
 
 

C I T Y   O F   M O R R O   B A Y  

P L A N N I N G   C O M M I S S I O N 

A G E N D A 
 

The City of Morro Bay is dedicated to the preservation and enhancement of the quality of life.   
The City shall be committed to this purpose and will provide a level of municipal service and safety  

consistent with and responsive to the needs of the public. 
 

Regular Meeting - Tuesday, January 6, 2015 
Veteran’s Memorial Building – 6:00 P.M. 

209 Surf Street, Morro Bay, CA 
 

 
Chairperson Robert Tefft 

Vice-Chairperson Gerald Luhr Commissioner Michael Lucas 

Commissioner Richard Sadowski Commissioner Katherine Sorenson 
 

 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER  
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Members of the audience wishing to address the Commission on matters not on the agenda may do so at 
this time. In a continual attempt to make the public process open to members of the public, the City also 
invites public comment before each agenda item.  Commission hearings often involve highly emotional 
issues.  It is important that all participants conduct themselves with courtesy, dignity and respect. All 
persons who wish to present comments must observe the following rules to increase the effectiveness of 
the Public Comment Period: 

 When recognized by the Chair, please come forward to the podium and state your name and 
address for the record. Commission meetings are audio and video recorded and this information 
is voluntary and desired for the preparation of minutes. 

 Comments are to be limited to three minutes so keep your comments brief and to the point. 
 All remarks shall be addressed to the Commission, as a whole, and not to any individual member 

thereof. Conversation or debate between a speaker at the podium and a member of the audience 
is not permitted. 

 The Commission respectfully requests that you refrain from making slanderous, profane or 
personal remarks against any elected official, commission and/or staff. 

 Please refrain from public displays or outbursts such as unsolicited applause, comments or 
cheering. 

 Any disruptive activities that substantially interfere with the ability of the Commission to carry 
out its meeting will not be permitted and offenders will be requested to leave the meeting. 

 Your participation in Commission meetings is welcome and your courtesy will be appreciated. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in 
this meeting, please contact the Public Services’ Office Assistant at (805) 772-6264. Notification 24 
hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility 
to this meeting. There are devices for the hearing impaired available upon request at the staff’s table. 
 

PRESENTATIONS 
Informational presentations are made to the Commission by individuals, groups or organizations, which 
are of a civic nature and relate to public planning issues that warrant a longer time than Public Comment 
will provide.  Based on the presentation received, any Planning Commissioner may declare the matter as 
a future agenda item in accordance with the General Rules and Procedures.  Presentations should 
normally be limited to 15-20 minutes. 
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A. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
A-1 Approval of minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of November 18, 2014  

Staff Recommendation: Approve minutes as submitted. 
 
A-2 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file. 
  

B.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 Public testimony given for Public Hearing items will ashere to the rules noted above under the 

 Public Commment Period.  In addition, speak about the proposal and not about individuals, 

 focusing testimony on the important parts of the proposal; not repeating points made by others. 

 

B-1  Case No.: #CP0-412  

Site Location: 356 Yerba Buena, Morro Bay, CA  

Proposal: Request for coastal development permit for major expansion of existing single 

family home adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH).  The applicant 

proposes to increase an existing single family residence from 1,022 square feet to 2,767  

square feet of habitable space on two levels, with an additional 415 square feet of  

attached deck and patio space, a 599 square foot 2-car garage, 302 square foot second 

floor deck, 113 square foot covered porch and 278 square feet of enclosed storage.   

CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration; State Clearinghouse No.  

2014111065 

Staff Recommendation: Review the project and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)  

and adopt the attached Resolution adopting the MND and approving the project 

Staff Contact: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner, (805) 772-6577 

 

B-2      Case No.: #CP0-443 

Site Location: 420 Island, Morro Bay, CA  

Proposal:  A Mitigated Negative Declaration and Coastal Development Permit for  

construction of a new 2,160 square foot residence (including garage) on a vacant 2,290 

square foot lot at 420 Island.  The home is 24.38 feet in height and is proposed on a lot  

that sits adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH).     

CEQA Determination: Mitigated Negative Declaration; State Clearinghouse No. 

2014111006 

Staff Recommendation: Review the project and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 

and adopt the attached Resolution adopting the MND and approving the project.   

Staff Contact: Scot Graham, Planning and Building Manager, (805) 772-6291 

 
C.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None 
 
D. NEW BUSINESS - None 
  
E. DIRECTOR AND PLANNING MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
F. ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourn to the regular Planning Commission meeting at the Veteran’s Memorial Building, 209 
Surf Street, on January 20, 2015, at 6:00 p.m. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING PROCEDURES 
This Agenda is subject to amendment up to 72 hours prior to the date and time set for the meeting.  Please refer to 
the Agenda posted at the Public Services Department, 955 Shasta Avenue, for any revisions, or call the department 
at 772-6261 for further information. 
 
Written testimony is encouraged so it can be distributed in the Agenda packet to the Commission. Material 
submitted by the public for Commission review prior to a scheduled hearing should be received by the Planning 
Division at the Public Services Department, 955 Shasta Avenue, no later than 5:00 P.M. the Tuesday (eight days) 
prior to the scheduled public hearing. Written testimony provided after the Agenda packet is published will be 
distributed to the Commission but there may not be enough time to fully consider the information. Mail should be 
directed to the Public Services Department, Planning Division. 
 
 
Materials related to an  item on this Agenda are available for public inspection during normal business hours in the 
Public Services Department, at Mill’s/ASAP, 495 Morro Bay Boulevard, or the Morro Bay Library, 695 Harbor, 
Morro Bay, CA 93442. Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Planning Commission after 
publication of the Agenda packet are available for inspection at the Public Services Department during normal 
business hours or at the scheduled meeting.   
 
This Agenda may be found on the Internet at: www.morro-bay.ca.us/planningcommission or you can subscribe to 
Notify Me for email notification when the Agenda is posted on the City’s website. To subscribe, go to 
www.morro-bay.ca.us/notifyme and follow the instructions. 
 
The Brown Act forbids the Commission from taking action or discussing any item not appearing on the agenda, 
including those items raised at Public Comment. In response to Public Comment, the Commission is limited to: 

1. Responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or 
2. Requesting staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or 
3. Directing staff to place the item on a future agenda. (Government Code Section 54954.2(a)) 

 
Commission meetings are conducted under the authority of the Chair who may modify the procedures outlined 
below. The Chair will announce each item.  Thereafter, the hearing will be conducted as follows: 

1. The Planning Division staff will present the staff report and recommendation on the proposal being heard 
and respond to questions from Commissioners. 

2. The Chair will open the public hearing by first asking the project applicant/agent to present any points 
necessary for the Commission, as well as the public, to fully understand the proposal. 

3. The Chair will then ask other interested persons to come to the podium to present testimony either in 
support of or in opposition to the proposal. 

4. Finally, the Chair may invite the applicant/agent back to the podium to respond to the public testimony.  
Thereafter, the Chair will close the public testimony portion of the hearing and limit further discussion to 
the Commission and staff prior to the Commission taking action on a decision. 

 

APPEALS 
If you are dissatisfied with an approval or denial of a project, you have the right to appeal this decision to the City 
Council up to 10 calendar days after the date of action.  Pursuant to Government Code §65009, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in 
written correspondence delivered to the Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. The appeal form is 
available at the Public Services Department and on the City’s web site. If legitimate coastal resource issues related 
to our Local Coastal Program are raised in the appeal, there is no fee if the subject property is located with the 
Coastal Appeal Area.  If the property is located outside the Coastal Appeal Area, the fee is $250 flat fee. If a fee is 
required, the appeal will not be considered complete if the fee is not paid.  If the City decides in the appellant’s 
favor then the fee will be refunded.  
 
City Council decisions may also be appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to the Coastal Act 
Section 30603 for those projects that are in their appeals jurisdiction. Exhaustion of appeals at the City is required 
prior to appealing the matter to the California Coastal Commission.  The appeal to the City Council must be made 
to the City and the appeal to the California Coastal Commission must be made directly to the California Coastal 
Commission Office.  These regulations provide the California Coastal Commission 10 working days following the 
expiration of the City appeal period to appeal the decision.  This means that no construction permit shall be issued 
until both the City and Coastal Commission appeal period have expired without an appeal being filed.  The 
Coastal Commission’s Santa Cruz Office at (831) 427-4863 may be contacted for further information on appeal 
procedures. 



                

 

 

                                                          

 

 

 
SYNOPSIS MINUTES – MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING – NOVEMBER 18, 2014 
VETERAN’S MEMORIAL BUILDING – 6:00 PM 
 
 
PRESENT: Robert Tefft    Chairperson 
  Gerald Luhr    Vice Chairperson 
  Michael Lucas    Commissioner  
  Richard Sadowski   Commissioner 
  Katherine Sorenson   Commissioner 
        
STAFF: Rob Livick    Public Services Director 

Scot Graham    Planning Manager 
      
 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM AND CALL TO ORDER 
MOMENT OF SILENCE / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
PLANNING COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Commissioner Lucas thanked the residents who came to the appeal hearing at City Council 
noting some of their points are in the design guidelines.  
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Chairperson Tefft opened Public Comment period. 
 
Bob Cogdahl, Morro Bay resident, requested the Commission consider placing sidewalks on Surf 
Street in the near future.  Livick responded the Beach Street specific has sidewalks but the plan 
has no funding component and the R1 and R2 zoning districts do not require sidewalks on any 
city street. Livick stated the City may want to re-visit the issue again and look into different 
components of sidewalks for future sidewalk projects.  
 
Vice Chairperson Luhr and Livick discussed sidewalks in residential areas and on arterial streets. 
 
Chairperson Tefft closed Public Comment period. 
 
PRESENTATIONS – NONE 
 
A. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
A-1 Current and Advanced Planning Processing List  

Staff Recommendation: Receive and file.  
 
Chairperson Tefft asked if there were any comments regarding the Consent Calendar and seeing 
none moved to the next agenda item. 
 
B. PUBLIC HEARINGS - NONE 
 
C.   UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 

C-1  Discussion of Design Guidelines 

 

AGENDA ITEM:       A-1                                        

 

DATE:      January 6, 2015                    

 

ACTION:       
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Graham reviewed changes made in Section A through E.   

 

Commissioner Sorenson stated she likes the visuals noting they will be very helpful to the 

community. 

 

Vice-Chairperson Luhr suggested adding permeable paver language regarding where 

geologically applicable.  Graham replied he would add language to Section E. 

 

Commissioner Lucas stated the pictures shown in the examples are too decorative and not typical 

of Morro Bay.  

  

Chairperson Tefft suggested there should be a discussion regarding the expectation for the scale 

and mass of homes in Section B-1 noting there should be an established or emerging pattern of 

homes sizes in the area added.  Vice-Chairperson Luhr and Commissioners Sadowski and Lucas 

stated the current language is appropriate.  Graham responded staff will look at projects and 

question how compatibility was assessed if it is not consistent with the area. 

 

Graham presented Section K regarding Landscaping. 

 

Vice Chairperson Luhr and Commissioners Lucas and Sadowski stated they liked the language 

provided.   

 

Commissioner Sadowski suggested adding language regarding plant placement.  Graham replied 

he would add language regarding plant placement.  Commissioner Sorenson stated the language 

could be added to Section K-4.    

 

Vice Chairperson Luhr stated he was concerned about Section K-5 noting this might give a 

reason for people to take down heritage trees.  Graham stated the landscape language is only 

applicable to new single-family homes and will not affect existing trees but noted he will revise 

to include language regarding mature trees. 

 

Commissioners Sorenson and Lucas, Vice Chairperson Tefft, and Graham discussed the need to 

take into consideration the size of the tree in relation to the side view of the lot in relation to the 

proposed language.  

 

Vice Chairperson Luhr and Commissioner Sadowski stated they liked the current K-5 language.  

 

D.   NEW BUSINESS 

 

D-1  Interpretation of Zoning Ordinance Section 17.56.190 

 

Graham presented the staff report. 

 

Vice Chairperson Luhr and Commissioner Sorenson questioned if the one year time frame would 

be reasonable noting one year is a little too tight.  Graham proposed a time extension.  

Chairperson Tefft, Vice Chairperson Luhr and Graham discussed the time extension. 
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Commissioner Lucas and Graham discussed if someone could appeal reconstruction in a coastal 

zone.     

 

Chairperson Tefft, Commissioner Sorenson and Graham discussed the building envelope in 

relation to reconstruction. 

 

The Commissioners agreed on rebuilding to the same footprint as before.  Commissioner 

Sorenson stated she would like to look at the wording in order to give homeowners some leeway. 

 

Vice Chairperson Luhr stated concern about a massive destruction event, for example a massive 

fire or a flood, and asked where that would fall.  Graham stated it would be a special 

circumstance where the City would initiate emergency procedures, enacting temporary measures 

and procedures to facilitate issuance of building permits.  Vice Chairperson Luhr and Livick 

discussed FEMA requirements noting FEMA would take precedence over the City Ordinance.   

 

Chairperson Tefft and Livick discussed a change in the language.  Livick recommended adding a 

period after destruction then adding building permit to reconstruct must be applied for within one 

year of destruction with the possibility for a one year extension. 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Sorenson moved to approve PC Resolution 27-14 as modified. 

Commissioner Sadowski seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. (5-0) 

 

E.  DIRECTOR AND PLANNING MANAGER COMMENTS  

 

Graham announced the following:  

 January 13, 2015 City Council meeting to hear the 1000 Ridgeway parking exemption 

appeal   

 The Coastal Commission has approved the Local Coastal Plan Planning Grant 

application. 

 The Planning Commission December, 2014, meeting has been cancelled.  There will be a 

joint meeting on December 2, 2014 and the next regularly scheduled meeting will be 

December 16, 2014. 

 

Livick announced the following: 

 Water Reclamation Facility Citizen Advisory Committee meeting on December 3, 2014 

 City Council meeting on December 9, 2014 to consider their final site selection  

 

F.  ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 7:21 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission 

meeting at the Veteran’s Memorial Building, 209 Surf Street, on Tuesday, December 16, 2014 at 

6:00 p.m. 

 
        ____________________________ 

           Robert Tefft, Chairperson 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Rob Livick, Secretary 



Current & Advanced Project Tracking Sheet

This tracking sheet shows the status of the work being processed by the Planning Division
New Planning items or items recently updated are highlighted in yellow.  Building items highlighted in green are pending action from the applicant.

Approved projects are deleted on next version of log.

# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

1 Sotelo & Chanley 7/17/14 CP0-443 Coastal Dev. Permit for construction of new 

1,678sf SFR w/ 482sf garage adjacent to ESH

Under Review.  Correction letter sent 8-15-14. SG.  Resubmittal 

received 8/29/14.  2nd Incomplete letter sent 9-16-14. MND 

completed 10-28-14. SG.  Public review period ended 12/3/14.  

Anticipate Jan. 2015 PC hearing date.

BC- conditionally approved. BCR - conditionally approved. Needs 

Floodplain Dev. Permit

2 Turner 10/30/13 CP0-412 Single Family Addition & Remodel to a total of 

2,767sf with 599sf garage

Property located within ESH area.  Incomplete letter sent 11-26-13. 

CJ.  Resubmittal received.  2nd incomplete letter sent 8-29-14. CJ.  

Public Works comments sent 8/29 to Applicant necessary to 

complete MND.  Draft MND received from consultant.  Resubmittal 

received 9/5/14 and 10/29.  MND completed 11/13/14 and routed to 

State Clearinghouse for 30 day public review . Anticipate 1/6/15 PC 

hearing date.

BC- conditionally 

approved.TP-Cond Approve 

11/25/13.

JW-Disapproved; additional easement 

in question 10-1-2014. JW-

Disapproved; additional easement in 

question 10-28-2014

3 Nagy 3/20/14 CP0-427 Admin Coastal Dev. Permit for new 3,022 square-

foot SFR and garage, plus deck and balcony.

Received 3/25/14. CJ.Correction letter sent 4/25 NC. Resubmittal 

received 5/21. Corrections sent 6-3-14 and 7-10-14. WM 

Resubmittal received 10-29.  Noticed 11/14/14. Submittal of 2 

Conflicting surveys being reviewed.

BC- conditionally approved. JSW- conditionally approved.

4 Jeffers 9/3/14 CP0-450 Admin Coastal Dev. Permit for Demo/reconstruct 

of 830 sf unit and reconstruct 1523 sf home with 

2 car garage. (Proposal includes existing 

secondary unit to remain)

Under review. Correction letter sent 9-12-14. Resubmitted 9-26-

14.Correction letter sent 10/15/14. JG. Resubmittal 11/7. Admin 

Permit denied 12/8/14.  Applicant wants to appeal to Planning 

Commission. 

BC- conditionally approved. JW- Approved 10/1

9 Garcia 12/3/14 UP0-399 Addition to Non-conforming House Under review. Fire- conditionally approved 

12/10/14

BCR for rvw 12/15/14

10 Appleby 11/26/14 UP0-398 Conditional Use Permit for construction of a 15' x 

35' storage shed & 37' x 15'6" carport

Under review. JG.

11 Verizon / Knight 11/19/14 UP0-394 Conditional Use Permit for installation of new 

Wireless Facility/Verizon antennas on existing 

pole.

Under Review. JG RPS disapproved on 12/15/14  since 

proposed pole site will be removed 

during undergrounding project

2740 Elm Street

Public Services/Planning Division

City of Morro Bay

Project Address

30 -Day Review, Incomplete or Additional Submittal Review

 Hearing or Action Ready

356 Yerba Buena

420 Island

371 Piney

184 Main

430 Nassau

381 Fresno
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready12 Verizon / Knight 11/19/14 UP0-395 Conditional Use Permit for installation of new 

Wireless Facility/Verizon antennas on existing 

pole.

Under Review. JG Rps disapproved location on 12/15/14 

since no parking is available for 

maintennce vehicles

13 Garcia 11/19/14 UP0-393/CP0-455 Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development 

Permit. Initial Review:  6 dwelling units on two 

adjoining lots

Under Revew. WM/JG.  Incomplete letter sent. WM

14 Groom 12/4/14 Modification to CP0-

422

Modification to Coastal Permit for a change in 

exterior finish and creation of a secondary 

dwelling unit.

Under review for parking conformance. JG.  Need copy of prelim. 

title report and easement report. 12/5. JG

15 Lowe 10/20/14 UP0-391 Conditional Use Permit for Addition to a Non 

conforming single family residence: add 508 sf 2-

car garage, 383 sf storage room above, with 93 sf 

deck.

Addition of 2 car garage 508sf and 383 sf 2nd story storage room 

above w/ 93sf deck. Sent incomplete letter 11-13-14.  Needs site 

survey and color and materials. WM

JW - This project is approved.

16 Najarian 10/13/14 CP0-454 Administrative Coastal Development Permit for a 

new SFR on vacant land

New SFR on vacant lot.  Very incomplete plans.  Correction letter 

sent 10-21-14. WM

BC- incomplete ME/DH - conditionally approved 

10/23/2014. Comments in memo. 

Resubmitted 11/25/14

17 Christensen 10/9/14 UP0-390/ AD0-095 Conditional Use Permit and Parking Exception 

for SFR Addition of greater than 25%

Addition greater than 25% to a nonconforming structure plus parking 

exception to allow a single car garage where two spaces are 

required. Needs historical eval. Incomplete letter sent 10/23. JG

BC- conditionally approved. RPS - Conditionally Aprovwed per 

memo of 10/23/14

18 Fowler 10/6/14 UP0-058 Precise Plan submittal for landside 

improvements

Under review. Incomplete letter 11-5-14. CJ.  Fire comments 

emailed to applicant 11-26-14.  Resubmittal received 12/29/14.

19 Leage 9/15/14 UP0-389 Demolish existing building. Reconstruct new 1 

story building (retail/restaurant use) & outdoor 

improvements

Under review. Deemed incompleted.  Letter sent 10-13-14. CJ  

Waiting on resubmittal

BC- incomplete RPS - Disapproved for plan corrections 

noted in memo of 10/14/14

20 Verizon / Knight 8/13/14 CP0-449/ UP0-385 CDP and CUP for upgrades to 

telecommunications facility

Correction letter sent 9-17-14. CJ.  Resubmittal received 12-16-14. 

CJ

BC- conditionally approved.

21 Salin 8/8/14 CP0-448 Admin Coastal Development Permit for new SFR Correction letter sent 8-28-14. with follow-up direction emailed 

9/10/14.  Confirmed with Applicant's Representation 9-30-14. 

Property older than 50 years requires historical evaluation per 

CEQA. Historical study in progress. Received opposition letter 11-26-

14. CJ.

BC- conditionally approved. DH/ME- Began resubmittal review 

10/28

22 Wordeman 7/28/14 CP0-447 Admin Coastal Dev. Permit for new construction 

of duplex in R-4 zone. Unit A: 1965 sf w/605 sf 

garage. Unit B: 1714 sf w/605 sf garage.

Under Review.  Correction letter sent 8-27-14. CJ. BC- conditionally approved.2900 Alder

845 Ridgeway

833 Embarcadero

1185-1215 Embarcadero

500 Kings

670 Shasta

510 Fresno

3039 Ironwood

1111 Main

2295 Juniper

750 Radcliffe
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready23 Romeiro 7/22/14 CP0-446 CDP: Addition > 10% to Non conforming SFR in 

Coastal Appeals Jurisdiction

Addition that exceeds 10% in appeals area requires CDP.  

Incomplete letter sent 9-23-14. WM. 

BC- conditionally approved.

24 Johnson 6/26/14 CP0-442 & UP0-081 Coastal Dev. Permit and Special/Interim Use 

Permit for new BMX Bike Park

Under Review.  Correction letter sent 8-26-14. Meeting held 9-9 w/ 

Applicant to discuss outstanding issues. CJ.  Waiting on resubmittal

BC- incomplete BCR- Conditionally improved with 

stomwater exemption. Needs floodplain 

dev. Permit

25 Frye 6/17/14 CP0-213 Amendment Amendment to CP0-213  (amendment to original 

2006 CDP for 250 Shasta)

Amendment to Administrative Coastal Permit CP0-213 to allow a 

north side yard setback of less than the required 5 feet at 244 

Shasta.  Including encroachment of garage into required side yard 

setback and allow home at 0 ft. setback where 2006 CDP included 

demolition in the project description.  Correction letter sent 8-28-14. 

2nd letter sent 9-18-14 regarding administrative permit modification 

for a non-conforming structure. Spoke with applicant 10-27. CJ

BC- incomplete BCR_ 7/8/13 cond appr. Complete 

frontage improvements required

26 Hough 10/16/13 CP0-410 & UP0-369 CDP and CUP to construct a 2,578sf single family 

home on vacant lot

CJ- under review. Met with Applicant's representative 11-21-13.  

Project subject to bluff development standards.  Met w/ Applicant 

representative 3-3-14 regarding bluff determination per LCP maps. 

Letter sent 4-1-14 re completeness and bluff standards. CJ.  Visited 

site to review project 10-24-14. Concurrent request sent re bluff to 

Coastal Commission 10-27-14. Discussed project with Coastal staff 

11-18-14. CJ.

BC- conditionally approved. 

TP-Disapprove 12/6/13.

BCR: Conditionally approved: ECP and 

sewer video required per memo of 

10/28/13

27 Sonic 8/14/13 UP0-364 & CP0-404 Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development 

Permit to develop Sonic restaurant.

Under initial review. Comment letter sent 9/10/13. CJ.  Spoke w/ 

applicant 10/3 re: traffic study.  CJ. Public Works & Fire comments 

received & forwarded 10/8/13 to applicant.  Comments from Cal 

Trans receivd 10/31 and forwarded to Applicant.  Applicant 

requested meeting w/ City staff & Cal Trans to review project 

requirements. Had project meeting-discussed traffic study 

requriementson 11-21-13.  Requested fee estimate from 

environmental consultant for CEQA purposes.  CJ. Resubmitted 

5/27.  Environmental Review in process.  Correction letter based on 

environmental review sent 8-6-14. CJ

Bldg -- Review complete, 

applicant to obtain building 

permit prior to 

construction.FD-Disapprove 

UPO 364/CPO 404 9/11/13

RPS: Intial conditions provide by 

memos of 9/10/13 and 10/14.  Met with 

Caltrans on 10/17.  7/22/14 Resubmittal 

review underway

28 McCallister 7/21/14 CP0-444 Coastal Dev. Permit for addition of > 10% to 

existing SFR within ESH Overlay and Coastal 

Appeals Jursidiction.

Addition that exceeds 10% in appeals area requires CDP.  

Correction letter sent 8-25-14. corrections and bio report submitted 

10/16/14.  Under review. JG. Correction letter sent 10/24. JG. Met 

with applicant 11/10/14. Resubmitted and anticipate 1-20-15 PC 

hearing date. JG

BC- conditionally approved.

250 & 244 Shasta Street

289 Main

176 Java St.

219 Marina

301 Little Morro Creek Rd

1840 Main St.
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# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready29 Redican 6/26/13 UP0-359 Use Permit for seven boat slips and gangway Under review. Incomplete letter sent 7-23-13. Resubmittal received 

on October 1, 2013.  Additional info requested and resubmittal 

received 12-2-13.  Incomplete letter sent 12-30.  Meeting with 

Applicant on 2-13-14.  Emailed Applicant 2-26-14 to clarify eelgrass 

study requirements for environmental review.  CJ. Met with 

environmental consultant to review CEQA requirements 4-17-14.  

Seeking additional  fee estimate for CEQA review. Met with 

consultant 7-2-14.  Revised fee estimate provided to applicant 7-25-

14. Draft environmental MND received from consultant and under 

review for completeness.  Info hold letter sent 9-2-14.  Resubmitted 

10-28-14. Initial Study/MND complete & routed to State 

Clearinghouse 1-2-15. Anticipate 2-17-15 PC hearing. CJ.

Bldg -- Review complete, 

applicant to obtain building 

permit prior to construction.  

Disapproved 4/21/14TP-

Disapprove 11/19/13.

PW requirements will be addressed with 

Building Permit review

Harbor conditions: 1. 

one slip to be reserved 

for public use; 2. 

southern-most end tie 

to remain vacant in 

order to not encroach 

on neighboring lease 

site. Note-water lease 

line will need to be 

extended out to 

accommodate slips. 

EE 12/16/13

30 Perry 9/8/2011 & 

10/25/2012

AD0-067 / CP0-381 Variance. Demo/Reconstruct. New home with 

basement in S2.A overlay.  Variance approved for 

deck only; the issue of stories was resolved due to 

inconsistencies in Zoning Ordinance.  

Variance approved at 8/15/12 PC meeting. Appealed by 3 parties to 

City Council. Appeal to be heard. City Attorney reviewing.Appeal in 

abeyance until coastal application complete. Incomplete letter for 

CDP sent 12/13/12. No response since 2012.  Sent Intent to Deem 

Withdrawn Letter 9-2-14. JG.  Applicant responded with Request for 

Meeting to keep CDP application open. SG.

Review complete, applicant 

to obtain building permit prior 

to construction.

See above

31 LaPlante 11/3/11 CP0-365 Coastal Development Permit for New SFR in 

appeals jurisdiction.  Proposed SFR of 3,495sf w/ 

500 sf garage on vacant land. 

SD-- Incomplete Letter 12/12/11. Phase 1 Arch Report required and 

Environmental Document. Environmental in process.  Letter sent 

4/11/2012 requesting environmental study.  MR-Met with Applicant 

and discussed potential impacts of project and CEQA information 

requested to complete MND.  Applicant is preparing Biological 

Report.  Biological report received 3/13 and under review.  Project 

referred to environmental consultant and Coastal. MND in process.  

Applicant revising bio report and snail study. Spoke w/ Applicant 

Representative 3-13-14. Snail study complete and sent to Dept of 

Fish and Wildlife for concurrence review. Spoke w/ environemental 

consultant re completion of environmental 4/7 CJ.  Met with 

application 7-18-14 to request addendum to bio report in order to 

complete CEQA.  Bluff determination and snowy plover report 

submitted 8-14-14. CJ.  MND complete.  Anticipate routing to State 

Clearinghouse on 9/18/14. Coastal Comission comment letter 

received 10-20-14.  City responded to Coastal on 10-27. Applicant 

working to address comments. Discussed project with Coastal staff 

in meeting 11-18-14 and met with applicant 12/4/14. CJ.

