
Carmel Way Trust 

CARMEL WAY TRUST  

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

INITIAL STUDY

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Title: Carmel Way Trust Residential Development 

Project Location: 7 and 9 Carmel Way, Carmel, Monterey County 

Date Prepared: September 15, 2016 

Lead Agency: City of Carmel  
P.O. Box G 
Carmel, California  93921 

Project Sponsor: Jeff and Wendy Hines 

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 010-321-020 and 010-321-021

Acreage of Property: Three parcels:  1.48 acres combined (0.53 ac. 0.22 ac. and 0.73) 

Zoning District: R1 Single-Family Residential 

General Plan Designation: Single-Family Residential 

Coastal Land Use Plan: Single-Family Residential 

Contact Person:   Matthew Sundt, City Planner (831-620-2023) 

Introduction 
This is an Initial Study that has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  This document is intended to inform public decision-makers and their constituents of the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15063(c) states that the purposes of an initial study are to: 

 Provide the lead agency the information to decide whether to prepare an environmental impact report
(EIR) or a negative declaration;

 Enable the applicant or lead agency to modify a proposed project by mitigating adverse impacts
before an EIR is prepared, thereby allowing the project to qualify for a negative declaration;

 Assist in the preparation of an EIR if one is required;

 Facilitate environmental review early in the design of a proposed project;
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 Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a negative declaration that a proposed 
project will not have a significant effect on the environment; 

 Eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and 

 Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project. 

If the proposed project, after revisions through implementation of mitigations, will not result in a significant 
impact on the environment, then a negative declaration can be prepared.  Initial studies provide 
documentation of the factual basis for the findings of a negative declaration.  If the proposed project, after 
revision, will still result in one or more significant impacts on the environment that cannot be mitigated to a 
less than significant level, an EIR must be prepared.  The Initial Study may be used to focus the EIR on 
only those significant impacts that may result from the proposed project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 states that a significant impact on the environment means a substantial 
or potentially substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance. 

Per California Public Resources Code (PRC) 21080(c), if a lead agency (i.e., City of Carmel) determines 
that a proposed project, not otherwise exempt from this division, would not have a significant effect on the 
environment, the lead agency shall adopt a negative declaration to that effect.  The negative declaration 
shall be prepared for the proposed project in either of the following circumstances: 

(1) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment.  

(2) An initial study identifies potentially significant effects on the environment, but (A) revisions in 
the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the proposed 
negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or 
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, 
and (B) there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that 
the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. 

This initial study concludes that based on the consultant reports prepared for this project, and discussed 
and referenced herein, the proposed project does not result in significant impacts to the environment.  
Therefore, no EIR is required to be prepared and a Negative Declaration will be determined by the lead 
agency to be appropriate for this project.  
 

Purpose and Document Organization 
The purpose of this Initial Study is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
The document is divided into the following sections: 
 

1. Introduction – This section provides general information regarding the project including the 
project title, lead agency and address, contact persons, and General Plan land use designation 
and zoning district,  
 
2. Description of Project and Environmental Setting – This section provides a detailed description 
of the proposed project  
 
3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 
4. Evaluation of Environmental Impacts  
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5. Environmental Discussion – This section described the environmental setting and overview for 
each of the environmental subject areas, and evaluates a range of impacts classified as “no 
impact,” “less that significant impact” “less that significant impact with mitigation incorporated” and 
“potentially significant impact in response to the environmental checklist.  
 
6. Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
7. Fish and Game Environmental Review 
 
8. Checklist Information References – This section identifies documents, websites, people, and 
other sources consulted during the preparation of this Initial Study.  
 
9. Persons Contacted 
 
10. Report Preparation 

 
 

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROJECT GOALS 
The Carmel Way Trust residential project involves demolition of three residences located on three 
separate parcels, and construction of two new residences.  The project also includes merging two of the 
three existing parcels into one parcel thereby resulting in two parcels.  The subject parcels are located 
near the north boundary line of the City of Carmel but are only accessible from 17 Mile Drive in Pebble 
Beach.  To the north is the Pescadero Canyon, the Pebble Beach Golf Course and to the west is the 
Carmel Beach.  Refer to Figures 1 and 2 for the project's Regional and Vicinity Maps. 
 
The project goals are as follows: 
 

1. Replace three existing residences (The “Beach House”, “Boardwalk House”, and “Guest House”) 
with two new residences (The “Beach House” and the “Boardwalk House”); 

2. Merge two of three parcels thereby resulting in two parcels; 
3. Increase setbacks from the Carmel Beach bluff, the west property boundary and the south 

property boundary; 
4. Reduce visibility of the new residences as seen from public view  points on Carmel Beach, the 

North Carmel Dunes and from the adjacent residences to the east; and  
5. Comply with the Local Coastal Plan (LCP), Carmel General Plan, Carmel Residential Design 

Guidelines and Zoning Regulations. 
  
The three existing residences total 6,612 square feet with one residence (3,883 square feet) located 
adjacent to the Carmel Beach coastal bluff, one residence (2,142 square feet) situated inland from the 
coastal bluff and a guest cottage (587 square feet) that is situated between the two aforementioned 
residences (refer to Figure 3 for proximity of these buildings).  After the proposed demolition and merging 
of lots the property owner will build two new residences with one residence on one lot adjacent to the bluff 
(The Beach House” – 7,200 square feet) and the second residence (the “Boardwalk House” – 6,000 
square feet) on a separate lot situated adjacent and inland.  An existing shared driveway on the north side 
of the property will be removed and a new shared driveway will be constructed on the south and east 
boundaries of the property connecting to Carmel Way.  Refer to Figures 3 thru 8 for the Proposed Site 
Plan and Landscape Concept Plan, and various building elevations.     
 
Plan Components 
 

Lot Merger – The existing site contains three separate parcels of 0.22 acres (APN 010-321-021), 
0.53 acres (APN 010-321-020), and 0.73 acres (APN 010-321-021). The applicant will merge the 0.22 ac. 
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parcel into what will be called the Beach Parcel (the parcel closest to Carmel Beach) so as to qualify for 
the 3 percent Floor Area Bonus entitlement established by City Code section 17.10.040(B)(2)(a).  Through 
merger the applicant is able to design the residences and the property in general with greater flexibility in 
building and driveway location.   
 

Subdivision Deed Restriction – As a condition of project approval, the applicant is also willing to 
grant a deed restriction prohibiting further subdivision of the entire property.  City Code section 
17.10.040(C) entitles applicants to utilize the 3 percent Floor Area Bonus in exchange for a permanent 
deed restriction prohibiting further subdivision.  The applicant acknowledges the property is already 
subject to zoning restrictions prohibiting further subdivision but the deed restriction would remain 
permanent regardless of any changes to the zoning ordinance that may occur.   

 
Bluff Setback - The plans show that the proposed Beach House will be pulled back from the top of 

beach bluff from 5 to 8 feet.  The proposed setback would be between 2 and 10 feet further than the 
estimate of bluff retreat over the next 100 years. 
      

