INITIAL STUDY AND PROPOSED
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

for:

Pacific Grove Municipal Golf Course Clubhouse Use
Permit Amendment Application No. 11-1207 and
Architectural Permit Application No. 11-1208

Property Owners/Applicants:

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

Lead Agency:

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT






CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 FOREST AVENUE
PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA 93950
TELEPHONE (831) 648-3190 « FAX (831) 648-3184

Notice of Intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project Title: Pacific Grove Municipal Golf Course Clubhouse Use Permit Amendment Application No.
11-1207 and Architectural Permit Application No. 11-1208

Lead Agency/Owner/Applicant: City of Pacific Grove

Project Location: 79 Asilomar Avenue, Pacific Grove, Monterey County, CA 93950. A portion of Block
360, Fairway Homes Tract.

APN: 006-101-002
Permit Type: Use Permit Amendment, Architectural Permit

Project Description: The proposed project consists of two permit applications: (1) amendment to Use
Permit No. 2782-03 (Use Permit Amendment (UP-A) Application No. 11-1207); and (2) Architectural
Permit (AP) Application No. 11-1208. UP-A 11-1207 proposes to modify the existing use and operations
to allow the hours of operation of the Clubhouse to be from 6:00 A.M. to 10:30 P.M., with customer
service ending at 10:00 P.M.; and indoor amplified music through an existing portable sound system. AP
11-1208 proposes the installation of up to eight 11-foot-tall lighting fixtures (with down-facing lights at 9
feet above grade) to allow for customers and staff to safely navigate between the structure and parking
area after dark.

Public Review Period: Thursday, December 22, 2011 through Wednesday, January 11, 2011.

Address Where Written Comments Should be Sent: Ashley Hefner, Acting Senior Planner, City of
Pacific Grove, 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950

Negative Declaration

Notice is hereby given that the project described above has been reviewed in accordance with the State
of California Public Resources Code, the California Environmental Quality Act, the City of Pacific Grove
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Chapter 23.77 (Zoning) of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code.
Based on this review, a Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is hereby made on this project. The
reason for this determination is that, as mitigated, the project will not result in significant adverse impacts
to the environment. The Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration including mitigation measures and
Initial Study are on file at the Community Development Department, 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove,
California, 93950 (831) 648-3190. The Public Review Period for the Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration begins on Thursday, December 22, 2011 and will end at the close of business, 4:45 p.m., on
Wednesday, January 11, 2011. Hearing dates on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Mitigation Monitoring Program are yet to be determined, and will be held at the City of Pacific Grove, City
Hall, 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950.

A copy of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is available by contacting:

Ashley Hefner, Acting Senior Planner

City of Pacific Grove Community Development Department
300 Forest Avenue

Pacific Grove, CA 93950

(831) 648-3190

ahefner@ci.pg.ca.us

Qt a ¢ i ) = December 22, 2011

Ashley Hefn&t, Acting Senior Planner Date



CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 FOREST AVENUE
PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA 93950
TELEPHONE (831) 648-3190 « FAX (831) 648-3184

Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project Title: Pacific Grove Municipal Golf Course Clubhouse Use Permit Amendment Application No.
11-1207 and Architectural Permit Application No. 11-1208

Lead Agency/Owner/Applicant: City of Pacific Grove

Project Location: 79 Asilomar Avenue, Pacific Grove, Monterey County, CA 93950. A portion of Block
360, Fairway Homes Tract.

APN: 006-101-002
Permit Type: Use Permit Amendment, Architectural Permit

Project Description: The proposed project consists of two permit applications: (1) amendment to Use
Permit No. 2782-03 (Use Permit Amendment (UP-A) Application No. 11-1207); and (2) Architectural
Permit (AP) Application No. 11-1208. UP-A 11-1207 proposes to modify the existing use and operations
to allow the hours of operation of the Clubhouse to be from 6:00 A.M. to 10:30 P.M., with customer
service ending at 10:00 P.M.; and indoor amplified music through an existing portable sound system. AP
11-1208 proposes the installation of up to eight 11-foot-tall lighting fixtures (with down-facing lights at 9
feet above grade) to allow for customers and staff to safely navigate between the structure and parking
area after dark.

Public Review Period: Thursday, December 22, 2011 through Wednesday, January 11, 2011.

Address where copy of Initial Study is Available for Public Review: City of Pacific Grove, 300 Forest
Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950

Address Where Written Comments Should be Sent: Ashley Hefner, Acting Senior Planner, City of
Pacific Grove, 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950

THIS PROPOSED PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT AS

IT HAS BEEN FOUND THAT THE SAID PROJECT:

a. That said project would not have the potential to significantly degrade the environment;

b. That said project will have no significant impact on long-term environmental goals;

c. That said project will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment;

d. That said project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly.