Review complete, applicant 

to obtain building permit prior 

to construction.

DH comments submitted 1/18/2012. 

Provide EC, drainage report, SW mgmt.

No Comments to date

725 Embarcadero Rd.

3093 Beachcomber

3202 Beachcomber
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Engineering Comments and 
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Harbor/Admin 
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Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready

32 Frye 1/13/14 CP0-419 & UP0-383 Coastal Development Permit and Conditional Use 

Permit for New 2,209sf SFR and 551sf garage w/ 

approx. 300 sf of decking on vacant lot.

Under initial review.  Met w/ Applicant 1-17-14 re Incomplete 

Submittal of Plans.  Resubmitted 1-23-14. Correction letter sent 2-20-

14 CJ  Met w/ Applicant 2-28-14 to review process - CJ. Correction 

letter sent 3-28-14. Met w/ environmental consultant 4/7.  Draft initial 

study under review and plans resumbitted 6/25/14. WM.    MND 

routed to State Clearinghouse with tenative PC hearing date for 

9/2/14.  Correspondence received from Coastal Commission and Ca 

Dept of Fish and Wildlife regarding environmental.  Applicant 

addressing concerns.  PC continued to date uncertain. Met with 

Applicant 9-30-14. Addendum to Bio report received 11/11.  Need to 

revise and recirculate MND. Discussed project with Coastal staff in 

meeting 11-18-14. WM

BC-disapproved- need 

geologic and engineering 

geology report.FD/TP 

Approve2/24/14

RS/DH 7/22/14 under review

33 Gonzalez 12/30/13 UP0-374 Conditional Use Permit for non-conforming 

single-family residence.  Addition of 578 sf plus 

112 sf of decking

KM - Under intial review. GN - Incomplete letter sent 1/30/14.  Met 

w/ applicant 4/3 WM/GN. Applicant resubmitted 4/3/14. GN - Third 

incomplete letter sent 4/8/14.  Project does not conform to 

standards.  Applicant responded 5/1/14 wishes to proceed to PC w/ 

project as submitted. WM. Noticed 5/23 NC.  Continued to a date 

uncertain by Planning Commission at the 6/3 meeting to address 

parking non-conformities. WM.  Resubmitted 9/26/14. Met with 

applicants regarding need to provide workable parking on site. WM

BC- conditionally approved. BCR - Began resubmittal review 

9/30/14

34 City of Morro Bay 1/18/12 UP0-344 Environmental documents for Nutmeg Tanks.  

Permit number for tracking purposes only County 

issuing permit.  Demo existing and replace with two 

larger reservoirs.  City handling environmental 

review

KW--Environmental contracted out to SWCA estimated to be 

complete on 4/27/2012.  SWCA submitted draft I.S. to City on May 

1, 2012.  MR-Reviewed MND and met with SWCA to make 

corrections.  In contact with County Environmental Division for their 

review.  MND received by SWCA on 10/7/12. MND out for public 

notice and 30 day review as of 11/19/12.  30 day review ends on 

12/25/12.  No comments received.  Scheduled for 1/16/13 Planning 

Commission meeting and then to be referred back to SLO County. 

Planning Commission continued this item to address concerns 

regarding traffic generated from the removal of soil.  In applicant's 

court, they are addressing issues brought up by neighbors during 

initial P.C. meeting. Project has been redesigned and will be going 

forward with concrete tanks. Modifications to the MND are in 

process.  Neighborhood meeting conducted with Engineering on 

9/27/2013. Revising project description and MND.

No review performed. BCR- New design concept completed. 

Needs new MND for concrete tank, less 

truck trips.Neighborhood mtg held 9/27. 

Neighbors generally support new design 

that reduces truck trips by 80%. 

Concrete batch plant set up on site will 

further reduce impact. 5/5/14 - Cannon 

contract signed to finish permit phase. 

Construction will be delayed to FY15/16

3420 Toro Lane

481 Java

Planning Commission Continued projects

Environmental Review

End of Nutmeg

1/2/2015 955 Shasta Avenue Morro Bay Ca  93442 805-772-6261 5 



# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready35 City of Morro Bay N/A MND for Chorro Creek Stream Gauges Applicant requesting meeting for week of 9/9/13. SWCA performing 

the environmental review-tentatively scheduled for 10/14/2013.  

No review performed. N/R

36 Coastal Conservancy, 

California Coastal 

Commission, California 

Ocean Protection Council

City-wide $250,000 Grant Opportunity for funding for LCP 

update to address sea-level rise and climate 

change impacts.

Application submitted July 15, 2013.  Awaiting results.  Agency 

requested additional information and submitted 10-7-13.  Notice 

received application was successful for amount requested. City 

funded $250,000. Staff in contact with CA Ocean Protection Council 

staff to commence grant contract. 

No review performed. N/A

37 City of Morro Bay City-wide Community Development Block Grant/HOME 

Program - Urban County Consortium

Staff has ongoing responsibilities for contract management. 2012 

contracts in progress. 2013 contracts in progress.  City Council 

approval 6/10/14 for City participation in Urban County consortium 

for Fiscal Years 2015-2017.  Needs Assessment Workshop 

scheduled for 9/11/14 in tandem with Cities of Atascadero and Paso 

Robles at Atascadero City Hall 5pm.  Draft 2015 CDBG funding 

recommendation approved by Council 12/9/14. 

No review performed.  N/R

38 City of Morro Bay City-wide Climate Action Plan - Implementation Staff has ongoing responsibilities for implementation of Climate 

Action Plan as adopted by City Council January 2014.  Staff 

coordinating activities with other Cities and County of SLO via 

APCD.

39 City of Morro Bay Original jurisdiction CDP for the outfall and for 

the associated wells

Coastal staff is working with staff.  Coastal letter received 4/29/2013.   

Discussed project with Coastal staff in meeting 11-18-14.

No review performed. City provided response to CCC on 

7/12/13.  Per Qtrly Conference Call 

CCC will take 30days to respond

40 City of Morro Bay Desal 

Plant

Project requires a Coastal Development Permit 

for upgrades at the Plant.  Final action taken Sent 

to CCC but pursuant to their request the City has 

rescinded the action. 

Waiting for outcome from the CDP application for the outfall.  

Discussed project with Coastal staff in meeting 11-18-14.

No review performed. BCR- Phase 1 Maint and Repair project 

is underway. Desal plant start-up 

scheduled for 10/15/13. Phase 1 

complete and finaled. Phase 2 on hold 

as of 7/22/14.

Preapplication projects  -  None currently

Grants

Project requiring coordination with another jurisdiction

Outfall

170 Atascadero

Final Map Under Review
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 Hearing or Action Ready41 Medina 3390 Main 10/7/11 Map Final Map. Issues with ESH restoration.   

Applicant placed processing of final map on hold 

by proposing an amendment to the approved 

tentative map and coastal development permit. 

Applicant proposed administrative amendment. 

Elevated to PC, approved 1/4/12. Appealed, 

scheduled for 2/14/12 CC Meeting. Appeal upheld 

by City Council, and project with denied 2/14/12. 

map check returning for corrections on 3/9/12

SD--Meeting with applicant regarding ESH Area and Biological 

Study.  MR- Received letters from biologist regarding revegetation 

on 9/2/12. Letter sent to biologist.  Recent Submittal reviewed and 

memo sent to PW regarding deficiencies.  Initial review shows 

resubmitted map does not meet the 50 foot ESH buffer setback 

requirement.  Creek restoration required per Planning condition #4 

prior to recordation of the final map.

No review performed. DH - resubmitted map and Biological 

study on Dec 19th 2012.  PW has 

completed their review. Received a 

letter from Medina's lawyer and 

preparing response. PW comments sent 

to RS to be included with his response 

letter. RS said to process map for CC.  

Letter being prepared to send to 

applicant to submit mylars for CC 

meeting.

41 Maritime Museum 

Association (Larry 

Newland)

Embarcadero 11/21/05 UP0-092 & CP0-139 Embarcadero-Maritime Museum (Larry Newland). 

Submitted 11/21/05.  Resubmitted 10/5/06, tentative 

CC for landowner consent 1/22/07 Landowner 

consent granted. Resubmitted 5/25/07.  Resubmitted 

additional material on 9/30/09. Applicant working 

with City Staff regarding lease for subject site. 

Applicants enter into agreement with City Council on 

project.  Applicant to provide revised site plan. Staff 

processing a "Summary Vacation (abandonment)" 

for a portion of Surf Street. Staff waiting on 

applicant's resubmittal.  Meeting held with applicant 

2/23/2011. Staff met with applicant 1/27/11 and 

reviewed new drawings, left meeting with applicant 

indicating they would be resubmitting new plans 

based on our discussions.

KW--Incomplete 12/15/05.  Incomplete 3/7/07. Incomplete Letter 

sent 6/27/07. Met to discuss status 10/4/07 Incomplete 2/4/08. Met 

with applicants on 3/3/09 regarding inc. later. Met with applicants on 

2/19/2010.  Environmental documents being prepared. Meeting held 

with city staff and applicants on 2/3/2011.  Sent Intent to Deem 

Withdrawn letter 9-2-14. JG.

Please route project to 

Building upon resubmittal.

An abandonment of Front street 

necessary. To be scheduled for CC 

mtg.  

Projects Continued Indefinitely, No Response to Date on Incomplete Letter or inactive
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 Hearing or Action Ready42 Sequoia Court Estates 670 Sequoia 4/3/12 UP0-349 & S00-112 Parcel Map. 3 parcels and an open space parcel.  

A revised subdivision map was submitted for review 

on August 6, 2012.

Incomplete letter sent to applicant/agent.  Project submitted without 

necessary materials for processing.  Applicant submitted a revised 

plan reducing the number of lots, and is providing additional 

information as requested addressing City requested information. 

Additional information submitted; waiting for biological report.  

Report should be submitted in September 2012. Needs drainage 

plans.        MR: Second incomplete letter sent 11/13/12.  MND in 

preparation. Susan Craig, Coastal Commission staff confirmed 

property is entirely outside coastal zone. Met with applicant on 

1/30/2013 project moving ahead, staff waiting on resubmittal.  

Applicant directed to obtain wetland determination. Project waiting 

on applicant.  Resubmittal received 9-10-13.  Corrections sent to 

applicant.  Project still does not meet code requirements. 

Subdivision Review Committee to review project 2/11/14. Sent Intent 

to Deem Withdrawn letter on 9-2-14. JG. Request to keep project 

open 10/2014

Review complete, applicant 

to obtain building permit prior 

to construction. TP/FD 

Disapprove SOO-112 

w/corrections 10/18/13. FD 

Disapprove 1/31/14.

BCR- comments submitted 4/17/12. 

Drainage issues need to be addressed. 

1/17/14 Drainage report incomplete. 

Developer needs to show how water 

quality requirements will be addressed. 

Peak flow mitigation not required at this 

phase.

43 Lucky 7 3/12/13 CP0-394 Construct Fuel Island Canopy CJ- Requested additional info. 3-29-13  Resubmittal received 7-22. 

Project deemed not exempt from CEQA. Initial Study in process. 

Requested photometric plan for new lighting of canopy via phone 1-

28-14 for initial study.  Photometric plan and revised plans received 

2-10-14.  Reviewing new material submitted for inclusion in Initial 

Study.  Initial Study complete and ready for signature 5/1/14.  

Reviewed with applicant 5/12. Waiting on Applicant to sign 

mitigations. WM.  Sent Intent to Deem Withdrawn letter 8-28-14. JG.

Review complete, applicant 

to obtain building permit prior 

to construction. FD Approval 

CPO 394 8/23/13

Approved BCR 3/18/13

44 AT&T 1/16/14 CP0-126 / UP0-084 Upgrade of unmanned telecommunications 

facility

Under initial review.  Emailed update to Applicant 3-3-14.  Correction 

letter sent 3-19-14. WM.  Intent to Deem Withdrawn letter sent 8-28-

14. JG.  Spoke with applicant 9-16, intends to resubmit. JG. 

BC- conditionally approved. BCR- ADA ramp upgrade required

45 James Maul 530, 532, 

534

Morro Ave 3/12/10 SP0-323 & UP0-282 Parcel Map. CDP & CUP  for 3 townhomes.  

Resubmittal 11/8/10. Resubmittal did not address all 

issues identified in correction letter.  

KW-Incomplete letter sent 4/20/10. Met with applicant 5/25/10. Letter 

sent to applicant/agent indicating the City's intent to terminate the 

application based on inactivity.  City advised there will be a new 

applicant and to keep the application viable.MR:  Received letter 

from applicant's rep 11/15/12 requesting project remain open.  

Called B. Elster for further information. Six month extension granted.  

Sent Intent to Deem Withdrawn Letter 8-28-14. JG.

Please route project to 

Building upon resubmittal.

N/A

Projects going forward to Coastal Commission for review (Pending LCP Amendments) / State 

Department of Housing

1860 Main 

590 Morro 
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 Hearing or Action Ready46 City of Morro Bay 10/16/13 A00-013 Zoning Text Amendment - Second Unit Secondary Unit Ordinance Amendment.  Ordinance 576 passed by 

City Council in 2012.  6-11-13 City Council direction to staff to bring 

back to Planning Commission for review of ordinance.  At 10-16-13 

PC meeting, Commission recommended changes to maximum unit 

size and tandem parking design where units over 900 sf and/or 

tandem parking design of second unit triggers a CUP process. 

Council accepted PC recommendation at 2-11-14 meeting and 

directed staff to bring back revised ordinance for a first reading and 

introduction.  Item continued to 4/22/14 Council meeting to allow 

time for Coastal staff comment regarding proposed changes. Council 

approved Into and First Reading on 4/22/14. Final Adoption of Ord. 

585 at 5/13/14 Council meeting. Ordinance to be sent as an LCP 

Amendment for certification by Coastal Commission.

No review performed.

47 City of Morro Bay 2/1/13 Ordinance 556 Wireless Amendment - LCP Amendment 

CHAPTER 17.27 Amendment for  “Antennas and 

Wireless Telecommunications Facilities” AND 

MODIFYING CHAPTER 17.12 TO INCORPORATE 

NEW DEFINITIONS, 17.24 to MODIFY primary 

district matrices to incorporate the text changes , 

17.30 to eliminate section 17.30.030.F “antennas”, 

17.48 modify to eliminate section 17.48.340 

“Satellite dish antennas” and Modify  THE TITLE 

PAGE TO REFLECT THE NEW CHAPTER.  

Application for Wireless Amendment submitted to Coastal 

Commission 9-11-13.  Received comments back from CCC 11-27-

13, working on addressing issues.  

No review preformed. N/A

Projects Appealed or Forwarded to City Council

Citywide

Citywide
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 Hearing or Action Ready48 City of Morro Bay 6/19/13 A00-015 Sign Ordinance Update. Text Amendment Modifying 

Section 17.68 "Signs" 

Text Amendment Modifying Section 17.68 "Signs". Planning Commission 

placed the ordinance on hold pending additional work on definitions and 

temporary signs. 5/17/2010.  PC made recommendations and forwarded to 

Council. Scheduled for 5/10/11 CC meeting, item was continued. Item heard 

at 5/24/11 City Council Meeting. Interim Urgency Ordinance approved to 

allow projecting signs. A report on the status of this project brought to PC on 

2/7/2011. The item to be back to City Council first meeting in Nov. 

Workshops scheduled 9/29/11  & 10/6/11 .-Workshop results going to City 

Council 12/13/11. Continued to 1/10/12 CC meeting. Staff Report to PC. 

Project went to 5/2/2012.  Currently an intern is working on the Sign 

Ordinance. Update due to City Council in June 2013. Draft Sign Ordinance 

reviewed by PC on 6/19/13.  Continued to 7/3/13 PC meeting for further 

review. PC has reviewed Downtown, Embarcadero, and Quintana Districts 

as well as the Tourist-Oriented Directional Sign Plan. 8/21/13 PC meeting 

scheduled to review North Main Street District.  Final Draft of Sign 

Ordinance approved at 9/4/13 PC meeting with recommendation to forward 

to City Council.  Council directed staff to do further research with local 

businesses.  First workshop held 11/14 with approx. 12 Quintana area 

businesses.   Downtown workshop held March 2014, North Main business 

workshop held 4/28/14 and Embarcadero business workshop to be held 

5/19/14.  Result of sign workshops to be agendized for Planning 

Commission. 

No review performed. N/R

49 Sangren 675 Anchor 11/28/12 B-29813 SFR Addition Requested corrections 1/9/13. CJ.  Resubmittal received and 

under review (November 14, 2013). Denial letter sent 4/24/14 

GN

BC- Returned for 

corrections 1/9/13.

N/A

50 Hill 445 Arcadia 7/8/14 B-30204 SFR Carport/ Deck CJ - Corrections sent 7-14-14.  Left msg w/ applicant 

requesting site visit 9/25/14. Approved 10/14/14. CJ.

BC- Resubmitted 9/10/14.  

Approved 9/26

JW-Disapproved, Correction Memo 

filed 7/18/2014; JW-Approved 

10/28/2014

51 Hibbard 12/22/14 B-30343 SFR Addition

52 LaPlante 3093 Beachcomber 11/3/11 B-29586 New SFR: 3,495sf w/ 500 sf garage on vacant 

land.

SD--Incomplete Letter 12/12/11. Phase 1 Arch Report required 

and Environmental Document.  Incomplete letter sent 2/2012.  

MR:  Met with applicant to go over environmental issues.

BC- Application on hold 

during planning process

DH- Provide SW mgmt, drainage 

rpt, EC.

53 Beckett 175 Easter 8/19/14 B-30245 SFR Add:  735 sf living, 419 sf garage, 285 sf 

decking

Approved 8-21 CJ BC- under review. JW- 10/21/14 corrections needed.

54 Jeffers 2740 Elm 3/12/14 B-30126 SFR Demo/ Reconstruct GN - Needs CDP; Correction memo sent 4/10/14.  Pending 

CDP approval. CJ. Correction letter sent. JG

BC-returned for 

corrections 4/15/14.

JW- 4/7/14 corrections needed.

JW- 9/9/14 2nd Submittal: 

Corrections and SWR Video 

needed.

JW- 12/16/14  SWR Video needed

55 Caldwell 801 Embarcadero 8/18/14 B-30250 Commercial Hood System BC- returned for 

corrections 10/8/14.

56 Fowler 1213 Embarcadero 9/11/14 B-30270 Phase 1-B Water Site Improvements Requested correction 10-7-14 - CJ BC-under review. RPS - Disapproved per memo of 

10/31/14

57 PG&E 1290 Embarcadero 10/2/13 G-040 Soil Removal CJ- Monitoring Well location partially in Coastal original 

jurisdiction.  Coastal Commission processing consolidated 

permit. Waiver granted by Coastal 9-14-1491-W

BC- on hold pending 

planning process.

Memo of 11/29/13. CDP application 

should address soil revegetationor 

stablization of excavated area

58 Buquet 647 Estero 3/14/14 B-30129 New SFR:  1662 sf living, 577 sf garage, 564 sf 

unfinished space, and 230 sf deck

GN- conditionally approved, need to add conditions as a 

separate plan sheet. 3/27/14

BC- RTI 5/12/14. DH - approved 5.8.14

Citywide

Projects in Building Plan Check

990 Balboa
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 Hearing or Action Ready59 Appleby 381 Fresno 7/31/14 B-30227 Carport& Storage Shed Correction sent 8-7-14. WM. Will require a CUP prior to 

building.  JG

BC-on hold pending 

Planning process.

RPS - No PW comments if street 

access is not required for storage 

bldg60 Montecalvo 510 Fresno 5/16/14 B-30212 New 2car gargae (508 sf) w/ storage (383 sf) 

above, and 93 sf deck

Corrections sent 8-11-14. WM. BC- returned for 

corrections 8/22/14.

Assigned to ME/DH for review

61 Conrad 2820 Greenwood 12/30/13 B-30079 SFR Add/ Second Unit: 300 sf attached studio 

(27 new sf and convert 273 sf)

Under review.  2nd unit will require CDP. BC- returned for 

corrections 2/28/14.

62 Meissner 1387 Hillcrest 7/31/14 B-30226 New SFR: 2,073 sf with 570 sf garage, 108 sf 

deck, and 975 sf of unconditioned under floor 

area.

Corrections sent 8-22-14. WM. BC- under reivew

63 Romero 2931 Ironmwood 12/12/14 B-30339 To BCR for review 12/15/14

64 Groom 3039 Ironwood 1/15/14 B-30084 New SFR:  2205 sf living, 510 sf garage, and 

290 sf decking

Needs CDP. BC-Ready to Issue 

7/10/14.

BCR-7/1/14 approved. SW O&M 

plan rec'd 7/10/14

65 Sotello 420 Island 6/30/14 B-30192 New SFR:  1678 sf living, 482 sf garage, 106 sf 

decking

Needs CDP. BC- Returned for 

correction 10/2/14.

66 McCallister 176 Java 6/3/14 B-30179 SFR Remodel Project exceeds 10% in coastal appeals area.  Will require a 

CDP prior to Building.  CJ

BC-Returned for 

corrections 6/18/14.

BCR- under review

67 Gonzalez 481 Java 10/6/13 B-30029 SFR Addition/ Remodel:  add 578 sf living and 

112 sf decking

KM - Disapproved due to nonconforming issues 10/22/13.  GN 

- Sent out incomplete letter 1/30/14 with revisions. 

Resubmitted 4/3/14. Third incomplete letter sent 4/8/14.

BC- on hold pending 

planning process.

 Return for resolution of Planning 

issues

68 Castro B-30342 Change flat roof to 4/12 pitch and electrical

69 AT&T 788 Main 6/23/14 B-30194 Recycling Facility and Site Improvements Correction sent 7-14-14. WM BC-under review. RPS -Conditional Approval with 

modifications per memo of 10/14/14

70 Dyson 1177 Main 8/18/14 B-30248 Covered Patio BC-Returned for 

corrections 9/8/14.

71 Naran 2176 Main 5/13/13 B-29918 Partial change of occupancy CJ - Corrections sent 5-29.  Resubmittal received 11-20 and 

corrections sent 12-10-13. 

BC-returned for 

corrections 12/16/13.

N/R

72 Domino's 2360 Main 9/16/14 B-30278 Commercial remodel BC-RTI 10/8/14.

73 Kolb 685 Morro 12/22/14 B-30344 Clinic accessibility remodel & HVAC upgrade

74 Meisterlin 315 Morro Bay Blvd. 9/12/14 B30275 Commercial Alteration-Handicap restroom Approved BC-returned for 

corrections 10/2/14.

75 Arriana's 525 Morro Bay Blvd 7/14/14 B-30208 Commercial Foodservice Facility Approved. WM 7-31 BC-out for corrections. JW- 12/16/2014  SWR Video 

needed after repairs as noted on 

plans.

76 Najarian 471 Nevis 11/14/14 B30324 New SFR To JW for review 12/2/14

77 433 Oahu 11/10/14 B30280 ME Conditionally approved 12/2

78 Valelley 460 Olive 9/12/14 B-30273 New SFR, previously constructed second unit, 

address changed to 468 Olive

approved 10/16/14. JG

79 Wikler 405 Pacific 12/11/14 B-30338 To BCR for review 12/15/14

80 Nagy 371 Piney 8/11/14 B-30237 New SFR: 3,022 square-foot SFR and garage, 

plus deck and balcony.

BC-out for corrections.

81 Adamson 1000 Ridgeway 9/11/13 B-30008 New SFR CJ - on hold until CDP approval.  CDP under appeal.  CDP 

denied by Planning Commission 6/17. Council denied appeal 

8-12-14 thus denying project.

BC- on hold pending 

planning process.

BCR: Revise plans per memo of 

10/14/13

1105 Las Tunas

1/2/2015 955 Shasta Avenue Morro Bay Ca  93442 805-772-6261 11 



# Applicant/ Property 

Owner

Date Permit Numbers Project Description/Status Planning Comments and Notations Building/Fire Comments 

and Notations

Engineering Comments and 

Notations

Harbor/Admin 

Comments and 

Notations

Project Address

 Hearing or Action Ready82 Frye 244 Shasta 5/7/13 B-29910 Garage to Second Unit conversion KM - Needs to comply with or  amend existing CDP. Wayne 

Adams submitted a letter 1/6/14 requesting that the City 

determine the remaining permit considered abandoned. 

BC- on hold pending 

planning process.

BCR-approved 5/13/13

83 60 State Park Rd 11/3/14 B-30312 Public Areea Remodel - Phase 2 Approved 11-6-14. CJ. RPS - Architectural remodel only.  

No utility or PW improvements 

warranted for this phase

84 Williams 12/29/14 B-30346 Remodel & SFR Addition of 269sf 

85 Wammack 505 Walnut 12/31/13 B-30076 New SFR: 2611 sf living, 489 sf garage, 190 sf 

decks and covered porch

CJ - needs CDP.  Appealed.  Ready to be noticed. BC-on hold pending 

Planning process.

BCR sidewalk deferral agrreement

86 Haeuser 501  Zanzibar 3/21/14 B-30133 SF Addition: 594 sf living and 340 sf decking NC - Corrections sent 4/25 BC-Returned for 

corrections 4/28/14.

RS: Comments provided 3/21/14

87 Nucci 529 Zanzibar 12/9./14 B-30337 SF Addition To ME for rvw 12/10/14

1 Hooper 11/19/14 UP0-396 & AD0-096 Conditional Use Permit and Parking Exception 

for SFR Addition of greater than 25% and second 

parking space tandem in the drive.  336sf 

addition.

Under Review. JG.  Noticed 12/5/14.  Ready for Planning 

Commission 12/16. JG

2 Dennis 6/26/14 CP0-440 Administrative Coastal Development Permit for 

new 3,108 SFR with 591sf garage and 316sf 

balcony

Under Review.  Correction letter sent 9-08-14. Corrections 

resubmitted 10/15/14. JG. Correction letter sent 10/24. JG  

Resubmittal 11/12/14. Under review. Noticed 12/2.  Approved 12/15. 

JG

BC- conditionally approved. BCR/DH drainage plan under review

3 Dennis 6/26/14 CP0-439 Administrative Coastal Development Permit for 

new 3,108 SFR with 591sf garage and 316sf 

balcony

Under Review. Correction letter sent 9-08-14.  Corrections 

resubmitted 10/15/14. JG. Correction letter sent 10/24. JG 

Resubmittal 11/12/14 Under review. Noticed 12/2.  Approved 12/15. 

JG

BC- conditionally approved. BCR/DH drainage plan under review

4 Dennis 6/26/14 CP0-438 Administrative Coastal Development Permit for 

new 3,108 SFR with 591sf garage and 316sf 

balcony

Under Review. Correction letter sent 9-08-14.  Corrections 

resubmitted 10/15/14. JG. Correction letter sent 10/24. JG 

Resubmittal 11/12/14  Under review.  Noticed 12/2.  Approved 

12/15. JG

BC- conditionally approved. BCR/DH drainage plan under review

5 Wammack 12/31/13 CP0-417 Coastal Development Permit for new 3,236sf  

SFR including 489sf garage on vacant lot - 

concurrent permitting for Building Permit

GN - Incomplete letter sent 1/31/14.  Resubmittal received 4-1-14. 

GN - 2nd incomplete letter sent 4/15/14. Waiting on plan changes to 

identify second unit and required parking.  Resubmittal received. 

Planning Commission hearing project at 8/19 meeting and continued 

with direction for resubmittal.  Planning Commission approval on 9-

16-14. Appealed by 3 separate parties with Council to hear appeal at 

11-12 meeting. WM. Appeal denied. 

BC- conditionally approved. BCR-approved with deferral of frontage 

improvements

505 Walnut

Projects & Permits with Final Action  

429 Tulare

470 Pico

290 Piney Ln

270 Piney Ln

280 Piney Ln
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Staff Report 
 

TO:   Planning Commissioners      DATE: December 30, 2014   

      

FROM: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner  

 

SUBJECT:  Coastal Development Permit #CP0-412 for 356 Yerba Buena 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVE THE PROJECT by adopting a motion including the following 

action(s):  

Adopt Planning Commission Resolution 01-15 which includes the Findings and 

Conditions of Approval and Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, SCH# 

2014111065 (Exhibit C) for the project depicted on site development plans dated 

December 29, 2014 (Exhibit B). 

