
   

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

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 

FROM: Thomas Frutchey, City Manager 

MEETING DATE: May 6, 2015 

SUBJECT: Request by Councilmember Miller to Discuss 147 11
th

 Street 

CEQA: 
Does not Constitute a “Project” per California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) Guidelines 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Receive report and provide any desired direction. 

 

DISCUSSION 

The Planning Commission approved the removal of an ancillary structure at the “Steinbeck House,” 

on 147 11
th

 Street, in October 2014. 

 

As shown in the attached e-mail (Attachment 1), Councilmember Miller asked that aspects of this 

matter be brought to Council for consideration.  There is a wide range of aspects that can be 

addressed, substantive and procedural, specific and general, as well as previously having occurred 

and prospective. 

 

Some of the key documents that relate to the Planning Commission’s action and prior City actions 

regarding this parcel are attached. 

 

The recommended action does not constitute a “Project” as that term is defined under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline Section 15378, as it is an organizational or 

administrative activity that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the environment.  

 

OPTIONS 

1. Do nothing. 

2. Provide alternative direction. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

No direct impact. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Councilmember Miller’s e-mail, 4-17-15 

2. Planning Commission packet, 10-16-2014 

3. Tree Removal Appeal packet, 10-18-2006 

4. Other relevant materials 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Thomas Frutchey 

City Manager 
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4/28/2015 City of Pacific Grove Mail  Steinbeck House

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=0ef71f5cb9&view=pt&q=DanMiller39%40comcast.net&qs=true&search=query&th=14cc8d4ffee4babc&siml=14cc8d… 1/1

Thomas Frutchey <tfrutchey@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Steinbeck House
1 message

danmiller39@comcast.net <danmiller39@comcast.net> Fri, Apr 17, 2015 at 12:22 PM
To: "frutchey, tom" <tfrutchey@ci.pg.ca.us>

Tom,
   I have reviewed the documents you forwarded.  I believe this needs to be examined by the
council to exam whether it was done correctly and to look at if there needs to be more
training for the Commission. 
   In revieing I am perplexed as to why this was on consent.  Why, when it was ponited out
that the plans were inadaquate the hearing was allowed to continue.  Why a garage that
was turned into living space without permits was allowed to remain living space.  Why a
nonconformity was allowed to be removed and replaced.  My understanding is if it
nonconforming and destrpoyed you don't get to rebuild it.
   How does this project not have a single car port or garage.  How they were able to go
eight years without upkeep of a major historic building then complain that they need special
treatment to fix something they never fixed when fixable (which, as I remember it, was one
reason they wanted to remove the tree eight years ago.) Shades of the calAm pump station,
gold course clubhouse and the house in the Butterfly Sanctuary.
   How does Matt Feske figure into this as I see he signed off on the plans.  Did he make a
mistake?  And on another note where is the report from the company that we paid to look
into what he did?
   I feel that more of this was demolished then should have been and that needs to be
examined as well as the actions of staff and the pC.  I'm not sure how you get a historic
report that says how historic it is then allow them to proceed with removing the historocity. 
Though I am no Steinbeck I have earned a living as a writer from time to time and the
chances are very good that he wrote in very room of the house, as do I, and the outside. 
Unless I see a note, in his writing, that specifically says he didn't write in the destroyed
portion I am going to assume he did and that is was destroyed for what?  Mr. Travaille, who
filed an appeal on the tree, is a well known preservationist and from his appeal it is obious
he was concerned what was going on at the time of the tree.  Our process needs to be
looked at, our Planning Commission needs to be looked at and this project needs to be
looked at now and I would appreciate it if it is agendized for the next meeting.  Thank you,
Dan.
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Mark Brodeur, Community and Economic Development 

Director 

MEETING DATE: October 16, 2014 

ADDRESS: 147 11
th

 Street, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

APN:   006196001000  

SUBJECT: Use Permit (UP) and Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) 

Application No. 14-524 to allow the construction of a single 

story addition to the Steinbeck House, listed on the City’s 

Historic Resources Inventory and removal of 29% of the exterior 

lateral walls of the existing dilapidated garden shed and storage 

room with similar size bedroom and bathroom. 

APPLICANT: Charles Huff, Architect 

ZONING/LAND USE:   R-3- PGR Multi Family Residential, Pacific Grove Retreat  

CEQA:   Categorical Exemption, Class 15331 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Hold a public hearing on Use Permit (UP) and Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) 14-524 

and approve, subject to staff-recommended findings and conditions.   

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

To allow the construction of a single story addition to an existing single-family residence 

listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and removal and reconstruction of 29% 

of the exterior lateral walls of the existing dilapidated garden shed and storage room. The 

addition does not increase the degree of legal non-conformity on the parcel. Also included 

are minor repairs to existing window and chimney, replacement of exterior board and 

batten siding and some windows. 

 

BACKGROUND 
The subject site is approximately 3,900 square feet (SF) and is developed with an existing 

approximately 1,000 SF building, originally built in 1915.   No record of any additions or 

significant modifications to the house. 

 

The property is located on the southeast corner of 11
th

 Street and Doc Ricketts Row.  The 

site is surrounded by similarly sized residential buildings.  The surrounding buildings are 

one and two stories in height. The subject property is one-story. 
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Architecturally, the new addition is very complimentary of the existing structure and will 

be an enhancement to the neighborhood. The North elevation will be the most visible from 

the public street and as such, the architecture is consistent with the Secretary of the 

Interiors “Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings”. The other 

elevations are quite handsome and reflect the intent of the original design in every way.  In 

the 1950’s asphalt shingle was applied over the original board and batten exterior of the 

garden shed. Those shingles are being removed and replaced with new board and batten to 

match the original. A new roof is badly needed on the dilapidated garden shed and it is 

being replaced with a new hip and gable to be complimentary to the existing home. 

