessment” (LIB110223) prepared by Anthony Kirk, Ph.D., 
Santa Cruz, CA, August 27, 2008. 
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Jeff Norman
Consulting Biologist

P.O. Box 15
Big Sur, CA 9392 0

1 June 200 6
831-402-3792

Kerry Bauer
Wallace Cunningham Associates
kerryb @a,wallacecunningham . coin
phone 619-295-764 0

RE: Preliminary biotic findings and mitigation possibilities at 1158 Signal Hill
Rd., Pebble Beach, Monterey County .

Dear Ms . Bauer :

Here is a summary of findings and potential mitigations regarding the project so far .

I began initial surveying on Thursday, May 25 2006 . I began a plant list for the property ,
and made assessments regarding animal habitat . The following day I met on-site wit h
legless lizard specialist Patti Kreiberg, and we surveyed for legless lizards .

The parcel lies in an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) comprised of whit e
sand dunes . Historically, such ESHA has been found to support a wide variety o f
sensitive biological resources . After surveying conducted by Kreiberg and me, the subject
property was found to support many of the expected plants and animals of such habitat .
The following sensitive species were encountered . For each, I have offered preliminar y
suggestions for the mitigation of impacts to them.

1 . Black legless lizard (Anniella pulchra nigra) was found after surveying was
conducted using California Department of Fish and Game-approved protocol .
This reptile is a State Species of Special Concern . Mitigation measures are being
developed by Ms . Kreiberg, and will be conveyed to Wallace Cunningham
Associates separately . These measures will likely include the following :

a. Spraying of herbicide on all iceplant on the parcel . After approximately
six months, legless lizards can be recovered from the sand beneath th e
dead iceplant .

b. Relocating recovered legless lizards must then be instituted . They may be
released in nearby areas that are to be perpetually protected . The
suitability of the release site(s) must be determined in advance . Another
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procedure would involve keeping the legless lizards in captivity until they
are released at the subject property after all construction has ceased .

c. More legless lizards must be recovered during grading of the parcel . They
will either be immediately released in a suitable area, or kept in captivit y
until the project is completed and released on-site .

2. Tidestrom's lupine (Lupinus tidestromii) was found close to the property line near
the north boundary. This is a Federally listed endangered plant. The best
mitigation for this plant would lie in avoidance . Although full surveying has no t
been completed, the occurrence of Tidestrom's lupine appears to be limited to a
small area of pristine dune sand near the northern edge of the parcel, in an are a
that can be protected from project impacts .

3. Smith's blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi) may occur on the property .
This insect is Federally listed as endangered . There is a sufficient amount of the
butterfly's host food plant, seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium), to
support the butterfly, which is known from other similar areas nearby .
Presence/absence surveying could be conducted for the butterfly, although this i s
costly and time-consuming . I would advise assuming presence, and restorin g
buckwheat habitat elsewhere on the property . This alternative would be les s
expensive by thousands of dollars . As we discussed, a three-foot depth of sand on
the roof would offer an area to revegetate with dune plants, including seacliff
buckwheat.

Sincerely,

/s/Jeff Norman
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Biological Report: HA Investment Ltd.  Jeff Norman, Consulting Biologist 

Page 1 of 19 pages   

 
 
 

BIOLOGICAL REPORT 
 

SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING 
 

1158 SIGNAL HILL ROAD, PEBBLE BEACH, MONTEREY COUNTY 
 
 
 
The purpose of this biological report is to identify the sensitive plants, animals, and 
habitats that might be affected by the proposed project: construction of a single-family 
dwelling. The property, consisting of 51,084 square feet, is identified as APN 008-261-
005-000. 
 
 
This report was required of the applicant by the Monterey County Planning Department 
because of the project’s location within an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
(ESHA). 
 
 
The sensitive resources that may be impacted are: black legless lizard, Anniella pulchra 
nigra, a California Species of Special Concern; Smith’s blue butterfly, Euphilotes 
enoptes smithi, Federally-listed as Endangered; Tidestrom’s lupine. Lupinus tidestromii, 
State- and Federally-listed as Endangered; and central dune scrub, a rare habitat listed by 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). This habitat covers the entire lot 
with the exception of the existing improvements.  
 
 
If the mitigation measures described in this report are implemented, impacts to the 
sensitive resources listed above will be reduced to a level that will maintain their viability 
on the subject property.  
 
 
 
Prepared for: The representative of the property owner, Wallace E. Cunningham Inc., 
1111 West Arbor Drive, San Diego, CA 92103-1303. Phone 619-293-7640. 
 
Prepared by: Jeff Norman, Consulting Biologist, P.O. Box 15, Big Sur, CA 93920. 
Phone 831-402-3792. Email: tanbark@csfa.net.  
 

 
 

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page47 of 263 

friedrichm
Typewritten Text

friedrichm
Typewritten Text
LIB060584

friedrichm
Typewritten Text

friedrichm
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 2



Biological Report: HA Investment Ltd.  Jeff Norman, Consulting Biologist 

Page 2 of 19 pages   

Introduction. This Biological Report will provide a project description and an evaluation 
of the existing biological conditions of the project site, together with mitigation measures 
designed to reduce the impact of the project upon sensitive biotic resources. 
 
The project will occur on a 51,084 square-foot lot. The work involves demolition of an 
existing single-family dwelling, and its replacement by another single-family dwelling. 
The new project footprint occupies ca. 27,866 square feet, including structures and 
driveway. The areas supporting the highest-quality dune habitat, i.e., ca. 11,478 square 
feet, will be avoided by the project. Degraded areas within this habitat (2000 square feet) 
will be restored. Portions of the project impact area will become available for restoration: 
ca. 4198 square feet of structure roofing will be covered with sand, and another 2293 
square feet of banked slope associated with the new driveway. Another 9,000 square feet, 
consisting of the area of the existing improvements (house, paved driveway) that will not 
be occupied by the new project, together with poor-quality dune habitat that has been 
degraded by exotic plants, will also be available for mitigation. This will allow a 63% 
replacement of lost central dune scrub habitat. 
 
Regional Setting. The subject property lies within the Pebble Beach Company’s resort 
area located along the Pacific Ocean between Carmel and Pacific Grove, California. 
Much of the area is built out, with a few areas of protected habitat. Many sensitive plants, 
animals, and habitats are present in Pebble Beach. One of the most sensitive, the central 
dune scrub plant community, is the sole habitat to be encountered on the subject property. 
 
Other examples of this plant community have been extirpated by development activities 
on the Monterey Peninsula. The subject property represents part of this rapidly 
diminishing resource. 
 
The project site lies within the Monterey 7.5’ USGS topographic quadrangle. Table 1 
includes the sensitive resources listed by CDFG as occurring within that quadrangle. The 
project site was specifically surveying for the presence or absence of these resources. 
 
 
Table 1.  Sensitive Resources listed by CDFG for the Monterey 7.5’ USGS topographic 
quadrangle 
Scientific/Common Names Species Accounts and Rare Habitat 

Descriptions 
Allium hickmanii, Hickman’s onion Blooming period: Mar-May. Elevation range: 

5-200 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, 
coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland.  

Arctostaphylos hookeri hookeri, Hooker’s 
manzanita 

Blooming period: Jan-June. Elevation range: 
85-536 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest, chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub.  

Arctostaphylos pumila, sandmat 
manzanita 

Blooming period: Feb-May. Elevation range: 
3-205 m. Habitat requirements: Closed-cone 
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coniferous forest, chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal dunes, coastal scrub.  

Astragalus tener titi, coastal dunes milk-
vetch 

Blooming period: Mar-May. Elevation range: 
1-50 m. Habitat requirements: coastal bluff 
scrub, coastal dunes, coastal prairie.  