 

APPLICANT: Glenn Turner    AGENT:  Chris Parker 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION/APN (ADDRESS) : 065-084-017 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The Applicant is requesting coastal development permit approval 

and adoption of a mitigated negative declaration for a major expansion of an existing single-

family residence.  The Applicant is 

proposing to increase the existing 1,022 

square foot home to 2,767 square feet of 

habitable space on two levels, with an 

additional 415 square feet of attached deck 

and patio space, a 599 square foot 2-car 

garage, 302 square foot second floor deck, 

113 square foot covered porch and 278 

square feet of enclosed storage. 

 

PROJECT SETTING:  The project site is 

an existing single family residence located 

on a 6,800 square lot in north Morro Bay 

 
 
AGENDA NO: B-1 
 
MEETING DATE: January 6, 2015 
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adjacent to mapped environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH) to the south. The project site is 

designated Low-Medium Density Residential, and is zoned Single Family Residential (R-1/S.1) 

within the North Main Specific Plan (SP) area.  Surrounding development consists of mostly 

two-story residences and a condominium development to the west.  Home sizes range from 

approximately 1,200 square feet to over 2,500 square feet. 

 

 

Site Characteristics 

 

Site Area 6,800 square feet existing 

Existing Use Existing single family residence 

Terrain: Mostly flat 

Vegetation/Wildlife Ornamental vegetation with swath of bare soils and upland annual 

grasses in the adjacent Whidbey Street right-of-way.  Arroyo willow 

riparian habitat present south of the property limits. 

Archaeological Resources No known archaeological resources exist on the site and the site is not 

within close proximity of a known site 

Access Yerba Buena 

 

 

 

General Plan, Zoning Ordinance & Local Coastal Plan Designations 

 

General Plan/Coastal Plan 

Land Use Designation 

Moderate Density Residential 

Base Zone District(s) Single Family Residential (R-1) 

Zoning Overlay District S.1 

Special Treatment Area n/a 

Combining District n/a 

Specific Plan Area North Main Specific Plan 

Coastal Zone Within the Coastal Appeals Jurisdiction due to ESH proximity 

 

 

Adjacent Zoning/Land Use 

 

North: R-1/S.1 (Single Family 

Residential), Residential 

East: R-1/S.1 (Single Family 

Residential), Residential 

South: Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

(ESH) 

West: R-4/SP (Multifamily residential-

hotel-professional), High density 

residential 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS: 

 

Project compliance with Single Family Residential Zoning Ordinance standards is shown in the 

following table.  Additional analysis is provided below. 
 

 

Single Family Residential Zoning Ordinance Standards with S.1 Overlay Zone  
 

 Standards  Existing Proposed 

Front Yard 

Setback 

10 feet, including 

garage entry setback 

62 feet 29 feet 

Interior Yard 

Setback 

3 feet  4 feet 4 feet  

Exterior Yard 

Setback 

6 feet Not applicable Not applicable, not an 

exterior lot 

Rear Yard Setback 5 feet 50 feet 36 feet 11 inches 

Lot Coverage 45% for lots > 

4,000sf 

-- 42% 

Height 25 feet Single story  Two story at 24.75 

feet 

Parking 2 covered and 

enclosed spaces 

No garage 2 covered and enclosed 

 spaces  

 

The proposed addition to the residence would comply with all zoning ordinance requirements 

pertinent to setbacks, height and lot coverage.  No exceptions or variances are being requested.  

Revised plans dated December 29, 2014 depict a wetbar in the den area on the second floor.  

Pursuant to Zoning Ordinance section 17.48.325 a deed restriction is required to restrict the 

wetbar from being converted into a sink for a second residential unit.  A condition of approval 

has been added to the project to reflect this requirement (See Planning condition 8).   

 

Pertinent LCP policies applicable to the project include 11.02, 11.05, 11.06, 11.14, 11.22 and are 

discussed below: 

 

 LCP Policy 11.02  in summary requires that development adjacent to environmentally 

sensitive habitat be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 

degrade such areas.  No reduction to the ESH buffer is being sought and the plans depict 

the proposed addition to be outside the required 50 foot ESH buffer. 
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 LCP Policy 11.05 requires that prior to issuance of a coastal development permit all 

projects on parcel containing ESH or within 250 feet of all designated areas shall be 

found to be in conformity with the applicable LCP habitat protection policies.  All 

development plans shall show the precise location of the habitat to be affected by a 

proposed project and shall be subject to adequate assessment by a qualified biologist.  

The 2013 ESH report prepared by Kevin Merck and Associates delineates that 

environmentally sensitive habitat area with proposed addition denoted as setback from 

the ESH area.  The report concluded that the property identified as 356 Yerba Buena does 

not contain habitat meeting the City’s LCP definition or the California Coastal Act 

definition as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH).  With the incorporated mitigation 

measures, the project will have a less than significant impact on the environment, and 

Planning Commission can make the findings to approve the proposed project.  

 

 LCP Policy 11.06 requires that no permanent structures be allowed within an ESH buffer 

setback area except for those of a minor nature such as fences and eaves.  The addition of 

a fence as shown on the plans can be found consistent with this Policy 11.06. 

 

 LCP Policy 11.14 requires a minimum buffer strip along all streams in urban areas of 50 

feet.  The plans depict the proposed addition will not encroach into the 50 foot ESH 

buffer. 
 

 LCP Policy 11.22 requires that precise location and boundary of ESH shall be determined 

based upon a field study prior to the approval of development on the site.  The resulting 

ESH assessment and delineation was prepared by Kevin Merck & Associates in a report 

dated October 25, 2013. 
 

North Main Specific Plan 

 

The project site is located within the North Main Specific Plan (NMSP) area and requires that the 

Planning Commission make findings that the development standards for the proposed project 

have been met.  The proposed project has been designed to be consistent with these 

requirements.  Mature trees within this plan area are required to be preserved unless preservation 

of the tree presents economic hardships to the owner of the property, safety problems, or is 

severely diseased.  The NMSP requires that assessments of scenic values and preservation of 

scenic views be prepared and implemented according to the LCP Visual Resource Policies 12.01, 

12.02, 12.05, 12.06, 12.08 and 12.09.  The project as infill residential development is not located 

in a scenic corridor and does not front on Main Street.  The applicant proposes removal of three 

trees within the front yard area and proposes replacement of these three trees as shown on the 

proposed site plan.  The removal of the 14” pine on the northeast property line increases the 

scenic view value to the residence to the east. 
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The project design adds a second story   that includes a 3 and 12 pitch roof and is surrounded by 

two story development on a residential street with one existing single story home across the 

street to the northwest. 

 

Major Vegetation Removal 

 

As discussed previously, the project site includes the removal of three trees in the front yard area 

considered major vegetation due to their size.  The City requires that on-site trees greater than 

six-inches in diameter at four and one-half feet vertically above ground are considered major 

vegetation, and are therefore subject to the City’s Major Vegetation Removal, Replacement and 

Protection Guidelines.   None of the trees to be removed would be considered heritage trees.  A 

planting plan has been provided on the proposed site plan page which  includes three 

replacement trees:  Catalina cherry, Primrose tree, and California lilac.     

 

Because the removal of these three trees exceeds the two removals allowed for in a 12-month 

period the request is subject to review and approval of a Coastal Development Permit.  Removal 

of on-site major vegetation requires mandatory replacement, and plans depict three replacement 

trees as noted above.  

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

 

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated on November 24, 2014 with a review period 

that ended on December 23, 2014.  No comment letters were received during this review period.  

Mitigation was recommended for biological resources and cultural resources with discussion 

below. With the incorporated mitigation measures that the applicant has agreed to, the project 

will have a less than significant impact on the environment, and Planning Commission can make 

the findings to approve the proposed project.  The mitigations contained in this document have 

been incorporated into the conditions of approval (See Environmental conditions 1-5 in Exhibit 

A). 

 

Biological Resources 

 

The project site is developed with a small single family home and ornamental vegetation with a 

wide swath of bare soils in the back yard area and upland annual grasses in the adjacent Whidbey 

Street right-of-way.  A biological survey was conducted in the summer and fall of 2013 with a 

delineation of the extent of environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH) in the vicinity of the site as 

required by the City’s Local Coastal Plan.  The delineation characterized the site as urban 

residential with associated landscaping.  The habitat types identified within approximately 100 

feet of the property line include disturbed annual grassland, iceplant mats and arroyo willow 
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riparian offsite to the south.  Riparian habitat was present along a south-facing slope on 

neighboring property in in a roughly southeast to northwest direction from Tide Avenue to the 

Main Street-Yerba Buena intersection. 

 

Mitigation was incorporated to require that within the 50-foot ESH buffer, there shall be no 

additional non-pervious surfaces or introduction of invasive plant species.  The rear of the 

proposed new house borders the edge of the 50 foot ESH buffer.  A fence installed in early 2014 

along the rear of the property line and inside the 50 foot ESH buffer was evaluated by the 

biologist with the conclusion that the fence construction in this area did not directly impact or 

degrade adjacent willow riparian habitat designated as ESH.  The fence which is aligned with the 

extent of adjacent paved surface within the Whidbey Street right of way is separated from the 

ESH boundary by a distance of 13 feet and as constructed is consistent with the City LCP Policy 

11.06 which allows fences within ESH areas. 

 

Furthermore, to ensure consistency with LCP Policies regarding ESH and avoidance of planting 

non-native species, the mitigation measures also require submittal of a landscape plan  as part of 

the construction documents and approval by Planning staff prior to issuance of a building permit. 

  

Cultural Resources 

The existing property does not contain any known historic or prehistoric archaeological resources 

identified on City maintained resource information and no known archaeological resources exist 

within the project site.  Though the site is not within an archaeologically sensitive site, 

environmental review concluded that there is limited potential that sensitive materials could be 

encountered given the proximity to the riparian corridor.  Mitigation measures are incorporated 

in the MND and accepted by the applicant to ensure proper treatment in the event they are 

encountered during construction activities.   
 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  

Notice of this item was published in the San Luis Obispo Tribune newspaper on December 26, 

2014, and all property owners of record and occupants within 300 feet of the subject site were 

notified of this evening’s public hearing and invited to voice any concerns on this application.  

 

CONCLUSION: 

The Local Coastal Plan includes goals that new projects be compatible with existing surrounding 

development and be sited and designed to prevent impacts to ESH areas as well as maintain an 

appropriate ESH buffer.  With the incorporation of recommended conditions and mitigation 

measures, the design of the proposed residence achieves these goals by minimizing site 

disturbance and setting development back from the designated environmentally sensitive habitat 

to the south.  

 



 7 

The project constitutes infill residential development in an urbanized area of the City and meets 

the development standards of the zoning district, including height, lot coverage, parking and 

setbacks. The project would not have significant adverse impacts on visual resources since the 

development is not located within a designated scenic area, but in an existing residential area 

with other similar residential developments.  With the incorporation of recommended conditions 

of approval and mitigation measures included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the design 

of the residence and the ESH buffer setback will avoid injury to sensitive resources.  For these 

reasons, staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

and approve the project including removal of major vegetation.  

 

The proposed project is consistent with the development standards of the zoning ordinance and 

all applicable provisions of the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and the California 

Environmental Quality Act with incorporation of recommended conditions.  The project has also 

been determined to have a less than significant impact to the environment with the adoption and 

implementation of the mitigation measure, in compliance with CEQA. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Exhibit A Resolution 1-15  

Exhibit B Graphics/Plan Reductions dated December 29, 2014 

Exhibit C Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH# 2014111065) 

Exhibit D Letter dated December 24, 2014 from State Clearinghouse 
 

 

 



RESOLUTION NO. PC 1-15 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVING THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CP0-412) TO INCREASE AN EXISTING SINGLE 

FAMILY RESIDENCE FROM 1,022 SQUARE FEET TO 2,767 SQUARE FEET OF 
HABITABLE SPACE ON TWO LEVELS, WITH AN ADDITIONAL 415 SQUARE FEET OF 

ATTACHED DECK AND PATIO SPACE, A 599 SQUARE FOOT 2-CAR GARAGE, 302 
SQUARE FOOT SECOND FLOOR DECK, 113 SQUARE FOOT COVERED PORCH AND 

278 SQUARE FEET OF ENCLOSED STORAGE AT 356 YERBA BUENA STREET.  
 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Morro Bay conducted a public hearing at 
the Morro Bay Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, Morro Bay, California, on January 6, 2015, for 
the purpose of considering Coastal Development Permit #CP0-412; and 
 
WHEREAS, notices of said public hearing were made at the time and in the manner required by 
law; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has duly considered all evidence, including the 
testimony of the applicant, interested parties, and the evaluation and recommendations by staff, 
presented at said hearing. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Morro 
Bay as follows: 
 
 
Section 1: Findings. Based upon all the evidence, the Commission makes the following findings: 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

1. That for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case No. CP0-412 is 
subject to a Mitigated Negative Declaration based on biological and cultural resource 
issues and was circulated to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#2014111065) for the required 
30 day period which concluded December 23, 2014.  With incorporation of mitigations, 
any impacts associated with the proposed expansion of the single family home will be 
brought to a less than significant level. 

 
Coastal Development Permit Findings 

1. The Planning Commission finds the expansion of a single-family residence is consistent 
with the applicable provisions of the General Plan and certified Local Coastal Program.  

 
2. The Planning Commission finds the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 

character of the neighborhood in which it is located. It is surrounded by compatible uses 
of low density residential development; has similar bulk and scale as nearby structures; 
and like other structures in the neighborhood, the proposed project is two stories and has 
an attached two car garage.  
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North Main Street Specific Plan findings 
 

1. The project is consistent with the North Main Street Specific Plan as indicated in the 
attached staff report with the adoption of the conditions of approval. 
 

Major Vegetation Findings 
 

1. That the major vegetation removal, as mitigated, will not significantly impact any 
threatened or endangered plant or animal habitat area; 
 

2. That reasonably calculated mitigation measures are in place to avoid dangerous soil 
erosion or instability resulting from the removal; 

 
3. That the Major Vegetation removal will not adversely affect the character of the 

surrounding neighborhood. 
 

 
Section 2. Action. The Planning Commission does hereby approve Coastal Development Permit 
#CP0-412 subject to the following conditions: 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 

1. This permit is granted for the land described in the staff report dated December 30, 2014, 
for the project at 356 Yerba Buena Street depicted on plans dated December 29, 2014, on 
file with the Public Services Department, as modified by these conditions of approval, 
and more specifically described as follows: Site development, including all buildings and 
other features, shall be located and designed substantially as shown on Planning 
Commission approved plans submitted for CP0-412, unless otherwise specified herein. 

 
2. Inaugurate Within Two Years:  Unless the construction or operation of the structure, 

facility, or use is commenced not later than two (2) years after the effective date of this 
Resolution and is diligently pursued, thereafter, this approval will automatically become 
null and void; provided, however, that upon the written request of the applicant, prior to 
the expiration of this approval, the applicant may request up to two extensions for not 
more than one (1) additional year each.  Any extension may be granted by the City’s 
Public Services Director (the “Director”), upon finding the project complies with all 
applicable provisions of the Morro Bay Municipal Code (the “MBMC”), General Plan 
and certified Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) in effect at the time of the 
extension request.  

 
3. Changes:  Minor changes to the project description and/or conditions of approval shall be 

subject to review and approval by the Public Services Director.  Any changes to this 
approved permit determined, by the Director, not to be minor shall require the filing of an 
application for a permit amendment subject to Planning Commission review. 
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4. Compliance with the Law:   (a) All requirements of any law, ordinance or regulation of 
the State of California, the City, and any other governmental entity shall be complied 
with in the exercise of this approval, (b) This project shall meet all applicable 
requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 
contained in the LCP and General Plan for the City. 

 
5. Hold Harmless:  The applicant, as a condition of approval, hereby agrees to defend, 

indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any 
claim, action, or proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the 
City, or from any claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of the 
applicant's project; or applicants failure to comply with conditions of approval. Applicant 
understands and acknowledges the City is under no obligation to defend any legal actions 
challenging the City’s actions with respect to the project.  This condition and agreement 
shall be binding on all successors and assigns.  

 
6. Compliance with Conditions:  The applicant’s establishment of the use or development of 

the subject property constitutes acknowledgement and acceptance of all Conditions of 
Approval.  Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed hereon shall be 
required prior to obtaining final building inspection clearance.  Deviation from this 
requirement shall be permitted only by written consent of the Director or as authorized by 
the Planning Commission.  Failure to comply with any of these conditions shall render 
this entitlement, at the discretion of the Director, null and void.  Continuation of the use 
without a valid entitlement will constitute a violation of the MBMC and is a 
misdemeanor. 

 
7. Compliance with Morro Bay Standards:  This project shall meet all applicable 

requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 
contained in the LCP and General Plan of the City. 
 

8. Conditions of Approval: The Findings and Conditions of Approval shall be included as a 
full-size sheet in the Building Plans.   

 
 
Building Conditions: 
 

1. Prior to construction, the applicant shall submit a complete building permit application 
and obtain the required building permit. 

 
Fire Conditions: 
 

1. Fire Sprinklers. Applicant shall provide an automatic fire sprinkler system, in accordance with 
NFPA 13-D and Morro Bay Municipal Code, Section 14.08.090(I) (3) and 2010. Please 
Submit sprinkler plans to Morro Bay Public Services Department for review. 
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2. Carbon Monoxide Alarms. For new construction, an approved carbon monoxide alarm shall 
be installed in dwelling units and in sleeping units within which fuel-burning appliances are 
installed and in dwelling units that have attached garages (CRC 315).  

3. Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition shall be in accordance with 2010 California 
Fire Code, Chapter 14. This chapter prescribes minimum safeguards for construction, 
alteration and demolition operations to provide reasonable safety to life and property from fire 
during such operations. 

Public Works Conditions:  

1. Prior to Construction: The applicant shall submit a complete plan set (Grading & Utility 
Plan) for plan review in order to obtain the required Building Permit. 
 

2. Frontage Dedication: Records show the property lines are from the centerline of Yerba 
Buena to a line 25-foot parallel and westerly of the centerline of Whidbey Street. A 25-
foot dedication to the City of Morro Bay on Yerba Buena is required for public Right-Of-
Way and improvements.  Offer of dedication exhibits shall be performed by a Licensed 
Land Surveyor and submitted for City Council approval prior to final occupancy. 
 

3. Frontage Improvements:  The installation of frontage improvements shall be required 
pursuant to the North Main Street Specific Plan to include the following:  

a. Installation of a City standard PCC driveway approach per City of Morro Bay 
standards B-6. 

b. Install curb & gutter and sidewalk per City of Morro Bay standard B-1 & B-5. 
 

4. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan: For small projects less than one acre and less than 
15% slope: 

a. Provide a standard erosion and sediment control plan:  The Plan shall show 
control measures to provide protection against erosion of adjacent property and 
prevent sediment or debris from entering the City right of way, adjacent 
properties, any harbor, waterway, or ecologically sensitive area. 
 

b. Storm water Management: Provide building impervious area calculations on 
Cover Sheet of Plans. The City has adopted Low Impact Development (LID) and 
Post Construction requirements to protect water quality and control runoff flow 
from new and redevelopment projects.  The requirements can be found in the 
Engineering Standards.  Projects with more than 2,500 sq. ft. of new or 
redeveloped impervious area are subject to these requirements; if over 2,500 
square-feet, provide a preliminary-drainage report.  Projects under this threshold 
are encouraged to implement at least one LID feature. 
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Planning Conditions: 
 

1. Boundaries and Setbacks: The property owner is responsible for verification of lot 
boundaries.  At the time of foundation inspection, the property owner shall verify lot 
boundaries and building setbacks to the satisfaction of the City Planning & Building 
Manager and City Building Official. 
 

2. Height Certification:  Prior to foundation inspection, a licensed land surveyor shall 
measure and inspect the forms and submit a letter to the City Planning & Building 
Manager certifying that the tops of the forms are in compliance with the finish floor 
elevations and setbacks as shown on approved plans. Prior to either roof nail or framing 
inspection a licensed surveyor shall measure the height of the structure and submit a letter 
to the City Planning & Building Manager, certifying that the height of the structure is in 
accordance with the approved set of plans and complies with the height requirements of 
the Morro Bay, Municipal Code Section 17.12.310. 
 

3. Dust Control: That prior to issuance of a grading permit, a method of control to  prevent 
dust and wind blow earth problems, shall be submitted for review and approval by the 
Building Official. (MBMC Section 17.52.070) 
 

4. Archaeology:  In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected 
to be of an archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall 
immediately  cease in the immediate area, and the find should be left untouched until a 
qualified professional archaeologist, knowledgeable in local indigenous culture, or 
paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted and called in to evaluate and make 
recommendations as to disposition, mitigation and/or salvage. The developer shall be 
liable for costs associated with the professional investigation. (MBMC Section 
17.48.310) 
 

5. Fencing:  Chain link fencing is prohibited and shall be removed or replaced with fencing 
that is in conformance with Zoning Ordinance Section 17.48.100. 

6. Inspection:  The applicant shall comply with all Planning conditions listed above and 
obtain a final inspection from the Planning Division at the necessary time in order to 
ensure all conditions have been met.  
 

7. Major Vegetation:  Tree removal shall be conducted pursuant to the adopted City of 
Morro Bay Major Vegetation Guidelines.    

8. Wetbar:  A deed restriction/covenant shall be recorded to run with the property restricting 
the wetbar from being converted into a sink for a second residential unit as required by 
Zoning Ordinance Section 17.48.325.  Said deed restriction/covenant shall be recorded 
and submitted to the Planning and Building Manager prior to issuance of a building 
permit.   
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9. Environmental Fees:  Within four days of certification of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, the applicant shall submit a check made payable to the County Clerk  for the 
following fees:  $2,210  for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, plus the $50 
County Clerk filing fee for the Notice of Determination, for a total of 2,260.  The City of 
Morro Bay shall file the Notice of Determination with the County Clerk to comply with 
state requirements. 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

 
1. Within the 50-foot ESH buffer, there shall be no additional non-pervious surfaces or 

introduction of invasive plant species. 
 

2. The project shall incorporate the following erosion control measures for work in and 
around the ESHA: 
a. No heavy equipment should enter the ESHA. 
b. Equipment will be fuelled and maintained in an appropriate staging area removed 

from the ESHA. 
c.  Restrict all heavy construction equipment to the project area or established 

 staging areas. 
d.       All project related spills of hazardous materials within or adjacent to the project 

area shall be cleaned up immediately. Spill prevention and clean up materials 
should be onsite at all times during construction. 

e.       All spoils should be relocated to an upland location outside the ESHA to prevent 
      seepage of sediment in to the riparian corridor 

 
3. If materials (including but not limited to bedrock mortars, historical trash deposits, and 

paleontological or geological resources) are encountered during excavation, work shall 
cease until a qualified archaeologist makes determinations on possible significance, 
recommends appropriate measures to minimize impacts, and provides information on 
how to proceed in light of the discoveries. All specialist recommendations shall be 
communicated to the City of Morro Bay Public Services Department prior to resuming 
work to ensure the project continues within procedural parameters accepted by the City 
of Morro Bay and the State of California. 
 

4. The following actions must be taken immediately upon the discovery of human remains: 

Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner.  The coroner has two working days to 
examine human remains after being notified by the responsible person.  If the remains are 
Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission.  The Native American Heritage Commission will immediately notify the 
person it believes to be the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American.  The 

http://www.nahc.ca.gov/coroner.html
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most likely descendent has 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner, or 
representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human remains 
and grave goods.  If the descendent does not make recommendations within 48 hours the 
owner shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance, 
or; If the owner does not accept the descendant’s recommendations, the owner or the 
descendent may request mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission Discuss 
and confer means the meaningful and timely discussion careful consideration of the 
views of each party.  

5. A minimum six percent of construction vehicles and equipment shall be electrically-
powered or use alternative fuels such as compressed natural gas to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Morro Bay Planning Commission at a regular meeting thereof 
held on this 6th day of January, 2015 on the following vote:  

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

 

 

 
 

 
        Robert Tefft, Chairperson 

 

 

ATTEST 

 

                                                    
Rob Livick, Planning Secretary 

The foregoing resolution was passed and adopted this 6th day of January 2015. 
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City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE • MORRO BAY, CA 93442 
805-772-6261 

Public Notice of Availability 

Document Type: Mitigated Negative Declaration 

CEQA: CALiFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

CJTY OF MORRO BAY 

The City has determined that the following proposal qualifies for a 

D Negative Declaration [gj Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

PROJECT TITLE: 356 Yerba Buena Street, Major additions to a single family home 

PROJECT LOCATION: 356 Yerba Buena Street (APN 065-084-017) 

CITY: Morro Bay COUNTY: San Lu is Obispo 

CASE NO.: CP0-4 12 (Coastal Development Permit) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proj ect located at 356 Yerba Buena Street consists of major 

expansion of an existing single family home. The property owner is proposing to increase the 

existing 1,022 square foot home to 2,767 square feet ofhabitable space on two levels, with an 

additional 415 square feet of attached deck and patio space, a 460 square foot 2-car garage, and 

420 square feet of enclosed storage. 

LEAD AGENCY: City of Morro Bay 

CONTACT PERSON: Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner 

TELEPHONE: (805) 772-6577 

ADDRESS WHERE DOCUMENT MAY BE OBTAINED: 
Public Services Department 
955 Shasta A venue 
Morro Bay, California 93442 
(805) 772-626 1 

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: Begins: November 26,2014 to December 26, 2014 

Anyone interested in this matter is invited to comment on the document by written response or 
contacting the Public Services Department. 

IYiM /Ur dtt ~ 
Cindy Jacinth, ilsociale Planner 
Signature 
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356 Yerba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: November 2014 

City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE • MORRO BAY, CA 93442 
805-772-6261 

DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

CEQA: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

CITY OF MORRO BAY 
955 Shasta Avenue 

Morro Bay, California 93442 
805-772-6261 

November 2014 

The State of California and the City of Morro Bay require, prior to the approval of any project, 
which is not exempt under CEQA that a determination be made whether or not that project may 
have any significant effects on the environment. In the case of the project described below, the 
City has determined that the proposal qualifies for a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

CASE NO.: CP0-412 
PROJECT TITLE: 356 Yerba Buena Street, Major additions to a single family home 
APPLICANT I PROJECT SPONSOR: 
Owner: 

Glen Turner 
36301 Oslo Place 
Bakersfield, CA 93306 
T 661.201.6422 

Applicant/ Agent: 

C.P. Parker, Architect 
630 Quintana Road, Suite 330 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
T 805.772.5700 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project located at 356 Yerba Buena Street consists of major 
expansion of an existing single family home. The property owner is proposing to increase the 
existing 1,022 square foot home to 2,767 square feet of habitable space on two levels, with an 
additional 415 square feet of attached deck and patio space, a 460 square foot 2-car garage, and 
420 square feet of enclosed storage. 

PROJECT LOCATION: The project site is located at 356 Yerba Buena Street between Main 
and Tide Streets within the City of Morro Bay. The site is within the R-1/S.l/SP overlay, 
(Single-family residential with special building site and yard standards, in the North Main Street 
Specific Plan Area) zoning district and adjacent to ESH identified in the Coastal Land Use Plan 
(CLUP). The project is located in the Coastal Comn1ission's Appeals Jurisdiction and within the 
City's permitting jurisdiction for Coastal Development Permits. 