Enhancement of Public and Private Views - The turret element of the existing Beach House is 
visually prominent from the dunes, the beach and neighbor views.  The proposed Beach House eliminates 
the turret and brings the height of the Beach house down from 27 feet to 18 feet.  The plans also show the 
height of the Boardwalk House will be reduced by 2 feet (from 68 to 65 feet) where it is currently visible 
from the North Dunes Boardwalk.  Both the proposed Beach House and the proposed Boardwalk House 
have been sited and designed to reduce their visibility as seen from adjacent private and public property to 
include the North Dunes and the Carmel Beach.  Refer to Figures 9 thru 21 for a variety of before and 
after views of the property from various off-site public viewpoints locations, including a bird’s-eye view of 
the existing and proposed structure locations. 
  

Increasing Setbacks from the Environmental Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) - Based upon 
recommendations presented in the Biological Assessment and ESHA Determination prepared by the 
project biologist (Thomas K. Moss, Coastal Biologist – this report is attached and also available at the City 
of Carmel Planning Department), the plans show a re-alignment of the existing shared driveway so that 
the new driveway will be between the North Dunes area and the Boardwalk House thereby tripling the 
existing setback between the existing residence to the new Boardwalk House from 10.5 feet to 31 feet.  
Both the Pescadero Canyon and the Dunes are designated Environmental Sensitive Habitat Area (so 
designated in the Local Coastal Program and the City of Carmel General Plan).  However, as the 
Pescadero Canyon is not directly adjacent to the project site and the project site is not connected directly 
to Pescadero Canyon by any means such as infrastructure, and as there is an intervening property 
between Pescadero Canyon and the project site, no environmental concerns are anticipated associated 
with the Pescadero Canyon. 
  

Quitclaim of Beach Area to the City - As a condition of approval, the applicant is willing to 
quitclaim to the City that portion of the property which comprises the Carmel Beach below the bluff. 
  

Dune Restoration – The project biologist confirmed the project will not impact dune ESHA and 
that the Carmel dunes will benefit from the increased setbacks.  At the direction of the biologist, the 
applicant is willing to fund restoration recommendations consistent with the City’s Del Mar Master Plan. 
This includes opportunities to improve the North Dunes by restoring the native plant community, improving 
protection and enhancement of the Tidestrom’s lupine, integrating management of public access to the 
north dunes, and replacing acacia with native Cypress adjacent to the south property boundary.   
  
Coastal Access 
There is currently no public access to the Carmel Beach through the property.  However, public access to 
the coast does exist from San Antonio Street via a boardwalk immediately to the south of the subject 
property and through the North Dunes area.  Additional public access to Carmel Beach exists directly via 
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Ocean Avenue and Del Mar Parking Lot.  The proposed project will not affect in any way the existing 
access. 
 
Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement):  California Coastal Commission.  
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 
 

Site Setting and Surrounding Land Uses 
The property is located on the north boundary of the City of Carmel and near to Pescadero Canyon to the 
north, a riparian habitat, and the North Carmel Dunes area immediately to the south.  The setting includes 
a low density Carmel residential neighborhood to the east and the open space and recreation area of the 
Carmel North Dunes and Carmel Beach.  To the north of Pescadero Canyon is the Pebble Beach Golf 
Course that is in Monterey County jurisdiction.     
 
Biological Resources 
 
Environmental Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) 
Based upon the aforementioned Biological Assessment and ESHA Determination prepared by the project 
biologist, the area of environmental concern is the North Carmel Dunes which includes plant and animal 
life that are rare and easily disturbed by human activities and development.  As defined in the Carmel 
Coastal Land Use Plan, all lands within 30 feet of an ESHA is within what is called an ESHA Buffer.  A 
portion of the project site is within the Buffer area.  Although development is not prohibited within a buffer 
there is biological review within this area to insure that development projects are designed not to adversely 
impact the adjacent ESHA.  
 
Per the Biological Assessment, no special status plants or animals were found on the three properties.  In 
addition, based on an analysis of the natural resource values onsite and offsite in the adjacent North 
Dunes, including plant surveys, soil sampling, and a review of historic and current photographs, no 
potential habitat occurs on the properties to be redeveloped that could support viable populations of 
Tidestrom’s Lupine or black legless lizards, both of which comprise the two special status species that 
occur in this region.  The Biological Assessment confirms the property was originally pine forest as 
opposed to unvegetated dunes consistent with the North Dunes.  Therefore, per the Biological 
Assessment, no part of the properties should be considered or reclassified as ESHA. 
 
Forest 
As reported by the City Forester in the July 28, 2016, Preliminary Site Assessment, the property contains 
an upper canopy of Monterey pine and cypress trees, a lower canopy of Coast live oak trees, and three 
types of non-native species to include Norfolk Island pine, flowering cherry and Leyland Cypress; a total of 
33 trees were counted.  Of the total number of trees, 13 are not native.   
 
Cultural Resources 
As reported in the Preliminary Archaeological Assessment prepared by Archaeological Consulting, dated 
May 15, 2014 (this report is attached and also available at the City of Carmel Planning Department), the 
project site lies within the currently recognized ethnographic territory of the Costanoan (often called 
Ohlone) linguistic group.  This group followed a general hunting and gathering subsistence pattern with 
partial dependence on the natural acorn crop.  Habitation is considered to have been semi-sedentary and 
occupation sites can be expected most often at the confluence of streams, other areas of similar 
topography along streams, or in the vicinity of springs.  These original sources of water may no longer be 
present or adequate.  Resource gathering and processing areas and associated temporary campsites are 
frequently found on the coast and in other locations containing resources used by the group.  Factors that 
may influence the locations of these sites include the presence of suitable exposures of rock for bedrock 
mortars or other milling activities, ecotones, the presence of specific resources (oak groves, marshes, 
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quarries, game trails, trade routes, etc.), proximity to water, and the availability of shelter.  None of the 
materials frequently associated with prehistoric cultural resources in this area (dark midden soil, fragments 
of weather marine shell, flaked or ground stone, bone fragments, fire-affected rock, etc.) were reported to 
have been observed during the assessment and no surface evidence of potentially significant historic 
resources were seen on the surface during the assessment. 
 
Soils and Geology 
Soils and geology conditions of the property and environs were evaluated by CapRock, Geology, and the 
results presented in their June 18, 2014 report (this report is attached and also available at the City of 
Carmel Planning Department).  The property is located atop a gently sloping coastal bluff, approximately 
45 to 58 feet above sea level.  Earth materials on the site consist of vegetation stabilized dune sand 
overlying marine terrace deposits that in turn overlie Miocene (approximately 5 to 23 million year old) 
sandstone.  Sandstone bedrock is visible at the base of the bluff on the property.  Beach sand overlaps 
onto the sandstone outcrop.  Based on the field work several features suggest that the highest elevation of 
the property, prior to development, was higher than the maximum elevation on the property today.  There 
are several trees on the southeastern part of the property with thick diameters (30 to 40 inches) and are 
up to six feet higher in elevation as compared to elsewhere on the property.  This would indicate that the 
property had been graded probably associated with construction.  In addition, the Carmel North Dunes 
immediately to the south of the project are higher than the maximum elevation on the property.  Based on 
field observations, the predevelopment maximum elevation on the property could easily have been six feet 
higher than it is today.  
 
Another indicator that the pre-development elevation of the property was higher than today was found on 
USGS 15 minute topographic map of Monterey Quadrangle, 1913, which shows the highest elevation on 
the subject property as falling between 75 and 100 feet above sea level.  
 