Chorizanthe pungens pungens, Monterey 
spineflower 

Blooming period: Apr-June (-July). 
Elevation range: 3-450 m. Habitat 
requirements: chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal dunes, coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland.  

Chorizanthe robusta robusta, robust 
spineflower 

Blooming period: Apr-Sep. Elevation range: 
3-300 m. Habitat requirements: cismontane 
woodland, coastal dunes, coastal scrub.  

Cordylanthus rigidus littoralis, seaside 
bird’s-beak 

Blooming period: Apr-Oct. Elevation range: 
0-425 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest, chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal dunes, coastal scrub.  

Cupressus goveniana goveniana, Gowen 
cypress 

Elevation range: 30-300 m. Habitat 
requirements: closed-cone coniferous forest, 
chaparral.  

Cupressus macrocarpa, Monterey 
cypress 

Elevation range: 10-30 m. Habitat 
requirements: closed-cone coniferous forest.  

Delphinium hutchinsoniae, Hutchinson’s 
delphinium 

Blooming period: Mar-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-400 m. Habitat requirements: broadleafed 
upland forest, chaparral, coastal scrub, 
coastal prairie.  

Ericameria fasciculatum, Eastwood’s 
ericameria 

Blooming period: Jul-Oct. Elevation range: 
30-275 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal scrub, 
coastal dunes.  

Eriogonum nortonii, Pinnacles 
buckwheat 

Blooming period: May-Aug (-Sep). 
Elevation range: 300-975 m. Habitat 
requirements: chaparral, valley and foothill 
grassland.  

Erysimum ammophilum, coast wallflower 
 

Blooming period: Feb-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-60 m. Habitat requirements: chaparral, 
coastal scrub, coastal dunes.  

Erysimum menziesii menziesii, Menzies’ 
wallflower 

Blooming period: Mar-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-35 m. Habitat requirements: coastal dunes.  

Fritillaria liliacea, fragrant fritillary Blooming period: Feb-Apr. Elevation range: 
3-410 m. Habitat requirements: cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, coastal prairie, 
valley and foothill grassland. 

Gilia tenuiflora arenaria, dune gilia Blooming period: Apr-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-45 m. Habitat requirements: chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, coastal dunes, coastal 
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scrub.  
Horkelia cuneata sericea, Kellogg’s 
horkelia 

Blooming period: Apr-Sep. Elevation range: 
10-200 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal scrub.  

Layia carnosa, beach layia Blooming period: Apr-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-20 m. Habitat requirements: coastal dunes.  

Layia jonesii, Jones’ layia Blooming period: Mar-May. Elevation range: 
5-400 m. Habitat requirements: chaparral, 
valley and foothill grassland.  

Lupinus tidestromii, Tidestrom’s lupine Blooming period: Apr-Jun. Elevation range: 
0-100 m. Habitat requirements: coastal 
dunes.  

Malacothamnus palmeri involucratus, 
Carmel Valley bush mallow 

Blooming period: May-Aug (-Oct). Elevation 
range: 30-1100 m. Habitat requirements: 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub.  

Malacothrix saxatilis arachnoidea, 
Carmel Valley cliff-aster 

Blooming period: (Mar-) Jun-Dec. Elevation 
range: 25-335 m. Habitat requirements: 
chaparral, valley and foothill grassland.  

Pinus radiata, Monterey pine Elevation range: 25-185 m. Habitat 
requirements: closed-cone coniferous forest, 
cismontane woodland.  

Piperia yadonii. Yadon’s piperia Blooming period: May-Aug (-Sep). 
Elevation range: 10-510 m. Habitat 
requirements: coastal bluff scrub, closed-
cone coniferous forest, chaparral.  

Plagiobothrys uncinatus, hooked popcorn 
flower 

Blooming period: Apr-May. Elevation range: 
300-760 m. Habitat requirements: 
cismontane woodland, chaparral, valley and 
foothill grassland. 

Potentilla hickmanii, Hickman’s 
potentilla 

Blooming period: Apr-Aug. Elevation range: 
10-135 m. Habitat requirements: coastal 
bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous forest, 
meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps.  

Rosa pinetorum, pine rose Blooming period: May-Jul. Elevation range: 
2-300 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest. 

Sidalcea malachroides, maple-leaved 
sidalcea 

Blooming period: Apr-Jul (-Aug). Elevation 
range: 2-730 m. Habitat requirements: 
broadleafed upland forest, coastal scrub, 
coastal prairie, North Coast coniferous forest, 
riparian woodland.  

Trifolium polyodon, Pacific Grove clover Blooming period: Apr-Jun. Elevation range: 
5-120 m. Habitat requirements: coastal 
prairie, closed-cone coniferous forest, 
meadows and seeps, valley and foothill 

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page50 of 263 



Biological Report: HA Investment Ltd.  Jeff Norman, Consulting Biologist 

Page 5 of 19 pages   

grassland.  
Trifolium trichocalyx, Monterey clover Blooming period: Apr-Jun. Elevation range: 

30-240 m. Habitat requirements: closed-cone 
coniferous forest.  

central dune scrub Indicated by shrubby dune vegetation 
occurring on a sandy substrate in Central 
California. 

central maritime chaparral Indicated by woody vegetation that includes 
certain Arctostaphylos taxa occurring in 
maritime-dominated climatic areas in Central 
California. 

Monterey cypress forest Coniferous forest dominated by Monterey 
cypress, Cupressus macrocarpa. 

Monterey pine forest Coniferous forest dominated by Monterey 
pine, Pinus radiata. 

Monterey pygmy cypress forest Coniferous forest dominated by dwarfed 
Monterey cypress, Cupressus macrocarpa, 
occurring in very shallow soil. 

northern bishop pine forest Coniferous forest dominated by bishop pine, 
Pinus muricata, in Northern California. 

Anniella pulchra nigra, black legless 
lizard 

Lives in coastal dunes vegetated with scrub 
species, esp. Ericameria spp. and Lupinus 
spp. 

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus, 
Western Snowy Plover 

Nests on sandy beaches. 

Clemmys marmorata pallida, 
southwestern pond turtle 

Inhabits perennial streams and creeks; breeds 
in nearby upland areas. 

Cypseloides niger, Black Swift Nests near waterfalls, rocky perpendicular 
cliffs, etc. 

Danaus plexippus, monarch butterfly Overwinters coastally in groves of trees such 
as Cupressus spp., Eucalyptus spp., etc., that 
display special growth characteristics. 

Euphilotes enoptes smithi, Smith’s blue 
butterfly 

Utilizes Eriogonum latifolium and E. 
parvifolium as host food-plants. 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus, 
South/Central Coast ESU steelhead 

Spawns in clear, well-oxygenated perennial 
rivers and streams with special sediment 
characteristics from the Pajaro River to the 
Santa Maria River. 

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus, 
California Brown Pelican 

Nests along the California coast from Pt. 
Conception southward. 

Rana aurora draytonii, California red-
legged frog 

Breeds in fresh-water ponds, slow-moving 
streams, even stock troughs.  

 
 
Existing Conditions. Surveying was conducted on 25 and 26 May, and 19 June 2006. 
The subject property was found to be entirely within the coastal dune scrub ESHA, 
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exemplified by white-sand dunes with small particle size vegetated with plants 
characteristic of this community. The parcel is ca. 200 yards removed from the shore, and 
the existing structure is located at the highest elevation, circa 100’ above sea level. The 
lot slopes to the north from this point, and rises again at the parcel’s north side. Some 
areas of pristine sand dune habitat are to be found, although much dune habitat is densely 
vegetated with two exotic iceplant taxa: Carpobrotus edulis and C. chilense.  
 