MITIGATION MEASURE

Mitigation Measure Xll-1la. Amplified music shall be prohibited outdoors prior to 10:00 A.M. and after
7:00 P.M. every day. Outdoor amplified music shall be restricted to 77 dB or less between the hours of
10:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Indoor amplified music shall be restricted to 90 dB or less at all times. The City
shall use a noise meter to establish allowable maximum noise levels and note established limits on the
existing sound system.



Entrance

Exhibit 2b. Photometric Site Plan

Del Monte Boulevard
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Less Than
Potentially Significant With  Less Than
1. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY Significant Mitigation Significant No
RESOURCES. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ] X
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 [l
Williamson Act contract?

¢) 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?

O

O O
0 O
X X

0 O
0 O
0 O
X X

DiSCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-e): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.

Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
111. AIR QUALITY. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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

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

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase ] ] ] =

of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] ] X
concentrations?

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
December 22, 2011 Page 13 ISIMND




Less Than

Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
111. AIR QUALITY. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial L] ] ] X
number of people?
DiscussiON OF IMPACTS
Items a)-e): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.
Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
1V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] ] ] X
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?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] ] ] X
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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally ] ] ] X
protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal wetlands, etc.), through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or
other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] ] ] X
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?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] ] ] X
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] ] ] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan?
DiSCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-f): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant  With Mitigation Significant No
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

City of Pacific Grove
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Potentially
Significant
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. 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
Section 15064.5?

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

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

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

I I I

[

[
[
[

[

[
[
[

X

X
X
X

DiscussiON OF IMPACTS

Item a)-d): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for

findings and evidence.

Potentially
Significant
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

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?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

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?

[ I I | []

[

[ I I | []

[

M XX XX O

X

I [

[
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Item a) and ¢): Monterey County is a seismically active area and the City is exposed to seismic
hazards as are other communities in this portion of California. According to the California
Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology?, Pacific Grove is not within an
Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone, and therefore would not be subject to fault rupture. Pacific
Grove is situated on relatively stable granite bedrock, which reduces the likelihood of damage
resulting from seismic events, such as ground shaking, ground failure including liquefaction, and
landslides.?!

The proposed project site is relatively flat and is located on Baywood sand (BbC)? soil type. The
Baywood series consists of deep, somewhat excessively drained soils that formed in old sand
dunes near the coast. According to the geotechnical report prepared for the site in 2003, loose to
medium dense soils near the surface were well-graded and above the groundwater table.”®* Sandy
soils encountered at greater depths were typically dense to very dense.

Since the terrain is relatively flat and is located on well draining soils, exposure to landslides and
ground failure/liquefaction would be minimal. Since seismic activity cannot be planned for, there
will always remain a risk of seismic-related impacts; however, the proposed project would be
required to be in compliance with General Plan Section 10.2 Goal 1 and its associated policies
and programs, whose aim is to “Prevent loss of life, injury, and property damage from geologic
and seismic hazards,” and due to the site factors discussed above, the potential for significant
impacts at the project site are less than significant.

Item b): The soil at the project site, as stated above, is Baywood sand, which is highly
susceptible to wind and water erosion. The proposed project would not, however, require any cut
earthwork such as grading and trenching; rather, the project would involve the installation of
lighting fixtures to in-place electrical utility connections in the clubhouse’s existing parking lot.
The only soil disturbance would occur in isolated locations of the existing paved parking lot.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil and this
would be considered a less than significant impact.

Item d): Expansion and contraction of volume can occur when expansive soils undergo
alternating cycles of wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). During these cycles, the volume
of the soil changes markedly. As a consequence of such volume changes, structural damage to
buildings and infrastructure may occur if the potentially expansive soils were not considered in
project design and during construction. The Baywood soils below the project site are generally
not expansive, so risks associated with expansive soils are anticipated to be low. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in substantial risks to life and property due to expansive soils
and this would be considered less than significant impact.

Item e): The existing structure is connected to the City’s sanitary sewer system and the existing
golf course clubhouse use of the site would remain unchanged. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact associated with septic tank systems or alternative wastewater disposal
systems.

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
December 22, 2011 Page 16 ISIMND



Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] X ]

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation [l ] = ]
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Item a): Due to the nature of the proposed project, consisting of the installation of parking lot
lighting fixtures and extension of clubhouse hours of operation, significant impacts associated
with generation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are not anticipated. Projects that contribute
to the increase of GHG emissions are associated with global climate change. Estimated GHG
emissions attributed to projects are primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO,)
from mobile sources during construction activities. The Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) offers guidance® for addressing the GHG emissions associated with
individual development projects. The proposed project, however, does not involve construction
activities beyond light fixtures installation. In addition, the proposed continued use of the site as
a golf course and related facilities would not result in additional long-term GHG emissions.
Thus, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to
global climate change.