CITY OF MORRO BAY Page 1 
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356 Yerba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: November 2014 

FINDINGS OF THE: Environmental Coordinator 

It has been found that the project described above will not have a significant effect on the 
environn1ent. The Initial Study includes the reasons in support of this finding. Mitigation 
measures are required to assure that there will not be a significant effect in the environment; 
these are described in the attached Initial Study and Checklist and have been added to the permit 
conditions of approvaL 
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City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE • M ORRO BAY, CA 93442 
805-772-6261 

INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 

Project Title: 

Project Location: 

Case Number: 

Lead Agency: 

Project Applicant: 

Project Landowner: 

General Plan Designation: 

Zoning Designation: 

Turner Home Single Family Home Expansion 

356 Verba Buena Street CAPN 065 - 064 - 0 17) 

Coastal Development Permit #CP0-4 12 

-'-C_.ity<-.,...;..o_f M---'-o_rr..;_o_B-'-a._y -------- Phone: (805) 772-6577 
955 Shasta Ave. Fax: 
~~~~~~----------

(805) 772-6268 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
Contact: Cindy Jacinth 

C.P. Parker Architects Phone: -------------------------- (805) 772-5700 
_6;;.:3;...;0~Q:=..u;;.;i·;.;.;nt;.;.;al;.;.;l a;;..;r;...;o..;;.ad;;;.l,....:;3..;;.3..;;.0_____________ Fax: 

Morro Bay, CA 93442 

Glenn and Julie Turner Phone: 
~~..;_...;..~~~~-'--'---------

(661)20 16422 
630 l Oslo Place Fax: 
Bakersfield, CA 93306 

Medium Density Residential 
Single-Family Residential with Special Building Site and Yard Standards, in 
North Main Street Specific Plan Area (R- 1/S. l/SP) 

Project Description: The project located at 356 Yerba Buena Street consists of major expansion of an existing s ingle-family 
home. The property owner is proposing to increase the existing I ,022 square foot home to 2,767 square feet of habitable 
space on two levels, with an additional 4 15 square feet of attached deck and patio space, a 460 square foot 2-car garage, and 
420 square feet of enclosed storage. 

Project Location and Environmental Setting: The project site consists of 6,800 square feet (0.1 56 acres) located at 356 
Yerba Buena Street, between Main and Tide Streets within the City of Morro Bay. The site is within the R-l /S. I /SP overlay 
(Single-Family Residential with special building site and yard standards, in the North Main Street Specific Plan Area) zoning 
district and adjacent to ESH identified in the Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP). Existing uses at the site include a 1,022 square 
foot home and single car garage, and minimal urban landscaping. The project is located in the Coastal Commission's Appeals 
Jurisdiction and within the City's permitting jurisdiction for Coastal Development Permits. 
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Surrounding Land Use 
North: Single-family residential with East: Single-family residential with special 

special building site and yard building site and yard standards, in the North 
standards, in the North Main Main Street Specific Plan Area ( R-1 /S.l /SP); 
Street Specific Plan Area ( R- single-family residential 
1/S.l/SP); single-family 
residential 

South: Single-family residential with West: Multiple Residential-Hotel-Professional, in 
special building site and yard the North Main Street Specific Plan Area 
standards, in the North Main (R-4/SP); single-family residential 
Street Specific Plan Area ( R-
1/S.l/SP); undeveloped ESH, 
with single family residential 
beyond 

Project Entitlements Requested: Coastal Development Permit: Coastal Development Permit (CDP) approval is required to 
allow development of a site adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH). 

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement): 
The City of Morro Bay is the lead agency for the proposed project. Responsible and trustee agencies may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (R WQCB) 

• San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) 
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VICINITY MAP- 356 Verba Buena 
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN- 356 YERBA BUENA 
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Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) Setback Detail 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS 

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 Environmental Checklist on the following pages. 

l. Aesthetics 10. Land Use/Planning 
2. Agricultural Ressources 11. Mineral Resources 
3. Air Quality 12. Noise 

X 4. Biological Resources 13. Population/Housing 
X 5. Cultural Resources 14. Public Services 

6. Geology/Soils 15. Recreation 
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 16. Transportation! Circulation 

8. Hazards/Hazardous Materials 17. Utility/Service Systems 
9. Hydrology/Water Quality 18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

FISH AND GAME FEES 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the CEQA document and written no effect 
determination request and has determined that the project will not have a potential effect on fish, wildlife, 
or habitat (see attached determination). 

The project has potential to impact fish and wildlife resources and shall be subject to the payment of Fish 
X and Game fees pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code. This initial study has 

been circulated to the California Department ofFish and Wildlife for review and comment. 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

X 

This environmental document must be submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by one or more 
State agencies (e.g. Cal Trans, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Department of Housing and 
Community Development). The public review period shall not be less than 30 days (CEQA Guidelines 
15073(a)). 
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III. DETERMINATION {To be completed by the Lead Agency): 

On lbe basis of this initial evaluation: 

T find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
l find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant e ffect in this case because revisions in the project have been X 
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. 
1 find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant" impact(s) or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact(s) 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 (1) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ElR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (2) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ElR of NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Date 

Cindy Jacinth, Associate Planner For: Rob Livick 
Printed Name Public Services Director 

Pt·evious Document: N/A 
~~-------------------------------
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No ImpacC answers that are adequately supported by the 
infonnation 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 a project-specific screening analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 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 (mitigation measures from Section 19, "Earlier Analysis," as described in (5) below, may be cross
referenced). 

5. Earlier analysis 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. 

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 
addressed site-specific conditions for the project. 

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential 
impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, 
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted 
should be cited in the discussion. 

8. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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356 Verba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: June 2014 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

1. AESTHETICS: 

Would the project: 

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

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

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its suiToundings? 

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The General Plan and the Local Coastal Plan contain policies that protect the City's visual resources. The waterfront 
and Embarcadero are designated as scenic view areas in the City's Visual Resources and Scenic Highway Element. 
The MotTo Rock, sand spit, harbor and navigable waterways are all considered significant scenic resources. To the 
west of the project site is Highway 1 which is identified as a "scenic highway". This site and the neighboring 
properties are all developed with residential uses, the majority of which are two stories. 

Impact Discussion: 
a, c) The home is located mid-block and is suiTounded by development of similar scale and massing as that 
proposed. Neighboring homes are also two stories, and many appear to have a lesser setback to the ESH 
immediately south of the project site. The scenic view from Highway 1 to the suiTounding hills will not be 
substantially affected by the new construction. The proposed height is just under the maximum building height of 
25 feet allowed for in this zoning district. The North Main Street Specific Plan would allow buildings to exceed the 
25 foot height limit if approved by Planning Commission; however this is not required of this project as it is under 
the allowable height limit. 

The proposed home expansion would not block a publicly recognized scenic vista nor are there scenic resources on 
the site itself that would be impacted by development. The scenic views to and from the site would not be 
substantially changed. 

b) The project includes the removal ofthree pine trees considered major vegetation due to their size, as well as other 
ornamental hedges and plantings. None of the trees to be removed would be considered heritage trees. A planting 
plan has been provided, which would include three replacement trees. 

d) The project is located in an already urbanized area with light sources from neighboring residential uses, and light 
from vehicular circulation along neighboring streets. The proposed project will not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare or affect nighttime views in the area. The project will be required to conform with property 
development standards for lighting installations and operational standards, which prohibit light from being directed 
or allowed to spill off-site. 

Conclusion: Less than significant impact to aesthetic resources. 

Mitigation and Monitoring: Not applicable. 
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356 Yerba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: November 2014 

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES: 

In detcm1ining 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. ln 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including 
the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocol adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board. 

Would the project: 
a. Convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland 

of statewide importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

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

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
511 04(g))? 

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

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Environmental Setting: 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The existing residential use on the site is consistent with the zoning designation of R-IIS.l/SP (Single-family 
residential with special building site and yard standards, in the North Main Street Specific Plan Area). The property 
and surrounding areas are not zoned for agricultural uses. The site has not historically been used for fanning nor has 
it been designated as prime farmland. The site is identified as urban and built up development on the San Luis 
Obispo County Map of Important Farmland 2006. 

Impact Discussion: 
a-e) The site and surrounding land uses are not zoned for or suitable for agricultural uses. Also, the site does not 
contain agricultural soils of any importance. Therefore the project will not impact farmland and have no impacts on 
agricultural resources. 

Conclusion: No impacts to agricultural resources have been identified. 

Mitigation and Monitoring: Not Applicable. 
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356 Yerba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: November 2014 

3. AIR QUALITY 

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

Would the project: 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

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

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Environmental Setting: The project area is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB). The SCCAB 
consists of San Luis Obispo County and a portion of Santa Barbara County north of the Santa Ynez Mountain 
ridgeline. Atmospheric pollutant concentrations in the SCCAB are generally moderate, due to persistent west-to
northwesterly winds that blow off the Pacific Ocean and enhance atmospheric mixing. Although meteorological 
conditions in the project area are usually conducive to pollutant dispersal, pollution can sometimes accumulate 
during the fall and summer months when the Eastern Pacific High can combine with high pressure over the 
continent to produce light winds and extended inversion conditions in the region. As a result, Morro Bay is 
considered a non-attainment area for particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and ozone (03). 

State law requires that emissions of non-attainment pollutants and their precursors be reduced by at least 5% per 
year until the standards are attained. The Clean Air Plan (CAP) for San Luis Obispo County was developed and 
adopted by the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) to meet that requirement. The CAP is a comprehensive 
planning document designed to reduce emissions from traditional industrial and commercial sources, as well as from 
motor vehicle use. According to the APCD "CEQA Air Quality Handbook" (2012), both construction activities and 
ongoing activities of land uses can generate air quality impacts. The APCD has established the threshold of 
significance as project construction activities lasting more than one quarter and land uses that generate 1.25 or more 
pounds per day (PPD) of diesel particulate matter, .25 PPD of reactive organic gases, oxides or nitrogen, sulfur 
dioxide, or fine particulate matter, or more than 550 PPD of carbon monoxide, as having the potential to affect air 
quality significantly. 

The proposed project area is located in a candidate area for Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA), which has been 
identified as a toxic air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). Serpentine is a very common 
rock and has been identified by the ARB as having the potential to contain naturally occurring asbestos. Projects that 
would potentially disturb serpentine rocks are subject to the ARB Asbestos Airborne Toxics Control Measure 
(ATCM) for construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. 

Operational Screening Criteria for Project Impacts: 
a-c) The project includes expansion of an existing single-family use, and no significant change in the use of the site, 
including number of vehicle trips generated or odors produced is expected. Based on reference of Table 1-1 of the 
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356 Yerba Buena Street 
CASE NO. CP0-412 
DATE: November2014 

CEQA Air Quality Handbook, both thresholds of significance for the APCD Annual Bright Line threshold (MT 
C02e) and reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) would not be exceeded by the proposed 
project. The project is well below operational thresholds of significance. 

a-c) Temporary impacts from the project, including but not limited to excavation and construction activities, vehicle 
emissions from heavy duty equipment and naturally occurring asbestos, has the potential to create dust and 
emissions that exceed air quality standards for temporary and intermediate periods. Truck and equipment traffic 
would utilize major roadways and the number of daily vehicle trips that would be generated during construction 
would not add substantially to local traffic volumes. 

d) Sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site include the residential uses on immediately adjacent sites. 
The types of construction projects that typically require a more comprehensive evaluation include large-scale, long
tenn projects within 1,000 feet of a sensitive receptor location. The expansion of an existing residential home falls 
below the threshold required for mitigation and is considered less than significant. 

e) No objectionable odors would be produced from the project during or following construction. 

Conclusion: Less than sign(ficant impacts on air quality resources. The project is subject to standard construction 
practices, including dust control measures required by the Municipal Code and review by the APCD to address 
short-term air quality impacts related to construction. All permit conditions are required as notes on the plans and 
Public Services Department staff will monitor compliance in the normal course of reviewing plans. 

Mitigation and Monitoring: Not Applicable. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or X 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department ofFish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the X 

California Department ofFish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife service? 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected X 
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? 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native X 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting X 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 
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f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

X 

Environmental Setting: The project site is developed with a small single family home and ornamental vegetation, 
with a wide swath of bare soils and upland annual grasses in the adjacent Whidbey Street right-of-way. In the 
summer and fall of2013 a biological survey and delineation ofthe extent of environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH) 
in the vicinity of the site was conducted pursuant to the California Coastal Act and City of Morro Bay Coastal Land 
Use Plan. The delineation characterized the site as urban residential with associated landscaping. The habitat types 
identified within approximately 100 feet of the property line include disturbed annual grassland, iceplant mats and 
arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) riparian offsite to the south. Riparian habitat was present along a south-facing slope 
on neighboring property in a roughly southeast to northwest direction from Tide A venue to the Main Street-Yerba 
Buena intersection. In addition, in October, 20 I 4, an addendum to the Delineation of ESHA and Setback Evaluation 
was prepared by Kevin Merk Associates, LLC to determine whether a newly installed fence inside of the 50 foot 
ESHA buffer had any impact to willows or other ESHA. The conclusion of the biologist was that the recent fence 
construction at the rear of the property which borders the Whidbey Street right of way did not directly impact or 
degrade adjacent willow riparian habitat previously designated as ESHA. The fence which is aligned with the extent 
of adjacent paved surfaces within the Whidbey Street right of way is separated from the ESHA boundary by a 
distance of 13 feet and as constructed is consistent with the City's CLUP Policy 11.06. 

The City's CLUP provides definitions for ESH and requires a minimum buffer strip of 50 feet be provided along 
riparian areas and streams in urban areas. If the implementation of the minimum buffer renders the parcel unusable 
for its designated use, the buffer may be adjusted downward only to a point where the designated use can be 
accommodated, but in no case shall the buffer be reduced to less than 25 feet in urban areas. 

a-c) The project site does not contain any special status species or wetlands, and the construction will not directly 
impact the riparian habitat on the neighboring property, as the arroyo willow stand is separated from the site by 
upland habitat on the Whidbey Street right-of-way. A 50-foot buffer between the structure and the ESH has been 
retained. To ensure that construction activities and future improvements to the rear of the structure, and within the 
50-foot ESH buffer (referred to as "offsetll on the architectural plans), do not negatively impact the adjacent riparian 
habitat, a mitigation measure has been recommended to prohibit incompatible activities within that portion of the 
site. 

d-t) No policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan govern the 
project site; therefore, no impacts on biological resources would result. 

Conclusion: There are potentially significant ilnpacts to Biological Resources unless mitigation is incorporated 

Mitigation Measure 1: 
Within the 50-foot ESH buffer, there shall be no additional non-pervious surfaces or introduction of invasive plant 
species. 

Mitigation Measure 2: 
The project shall incorporate the following erosion control measures for work in and around the ESHA: 
a. No heavy equipment should enter the ESHA. 
b. Equipment will be fueled and maintained in an appropriate staging area removed from the ESHA. 
c. Restrict all heavy construction equipment to the project area or established staging areas. 
d. All project related spills of hazardous materials within or adjacent to the project area shall be cleaned up 
immediately. Spill prevention and clean up materials should be onsite at all times during construction. 
e. All spoils should be relocated to an upland location outside the ESHA to prevent seepage of sediment in to the 
riparian habitat. 
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Monitoring 1: A landscape plan shall be submitted with construction documents and approved by Planning Staff 
prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 

Monitoring 2: Construction and grading plan sha11 clearly note the above mitigation measures on applicable sheets 
and be clearly visible to contractors and City inspectors. Public Service Depatiment staff will periodically inspect 
the site for continued compliance with the above mitigation measures. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would theproject: Incorporated 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 

X 
Section 15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA 

X 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
X 

resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

X outside of formal cemeteries? 

Environmental Setting: There are over 30 surveyed archaeological sites in the incorporated boundaries of the City. 
At least two of these known sites are documented as the sites of prehistoric villages with significant resources 
including one with a cemetery. As a result of these discoveries, cultural resource surveys are frequently required for 
new development sites within the city and it is not unusual that mitigation measures are required. 

a-d) The existing property does not contain any known historic or prehistoric archaeological resources identified on 
city maintained resource maps, and no known archaeological resources exist within the project site. Though the site 
is not within an archaeologically sensitive area and additional study to determine the presence of archaeological 
historical resources is not required, there is the limited potential that materials (including but not limited to bedrock 
mortars, historical trash deposits, human burials or unique paleontological or geologic resources) could be 
encountered given the proximity to the riparian corridor. Mitigation measures are recommended to ensure proper 
treatment of any cultural resources, should they be discovered during construction activities. 

Conclusion: There are potentially significant impacts to Cultural Resources unless mitigation is incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure 3: 
If materials (including but not limited to bedrock mortars, historical trash deposits, and paleontological or geological 
resources) are encountered during excavation, work shall cease until a qualified archaeologist makes determinations 
on possible significance, recommends appropriate measures to minimize impacts, and provides information on how 
to proceed in light of the discoveries. All specialist recommendations shall be communicated to the City of Morro 
Bay Public Services Department prior to resuming work to ensure the project continues within procedural 
parameters accepted by the City of Morro Bay and the State of California. 

Mitigation Measure 4: 
The following actions must be taken immediately upon the discovery of human remains: 
Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner. The coroner has two working days to examine human remains 
after being notified by the responsible person. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission. The Native American Heritage Commission will immediately 
notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American. The most likely 
descendent has 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner, or representative, for the treatment or disposition, 
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with proper dignity, of the human remains and grave goods. If the descendent does not make recommendations 
within 48 hours the owner shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance, or; If 
the owner does not accept the descendant's recommendations, the owner or the descendent may request mediation 
by the Native American Heritage Commission Discuss and confer means the meaningful and timely discussion 
careful consideration of the views of each party. 

Monitoring 3-4: Construction and grading plan shall clearly note the above mitigation measures on applicable 
sheets and be clearly visible to contractors and City inspectors. Public Service Department staff will periodically 
inspect the site for continued compliance with the above mitigation measures. 

6. GEOLOGY /SOILS Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact Impact 

Impact Mitigation 

Would the project: Incorporated 

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

i Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 

X area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Publication 42) 

ii Strong Seismic ground shaking? X 

iii Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

X 

iv Landslides? X 

b. Result in substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil? X 

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 X 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 

X substantial risks to life or property? 
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 

of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the X 
disposal of wastewater? 

Environmental Setting: The site is located within the Tidelands area of the Morro Bay Estuary, on the coastal edge 
of the Santa Lucia Range, within the Coast Range Geomorphic Province of California. The existing site is 
developed with a residential structure and landscaped with non-native vegetation. The General Plan Safety Element 
depicts landslide prone areas, flood prone areas, areas of high liquefaction potential, and areas of potential ground 
shaking. The proposed site is located within an area of potential ground shaking and has moderate to high 
liquefaction potential. 

San Luis Obispo County, including the City of Morro Bay is located within the Coast Range Geomorphic Province, 
which extends along the coastline from central California to Oregon. This region is characterized by extensive 
folding, faulting, and fracturing of variable intensity. In general, the folds and faults of this province comprise the 
pronounced northwest trending ridge-valley system of the central and northern coast of California. 
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Impact Discussion: 

a i-iv) The project consists of additions to a single-family residential structure. Under the Alquist-Priolo Special 
Studies Zone Act, the State Geologist is required to delineate appropriately wide special studies zones to encompass 
all potentially and recently-active fault traces deemed sufficiently active and well-defined as to constitute a potential 
hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. In San Luis Obispo County, the special Studies Zone 
includes the San Andreas and Los Osos faults. To minimize this potential impact, the California Building Code and 
City Codes require new structures be built to resist such shaking or to remain standing in an earthquake. The San 
Andreas Fault is located approximately 41 miles at its closest point from the City. The site is located in an area 
that has the potential for ground shaking and a moderate to high liquefaction potential. The same use is currently 
located on the site and the new construction of the same use will not expose a substantial amount of new structures 
or people to the risk of ground shaking, liquefaction potential or landslide. 
No mitigation measures are necessary. 

b) This project is limited to additions to an existing single-family residential structure, and is on an in fill site located 
in an urbanized area. There is a limited potential for top soil erosion since the area to be disturbed will limited to 
building footings and flatwork. 

c-d) The project is located on an urban site that has been previously developed. Construction will be required to 
comply with all City Codes, including Building Codes, which require proper documentation of soil characteristics 
for designing structurally sound buildings to ensure new structures are built to resist such shaking or to remain 
standing in an earthquake. The Building Division of the Public Services Department routinely reviews project plans 
for compliance with recommendations of the soils engineering reports. 

e) The proposed project wi11 be required to connect to the City's sewer system. Septic tanks or altemative 
wastewater systems are not proposed and will not be used on the site. 

Conclusion: Impacts related to Geology and Soils will have less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant with Significant 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the X 

environment? 
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy of regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of X 

greenhouse gases? 

===~~=="-:.!. In January of 2014 the City of Morro Bay adopted Climate Action Plan, which provides a 
qualitative threshold consistent with AB 32 Scoping Plan measures and goals. As identified in the APCD's CEQA 
Handbook (April 20 12), if a project is consistent with an adopted Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy (i.e. a CAP) 
that addresses the project's GHG emissions, it can be presumed that the project will not have significant GHG 
emission impacts and the project would be considered less than significant. This approach is consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(h)ll and 15183.5(b). The City's CAP was developed to be consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5 and APCD's CEQA Handbook to mitigate emissions and climate change impacts, and 
serves as a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy for the City of Morro Bay. Appendix C of the CAP contains a CAP 
Compliance Worksheet, which has been used to demonstrate project-level compliance. 

a-b) In the short-term, the proposed project could result in minor increases in emission of greenhouse gases during 
the demolition and addition process. Such an increase would not individually contribute to global climate change or 
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generate en11sswns exceeding the APCD's bright-line threshold of 1,150 metric tons (MT) of C02e per year. 
Standard City Construction Regulations will apply to this project, which include requirements that 1) a minimum six 
percent of construction vehicles and equipment be electrically-powered or use alternative fuels such as compressed 
natural gas, and 2) The contractor will limit idling of construction equipment to three minutes and post signs to that 
effect. 

The proposed project is consistent with the land use diagram and policy provisions of the City's General Plan, and 
will result in infill development, located in close proximity to transit, services and employment centers. City policies 
recognize that compact, infill development allow for more efficient use of existing infrastructure and Citywide 
efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The City's Climate Action Plan (CAP) also recognizes that energy 
efficient design will result in significant energy savings, which result in emissions reductions. 

Conclusion: There are potentially significant impacts to Greenhouse Gas Emissions unless mitigation is 
incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure 5: 
A minimum six percent of construction vehicles and equipment shall be electrically-powered or use alternative fuels 
such as compressed natural gas to the greatest extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure 6: 
The contractor shall limit idling of construction equipment to three minutes and post signs to that effect. 

Mitigation Monitoring 5-6: Construction and grading plans sha11 clearly note the above mitigation measures on 
applicable sheets and be clearly visible to contractors and City inspectors. Public Service Department staff will 
periodically inspect the site for continued compliance with the above mitigation measures. 

8. HAZARDS!fiAZARDOUS MATERIALS Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

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

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 

X accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

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

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, X 
would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the X 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people X 
residing or working in the project area? 
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g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wild land fires, including 
where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

X 

X 

Environmental Setting: Human caused hazards often occur as a result of modem activities and technologies. These 
potential hazards can include the use of hazardous materials and buildings that may be unsafe during a strong 
earthquake. The proposed project includes expansion of an existing single-family residence and associated site 
improvements. 

Impact Discussion: 
a-b) The proposed project includes expansion of a single-family residence and associated site improvements, and 
will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials, or create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

c) There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the site. 

d) The project site is not located in the vicinity of any known hazardous material sites and is not listed as having 
been a hazardous site. 

e-f) The project is not located in the vicinity of an airport. 

g-h) The project is located on private property near the intersection of Main and Yerba Buena Streets. Although 
Main Street is a main thoroughfare through the City for emergency response vehicles the project will staging all 
construction on site or be required to get an encroachment permit for construction staging areas on the public right 
of way. At no time will staging be allowed at a location that will impair the flow of traffic or create traffic hazards. 
The final project will be entirely on a private property and will not encroach into the public right of way. Plans have 
been reviewed by the Fire Marshal who determined that as designed the project will not conflict with any emergency 
response plan or evacuation plan. The site is not directly adjacent to any wildlands. 

Conclusion: Impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions will have less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

9. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant with Significant 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
X 

requirements? 
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 

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

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

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

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal flood hazard boundary or flood 
insurance rate map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

h. Place within a 1 00-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

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

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Environmental Setting: 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The site is located in Morro Bay and is developed with a small single family home and ornamental vegetation, with 
a wide swath of bare soils and upland annual grasses in the adjacent Whidbey Street right-of-way. The watershed of 
Morro Bay is approximately 48,450 acres and is bounded by the Santa Lucia Range on the north, Cerro Romauldo to 
the east and the San Luis Range to the south. Eventually draining to Morro Bay, the watershed has two significant 
creek systems: Los Osos and Chorro Creeks. The Chorro Creek watershed drains approximately 27,670 acres, while 
Los Osos Creek drains 16,933 acres, the remaining area drains directly into the bay through small local tributaries or 
urban runoff facilities. Sixty percent of the Chorro Creek watershed is classified as rangeland, while twenty percent 
is brushland. 

Morro Bay contains approximately 2,100 acres of water surface at low tide and approximately 6,500 acres at high 
tide, leaving approximately 980 acres of tidal mud flat and approximately 470 acres of salt marsh. The water quality 
of Morro Bay is affected by presence of nutrients, toxic substances, hydrocarbons, bacteria, heavy metals, suspended 
sediment, and turbidity. Studies by various authors also suggest that Morro Bay is subjected to a relatively rapid 
increase in sedimentation. Morro Bay, Los Osos and Chon·o Creek are listed as "impaired waters" under the federal 
Clean Water Act, Section 303(d). These water areas, and the Morro Bay Estuary, are also listed as waters impaired 
by sedimentation/siltation, and are the subject of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), which is a calculation of 
the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards. 

a) The project includes the expansion of an existing single-family residence, maintaining the required 50-foot 
setback from the adjacent riparian habitat. The expanded use will not substantially alter existing conditions or 
impacts on water quality or waste discharge collected and disposed of in the City's sewage system. 

b) The Municipal Code states that if the project requires a building permit, which it does, the building division shall 
be responsible for checking availability of water equivalency units. In addition, the City's predominant source of 
water to serve residences is obtained from the State Water Project and will not substantially deplete ground water. 
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c-e) All development and redevelopment projects which create or replace more than 2,500 SF of impervious area 
must incorporate Stormwater Management controls as described in the Stormwater Management Guidance Manual 
for Low Impact Development & Post-Construction Requirements. This plan was adopted for the purpose of insuring 
water quality and proper drainage within the City's watershed. Staff reviews development applications for 
compliance with the Stormwater Management Plan and to ensure that designs are environmentally conscious, 
enhance water quality, and preserve and protect coastal waters and resources. Compliance with the Stormwater 
Management Plan is sufficient to mitigate any potentially significant impacts of the project in the areas of water 
quality and hydrology. The Public Works Department has detem1ined that the proposed improvements, which will 
be required to include installation of standard curb, gutter and sidewalk, with standard the PCC driveway approach, 
are sufficient to avoid drainage impacts, such as flooding, on-site or downstream. 

f) The proposed project includes expansion of a single-family home and will not result in an increase in runoff. 
Since the project site is less than one acre and less than 15% slope, a Construction Activities Storm Water General 
Permit is not required, per the Federal Clean Water Act. However, pursuant to the City's demolition process, an 
erosion control plan will be required. The plan must demonstrate control measures to provide protection against 
erosion of adjacent property and prevent sediment or debris from entering the City right-of-way, adjacent properties, 
any harbor, waterway, or ecologically sensitive area. This component of the permit process can be relied upon to 
ensure that water quality issues associated with erosion will be suitably addressed. 

g-i) The project site is not located in a 1 00-year flood zone. According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map for San 
Luis Obispo County, California, the site is located within Zone X, an area of 0.2pct annual chance flood hazard with 