Rare animal resources were found to include the black legless lizard (a California Species 
of Special Concern), and suitable habitat for Smith’s blue butterfly (a Federally-listed 
Endangered species). Tidestrom’s lupine (a State- and Federally-listed Endangered plant) 
was also found. The entire parcel supports central dune scrub, a plant community listed as 
rare by the CDFG. 
 
The surveying process yielded the following determinations regarding presence or 
absence of sensitive biotic resources on the subject property. 
 
 
Table 2.  Taxa from Table 1 which have suitable habitat within the project area, together 
with presence/absence determinations 
             Scientific/Common Names Presence/Absence 
Arctostaphylos pumila, sandmat 
manzanita 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Astragalus tener titi, coastal dunes milk-
vetch 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Chorizanthe pungens pungens, Monterey 
spineflower 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Chorizanthe robusta robusta, robust 
spineflower 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Cordylanthus rigidus littoralis, seaside 
bird’s-beak 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Ericameria fasciculatum, Eastwood’s 
ericameria 

Absent. Taxon readily identifiable 
throughout the year. 

Erysimum ammophilum, coast wallflower 
 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Erysimum menziesii menziesii, Menzies’ 
wallflower 

Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Gilia tenuiflora arenaria, dune gilia Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Layia carnosa, beach layia Absent. Surveying done during blooming 
period. 

Lupinus tidestromii, Tidestrom’s lupine Present. 
central dune scrub Present. 
Anniella pulchra nigra, black legless 
lizard 

Present. 

Euphilotes enoptes smithi, Smith’s blue 
butterfly 

Assumed present due to abundance of host 
food-plant. 
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Mitigation measures will be offered for impacts to resources listed as present, or assumed 
present, in Table 2. No other sensitive biotic resources are believed present on the subject 
property. 
 
Impacts and Mitigations.  

A. Smith’s blue butterfly. 
Impact: During surveying, 326 host food-plants of Smith’s blue butterfly, consisting 
of seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium), were tallied. Of these, 83 plants will 
be preserved, Thus, potential breeding habitat for the butterfly will be reduced by 243 
buckwheat plants. Although no focused surveying was conducted for Smith’s blue 
butterfly, on-site presence is assumed. 
 
Mitigation: Outplanting of 243 nursery-raised seacliff buckwheat plants will be 
conducted, at a density of one plant per four square feet. These seacliff buckwheat 
plants are to be grown from seed or other propagule material collected from site-
occurring plants, or from other coastal-ecotype seacliff buckwheat plants. They will 
be grown in the nursery until ready for outplanting, which should be done after the 
onset of the rainy season. If outplanting is to be conducted at some other time, or if 
seasonal precipitation is inadequate for plant survival, then irrigation will be 
implemented.  
 
Locations for outplanting are shown on the Biotic Resources Map. Plants are to be 
kept irrigated and/or weed-free until established. The outplantings should be 
monitored by a qualified biological monitor three times a year for five years. Plants 
that do not survive will be replaced during the monitoring period. The success 
criterion at the end of the monitoring period will be the viable establishment of at 
least 243 seacliff buckwheat plants. 
 
B. Black legless lizard 
Impact: Surveying by black legless lizard biologist Patricia Kreiberg was conducted 
on 26 May 2006, with positive results. The project may thus result in a taking of an 
unspecified number of these animals. 
 
Mitigation: Attached as an addendum to this biological report is the letter of Ms. 
Kreiberg describing her survey, its results, and the direction that mitigation measures 
should take. As described by Kreiberg, mitigations will be formulated in a “Black 
Legless Lizard Management Plan,” to be prepared by a qualified legless lizard 
biologist and approved by CDFG. 
 
C. Tidestrom’s lupine 
Impact: A small colony, consisting of 19 Tidestrom’s lupine plants, was found at the 
northern edge of the subject property. If the project were to be implemented in the 
area the plants grow, there would be a loss of this Federally-listed plant. 
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Mitigation: The project will provide an adequate buffer (25 feet) to reduce impacts 
associated with the project. This area will be fenced to exclude the entrance of 
individuals and equipment during the life of the project. After the project has ended, 
access to the area where Tidestrom’s lupine grows will be restricted to necessary uses 
such as those related to public safety or health. Monitoring of the effectiveness of this 
measure will occur during the project implementation phase, as well as during the 
five-year monitoring for impacts to Smith’s blue butterfly (as described above) and 
for central dune scrub (described below). The success criterion to be realized at the 
end of the monitoring period will be the viable maintenance of at least the 19 
currently extant Tidestrom’s lupine plants. 
 
D. Central dune scrub 
Impact: The project will result in the removal of central dune scrub vegetation on 
27,866 square feet, or 55% of the lot area. This plant community is considered an 
ESHA, and therefore mitigation for the loss of this resource is critical. No sensitive 
plant species occur in this area to be impacted, although the habitat itself is 
considered rare by CDFG. Due to the ice plant cover, it is believed that a valuable 
resource lies in the soil (or sand) seed bank beneath.  
 
Mitigation: Some 11,478 square feet of the best central dune scrub habitat (22% of 
the lot area) will be avoided during construction and will be protected from further 
development in the future. Within this area is ca. 2000 square feet of habitat that has 
been degraded by the presence of ice plant (Carpobrotus spp.). In these areas ice 
plant will be eradicated, making them available for outplanting with site-specific 
plant taxa. Another 4198 square feet of roof area will be topped with sand to a three-
foot depth, becoming available for outplanting with more shallow-rooted plant 
material. Excavation for the driveway will result in a banked slope north of the drive. 
This 2293 square foot area will also be utilized for mitigation. Areas shown in white 
on the Biotic Resources Map (ca. 12000 square feet) are considered seriously 
degraded by ice plant and portions of the existing structure. Some 75% (or 9000 
square feet) of this area is completely covered with ice plant, with the occasional 
seacliff buckwheat plant surviving. Removal of the ice plant here will also provide 
space for mitigation outplanting. The total area of these mitigation sites is 17,491 
square feet, or 34% of the lot size. Together with relatively pristine areas that do not 
require restoration, a total of 45% of the subject property would (with the 
implementation of mitigation measures) remain as central dune scrub habitat. Finally, 
these figures demonstrate that replacement will be offered for 63% of the amount of 
impacted or lost central dune scrub. 
 
During site excavation, the top 18” of sand will be reserved separately. This sand 
holds the dormant seed bank, and it will be spread over the roof and the area of the 
banked slope on the north side of the driveway when these improvements have been 
completed.  
 
Into these areas will be outplanted the designated mitigation species. All propagules 
(seeds, cutting, and transplanted items) will be obtained from site-specific material, or 
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appropriate ecotypic selections. These materials will be reviewed by a qualified 
consulting biologist prior to installation. All outplantings are to be installed during the 
beginning of the rainy season; seeding should also occur at this time. If seasonal rains 
are inadequate for plant viability, irrigation will be instituted. All weedy material is to 
be eradicated, and prevention against herbivory may be necessary. Monitoring will 
occur three times yearly for five years. Plants that die during the course of the 
mitigation-monitoring period will be immediately replaced. The success criterion at 
the conclusion of the monitoring period will be the viable establishment of the 
number of plants originally installed for each species. The designated mitigation 
species include the following: 
 
1. Seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium). 243 plants will be planted on 2-foot 

centers, as described under Mitigation 1. This mitigation will occur on 972 square 
feet. 

2. Mock-heather (Ericameria ericoides). 400 plants will be installed on 3-foot 
centers. This mitigation will occur on 3600 square feet. 

3. California coffee-berry (Rhamnus californica). 5 plants will be installed on 10-
centers. This will occur on 500 square feet. 