Window locations in the old garden shed will be similar to the existing and wood windows 

are being employed to maintain the historic appearance of the house. The existing wood 

casement windows are being repaired in place and will keep the original look of the 

diamond grids.  

 

DISCUSSION  

Applicable General Plan Goals and Policies  

The 1994 General Plan contains many Goals and Policies in Chapter 7 relating to the 

rehabilitation and restoration of existing historic resources. This building has been 

neglected for several years and this project is firmly supported by the General Plan. This 

project will add new life to the structure and make the house more livable as a viable 

residence. This review is predicated on the General Plan policy to allow for flexibility in 

accommodating improvements to structures to facilitate and maintain neighborhood 

character. 

Applicable Zoning Code Regulations 

PGMC §23.26 (R-3-R.P.G District) governs the use and development standards for this 

property. The subject property meets the Use, Height Limit (30’), Allowed Building 

Coverage Maximum (50%), Allowed Site Coverage (60%), and Allowed Gross Floor Area 

(2,500sq.ft. for parcel of 3,900 sq.ft.). The yard setbacks in this district require side and 

rear setbacks which are not met but which are protected as a legal non-complying structure 

that has been in existence for nearly a century. With buildings of this vintage, it is not 

uncommon for various non-compliances to exist and this structure is no exception. A Use 

Permit is required on this project because more than 25% of the existing structure is being 

demolished. While close at 29%, staff felt it was not in their purview to issue any permits 

administratively. 

 

FINDINGS 

Staff recommends approval of UP & HPP 14-524, subject to the recommended findings 

(see Attachment 1, Draft Resolution). 
 

CONDITIONS 

Staff recommends approval of UP & AP 14-369, subject to the recommended conditions 

(see Attachment 1, Draft Resolution). 
 

CEQA 
In reviewing this action the City has followed guidelines adopted by the State of California 

as published in California Administrative Code, Title 14, §15000, et seq.  The proposed 

project is found exempt under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15331.  
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OPTIONS 

1. Approve the application, with the recommended conditions.   

2. Approve a modified project, citing evidence to support findings. 

3. Deny the application, citing evidence why findings cannot be made. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Draft Resolution 

2. Application materials 

3. Project Plans 
 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:    

        

Mark Brodeur       
_____________________________    

Mark Brodeur 

Community and Economic Development Director 
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RESOLUTION NO. 14-05 

 

 

 

USE PERMIT (UP) AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT (HPP) NO. 14-524 TO 

ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SMALL ONE STORY ADDITION WHICH 

REPLACES A LEGAL NON-COMPLYING ADDITION OF APPROXIMATELY THE 

SAME SIZE (208 SQUARE FEET), FOR PERMANENT PLACEMENT IN THE SIDE 

AND REAR YARD OF 147 11
TH

 STREET (STEINBECK HOUSE) 

 
FACTS 

1. The subject site is located at 147 11
th

 Street., Pacific Grove, 93950 APN 006196001000 

2. The subject site has a designation of High Density Residential on the adopted City of Pacific 

Grove General Plan Land Use Map. 

3. The project site is located in the R-3- PGR Multi Family Residential, Pacific Grove Retreat 

zoning district. 

4. The subject site is approximately 3,900 square feet.  

5. The subject site is developed with a residence listed on the City’s Historic Resources 

Inventory and is approximately 1,033 square feet. 

6. A Phase 2 Historic Report was prepared by Elizabeth Moore on October 24, 2012. 

7. This project has been determined to be CEQA Exempt under CEQA Class 31. 

 

FINDINGS 

 

8. The proposed 208 square foot addition, also referred to as the garden shed, and associated 

storage room are allowed with a use permit within the applicable zoning district and complies 

with all applicable provisions of the zoning code regulations, because a single family house  

is a permitted use in the R-3-PGR zoning district per PGMC §23.26. The proposed 208 

square foot addition, while not in compliance with the Development Regulations, is the same 

footprint as the legal non-complying garden shed it replaces, thus the degree of non-

compliance is not exacerbated.  

 

9. A combined Use Permit and Historic Preservation Permit governs and addresses uses and 

associated building improvements and new structures including building configuration, 

design, and location per PGMC §23.72.020 (Concurrent permit processing) the Community 

and Economic Development Director may determine that all of the applications shall be 

reviewed, and approved or disproved, by the highest-level review authority assigned by 

Table 23.70.012-1 to any of the required applications.  In this case, Community and 

Economic Development Director determined the Planning Commission is the appropriate 

approval body to review both the Use Permit and Historic Preservation Permit. 

 

10. The proposed 208 square foot addition is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning 

Ordinance, because a single family use are permitted.  The site is not located in the coastal 

zone; therefore, the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan is not applicable. 
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11. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the 208 square foot residential structure, 

will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working 

in the neighborhood of the proposed use.  

 

12. The location, size, and design of the proposed addition is compatible with the existing and 

future land uses in the vicinity. 

 

13. In reviewing this action, the City has followed guidelines adopted by the State of California 

as published in California Administrative Code, Title 14, §15000, et seq.  Should UP and 

HPP 14-524 be approved, the action would be Categorically Exempt under CEQA 

Guidelines Class 31. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE: 

 

1. The foregoing Findings are adopted as findings of the Planning Commission as though set 

forth fully herein. 

2. Use Permit and Historic Preservation Permit 14-524 is hereby approved, subject to the 

findings and conditions herein.  

3. A building permit shall not be issued until a resolution signed by the Permittee, 

acknowledging receipt of the Use Permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions is 

returned to the Community Development Department. 

4. All activities must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the application 

for Use Permit, subject to any special conditions of approval herein. Any deviation from 

approvals must be reviewed and approved by staff, and may require Planning Commission 

approval as a use permit amendment. 

5. This permit shall be revoked if not used within one year from the date of approval. An 

application for extension of this permit, if needed, must be made prior to the expiration date. 