a flood elevation of 49 feet. The existing finish floor elevation of the residence is 59.82'. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

j) Because the project site is located near the coast, a potential hazard from tsunamis exists. However there is no 
established methodology to predict recurrence intervals of tsunamis. The last known tsunami warning occurred in 
the mid-1960's. Although the sand dunes offer some protection from tsunamis, past history suggests that the project 
site is still vulnerable to large tsunamis. As discussed in the Safety Element of the General Plan, the most feasible 
protection in the event of a tsunami is a warning system and evacuation plan. The warning is handled by the United 
States Weather Service and the Safety Element outlines safety preparedness measures. Therefore, the hazard 
presented by tsunamis is less than significant when approved safety measures are adhered. 

Conclusion: Impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality will have less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Physically divide an established community? X 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, 

X 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
X 

or natural community conservation plan? 

Environmental Setting: The project is located at near the intersection of Main Street and Yerba Buena and is zoned 
for residential uses. The area has a mix residential use, and is limited to the expansion of the existing single-family 
residence on the site. 
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Impact Discussion: 
a) The expansion of the existing single-family residence will not physically divide an established community as the 
use of this infill will remain the same. 

b) The project cannot be approved unless found consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, California 
Coastal Act, Local Coastal Program and Municipal Code. The site is within the R-1/S.l/SP overlay, (Single-family 
residential with special building site and yard standards, in the North Main Street Specific Plan Area) zoning district 
and adjacent to ESH identified in the Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP, and the use is remaining the same, therefore, 
the project will not conflict with any city adopted plan. 

c) The City of Mono Bay does not have an adopted habitat conservation plan; therefore, the project would not 
conflict with applicable habitat conservation plan or a natural community conservation plan. 

Conclusion: No impacts to Land U,<;e and Planning have been identified. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral X 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents ofthe state? 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important X 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

The General Plan and the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources do not delineate 
any resources in the area. Further, the State Mining and Geology Board has not designated or formally recognized 
the statewide or regional significance of any classified mineral resources in the County of San Luis Obispo. 

Impact Discussion: a-b) The project is not proposed where significant sand and gravel mining has occuned or will 
occur and there are no oil wells within the area where the project is located. In addition, the area is not delineated as 
a mineral resource recovery site in the general plan, any specific plan or other land use plan. This area of the City is 
fully built up and the general plan does not provide for mining. Therefore the project will not result in the loss of a 
known mineral resource of value to the region and impacts would be less than significant. 

Conclusion: No impacts to Mineral Resources have been identified 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

12. NOISE Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a. Expose people to, or generate, noise levels exceeding 
established standards in the local general plan, coastal 
plan, noise ordinance or other applicable standards of X 
other agencies? 

b. Expose persons to or generation of excessive 
groundbome vibration or groundbome noise levels? X 
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c. Cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the proiect? 

d. Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Environmental Setting: Several noise sensitive uses are located within the vicinity of the project site; specifically 
single-family and multi-family residential units surrounding the proposed project. The City's General Plan Noise 
Element threshold for noise exposure is 60dB for most land uses. The City's Zoning Ordinance also contains noise 
limitations and specifies operational hours, review criteria, noise mitigation, and requirements for noise analyses. 

a, c) The proposed expansion of an existing single family home will not result in noise levels that are inconsistent 
with the surrounding uses or are in conflict with standards in the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan or Zoning 
Ordinance. The noise emitted from the site will be substantially the same, because the use is not changing. 
Residences are designated as noise sensitive by the General Plan. Noise levels of 60 dB are acceptable for outdoor 
activity areas and 45 dB for indoor areas. Exterior noise levels will be less than 60 dB when attenuation afforded by 
intervening buildings or property fencing is taken into account. Interior noise levels of less than 45dB will be 
achievable with standard building materials and construction techniques. 

b, d) Site development will result in short-tenn increases in ambient noise levels related to the use of construction 
equipment including trucks, loaders, bulldozers, and backhoes. The potential noise levels are dependent on the 
location of the equipment on the site as well as the actual number and types of equipment used during construction. 
Construction activities may also result in temporary ground borne vibration. Construction noise and ground borne 
vibration is regulated by the City's Municipal Code, which regulates time of construction and maximum noise levels 
that may be generated. Standard construction standards imposed on the project include limited hours of activity and 
reduce other measures to reduce the noise levels of equipment during construction. Therefore, no impacts to 
surrounding residences will occur. Title 17 table 17.52.030(1) provides performance standards as it relates to noise 
levels allowed to occur at the site. 

e,t) The project is not within the boundaries of an adopted airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport, 
or a private airstrip. 

Conclusion: Impacts related to Noise will have less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact with Impact 

Would the project: Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
X the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

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

X 

X 

Environmental Setting: The site and VICinity surrounding the project are designated in the general Plan for 
residential development and are characterized by the presence of both single- and multi-family residential 
development. The project includes the expansion of an existing single-family residence. 

Impact Discussion: 
a-c) The project involves the expansion of an existing single-family residence, which will not displace a people or 
housing units, nor induce substantial growth, as the use will remain unchanged. 
Conclusion: No impacts related to Population and Housing have been identified. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact with Impact 
Would the project result in a substantial adverse physical impacts associated Mitigation 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need Incorporated 
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 following public services: 

a. Fire protection? X 

b. Police protection? X 

c. Schools? X 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? X 

e. Roads and other transportation infrastructure? 

f. Other public facilities? X 

~.!2!..:~~~~~~· The project site lies within the sphere of influence of the City of MotTO Bay; therefore the 
City of Morro Bay provides most of the public services, including Fire and Police protection. The San Luis Coastal 
Unified School District operates an elementary school and a high school within the City. 

Impact Discussion: 
a, b, d-f) Because of the scale of the project and its location within a developed portion of the city, no changes to 
governmental service levels or the need for new facilities or equipment to maintain existing service levels have been 
identified. The project is within the density allowed and planned for at this location, and all existing services are 
considered adequate to serve the project. New structure will be constructed to meet current fire code requirements 
and is not expected to result in adverse physical impact that would change or increase fire protection needs. Police 
protection services are not impacted or expected to change beyond existing service levels. Any additional 
population served by the expansion of this residential use will have minimal effect on area parks and recreation 
facilities, and add only minimally to the use of local roads and transportation options. 

c) The school districts in the state have the authority to collect fees at the time of issuance of building permits to 
offset the costs to finance school site acquisition and school construction, and are deemed by State law to be 
adequate mitigation for all school facility requirements. Any increases in demand on school facilities caused by the 
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project are considered to be mitigated by the district's collection of adopted fees at the time of building permit 
issuance. 

Conclusion: No impacts related to Public Services have been identified. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

15. RECREATION Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact with Impact 

Would the project: Mitigation 
Incorporated 

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

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

Environmental Setting: A variety of recreational activities including hiking, sightseeing, birdwatching, etc. are 
available within Morro Bay. Within the boundary of Morro Bay City limits, there are over 10 miles of ocean and 
bay front shoreline. Approximately 95% of the shoreline has public lateral access. These walkways provide active 
recreational activities for visitors and residents. There are also multiple improved parks and playgrounds throughout 
the City. 

a-b) The project is limited to the expansion of an existing single-family home, and any increase in demand on parks 
and other recreational facilities will be negligible. The expanded home will include a small private outdoor area. No 
additional recreational facilities are proposed. 

Conclusion: No impacts related to Recreation facilities have been identified. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 

16. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact with Impact 

Would the project: Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
perfonnance ofthe circulation system, taking into 

X 
account all modes oftransportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, street, highway and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle path, and mass transit? 

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

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

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 
f Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

X 

X 

X 

X 

!lliY!rQ.lliM.!llffilli~ng: The City of Morro Bay is primarily a residential and commercial community that is bisected 
by Highway 1, a major regional roadway. Another major roadway is Highway 41, which carries travelers east of the 
City. The two most used roadways are Highway I and Main Street. Most traffic generated in the city is on the local 
streets. 

Impact Discussion: 
a-b) The project does not conflict with any applicable circulation system plans and does not add to demand on the 
circulation system or conflict with any congestion management programs or any other agency's plans for congestion 
management. Expansion of the existing single-family residence will not significantly increase the traffic trips to and 
from the site, and existing streets have sufficient unused capacity to accommodate any added vehicular traffic 
without reducing existing levels of service. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact with 
regard to increased vehicular trips and does not conflict with performance standards provided in City adopted plans 
or policies. The project will also contribute to overall impact mitigation for transportation infrastructure by 
participating in the Citywide Transportation Impact Fee program. The largest impact on traffic levels and circulation 
effectiveness would be affected in large part due to the construction activity and equipment associated with the 
project, which will temporarily result in minor increases in traffic to and from the site. Once construction is 
complete, traffic volumes and impacts will return to substantially the same level as the existing site. 

c) The project will not result in any changes to air traffic patterns. 

d) The project has been designed to meet City Engineering Standards and will not result in safety risks. The project 
will include curb, gutter, and sidewalk per City Engineering Standards, which will improve pedestrian and vehicle 
safety along Y erba Buena Street. 

e) The project has been reviewed by the City Fire Marshal to ensure adequate emergency access has been provided. 

f.) The proposed project site is located near the intersection of Main Street and Highway 10 1. Main Street provides 
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and vehicular lanes for cars, busses and trolleys. The project will not decrease performance 
or safety in the area, as the traffic patterns will remain unchanged. The project is consistent with policies supporting 
alternative transportation due to the site's location within the City's urban center, and its proximity to shopping, 
parks and services. 

Conclusion: No impacts related to Transportation and Circulation have been identified. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 
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17. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Environmental Setting: The proposed project is the expansion of an existing single-family residence, which will 
result in minimal increased demand related to water, wastewater and solid waste systems. The residence would 
continue to be served by the Morro Bay Wastewater Treatment Plant and local waste collection services that dispose 
of waste at Cold Canyon Landfill, which has been expanded to take increased waste anticipated within its services 
area. The project will comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste disposal, 
divetiing materials from the demolition activities to recycling facilities as feasible. 

Impact Discussion: 
a, b, c, e) The proposed project would result in a minor increase in demand on City infrastructure, including water, 
wastewater and storm water facilities. As required, the existing residence on the site is served by City sewer and 
water service, which both have adequate capacity to serve the expanded use. Storm water facilities exist in the 
vicinity of the project site, and it is not anticipated the proposed project will result in the need for new facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities which could have significant environmental effects. This project has been reviewed 
by the City's Utilities Department and no resource/infrastructure deficiencies have been identified. 

If the existing connections are damaged or substandard, the developer will be required to re-construct private sewer 
facilities to convey wastewater to the nearest public sewer. The on-site sewer facilities will be required to be 
constructed according to the standards in the Uniform Plumbing Code and City standards. 

b) The project site is currently serviced by the Morro Bay/Cayucos Wastewater Treatment Facility and the resulting 
project will not cause a substantial increase in the amount of water that is required to be treated. The treatment 
facilities can accommodate the current and proposed water and wastewater volumes, and new construction or 
expansion of treatment facilities not necessary as a result ofthis project. 
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f-g) The current production of solid waste is unlikely to increase with the expansion of the existing single family 
use. California law requires projects over a certain value to divert 50% of their waste stream and provide 
documentation prior to building permit final. The incremental additional waste stream generated by this project is 
not anticipated to create significant impacts to solid waste disposal. 

Conclusion: Impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems will have less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring: Not applicable. 
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IV. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (Section 15065) 

A project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require a focused or full environmental 
impact report to be prepared for the project where any of the following conditions occur (CEQA Sec. 15065): 

Potentially Less Than Less Than 
Significant Significant with Significant Impact 

Impact Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a) Potential to degrade: Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality ofthe 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 

X 
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? 
h) Cumulative: Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable? X 
(Cumulatively considerable means that 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) Substantial adverse: Does the project have environmental 

X 
effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

a) The project is an infill residential development in an urbanized area of the city. Without mitigation, the project 
could have the potential to have adverse impacts on all of the issue areas checked in the Table on Page 6. As 
discussed above, potential impacts to biological and cultural resources will be less than significant with 
incorporation of recommended mitigation measures. 

b) The project is consistent with the Local Coastal Program, including the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance, which identifies this site as appropriate for residential uses, and which supports infill 
development utilizing existing infrastructure. The proposed project will not result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts. 

c) With the incorporation of a mitigation measures, the project will not result in substantial adverse impacts on 
humans. 
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V. INFORMATION SOURCES: 

A. County/City/Federal Departments Consulted: 

City of Mono Bay Public Services Department (Planning, Building, and Public Works Divisions), Fire 
Department. 
San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District 

B. General Plan 

X Land Use Element X Conservation Element 
X Circulation Element X Noise Element 

X Seismic Safety/Safety Element X Local Coastal Plan and Maps 
X Zoning Ordinance 

C. Other Sources of Information 

X Field work/Site Visit X Ag. Preserve Maps 
X Staff knowledge/ calculations X Flood Control Maps 
X Project Plans X Other studies, reports: ESH Delineation prepared 

by Kevin Merk Assoc., LLC, October 25, 2013 
Traffic Study X Zoning Maps 

X Records X Soils Maps/Reports 
Grading Plans Plant maps 

X Elevations/architectural renderings X Archaeological maps and reports 
X Published geological maps X Climate Action Plan, adopted January 14, 2014 
X Topographic maps X CAP Consistency Worksheet 

X Applicant project statement/description X Other: County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution 
Control District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 
April2012 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 

A- Summary of Mitigation Measures and Applicant's Consent to Incorporate Mitigation into the 
Project Description. 
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Attachment A 

SUMMARY OF REQUIRED MITIGATION MEASURES 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure 1: Within the 50-foot ESH buffer, there shall be no additional non-pervious surfaces or introduction 
of invasive plant species. 

);.> Monitoring Plan, MM # 1: A landscape plan shall be submitted with construction documents and approved by 
Planning Staff prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 

Mitigation Measure 2: The project shall incorporate the following erosion control measures for work in and around the 
ESHA: 

a. No heavy equipment should enter the ESHA. 
b. Equipment will be fuelled and maintained in an appropriate staging area removed from the ESHA. 
c. Restrict all heavy construction equipment to the project area or established staging areas. 
d. All project related spills of hazardous materials within or adjacent to the project area shall be cleaned up 

immediately. Spill prevention and clean up materials should be onsite at all times during construction. 
e. All spoils should be relocated to an upland location outside the ESHA to prevent seepage of sediment in to the 

riparian corridor. 

Y Monitoring Plan, MM # 2: Construction and grading plan shall clearly note the above mitigation measures on 
applicable sheets and be clearly visible to contractors and City inspectors. Public Service Department staff will 
periodically inspect the site for continued compliance with the above mitigation measures. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure 3: If materials (including but not limited to bedrock mortars, historical trash deposits, and 
paleontological or geological resources) are encountered during excavation, work shall cease until a qualified 
archaeologist makes determinations on possible significance, recommends appropriate measures to minimize impacts, and 
provides infonnation on how to proceed in light of the discoveries. All specialist recommendations shall be 
communicated to the City of Morro Bay Public Services Department prior to resuming work to ensure the project 
continues within procedural parameters accepted by the City of Mmro Bay and the State of California. 

Mitigation Measure 4: The following actions must be taken immediately upon the discovery of human remains: 
Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner. The coroner has two working days to examine human remains after 
being notified by the responsible person. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to notifY the 
Native American Heritage Commission. The Native American Heritage Commission will immediately notifY the person 
it believes to be the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American. The most likely descendent has 48 hours to 
make recommendations to the owner, or representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human 
remains and grave goods. If the descendent does not make recommendations within 48 hours the owner shall reinter the 
remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance, or; If the owner does not accept the descendant's 
recommendations, the owner or the descendent may request mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission 
Discuss and confer means the meaningful and timely discussion careful consideration of the views of each party. 

Y Monitoring Plan, MM # 3-4: Construction and grading plan shall clearly note the above mitigation measures on 
applicable sheets and be clearly visible to contractors and City inspectors. Public Service Department staff will 
periodically inspect the site for continued compliance with the above mitigation measures. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMlSSlONS 

Mltig;~:tion Measure 5: 
· A miujmu.r.n six: percent of construction: vehicles and equipment shall be 'elec:trica.lly-powcrcd or use alternativt:: fuel.s such 
as compressed natural ga::; tQ the grcntest exkn1 feasibl.e. 

MU.·k.ation Measure 6: 
The contractor shall 1 imit idling of constntction equipment to three minutes and post signs to that effect. 

> Monitoting J!btn, .M.M #5-6: Coru:.tt:uction and grading plitns shall clearly note the above mitigation mea..~un~s on 
applicable sheets and be cleady visible to contractors and City 'in.specton:. Ptiblic Service Department st.;rff will 
lJeriodically inspect the site for continued compliance with tb.e above mHigation measures. 

Ar.cepta.nce ofJ\fitigation Measures by Project Applicant: 

~ ;;;_--- )1-21--/1 
Awn~~ 6~ 

' r 
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Prepared By:          SG              Dept Review:                     
 
City Manager Review:                     
 
City Attorney Review:  ________   

 
  

Staff Report 
 

TO:   Planning Commissioners      DATE: December 30, 2014   

      

FROM: Scot Graham, Planning Manager  

 

SUBJECT:  Coastal Development Permit #CP0-443 for 420 Island 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVE THE PROJECT by adopting a motion including the following 

action(s):  

Adopt Planning Commission Resolution 02-15 which includes the Findings and 

Conditions of Approval and Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, SCH# 

2014111006 (Exhibit C) for the project depicted on site development plans dated 

August 29, 2014 (Exhibit B). 

 

APPLICANT: Daniel Sotelo     

 

APN: 065-075-069 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The Applicant is requesting coastal development permit approval 

and adoption of a mitigated negative declaration for construction of a new 2,160 square foot 

residence (including garage) on a vacant 2,290 square foot lot.  The home is 24.38 feet in height 

and is proposed on a lot that sits adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat (ESH) identified 

along the Alva Paul Creek corridor.   

 

PROJECT SETTING:  The project site is designated Medium Density Residential, and is 

zoned Single Family Residential (R-1/S.1) within the North Morro Bay Planning area.  

Surrounding development consists of a mix of single story and two story residences.  Home sizes 

range from approximately 1,200 square feet to over 2,500 square feet. 

 

 

Site Characteristics 

 

Site Area 2,290 square feet existing 

 
 
AGENDA NO: B-2 
 
MEETING DATE: January 6, 2015 
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Existing Use Vacant lot 

Terrain: Mostly flat 

Vegetation/Wildlife On site: non-native herbaceous plant species.   

Archaeological Resources No known archaeological resources exist on the site and the site is not 

within close proximity of a known site 

Access Island Street  

 

 

 

General Plan, Zoning Ordinance & Local Coastal Plan Designations 

 

General Plan/Coastal Plan 

Land Use Designation 

Moderate Density Residential 

Base Zone District(s) Single Family Residential (R-1) 

Zoning Overlay District S.1 

Special Treatment Area n/a 

Combining District n/a 

Specific Plan Area n/a 

Coastal Zone Within the Coastal Appeals Jurisdiction due to ESH proximity 

 

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS: 

 

Project compliance with Single Family Residential Zoning Ordinance standards is shown in the 

following table.  Additional analysis provided below. 
 

 

Single Family Residential Zoning Ordinance Standards with S.1 Overlay Zone  
 

 Standards   Proposed 

Front Yard 

Setback 

10 feet, including 

garage entry setback 

 29 feet 

Interior Yard 

Setback 

3 feet   4 feet  

Adjacent Zoning/Land Use 

 

North: R-1/S.1 (Single Family 

Residential), Residential 

East: R-1/S.1 (Single Family 

Residential), Residential 

South: Alva Paul Creek corridor 

(Environmentally Sensitive 

Habitat) and Del Mar Park 

West: R-1/S.1 (Single Family 

Residential), Residential 
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Exterior Yard 

Setback 

6 feet  Not applicable, not an exterior lot 

Rear Yard Setback 5 feet  5 feet 

Lot Coverage 50% for lots less than 

4,000sf 

 49.8% 

Height 25 feet   Two story at 24.38 feet 

Parking 2 covered and 

enclosed spaces 

 2 covered and enclosed  spaces  

 

 

The proposed home complies with all zoning ordinance requirements pertinent to setbacks, 

height and lot coverage.  No exceptions or variances are being requested.   

 

Pertinent LCP policies applicable to the project include 11.02, 11.05, 11.06, 11.14, 11.22 and are 

discussed below: 

 

 LCP Policy 11.02  Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 

areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 

would significantly degrade such areas, and shall maintain the habitats’ functional 

capacity.  Project improvements meet the 50’ ESH setback requirement.   

 

 LCP Policy 11.05 requires that prior to issuance of a coastal development permit all 

projects on parcel containing ESH or within 250 feet of all designated areas shall be 

found to be in conformity with the applicable LCP habitat protection policies.  All 

development plans shall show the precise location of the habitat to be affected by a 

proposed project and shall be subject to adequate assessment by a qualified biologist.  

The 2014 Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Terra Verde identifies evaluates 

 and assess the environmentally sensitive habitat area related to potential impacts from 

the proposed development.  The report concludes that the property does not contain 

habitat meeting the City’s LCP definition or the California Coastal Act definition as 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH).  With the incorporated mitigation measures, 

the project will have a less than significant impact on the environment, and Planning 

Commission can make the findings to approve the proposed project.  

 

 LCP Policy 11.06 requires that no permanent structures be allowed within an ESH buffer 

setback area except for those of a minor nature such as fences and eaves.  The addition of 

a fence as shown on the plans can be found consistent with this Policy 11.06. 

 

 LCP Policy 11.14 requires a minimum buffer strip along all streams in urban areas of 50 

feet.  The plans reflect a 50 foot ESH buffer from the top of creek bank. 
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 LCP Policy 11.22 requires that precise location and boundary of ESH shall be determined 

based upon a field study prior to the approval of development on the site.  The resulting 

ESH assessment was prepared by Terra Verde in a report dated July 2014 denotes 

concurrence with the delineated 50-foot ESH buffer. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated on November 3, 2014 with a review period that 

ended on December 3, 2014.  No comment letters were received during this review period.  

Mitigation is recommended for Air Quality, biological resources, Hazards and Hazardous 

materials. With the incorporated mitigation measures that the applicant has agreed to, the project 

will have a less than significant impact on the environment.   The mitigations contained in this 

document have been incorporated into the conditions of approval.  See project Resolution 

attached as Exhibit A and Mitigated Negative Declaration attached as Exhibit C.   
 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  

Notice of this item was published in the San Luis Obispo Tribune newspaper on December 26, 

2014, and all property owners of record and occupants within 300 feet of the subject site were 

notified of the public hearing and invited to voice any concerns on this application.  

 

CONCLUSION: 

The Local Coastal Plan includes goals that new projects be compatible with existing surrounding 

development and be sited and designed to prevent impacts to ESH areas as well as maintain an 

appropriate ESH buffer.  With the incorporation of recommended conditions and mitigation 

measures, the design of the proposed residence achieves these goals by minimizing site 

disturbance and setting development back from the designated environmentally sensitive habitat 

to the south.  

 

The project constitutes infill residential development in an urbanized area of the City and meets 

the development standards of the zoning district, including height, lot coverage, parking and 

setbacks. With the incorporation of recommended conditions of approval and mitigation 

measures included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the design of the residence and the 

ESH buffer setback will avoid impacts to sensitive resources.  For these reasons, staff 

recommends the Planning Commission adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and approve 

the project.  

 

The proposed project is consistent with the development standards of the zoning ordinance and 

all applicable provisions of the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and the California 

Environmental Quality Act with incorporation of recommended conditions.  The project has also 

been determined to have a less than significant impact to the environment with the adoption and 

implementation of the mitigation measures. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

Exhibit A Resolution 2-15  

Exhibit B Plans dated August 29, 2014 

Exhibit C Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH# 2014111006) 
 

 

 



RESOLUTION NO. PC 2-15 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MORRO BAY PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVING THE 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CP0-443)  FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 2,160 

SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE AT 420 ISLAND STREET.  

 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Morro Bay conducted a public hearing at 

the Morro Bay Veteran’s Hall, 209 Surf Street, Morro Bay, California, on January 6, 2015, for 

the purpose of considering Coastal Development Permit #CP0-443; and 

 

WHEREAS, notices of said public hearing were made at the time and in the manner required by 

law; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has duly considered all evidence, including the 

testimony of the applicant, interested parties, and the evaluation and recommendations by staff, 

presented at said hearing. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Morro 

Bay as follows: 

 

 

Section 1: Findings. Based upon all the evidence, the Commission makes the following findings: 

 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

1. That for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, Case No. CP0-443 is 

subject to a Mitigated Negative Declaration that was circulated to the State Clearinghouse 

(SCH#2014111006) for the required 30 day period which concluded December 3, 2014.  

With incorporation of mitigations, any impacts associated with the proposed expansion of 

the single family home will be brought to a less than significant level. 

 

2. There are no site constraints that have otherwise not been addressed within the Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The project could have a significant effect on the 

environment; however, there will not be any significant effect in this case because 

mitigation measures described in the Mitigated Negative Declaration have been added to 

reduce any impacts to less than significant.   

 

3. The Mitigation and Monitoring program attached to the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

has been reviewed and determined to be adequate in mitigating or avoiding potentially 

significant environmental effects. 

 

4. The public hearing and issuance of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project 

has been adequately noticed and advertised, to the provisions of Sections 15072, 15073, 

and 15074 of the CEQA guidelines and California Government Code Sections 65090, 

65091, and 65095. 

 



Planning Commission Resolution #2-15 

CP0-443 

Page 2 

 

Coastal Development Permit Findings 
1. The Planning Commission finds the construction of a new single-family residence is 

consistent with the applicable provisions of the General Plan and certified Local Coastal 

Program.  

 

2. The Planning Commission finds the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 

character of the neighborhood in which it is located. It is surrounded by compatible uses 

of low density residential development; has similar bulk and scale as nearby structures; 

and like other structures in the neighborhood, the proposed project is two stories and has 

an attached two car garage.  

 

3. The improvements will not be detrimental to the orderly development of improvements in 

the surrounding area, and will not be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious 

development of the City. 

 

4. The improvements will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the 

neighborhood. 

 

Section 2. Action. The Planning Commission does hereby approve Coastal Development Permit 

#CP0-443 subject to the following conditions: 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

 

1. This permit is granted for the land described in the staff report dated December 30, 2014, 

for the project at 420 Island depicted on plans dated August 29, 2014, on file with the 

Public Services Department, as modified by these conditions of approval, and more 

specifically described as follows: Site development, including all buildings and other 

features, shall be located and designed substantially as shown on Planning Commission 

approved plans submitted for CP0-443, unless otherwise specified herein. 

 

2. Inaugurate Within Two Years:  Unless the construction or operation of the structure, 

facility, or use is commenced not later than two (2) years after the effective date of this 

Resolution and is diligently pursued, thereafter, this approval will automatically become 

null and void; provided, however, that upon the written request of the applicant, prior to 

the expiration of this approval, the applicant may request up to two extensions for not 

more than one (1) additional year each.  Any extension may be granted by the City’s 

Public Services Director (the “Director”), upon finding the project complies with all 

applicable provisions of the Morro Bay Municipal Code (the “MBMC”), General Plan 

and certified Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) in effect at the time of the 

extension request.  

 

3. Changes:  Minor changes to the project description and/or conditions of approval shall be 

subject to review and approval by the Public Services Director.  Any changes to this 

approved permit determined, by the Director, not to be minor shall require the filing of an 

application for a permit amendment subject to Planning Commission review. 
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4. Compliance with the Law:   (a) All requirements of any law, ordinance or regulation of 

the State of California, the City, and any other governmental entity shall be complied 

with in the exercise of this approval, (b) This project shall meet all applicable 

requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 

contained in the LCP and General Plan for the City. 

 

5. Hold Harmless:  The applicant, as a condition of approval, hereby agrees to defend, 

indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any 

claim, action, or proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the 

City, or from any claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of the 

applicant's project; or applicants failure to comply with conditions of approval. Applicant 

understands and acknowledges the City is under no obligation to defend any legal actions 

challenging the City’s actions with respect to the project.  This condition and agreement 

shall be binding on all successors and assigns.  

 

6. Compliance with Conditions:  The applicant’s establishment of the use or development of 

the subject property constitutes acknowledgement and acceptance of all Conditions of 

Approval.  Compliance with and execution of all conditions listed hereon shall be 

required prior to obtaining final building inspection clearance.  Deviation from this 

requirement shall be permitted only by written consent of the Director or as authorized by 

the Planning Commission.  Failure to comply with any of these conditions shall render 

this entitlement, at the discretion of the Director, null and void.  Continuation of the use 

without a valid entitlement will constitute a violation of the MBMC and is a 

misdemeanor. 

 

7. Compliance with Morro Bay Standards:  This project shall meet all applicable 

requirements under the MBMC, and shall be consistent with all programs and policies 

contained in the LCP and General Plan of the City. 

 

8. Conditions of Approval: The Findings and Conditions of Approval shall be included as a 

full-size sheet in the Building Plans.   

 

Building Conditions: 

 

1. Prior to construction, the applicant shall submit a complete building permit application 

along with plans designed by a California licensed architect or engineer when required by 

Business & Professions Code, except as otherwise approved by the Building Manager.   

 

2. A soils investigation performed by a qualified professional shall be required for this 

project, prior to issuance of a building permit. All cut and fill slopes shall be provided 

with subsurface drainage as necessary for stability; details shall be provided. 

 

3. The owner shall designate on the building permit application a registered design 