Item b): The California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommendations
are broad in their scope and address a wide range of industries and GHG emission sources.
Therefore, most of the recommendations are not applicable to the development and operation of
any single land use project, but rather as general development policies. Thus, the proposed
project’s compliance with these measures was evaluated qualitatively with the understanding that
exact compliance can only be determined once specific applicable regulations are adopted.

The project does not, as proposed, conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Absent other guidance from local, regional,
or state agencies, the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is the best available tool to
determine a level of significance for CEQA. Based on the screening criteria developed by the
BAAQMD, the project would not be a significant source of GHG emissions. Thus, the project is
consistent with state and regional recommendations for addressing climate change, and would
result in a less than significant impact.

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
December 22, 2011 Page 17 ISIMND




VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.

Less Than
Potentially  Significant With
Significant
Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

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 §65962.5 and, as a result,

would it create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment?

e) For aproject located within an airport land use
plan area or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or a
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?

[

[

[

[

[

[

X

X

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Items a)-h): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for

findings and evidence.

City of Pacific Grove
December 22, 2011

Page 18

Clubhouse UP-A/AP

ISIMND




IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

2)
b)

c)

d)

f)
9)

h)

)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

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)?

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?
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 that
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

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?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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?

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

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of a failure of a levee or dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?

[
[

|

O O

[

[
[

L]

0 O

[

[
X

|

O O

[

X
[

XX

X X

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Item a): The project site is already committed to public golf course facilities that are connected
to the sanitary sewer system. Wastewater discharged into the sanitary sewer system and
conveyed to the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) for treatment.
The existing and proposed use of the project site would remain unchanged and would have no

impact water quality standards or violate waste discharge requirements.

Item b): The project involves the installation of parking lot lighting fixtures. Since there is no
known aquifer beneath the project site, installation-related activities associated with the proposed
project would not directly affect groundwater supplies. As the proposed project may involve only

minimal earth-disturbing activities to install lighting fixtures in the existing parking lot, the
project is anticipated to potentially require minimal use of water for erosion control. There

would be no change in fixture count or use that would increase the demand for more potable

City of Pacific Grove
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water. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
effect recharge and this would be considered a less than significant impact.

Items ¢)-f): There are no streams or rivers located near the project site, and the site is not prone
to flooding. The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area
as it does not involve an increase in impermeable surfaces. There would be no increase in
impervious surface area or change of use that would result in additional runoff or increase urban
pollutants in runoff. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on the drainage
pattern, stormwater capacity, or water quality.

Items q)-1): The proposed project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain or other flood
prone area as shown on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps,*® updated and adopted by the
City of Pacific Grove in February 2009. The project site is not located in an area prone to
flooding as it is in an area determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain (aka
500-year flood). Since the project site is not located in an area that is prone to flooding, existing
onsite structures would not impede or redirect flood flows. There are no streams, rivers, dams or
levees located near the project site.

Offshore faults along the Monterey Coast and in the Monterey Bay are probably strike-slip faults
that are not likely to produce a large-scale tsunami; therefore, potential tidal wave hazard is low.
Because of the site topography and soil type, and urban setting near the project site, mudflow has
not been identified as a potential project-related hazard.”®

No change in use is proposed and housing is not located on the project site; therefore, there
would be no increased risk of exposures to hazards associated with 100-year flood hazard area,
tsunami, seiche, mudflow or dam failure.?® Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impacts associated with flooding.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or ] ] ] X

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

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-c): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
December 22, 2011 Page 20 ISIMND




Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant  Mitigation  Significant

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ] X

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 ] ] ] X
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-b): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
XII. NOISE. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise ] X ] ]
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance or of
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of ] ] X ]
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 ] X ] ]
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land ] ] ] X

use plan area or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or a 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 ] L] L] 2
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

DiscussiON OF IMPACTS

Items a), ¢) and d): The existing use of the site as a public golf course and related facilities
would remain unchanged with project implementation. While the use of the site would not
change as a result of the proposed project, the clubhouse hours of operation would be extended
to 10:30 P.M. (with customer service only until 10:00 P.M.) and the use permit would be
amended to allow indoor and outdoor music through the existing portable sound system, which
currently consists of two speakers connected to a MP3 device (Philips MCD 708). However,
conditions of the existing ABC license require that entertainment not be audible beyond the area

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
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under control of the license, prohibits live entertainment, and the serving of alcohol in the
outdoor patio area is limited to between the hours of 10:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M.

During special events interior noise levels may increase as the occupancy reaches capacity,
which is currently limited to 77 seats (53 Main Room, 4 Counter, and 20 Tournament Room)
under the existing water permit and 125 people (77 Main Room and 48 Tournament Room) per
the Fire Code.

Buildings with conventional construction with windows that remain closed typical have an
interior-to-exterior sound reduction of approximately 25 to 35 dBA. The Clubhouse has
inoperable windows that would remain closed, and therefore will reduce any potential interior
noise levels by approximately 25 to 35 dBA. In addition, the nearest sensitive receptor is an
existing residence located approximately 160 feet from the clubhouse. Each double of distance
from a noise source reduced the noise level by approximately 6 dB. All of these conditions
would limit the potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to excessive noise levels compared
to existing conditions.