6. These terms and conditions shall run with the land, and it is the intention of the Planning 

Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject 

property to the terms and conditions, unless amended. Amendments to this permit may be 

achieved only if an application is made, and the Planning Commission approves, any such 

amendments pursuant to the Zoning Code regulations. 

7. This resolution shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period. 

8. Review and approval by the Public Works, Fire and Building Departments are required prior 

to issuance of a building permit.  Work taking place in the public right-of-way shall require 

an encroachment permit prior to issuance of the building permit.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

PACIFIC GROVE this 16th day of October, 2014, by the following vote: 
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AYES:   
 

NOES:   
 

ABSTAIN:  
 

ABSENT:   
 

      APPROVED: 
 
 

_____________________________ 

      WILLIAM FREDRICKSON, Chair 

 

The undersigned hereby acknowledge and agree to the approved terms and conditions, and agree 

to fully conform to, and comply with, said terms and conditions. 
 

 
 

 

Virginia St. Jean  Date 

Owner    
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
Community Development Department – Planning Division 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
T :: 831.648.3190 • F :: 831.648.3184 • www.ci.pg.ca.us/cdd 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION FROM CEQA 
 
Property Address/Location: __147 11TH St., Pacific Grove, CA 93950   
                       
Project Description: Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) and Architectural Permit (AP) No. 14-524 

to construct a single-story addition to an existing single-family residence listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and 

removal and reconstruction of 29% of the exterior lateral walls of the existing structure. The proposed addition is the same 

footprint as the existing structure proposed for removal. The new addition does not increase the degree of legal non-conformity 

on the parcel. Also included are repair of existing window and chimney, replacement of exterior siding, doors and some windows. 

 

APN: __006-196-001   

ZC:      R-3-PGR               GP:     HDR 29.0 DU/AC                          Lot Size: _3,589 SQUARE FEET          

 
 

 

 

 

 

PORTION BELOW TO BE COMPLETED BY A PLANNER: 

 

Applicant Name:  Charles Huff                                                               Phone #: (925) 462-9226               

Mailing Address: 4441 Railroad Ave, Pleasanton, CA 
94566____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Public Agency Approving Project: City of Pacific Grove, Monterey County, California 

Exempt Status (Check One): 

 Ministerial Project (Sec. 21080(b)(1):15268)) 

 Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3): 15269(a)) 

 Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c)) 

√ Categorical Exemption 

Type and Section Number: Section 15331. Class 31 Categorical Exemption 

Statutory Exemptions 

Type and Section Number: _____________________________  

 Other: ____________________________________________________ 

Exemption Findings:  No significant environmental impacts or effects are anticipated.  The project consists of maintenance, repair, 

stabilization, rehabilitation of an historical resource in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards.. 

Contact Person, Title: Mark Brodeur, Director 

Contact Phone: 831-648-3189 

Signature: Mark Brodeur 

Date: October 9, 2014 

Mail to:   Monterey County Clerk    
     P.O. Box 29 
     Salinas, CA 93902-0570 
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PHASE I and II HISTORIC ASSESSMENTS 
 
 
 
 

NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY 
 

WILTSHIRE RESIDENCE  -  BUILT IN 1903 
147 11th Street 

Pacific Grove, CA  93950 
 
 
 

APPLICANT 
 

Virginia St. Jean 
188 Moraga Way 
Orinda CA 94563 

 
 
 
 

OWNER 
 

James Wiltshire, Catherine Bridges and Virginia St. Jean  
188 Moraga Way 
Orinda CA 94563 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Oct 24, 2012 
Revised Sept. 13, 2013 
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PHASE I and II HISTORIC ASSESSMENTS 
WILTSHIRE RESIDENCE  -  BUILT IN APPROXIMATELY 1903 
147 11th Street, Pacific Grove  CA  93950 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The following Phase I and II Historic Assessments for the residential property located at 
147 11th Street, (APN 006-196-001-000), in Pacific Grove, has been prepared as required 
by the City of Pacific Grove and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
 
PHASE I HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 
 
HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
The period of historical significance for this property is from 1903 to 1926.  
 
In the United States in this period, the Theodore Roosevelt presidency gave way to that of 
William Taft and then Woodrow Wilson. Private automobiles appeared, triggering a 
profound change to the pace of life and to the built environment. Einstein proposed the 
General Theory of Relativity. The Panama Canal was completed. In 1920, the 19th 
Amendment gave women the right to vote.  
 
In Pacific Grove, tourism, commercial development of Lighthouse Avenue, and the advent 
of new construction materials and construction types marked a change. At the beginning 
of this period, shortly after the subject house was constructed, the Pacific Grove Library 
was established, and both The Mayflower Church and The Mammoth Stables burned 
down. Pacific Grove High School was built (it is now the Jr High School), and Asilomar 
opened its doors to guests. 
 
The facet of history associated with this particular property is significant in regard to the 
change in Pacific Grove from a quiet tented retreat to a busy commercial and tourist town. 
Vernacular buildings continued to be built, though there was a shift toward a greater 
variety of architectural styles including a range of Victorian styles, Italianate, Gothic 
Revival, Arts and Crafts, and Prairie or Bungalow styles to name a few. It is a period that 
saw changes and important trends in art, design and culture as well as architecture, and a 
quickening of the pace of life worldwide. 
 
The residence on the subject property was originally built with elements of a Craftsman 
Bungalow or Vernacular Cottage style. Additions and alterations have been made to the 
house, that are old but lacking in integrity. The original construction appears to have been 
of good quality, the additions and alterations range from fair to low quality.  
 