professional who shall act as the Registered Design Professional in Responsible Charge.  

The Registered Design Professional in Responsible Charge shall be responsible for 
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reviewing and coordinating submittal documents prepared by others including phased and 

staggered submittal items, for compatibility with design of the building. 

 

Fire Conditions: 

 

1. Fire Sprinklers. Applicant shall provide an automatic fire sprinkler system, in accordance with 

NFPA 13-D and Morro Bay Municipal Code, Section 14.08.090(I) (3) and 2010. Please 

Submit sprinkler plans to Morro Bay Public Services Department for review. 

2. Carbon Monoxide Alarms. For new construction, an approved carbon monoxide alarm shall 

be installed in dwelling units and in sleeping units within which fuel-burning appliances are 

installed and in dwelling units that have attached garages (CRC 315).  

3. Fire Safety During Construction and Demolition shall be in accordance with 2010 California 

Fire Code, Chapter 14. This chapter prescribes minimum safeguards for construction, 

alteration and demolition operations to provide reasonable safety to life and property from fire 

during such operations. 

Public Works Conditions:  

1. Submit completed form from Appendix A of the Stormwater Management Guidance Manual (EZ 

Manual) with Building Plan submittal and include impervious surface calculations on cover sheet. 

2. A Flood Hazard Development Permit is required. The City’s Flood Hazard Prevention Ordinance 

describes the requirements to obtain this permit. Current fee is $195. Pertinent requirements 

include, but are not limited to: 

a. Per Section 14.72.050 A.3.a., the lowest floor, including basement, shall be at least two 

foot above the base flood elevation. Elevation data shall be based on NAVD 1988. 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, submit a FEMA Elevation Certificate which will 

indicate the base flood elevation to be used with the proposed construction drawings.  At 

C1 the Construction Drawings box shall be marked.  The lowest floor shall be at least 

two feet above the base flood elevation. 

c. Prior to occupancy, submit a FEMA Elevation Certificate which will indicate the finish 

elevations of the completed building.    At C1 the Finished Construction box shall be 

marked. 

3. Include the locations of all proposed utilities, gas, sewer, water etc.  Indicate on the plans if the 

sewer lateral shown is proposed or existing.  If an existing sewer lateral is going to be used, 

conduct a video inspection of the conditions of existing sewer lateral prior to building permit 

issuance. Submit a DVD to City Public Services Department. Repair or replace as required to 

prohibit inflow/infiltration. 

4. Sewer Backwater Valve:  A sewer backwater valve shall be installed on site to prevent a blockage 

or maintenance of the municipal sewer main from causing damage to the proposed project.  

(MBMC 14.07.030)  Indicate on the plans. 

5. Provide a standard erosion and sediment control plan:  The Plan shall show control measures to 
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provide protection against erosion of adjacent property and prevent sediment or debris from 

entering the City right of way, adjacent properties, any harbor, waterway, or ecologically 

sensitive area.  Use the City of Morro Bay’s Erosion and Sediment control handout as a guide. 

6. Indicate on the plans the installation of a driveway approach per City of Morro Bay Standard 

Drawing B-7 or B-8. 

Planning Conditions: 

 

1. Boundaries and Setbacks: The property owner is responsible for verification of lot 

boundaries.  At the time of foundation inspection, the property owner shall verify lot 

boundaries and building setbacks to the satisfaction of the City Planning & Building 

Manager and City Building Official. 

 

2. Height Certification:  Prior to foundation inspection, a licensed land surveyor shall 

measure and inspect the forms and submit a letter to the City Planning & Building 

Manager certifying that the tops of the forms are in compliance with the finish floor 

elevations and setbacks as shown on approved plans. Prior to either roof nail or framing 

inspection a licensed surveyor shall measure the height of the structure and submit a letter 

to the City Planning & Building Manager, certifying that the height of the structure is in 

accordance with the approved set of plans and complies with the height requirements of 

the Morro Bay, Municipal Code Section 17.12.310. 
 

3. Dust Control: That prior to issuance of a grading permit, a method of control to  prevent 

dust and wind blow earth problems, shall be submitted for review and approval by the 

Building Official. (MBMC Section 17.52.070) 

 

4. Archaeology:  In the event of the unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected 

to be of an archaeological or paleontological nature, all grading or excavation shall 

immediately  cease in the immediate area, and the find should be left untouched until a 

qualified professional archaeologist, knowledgeable in local indigenous culture, or 

paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted and called in to evaluate and make 

recommendations as to disposition, mitigation and/or salvage. The developer shall be 

liable for costs associated with the professional investigation. (MBMC Section 

17.48.310) 

 

5. Fencing:  The applicant shall submit a fencing detail for all proposed fencing prior to 

issuance of a building permit.   

6. Inspection:  The applicant shall comply with all Planning conditions listed above and 

obtain a final inspection from the Planning Division at the necessary time in order to 

ensure all conditions have been met.  

 

7. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN):  The applicant shall include on the plans submitted for 

Building Permit approval, the accurate APN Number for the property.  The property APN 

is 065-075-069.    
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8. ESH Buffer:  The site plan submitted for building permit issuance shall accurately reflect 

both the location of the rear yard patio and rear yard raised deck, showing clear 

compliance with the required 50’ ESH buffer.   

 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS/MITIGATION MEASURES.  

 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall submit plans 

including the following notes, and shall comply with the following standard mitigation 

measures for reducing diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from construction 

equipment: 
 

a) Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer's 

specifications; 

 

b) Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with ARB certified 

motor vehicle diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road). 

 

c) Use diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or 

cleaner off-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State off-Road 

Regulation. 

 

d) Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB's 2007 or cleaner 

certification standard for on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the 

State On-Road Regulation. 

 

e) Construction or trucking companies with fleets that that do not have engines in 

their fleet that meet the engine standards identified in the above two measures 

(e.g. captive or NOx exempt area fleets) may be eligible by proving alternative 

compliance. 

 

f) All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 minutes. 

Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind 

drivers and operators of the 

5-minute idling limit 

 

g) Excessive diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors is not permitted 

 

h) Electrify equipment when feasible 

 

i) Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where 

feasible 

 

j) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as 

compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel. 
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2. Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall include the 

following notes on applicable grading and construction plans, and shall comply with the 

following standard mitigation measures for reducing fugitive dust emissions such that 

they do not exceed the APCD’s 20 percent opacity limit (APCD Rule 401) and do not 

impact off-site areas prompting nuisance violations (APCD Rule 402) as follows: 

 

a) Reduce the amount of disturbed area where possible; 

 

b) Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent 

airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be 

required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water 

should be used whenever possible. 

 

c) All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as needed. 

 

d) Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project 

revegetation and landscape plans should be implemented as soon as possible, 

following completion of any soil disturbing activities. 

 

e) Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one 

month after initial grading should be sown with a fast germinating, non-invasive, 

grass seed and watered until vegetation is established. 

 

f) All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using 

approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in 

advance by the APCD. 

 

g) All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as 

soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible 

after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

 

h) Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any 

unpaved surface at the construction site. 

 

i) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or 

should maintain at least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between 

top of load and top of trailer) in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 

23114; 

 

j) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, 

or wash off trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

 

k) Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent paved roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where 

feasible 
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l) All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building 

plans; and 

 

m) The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the 

fugitive dust emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as 

necessary to minimize dust complaints, reduce visible emissions below 20 percent 

opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties shall include 

holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name and 

telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the APCD Compliance 

Division prior to the start of any grading, earthwork or demolition. 

 

3. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a geologic evaluation that 

determines if naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is present within the area that will be 

disturbed. If NOA is not present, an exemption request shall be filed with the District. If 

NOA is found at the site, the applicant shall comply with all requirements outlined in the 

Asbestos ATCM This may include development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and 

an Asbestos Health and Safety Program for approval by the APCD. 

 

4. A preconstruction wildlife survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within one 

week of the initiation of construction activities in all areas of suitable habitat for special-

status wildlife species (e.g. CRLF, western pond turtle, etc.).  If any sensitive species are 

observed during the survey, the applicant shall consult with the City and/or appropriate 

resource agencies prior to any work occurring on site. 

 

5. To protect sensitive bird species and those species protected by the MBTA, the applicant 

shall avoid vegetation clearing and earth disturbance during the typical nesting season. If 

avoiding construction during this season is deemed infeasible, a qualified biologist shall 

survey a 250-foot buffer around the project site within one week prior to construction 

activity beginning on site.  If nesting birds are identified during the survey, they shall be 

avoided until they have successfully fledged.  A buffer zone of 50 fee will be placed 

around all non-sensitive, passerine species and a 250 buffer will be implemented for 

raptor species and all activity will remain outside of that buffer until the applicant’s 

biologist has determined that the young have fledged.  If special-status bird species are 

identified, no work will begin until an appropriate buffer is determined via consultation 

with the local CDFW biologist and/or the USFWS. 

6. To minimize indirect impacts to the creek, construction activities shall occur only during 

dry conditions.  For temporary stabilization, erosion and sediment control and best 

management practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to prevent potential erosion and 

sedimentation into the creek during construction.  Acceptable stabilization methods 

include the use of weed free, nature fiber (i.e. non-monofilament) fiber rolls, jute or coir 

netting, and/or other industry standard BMPs.  All BMPs shall be installed and 

maintained for the duration of the project.  Any revegetation or landscaping along the 

edge of the riparian corridor shall incorporate native species, as outlined in the LCP. 
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7. The following general measures to minimize impact to sensitive resources are 

recommended:  

a) Prior to grading or earthwork, an environmental awareness orientation shall 

be provided to construction personnel by a qualified biologist.  The 

orientation shall familiarize workers with the sensitive environmental 

resources with potential to occur on site and in nearby Alva Paul Creek.   

b) The use of heavy equipment and vehicles shall be limited to the proposed 

development area and defined staging areas/access points.  The boundaries of 

the work area shall be clearly defined and marked with visible flagging 

and/or fencing.  No work shall occur outside these limits.  

c) All equipment and materials shall be stored away from the creek riparian 

corridor at the end of each working day, and secondary containment shall be 

used to prevent leaks and spills of potential contaminants from entering the 

creek.   

d) During construction, washing of concrete, paint, or equipment and refueling 

and maintenance of equipment shall occur only in designated areas a 

minimum of 50 feet from the creek.  Sandbags and/or sorbent pads shall be 

available to prevent water and/or spilled fuel from entering the drainage.  In 

addition, all equipment and materials shall be stored/stockpiled away from 

the drainage.  Construction equipment shall be inspected by the operator on a 

daily basis to ensure that equipment in in good working order and no fuel or 

lubricant lease are present.    

 

8. Prior to issuance of grading permits, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 

shall be developed and submitted to the City for approval.  The plan shall identify 

hazardous materials to be used during construction and operation, and shall identify 

procedures for storage, distribution, and spill response.  The plan shall specifically 

address potential spill events into the adjacent beachfront area.  Equipment refueling shall 

be done in non-sensitive areas and such that spills can be easily and quickly contained 

and cleaned up without entering the existing stormwater drainage system or creek.  The 

plan shall include procedures in the event of accidents or spills, identification of and 

contact information for immediate response personnel, and means to limit public access 

and exposure.  Any necessary remedial work shall be done immediately to avoid surface 

or ground water contamination.   

 

9. Environmental Fees:  Within four days of certification of the Mitigated Negative 

Declaration, the applicant shall submit a check made payable to the County Clerk  for the 

following fees:  $2,210  for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, plus the $50 

County Clerk filing fee for the Notice of Determination, for a total of 2,260.  The City of 

Morro Bay shall file the Notice of Determination with the County Clerk to comply with 

state requirements 
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The Planning Commission does hereby adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and 

approve Coastal Development Permit CPO-0443.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Morro Bay Planning Commission at a regular meeting thereof 

held on this 6th day of January, 2015 on the following vote:  

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

 

 

 

 

 

        Robert Tefft, Chairperson 

 

 

ATTEST 

 

                                                    

Rob Livick, Planning Secretary 

The foregoing resolution was passed and adopted this 6th day of January 2015. 



























    

 

 

 

 

 

 

P u b l i c  N o t i c e  o f  A v a i l a b i l i t y  

D o c u m e n t  T y p e :  M i t i g a t e d  N e g a t i v e  D e c l a r a t i o n  

 

CEQA: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

CITY OF MORRO BAY 

The City has determined that the following proposal qualifies for a  

 Negative Declaration     Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

PROJECT TITLE: New Single Family Residence at 420 Island 

PROJECT LOCATION: 420 Island (APN 065-075-069) 

CITY:   Morro Bay COUNTY:   San Luis Obispo 

CASE NO.: CP0-443 (Coastal Development Permit) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Construction of a two story 2,160 square foot single family home 

(including garage) on a vacant lot at 420 Island.  The home is 24.38 feet in height and located on a lot 

2,290 square foot lot on property zoned R-1/S.1.   

LEAD AGENCY:  City of Morro Bay 

CONTACT PERSON: Scot Graham, Planning Manager 

TELEPHONE: (805) 772-6291 

ADDRESS WHERE DOCUMENT MAY BE OBTAINED: 

Public Services Department 

955 Shasta Avenue 

Morro Bay, California 93442 

(805) 772-6261 

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: Begins: November 3, 2014 to December 03, 2014 

 

Anyone interested in this matter is invited to comment on the document by written response or 

contacting the Public Services Department. 

 

________________________________  

Scot Graham, Planning Manager 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE  MORRO BAY, CA 93442 

805-772-6261 

 

City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE  MORRO BAY, CA 93442 

805-772-6261 
 



 

D R A F T  M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

CEQA: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

CITY OF MORRO BAY 

955 Shasta Avenue 

Morro Bay, California 93442 

805-772-6261 

 

The State of California and the City of Morro Bay require, prior to the approval of any project, 

which is not exempt under CEQA, that a determination be made whether or not that project may 

have any significant effects on the environment.  In the case of the project described below, the 

City has determined that the proposal qualifies for a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

 

CASE NO.: Coastal Development Permit No. CP0-443 

PROJECT TITLE: New Single Family Residence at 420 Island 

APPLICANT / PROJECT SPONSOR: David Chanley and Daniel Sotelo 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a two story 2,160 square foot single family home 

(including garage) on a vacant lot at 420 Island.  The home is 24.38 feet in height and located on a  

2,290 square foot lot on property zoned R-1/S.1.   

 

PROJECT LOCATION: The project site is located at 420 Island which is accessed from north 

Main street, east of Highway 1 within the City of Morro Bay.  The site is within the R-1/S.1 

overlay, (Single-family residential with special building site and yard standards identified in the 

Coastal Land Use Plan). The project is also located in the Coastal Commission’s Appeals 

Jurisdiction. 

 

FINDINGS OF THE:  Environmental Coordinator 

It has been found that the project described above will not have a significant effect on the 

environment.  The Initial Study includes the reasons in support of this finding.  Mitigation 

measures are required to assure that there will not be a significant effect in the environment; 

these are described in the attached Initial Study and Checklist and have been added to the permit 

conditions of approval. 
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INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST 
 

I.   PROJECT INFORMATION 

 

Project Title: Project CP0 – 443; New Single Family Residence at 420 Island Street 

 

Project Location: 
 

Case Number: 

420 Island (APN 065–075–069)________________________ 

 

Coastal Development Permit #CP0-443 

 

LEAD AGENCY: City of Morro Bay Phone: (805) 772-6291 

 955 Shasta Ave Fax: (805) 772-6268 

 Morro Bay, CA 93442   

 

Project Applicant: Daniel Sotelo Phone: 805-343-1915 

 400 Avalon Fax:  

 Morro Bay, CA 93442   

 

Project Landowner: David Chanley Phone:  

 

    

    

    

 

Project Description:     

 

Construction of a two story 2,160 square foot single family home (including 

garage) on a vacant lot at 420 Island, abutting Alva Paul creek.  The home is 

24.38 feet in height and located on a  2,290 square foot lot on property zoned 

R-1/S.1.   

 

Project Location: 420 Island 

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 065-075-069 

General Plan Designation: Low-Medium Density Residential  

Zoning: Single Family Residential (R-1)/ Special Building Site & 

Yard Standards (S.1 overlay)  

 

 

 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 

South Open Area 1 (OA-2/PD) / Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) – Beach Access 

North Single Family Residential (R-1/S.1) – Residential  

City of Morro Bay 
PUBLIC SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

955 SHASTA AVENUE  MORRO BAY, CA 93442 
805-772-6261 

 



INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST –  Daniel Sotelo & David Chanley 

CASE NO. #CP0-443 

DATE:  October 10, 2014 
 

 
CITY OF MORRO BAY  Page 4 

West Single Family Residential (R-1/S.1) 

East Single Family Residential (R-1/S.1) – Residential  

 

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement.) 
 

San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) 
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VICINITY MAP 420 Island 

 

Site  
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SITE PLAN 
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Creek Bank Setback 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS 
 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 

impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or is "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated", as indicated by 

the Environmental Checklist: 

 

 1.  Aesthetics    10.  Land Use/Planning 

 2.  Agricultural Ressources   11.  Mineral Resources 

X 3.  Air Quality   12.  Noise 

X 4.  Biological Resources   13.  Population/Housing 

 5.  Cultural Resources   14.  Public Services 

 6.  Geology/Soils   15.  Recreation 

 7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions   16.  Transportation/Circulation 

X 8.  Hazards/Hazardous Materials   17. Utility/Service Systems 

 9.  Hydrology/Water Quality   18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

FISH AND GAME FEES 
 

 

 

 

 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the CEQA document and written no effect 

determination request and has determined that the project will not have a potential effect on fish, wildlife, 

or habitat (see attached determination).  

 

X 

 

 

The project has potential to impact fish and wildlife resources and shall be subject to the payment of Fish 

and Game fees pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code.  This initial study has 

been circulated to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife for review and comment. 

 

 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
 

X 

This environmental document must be submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by one or more 

State agencies (e.g. Cal Trans, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Department of Housing and 

Community Development).  The public review period shall not be less than 30 days (CEQA Guidelines 

15073(a)). 

 

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 
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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 effect 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 mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measure that are imposed upon the proposed 

project, nothing further is required.  

 

 

 

Signature        Date 

 

 

Printed Name        For 
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III.   ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 

1. AESTHETICS: 
 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   X  

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 

within a state scenic highway? 

  X  

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings? 
  X  

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 

area? 

  X  

 

Environmental Discussion: The visual resources of an area comprise the features of its built and natural land forms, 

vegetation, water surfaces and landscape. Landscape features, naturally occurring or otherwise, form the overall 

impression of the area.   

 

The project site is vacant, and located on Island Street at approximately mid-block on the south side of the street 

adjacent to Alva Paul Creek.    

 

The General Plan and the Local Coastal Plan contain policies that protect the City’s visual resources. The waterfront 

and Embarcadero are designated as scenic view areas in the City’s Visual Resources and Scenic Highway Element. 

The Morro Rock, sand spit, harbor and navigable waterways are all considered significant scenic resources.  

 

Impact Discussion:  

a.,c.) The project proposes to construct a new approximately 2,160 square foot single family residence including an 

attached 482 square foot garage and further develop the site with landscape and hardscape including a driveway to the 

garage.  The residence would be centrally located on the parcel, accessed via Island Street.   

 

The project constitutes infill development in a neighborhood comprised of other single family homes.  The home is 

two story in height, similar to adjacent homes in the neighborhood and includes a pitched roof, readily identifiable 

front entry, garage and articulated front elevation.    

 

The development of a single family home on this lot will be subject to all the standard development requirements of 

the R.1/S.1 zone district including lot coverage, setbacks and height restrictions. These standards serve to minimize the 

massing of the structure and ensure that the building is consistent with the neighborhood.   

 

b.)  There have been no scenic resources (trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 

highway) identified on the project site or adjacent to; therefore the project would not substantially impact on scenic 

resources.   

 

d.) The project would include lighting, which could contribute to existing sources of light and glare in the surrounding 

neighborhood.  However, the project would not create lighting or glare inconsistent with adjacent uses, as the project is 

required to comply with the City’s lighting requirements found in section 17.52.080 of the Zoning Code.  Lighting 

cannot be directed toward adjacent residential uses and must be screened from other residences and other sensitive 

glare uses.   

 

Mitigation Measures 

No Mitigation required 
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2. AGRICULTURAL 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. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, 

including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 

agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 

inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment 

Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocol adopted by the 

California Air Resources Board.  

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

   X 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? 
   X 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 

12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 

Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production (as defined by Government Code section 

51104(g))? 

   X 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use? 
   X 

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment 

which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

   X 

 

Environmental Discussion: The proposed use on the site is consistent with the zoning designation of Single Family 

Residential (R-1/S1). The property and surrounding areas are not zoned for agricultural uses. The site has not 

historically been used for farming nor has it been designated as prime farmland. The property is located in a residential 

district. The City of Morro Bay contains a relatively limited area devoted to agricultural uses within the city limits. 

The Chorro and Morro Valleys, within and adjacent to the city, support intensive agricultural activity.  

 

Impact Discussion:  

a. The project site is classified as Urban and Built Up Land by the Department of Conservation’s Farmland 

Monitoring and Mapping Program.  No Farmland would be converted; no impacts would result. 

 

b. The project site is within the R-1/S1 zone and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.  The proposed use 

would not conflict with any existing zoning and no impacts would result. 

 

c. The project location does not consist of forest land or timberland; no impacts would result. 

 

d. The project location does not consist of forest land or timberland; no impacts would result. 

 

e. The project would not result in any changes to the environment that would impact existing agricultural uses in 

the region. The project would continue to be served by City water supplies, which are considered sufficient to 
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adequately meet project-related demands, and construction and long-term operation of the project is not 

expected to cause any significant impacts on regional agricultural uses. No impact would occur. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  
The project is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts to agricultural resources and no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

 

Monitoring. 

None required. 
 

3. AIR QUALITY 

 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 

quality plan? 
  X  

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation? 
 X   

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under 

an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 

(including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative 

thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?   X   

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 

people? 
  X  

 

Environmental Setting:  The project area is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB).  The SCCAB 
consists of San Luis Obispo County and a portion of Santa Barbara County north of the Santa Ynez Mountain 

ridgeline.  Atmospheric pollutant concentrations in the SCCAB are generally moderate, due to persistent west-to-

northwesterly winds that blow off the Pacific Ocean and enhance atmospheric mixing. Although meteorological 

conditions in the project area are usually conducive to pollutant dispersal, pollution can sometimes accumulate during 

the fall and summer months when the Eastern Pacific High can combine with high pressure over the continent to 

produce light winds and extended inversion conditions in the region.  As a result, Morro Bay is considered a non-

attainment area for particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and ozone (O3).  

 

The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) has developed the CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook (2013) to evaluate project specific impacts and help determine if air quality mitigation measures are needed, 

or if potentially significant impacts could result.  The APCD has also prepared a Clean Air Plan to evaluate long-term 

emissions, cumulative effects, and establish countywide programs to reach acceptable air quality levels. 

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a.) The proposed development is consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Morro Bay General Plan and is 

consistent with the APCD’s CEQA Handbook and Clean Air Plan.  The project includes residential development 

within an urban area currently zoned for this type of development.  There would be no impact.   

 

b.) The project proposes to construct a new single family residence with other miscellaneous improvements.  The 

disturbance of fine particulate matter will be minimal during the construction phase and the site will be developed and 

exposed dirt will be covered or landscaped to prevent erosion.  The project would result in the disturbance of 

approximately 2,000 square feet of soils with the construction of the project.  These project activities would result in 



INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST –  Daniel Sotelo & David Chanley 

CASE NO. #CP0-443 

DATE:  October 10, 2014 
 

 
CITY OF MORRO BAY  Page 13 

the creation of construction dust and short-term construction vehicle emissions (Construction Emissions).  The project 

would generate long-term emissions due to trip generation and area source emissions (Operational Emissions). 

 

Construction Emissions. Construction of the project, would generate emissions including reactive organic gasses 

(ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide (C02), fugitive dust (PM10), and exhaust 

particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) including diesel particulate matter (DPM). Construction emissions that would result 

from the proposed project were calculated using CalEEMod, pursuant to the CEQA Handbook. Construction 

emissions (winter) are estimated in Table 1 Construction Emissions, below. Estimated construction emissions are not 

expected to exceed the APCD thresholds requiring mitigation. Any potential impacts would be further minimized by 

implementation of the City's standard dust control measures.  

 

In addition to the construction air quality thresholds defined above, there are a number of special conditions, local 

regulations or state and federal rules that apply to construction activities. These conditions must be addressed in 

proposed construction activity and are summarized below. 
 

Table 1. Construction Emissions 

 ROG NOx CO PM10 PM10 

(Exhaust) 

PM2.5 

(Exhaust) 

CO2 

Winter (lbs/day 26.00 36.31 21.82 1.066 1.76 1.62 3,568.55 

Threshold 
(lbs/day)* 

137 n/a n/a 7 n/a 

Mitigation Required  No 
 

n/a n/a No n/a 

*Source: County of San Luis Obispo, APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 2012 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

The proximity of sensitive individuals (receptors) to a construction site constitutes a special condition and may require 

a more comprehensive evaluation of toxic diesel PM impacts and more aggressive implementation of mitigation 

measures described below in the diesel idling section (if deemed necessary by the SLOAPCD). Areas where sensitive 

receptors are most likely to spend time include schools, parks and playgrounds, day care centers, nursing homes, 

hospitals, and residential dwelling units. The types of construction projects that typically require a more 

comprehensive evaluation include large-scale, long-term projects that occur within 1,000 feet of a sensitive receptor 

locations.  This project is located within an established residential neighborhood.   

 

Permits 

Portable equipment and engines 50 horsepower (hp) or greater, used during construction activities will require 

California statewide portable equipment registration (issued by the Air Resources Board) or an Air District permit. 
 

Operational Emissions. The SLOAPCD has set thresholds for ozone precursor emissions, DPM, fugitive particulate 

matter emissions (dust), and CO. Ozone precursor emissions are measured as combined ROG and NOx emissions. 

DPM is seldom emitted from individual projects in quantities which lead to local or regional air quality attainment 

violations. DPM is, however, a toxic air contaminant and carcinogen, and exposure to DPM may lead to increased 

cancer risk and respiratory problems. Operation of the project would generate approximately 9.6 daily trips. Due to the 

minimal amount of operational trips, resulting emissions would be negligible. No significant long-term air quality 

effects are expected to occur and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

c., d.) San Luis Obispo County is a non-attainment area for the State PM10 (fine particulate matter 10 microns or less 

in diameter) air quality standards.  State law requires that emissions of non-attainment pollutants and their precursors 

be reduced by at least 5% per year until the standards are attained.  The Clean Air Plan (CAP) for San Luis Obispo 

County was developed and adopted by the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) to meet that requirement.  The CAP 

is a comprehensive planning document designed to reduce emissions from traditional industrial and commercial 

sources, as well as from motor vehicle use.  According to the APCD “CEQA Air Quality Handbook” (2012), both 

construction activities and ongoing activities of land uses can generate air quality impacts. The APCD has established 

the threshold of significance as project construction activities lasting more than one quarter in a year and land uses that 

generate 1.25 or more pounds per day (PPD) of diesel particulate matter, .25 PPD of reactive organic gases, oxides or 
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nitrogen, sulfur dioxide, or fine particulate matter, or more than 550 PPD of carbon monoxide, as having the potential 

to affect air quality significantly. The project is a size that is below APCD’s air quality significance thresholds. The 

project site is relatively isolated from major roadways and associated vehicle emissions. The project would generate 

roadway traffic only during construction, when workers and trucks would be traveling to and from the project site.  

 

The number of daily vehicle trips that would be generated during construction would not add substantially to local 

traffic volumes. Considering this, the project would not be expected to create or contribute substantially to the 

violation of air standards. 

 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos.  According to the SLOAPCD Naturally Occurring Asbestos Zones map, the project 

site is located in an area that is known to contain naturally occurring asbestos.  Naturally occurring asbestos has been 

identified by the State Air Resources Board as a toxic air contaminant.  The proposed project would result in grading 

activities and therefore naturally occurring asbestos may be encountered.  Under the State Air Resources Board Air 

Toxics Control Measure  (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations, prior to any 

construction or grading activities at the site, the applicant must comply with all applicable requirements outlined in the 

Asbestos ATCM, which include preparation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and/or an Asbestos Health and 

Safety Program. 

 

e.) No objectionable odors would be produced from the project during or following construction. Standard 

construction practices required by the Municipal Code will be imposed upon the project and the project will be subject 

to comply with all permit requirements for demolition including APCD notification requirements. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 
 
 

AQ Impact 1  Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project would result in 

short-term emissions of DPM, potentially affecting sensitive receptors. 

 

AQ/mm-1 Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall submit plans including the 

following notes, and shall comply with the following standard mitigation measures for reducing 

diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from construction equipment: 

 

a) Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer's specifications; 

 

b) Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with ARB certified motor vehicle diesel 

fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road); 

 

c) Use diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-road 

heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State off-Road Regulation; 

 

d) Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB's 2007 or cleaner certification standard for on-

road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State On-Road Regulation; 

 

e) Construction or trucking companies with fleets that that do not have engines in their fleet that 

meet the engine standards identified in the above two measures (e.g. captive or NOx exempt area 

fleets) may be eligible by proving alternative compliance; 

 

f) All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 minutes. Signs shall be posted 

in the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind drivers and operators of the 

5-minute idling limit; 

 

g) Excessive diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors is not permitted; 

 