Noise Levels and Perception

To approximate the sensitivity of the human ear to changes in frequency, environmental sound is
usually measured in what is referred to as A-weighted decibels (dBA). On this scale, the normal
range of human hearing extends from about 10 dBA to about 140 dBA. Common community
noise sources and associated noise levels, in dBA, are depicted in Exhibit 3.

Unfortunately, there is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise
or of the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This is primarily because of
the wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise over differing
individual experiences with noise. Thus, an important way of determining a person’s subjective
reaction to a new noise is the comparison of it to the existing environment to which one has
adapted: the so-called “ambient” environment. According to the General Plan, existing ambient
noise values range from 39 to 61 dB. In general, a change in level of at least 5 dB is required
before any noticeable change in community response would be expected, which would be
considered substantial.

Regulatory Setting

Noise standards for the City of Pacific Grove are defined in Chapter 10 of the City’s General
Plan. Goal 7 in this chapter aims to “protect Pacific Grove residents from the harmful effects of
excessive noise.” To protect Pacific Grove residents from harmful effects of excessive noise, the
City’s General Plan sets a maximum allowable noise exposure level for stationary noise sources
(Pacific Grove General Plan, Chapter 10 Health and Safety, Figure 10-7). This makes it
unlawful to create noise that exceeds the standards shown in Table 1 as measured at the exterior
of noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential areas.
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Exhibit 3. Typical Noise Levels

Common Outdoor | Noise Level Common Indoor
Activities (dBA Activities

—

Rock Band
Jet Fly-over at 300m (1000 ft)

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft)

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft),

at 80 km (50 mph)

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft)
Commercial Area

Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft)

Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft)
Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 fi)

Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft)
Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft)

Large Business Office
Quiet Urban Daytime Dishwasher Next Room

Quiet Urban Nighttime
Quiet Suburban Nighttime

Theater, Large Conference
Room (Background)

Library

Bedroom at Night,

Concert Hall (Background)

Quiet Rural Nighttime

Broadcast/Recording Studio

Lowest Threshold of Human Lowest Threshold of Human

CISIGIGIOIGIGIGIOIOIE]E

Hearing Hearing

Table 1. Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure, Stationary Noise Sources*

Daytime Nighttime

(7 AM to 10 PM) (10 PM to 7 AM)
Hourly L¢q, dB 50 45
Maximum level, dB 70 65

Notes: *As determined at the property line of the receiving land use.
Source: City of Pacific Grove General Plan, Figure 10.7.

Estimated Noise Levels

The highest potential for noise to affect nearby sensitive receptors would be associated with
amplified music played and/or special events during the evening hours. Permanent, temporary, or
periodic increases in ambient noise levels of 5 dB or more or in excess of the City’s maximum
allowable noise exposure standards for stationary noise sources would be considered significant.
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The existing portable sound system is a bookshelf size home stereo consisting of two speakers
connected to a MP3/CD device and amplifier (Philips MCD 708). The existing sound system has
speakers with a maximum sensitivity of 84 dB and two 50 watt speakers and one 100 watt
speaker, which would comparable to many home stereo systems. Therefore, the sound produced
by this system would not be anticipated to be in excess of the maximum allowable noise
exposure standards for stationary noise sources (see Table 1).

Since service would stop by 10:00 p.m., interior or exterior music would not be allowed after
10:00 P.M. In addition, conditions of the existing liquor license require that entertainment not be
audible beyond the area under control of the license. However, exterior amplified noise levels
may still increase the ambient noise level 5 dB or more, which would be considered a
potentially significant impact. In addition, taking into account an average interior-to-exterior
noise reduction of 25 dBA and 6 dBA reduction for every doubling of distance, exterior sound
level of approximately 85 dBA or more and an interior sound level of approximately 100 dBA
generated at the project site may expose the sensitive receiver within 160-feet to exterior noise
levels that exceed the City’s hourly and/or maximum allowable noise level standards.
Implementation of the following mitigation would ensure that this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Measure Xl11-1a. Amplified music shall be prohibited outdoors prior to 10:00 A.M.
and after 7:00 P.M. every day. Outdoor amplified music shall be restricted to 77 dB or less
between the hours of 10:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Indoor amplified music shall be restricted to 90
dB or less at all times. The City shall use a noise meter to establish allowable maximum noise
levels and note established limits on the existing sound system.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure that ambient noise levels at the
nearest sensitive receiver do not increase by 5 dB by limiting outdoor stationary noise sources at
the project site to a level that would result in an exterior noise level of less than 44 dB at a
distance of 160-feet. This would ensure that the lowest existing ambient noise level of 39 dB is
not increase by more than 5 dB. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose persons or
generate noise levels in excess of the City’s standards, or result in a substantial permanent,
temporary and/or periodic increase in ambient noise levels and this impact would be reduced to a
less than significant level. This mitigation measure shall be included as a recommended
condition of approval for the use permit amendment.