There is also evidence from the record that the bluffs have not eroded significantly since 1939.  This is 
likely the result of vegetated dunes being more stable in general than unvegetated dunes and are also 
more resistant to erosion from waves. 
 
Coastal Bluffs 
Per the CapRock report of June 2014, there is evidence from the record that the bluffs at the project site 
have not eroded significantly since 1939.  This is likely the result of vegetated dunes being more stable in 
general than unvegetated dunes and are also more resistant to erosion from waves.  The coastal bluff 
erosion study was conducted by analyzing stereographic aerial photos and reviewing published coastal 
bluff retreat rates in the Carmel Beach area.   
 
The morphology of the cliff has also not changed significantly during the study period, 1939 - 2012. This 
lack of change in the shape of the cliff suggests that there have been no large scale erosional events on 
the project site during the study period.  This observation is significant, because during the El Nino winter 
storms of 1982-83, substantial cliff retreat was documented further south along the shore of Carmel Bay.  
Analyzed maps and aerial photographs spanning a 75-year period (1908-1983) indicated that for the 
northern section of Carmel Beach the average yearly rate of coastal bluff erosion was 0.4 feet per year, 
while the erosion rate for the southern portion of Carmel Beach was between 0.3 and 0.7 feet per year.  
 
The most dramatic erosion of coastal bluffs in Carmel during the 1982-83 El Nino storms was along the 
stretch of land south of the subject property, starting around Eighth Avenue and continuing further south to 
the area around Eleventh Avenue and Santa Lucia Avenue.  Comparing the coastline along this stretch of 
Carmel Beach as it appears in aerial photographs from 1970 and 1990, it is readily apparent that there 
has been significant erosion along the section of beach.   
 
The project site lies approximately 1500 feet north of the point where Eighth Avenue would reach the 
beach (if the street extended that far seaward), putting the project site over a quarter of a mile north of the 
area that was severely impacted during the 1982-83 winter storms.  Comparing the coastal bluffs on the 
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project site and the adjacent properties to the north and south, there is little evidence of any significant 
changes from 1970 to 1990, and there is little discernible evidence of change in the bluffs along the 
project site between aerial photographs taken in 1939 and 2012, or any of the other sets of stereographic 
aerial photographs analyzed between those years.  
  
There is evidence that shows an erosion rate on the coast along the northern part of Carmel Bay, just 
down from Pescadero Point, of 3 inches (0.25 feet) per year.  Further to the south, along Cypress Point, 
there is an erosion rate of less than 1 inch (approximately 0.08 feet) per year.  Although an erosion rate 
specific to the area of the project site is not known, the bluffs along the section of Carmel Beach where the 
project site lies are backed by vegetated dunes.  Vegetated dunes are more stable in general than 
unvegetated dunes and are also more resistant to erosion from waves. 
 
Carmel Beach Sand Budget  
Carmel Beach is a “pocket beach”, meaning that it is largely a beach unto itself, separated by headlands 
on either side of the beach from the rest of the coastline.   
 
Most beaches are less isolated topographically and are participants in the movement of sand along the 
coast that results from the prevailing winds and wave directions, which serve to transport sand from one 
beach to another in the direction of flow of the longshore current.   
 
When a succession of waves strikes the shoreline at an angle, sending some of their energy further down 
the coast, a longshore current is generated.  Along the coastline of central California, the longshore 
current generally flows in a southerly direction, transporting sand along the coast from north to south.  
Owing to the prominent headlands on the Monterey Peninsula to the north, such as Cypress Point and 
Pescadero Point, and the presence of Point Lobos to the south, the longshore currents are effectively held 
some distance away from the shoreline along Carmel Bay.  That distance is thought to keep Carmel Bay 
from receiving significant inputs of sand from beaches and eroding bluffs further north along the coast. It 
is thought (Rogers Johnson, 1984) that most of the sand on the beaches within Carmel Bay “is probably 
derived locally from the erosion of sandstone and granitic bedrock.”  
 
One source of locally derived sand is Pescadero Creek, which flows into Carmel Bay a short distance to 
the north of the subject property.  The drainage basin feeding the creek extends inland over a mile and a 
half and drains slopes that extend as far inland as Huckleberry Hill, in the center of the Monterey 
Peninsula, and the interchange of Highways 68 and 1 to the northeast of the property.  
 
The sand Pescadero Creek carries down to Carmel Beach is deposited on the beach just north of the 
property that lies adjacent to the subject property’s northern boundary.  This input of sand helps stabilize 
the beach in the vicinity of the project site and appears to be of sufficient volume that it may have built up 
an offshore sandbar.  Such a sandbar would provide further protection against storm waves for the subject 
property.   
 
Alternatively, this shallow area may indicate a rocky outcrop under the water.  But regardless of whether 
the shallow bathymetry offshore from the project site indicates a sandbar or a rocky outcrop, the 
shallowing of the subsurface topography in this area should help dissipate the energy of incoming waves, 
reducing their impact in the vicinity of the subject property.  
 
The Impacts of Sea Level Rise and Erosion Rates  
Sea level is dynamic and has varied greatly over millions of years.  In part this variation is caused by the 
occurrence of ice ages.  Our sea level is at or near the maximum for the last few million years.  This is 
because we are in between ice ages.  The lower sea level during ice ages is caused by the existence of 
continental ice sheets that hold much of Earth's water.  The periodic melting and reformation of these ice 
sheets has caused sea level to rise and fall by as much as 426 feet during the time frame of hundreds of 
thousands of years. 
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Rising sea level will increase coastal bluff exposure to storm waves, which will accelerate erosion in 
coastal areas.  A study of the California coast and the potential for increase in erosion in coastal areas 
caused by sea level change was performed by Philip Williams and Associates (PWA, 2009). This study 
covered an area that stretched from Santa Barbara to the Oregon border and is the first study of its kind. 
The study area was large and the scope of the project did not allow for coastal erosion estimates for 
specific sites.  The results of this study were created into GIS shape files where one can distinguish land 
features and hazard zones.  However, because of the large uncertainty the authors do not wish anyone to 
use these to assess the risk at a specific location.  
 
This study was the first attempt to perform this analysis of sea level change and erosion.  As such its 
methodologies have not yet been validated by observation.  There is at the present time no established 
method for calculating the increase in erosion caused by sea level rise at the project site.     
 
The coastal bluff on the western end of the property at 10 Carmel Way (APN 010-321-021) is to some 
degree protected from direct wave impact from southerly and northerly swells by the headlands bounding 
Carmel Bay – Pescadero Point and Cypress Point on the Monterey Peninsula to the north and Carmel 
Point and Point Lobos to the south.  Historically, the area south of Ocean Avenue has been subject to far 
greater amounts of cliff retreat than has the area north of Ocean Avenue, where the subject properties lie.  
In addition, the shallowness of the undersea topography immediately offshore from the project site should 
help dissipate the energy of incoming waves.  These protections should help mitigate any increase in 
erosion rates. 
 