4. California beach-aster (Lessingia californica californica). 60 plants will be 
installed on 2-foot centers. This will occur on 240 square feet. 

5. Yellow sand verbena (Abronia latifolia). 180 plants will be installed on 5-foot 
centers. This will occur on 4500 square feet. 

6. Pink sand verbena (Abronia umbellata). 180 plants will be installed on 5-foot 
centers. This will occur on 4500 square feet. 

7. Mexican rush (Juncus mexicanus). 300 plants will be installed on 1-foot centers. 
This will occur on 300 square feet. 

8. Sand dune sedge (Carex pansa). 350 plants will be installed on 1-foot centers. 
This mitigation will occur on 350 square feet. 

9. California poppy (Eschscholzia californica maritima). This maritime variety will 
be seeded on 5000 square feet. Seed will be applied among outplanted specimens 
in areas that will not be compromised by these other mitigation plantings. 

10. Beach primrose (Camissonia cheiranthifolia). This species will be seeded on 
5000 square feet. Seed will be applied among outplanted specimens in areas that 
will not be compromised by these other mitigation plantings. 

11. San Francisco bluegrass (Poa unilateralis). 400 plants will be installed on 1-foot 
centers. This will occur on 400 square feet. 

12. Dune convolvulus (Calystegia soldanella). 10 plants will be installed on 3-foot 
centers. This mitigation will occur on 90 square feet.  

13. Pacific reed-grass (Calamagrostis nutkaensis) 8 plants will be installed on 3-foot 
centers. This will occur on 72 square feet. 

14. Dune sagewort (Artemisia pycnocephala). 220 plants will be installed on 3-foot 
centers. This mitigation will occur on 1980 square feet. 

 
The total square footage of the parcel to be occupied by the outplantings is 17,504 square 
feet, roughly equaling the area of 17,491 square feet identified for restoration in the 
second paragraph of this mitigation section.  
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 Regional Map (from the Monterey 7.5’ USGS topographic quadrangle): 
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Biotic Resources Map: 
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List of Species Encountered On-Site (taxa not native to the site are indicated by an 
asterisk). 
 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 
 
TREES 
Acacia sp. *wattle 
Cupressus macrocarpa *Monterey cypress 
Pinus radiata *Monterey pine 
 
SHRUBS, SUBSHRUBS AND WOODY VINES 
Artemisia pycnocephala beach sagewort 
Baccharis pilularis coyote brush 
Echium fastuousum *echium 
Ericameria ericoides mock-heather 
Eriogonum parvifolium seacliff buckwheat 
Rhamnus californica ssp. californica California coffee-berry 
Toxicodendron diversilobum poison-oak 
 
HERBACEOUS PLANTS 
Abronia latifolia yellow sand verbena 
Abronia umbellata pink sand verbena 
Aira caryophyllea *hair grass 
Ammophila arenaria *Mediterranean beachgrass 
Briza maxima *rattlesnake grass 
Bromus diandrus *ripgut grass 
Bromus madritensis ssp. madritensis *Spanish brome 
Calamagrostis nutkaensis Pacific reed-grass 
Calystegia soldanella beach morning-glory 
Camissonia cheiranthifolia beach evening primrose 
Cardionema ramosissimum sand mat 
Carex pansa sand dune sedge 
Carpobrotus chilense *sea fig 
Carpobrotus edulis *Hottentot fig  
Cryptantha leiocarpa coast popcorn flower 
Dudleya caespitosa sea lettuce 
Erigeron glaucus seaside daisy 
Eschscholzia californica var. maritima California poppy 
Euphorbia peplus *petty spurge 
Filago gallica *narrow-leaved filago 
Galium aparine *goose-grass 
Juncus mexicanus Mexican rush 
Lessingia californica var. californica California beach-aster 
Lotus heermannii var. orbicularis woolly lotus 
Lotus scoparius var. perplexans Hoover’s lotus 
Lupinus tidestromii Tidestrom’s lupine 
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Madia sativa coast tarweed 
Marah fabaceus man-root 
Medicago polymorpha *bur-clover 
Oxalis pes-caprae *Bermuda buttercup  
Phalaris californica California canary-grass 
Plantago coronopus *cut-leaf plantain 
Poa unilateralis San Francisco blue grass 
Rubus ursinus Pacific blackberry 
Senecio vulgaris *common groundsel 
Sonchus asper *prickly sow-thistle 
Sonchus oleraceus *common sow thistle 
Vulpia octoflora var. octoflora slender fescue  
Zantedeschia aethiopica *calla lily 
 
ANIMALS 
Anniella pulchra nigra black legless lizard  
Euphilotes enoptes smithi Smith’s blue butterfly (assumed) 
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Addendum: P. Kreiberg’s Summary of Findings for Black Legless Lizard: 
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Photos taken by Patricia Kreiberg at 1158 Signal Hill Rd. on 26 May 2006. Upper photo 
shows a specimen retained in a plastic container for documentation purposes; lower photo 
shows the same animal held by Ms. Kreiberg. 
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California Natural Diversity Database record, submitted by Patricia Kreiberg, for black 
legless lizard at 1158 Signal Hill Rd., Pebble Beach. 
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California Natural Diversity Database record, submitted by Jeff Norman, for Tidestrom’s 
lupine at 1158 Signal Hill Rd., Pebble Beach. 
 

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page65 of 263 



PARTIAL	  REMODEL	  AND	  MINOR	  ADDITION	  TO	  AN	  EXISTING	  
RESIDENTIAL	  STRUCTURE	  AT	  1158	  SIGNAL	  HILL	  ROAD,	  
PEBBLE	  BEACH,	  MONTEREY	  COUNTY,	  CA	  

PLN100612

BIOLOGICAL	  RESOURCES	  LETTER	  REPORT

APN:	  	   	   008-‐261-‐005

Project:	  	   Abercrombie	  Residence

Prepared	  for:	  	   The	  County	  of	  Monterey
	   	   RMA,	  Planning	  Department
	   	   Attn:	  Delinda	  Robinson	  

Owners:	   Mr.	  &	  Mrs.	  LeBon	  Abercrombie
	   	   1158	  Signal	  Hill	  Road

	   Pebble	  Beach,	  CA	  93953

Owners’	   Maureen	  Wruck
Agent:	   	   Maureen	  Wruck	  Planning	  Consultants
	   	   Salinas,	  CA	  93901
	   	   maureen@mwruck.com

Preparer:	  	   Jeffrey	  B.	  Froke,	  Ph.D.
	   3158	  Bird	  Rock	  Road
	   Pebble	  Beach,	  CA	  93953
	   (831)	  224-‐8595
	   jbfroke@mac.com

Friday,	  13	  May	  2011

_____________________________
Jeffrey	  B.	  Froke,	  Ph.D.
County	  Approved	  Biological	  Consultant

CALIFAUNA

JEFFREY B. FROKE, PH.D. 3158 BIRD ROCK ROAD, PEBBLE BEACH, CA 93953 / (831) 224-8595 / JBFROKE@MAC.COM

EXHIBIT E

Exhibit E
Page66 of 263 

mailto:JBFROKE@MAC.COM
mailto:JBFROKE@MAC.COM
calderonva
Typewritten Text
LIB110221

calderonva
Typewritten Text
PLN100612

friedrichm
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 3



INTRODUCTION

SUMMARY

This	  biological	  letter	  report	  refers	   to	  a	  previously	  developed	  residential	  property	  in	  Pebble	  Beach,	  
CA,	  where	  the	  owners	  propose	  a	  minor	  addition	  and	  remodel	  of	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  existing	  occupied	  
dwelling.	   	   The	   report	   presents	   findings	   of	   three	   (3)	   recent	   biological	   surveys	   (November	   2010,	  
March	  2011,	  and	  April	  2011)	  and	  an	  evaluation	  of	  resources	   found	  on	   the	  entire	  property,	  focusing	  
on	  the	  proposed	  footprint	  expansion	  area.	  	  