Items b): The proposed project is not anticipated to generate noise or groundborne vibrations
during the installation of the parking lot light fixtures. Noise or groundborne vibrations are
typically associated with construction activities, such as grading, excavation, and pile driving.
The lighting fixtures, however, would be attached to existing electrical outlets in the parking lot.
Therefore, the project would not expose person or generate excessive groundborne vibration or
noise levels and this would be considered a less than significant impact.

Items e)-f): The proposed project is not located within an airport land use area and is not within
two miles of a public airport or airstrip.?” Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impacts associated with excessive noise levels generated by airports.
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
XIll.  POPULATION AND HOUSING. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] ] ] X

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, ] ] ] X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating ] [l [l =
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-c): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.

Less Than
Potentially  Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Impact Incorporated Impact  Impact
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? L] L] L] X
Police protection? ] L] L] X
Schools? ] L] L] X
Parks? L] L] L] X

Il Ll Il X

Other public facilities?

DiSCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Item a): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for findings
and evidence.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant  Mitigation  Significant No
XV. RECREATION. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Would the project increase the use of existing L] L] L] X

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 ] ] ] X
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

DiSCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-b): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management ] ] = ]
program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or
other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

c) Resultin achange in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results 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?

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?

] O I R
] O I R
] O I R
XX X X

This analysis relies on information and data provided in the Traffic and Parking Study for the
Golf Course Clubhouse prepared by Robert M. Shanteau in 2003,% an updated Baseline
Weekday Traffic and Parking Report: Pacific Grove Municipal Golf Links prepared by Justin
Meek, Planning/Traffic Consultant in June 2011,% traffic counts taken in January, 2012, the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, 8th Generation (2008), ** Pacific
Grove General Plan, and Pacific Grove Municipal Code.

DiscussiON OF IMPACTS

Items a)-b): The proposed project would not result in an increase in population or intensification
of use that are typically associated with transportation and traffic impacts, as it is proposing only
to make minor alterations to the hours of operation to an existing use and installation of parking
lot lighting fixtures. The traffic volumes on nearby streets were counted in 2005 and are shown
in Exhibit 4, 2005 Traffic Volumes. Informal observations at all nearby intersections found that
they are operating with ample capacity, indicating that they are most likely operating at level of
service (LOS) A, or free flowing.

Trip Generation

Vehicle counts were conducted on Friday, June 3, 2011 and Thursday, June 9, 2011 between
7:30 A.M. and 6:30 P.M. to better understand traffic patterns at the project site during the
weekday. A total of 266 and 374 vehicle trips were recorded for the two-day survey resulting in

City of Pacific Grove Clubhouse UP-A/AP
December 22, 2011 Page 26 ISIMND




an average of 320 one-way trips during the weekday. Between 2:00 and 4:00 P.M. more vehicles
departed than arrived and by 6:00 P.M. nearly all of the vehicles had departed.

To estimate trips during peak traffic, traffic counts were conducted during the 2011 AT&T
Pebble Beach National Pro-Am Golf Tournament. During this period the average daily traffic
was 491 trips with peak volume of 37 trips occurring between 10:16 to 10:31 A.M. on Sunday,
February 13, 2011. Assuming 100 percent of the drivers visited the project site, the 491 average
daily trips generated during the AT&T Pebble Beach Pro-Am Golf Tournament was
approximately 7 to 31 percent less than the ITE estimated weekend daily trips for a 90 acre golf
course and 18-hole golf course.

The 2003 Traffic and Parking Study estimated trips generated based on the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trips Generation (6™ Generation), which estimates the number
trips associated with a particular land use. Based in the ITE Trip Generation, one-way daily trip
rates can be calculated for the project site using three variables: an 18-hole golf course; a 90-acre
golf course; or 23 employees. According to the ITE trip generation rates, the golf course would
generate between 454 to 643 trips per weekday and 524 to 732 trips per weekend day.

The Baseline Weekday Traffic and Parking Report prepared in June 2011 compared the ITE trip
generation rates (8" Generation) verses the traffic counts observed in June 2011. This
comparison identified that the ITE trip generation rates are significantly higher than actual trips
observed. The ITE estimated that weekday trips for an 18-hole golf course were approximately
50 percent greater and the ITE estimated weekday trips generated for a 90-acre golf course were
approximately 30 percent greater than the observed average weekday trips.