The building retains much original design integrity though it was altered in the early 1930s 
by closing off the front porch and inclusion of that floor area into the living room, as well as 
changing the entry, and thus the orientation of the house, from the west facing/11th Street 
orientation, to the south facing/garden orientation. The period of significance of this house 
should be considered 1930-1936 when John Steinbeck lived and worked in the house. 
The original portion of the house has little changed since John Steinbeck’s tenure there. 
However, having no foundation and inadequate maintenance, it is now in medium to poor 
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condition. Substandard and poorly maintained construction exists at the additions on the 
east end. This includes the 1920’s garage, which has been converted into very poor 
quality/hazardous living space, and a porch that was added to connect the garage space 
to the house and subsequently enclosed, also very poor quality, and now unsafe 
construction. 
 
When considered in the neighborhood as a whole, the property has sufficient significance 
character to convey the aspect of history with which that style is associated. The 
neighborhood itself retains many historic properties. There are also a few newer buildings, 
as well as altered older buildings, which also make reference to the historic context. Thus, 
the neighborhood is important in illustrating the historic context. 
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
 
The City of Pacific Grove and Monterey County Assessor's records show the house at 
147 11th Street, Pacific Grove, CA was constructed on Lot 1 of a property consisting of 
Lots 1 and 3 of Block 27 of the Pacific Grove Retreat Association subdivision in Monterey 
County, as surveyed by St. John Cox in July 1875. The property was purchased in 1903 
and it is estimated the building was constructed in or around 1903. Per the Sanborn Maps, 
the lot was vacant in 1897 but the house was present in 1905. Per the Monterey County 
Assessors Office, as of 1900 this house does not show on the county assessors records, 
the first taxes for the building were assessed in 1903. 
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND – SOCIAL AND CONSTRUCTION  
 
The title history shows the property was sold by the Sperry Flour Company on August 31, 
1903 to John E Steinbeck, Sr., father of John Steinbeck and manager at Sperry Flour 
Company, for ten dollars in gold coin. The house was constructed soon after. It was used 
as a summer retreat for the Steinbeck Family, whose primary residence was in Salinas. 
John and his siblings inherited the cottage in 1935 when their parents passed away. John 
Steinbeck eventually became sole owner.   
 
No building permit is on file at the Pacific Grove Community Development Department for 
the original construction of the house. Tax documents, Sanborn Maps, and research 
conducted by the Steinbeck family descendents suggest 1903 as the year of original 
construction. Permits on file for alterations to the property include: permit # 750 dated 
September 6, 1921 for the instillation of plumbing, permit # 1044 on August 5, 1969 for a 
sidewalk on 11th street, a tree removal permit on September 2, 1975, and permit # 98-
0155 for new electrical service on May 15 1998 
 
Occupancy Timeline: 
1903-1930 Steinbeck Sr. family summer/vacation home 
1930-1936 John and Carol Steinbeck primary residence 
1936-1948 Various renters, John Steinbeck stayed intermittently 
1948-1950 John Steinbeck primary residence 
1951-1956 Various renters while John Steinbeck resided on East Coast 
1956-1989 Elizabeth (Beth) Steinbeck Ainsworth primary residence (older sister) 
1989-2010 Steinbeck nieces inherit from Elaine Steinbeck, use as vacation house  
2010-present  Owned and used as vacation house by descendants of Beth Ainsworth 
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John Steinbeck lived in the house 1930 - 1936. Renovations by John and his father in that 
period expanded the living space by converting the front porch into interior living space, 
enlarging the living room to make the house more comfortable for permanent occupancy. 
While living in the house during that period Steinbeck wrote Pastures of Heaven, The Red 
Pony, Tortilla Flat, In Dubious Battle, To a God Unknown, Of Mice and Men and many of 
the short stories that were published in The Long Valley.  
 
From 1936 through 1948 Steinbeck used the cottage frequently for brief stays. In 1941 he 
purchased an additional home in Pacific Grove at 425 Eardley Street. In 1942 Steinbeck 
moved to New York. He returned to live from 1948–1950. Steinbeck’s older sister 
Elizabeth (Beth) Steinbeck Ainsworth occupied the cottage 1956-1989. John’s wife, Elaine 
Steinbeck, became the legal owner of the property upon his death in December of 1968. 
The house was gifted to the next generation of Steinbeck nieces in 1989. In 2010 
ownership passed to James F. Wiltshire (nephew of John Steinbeck by marriage) and his 
daughters, Virginia W. St. Jean and Catherine W. Bridges, granddaughters of Beth 
Ainsworth and great nieces of John Steinbeck.  
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE HISTORIC RESOURCE 
 

 
 

Circa 1903 - Façade/West Elevation Facing 11th street  -  South Elevation. 
 
The property at 147 11th Street consisted of two lots, the house is on the northern corner 
of Lot 1, while Lot 3 serves as a garden. 
 
The house was originally built as a small, one story, single-family dwelling with 3 room 
including a living room, kitchen and bedroom. It faced 11th Street, located on the 
southeast corner of 11th Street and High Street (now Ricketts Row). It was a wood frame 
structure with no foundation. It originally had a rectangular plan, a large porch with three 
arched openings facing 11th Street sheltered by the main roof form, a shingled hip roof 
and shingle siding. 
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The 1905 Sanborn map shows a large front porch and a small back porch. The maps 
indicate no other structures on the property at that time. 
 
The 1926 Sanborn map shows that a garage was added between 1914 and 1926. The 
1963  Sanborn map indicates that the house and garage had been connected by a porch 
in the intervening years.  
 

                        
  1905       1914       1926           1963 
SANBORN MAPS 
 
When John and Carol Steinbeck came to reside at the property, minor modifications were 
made to expand the interior living space.  Renovations consisted of enclosing the front 
porch by framing over the arches and adding shingles to match the rest of the house.  The 
entry way was relocated to the southwest garden side of the house and was constructed 
of a simply framed French door and two adjacent side lites (fixed doors with lites to match 
French door).  The diamond lite windows that previously faced 11th Street were moved to 
the adjacent sides of house, next to the existing diamond lites on the alley facing and the 
garden facing sides of the house.  A fireplace, with a metal hood constructed by local 
metal blacksmith artist Francis Whittaker, was added in the living room by Steinbeck. 
 