Recommended Setback From Top Edge of Coastal Bluffs  
The California Coastal Commission defines the top edge of a coastal bluff as “…the upper termination of a 
bluff, cliff, or seacliff.  In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of the cliff as 
a result of erosional processes related to the presence of the steep cliff face, the bluff line or edge shall be 
defined as that point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward gradient of the surface increases more 
or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff.” (California Coastal Commission 
Memorandum dated 16 January 2014, Mark J. Johnson, Staff Geologist; California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14 § 13577 (h) (2).)  
 
As one moves seaward from the edge of the present multistory house towards the face of the coastal 
bluff, the initial slope away from the house is quite gentle.  At an elevation of approximately 43 to 44 feet, 
the land surface begins to slope more noticeably towards the bay and it is approximately along this line of 
elevation that is interpreted to be the top edge of the bluff.  As measured in the field with a tape measure, 
the distance from the most seaward points of the house to this bluff edge is approximately 30 to 32 feet, 
although at some points along the edge of the bluff the distance between the house and the bluff edge 
was determined to be several feet further seaward.   
 
The Carmel Municipal Code section 17.20.160.B.9.a - Bluff Retreat Setback Requirements, states “New 
structures shall be set back a sufficient distance from any bluff top to be safe from bluff erosion for a 
minimum of 100 years as determined by a site-specific geology report, prepared in compliance with CMC 
17.20.170(B), Geology Report; provided, that in no case shall the minimum setback be less than 25 feet.” 
 
To insure the safety of the structures it is necessary to have a safety buffer.  Therefore, CapRock 
recommends that all future construction be setback a minimum of 30 feet from the top of the cliff face, 
which corresponds to an average erosion rate of 0.3 feet per year (refer to the attached Caprock and 
Haro, Kasunich Associates reports).  Based on the analysis and findings conducted by CapRock, it is 
entirely possible that the average erosion rate for the project site has been less than 0.3 feet per year over 
the last 75 years, but in the absence of hard numbers to support that contention and for the sake of 
providing a sufficient setback incorporating an adequate margin of safety, 0.3 feet per year is the 
appropriate rate of coastal bluff erosion for the subject property. 
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It is significant that this study specifically addressed average erosion rates for the coastal bluffs.  Average 
numbers are very useful for long-term planning but the actual process of erosion occurs episodically, not 
uniformly.  This means that a large retreat event could account for most of the erosion in any given area 
for an interval spanning decades.  Such large events do not necessarily invalidate estimates of annual 
erosion rates.   
 
Land Use 
The applicable land use documents include the Carmel General Plan and the Carmel Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) and its associated Coastal Implementation Plan which governs development in Carmel. 
 
Based on review of the Carmel General Plan/LCP and its Implementation Plan, the proposed project is 
consistent with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the LCP.  The General Plan designates 
the properties for single-family residential.  The Carmel Zoning Ordinance allows single-family dwellings 
on each lot with a 3 percent bonus floor area on one of the lots as discussed above.  The LCP also allows 
residential development.   
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

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

FACTORS 
 Aesthetics  Agricultural and Forestry x 

Air Quality 
/Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

x 
Biological Resources x 

Cultural Resources x 
Geology/Soils 

 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 

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 (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

  
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Responsible Lead Agency Person and date 



Carmel Way Trust Initial Study 11 

4. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Notes 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question.  A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls 
outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on 
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on project-specific screening analysis).  Section 8 in this report 
includes the reference information used throughout the following Environmental Discussion. 

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant 
with mitigation, or less than significant.  "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to 
a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and 
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (Section 
15063(c)(3)(D)).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review.  This 
document uses a number of documents as a basis for discussion that was prepared by 
consultants on behalf of the applicant.  These reports are incorporated herein and are 
identified throughout the Environmental Checklist by a number at the end of most of the 
issue statements.  These numbers are contained in parentheses.  Refer to the 
References section at the end of this environmental document for the list of reports used 
in preparing this environmental document.  Said are also on file at the City of Carmel 
Planning Department. 

 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) This environmental document incorporates into the checklist reference information sources (e.g., 
"Ref. 1" is related to ‘Knowledge of the project site and surrounding area’.  "Ref. 2" is related to 
"Carmel General Plan").  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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5.  ENVIRONMENTAL DISCUSSION 
(Note:  A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources cited in the parentheses following each question.  A “No Impact” 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply 
does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone or is 
not near an airport).  The information sources are found below in Section 8 – Checklist Information 
References). 
 
1.  AESTHETICS: Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (ref 

1, 2)  
   ✔  

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

   ✔  

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? (ref 1, 2) 

   ✔  

 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
(ref 4) 

   ✔  

 
Discussion:  3D visualizations were prepared by the project architect and are included herein.  These 
visualizations show that the project’s visual impact, as seen from the public view points at Carmel 
Beach and North Carmel Dunes, will be less than that of existing conditions.  The project would not 
have an adverse impact on any existing views from the property and the design of the building would 
be consistent with the surrounding residences and the City of Carmel’s Design Guidelines for Single 
Family Residences.   
 
2.  AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:  In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 
 
Would the project: 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resource Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? (ref 1, 2) 

   ✔  

 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? (ref 1, 2) 

   ✔  

 
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment, 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use? (ref 1, 2) 

   ✔  

 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? (ref 1, 2) 

   ✔  

 
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

   ✔  
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conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (ref 1, 2) 
 
3.  AIR QUALITY: 
 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district might be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project: 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? (ref 1) 
   ✔  

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? (ref 1) 

  ✔   

 
c) 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, which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursor)? (ref 1) 

   ✔  

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? (ref 1) 
   ✔  

 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people? (ref 1) 
   ✔  

 
f) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

   ✔  

     

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

   ✔  

 
Discussion (b):  Soil disturbance associated with demolition of residences, grading and 
construction will occur over a period of approximately two months and will affect approximately up 
to one-third acre at a time (David Stocker, project contractor, personal communication, August 25, 
2016).   This type of work will create airborne dust particulates that may exit the property (called 
‘fugitive dust’) and affect neighboring properties and residents during the construction phase of 
the project.  Per the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPC) CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines, Table 5-2, the threshold for significance is 2.2 acres per day.  The proposed 
project is not anticipated to reach this threshold as the approximately 1.48 acre project area will 
be graded in smaller sections at any one time.  However, out of respect for the neighbors, the 
applicant proposes that the project operations be conducted with zero tolerance for fugitive dust 
that could affect the neighbors.  Therefore, the applicant proposes that the project incorporate 
dust emission controls during demolition and grading by spraying non-potable water during 
demolition and grading, that truck-loads of exported soils and materials be wetted and covered 
with a tarp and health (dust particulate matter – PM 10 and PM 2.5 – is known to affect the lungs). 
This will be cause for mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.   
 
Mitigation incorporated into project:  To address this type of impact the MBUAPCD has a 
universal requirement for all construction projects that involve grading to mitigate the potential for 
fugitive dust.  The applicant is aware of this universal requirement and has agreed to incorporate 
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this into the project operations to be implemented and administered by the project’s general 
contractor.   
 
4.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? (ref 3) 

  ✔   

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? (ref 3) 

  ✔   

 
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? (ref 3) 

   ✔  

 
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? (ref 3) 

   ✔  

 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? (ref 4) 

   ✔  

 
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. (ref 3) 

   ✔  

 
Discussion (a) and (b):  The reader is referred to the Environmental Setting section for a discussion 
of biological issues. 
 