As previously stated, the proposed project only affects the hours of operation of the existing use.
No new uses or facilities are proposed. The hours of operation of the Clubhouse would be
modified to 6:00 A.M. and 10:30 P.M. (with customer service ending at 10:00 P.M.). When
compared to the existing approved hours of operation pursuant to Resolution 07-035 (December
5, 2007), the proposed project would increase hours of operation by approximately 6.5 hours
during standard time (assuming dawn to dusk is 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.) and by 2.5 hours during
daylight savings time (assuming dawn to dusk is 6:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.). This would represent
a 65 percent increase in the hours of operations during standard time and 18 percent increase in
hours during daylight savings time, providing a total average increase in daily hours of operation
provides of approximately 42 percent.
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Exhibit 4. 2005 Traffic Volumes
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To estimate the increased trips associated with the increased hours of operation, the average
daily increase in hours of operation were applied to the conservative ITE trips rates. Based on
this analysis, the proposed project could generate approximately 191 to 307 daily trips as shown
in Table 3.

Table 3. Estimated daily trip end rates from a 42% increase in hours of operation

Daily Trips
Period 23 employees 90 acre Golf Course | 18 Hole Golf Course Threshold
ITE Project ITE Project ITE Project
Weekday | 472 198 454 191 643 271
Saturday | 581 244 524 220 731 307 1,000
Sunday | 535 225 529 222 712 299

Notes

e Units are in one-way trip ends per day.

e The number of full time equivalent employees is 23.

e The trip generation figures differ because of the variation in trip generation characteristics
observed among the golf courses surveyed for ITE’s Trip Generation.

Source: ITE, Trip Generation, 8th ed. (2008)

Using the same analysis as for daily trips, the proposed project would generate approximately 15
to 35 peak hour trips as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Estimated peak hour trip end rates from ITE Trip: Golf Course

Peak Hour Trips
Period 23 employees 90 acre Golf Course | 18 Hole Golf Course Threshold
ITE | Project ITE Project ITE Project
Weekday | 48 20 35 15 64 27
Saturday | 59 25 58 24 83 35 100
Sunday 50 21 52 22 80 34
Notes

e Units are in one-way trip ends per day.

e The number of full time equivalent employees is 23.

e PM peak hour generator is used for weekday.

e The trip generation figures differ because of the variation in trip generation characteristics
observed among the golf courses surveyed for ITE’s Trip Generation.

e Land use category 430 (golf course) is used to estimate the number of vehicle trips
generated by the proposed project. The trip generation figures differ because of the
variation in trip generation characteristics observed among the golf courses surveyed for
ITE’s Trip Generation. Note that some of the surveyed sites include clubhouses with a pro
shop, restaurant, lounge and banquet facilities.

Source: ITE, Trip Generation, 8" ed. (2008) and Robert M. Shanteau, Traffic and Parking

Study Golf Course Clubhouse, Pacific Grove, California (2003)

In determining whether or not a transportation impact study is needed, the following two
thresholds were used: when a project would generate 1,000 or more vehicle trips per day; and
when a project would generate 100 or more peak-hour trips. >’ As shown in Table 3 and Table 4,
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the anticipated increase in vehicle trips is less than the aforementioned thresholds. Therefore, no
additional traffic study is warranted for the proposed project.

Cumulative Trips

The proposed project would also not result in cumulative traffic impacts at far away roadway
facilities. As noted in some comments, Highway 68 is under the jurisdiction of the Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) and currently operates at a level of service (LOS) F. For a state
highway facility that is experiencing significant delay (e.g., LOS F), 1 to 49 peak hour trips
could potentially cause a significant impact. However, the project would likely “flatten” peak
hour trips, resulting in a less traffic-related impact during this period of time. The reason has to
do with the existing closing hours of the clubhouse.

For 65 percent of the year, when Daylight Savings applies, the clubhouse currently closes at 8:00
PM, which is later than when the peak traffic period subsides on Highway 68. Extending the
hours of operation to 10:30 PM (service ending at 10:00 P.M.) would, therefore, have no effect
on traffic levels during the Highway’s peak period. As for the remaining time of the year, under
Standard Time the clubhouse currently closes at 5:00 PM the new closing time of 10:30 P.M.
would “flatten” the number of trips generated during the peak hour period. Employees and any
patrons of the clubhouse would no longer have to leave all at once at 5:00 PM during the peak
hour; rather, many of the patrons would likely leave (and arrive) during times outside of the peak
hour, and the clubhouse employees would leave around 10:30 PM. Therefore, the project would
likely reduce, not increase, the number of trips during the peak hour, and the proposed project
would not result in a potentially significant cumulative impact.

Parking

When the Clubhouse was remodeled the parking lot was expanded to provide 83 parking spaces,
including three handicapped spaces and one van accessible. An additional 15 perpendicular
parking spaces are located across Asilomar Avenue and 21 perpendicular parking spaces are
located adjacent to the 10" tee. Additional parallel parking is allowed along Asilomar Avenue
between Ocean View Boulevard and Del Monte Boulevard.