The	  project	  site	  is	   located	  near	  several	  dislocated	  segments	  of	  an	  old	  dune	  environment;	  and,	  the	  
original	  homesite	  and	  its	  surrounding	  custom	  lot	  neighborhood	  was	  developed	  amidst	  the	  dunes	  
setting	  (est.	  50-‐60	  years	   ago).	   	  Whereas	  extant	  coastal	  dunes	   and	  native	   dune	   vegetation	   inside	  
Pebble	  Beach	   (Del	  Monte	  Forest)	  are	  now	  designated	  as	   Coastal	  Act	  Environmentally	  Significant	  
Habitat	   Areas	   (ESHA)1 	   and,	   hence	   are	   in	   the	   purview	   of	   the	   Monterey	   County	   Local	   Coastal	  
Program	  (LCP)2 	  and	   specifically	   the	  Del	  Monte	  Forest	  Area	  Land	  Use	   Plan3,	   the	   current	  project	  
location	  does	  not	  qualify	  as	  ESHA	  as	  it	  has	  been	  graded,	  leveled	  and	  overburdened	  t0	  create	  the	  
existing	  residence.	   	  Specifically,	  the	  site	  fails	  as	  ESHA	  because	  it	  does	  not	  contain	  remnants	  of	  the	  
indigenous	  coastal	  sand	  dunes.	  	  The	  footprint	  expansion	  is	   entirely	  within	  the	  graded	  and	  leveled	  
(original)	  building	  pad,	  including	  the	  pad	  slope	  and	  side-‐cast,	  and	  that	  area	  is	  discontiguous	  (+120	  
ft)	  with	  natural	  or	  near-‐natural	  dune	  habitat.	  	  

Ultimately,	   this	   report	   assesses	   the	   potential	   for	   adverse	   biological	   effects	   and	   recommends	  
whether	   specific	   avoidance,	   minimization,	   mitigation	   or	   compensation	   measures	   would	   be	  
required	   or	   appropriate.	   	   This	   report	   evaluates	   the	   presence/absence	   of	   special-‐status	   species,	  
whether	   plant	  or	  animal,	  and	   any	   sensitive	   vegetation	   communities	  within	  or	   next	  the	   affected	  
area	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  This	  report	  concludes	  that	  the	  Abercrombie	  Residence	  remodel	  and	  
minor	   addition	   project,	   as	  proposed,	  will	   adversely	   affect	  neither	   a	   special	  status	   nor	  protected	  
plant	  or	  animal	  species,	  or	  associated	  habitat.
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1	  	   The	   Coastal	  Act	  defines 	  “environmentally	   sensi7ve	  area”	  as:	   “Any	  area	  in	  which	  plant	  or	  animal	   life	  or	   their	  habitats	  
are	  either	  rare	  or	  especially	  valuable	  because	  of	  their	  special	  nature	  or	  role	  in	  an	  ecosystem	  and	  which	  could	  be	  easily	  
disturbed	  or	  degraded	  by	  human	  acEviEes	  and	  developments”	  (Sec7on	  30107.5).

2 ! Local	  Coastal	  Programs	  (LCPs)	  are	  basic	  planning	  tools	  used	  by	  local	  governments	  to	  guide	  development	  in	  the	  coastal	  
zone,	   in	   partnership	   with	   the	   Coastal	   Commission.	   LCPs	   contain	   the	   ground	   rules	   for	   future	   development	   and	  
protec7on	  of	  coastal	  resources 	  in	  the	  75	  coastal	  ci7es	  and	  coun7es.	   The	   LCPs	  specify	  appropriate	   loca7on,	   type,	   and	  
scale	  of	  new	   or	   changed	  uses	  of	  land	  and	  water.	  Each	  LCP	  includes	  a	   land	  use	   plan	  and	  measures	  to	  implement	  the	  
plan	  (such	  as	  zoning	  ordinances).	  Prepared	  by	  local	  government,	   these	  programs	  govern	  decisions	  that	  determine	  the	  
short-‐	   and	   long-‐term	   conserva7on	   and	  use	   of	   coastal	   resources.	   While	   each	   LCP	   reflects	  unique	   characteris7cs 	  of	  
individual	   local	   coastal	   communi7es,	   regional	   and	   statewide	   interests	   and	   concerns	   must	   also	   be	   addressed	   in	  
conformity	  with	  Coastal	  Act	  goals	  and	  policies.	  Following	  adop7on	  by	  a	  city	  council	  or	  county	  board	  of	  supervisors,	  an	  
LCP	  is	  submiRed	  to	  the	  Coastal	  Commission	  for	  review	  for	  consistency	  with	  Coastal	  Act	  requirements.

3 ! Del	   Monte	   Forest	   Area	   Land	   Use	   Plan,	   approved	   by	   the	   MoCo	   Board	   of	   Supervisors,	   with	   amendments	   and	  
acknowledgment	  of	  cer7fica7on	  by	  the	  California	  Coastal	  Commission,	  effec7ve	  19	  May	  1987.
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PURPOSE

Pursuant	  to	  the	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA),	  this	  report	  will	  provide	  the	  County	  
of	   Monterey	   and	   interested	   agencies,	   e.g.,	   California	   Coastal	   Commission,	   with	   accurate	   and	  
sufficient	   biological	   information	   to	   determine	   whether	   the	   project	   application	   has	   adequately	  
addressed	   CEQA	   and	   other	   regulatory	   standards	   and	   policies,	   e.g.,	   Coastal	   Act	   and	   LUP,	   and	  
thereby	  would	  be	  eligible	  for	  requisite	  permitting	  and	  authorization.	  	  From	  a	  CEQA	  standpoint,	  if	  
ever	   the	   project	   can	   be	   shown	   to	   have	   potentially	   significant	   (adverse)	   effects	   on	   sensitive	   or	  
special-‐status	  public	  trust	  resources,	  the	  report	  will	  answer	  with	  appropriate	  mitigation	  measures	  
aimed	  to	  reduce	  the	  effects	  to	  a	  level	  of	  less	  than	  significant.
	  
PROJECT	  LOCATION	  AND	  SITE	  BACKGROUND	  

Location	  &	  Regional	  Context

The	  project	  site	  is	   located	  near	  the	  Pacific	  Ocean	  coastline	  inside	  the	  unincorporated	  community	  
of	  Pebble	  Beach	  in	  Monterey	  County,	  California.	  	   	  The	  legal	  address	  for	  the	  property	  is	   1158	  Signal	  
Hill	  Road,	  Pebble	  Beach,	  CA	  93953.	  	  

Straddling	  the	  geophysical	  dividing	  line	  between	  Northern	  and	  Southern	  California,4 	  the	  project	  
site	   is	   near	   the	   westernmost	   point	   in	  Monterey	  County,	   between	   Cypress	   Point	  and	  Point	   Joe.	  	  
The	  property	  is	  situated	  inside	  an	  old	  and	  largely	  developed	  dune	  environment	  approximately	  400	  
ft	  from	  the	  rocky	  ocean	  shore.	  	  	  

Fig.	   1	   illustrates	   the	   location	   and	   regional	   context	  of	   the	   project	   property;	   also,	   see	   Table	   1	   for	  
specific	  geographic	  information.	  