 
5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 
15064.5? (ref. 5) 

   ✔  

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 
15064.5? (ref. 5) 

   ✔  

 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature? (ref. 5) 
   ✔  
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries. (ref. 5) 

  ✔   

 
Discussion: The project site is located within an Archaeologically Sensitive Area where 
potentially significant archaeological resources and artifacts may exist.  Archaeological sites and 
resources are protected by Federal and State statures.  Proposed projects that require 
discretionary permits also require an inspection of the project site and an analysis of the 
observations and/or finds by a qualified archaeologist with local expertise.  Archaeological 
Consulting completed a Preliminary Archaeological Assessment on May 15, 2014 in accordance 
with Section 15063(a)(2) and (3) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

6.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project: 

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

    

1)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. (ref 2) 

  ✔   

2)  Strong seismic ground shaking? (ref 2)   ✔   

3)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? (ref 2)   ✔   

4)  Landslides? (ref 6) 
   ✔  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
(ref 1)    ✔  

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? (ref 6) 

   ✔  

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? (ref 1) 

   ✔  

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? (ref 1) 

   ✔  
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Discussion: California is situated in a seismically active area that lies within the California Coast 
Ranges geomorphic and physiographic province.  The entire California Coast and Coast Range area 
is prone to earthquakes.    The faults that could present a hazard to Carmel during an earthquake 
event include the following active or potentially active faults: San Andreas, San Gregorio-Palo 
Colorado, Chupines, Navy, and Cypress Point. 

7.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project: 

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonable foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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 create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environments? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  
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Discussion: Construction of the proposed project would involve the use of limited amounts of routine 
hazardous materials, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, oils, and solvents.  Contractors would be required 
to use, store, and dispose of any hazardous materials in accordance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations.  Compliance with existing regulations would minimize potential risks to the public 
and the environment associated with the proposed project. The proposed project would not use any 
hazardous materials as part of the project operation.   

8.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project: 

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with ground water 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)? 
(ref. 1) 

   ✔  

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a steam or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
(ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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 that 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

 
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? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (ref. 1)    ✔  

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? (Ref. 1) 

   ✔  

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

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? (Ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (ref. 1, 2)    ✔  
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Discussion: The proposed project would require some use of water during the construction phase, 
such as for dust control, but the quantities would be incidental.  The existing use of the project site is 
consistent with the density requirements and allowable uses in the Single Family Residential zone and 
the proposal will have no effect on any water quality standards of water discharge requirements.  The 
project site is not located in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floor zone.  

9.  LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 

a)  Physically divide an established community? (ref. 1, 2)    ✔  

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? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? (ref. 1, 2, 3) 

   ✔  

10.  MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

a)  Result in loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the state? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

b)  Result in the loss availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (ref. 
1, 2) 

   ✔  

 

11.  NOISE:  Would the project result in: 

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other 
agencies? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? (ref. 
1) 

   ✔  

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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

   ✔  
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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? (ref. 1, 2) 

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? (ref. 1, 2) 

   ✔  

Discussion:  Noise impacts will occur associated with demolition, grading and construction.  Heavy 
equipment of the type used in demolition and grading will generate the greatest amount of noise and 
will exceed the max dBA of 45 for residential areas.  However, said noise will be short-term and 
intermittent during the estimated one month period when demolition and grading occurs.  Construction 
noise is the type of noise associated with delivery of construction materials, removal of construction 
debris, delivery and the pouring concrete, delivery of landscape materials and plants, and building 
structures – i.e., noise associated with construction workers conversing, the use of nail guns, 
hammers, saws, etc.  Following construction will be the landscaping operation, which will also 
generate noise but not at the level associated with construction because planting is generally a quieter 
operation.  Although demolition, grading, construction, and landscaping operations creates noise the 
fact that it is short-term and intermittent and is controlled by the City of Carmel’s noise ordinance that 
limits construction activities between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m., Monday thru Saturday, 
results in noise impacts being less-than-significant.   

12.  POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project: 

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
(ref. 1) 

   ✔  

13.  PUBLIC SERVICES: 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

1)  Fire protection? (ref. 1)    ✔  

2)  Police protection? (ref. 1)    ✔  

3)  Schools? (ref. 1)    ✔  

4)  Parks? (ref. 1)    ✔  
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5)  Other public facilities? (ref.1)    ✔  

14.  RECREATION:  

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

15.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  Would the project: 

a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level or 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? (ref. 1)    ✔  

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

Discussion: The proposed project consists of two new single-family residences that would replace 
two existing residences and one guest house.  Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the new 
residences are expected to be approximately the same as existing conditions.  Traffic impacts 
associated with construction will increase local traffic and will be short-term and not considered 
significant. 

16.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:  Would the project:  

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
(ref. 1) 

   ✔  
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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? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

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? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? (ref. 1) 

   ✔  

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulation related to solid waste? (ref. 1)  

   ✔  

6. MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

   ✔  

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.) 

   ✔  

c)  Does the project have environmental effects, which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

   ✔  
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7. 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 criteria A through G below, and 
information contained in the record, state conclusions with evidence below. 
 
 A) Riparian land, rivers, streams, water courses, 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 only if there 
is substantial evidence, based on the record as a whole, and subject to approval by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, that there will not be changes to the above named resources.   
 
Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the current Fish and Game filing fee based on the 

above criteria at the time the Notice of Determination is filed with the County Clerk. 
 
Evidence: Based on the project definition and the environmental analysis contained herein, the 

project will directly or indirectly, on a project or cumulative level, impact at least one 
of the above listed resources. 

 
8. CHECKLIST INFORMATION REFERENCES 
 
The following list of references coincides with the reference numbers used in the Environmental 
Checklist in Section 5 of this initial study. 
 

1. Knowledge of the project site and surrounding area/Project Plans 
2. Carmel General Plan 
3. Biological Assessment and ESHA Determination prepared by the project biologist Thomas K. 

Moss, Coastal Biologist 
4. Preliminary Site Assessment.  City of Carmel Forester.  July 28, 2016 [on file at City of 

Carmel] 
5. Preliminary Archaeological Assessment, Archaeological Consulting, May 15, 2014.   
6. Caprock Geology report, June 18, 2014 and Haro, Kasunich Associates Peer Review Report 
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9. PERSONS CONTACTED 
 
Jeffers, Aengus, Attorney representing property owner  
 
10. REPORT PREPARATION 
 
Matthew Sundt, Contract Planner, City of Carmel 
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Carmel by the Sea : Beach House View from Boardwalk - Existing
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Carmel by the Sea : Beach House View from Boardwalk - Proposed

The Fixer
Text Box
Figure 18
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Figure 20
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Mr. Jeff Hines        Ref. No.:  4922-01 

C/O Mr. Aengus Jeffers           June 18, 2014 

215 West Franklin Street, 5th Floor 

Monterey, CA 93940 

GEOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE REPORT AND  

COASTAL BLUFF EROSION STUDY 

Site Description 

The proposed project involves the renovation of an oceanfront residential estate on the subject 
property (APN 010-321-020 and -021) in Carmel, California.  