The proposed project would not change the existing number of parking spaces. The primary
onsite parking demand is associated with local and visiting golfers who frequent the site during
the daytime. The parking lot would function as “shared parking” facility, with demand generated
primarily by golfers during the daytime and by diners during the nighttime hours. Any increased
demand for parking associated with extended hours of operation of the clubhouse into the
nighttime (i.e., changing the hours of the Clubhouse) would be met by the reduced demand for
parking associated with golf course use during the nighttime. However, a special event schedule
would increase the parking demand, which could exceed the parking capacity during peak use.

According to the Traffic and Park Study for the Golf Course Clubhouse prepared by Robert
Shanteau in May 2003, the maximum number of vehicles associated with golf course users is
limited due to tee time spaces and the duration of a round of golf.?® According to this report,
peak golf course use would result in 87 vehicles (150 golfers with an average vehicle capacity of
1.7 persons per vehicle).”® They analyzed the parking capacity when the Grill’s Main Room was
at 50 percent capacity and the Tournament Room at 100 percent capacity. However, this
analysis assumed that the Grill would occupy 100 people and the Tournament Room would
occupy an additional 50 people, which is more than allowed under the Fire Code and/or water
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permit. According to Mr. Shanteau, during peak use, there would be increased parking demand
of for approximately 41 vehicles (based on occupancy of 70 persons and average vehicle
occupancy of 1.7 persons/vehicle) over existing demand at that time, which was 102 spaces. In
other words, a total parking demand of 143 spaces, which was predicted to fill the parking lot, all
perpendicular parking spaces and overflow into the parallel spaces along Asilomar Avenue.

Justine Meek, Traffic Consultant, conducted weekday vehicle counts at the project site on
Friday, June 3, 2011 and Thursday June 9, 2011 between 7:30 A.M and 7:30 P.M. June 3" had
impending rain forecasted and June 9" was overcast and cool. The parking lot never exceeded 66
percent capacity (approximately 58 spaces) during the weekday.?

To better understand peak parking demand, staff conducted weekend parking lot vehicle counts
on Saturday, December 17, 2011 between 7:30 A.M. and 7:30 P.M. The weather was clear that
day with a high temperature of 67 degrees Fahrenheit. The Clubhouse Grill was open from 7:00
A.M to 3:00 P.M. and 5:00 P.M. to 8:30 P.M. and two special events occurred. The special
events included a brunch at 12:30 P.M. and a dinner for 36 at 5:00 P.M. The last customer left
the clubhouse around 10:15 P.M. Based on vehicle counts observed, the parking lot never
exceeded approximately 57 percent occupancy (47 spaces) and the maximum number of vehicles
observed to park along Asilomar Avenue was four. During both the weekday and weekend,
parking lot occupancy peaked between Noon and 2:00 P.M. and parking lot departures started
exceeding arrivals after 2:00 P.M. as occurred

According to the Fire Code, the clubhouse has a maximum occupancy of 125 (77 seats in the
Main Room and 48 seats in the Tournament Room). However, as previously mentioned the
current water permit further restricts seating capacity to a total of 77 (53 seats in the Main Room,
4 seats in the Counter, and 20 seats in the Tournament Room). Based on the water permit seating
capacity, when the golf course is at maximum capacity (150 golfers), the Main Room and
Counter are at 50 percent capacity and the Tournament Room is at full capacity, the peak total
parking demand of 116 parking spaces (49 people/1.7 persons per vehicle = 87 vehicles) could
be accommodated within the 119 existing parking spaces (83 parking lot spaces, and 36
perpendicular spaces), provided two of the vehicles are handicap permitted. If the occupancy
were eventually able to reach maximum capacity allowed by Fire Code, there would be a
demand for 138 parking spaces (87 people/1.7 persons per vehicle = 87 vehicles), which
overflow into the parallel space along Asilomar Avenue.

The water permit limits seating capacity to less than originally estimated for the renovation of
Clubhouse. In addition, the proposed project would not change the use from what was originally
analyzed; therefore, there would be no additional demand for parking beyond previously
analyzed levels. Although, during peak periods and occupancy allowed per the Fire Code, the
parking demand may overflow into the parallel parking spaces along Asilomar Avenue, as
previously identified the parking demand, but would be less than what was originally identified
in 2003.

There are no development guidelines for parking requirements with an Open Space district.
However, PGMC §23.64.190(g) states that ““Parking space required for other uses allowed in
any district and not set forth above shall be determined by the planning commission and set forth
as a condition to the granting of the use permit for such use.” Review of parking by the
Planning Commission would be required prior to approval of the amendment to the use permit.
However, the proposed project would not likely attract additional new patrons sufficient to
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warrant further detailed traffic analysis. Due to the nature of the project, it would not conflict
with an applicable plan, ordinance, and policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the

performance of the circulation system or conflict with an applicable congestion management
program; therefore, this would be considered a less than significant impact.