The subject property at 147 11th Street is part of a neighborhood of one and two story 
houses of varying sizes and styles but the majority were built in the 1st quarter of the last 
century. The neighborhood is tidy. Most of the houses are there are in good condition. The 
subject house is in need of maintenance, and while the additions are in keeping with the 
character of the original construction, they are of very poor quality materials and 
construction, are in bad condition and are not habitable.  
 

 
 

NORTH ELEVATION – 147 11TH STREET 
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The subject building is modest in form and size. The main building element is rectangular.  
It has a hip roofed with an enclosed soffit and trim over the rafter tails, giving a tailored 
look. There shingle siding on that element. Two added, gable roofed, smaller elements 
sitting to the rear are of smaller scale, and have a variety of siding types, mostly covering 
old board and batten siding. The portions of the house that face the street are quite plan 
but the elevations within the garden are more varied and detailed, though much of that 
detail is not original.  
 
The interior is pleasant and comfortable, with the mark of a house that has belonged to 
one family for a very long time. 
 
The windows and doors are a variety of wood and metal sash types. Windows and doors 
also come singaly or in pairs or groups. Head and sill heights vary significantly. 
 
With alterations to the building in the 1930s came an entry alcove made of French door 
panels, and diamond lite windows on the original facade on the porch were relocated to 
the sides. In the 1950s the double hung wood kitchen window was replaced with a large 
steel casement. Enclosed porches at the east end of the south elevation have a very 
haphazard appearance and limited function.  
 
The building is charming because it has a lived-in and well-used feeling, but has fallen into 
disrepair. There is no foundation, and hence there is settling and movement to the house. 
Very large trees growing near the house, now removed, have caused a lot of uplifting to 
the eastern portion of the building. The ridge beam there changes elevation radically. 
Portions of the interior there have become un-inhabitable.  
 
There is sweet sunny and shady garden, including a perimeter fence, large rocks, 
flowering plants and a variety of shrubs, hedges and small trees.  
 
EVALUATION FOR HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE 
 
The following assessment considers the subject property for historic significance and 
integrity based on the specific evaluation criteria for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), and the 
Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (HRI). Each of the three resource inventories’ 
evaluation criteria asks more specific, increasingly local questions of concern. A resource 
that does not qualify for listing based on the National Criteria may still demonstrate 
significant integrity for California or Pacific Grove listing.  
 
 
National Register of Historic Places Sec. 60.4 Criteria for Evaluation:  
 
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 
 
(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 
 

No. The site is not associated with events significant to the broad patterns of 
our history. 
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(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 
 

Yes. John Steinbeck, considered an important American author, stayed in 
this family vacation house commissioned by his father, for periods in his 
childhood as well as periods in the productive years of his adult life. The 
house was critical to the inspiration of his work. While staying there in 1930-
1936 Steinbeck wrote Pastures of Heaven, The Red Pony, Tortilla Flat, In 
Dubious Battle, To a God Unknown, Of Mice and Men and many of the short 
stories that were published in The Long Valley.  

 
(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction;  
 

No. This property does not possess individual distinction, nor does it 
represent the work of a master or possess high artistic values. It does not 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity. 

 
(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 
 

No. The property has not, and is not likely to yield information important in 
prehistory or history. 

 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), PRC Sec. 21084.1  
 
CEQA requires all properties fifty years of age or older to be reviewed for potential historic 
significance.  Criteria for significance in PRC Sec. 5024.1(a) asks;   
 
1. Did any event of importance to the region, state or nation occur on the property? 

 
No such event is associated with this house. 
 

2. Did anyone of great importance to the region, state or nation occupy the property 
during the productive period of their lives? 

 
Yes. American author John Steinbeck stayed in this house during the 
productive years of his life. While staying there in 1930-1936 Steinbeck wrote 
Pastures of Heaven, The Red Pony, Tortilla Flat, In Dubious Battle, To a God 
Unknown, Of Mice and Men and many of the short stories that were 
published in The Long Valley.  
 

3. Does the building represent an important architectural type, period, method of 
construction, or is it a good example of a noted architect or master-builder?   
 

No. It is not an exemplary representation of an important architectural style, 
period or method of construction, nor is it the work of a noted architect or 
master builder. 
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4. Is the property is likely to yield information significant to the understanding of the 
areas history?  

 
No. It is unlikely to yield information significant to the area’s history. 

 
The City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code, Sec. 23.76.025, evaluation criteria 
includes consideration of the following; 
 
(a) Whether the structure has significant character, interest or value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city of Pacific Grove, the state of 
California, or the United States; 
 

Yes. Though altered from the original, it was altered during its period of 
context. The house possesses significant character to convey the aspect of 
history with which it is associated. 

 
(b) Whether it is the site of a significant historic event; 
 

No record found shows this was the site of a significant historic event. 
 
(c) Whether it is strongly identified with a person who, or an organization, which 
significantly contributed to the culture, history or development of the city of Pacific Grove; 
 

Yes. It is strongly identified with author John Steinbeck, who contributed 
significantly to the culture, history or development of Pacific Grove, as well 
as the state and nation. 
 

(d) Whether it is a particularly good example of a period or style; 
 

No. The house has been altered significantly.  
 

(e) Whether it is one of the few remaining examples in the city of Pacific Grove 
possessing distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type or specimen; 
 

No. There are many such buildings remaining in Pacific Grove.  
 
(f) Whether it is a notable work of an architect or master builder whose individual work 
has significantly influenced the development of the city of Pacific Grove; 
 

No reference to an architect or builder could be found.  

(g) Whether it embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials or 
craftsmanship that represent a significant architectural innovation; 
 

No. It does not embody a significant architectural innovation. 
 