The property is located at 10 Carmel Way (Figure1) where it lies atop a coastal bluff overlooking 
Carmel Bay. On the 0.95-acre parcel closest to Carmel Bay (APN 010-321-021) there are two 
houses.  The larger, westernmost house is a multi-story wood frame house and is the structure 
closest to the edge of the coastal bluff.  There is also a single-story pool house on the eastern 
portion of the parcel.  The 0.52-acre parcel immediately adjacent to the east (APN 010-321-020) 
has one single-story house located on it that is currently occupied by the caretaker for the 
property.   

The property is located atop a gently sloping coastal bluff, approximately 45 to 58 feet 
(according to topographic map provided by Central Coast Surveyors) above sea level.  This 
elevation range is consistent with that shown on the USGS 7.5 minute topographic map 
(Monterey, California, 1947, photo-revised 1983).  Earth materials on the site consist of 
vegetation stabilized dune sand overlying marine terrace deposits that in turn overlie Miocene 
(approximately 5 to 23 million year old) sandstone (Geologic Map of the Monterey Peninsula 
and Vicinity, Dibblee, 1999, USGS).  Sandstone bedrock was visible at the base of the bluff on 
the subject property at the time the fieldwork was conducted for this report.  Beach sand overlaps 
onto the sandstone outcrop. Several wooden retaining walls are present on the face of the coastal 
bluff and most of the bluff face is covered with stabilizing vegetation. 

While doing fieldwork on the subject property we observed several features to suggest that the 
highest elevation on the property, prior to development, was higher than the maximum elevation 
on the property today. 

Several trees (cypress, pine) with thick trunks (30 to 40 inches in diameter) were observed near 
the southeastern property line at elevations up to 6 feet higher than the highest elevations 
elsewhere on the property.  The thick trunks of these trees indicate that the trees have been 
growing on the property for a long time, and have likely been there longer than the structures 
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presently on the property.  It appears likely that some excavation and grading, probably 
associated with construction and landscaping activities on the property, lowered the elevation of 
the land surface on most of the property.  

In addition, dunes present on the adjacent property to the southeast are higher than the maximum 
elevation on the property.  It is quite likely that prior to development on the subject property, the 
maximum elevation of the property was higher than it is today.  Based on field observations, the 
predevelopment maximum elevation could easily have been 6 feet higher.  

Another indicator that the pre-development elevation of the property was higher than today was 
found on the USGS 15 minute topographic map of the Monterey Quadrangle, 1913, which shows 
the highest elevation on the subject property as falling between 75 and 100 feet above sea level 
(Figure 2).  Given the topography in the surrounding area, it is likely that the highest elevation 
was closer to 75 feet than to 100 feet, but regardless, this map indicates that prior to 
development, the naturally existing high point on the property was at least 75 feet above sea 
level.  

 

Coastal Bluff Erosion 

Our investigation of the coastal bluff erosion hazards have led us to suggest a single set back line 
for the property to prevent future construction from being subject to coastal bluff erosion and 
related ocean bluff landslides.  This is reasonable as landsliding and erosion are related in that 
the presence of landslide deposits can result in high erosion rates and bluff erosion can create 
landslides.  

 

Coastal Bluff Erosion Rate Study  

The coastal bluff erosion study was conducted by analyzing stereographic aerial photos and 
reviewing published coastal bluff retreat rates in the Carmel Beach area.  The aerial photos 
included in this study; 1939, 1945, 1970, 1990, 2001, 2003, and 2012 were selected for their 
similar scales and observable details.    

Figure 3 (Historical Coastal Bluffs: Aerial Photograph Anaylsis) displays the crests of the 
historical coastal bluffs outlined against a 1945 aerial photograph as the basemap.  

This method of measuring sea cliff retreat rates is the most widely employed method for 
studying coastal erosion.  Newer methods involving use of LIDAR imagery and digital 
techniques have been developed that are valuable in providing an accessible and standardized 
methodology for studying coastal retreat over large areas (Hapke and Reid, 2007).  These new 
methods are not expected to improve accuracy for small project site studies such as this project. 
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Figure 3 does not show a steady regression of the sea cliffs over time.  The sea cliffs seem to 
move back and forth across the base map.  This is caused by radial distortion and variation in 
viewing angle that is inherent to aerial photography.  Distortion is also caused by the differences 
in the scales of the photographs.  As a certain amount of error is associated with this method it is 
most accurate in areas with moderate to high retreat rates.  In such areas the changes in the 
coastal bluffs locations are easily distinguishable.    This lack of evidence for sea cliff erosion 
indicates that there have been less than moderate retreat rates in this area since 1939. 

The morphology of the cliff has also not changed significantly during the study period, 1939-
2012.  This lack of change in the shape of the cliff suggests that there have been no large scale 
erosional events on the subject property during the study period.  This observation is significant, 
because during the El Nino winter storms of 1982-83, substantial cliff retreat was documented 
further south along the shore of Carmel Bay by Rogers E. Johnson and Associates (Phase 1 
Erosion Protection, Carmel Beach, Carmel-by-the-Sea, California, 26 September 1983).  

Johnson analyzed maps and aerial photographs spanning a 75-year period (1908-1983).  He 
determined that for the northern section of Carmel Beach the average yearly rate of coastal bluff 
erosion was 0.4 feet per year, while the erosion rate for the southern portion of Carmel Beach 
was between 0.3 and 0.7 feet per year.  

The most dramatic erosion of coastal bluffs in Carmel during the 1982-83 El Nino storms was 
along the stretch of land south of the subject property, starting around Eighth Avenue and 
continuing further south to the area around Eleventh Avenue and Santa Lucia Avenue.  
Comparing the coastline along this stretch of Carmel Beach as it appears in aerial photographs 
from 1970 and 1990, it is readily apparent that there has been significant erosion along the 
section of beach cited by Johnson (1983).  

The subject property lies approximately 1500 feet north of the point where Eighth Avenue would 
reach the beach (if the street extended that far seaward), putting the subject property over a 
quarter of a mile north of the area that was severely impacted during the 1982-83 winter storms.  
Comparing the coastal bluffs on the subject property and the adjacent properties to the north and 
south, there is little evidence of any significant changes from 1970 to 1990.  Indeed, there is little 
discernible evidence of change in the bluffs along the subject property between aerial 
photographs taken in 1939 and 2012, or any of the other sets of stereographic aerial photographs 
analyzed between those years.  

Griggs (Living with the California Coast, 1985) shows an erosion rate on the coast along the 
northern part of Carmel Bay, just down from Pescadero Point, of 3 inches (0.25 feet) per year.  
Further to the south, along Cypress Point, he shows an erosion rate of less than 1 inch 
(approximately 0.08 feet) per year.  Although Griggs does not show an erosion rate specific to 
the area of the subject property, he does show that the bluffs along the section of Carmel Beach 
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where the subject property lies are backed by vegetated dunes.   Vegetated dunes are more stable 
in general than unvegetated dunes and are also more resistant to erosion from waves.  

 

Carmel Beach Sand Budget  

Carmel Beach is a “pocket beach”, meaning that it is largely a beach unto itself, separated by 
headlands on either side of the beach from the rest of the coastline.  