Items c)-f): The proposed project involves the installation of parking lot lighting fixtures, and an
extension of the Clubhouse Grill hours of operation. The proposed project would not result in a
change in air traffic patterns. There is adequate emergency access to and from the site. The
proposed project would not alter the alternative transportation policies currently in place, which
include bike racks and transit passes for employee use. No impact would occur.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
XVII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE Significant Mitigation Significant No
SYSTEMS. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of ] ] ] X
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] ] X

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 ] ] ] X
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 ] ] ] X
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater ] ] ] X
treatment provider that 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 ] ] ] X
permitted capacity to accommaodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state and local statutes L] ] ] X
and regulations related to solid waste?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS
Items a)-q): Please refer to Environmental Factors Potentially Affected Section above for
findings and evidence.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF Significant Mitigation Significant No
SIGNIFICANCE Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the L] L] = L]

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 rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually ] = ] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
"Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.
¢) Does the project have environmental effects that ] X ] ]
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

DiSCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Item a): The proposed project involves the installation of parking lot lighting fixtures and the
extension of the Clubhouse hours of operation. Since the project requires minimal physical
improvements, the project would result in minimal environmental affects. The proposed project
site is in an established urban area, and the existing use of the site would remain unchanged.

The proposed project would include the installation of pole mounted light fixtures, which would
be considered new sources of light and glare. However, conditions of approval would limit the
duration of the lighting, and the ARB review process will ensure that the fixtures “are compatible
with the architectural style of the project” and that the fixtures are positioned “so that no direct
light extends neighboring properties.” The ARB review process will ensure that the lighting
does not degrade the quality of the environment.

The project site is not located in a botanically or biologically sensitive area and has not been
identified as containing any rare or endangered plant or animal species or habitats. The project
would result in minimal physical alterations; therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially reduce 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 rare or endangered plants or animals.

No historic resources are known to be present on the site. While historically significant
archaeological resources may be present below the surface of the site, the project does not
involve substantial earth-disturbing activities that could disturb potentially significant cultural
resources; therefore, the proposed project would not eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory. Since the proposed project would have no potential
to degrade the quality of the environment, effect wildlife or plant species, or eliminate cultural
resources this would be considered a less than significant impact.
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Item b): The proposed project would result in the extension of the Clubhouse hours of operation
and installation of lighting fixtures within the existing parking lot. Since the project requires
minimal physical improvements, the project would result in minimal environmental affects.
Probable future projects are limited as most of the City is built out. Other current and foreseeable
projects in the vicinity of the project site involve remodels and additions to existing single-family
residences. Since the use would remain unchanged there would be no significant increase in trips
that would contribute towards a cumulative traffic impact beyond what was previously analyzed
and identified for the Clubhouse remodel in 2003. All potential impacts can be reduced to a less
than significant level through implementation of mitigation measure provided herein and
conditions of approval. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively
considerable impacts and this would be considered a less than significant impact.

Item ¢): Potentially significant project-related impacts to humans that could occur as a result of
the project involve the increase in ambient noise levels. However, implementation of mitigation
measure would ensure that the noise levels do not exceed the City’s maximum thresholds for
noise; therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, would result in less than significant
impacts to human health.
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FisH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:

For purposes of implementing Section 735.5 of Title 14, California Code of Regulations: If
based on the record as a whole, the Planner determines that implementation of the project
described herein, will result in changes to resources A-G listed below, then a Fish and Game
Document Filing Fee must be assessed. Based upon analysis using the criteria A-G, and
information contained in the record, state conclusions with evidence below.

A) Riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourses, and wetlands under state and federal
jurisdiction.

B) Native and non-native plant life and the soil required to sustain habitat for fish and wildlife;
C) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities dependent on plant life, and,

D) Listed threatened and endangered plant and animals and the habitat in which they are
believed to reside.

E) All species of plant or animals listed as protected or identified for special management in the
Fish and Game Code, the Public Resources Code, and the Water Code, or regulations
adopted thereunder.

F) All marine terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game
and the ecological communities in which they reside.

G) All air and water resources the degradation of which will individually or cumulatively result
in the loss of biological diversity among plants and animals residing in air or water.

De minimis Fee Exemption: For purposes of implementing Section 735.5 of the California Code
of Regulations: A de minimis Exemption may be granted to the Environmental Document Fee if
there is substantial evidence, based on the record as a whole, that there will not be changes to the
above named resources VIII. A-G caused by implementation of the project. Using the above
criteria, state conclusions with evidence below, and follow City Procedures for filing a de
minimis exemption.

Conclusion:  The proposed project will not be required to pay the fee.

Evidence: The project site is currently developed as a parking lot. There are no known
species of special concern located on or adjacent to the site. The parcel is within
the range of animals that have adapted to and coexist in the urban setting of
Pacific Grove. These animals include black-tailed deer, raccoon, Virginia
opossum and a variety of bird and insect species.*
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