Table	  1.	   Geographic	  ConditionsTable	  1.	   Geographic	  Conditions

1158	  SIGNAL	  HILL	  ROAD,	  PEBBLE	  BEACH	  CA	  939531158	  SIGNAL	  HILL	  ROAD,	  PEBBLE	  BEACH	  CA	  93953

Eleva7on	  ASL 80-‐86	  b

La7tude 36.582844

Longitude -‐121.966137

Datum NAD27
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4 ! Del	  Monte	  Forest	  is 	  located	  within	  the	   Central	   Coastal	  phytogeographic	  region:	  Hickman,	   J.C.,	  ed.,	   1993.	  The	   Jepson	  
Manual:	  Higher	  Plants	  of	  California.	  	  University	  of	  California	  Press,	  Berkeley.	  1,400	  pp.	  
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Fig.	  1	   Aerial	  image	  (circa	  2009)	  and	  maps	  to	  illustrate	  the	  geographical	  posi7on	  and	  context	  of	  the	  
project	  area	  at	  1158	  Signal	  Hill	  Road,	  Pebble	  Beach,	  on	  the	  Monterey	  Peninsula	  in	  Monterey	  
County,	  CA.
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DESCRIPTION	  

The	  proposed	  project	  involves	  an	  addition	  and	  remodeling	  to	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  existing	  residential	  
structure	  (2,740	  ft2)	  including	  a	  new	  front	  entry	  and	  patio,	  and	  resulting	  in	  an	  areal	  gain	  of	  120	  pct	  
(+3,275	  ft2);	  and,	  the	   total	  lot	  coverage	  would	  increase	   from	  05.40	  pct	  to	  11.80	  pct	  (allowable	  =	  15	  
pct).	   	  By	  converting	  parking	  areas	  to	  semi-‐permeable	   structures	  and	  materials,	   the	   total	  amount	  
of	  impermeable	  (non-‐building)	  land	  coverage	  would	  decrease	  by	  +/-‐	  82.00	  pct	  (3,952	  -‐>	  714	  ft2).	  

Along	  with	  field	  work,	  site	   information	  for	  this	   report	  was	  collected	  from	  the	  05	  Feb	  2011	  project	  
site	  plan	  (Mandurrago,	  Mandurrago	  &	  Sullivan;	  D.1).

SURVEY	  &	  BOTANICAL	  BACKGROUND

JBF	  conducted	  three	   biological	  surveys	   and	  a	  directed	  sensitive	  species	   survey	  of	   the	  project	  site	  
over	  three	   sessions	  during	  November	   2010	  -‐	  April	  2011,	  capturing	  a	   range	  of	   seasonal	   conditions	  
including	  expected	  growing	  and	  flower	  periods	   for	  annual	  plants.	   	  Each	  survey	   involved	  walking	  
slowly	  and	  carefully	  over	  the	  entire	  site	  and	  searching	  for	  and	  identifying	  onsite	  plant	  and	  animal	  
species,	  the	   latter	  by	  direct	  visual	  observation	  as	  well	  as	  using	  aural	  and	  biological	  signatures	  for	  
wildlife.	   	   An	   objective	   of	   the	   surveys	   was	   confirmation	   of	   known,	   expected	   or	   potentially	  
occurring	  special-‐status	   species;	  and,	  a	  second	  objective	  was	  identification	  of	   the	  (vascular)	  plant	  
and	  (vertebrate)	  animal	  species	  that	  inhabit	  the	  affected	  site,	  occasionally	  and	  permanently.

Field	   observations	   and	   searches	   were	   backed-‐up	   with	   digital	   photography;	   and	   a	   series	   of	  
representative	  site	  photos	  is	  available	  for	  review.	  	  

FINDINGS

Habitat	  Types	  &	  Vegetation	  Cover

Figure	   2	   incorporates	   an	   aerial	   image	   and	   line	   overlay	   to	   illustrate	   the	   approximate	   boundaries	  
and	  cover	  of	  the	  subject	  property.	  	  (The	  overlay	  also	  includes	  the	  outer	  perimeter	  of	  the	  proposed	  
house	  modifications).	   	  The	   total	  property	  (51,000	  ft2),	  excluding	  the	  area	  covered	  by	  the	  existing	  
residence	  (-‐2,700	  ft2,	  including	  detached	  garage)	  and	  associated	  hardscape	  (-‐4,000	  ft2	  =	  44,300	  ft2)	  
encompasses	   a	   series	   of	   dune	   cover	   types	   ranging	   from	   open	   non-‐vegetated	   dune	   (<5	   pct),	  
rudimentary	   sage	   scrub	   (Pacific	  Poison	   Oak,	  Toxicodendron	   diversilobum;	  California	   Sagebrush,	  
Artemisia	  californica;	  and	  Coyotebrush,	  Baccharis	  pilularis;	  5	  pct),	  and	  sandy	  swales	  covered	  with	  
densely	  matted	   iceplants	   (Carpobrotus	   edulis	  x	   chilensis;	  >90	   pct).	   	   The	   iceplant-‐covered	   areas	  
incorporate	   stands	   of	   Cleaverwort	   (Galium	   aparine),	   a	   common	   species	   that	   is	   native	   to	   the	  
region.	  	  	  	  Figure	  3	  illustrates	  existing	  site	  conditions	  with	  a	  current	  ground	  photograph	  focused	  on	  
the	  interface	  of	  the	  adjusted	  hardscape	  perimeter	  and	  principal	  open	  space	  of	  the	  property.
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Fig.	  2	   Aerial	  view	  (circa	  2009)	  and	  overlay	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  boundaries	  
and	  proposed	  project	  improvements.	  	  Area	  encircled	  in	  red	  is	  the	  single	  
onsite	   place	   with	   approximately	   native	   or	   natural	  dune	  substrate	   and	  
cover	   conditions,	   i.e.,	   open	   sand	   with	   sparse	   native	   sage	   scrub	  
vegetation	   and	   limited	   invasives.	   	   The	   same	   site	   is	   a	   documented	  
location	  of	  Tidestrom’s	  Lupine	  and	  Black	  Legless	  Lizard,	  both	  of	  which	  
are	   special-‐status	   species	   (P.A.	   Kreiberg,	   26	   May	   2006	   [CA	   Natural	  
Diversity	  Database]).	   	  Location:	  1158	  Signal	  Hill	  Road,	  Pebble	  Beach,	  
Monterey	  County,	  CA.

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  approx.	  200	  ft	  	  	  	  	  	  
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Fig.	  3	   Close-‐up	   view	   of	   the	   principal	   structural	   extension	   of	   the	   proposed	  
project	  along	  with	  an	  aerial	  view	  to	  reference	  adjacent	  habitat,	  whether	  
contacted	   or	   affected	   or	   by	   the	   proposed	   construction.	   	   Red-‐encircled	  
area	   is	   same	   as	   illustrated	   in	   Figure	   2:	   limited	   area	   of	   natural	   or	  
native	   dune	   habitat.	   	   Location:	   1158	   Signal	   Hill	   Road,	   Pebble	   Beach,	  
Monterey	  County,	  CA.
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Special-‐Status	  Species

‘Special-‐status	  species’	   is	  a	  universal	  term	  used	  in	  conservation	  and	  government	  communities	  for	  
plant	  and	  animal	   taxa	  that	  are	  considered	  to	  be	   sufficiently	  uncommon	  or	  rare	   that	  they	  require	  
special	  consideration	  and/or	  protection,	  and	  should	  be,	  or	  have	  been,	  listed	  as	  rare,	  threatened	  or	  
endangered	  by	  the	  Federal	  and/or	  State	  governments.	  	  