(h) Whether it has representing an established and familiar visual feature of a 
neighborhood, community, or of the city of Pacific Grove;  
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Yes. It has become familiar because it is known for having had a famous 
resident so people seek it out and know it for its connection to John 
Steinbeck.   

 
(i) Whether it retains the integrity of the original design; 

Yes. The property retains integrity, as the basic form and much of the 
historic fabric remains. The house was altered for John Steinbeck at the time 
he lived and worked there, the important contextual period for this property. 
Those historically significant changes include: encloseing of the large fornt 
porch and incorporation of that space into the living room, as well as 
relocation of the entry to the south elevation. 

 
 (j) Whether it contributes to the architectural aesthetics and continuity of the street; 
 

Yes. As it is similar in scale, massing, materials and age to nearby buildings, 
it does contribute to the architectural aesthetic and continuity of the street. 

 
(k) Whether it is located within a geographically definable area possessing a 
concentration of historic properties, which visually contribute to each other and are unified 
aesthetically. 
 

Yes. It is in a geographically definable area where the neighborhood retains 
historic context, and possesses a concentration of historic properties that 
visually contribute to each other and are unified aesthetically, mostly based 
on the modest size and form of the vernacular buildings there.  

 
 
The Subject Property is listed in the following inventories of historic significance: 

 
  Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory 
 
The Subject Property is not listed in any of the following inventories of historic 
significance:

 
California Register of Historic Places, 
National Register of Historic Places, 
 

Evaluation of this property includes use of the above as well as the following 
resources: 
 
 National Register Federal Program Regulations, 

Part 60 – National Register of Historic Places.
 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), PRC Sec. 21084.1  
 Matt Bischoff – State Historian III, California Department of Parks and Recreation 

Monterey County Assessors and Recorders Offices 
Pacific Grove Planning Department 
City of Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory 
The Heritage Society of Pacific Grove 
Family records and research thanks to Virginia St. Jean 
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SUMMARY 
 
Based on this evaluation, the building on the subject property at 147 11th Street in Pacific 
Grove, California: 
 

Does appear to meet the national criteria of significance used for determining 
eligibility for the listing of resources, as it demonstrates historic significance when 
evaluated using NRHR Criteria. Further, it demonstrates, as stated in the NRHP 
Guidelines, a “quality of significance in American History, architecture, archeology, 
engineering or culture”; 

 
Does appear to meet the state criteria for listing, as it demonstrates historic 

significance when evaluated using CRHR Criteria; 
 

Does retain sufficient overall integrity to convey historical significance and qualify 
for listing in the National or California Registers. It demonstrates sufficient historic 
integrity, based on evaluation of location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling 
and association. The building design, materials, and workmanship are not exemplary as 
they relate to construction methods and architectural details, the context of the building 
has not changed dramatically since its period of significance. Changes made to the 1903  
and by the person of significance to the building were made during its period of 
significance, while the additions of a garage and porch were not; 
 

Appears to meet the Pacific Grove criteria of significance used for determining 
eligibility for the listing of resources, when evaluated using the HRI criteria  
 
 
PHASE I ASSESSMENT CONCLUSION 

 
Based on the above analysis, the subject property located at 147 11th Street, Pacific 
Grove CA., meets the criteria for historic significance per:  
 
The National Register of Historic Places Sec. 60.4 Criteria for Evaluation, based on 
evaluation criterion b.  
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), PRC Sec. 21084.1, based on  
Criteria for significance in PRC Sec. 5024.1(a), criterion 2. 
 
The City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code, Sec. 23.76.025, based on evaluation of 
criteria a, c, h, i, j and k. 
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PHASE II HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 
 
The following is an analysis of the proposed alterations to the historically significant 
structures at 147 11th Street, Pacific Grove, CA, for the purpose of evaluating of their 
compliance with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, 1995: Rehabilitation.
 
A remodel for the subject property has been designed with the owner by architect Charles 
Huff. The intent is to preserve the existing historically significant features and materials 
while creating a reasonable, functional living space which meets modern health and safety 
requirements, in keeping with the spirit of the property. The project design appears to be 
sensitive to the existing historic material, the character of the house and neighborhood, 
and in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 
 
This proposed project includes restoration and rehabilitation of the existing 1903 portion of 
the structure. A perimeter foundation will be added, raising the floor height a minimal 
amount. The original 1903 portion of the house will be renovated in keeping with the 
current/historically significant John Steinbeck 1930s design, reflecting this property’s 
period of historical significance. New construction will replace the unsound 1920s 
converted garage/enclosed porch addition. The elevations of new construction will have 
floor elevations raised to match floor height of the 1903 portion of the building. The roofline 
will be simplified. The elevations make reference to the existing design in terms of mass 
and design. The existing wall of ivy that covers that entire west side of the house will be 
removed in order to install the new foundation wall and repair any damage to the shingled 
siding.  
 
 

 
 

EXISTING 

 
PROPOSED 
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The double hung window on the north elevation lacks a header, so one will be added, 
reducing the window head height slightly and making the opening less tall. The new 
double hung wood sash installed there will match the existing in material and detail but will 
not be as tall, to fit in the altered opening. Most if not all of he diamond lite windows are 
decayed beyond repair. What cannot be repaired will be replaced with replicated single 
pane diamond sash to match the existing. A more historically appropriate wood window 
sash, making visual reference to one on the garage, will replace the 1950s steel kitchen 
window. The adjacent door will be relocated to the adjacent small east facing elevation. 
 
The new construction at the east end of the cottage and at the kitchen wall on the south 
elevation will be sheathed in board and batten siding, differing from but complementing the 
shingle on the 1903 portion of the house, and similar to that which exists under asphalt 
roof shingles used as siding on the garage end of the building.  
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Evaluation per The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties, 1995: 
 
REHABILITATION 
 
1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires 

minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships. 
 