Most beaches are less isolated topographically and are participants in the movement of sand 
along the coast that results from the prevailing winds and wave directions, which serve to 
transport sand from one beach to another in the direction of flow of the longshore current.  

When a succession of waves strikes the shoreline at an angle, sending some of their energy 
further down the coast, a longshore current is generated.  Along the coastline of central 
Calfornia, the longshore current generally flows in a southerly direction, transporting sand along 
the coast from north to south.  

Owing to the prominent headlands on the Monterey Peninsula to the north, such as Cypress Point 
and Pescadero Point, and the presence of Point Lobos to the south, the longshore currents are 
effectively held some distance away from the shoreline along Carmel Bay.  That distance is 
thought to keep Carmel Bay from receiving significant inputs of sand from beaches and eroding 
bluffs further north along the coast.  It is thought (Rogers Johnson, 1984) that most of the sand 
on the beaches within Carmel Bay “is probably derived locally from the erosion of sandstone and 
granitic bedrock.”  

One source of locally derived sand is Pescadero Creek, which flows into Carmel Bay a short 
distance to the north of the subject property.  The drainage basin feeding the creek extends inland 
over a mile and a half and drains slopes that extend as far inland as Huckleberry Hill, in the 
center of the Monterey Peninsula, and the interchange of Highways 68 and 1 to the northeast of 
the property.   

The sand Pescadero Creek carries down to Carmel Beach is deposited on the beach just north of 
the property that lies adjacent to the subject property’s northern boundary.  This input of sand 
helps stabilize the beach in the vicinity of the subject property and appears to be of sufficient 
volume that it may have built up an offshore sandbar, judging by the bathymetry shown on the 
USGS 7.5 minute topographic map (Monterey, California, 1947, photo-revised 1983). See Figure 
1.  Such a sandbar would provide further protection against storm waves for the subject property.  

Alternatively, this shallow area may indicate a rocky outcrop under the water. But regardless of 
whether the shallow bathymetry offshore from the subject property indicates a sandbar or a rocky 
outcrop, the shallowing of the subsurface topography in this area should help dissipate the 
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energy of incoming waves, reducing their impact in the vicinity of the subject property.  The 
1913 USGS topographic map shown in Figure 2 does not include any measured bathymetric 
data, so it is not possible to use the two maps in analyzing any changes in the subsurface 
topography over time.  

 

Recommended Setback From Top Edge of Coastal Bluffs 

The California Coastal Commission defines the top edge of a coastal bluff as “…the upper 
termination of a bluff, cliff, or seacliff.  In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away 
from the face of the cliff as a result of erosional processes related to the presence of the steep 
cliff face, the bluff line or edge shall be defined as that point nearest the cliff beyond which the 
downward gradient of the surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general 
gradient of the cliff.” (California Coastal Commission Memorandum dated 16 January 2014, 
Mark J. Johnsson, Staff Geologist; California Code of Regulations, Title 14 § 13577 (h) (2).) 

As one moves seaward from the edge of the present multistory house towards the face of the 
coastal bluff, the initial slope away from the house is quite gentle, so much so that the term 
“slope” is barely applicable. At an elevation of approximately 43 to 44 feet, the land surface 
begins to slope more noticeably towards the bay and it is approximately along this line of 
elevation that we interpret the top edge of the bluff to lie as shown in Figure 4.  As measured in 
the field with a tape measure, the distance from the most seaward points of the house to this bluff 
edge is approximately 30 to 32 feet, although at some points along the edge of the bluff the 
distance between the house and the bluff edge was determined to be several feet further seaward.  

This placement of the top edge of the coastal bluff is supported by the slopes of the land surface 
as shown in the topographic profile (Figure 5) derived from the topographic map.  

The City of Carmel requires a 100-year bluff setback:  

(17.20.160.B.9.a) Bluff Retreat Setback Requirements: “New structures shall be set back a 
sufficient distance from any bluff top to be safe from bluff erosion for a minimum of 100 years 
as determined by a site-specific geology report, prepared in compliance with CMC 17.20.170(B), 
Geology Report; provided, that in no case shall the minimum setback be less than 25 feet.” 

The average rate of erosion for the City of Carmel’s northern coastal bluffs was calculated by 
Rogers E. Johnson (1984) as 0.4 feet per year, as cited in the city’s Shoreline Management Plan.  
The erosion rates cited by Griggs (1985) are not directly applicable to the subject property and as 
such are not appropriate for use in determining the setback for the subject property.  We did not 
find any other published erosion rates for the area around the city of Carmel.  
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It should be emphasized that the erosion rate of 0.4 feet per year is an average rate, not only over 
time, but also distance, having been calculated across the full extent of the northern section of the 
coastal bluffs.  As such this rate is not site-specific and would be inappropriate to use in 
determining the appropriate setback from the top edge of the coastal bluff for purposes of future 
construction on the subject property.  

Our own aerial photo analysis of bluff retreat specifically for the subject property did not find 
any evidence of bluff retreat occurring as speedily as the 0.4 feet per year that Johnson (1984) 
determined for Carmel’s northern bluffs in general.  

We analyzed aerial photographs from 1939 to 2012, a 73-year span of time.  If the coastal bluff 
on the subject property had retreated at a rate of 0.4 feet per year, we should have seen bluff 
retreat on the order of 25 feet.  We did not see any evidence of bluff retreat of that magnitude, as 
described earlier in this report (see Coastal Bluff Erosion Rate Study section).  

As we were not able to obtain aerial photographs covering the span of time from 1908 to 1939, 
we could not replicate Johnson’s analysis and we cannot estimate how much erosion occurred at 
the subject property during those years.  But since Johnson’s analysis, there has been a 
subsequent El Nino winter (1997-1998), which fell within the span of time for which we 
analyzed aerial photos.  Analysis of the 1990 and 2001 and 2003 and 2012 aerial photographs 
did not reveal any evidence of significant bluff retreat over that span of time.  

In our effort to garner more precise data on the rate of bluff retreat on the subject property, 
CapRock orthorectified aerial photographs from several years and analyzed them.  
Orthorectification corrects the radial and angular distortion inherent in all aerial photographs, 
thus enhancing the ability of an analyst to make meaningful quantitative measurements from the 
photographs.   

CapRock orthorectified, enlarged and analyzed aerial photographs from the years 1949, 1970, 
1990 and 2012.  

Even working with this enhanced imagery, we could not discern any significant amount of 
erosion of the coastal bluff on the subject property.  This finding corroborates our conclusion that 
there has been no significant bluff retreat on the subject property in the latter half of the 20th 
century or to date in the 21st century.  

The most recent photos used in CapRock’s analysis were taken in 2012.  As there have been no 
major winter storms that caused significant erosion in the last two winters, we are comfortable 
extending our finding to cover the years between 2012 and now.  The earliest aerial photographs 
we analyzed were taken in 1939, thus our analysis covers the full 75 years from 1939 to the 
present.   
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For this reason and for all the reasons cited earlier in this report, in which we discuss several 
significant factors that may help account for the modest amounts of bluff retreat we discerned, 
we suggest that the rate of bluff retreat on the subject property is less than the general rate of 0.4 
feet per year that Johnson calculated as the average for the city of Carmel’s northern bluffs.  