h) Electrify equipment when feasible; 
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i) Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where feasible; and, 

 

j) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as compressed 

natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel. 

 

AQ Impact 2 Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project could generate 

dust that could be a nuisance to adjacent sensitive receptors. 

 

AQ/mm-2  Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall include the following 

notes on applicable grading and construction plans, and shall comply with the following standard 

mitigation measures for reducing fugitive dust emissions such that they do not exceed the APCD’s 

20 percent opacity limit (APCD Rule 401) and do not impact off-site areas prompting nuisance 

violations (APCD Rule 402) as follows: 

 

a) Reduce the amount of disturbed area where possible; 

 

b) Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust from 

leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 

mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible; 

 

c) All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as needed; 

 

d) Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project revegetation and landscape 

plans should be implemented as soon as possible, following completion of any soil disturbing 

activities; 

 

e) Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month after 

initial grading should be sown with a fast germinating, non-invasive, grass seed and watered until 

vegetation is established; 

 

f) All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using approved chemical 

soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD; 

 

g) All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible. In 

addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil 

binders are used. 

 

h) Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at the 

construction site; 

 

i) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain at 

least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load and top of trailer) in 

accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 23114; 

 

j) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off trucks 

and equipment leaving the site; 

 

k) Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. 

Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where feasible; 

 

l) All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building plans; and 

m) The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust 

emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust 

complaints, reduce visible emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-

site. Their duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The 
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name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the APCD Compliance Division 

prior to the start of any grading, earthwork or demolition. 

 

AQ Impact 3  Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project could generate 

dust that could be a nuisance to adjacent sensitive receptors. 
 

AQ/mm-3  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a geologic evaluation that 

determines if naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is present within the area that will be disturbed. If 

NOA is not present, an exemption request shall be filed with the District. If NOA is found at the site, 

the applicant shall comply with all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM This may include 

development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and Safety Program for 

approval by the APCD. 
 

With implementation of these measures, air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

 

 

Monitoring: 
 

Copies of regulatory forms will be submitted to the APCD for review and approval, consistent with existing 

regulations. The applicant is required to submit approval documentation from APCD to the City Environmental 

Coordinator/Planning Manager. Monitoring or inspection shall occur as necessary to ensure all construction activities 

are conducted in compliance with the above measures. Measures also require that a person be appointed to monitor the 

fugitive dust emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust complaints, 

reduce visible emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. All potential violations, 

remediation actions, and correspondence with APCD will be documented and on file with the City Environmental 

Coordinator. 

 

 

 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 

as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

  

 

X 

  

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural community identified in local 

or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

  

 

X 

  

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means?  

  

X 

  

 

 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites? 

  

X 
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e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 

or ordinance?  

   

X 

 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 

Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

   

X 

 

 

 

Environmental Setting:  The applicant provided a Biological Resources Assessment (Terra-Verde Environmental 

Consulting, LLC, July 2014). The results of the assessments are provided below.    

 

The project proposes construction of a new single family residence with landscape on site. The rectangular shaped 

2,290 square foot parcel is a mostly flat site bordered by similar residential areas and abutting Alva Paul Creek to the 

south.   

 

The 2014 biological assessment included review of habitat assessment, a late-season botanical survey, a wildlife 

survey and a jurisdictional determination.  No special-status botanical or wildlife species were observed during the 

survey; however, suitable habitat for four special-status wildlife species was identified in the nearby Alva Paul Creek 

corridor.  

 

Applicable LCP policies include the following: 

Policy 11.02:  Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas 

shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall maintain the 

habitats’ functional capacity. 

 

Policy 11.14  A minimum buffer strip along all streams shall be required as follows:  

 

1. A minimum buffer strip of 100 feet in rural areas;  

2. A minimum buffer strip of 50 feet in urban areas.  

 

Policy 11.22:  The precise location and thus boundary line of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat areas shall be 

determined based upon a field study paid for by the applicants and performed by the City or City's consultants and 

approved by City Council and/or their appointed designee prior to the approval of development on the site including, 

but not limited to, a division of land. provision of public access or restoration of the ESH. 

 

Impact Discussion:   

 

a.-b. Vegetation.  The biological assessment includes a botanical survey that identified a limited variety of non-

native, herbaceous species on site.  The remainder of  the survey area is characterized as a willow dominated, 

ruderal stream corridor.  A total of 19 plant species were identified during the survey, including 13 non-native 

species and 6 native species.  The high incidence of non-native species is an indication of a high level of 

disturbance on site.  

 

The assessment concludes that based on the type and quality of habitat on site, there is not potential for 

special status botanical species  or sensitive naturel communities to occur within the project area.    

 

Wildlife.  During the survey, the project site and buffer were inspected for the presence of wildlife and sign, 

and the habitat on site was assessed for the potential to support special status wildlife species.  No special 

status wildlife species were observed during the survey; however, suitable habitat for several special status 

species was identified on site, or within the buffer.   

 

Birds.  Habitat for migratory birds was identified within the adjacent Alva Paul Creek riparian corridor.  Two 

special status avian species have been previously identified in the vicinity, white tailed kite and Cooper’s 

hawk have the potential to nest within the immediate vicinity.   
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Mammals.  No mammals were observed on site; however, common mammals species such as ground squirrel 

are expected to occur on site.  Due to the absence of suitable habitat, no special status mammal species are 

expected to occur on site.   

 

Reptiles.  No Reptiles were observed during the survey; however, common reptiles such as western fence 

lizard are likely present.  Additionally, suitable habitat for western pond turtle exists in Alva Paul Creek, 

where two occurrences of the species have been documented.   

 

Amphibians.  No amphibians were observed  during the survey; however, Alva Paul Creek provides suitable 

habitat for the common Sierran treefrog and special status California red-legged frog (CRLF).  Two 

occurrences of CRLF have been documented in within Alva Paul Creek adjacent to the project site.  

Additional USFWS-designated critical habitat for CRLF occurs east of the project site and includes the upper 

reaches of Alva Paul Creek.      

 

c.- d. Waters and Wetlands.  The site abuts one ephemeral, blue line stream, Alva Paul Creek, which occurs within 

the survey area, but outside the proposed development footprint.  At the time of survey, the creek was dry, 

and the vegetation along the top of the bank was comprised  of both wetland and upland plant species and the 

stream channel vegetated primarily with grasses and forbes.   

 

 A jurisdictional determination was completed to assess the potential impacts of the proposed project on Alva 

Paul Creek.  The top of creek bank were located and the edge of riparian vegetation identified.  The existing 

property fence is located approximately 50’feet from the top of bank and corresponds with adjacent property 

fence lines.  Based on the proposed site plans, the jurisdictional features will be avoided and no impacts to the 

existing riparian vegetation and stream channel are anticipated.   

 

e.,f.  No policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan govern 

the project site.  

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:   
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

BIO Impact 1 Sensitive wildlife.  The project could result in direct and/or indirect impacts to special-status 

wildlife species described above if present during construction.  Likewise, elevated noise levels, 

increased traffic and human activity and construction related disturbance could result in indirect 

impacts to these species.   

 

BIO/mm-1 A preconstruction wildlife survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within one week of 

the initiation of construction activities in all areas of suitable habitat for special-status wildlife 

species (e.g. CRLF, western pond turtle, etc.).  If any sensitive species are observed during the 

survey, the applicant shall consult with the City and/or appropriate resource agencies prior to 

any work occurring on site.   

BIO Impact 2 Nesting Birds.  The project has the potential to impact migratory nesting birds of construction 

activities occur during the typical nesting season (February 1 to September 15).  Activities 

associated with the project could impact nesting birds if their nests are located within or near the 

work area.   

BIO/mm-2 To protect sensitive bird species and those species protected by the MBTA, the applicant shall 

avoid vegetation clearing and earth disturbance during the typical nesting season. If avoiding 

construction during this season is deemed infeasible, a qualified biologist shall survey a 250-

foot buffer around the project site within one week prior to construction activity beginning on 

site.  If nesting birds are identified during the survey, they shall be avoided until they have 

successfully fledged.  A buffer zone of 50 fee will be placed around all non-sensitive, passerine 
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species and a 250 buffer will be implemented for raptor species and all activity will remain 

outside of that buffer until the applicant’s biologist has determined that the young have fledged.  

If special-status bird species are identified, no work will begin until an appropriate buffer is 

determined via consultation with the local CDFW biologist and/or the USFWS. 

BIO Impact 3 Jurisdictional Features.  The proposed project is not expected to impact aquatic or wetland 

habitat off site.  There is a 50 foot buffer proposed and the project has been designed to drain 

away from the creek to Island Street.  With drainage directed away from the creek and inclusion 

of the 50 foot buffer, long term impacts are not anticipated.   

 Short term indirect impacts  to the drainage feature may result from machinery and equipment 

disturbance nearby.     

BIO/mm-3 To minimize indirect impacts to the creek, construction activities shall occur only during dry 

conditions.  For temporary stabilization, erosion and sediment control and best management 

practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to prevent potential erosion and sedimentation into the 

creek during construction.  Acceptable stabilization methods include the use of weed free, 

nature fiber (i.e. non-monofilament) fiber rolls, jute or coir netting, and/or other industry 

standard BMPs.  All BMPs shall be installed and maintained for the duration of the project.  

Any revegetation or landscaping along the edge of the riparian corridor shall incorporate 

native species, as outlined in the LCP.   

BIO/mm-4 The following general measures to minimize impact to sensitive resources are recommended:  

 

1. Prior to grading or earthwork, an environmental awareness orientation shall be 

provided to construction personnel by a qualified biologist.  The orientation shall 

familiarize workers with the sensitive environmental resources with potential to occur 

on site and in nearby Alva Paul Creek.   

2. The use of heavy equipment and vehicles shall be limited to the proposed development 

area and defined staging areas/access points.  The boundaries of the work area shall 

be clearly defined and marked with visible flagging and/or fencing.  No work shall 

occur outside these limits.  

3. All equipment and materials shall be stored away from the creek riparian corridor at 

the end of each working day, and secondary containment shall be used to prevent leaks 

and spills of potential contaminants from entering the creek.   

4. During construction, washing of concrete, paint, or equipment and refueling and 

maintenance of equipment shall occur only in designated areas a minimum of 50 feet 

from the creek.  Sandbags and/or sorbent pads shall be available to prevent water 

and/or spilled fuel from entering the drainage.  In addition, all equipment and 

materials shall be stored/stockpiled away from the drainage.  Construction equipment 

shall be inspected by the operator on a daily basis to ensure that equipment in in good 

working order and no fuel or lubricant lease are present.    

 

After implementation of these measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Monitoring:   
 

The City shall verify required elements on plans and compliance in the field.  The City shall review and approve plans 

and monitoring reports. 

 

The applicant shall provide signed contracts for all Biological monitoring and orientation work, prior to issuance of a 

building permit.   
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5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

          Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5? 

 
 

 
X 

 

 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

 
 

 
X  

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

 
 X  

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries? 
  X  

 

Environmental Setting:  
There are over 30 surveyed archaeological sites in the incorporated boundaries of the City. At least two of these 

known sites are documented as the sites of prehistoric villages with significant resources including one with a 

cemetery.  As a result of these discoveries, an inquiry was made with the Central Coast Information Center to 

determine whether the property was within 300 feet of any know archaeological site.  The results of the inquiry were 

negative and therefore not additional archaeological survey is required.   

 

Because of the presence of archaeological resources within City boundaries, the City employs a standard 

archaeological condition to address accidental discoveries of archaeological resources.  The condition is provided 

below:  

 

If materials (including but not limited to bedrock mortars, historical trash deposits, and paleontological or 

geological resources) are encountered during excavation, work shall cease until a qualified archaeologist 

makes determinations on possible significance, recommends appropriate measures to minimize impacts, and 

provides information on how to proceed in light of the discoveries. All specialist recommendations shall be 

communicated to the City of Morro Bay Public Services Department prior to resuming work to ensure the 

project continues within procedural parameters accepted by the City of Morro Bay and the State of California.  

 

Impact Discussion:   
a. The project site does not include any resources included on a local register of historical resources, and does not 

contain any building, structure or other object that is historically significant to California’s history or cultural 

heritage as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5.  No historic resources are located onsite; therefore impacts are less 

than significant. 

 

b. No archaeological resources were documented by the records search on the property.  Based on the lack of 

evidence indicating the presence of significant resources and the incorporation of mitigations, potential impacts 

would be less than significant. 

 

c. No unique paleontological or geographic resources are known to exist at the project site.  Based on the area of 

disturbance, significant paleontological discovery is unlikely; therefore, impacts are less than significant. 

 

d. Based on the results of the archaeological study and location of the project site, discovery of human remains is 

unlikely.  Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires construction to cease if in situ cultural resources are 

encountered until the County Coroner has been notified and necessary findings as to origin and disposition of the 

remains can be made pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  Construction must halt in the area of 

the discovery, the area must be protected, and consultation and treatment must occur as prescribed by law.  Based 

on results of the study and compliance with existing regulations, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation and Residual Impact:  
Impacts are less than significant and Mitigation Measures are therefore not required.   

 

 

 

6. GEOLOGY /SOILS 
 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 

  

 

  

i Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 

Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 

on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  (Refer 

to Division of Mines and Geology Publication 42) 

   

X 

 

 

 

ii Strong Seismic ground shaking?   x  

iii Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  

iv Landslides?   

 
x  

b. Result in substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil?   X  

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? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

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? 

  

 

 

x 
 

 

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? 

    

X 

 

Environmental Setting:  

The project is located in the North Morro Bay planning area.  Pursuant to the Safety Element of the General Plan, there 

are no known faults within City Limits.   

 

Impact Discussion:  

    

a. The Southern Coast Ranges Province is one of the most complex geologic provinces in the state, 

characterized by a number of sub-parallel structural blocks bounded by several on- and off-shore faults.  

There are no official maps of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones in or near the City of Morro Bay, and the 

site is not within a State Earthquake Fault Zone.  The closest active fault to the project site is the Los Osos 

Fault, approximately 1.5 miles to the southeast, which is not a fault with historic surface rupture.  The closest 

mapped fault to the site (regardless of activity) is the San Simeon Fault located approximately 1.25 miles 

from the project site. 

 

The project site is located in a region of generally high seismicity, and has the potential to experience strong 

ground shaking from earthquakes on regional and/or local causative faults.  Based on the location of known 

faults, the potential for surface fault rupture is low.  There is a high potential for existing soil slumps to 

reactivate as a result of strong ground shaking from a seismic event.   
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Liquefaction occurs when saturated, cohesionless soils lose strength due to earthquake shaking.  The presence 

of loose, poorly graded, fine sand material that is saturated by groundwater within an area known to be 

subjected to high intensity earth quakes and long-duration ground motion are the key factors that indicate 

potentially liquefiable areas and conditions that could lead to liquefaction.   

 

The applicant will be required to provide a soils report at time of building permit submittal in compliance 

with existing Building Code requirements.  Potential impacts would be less than significant. 

 

b. The subject site is considered infill development within an existing developed tract.  The lot is small at 2,290 

square feet and is proposed to be graded to drain to the street.  There is limited potential for top soil erosion 

since the disturbed footprint is so small.  The project will also be subject to the City’s Stormwater 

Management plan, which requires preparation of an erosion control for all building permit submittals where 

grading is proposed. Therefore, the impact is less than significant.   

 

c. The coastline in the vicinity of the project faces west, and the predominant wave direction is from the 

northeast.  The site analysis performed in the Geologic Assessment determined that the project does not meet 

the definition of a coastal bluff or seacliff.  The site is separated from the beach by several hundred feet of 

coastal dunes and beach.  Also, based on the Soils Engineering Report, the potential for seismic liquefaction 

of soils at the site is low.  With the recommendations of the Soils Engineering report implemented, the 

potential for seismically induced settlement and differential settlement at the site will be low and therefore, 

the impact would be less than significant. 

 

d. The building code required soils report will address this potential impact; therefore, the residual effect would 

be less than significant. 

 

e. The project does not include the construction of an onsite septic system; therefore, no impacts would occur. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

All effects are less than significant and therefore no mitigation is necessary.  

 

Monitoring:   

N/A 

 

 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

     

      Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy of regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gases? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

 

In California, the main sources of Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) are from the transportation and energy sectors.  

According to the San Luis Obispo County Annual Resource Summary Report (2013), approximately 40 percent of 

GHG emissions result from transportation and 23.5 percent result from commercial/industrial uses (County of San 

Luis Obispo, 2010).  GHGs remain in the atmosphere for periods ranging from decades to centuries; the main GHGs 

emitted by human activities include CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCS), 

perfluorocarbons (PFCS), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).   
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A warming trend of approximately 1.0 to 1.7 degrees Fahrenheit occurred during the 20th Century.  It is generally 

agreed that human activity has been increasing the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, mostly CO2 from the 

combustion of coal, oil and gas.  The effect of each GHG on climate change is measured as a combination of the 

volume or mass of its emissions, and the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere (global warming 

potential), and is expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused by the same mass of CO2. 

 

The potential effects on future climate change on California resources include increases of air temperature, sea level 

rise, reduced water resources and changed flood hydrology, changed forest composition and productivity, increased 

wild fires, changed habitats and ecosystems, changed crop yields and increased irrigation demands, and increased 

smog and public health issues. 

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a. Carbon dioxide (CO2) is the most dominant greenhouse gas, making up approximately 84 percent of total 

GHGs by volume.  Based on Table 1-1: Operational Screening Criteria for Project Air Quality Analysis 

(APCD 2012), the project would not generate emissions exceeding the APCD’s bright-line threshold of 1,150 

metric tons (MT) of CO2e per year.  Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

 

b. The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Morro Bay General Plan, 

SLOAPCD’s CEQA Handbook, Clean Air Plan, and GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence document.  

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

 

The project is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, and no 

mitigation measures are necessary. 

 

Monitoring: 

 

None required. 

 

 

 

8. HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

     

      Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 

materials into the environment? 

  

X 

  

 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

   

X 

 

 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 

would create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment? 

    

 

X 



INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST –  Daniel Sotelo & David Chanley 

CASE NO. #CP0-443 

DATE:  October 10, 2014 
 

 
CITY OF MORRO BAY  Page 24 

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? 

   

X 

 

 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 

residing or working in the project area? 

   

X 

 

 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

   

X 

 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires, including 

where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 

where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

   

X 

 

 

Environmental Setting: 

Based on review of the City of Morro Bay General Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and the California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control Cortese List and EnviroStar databases, there is no evidence that hazardous materials were ever 

used, stored or spilled on the project site at any time in the past, and there are no oil wells, tanks or related structures 

located on the property.   

 

In general, residential developments do not use hazardous materials or present hazards that would threaten 

construction workers, residents, the public, or the environment.  However, risks related to hazardous materials and 

their release into the environment could occur during both the construction and operational stages of the project.  

Sensitive uses/resources that could be impacted by hazards resulting from the proposed project include adjacent 

residents and plants and animals residing in or utilizing the adjacent stream corridor. 

 

Impact Discussion:  
 

a. The project does not propose the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials.  Construction 

materials, including fuels and oils, may be transported during construction, in compliance with existing 

regulations. Associated hazard to the public or the environment would be less than significant. 

 

b. Risks related to hazardous materials and their release into the environment could occur during the 

construction phase of the project.  Although a limited amount of hazardous materials would be present at the 

project site (namely oil and gas for construction equipment and vehicles) during normal construction 

conditions, hazardous materials would not pose a substantial risk.  However, there is the potential for spills to 

occur at the project site, which would potentially affect sensitive areas.  Mitigation, including preparation of a 

Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, is recommended to avoid the potential for incidental 

exposure; therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant.   

 

c. The project would not be located within 0.25 mile of a school and does not propose to emit hazardous 

emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  Impacts would be less 

than significant. 

 

d. The project site is not located on a known hazardous materials site.  No impacts would occur. 

 

e. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport.  No 

impacts would occur. 

 

f. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  No impacts would occur. 
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g. Based on the location of the project site, construction of the proposed project would not conflict with any 

regional evacuation or emergency response plan. 

 

h. The project is proposed adjacent to an urban setting, and is not in a high fire risk area.  The project would be 

served by the City Fire Department, and the applicant would comply with standard practices during 

construction to minimize the potential for incidental fires, including inspection of equipment.  The project 

would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of fire, and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:   
 

HAZ Impact 1 Development associated with the proposed project has the potential to result in the 

accidental release of hazardous materials into sensitive areas adjacent to the project site. 

HAZ/mm-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan shall 

be developed and submitted to the City for approval.  The plan shall identify hazardous 

materials to be used during construction and operation, and shall identify procedures for 

storage, distribution, and spill response.  The plan shall specifically address potential spill 

events into the adjacent beachfront area.  Equipment refueling shall be done in non-sensitive 

areas and such that spills can be easily and quickly contained and cleaned up without entering 

the existing stormwater drainage system or creek.  The plan shall include procedures in the 

event of accidents or spills, identification of and contact information for immediate response 

personnel, and means to limit public access and exposure.  Any necessary remedial work shall 

be done immediately to avoid surface or ground water contamination.   

With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Monitoring:   
 

The applicant shall be responsible for implementing the approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan.  

The City Engineer or his designee shall conduct periodic inspections to verify compliance. 

 

9. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
  X  

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 

of the local groundwater table level (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)? 

   

 

X 

 

 

 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 

result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site? 

 
 

 
X 

 

 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would 

result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
 

 
X 
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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? 

  X  

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   X  
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 

map? 

  X 
 

 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 

which would impede or redirect flood flows?   X 

 

 

 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 

as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  
  X 

 

 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   X  

 

Environmental Setting: The site is located in Morro Bay. The watershed of Morro Bay is approximately 48,450 acres 

and is bounded by the Santa Lucia Range on the north, Cerro Romauldo to the east and the San Luis Range to the 

south.  Eventually draining to Morro Bay, the watershed houses two significant creek systems: Los Osos and Chorro 

Creeks. The Chorro Creek watershed drains approximately 27,670 acres, while Los Osos Creek drains 16,933 acres, 

the remaining area drains directly into the bay through small local tributaries or urban runoff facilities.  Sixty percent 

of the Chorro Creek watershed is classified as rangeland, while twenty percent is brushland.    

 

Morro Bay contains approximately 2,100 acres of water surface at low tide and approximately 6,500 acres at high tide, 

leaving approximately 980 acres of tidal mud flat and approximately 470 acres of salt marsh. The water quality of 

Morro Bay is affected by presence of nutrients, toxic substances, hydrocarbons, bacteria, heavy metals, suspended 

sediment, and turbidity. Studies by various authors also suggest that Morro Bay is subjected to a relatively rapid 

increase in sedimentation. Morro Bay, Los Osos and Chorro Creek are listed as “impaired waters” under the federal 

Clean Water Act, Section 303(d). These water areas, and the Morro Bay Estuary, are also listed as waters impaired by 

sedimentation/siltation, and are the subject of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), which is a calculation of the 

maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards.  

 

The project site is located adjacent to Alva Paul Creek (also referred to as unnamed creek).     The drainage is within 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map Zone AE (areas subject to inundation by the 

one percent annual chance flood event [100 year flood zone]).  The Pacific Ocean is located to the west.   

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a. The project site is located on property adjacent to Alva Paul Creek.  As discussed in Section 4 (Biological 

Resources), and Section 8 (Hazards/ Hazardous Materials), construction of the project may result in erosion 

or the accidental release of fuels, oils, or other materials, which may discharge into the adjacent creek 

corridor area.  Mitigation is recommended to address these potential impacts.  Based on implementation of 

recommended best management practices and mitigation measures addressed in Section 4 (Biological 

Resources), and Section (8 Hazardous Materials), no violations of any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements are expected.  Impacts would be less than significant.  

 

b. The proposed project would utilize City water supplies, which are estimated to be sufficient to meet project 

demands (refer to Section 17, Utilities and Service Systems, below).  No depletion of groundwater supplies or 

effects on groundwater recharge would result.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

c. The project would disturb approximately 2,290 square feet and would increase pervious surfaces at the 

location with development of a residence and garage, paving and other infrastructure.  Based on the size and 

location of the development, it would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern on the site.  Based 
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on the location and size of the project, and implementation of drainage management features, potential 

impacts to erosion and siltation would be less than significant.  The project would be required to comply with 

the City’s adopted Stormwater management program which contains requirements for LID to further reduce 

impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff.  With implementation of these measures, impacts would 

be less than significant.  

 

d. Refer to c., above.  The project would not substantially increase runoff which would result in flooding on- or 

off-site.  Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of the recommended mitigation 

measures. 

 

e. Refer to c., above.  The project would contribute additional runoff and would be subject to low impact 

development (LID) requirements pursuant to the City’s Stormwater Management Program.  Based on the size 

of the project, no substantial increase in capacity or additional sources of runoff would occur.  With 

implementation of earlier recommended mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.    

 

f. The proposed project is not anticipated to substantially degrade water quality.  The development of a single 

family residence will result in an increase in runoff but would not substantially increase runoff which would 

degrade water quality substantially.  With implementation of earlier recommended mitigations measures, 

impacts would be less than significant.  

 

g. According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map for San Luis Obispo County, California, the site is located within 

a 100-year flood zone AE with a flood elevation of 47.5’ feet (NAVD 88 datum).   The finish floor elevation 

of the residence is proposed at 51’ feet in this location.  The applicant will be required to submit a flood 

elevation certification, consistent with the City’s Flood Hazard Ordinance Section 14.72, prior to final, which 

indicates that the lower level finish floor is at least 2 feet above the base flood elevation. Therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant.   

 

h. Refer to g) above.    Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

i. Refer to g) above.  Impacts would be less than significant.   

 

j. Tsunamis along the Morro Bay coastline are relatively rare.  Because the project site is located approximately 

50’ above mean high tide the likelihood of inundation by tsunami is greatly reduced.  However there is no 

established methodology to predict recurrence intervals of tsunamis. As discussed in the Safety Element of 

the General Plan and Hazards Mitigation Plan the most feasible protection in the event of a tsunami is a 

warning system, evacuation plan, including emergency preparedness planning.  Given the relative height of 

the lot and the emergency preparedness documents in place the threat posed by tsunamis is less than 

significant.     

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

None Required 

 

 

Monitoring:   
None required.  

 

 
 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?    X 
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b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 

project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, 

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect? 

  X  

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 

or natural community conservation plan? 
   X 

 

Environmental Setting: The project is located within northern Morro Bay and zoned Single Family Residential (R-1) 

in the S.1 overlay district, and within the City’s coastal permitting jurisdiction. The existing residence is an allowed 

use in the R-1 zoning district.  

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a. The proposed project proposes residential development consistent with surrounding land uses.  The project 

would not divide an existing community and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

b. The project does not conflict with City policies, land use plans or regulations.  The development is being 

carried out in conformance with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Local Coastal Plan, Stormwater 

Management Plan, Hazards Mitigation Plan and the California Building Code.   Impacts would therefore be 

less than significant.   

 

c. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that apply to the project site.  

No impacts would occur. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

The project is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts to land use and planning.  LCP consistency 

determinations will be made by the City Planning Commission and/or the City Council.  Mitigation identified in the 

Air Quality, Biology and Hazardous Materials section would address potential impacts (refer to respective resource 

sections).  After implementation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Monitoring:  

 

Compliance will be verified by the City Public Services Department through review of project plans and onsite 

inspection. 
 

 

 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resources that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the state? 

   X 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

   X 

 

Environmental Setting: According to the California Geological Survey, this area of the City is comprised of 