Plantlife	  

Two	  special-‐status	   plant	  species,	  known	   extant	  in	   coastal	  dunes	  of	   the	  Central	  Coast	  and	  Pebble	  
Beach,	  were	   targeted	   during	  botanical	   surveys	   of	  the	   project	  site	   and	  on-‐property	   vicinity.	   	  The	  	  
species	   include	  Tidestrom’s	   Lupine	  (Lupinus	  tidesrtomii,	  a	  state	   and	  federal	   endangered	   species)	  
and	  Coastal	  Dunes	  Milk-‐vetch	  (Astragalus	  tener	  var.	  titi,	  also	  a	  federal	  endangered	  species).

Additional	  special-‐status	   plant	  species	   known	   or	  reasonably	   expected	   to	  occupy	  habitats	   in	   the	  
open	  coastal	  areas	  of	  Pebble	  Beach,	  and	  which	  were	  included	  but	  not	  found	  from	  onsite	  botanical	  
searches,	   include	   Monterey	   Indian	   Paintbrush	   (Castilleja	   latifolia),	   Monterey	   Spineflower	  
(Chorizanthe	  pungens	  var.	  pungens),	  Menzies'	  Wallflower	  (Erysimum	  menziesii	  menziesii),	  Beach	  
Layia	  (Layia	  carnosa),	  and	  Sand	  Gilia	  (Gilia	  tenuiflora	  var.	  arenaria).

Findings:	  As	   a	   result	  of	   surveys	  made	  during	  2010-‐2011,	  no	   special-‐status	   plant	  species,	  whether	  
named	  above,	  was	  found	  present	  on	  the	  subject	  property,	  and	  specifically	  near	  the	  project	  site.	  	  As	  
well,	   Seacliff	  Buckwheat	   (Eriogonum	  parvifolium),	  which	   is	   an	   obligate	  host	  forage	  plant	   for	   the	  
federal	  endangered	  butterfly,	  Euphilotes	  enoptes	  smithii,	  is	  not	  present.	  	  Nevertheless,	  Tidestrom’s	  
Lupine	   was	   discovered	   on	   the	   subject	   property	   by	   P.	  A.	  Kreiberg	   in	   2006,	   and	   the	   finding	  was	  
limited	   to	   a	   single	   patch	   in	   appropriate	   habitat	  at	   the	   far	   north	   boundary	   of	   the	   property	   (see	  
Figure	   2),	   approximately	   120-‐150	   ft	   from	   the	   most	   proximal	   edge	   of	   project	   site,	   separated	   by	  
unsuitable	  habitat	  for	  the	  plant	  (reference:	  P.A.	  Kreiberg,	  CA	  Native	  Species	  Field	  Survey	  Form,	  26	  
May	  2006).	  

Wildlife

The	   probable	   fauna	   of	   the	   site	   is	   the	   same	   as	   would	   be	  expected	   throughout	  the	   coastal	   forest	  
edge	   and	   shore	   areas	   and	   intervening	   residential	   and	   golf	   properties	   of	   Pebble	   Beach.	  	  
Representative	  bird	  species	  observed	  during	  surveys	  of	   the	  property	  and	  numerous	   routine	  visits	  
to	   the	   neighborhood	   include	   Dark-‐eyed	   Junco	   (Junco	   hyemalis),	   White-‐crowned	   Sparrow	  
(Zonotrichia	   leucophrys),	  American	  Crow	  (Corvus	  brachyrhynchos),	  and	  Black	  Phoebe	   (Sayornis	  
nigricans).	   	  While	  the	  fully	  protected	  White-‐tailed	  Kite	  (Elanus	  leucurus)	  is	  commonly	  associated	  
as	   a	   predator	   of	   California	   Vole	   (Microtus	   californicus)	   and	   other	   small	  mammals	   that	   inhabit	  
shorefront	   iceplant	  fields	   and	   golf	   course	   roughs,	  the	   bird	   is	   neither	   expected	   nor	   observed	   to	  
forage	  over	  the	  smaller	  and	  isolated	  patches	  of	  habitat	  as	  make	  up	  the	  Signal	  Hill	  neighborhood.
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Mammals	   not	   often	   seen	   but	  well	   known	   to	  be	   locally	   common	   and	   expected	   include	   Striped	  
Skunk	   (Mephitis	   mephitis),	   Opossum	   (Didelphis	   virginiana),	   Raccoon	   (Procyon	   lotor),	   Coyote	  
(Canis	  latrans),	  Bobcat	  (Lynx	  rufus),	  and	  observed	  Botta’s	  Pocket-‐gopher	  (Thomomys	  bottae)	  and	  
California	   Mule	   Deer	   (Odocoileus	   hemionus	   californicus).	   	   With	   two	   exceptions,	   there	   are	   no	  
special-‐status	   mammals	   known	   or	   expected	   to	   inhabit	   the	   coastal	   residential	   estates	   of	   17-‐Mile	  
Drive	   near	   the	   Signal	  Hill	   and	   Spyglass	  Hill	   neighborhood.	   	   The	   two	   exceptions	   are	  Mountain	  
Lion	   (Puma	   concolor),	  which	   is	   a	   highly	  mobile	   predator	   that	  occasionally	  makes	   deer-‐hunting	  
forays	   in	   the	   local	   forest	   and	   on	   the	   golf	   courses,	   and	   the	   Dusky-‐footed	   Woodrat	   (Neotoma	  
fuscipes	  luciana).	   	  The	  lion	  is	  a	  California	   ‘fully	  protected	  species;’	  and	  the	  woodrat	  is	   a	  species	  of	  
concern.5

Dusky-‐footed	  Woodrats	   inhabit	  garages	   and	   attics	   throughout	  Pebble	  Beach,	  as	   well	   as	   Carmel	  
and	   the	   Monterey	   Peninsula;	   and,	   the	   species	   is	   most	   likely	   to	  be	   present	  in	   and	   around	  older	  
homes	  close	  to	  dense	  brush	  and	  ‘overgrown’	  plantings	  along	  the	  17-‐Mile	  Drive.	  	  However,	  a	  search	  
for	  evidence	  of	  woodrats	  at	  the	  project	  site,	  which	  lacks	  woody	  cover,	  failed	  to	  reveal	  the	  animal’s	  
presence.	   	  Woodrats	   or	   not,	   the	   possibility	   of	   a	   remote	   effect	   from	  the	  project	  on	  wildlife	  and	  
habitat	  is	  not	  likely.	  

Findings:	  The	  one	  special-‐status	  animal	  documented	  as	  occurring	  near	  the	  project	  site	  is	  the	  Black	  
Legless	   Lizard	   (Anniella	  pulchra	  nigra),	   a	   California	   Species	   of	   Special	  Concern.	   	   An	   individual	  
legless	  lizard	  was	  discovered	  during	  a	  targeted	  search	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  -‐-‐	  in	  association	  with	  
a	  previous	  demolition	  and	  new	  residence	  plan	  -‐-‐	  by	  P.A.	  Kreiberg	  (26	  May	  2006),	  and	  the	  reported	  
finding	  was	   limited	   to	  appropriate	   habitat	   at	   the	   far	   north	   edge	  of	   the	   property	   (see	  Figure	   2),	  
approximately	  150	  ft	  from	  the	  project	  site,	  separated	  by	  unsuitable	  habitat	  for	  the	  lizard.	  

Assessment

The	   spatial	  and	   biological	  characteristics	   of	   the	   project	  area,	  including	  the	   property	   as	   a	  whole,	  
will	   be	   nearly	   identical	   to	   existing	   conditions,	   provided	   a	   beneficial	   change	   (increase)	   in	   the	  
permeable	   coverage	   of	   the	   outdoor	   hardscape.	   	   Altogether,	   the	   completion	   and	   continued	  
occupancy	   of	   the	   remodeled	   residence	  will	  result	  in	   improved	  soils	   and	   drainage;	  and	   impacted	  
vegetation	  will	  be	  limited	  to	  iceplant	  and	  poison	  oak.	  	  