Yes. The property will continue to be used as a single-family residence and it 
will be more suitable for a modern lifestyle. The project proposes to preserve 
distinctive materials, features and spaces. Spatial relationships will be 
mostly unaltered. The badly decayed converted garage and porch, of flimsy 
construction and in direct contact with the earth, will be replaced with an 
element of similar the massing and detail of the existing there. 

 
2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of 

distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that 
characterize a property will be avoided.  
 
Yes. The historic character and spatial relationships of the 1903 portion of 
the house will be preserved as they are currently. A concrete foundation will 
be added so the house may be raised slightly to accommodate modern 
structural requirements. 
 
The greatest proposed alterations are limited to the garage and enclosed 
porch at the east end of the house. These areas where not originally 
constructed as living space, as they are currently used. They are of very poor 
design and construction and badly damaged. They possess neither 
distinctive materials nor features, spaces, or spatial relationships that 
characterize the property.  

 
3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 

Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding 
conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be 
undertaken. 
 
Yes. The design preserves 1903 historic material. Proposed chances to the 
east end of the structure are in keeping with the 1903 design. Material and 
detail are subtly but visibly different in the new construction than the historic 
portion of the house. The new construction references the historic forms and 
materials, consistent with the period of significance and historic context. 

 
4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will 

be retained and preserved.  
 

Yes. The historically significant and visible 1903 original historic portion of 
the house will remain unaltered in its 1930s format. The alteration of the east 
end will be attached to the original portion of house replacing the existing 
decayed porch and garage. The attachment will be similar to the existing, 
though the floor and plate heights will match those of the original house.   
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5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved. 

 
Yes. Distinctive elements characterizing the property will be preserved. A 
concrete foundation will be added to further preserve historic construction. 

 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to 

historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if 
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 

 
 Yes. Per the proposed plan, any treatment of historic materials will be 

undertaken with care. 
 
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 

preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 

 
 Not applicable to this project. 
 
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy 

historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. 
The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the 
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the 
integrity of the property and its environment. 

 
Yes. Addition of a concrete foundation and creating a more habitable living 
space at the east end of the building will help to preserve, not destroy, 
historic materials, features or special relationships characteristic of the 
property. New construction will be differentiated from, but compatible with, 
the historic in an effort to protect the integrity of property and environs. 
 

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such 
a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.   

 
Yes. Proposed alteration will occur outside the historic 1903 footprint. The 
proposal specifies that the historically significant roof, floor and wall 
structures will remain intact, with minimal disruption to the original portions 
of the building associated with the addition of the concrete foundation. The 
fabric, essence, and integrity of the property should remain intact. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The proposed plan for the historic property at 147 11th Street in Pacific Grove, including 
restoring the 1903 portion and replacing the 1920’s section with similar, consistent with 
the existing, when evaluated per The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties, 1995, Rehabilitation section, is consistent with applicable 
criteria # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, & 10, # 8 is not applicable to this project. 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
Elizabeth Moore
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Location Map 
 

 
 

Vicinity Map 
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Assessor’s Parcel Map 
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1905 Sanborn Map 
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1914 Sanborn Map 
 

Agenda No 13A, Attachment 2a
Page 28 of 58



 
 
 

 18 

 
 
1926 Sanborn Map 
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1963 Sanborn Map 
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North Elevation – East End 
 

 
 

North Elevation – West End          I    West Elevation 
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South Elevation -  Entry 1930  and  Kitchen 1950 
 

 
 

South Elevation – West End - Composite 
 

 
 

South Elevation – East End  - Composite 
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Examples of Construction at Additions – East End  
NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT         
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HISTORIC PHOTOS           
 

  
 

Circa 1906 – West and South Elevations  
 

 
 

Circa 1908 – West Elevation  
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1915 – West Elevation - Front Porch 
 

 
 
Circa 1954 – North and West Elevations 
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Circa 1956 – South Elevation at Kitchen 
 

 
 

Circa 1958 – South Elevation at Kitchen – Steel Window Sash 
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1940s - Garden  
 

 
 

1975 – Living Room Interior 
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PROPOSED PROJECT ARCHITECTURAL PLANS      

 
Proposed 2012 – Floor Plan, East and West Elevations 
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Proposed 2012 – North and South Elevations
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1928 Monterey County Building Classification and Computation Record 
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1928 Monterey County Building Classification and Computation Record, cont. 
 

Agenda No 13A, Attachment 2a
Page 42 of 58



 
 
 

 32 

 
 
1977 CDPR Historic Resources Inventory - Page 1 
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1977 CDPR Historic Resources Inventory - Page 2 
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1921 Permit - Plumbing 

 
1969 Permit - Sidewalk  
 

 
 

Agenda No 13A, Attachment 2a
Page 45 of 58



 
 
 

 35 

 
1975 Tree Removal Permit 
 
 
 
 

 
 
1998 Permit - Upgrade Electrical Service 
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PROPERTY HISTORY BY VIRGINIA ST. JEAN       
 
The house at 147 11th Street, Pacific Grove, CA was constructed on Lot 1 of a property 
consisting of Lots 1 and 3 of Block 27 of the Pacific Grove Retreat Association subdivision 
in Monterey County, as surveyed by St. John Cox in July 1875. Total property size is 60’ X 
60’. Title history shows the property was sold by the Sperry Flour Company on August 31, 
1903 to John E Steinbeck, Sr., father of John Steinbeck and manager at Sperry Flour 
Company for ten dollars in gold coin.   No records are available to indicate exactly when 
the house was constructed, but surviving Steinbeck family members recall being told that 
John Steinbeck, Sr. had the three room cottage constructed shortly after purchasing the 
adjoining lots. Sanborn Fire Insurance maps corroborate this timeframe: an 1897 map 
indicates a vacant lot, a 1905 map shows one building on Lot 1. The property was used as 
a summer retreat for the Steinbeck Family, whose primary residence at the time was in 
Salinas.  
  