Quaternary deposits (marine and sand deposits). The General Plan and the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 

Resources do not delineate any resources in the area. Further, the State Mining and Geology Board has not designated 
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or formally recognized the statewide or regional significance of any classified mineral resources in the County of San 

Luis Obispo. 

 

Impact Discussion: a.-b.) The proposed site is not designated a site with mineral resources, therefore no mineral 

resources will be lost. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: The site is not designated as a mineral resource in Morro Bay and will not be 

substantially impacted by the new single family residence, therefore no mitigation is required. 

 

Monitoring: Not applicable.  
 

 

 

12. NOISE 
 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Expose people to, or generate, noise levels exceeding 

established standards in the local general plan, coastal 

plan, noise ordinance or other applicable standards of 

other agencies? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

b. Expose persons to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
  X  

c. Cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project? 

   

X 

 

 

d. Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

Environmental Setting: The most significant source of noise to the project is from traffic or transportation. The 

City’s General Plan Noise Element threshold for traffic noise exposure is 60dB for most land uses. The City’s Zoning 

Ordinance also contains noise limitations and specifies operational hours, review criteria, noise mitigation, and 

requirements for noise analyses. Sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the project include residential uses 

surrounding the site. 

 

The City of Morro Bay Noise Element states that residential land uses in areas with exterior noise levels above 60 

decibels (dBA) may only be permitted after implementation of noise protective mitigation measures in compliance 

with the Noise Element.  Mitigation measures are also required if interior noise levels exceed 45 dBA.  The proposed 

project would be located approximately 630 feet from State Route 1, which would be the primary noise-generator in 

the area.  Based on review of the City’s Noise Element Noise Contour Map, the site is outside of a noise impacted area 

due to its location in an existing residential neighborhood.   

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a. Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate increased noise levels due to the 

use of heavy construction equipment and vehicles.  Development of the proposed project would likely expose 

surrounding areas to temporary noise levels that exceed those established in the Noise Element.  This effect 

would be short-term, however, and would be limited to daytime hours pursuant to City policy.  Residences 

are designated as noise sensitive by the General Plan. Noise levels of 60 dB are acceptable for outdoor 

activity areas and 45 dB for indoor areas. Exterior noise levels will be less than 60 dB when attenuation 

afforded by intervening buildings or property fencing is taken into account. Interior noise levels of less than 

45dB will be achievable with standard building materials and construction techniques.  Short-term 

construction impacts would be less than significant. 
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b. The proposed project would result in some groundborne vibration and noise during the short-term 

construction phase.  These potential impacts would be short-term and limited to daytime hours consistent 

with City policy.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

c. Implementation of the project would generate approximately 9.6 average daily trips, which would not 

substantially increase noise levels in the immediate area.  Use of the residential area would generate 

operational noise; however, the increase would not result in a substantial permanent increase in the ambient 

noise level, due to existing residential and transportation-related noise in the immediate area.  The impact 

would be less than significant. 

 

d. The project would create temporary increased in noise levels in the project vicinity above those existing 

without the project due to construction activities (refer to a. and b., above).  However, potential increased 

would not differ from those typically associated with similar development projects, and activities would be 

conducted in compliance with existing City policy.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

 

Impacts related to Noise will have less than significant impact.   

Monitoring: 

 

Not applicable. 

 
 

13.  POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

          Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
   X 

c. Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 

indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

  X  

 

Environmental Setting: The project site is currently undeveloped and is currently not occupied by permanent 

residents.  The City of Morro Bay has a population of 10,234 based on data from the 2010 Census.  The population has 

remained relatively constant over the last decade, down approximately 1.1 percent from 10,350 in 2000 (California 

Department of Finance, Table E-4). 

 

The San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) allocates housing production goals for the County 

and incorporated cities based on their fair share of the region’s population and employment, which is outlined in the 

SLOCOG 2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan.  The Plan designated a Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 

155 of the total 4,885 countywide housing units to the City of Morro Bay over the 2014-2019 planning period.  The 

City’s 2014 Housing Element showed the City’s capacity to accommodate all 155 allocated units, and a remaining 

surplus of lands suitable to develop as many as 450 additional units (City of Morro Bay 2014-2019 Housing Element). 

 

 

Impact Discussion:  
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a. Implementation of the project would have no effect on existing housing, and would not displace any people.  

No impacts would result. 

 

b. Refer to a., above.  No impacts would result. 

 

c. The project proposes development of one single-family residence within the City, which would induce 

negligible population growth in the area.  However, this growth is consistent with that anticipated in the Land 

Use Element, Zoning Code and build out under the General Plan.  Infrastructure is in place to meet the 

anticipated growth and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

 

The project is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts to population or housing and no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

 

Monitoring:  
 

None required. 
 

14.  PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Would the project result in a 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 following public 

services: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Fire protection?   X  

b. Police protection?   X  

c. Schools?   X  

d. Parks or other recreational facilities?   X  

e. Other governmental services?   X  

 

Environmental Setting: The project site lies within the City of Morro Bay and the City of Morro Bay provides most 

of the public services, including Fire and Police protection. The San Luis Coastal Unified School District operates an 

elementary school and a high school within the City. The project is not expected to cause any change in governmental 

service levels or trigger the need for new facilities or equipment to maintain existing service levels.  

 

According to the California Department of Finance, the City of Morro Bay’s population in 2010 was 10,234 and San 

Luis Obispo County’s population was 269,637.  SLOCOG published an updated Long Range Socio-Economic 

Projections Report in August 2010, updating population projections in the county after accounting in the dramatic 

downturn in the economy and adjusting population projections accordingly.  The report projects the City population to 

grow by 8.1 percent to 11,350 by 2035.   

 

The City of Morro Bay is served by the Morro Bay Police and Fire Departments and the San Luis Coastal Unified 

School District.  The project site is located in a Moderate Fire Hazard Zone on the County of San Luis Obispo safety 

maps.   

 

There are two schools within the City, Del Mar Elementary School and Morro Bay High School.  The San Luis 

Coastal Unified School District is operating at acceptable capacities at all grade levels.  Elementary schools are 

currently operating at approximately 82.5 percent capacity, and serving 3,409 students.  Middle schools serve 

approximately 1,071 students and are operating at 69.1 percent capacity.  High schools within the district are the 
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closest to reaching their capacity levels, and currently serve approximately 2,493 students at 93.4 percent capacity 

(County of San Luis Obispo 2013).  High school capacity levels have been designated a Level of Severity II, which 

means enrollment projections are estimated to reach school capacity with five years. 

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

a. The proposed project would result in the addition of one residential unit in the City, and may cause a minimal 

to negligible increase in demand for City services, including fire and police protection.   

 

The project involves residential growth consistent with levels anticipated at build out under the City’s 

General Plan and Zoning Code.   The City has capacity and infrastructure in place to facilitate the residential 

use planned for this area.  The project is not located within a moderate fire hazard risk area and is not 

expected to generate demand on police services above the level generally utilized for surrounding residential 

uses.  The proposed project would not alter the existing services currently provided by the City, and no new 

or physically altered facilities would be required.  The project’s incremental effect on existing services would 

be mitigated through payment of standard development fees.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

b. Refer to a., above.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

c. Schools within Morro Bay are currently operating at acceptable levels.  With an average household size of 2.1 

(calculated by dividing the total City population by total number of housing units), it could be estimated that 

the development of 1 residential unit could result in the addition of one school aged child to local schools.  

Schools within the district would be capable of meeting this additional demand.  Impacts would be less than 

significant. 

 

d. Recreational facilities are discussed in Section 15, below.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

e. The proposed project is not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts on any other governmental 

services within the City or San Luis Obispo County.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

 

The project is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts to public utilities and therefore no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

 

 

Monitoring: Not applicable.  

 

 

15.  RECREATION 
 

          Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 

occur or be accelerated? 

  X  

b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction 

or expansion of recreational facilities, which might 

have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
  X  

 

Environmental Setting:  A variety of recreational activities including hiking, sightseeing, bird watching, etc. are 

available within Morro Bay. Within the boundary of Morro Bay City limits, there are over 10 miles of ocean and bay 
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front shoreline. Approximately 95% of the shoreline has public lateral access. These walkways provide active 

recreational activities for visitors and residents. 
 

Impact Discussion: a-b) The City of Morro Bay has adequate recreation facilities to accommodate the construction of 

a single family residence and the associated recreational needs. The Recreation and Parks Department upgrades the 

facilities as funds become available, therefore the addition of a single family residence will not lead to the substantial 

physical deterioration of facilities or require additional facilities.  

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: The recreation facilities in Morro Bay will not be substantially impacted by the 

new single family residence, therefore no mitigation is required. 

 

Monitoring: Not applicable.  

 

 

16. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

          

        Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system, taking into 

account all modes of transportation including mass 

transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but not 

limited to intersections, street, highway and freeways, 

pedestrian and bicycle path, and mass transit? 

  X  

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management 

program, including, but not limited to level of service 

standards and travel demand measures, or other 

standards established by the country congestion 

management agency for designated roads or highways? 

  X  

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 

location that results in substantial safety risks? 

   X 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

   X 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

f. Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities? 

   X 

 

Environmental Setting: The City of Morro Bay is primarily a residential and commercial community that is bisected 

by Highway 1, a major regional roadway. Another major roadway is Highway 41, which carries travelers east of the 

city. The two most used roadways are Highway 1 and Main Street.  Most traffic generated in the city is on the local 

streets. 

 

Impact Discussion: a., b., d., e., f.,) The single family residence is proposed in a developed residential neighborhood 

with existing roads, alternative transit and emergency services with access already in place to service the new 

residential development.  The development of this lot will not require designing new roads or construction of new 

roads that would increase hazards in the area as the site is already serviced by Island an existing street.  
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c.) The City of Morro Bay does not have an airstrip, therefore the project will not result in a change in air traffic 

patterns, increase traffic levels or change the location.   

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: Transportation and circulation of Morro Bay will not be substantially impacted by 

the new single family residence, therefore no mitigation is required. 

 

Monitoring: Not applicable.  
 

 

 

17. UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 
Would the project: 
 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
  X  

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental effects? 

   X 

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water 

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects? 

  X  

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 

new or expanded entitlements needed? 

  X  

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provider, which serves or may serve the project that it 

has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 

demand in addition to the provider’s existing 

commitments? 

  X  

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 

disposal needs? 

  X  

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 
  X  

 

Environmental Setting:  
 

The City receives water from a variety of sources: groundwater from the Morro Creek and Chorro Creek underflows, 

converted water through the City’s desalination facility, and state water via the Chorro Valley pipeline (refer to Table 

3 below).  The desalination facility also treats brackish water from the Morro Creek underflow for nitrate removal.  

The desalination facility provides water when the State Water Project pipeline undergoes annual maintenance.  The 

City has an allocation from the State Water Project, including a drought buffer amount. 

 

Water use in the City has remained relatively steady over the past 10 years (as has the City’s population), ranging from 

1,317 afy in 2009-2010 at its lowest, to 1,475 afy in 2003-2004 at the highest (refer to Table 4 below).   

 

Table 3. City of Morro Bay Water Supply 

Water Provider Morro Bay Water Demand 
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Source 
2010-2011 

afy 
2011-2012 

(afy) 

City of Morro Bay 

Subsurface flow – 
potable 

87 15 

BWRO subsurface
1 

* 76 

State Water 1,136 1,149 

Source: County of San Luis Obispo, Annual Resource Summary Report 2010-2012 

* No data received 
1
BRWO:  Brackish Water Reverse Osmosis 

 

 

Table 4. City of Morro Bay Total Water Use (acre feet/year) 

1999-
2000 

2000-
2001 

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

2007-
2008 

2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

1,372 1,417 1,437 1,423 1,475 1,400 1,384 1,420 1,369 1,317 1,223 1,240 

*Source: County of San Luis Obispo, Annual Resource Summary Report 2010-2012   

 

Based on information provided by the City for preparation of the County Resource Management System’s 2010-2012 

Annual Resources Summary Report, single-family residential water use in 2012 was approximately 46,316 gallons.  

The City’s water rates are relatively high (the second highest rates in the county), with an average single family unit 

paying $66.90 per month. 

 

The City shares a wastewater treatment plant with the Cayucos Sanitary District, located in Morro Bay near the Morro 

Bay power plant.  The wastewater treatment plant currently has one of the few secondary treatment waivers in the 

state, which allows the plant to dispose of primary-treated sewage through an outfall to the ocean.  The waiver is being 

phased out over the next several years, as the plant is being relocated and upgraded to at least tertiary treatment.  At 

that level of treatment, the wastewater effluent could be recycled to augment the City’s water supply. 

 

As of 2012, the City’s sewer treatment facility was operating at approximately 56 percent capacity (County of San 

Luis Obispo 2013).  Average daily dry weather flows for 2012 were 1.154 million gallons per day (mgd).  The 

facility’s current daily capacity is 2.06 mgd.  Wet weather flows are much higher (averaged approximately 2.6 mgd in 

2010 and peaked at approximately 6.0 mgd).  However, the system has sufficient detention capacity to hold these 

additional flow amounts and release flows consistent with the 2.06 mgd biological capacity.  The City and Cayucos are 

in the process of relocating/upgrading the facility.  Additional information can be found in the Facility Master Plan, 

and specifically the Facility Master Plan – July 2010 Amendment 2, which are located on the City’s website, at 

http://www.morro-bay.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=352.  

  

The City contracts with Morro Bay Garbage Service to provide residential and commercial garbage, recycling, and 

green waste collection services for Morro Bay.  All of the City’s waste is taken to Cold Canyon Landfill.  Cold 

Canyon is located approximately five miles south of the City of San Luis Obispo on State Route 227.  Total capacity at 

the landfill is 10.9 million cubic yards, and the County is currently conducting environmental review for a proposal to 

expand the existing facility and services.  Currently, about 75 percent of the landfill’s capacity is filled. 

 

Impact Discussion: a.-c., e.) The proposed project is a single family residence on a vacant parcel and will not create 

substantial new amounts of waste water. The WWTP exceeds the regulatory standards for effluent and the house is not 

http://www.morro-bay.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=352
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a use that would create toxic wastewater that would require additional treatment nor will it exceed wastewater 

treatment requirements. The current waste water treatment plant has the capacity to accommodate the new house.   

 

d.) The City of Morro Bay has adequate water units for a new single family house, as the use is not a water intensive 

use. The water units are calculated every year and the City has not exceeded the water unit allocation in recent years as 

the City has limited new development.  

 

f.-g.) The landfills in San Luis Obispo County have the capacity to accommodate the solid waste for the proposed new 

house.  

 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: Utilities and service systems will not be substantially impacted by the wastewater 

and solid waste of the new single family residence, therefore no mitigation is required. 

 

Monitoring: Not applicable.  

 

 

IV.   INFORMATION SOURCES: 

 

A. City / County / Federal Departments Consulted :  

 

 
B. General Plan 

  
X Land Use Element X Conservation Element 

X Circulation Element X Noise Element 

X Seismic Safety/Safety Element X Local Coastal Plan and Maps 

X Zoning Ordinance   

 
C. Other Sources of Information 
 

X Field Work / Site Visit X Flood Control Maps 

X Calculations X Zoning Maps 

X Project Plans / Description X Soils Maps / Reports 

 Traffic Study X Plant Maps 

X Records X Archeological Maps  

X Grading Plans X Other: County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control 

District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, adopted 

December 2012 

X Elevations /Architectural Renderings x City of Morro Bay Municipal Code and Zoning 

Ordinance 

X Published Geological Maps x City of Morro Bay Local Coastal Plan 

X Topographic Maps x City of Morro Bay Stormwater Management Plan, June 

2011 

X AG Preserve Maps   

 

D. References 

 

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection.  2013.  Farmland 

Monitoring and Mapping Program – San Luis Obispo County Important Farmland Map 

2010. 

 



INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST –  Daniel Sotelo & David Chanley 

CASE NO. #CP0-443 

DATE:  October 10, 2014 
 

 
CITY OF MORRO BAY  Page 37 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control.  Envirostar. 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/.  Accessed October 10, 2014. 

 

California Department of Conservation. Hazards Mineral Resources Education Library 

Publications – http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/mlc/Pages/index.aspx; Accessed 

October 10, 2014. 

 

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District.  2012.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

 

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District.  2012.  GHG Thresholds for CEQA. 

 

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District.  2001.  Clean Air Plan. 

 

County of San Luis Obispo.  March 12, 2013.  Annual Resource Summary Report 2010-2012. 

 

Department of Finance.  2011.  Table E-4, Population Estimates, 2001-2010.  Available at: 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-4/2001-10/view.php. 

Accessed on: September 9, 2014. 

 

Central Coast Information Center, Initial Records Search, August 11, 2014 

 

Terra Verde Environmental Consulting, Biological Resources Assessment, July 2014 

 

 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  November 16, 2012.  Flood Insurance Rate 

Map, San Luis Obispo County, California and Incorporated Areas.  Panel 06079C0813G. 
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http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-4/2001-10/view.php
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V.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (Section 15065) 

 

A project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require a focused or full environmental impact 

report to be prepared for the project where any of the following conditions occur (CEQA Sec. 15065): 
 

 Potentially 

Significant Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant Impact 

No Impact 

Potential to degrade:  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? 

  

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

 

Cumulative:  Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited but cumulatively considerable? 

(Cumulatively considerable means that 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)? 

  

 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

Substantial adverse:  Does the project have 

environmental effects, which will cause substantial 

adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

 

 
X 

 

 

 

 

Impact Discussion:  

 

Potential to Degrade.  The proposed project would not substantially degrade or threaten the quality of the 

environment, habitat or populations of any fish or wildlife species, or important examples of California history or 

prehistory.  Potential adverse effects to the environment associated with development of the project include impacts to 

Air Quality, Biological Resource and Hazards and Materials, .  Mitigation measures have been proposed to mitigate 

for potential impacts. Refer to Sections 3 (Air Quality), 4 (Biological Resources) and 8 (Hazards and Materials) for 

additional information.   

 

Cumulative.  Project-specific impacts, when considered along with, or in combination with, other impacts, do not rise 

to a level of significance.  Project impacts are limited and no substantial cumulative impacts resulting from other 

projects were identified. 

 

Substantial Adverse.  The project does not have environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly.  Project impacts are limited and standard mitigation measures would be 

incorporated that would reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

 

 

VI.   DETERMINATION 
 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

The Public Services Director has found  that the proposed project  COULD NOT have a significant effect 

on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
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The Public Services Director has found  that although the proposed project could have a significant effect 

on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have 

been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

will be prepared. 

 

   X 

  

The Public Services Director has found  that the proposed project MAY have limited and specific 

significant effect on the environment, and a FOCUSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 

required. 

 

 

The Public Services Director has found  that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the 

environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 

  

X With Public Hearing   Without Public Hearing 

 

Previous Document : 

 

n/a 

 

Project Evaluator : 

 

Scot Graham, Planning Manager 

 

 

                  October 10, 2014           

Signature                            Initial Study Date 

 

Scot Graham   

Printed Name                         

 

On behalf of Scot Graham, Planning Manager 

City of Morro Bay 

                         

   

Lead Agency 
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VII. ATTACHMENTS 
 

Attachment “A” 

 

SUMMARY OF REQUIRED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
 

AIR QUALITY 

 
AQ Impact 1  Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project would result in 

short-term emissions of DPM, potentially affecting sensitive receptors. 

 

AQ/mm-1 Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall submit plans including the 

following notes, and shall comply with the following standard mitigation measures for reducing 

diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from construction equipment: 

 

a) Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer's specifications; 

 

b) Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with ARB certified motor vehicle diesel 

fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road); 

 

c) Use diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-road 

heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State off-Road Regulation; 

 

d) Use on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB's 2007 or cleaner certification standard for on-

road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State On-Road Regulation; 

 

e) Construction or trucking companies with fleets that that do not have engines in their fleet that 

meet the engine standards identified in the above two measures (e.g. captive or NOx exempt area 

fleets) may be eligible by proving alternative compliance; 

 

f) All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 minutes. Signs shall be posted 

in the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind drivers and operators of the 

5-minute idling limit; 

 

g) Excessive diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors is not permitted; 

 

h) Electrify equipment when feasible; 

 

i) Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where feasible; and, 

 

j) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as compressed 

natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel. 

 
 

With implementation of these measures, air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

 

 

Monitoring: 
 

Copies of regulatory forms will be submitted to the APCD for review and approval, consistent with existing 

regulations. The applicant is required to submit approval documentation from APCD to the City Environmental 

Coordinator/Planning Manager. Monitoring or inspection shall occur as necessary to ensure all construction activities 
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are conducted in compliance with the above measures. Measures also require that a person be appointed to monitor the 

fugitive dust emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust complaints, 

reduce visible emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. All potential violations, 

remediation actions, and correspondence with APCD will be documented and on file with the City Environmental 

Coordinator. 

 
AQ Impact 2 Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project could generate 

dust that could be a nuisance to adjacent sensitive receptors. 

 

AQ/mm-2  Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, the applicant shall include the following 

notes on applicable grading and construction plans, and shall comply with the following standard 

mitigation measures for reducing fugitive dust emissions such that they do not exceed the APCD’s 

20 percent opacity limit (APCD Rule 401) and do not impact off-site areas prompting nuisance 

violations (APCD Rule 402) as follows: 

 

b) Reduce the amount of disturbed area where possible; 

 

b) Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust from 

leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 

mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible; 

 

c) All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as needed; 

 

d) Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project revegetation and landscape 

plans should be implemented as soon as possible, following completion of any soil disturbing 

activities; 

 

e) Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month after 

initial grading should be sown with a fast germinating, non-invasive, grass seed and watered until 

vegetation is established; 

 

f) All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using approved chemical 

soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance by the APCD; 

 

g) All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible. In 

addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil 

binders are used. 

 

h) Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at the 

construction site; 

 

i) All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain at 

least two feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load and top of trailer) in 

accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 23114; 

 

j) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off trucks 

and equipment leaving the site; 

 

k) Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. 

Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where feasible; 

 

l) All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building plans; and 

m) The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust 

emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust 
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complaints, reduce visible emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-

site. Their duties shall include holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The 

name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the APCD Compliance Division 

prior to the start of any grading, earthwork or demolition. 

 

AQ Impact 3  Construction activities associated with development of the proposed project could generate 

dust that could be a nuisance to adjacent sensitive receptors. 
 

AQ/mm-3  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a geologic evaluation that 

determines if naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is present within the area that will be disturbed. If 

NOA is not present, an exemption request shall be filed with the District. If NOA is found at the site, 

the applicant shall comply with all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM This may include 

development of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and Safety Program for 

approval by the APCD. 
 

With implementation of these measures, air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

 

 

Monitoring: 
 

Copies of regulatory forms will be submitted to the APCD for review and approval, consistent with existing 

regulations. The applicant is required to submit approval documentation from APCD to the City Environmental 

Coordinator/Planning Manager. Monitoring or inspection shall occur as necessary to ensure all construction activities 

are conducted in compliance with the above measures. Measures also require that a person be appointed to monitor the 

fugitive dust emissions and enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust complaints, 

reduce visible emissions below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. All potential violations, 

remediation actions, and correspondence with APCD will be documented and on file with the City Environmental 

Coordinator. 

 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

BIO Impact 1 Sensitive wildlife.  The project could result in direct and/or indirect impacts to special-status 

wildlife species described above if present during construction.  Likewise, elevated noise levels, 

increased traffic and human activity and construction related disturbance could result in indirect 

impacts to these species.   

 

BIO/mm-1 A preconstruction wildlife survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within one week of 

the initiation of construction activities in all areas of suitable habitat for special-status wildlife 

species (e.g. CRLF, western pond turtle, etc.).  If any sensitive species are observed during the 

survey, the applicant shall consult with the City and/or appropriate resource agencies prior to 

any work occurring on site.   

BIO Impact 2 Nesting Birds.  The project has the potential to impact migratory nesting birds of construction 

activities occur during the typical nesting season (February 1 to September 15).  Activities 

associated with the project could impact nesting birds if their nests are located within or near the 

work area.   

BIO/mm-2 To protect sensitive bird species and those species protected by the MBTA, the applicant shall 

avoid vegetation clearing and earth disturbance during the typical nesting season. If avoiding 

construction during this season is deemed infeasible, a qualified biologist shall survey a 250-

foot buffer around the project site within one week prior to construction activity beginning on 

site.  If nesting birds are identified during the survey, they shall be avoided until they have 

successfully fledged.  A buffer zone of 50 fee will be placed around all non-sensitive, passerine 

species and a 250 buffer will be implemented for raptor species and all activity will remain 

outside of that buffer until the applicant’s biologist has determined that the young have fledged.  
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If special-status bird species are identified, no work will begin until an appropriate buffer is 

determined via consultation with the local CDFW biologist and/or the USFWS. 

BIO Impact 3 Jurisdictional Features.  The proposed project is not expected to impact aquatic or wetland 

habitat off site.  There is a 50 foot buffer proposed and the project has been designed to drain 

away from the creek to Island Street.  With drainage directed away from the creek and inclusion 

of the 50 foot buffer, long term impacts are not anticipated.   

 Short term indirect impacts  to the drainage feature may result from machinery and equipment 

disturbance nearby.     

BIO/mm-3 To minimize indirect impacts to the creek, construction activities shall occur only during dry 

conditions.  For temporary stabilization, erosion and sediment control and best management 

practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to prevent potential erosion and sedimentation into the 

creek during construction.  Acceptable stabilization methods include the use of weed free, 

nature fiber (i.e. non-monofilament) fiber rolls, jute or coir netting, and/or other industry 

standard BMPs.  All BMPs shall be installed and maintained for the duration of the project.  

Any revegetation or landscaping along the edge of the riparian corridor shall incorporate 

native species, as outlined in the LCP.   

BIO/mm-4 The following general measures to minimize impact to sensitive resources are recommended:  

 

5. Prior to grading or earthwork, an environmental awareness orientation shall be 

provided to construction personnel by a qualified biologist.  The orientation shall 

familiarize workers with the sensitive environmental resources with potential to occur 

on site and in nearby Alva Paul Creek.   

6. The use of heavy equipment and vehicles shall be limited to the proposed development 

area and defined staging areas/access points.  The boundaries of the work area shall 

be clearly defined and marked with visible flagging and/or fencing.  No work shall 

occur outside these limits.  

7. All equipment and materials shall be stored away from the creek riparian corridor at 

the end of each working day, and secondary containment shall be used to prevent leaks 

and spills of potential contaminants from entering the creek.   

8. During construction, washing of concrete, paint, or equipment and refueling and 

maintenance of equipment shall occur only in designated areas a minimum of 50 feet 

from the creek.  Sandbags and/or sorbent pads shall be available to prevent water 

and/or spilled fuel from entering the drainage.  In addition, all equipment and 

materials shall be stored/stockpiled away from the drainage.  Construction equipment 

shall be inspected by the operator on a daily basis to ensure that equipment in in good 

working order and no fuel or lubricant lease are present.    

 

After implementation of these measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Monitoring:   
 

The City shall verify required elements on plans and compliance in the field.  The City shall review and approve plans 

and monitoring reports. 

 

The applicant shall provide signed contracts for all monitoring and orientation work, prior to issuance of a building 

permit.   
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

HAZ Impact 1 Development associated with the proposed project has the potential to result in the 

accidental release of hazardous materials into sensitive areas adjacent to the project site. 

HAZ/mm-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan shall 

be developed and submitted to the City for approval.  The plan shall identify hazardous 

materials to be used during construction and operation, and shall identify procedures for 

storage, distribution, and spill response.  The plan shall specifically address potential spill 

events into the adjacent beachfront area.  Equipment refueling shall be done in non-sensitive 

areas and such that spills can be easily and quickly contained and cleaned up without entering 

the existing stormwater drainage system or creek.  The plan shall include procedures in the 

event of accidents or spills, identification of and contact information for immediate response 

personnel, and means to limit public access and exposure.  Any necessary remedial work shall 

be done immediately to avoid surface or ground water contamination.   

With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Monitoring:   
 

The applicant shall be responsible for implementing the approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan.  

The City Engineer or his designee shall conduct periodic inspections to verify compliance. 

 

 

Acceptance of Mitigation Measures by Project Applicant: 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________   ______________ 

  Applicant     Date 
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