The	   key	   question	   is	   whether	   the	   proposed	   changes,	   including	   the	   extension	   of	   the	   building	  
perimeter,	  which	   is	   almost	   exclusively	   on	   the	   already	   impacted	   (south)	   side	   of	   the	   house,	   will	  
impose	   on	   the	   identified	  native	   dune	   habitat	  at	  the	  north	  edge	   of	   the	  property	   that	  is	   removed	  
120-‐150	  ft	  from	  the	  project	  site.	  	  Actually,	  the	  proposed	  site	  changes	  will	  be	  next	  to	  densely	  matted	  
iceplant	  as	  characterizes	  the	  majority	  (90	  pct)	  of	  the	  existing	  open	  part	  of	  the	  property.	  	  
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5 ! Neotoma	  fuscipes	   luciana	   is	   found	  on	  federal	   and	  state	  lists	  of	  concern,	  but	   not	  specifically	  because	  of	  the	  species’	  own	  status	   -‐-‐	  it	   is	   one	  of	  the	  most	  
successful	   and	   abundant	  na7ve	   rodents	   in	  Monterey	   County	  and	   California	  -‐-‐	   but,	   because	   it	   is	   adjacent	   geographically	  to	   the	   federal	   endangered	  
Riparian	  Woodrat,	  or	  San	  Juaquin	  Woodrat	  (Neotoma	  fuscipes	  riparia)	  that	  occurs	  in	  the	  San	   Juaquin	  Valley.	   	  It	   is	  policy	  of	  the	  Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  
Game	   and	   US	   Fish	   and	   Wildlife	   Service	   to	   no7ce	   all	   species	   or	   subspecies	   that	   have	   range	   boundaries	   con7guous	   with	   endangered	   varie7es	   of	  
conspecifics	  (B.	  Garrison,	  pers.	  comm.).	  
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In	  view	  of	  present	  findings	  and	  observations,	  it	  is	  certain	  that	  the	  proposed	  project,	  including	  the	  
remodeled	   residential	   and	   hardscape	   complex,	   will	   not	   diminish	   biological	   resource	   values	   or	  
threaten	   to	   disturb	   or	   displace	   any	   native	   species	   or	   onsite	   habitat,	   whether	   listed	   or	   special	  
status.	  	  As	  previously	  stated,	  the	  project	  does	  not	  meet	  significance	  criteria	  per	  CEQA6;	  nor	  does	  it	  	  
incorporate	  or	  impact	  Coastal	  Act	  ESHA.

____________________________
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6	  	   The	  following	  thresholds	  for	  measuring	  the	  biological	  effects	  of	  the	  project	  are	  based	  on	  CEQA	  Guidelines;	  and,	  
determina7on	  of	  impacts	  and	  impact	  levels	  is	  based	  on	  familiarity	  with	  the	  iden7fied	  species.	  For	  purposes	  of	  this	  
report,	  adverse	  effects	  are	  considered	  significant	  if	  they	  would	  result	  in	  the	  following:

1.	   Have	  a	  substanEal	  adverse	  effect,	  either	  directly	  or	  through	  habitat	  modificaEons,	  on	  any	  species	  idenEfied	  as	  
a	  candidate,	  sensiEve,	  or	  special-‐status	  species	  in	  local	  or	  regional	  plans,	  policies,	  or	  regulaEons,	  or	  by	  the	  
California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game	  or	  U.S.	  Fish	  and	  Wildlife	  Service.

2.	   Have	  a	  substanEal	  adverse	  effect	  on	  any	  riparian	  habitat	  or	  other	  sensiEve	  natural	  community	  idenEfied	  in	  
local	  or	  regional	  plans,	  policies,	  regulaEons,	  or	  by	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game	  or	  U.S.	  Fish	  and	  
Wildlife	  Service.

3.	   Have	  a	  substanEal	  adverse	  effect	  on	  federally-‐protected	  wetlands	  as	  defined	  by	  SecEon	  404	  of	  the	  Clean	  Water	  
Act	  (including,	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  marsh,	  vernal	  pool,	  coastal,	  etc.)	  through	  direct	  removal,	  filling,	  hydrological	  
interrupEon,	  or	  other	  means.

4.	   Interfere	  substanEally	  with	  the	  movement	  of	  any	  naEve	  resident	  or	  migratory	  fish	  or	  wildlife	  species	  or	  with	  
established	  naEve	  resident	  or	  migratory	  wildlife	  corridors,	  or	  impede	  the	  use	  of	  naEve	  wildlife	  nursery	  sites.

5.	   A	  substanEal	  introducEon	  of	  new	  invasive	  species	  of	  plants	  or	  animals	  into	  an	  area	  or	  an	  introducEon	  of	  a	  
barrier	  to	  the	  normal	  replenishment	  of	  exisEng	  species.

6.	   Conflict	  with	  any	  local	  policies	  or	  ordinances	  protecEng	  biological	  resources,	  such	  as	  a	  tree	  preservaEon	  policy	  
or	  ordinance.

7.	   Conflict	  with	  the	  provisions	  of	  an	  adopted	  Habitat	  ConservaEon	  Natural	  Community	  ConservaEon	  Plan,	  or	  
other	  approved	  local,	  regional,	  or	  state	  habitat	  conservaEon	  plan.
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MEMORANDUM

JUN202011 J

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Thursday, 09 June 2011

ABERCROMBIE RESIDENCE

Memo Attachment for Biological Report (13 May 2011)

Project effect on Monterey Cypress Trees

MoCo:

	

PLN100612

APN:

	

008-261-005

Location:

	

36.57162° lat / -121.95969° lon @ alt. 200 ft ASL

Addressee:

	

Maureen Wruck, Managing Member

Maureen Wruck Planning Consultants, LLC

21 West Alisal, Suite 111

Salinas, CA 93901

831 771 2557

Maureen,

You asked if the proposed project (see my report of 13 May 2011) could

possibly affect one or both of the Monterey Cypress trees growing on the

Abercrombie property. One tree is in the walled courtyard and the second is

in front of the house on the street edge (see attached aerial image). Mine

is a two part answer:

First - If anything, it is not clear whether the specific cypress trees are

within the native range, though they are almost certainly planted. Maps and

site records of the old botanists' who were in the field before development

of Cypress Point in the 1920s) are not so specific that one could determine

between observations at one-eighth (several records) to one-half

(Abercrombie) of a mile from Cypress Point, proper. Nevertheless, there are

no records specifically telling of pre-1920s trees as much as one-half mile

(NE) of the Point. Nevertheless, the specific trees, which are younger than

would have been present before the subdivision and grading of the Abercrombie

lot from the dunes.

Date:

Topic:

JEFFREY B. FROKE, PH.D. / 3 158 BIRD ROCK ROAD, PEBBLE BEACH, CA 93953 / JBFROKE@MAC.COM / 83I-224-8595
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2/2

Second, and regardless or origin and nativity, neither tree will be directly

nor indirectly affected by the proposed project. The trees are outside of

the project area; and, there are no foreseeable circumstances that would wind

up impairing the welfare of either specimen, especially as by the redirection

or concentration of moisture at the root, level. Neither is near where

tractors and compactors, etc. would be operating, i.e., to risk compaction or

direct collision.

I hope this helps with your concern. Thanks for asking.

Jeff

Two views of project location:
lat 36.582844°
lon -121.966137°

JEFFREY B. FROKE, PH.D. / 3 1 58 BIRD ROCK ROAD, PEBBLE BEACH, CA 93953 / JBFROKE@MAC.COM / 831-224-8595
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