To insure the safety of the structures it is necessary to have a safety buffer.  We recommend that 
all future construction be setback a minimum of 30 feet from the top of the cliff face, which 
corresponds to an average erosion rate of 0.3 feet per year.  Based on our analysis and findings, it 
is entirely possible that the average erosion rate for the subject property has been less than 0.3 
feet per year over the last 75 years, but in the absence of hard numbers to support that contention 
and for the sake of providing a sufficient setback incorporating an adequate margin of safety, we 
feel that 0.3 feet per year is the appropriate rate of coastal bluff erosion for the subject property. 
We based our analysis of the hazards of landsliding and erosion.  This analysis was qualitative 
and it is expected that analytical evaluation of slope stability through quantitative slope stability 
modeling may result in different setbacks than those provided here.  

It is significant that this study specifically addressed average erosion rates for the coastal bluffs.  
Average numbers are very useful for long-term planning but the actual process of erosion occurs 
episodically, not uniformly.  This means that a large retreat event could account for most of the 
erosion in any given area for an interval spanning decades.  Such large events do not necessarily 
invalidate estimates of annual erosion rates.  

 

Landsliding 

Landslides are not an uncommon occurrence along the California coastline, but our review of 
aerial photographs and our site visits did not identify any evidence of landslides on coastal bluffs 
that are close enough to impact the subject property.  

Further analysis of upslope landslide hazards should be conducted as part of a future Geologic 
Hazards Investigation. 

 

The Impacts of Sea Level Rise and Erosion Rates 

Sea level is dynamic and has varied greatly over millions of years.  In part this variation is 
caused by the occurrence of ice ages.  Our sea level is at or near the maximum for the last few 
million years.  This is because we are in between ice ages.  The lower sea level during ice ages is 
caused by the existence of continental ice sheets that hold much of Earth's water.  The periodic 
melting and reformation of these ice sheets has caused sea level to rise and fall by as much as 
426 feet during the time frame of hundreds of thousands of years. 
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There has also been a shorter time scale that has shown a gradual rise since the late 1800's.  
Douglas (1997) asserts that the average rate of this rise is about 1.8 mm (0.07 inch) per year.  
Recently satellite altimetry has been used to measure sea level, this research has measured an 
increase of about 3.4 mm per year between 1993 and 2010.  Ice sheets and glaciers have been 
melting, due to global climate change, and have been contributing melt water to the ocean. 

This ongoing climate change is primarily being caused by greenhouse gases trapped in the 
atmosphere.  The principal source of these greenhouse gases is the burning of fossil fuels.  This 
makes estimating the rate and amount of sea level rise complicated and difficult, as one has to 
consider the socioeconomic trends that affect the rate at which these fossil fuels are burned.  This 
causes there to be a lack of consensus among the scientific community about the amount of 
potential sea level rise over the next century, although scientists are virtually unanimous in 
agreeing that such additional sea level rise will occur.   

Vermeer and Rahmstorf (2009) estimate sea level rise of 81 to 179 cm (32 to 70 inches) by 2100.  
The California Ocean Protection Council issued an update to the State of California Sea-Level 
Rise Guidance Document in March 2013 in which they stated that for the California coastline 
south of Cape Mendocino, the projected sea level rise between 2000 and 2100 would likely fall 
somewhere between 1.38 feet (16.56 inches) to 5.48 feet (65.76 inches). The midpoint of this 
range is 3.43 feet.  See Table 1. 

Table 1. Sea-Level Rise Projections using 2000 as the Baseline.  

Time Period North of Cape Mendocino South of Cape Mendocino 
2000 - 2030 -4 to 23 cm  

(-0.13 to 0.75 ft) 
4 to 30 cm 
(0.13 to 0.98 ft) 

2000 - 2050 -3 to 48 cm 
(-0.1 to 1.57 ft) 

12 to 61 cm  
(0.39 to 2.0 ft) 

2000 - 2100 10 to 143 cm  
(0.3 to 4.69 ft) 

42 to 167 cm 
(1.38 to 5.48 ft) 

 

The Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document was updated based upon scientific findings published in 
a June 2012 report issued by the National Research Council (NRC) titled Sea-Level Rise for the 
Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington.   

The SLR Guidance Document states: “The differences in sea-level rise projections north and 
south of Cape Mendocino are due mainly to vertical land movement. North of Cape Mendocino, 
geologic forces are causing much of the land to uplift, resulting in a lower rise in sea level, 
relative to the land, than has been observed farther south.”  

The SLR Guidance Document also states: These projections incorporate a land ice component 
extrapolated from compilations of observed ice mass accumulation and loss. It is important to 
note that the NRC report is based on numerical climate models developed for the 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report which do not account for 
rapid changes in the behavior of ice sheets and glaciers and thus likely underestimate sea-level rise (the 
new suite of climate models for the Fifth Assessment Report was not available when the NRC report was 
developed). The committee used the model results from the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, together 
with a forward extrapolation of land ice that attempts to capture an ice dynamics component. 

The IPCC Fifth Assessment Report, released March 31, 2014, states that the Global Mean Sea Level 
(GMSL) rise is projected to be from 0.28 meters (11 inches) to 0.98 meters (38.6 inches) by 2100. 

The report states: “with regional variations and local factors the local sea level rise can be higher than the 
projected for the GMSL. This has serious implications for coastal cities, deltas and low-lying states.  
While higher rates of coastal erosion are generally expected under rising sea levels, the complex inter-
relationships between the geomorphological and ecological attributes of the coastal system (Haslett, 2009; 
Gilman et al., 2007) and the relevant climate and oceanic processes need to be better established at 
regional and local scales. Such complex inter-relationships can be influenced by different methods and 
responses of coastal management.” 
 

Rising sea level will increase coastal bluff exposure to storm waves, which will accelerate erosion in 
coastal areas.  A study of the California coast and the potential for increase in erosion in coastal areas 
caused by sea level change was performed by Philip Williams and Associates (PWA, 2009).  This study 
covered an area that stretched from Santa Barbara to the Oregon border and is the first study of its kind.  
The study area was large and the scope of the project did not allow for coastal erosion estimates for 
specific sites.  The results of this study were created into GIS shape files where one can distinguish land 
features and hazard zones.  However, because of the large uncertainty the authors do not wish anyone to 
use these to assess the risk at a specific location.  

This study was the first attempt to perform this analysis of sea level change and erosion.  As such its 
methodologies have not yet been validated by observation.  There is at the present time no established 
method for calculating the increase in erosion caused by sea level rise at this site.    

Our coastal erosion estimates contained buffers that should compensate for any increase in erosion rates 
over the next 100 years.   

The coastal bluff on the western end of the property at 10 Carmel Way (APN 010-321-021) is to some 
degree protected from direct wave impact from southerly and northerly swells by the headlands bounding 
Carmel Bay – Pescadero Point and Cypress Point on the Monterey Peninsula to the north and Carmel 
Point and Point Lobos to the south.  Historically, the area south of Ocean Avenue has been subject to far 
greater amounts of cliff retreat than has the area north of Ocean Avenue, where the subject properties lie.  
In addition, the shallowness of the undersea topography immediately offshore from the subject property 
should help dissipate the energy of incoming waves. These protections should help mitigate any increase 
in erosion rates.  
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