The cottage remained a family summer retreat until John Steinbeck and his first wife Carol 
came to reside at the family cottage in August, 1930.  They were destitute and were 
permitted to stay at the cottage by the Steinbeck family. Renovations were conducted by 
John and his father to expand the living space and make the house more comfortable for 
permanent occupancy.  John and Carol Steinbeck remained at the cottage through the 
summer of 1936, although they stayed intermittently at the Steinbeck family home in 
Salinas between 1933 and 1935 to nurse John’s ailing parents.  During the period 
between 1930 and 1936 Steinbeck wrote Pastures of Heaven, The Red Pony, Tortilla Flat, 
In Dubious Battle, To a God Unknown, Of Mice and Men and many of the short stories that 
would later be published in The Long Valley.  John and his siblings inherited the cottage 
along with other holdings after their parents passed away in 1934 and 1935. Steinbeck 
eventually became sole owner of the cottage after assets were further dispersed among 
the siblings.   
 
Steinbeck was researching The Grapes of Wrath when he and Carol moved to Los Gatos 
in 1936 to seek more privacy. There he finished his research and completed the novel, 
which earned him a Pulitzer Prize in 1940.  Steinbeck retained the 147 11th Street cottage 
and returned to it frequently during this period for short stays to conduct research and visit 
with friends.  In 1941 he purchased an additional home in Pacific Grove at 425 Eardley 
Street when he and Carol were struggling to save their marriage. The marriage ultimately 
ended in divorce in 1942. Steinbeck remarried shortly thereafter and moved to New York 
City with his new wife Gwyn.  He remained in New York until he again returned to the 
cottage to live in 1948 during and after his divorce from Gwyn.  The house remained in 
John’s ownership while he lived in New York City and was rented out to various people 
until 1948, and then again after December of 1950, when he returned to New York to live 
out the rest of his years with his third wife, Elaine Scott.  Steinbeck’s older sister Elizabeth 
(Beth) Steinbeck Ainsworth moved into the cottage in 1956 and stayed until 1989. At age 
94 she was no longer able to stay at the cottage without assistance.  The house, which 
remained under Elaine Steinbeck’s ownership since her husband’s death in 1968, was 
gifted to the next generation of Steinbeck nieces.  In 2010 the house eventually became 
jointly owned by James F. Wiltshire (nephew of John Steinbeck by marriage) and his 
daughters, Virginia W. St. Jean and Catherine W. Bridges, granddaughters of Beth 
Ainsworth and great nieces of John Steinbeck. 
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Occupancy Timeline 
1903-1930 Steinbeck Sr. family summer/vacation home 
1930-1936 John and Carol Steinbeck primary residence 
1936-1948 Various renters, John Steinbeck stayed intermittently when house was 

vacant 
1948-1950 John Steinbeck primary residence 
1951-1956 Various renters while John Steinbeck resided on East Coast 
1956-1989 Elizabeth (Beth) Steinbeck Ainsworth primary residence (older sister) 
1989-2010 Steinbeck nieces inherit from Elaine Steinbeck, use as vacation house  
2010-   Owned and used as vacation house by descendants of Beth Ainsworth 
 
The single story house originally faced northwest on the southeast corner of 11th Street 
and of what was then known as High Street (now Ricketts Row).  It stood on the northern 
corner of Lot 1 of the double lot, while Lot 3 served as a garden.  1905 Sanborn maps 
show the original house was comprised of 3 rooms: a living room, kitchen and bedroom. 
The map shows a small room off of the bedroom, which was likely a washroom.  There 
was a large front porch along the 11th Street side of house and a small back porch 
adjacent to the washroom and kitchen.  The maps indicate no other structures on the 
property at that time.  
 
The 1903 cottage was designed as a simple rectangular plan bungalow of shingled 
redwood framed construction with a hipped roof. It was built directly onto beach rock with 
no engineered foundation.  Three large arches ran along the front of the house that 
defined the large front porch and entry way.  In the center of the front porch, steps led up 
to the front door and the side ends of the porch functioned as an extra sleeping area.  The 
earliest photo found of the house was taken circa 1905 or 1906 and confirms this 
construction design. No original construction permit records were on file at the Pacific 
Grove or Monterey County Building Departments.  The earliest record found was a permit 
pulled to install plumbing in the bathroom and kitchen in 1921.  1926 Sanborn maps show 
a garage that was added to the property sometime between 1914 and 1926, as confirmed 
by 1914 Sanborn maps which show only the cottage.    At some later point, the garage 
and main house were conjoined.  
 
When John and Carol Steinbeck came to reside at the property, minor modifications were 
made to expand the interior living space.  Renovations consisted of enclosing the front 
porch by framing over the arches and adding shingles to match the rest of the house.  The 
entry way was relocated to the southwest garden side of the house and was constructed 
of a simply framed French door and two adjacent side lites (fixed doors with lites to match 
French door).  The diamond lite windows that previously faced 11th Street were moved to 
the adjacent sides of house, next to the existing diamond lites on the alley facing and the 
garden facing sides of the house.  A fireplace, with a metal hood constructed by local 
metal blacksmith artist Francis Whittaker, was added in the living room using the existing 
chimney from the wood burning stove that was in the kitchen.  An outdoor fireplace/grill 
constructed from native rock was built by John Steinbeck and his father in the garden 
outside of the small kitchen.  It has visible markings impressed in the curing concrete that 
reads “JOHANNI PATER ET FILIUS FECERUNT, AD GLORIUM STOMACHORUM A.D.  
MCMXXX”.  
 
Based on family knowledge and letters written by Steinbeck and/or his friends and 
acquaintances, no other significant modifications were made to the house until the garage 
was converted to a bedroom and an additional bathroom was added that conjoined the 
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1903 structure with the garage.  No records are on file with the Building Department to 
confirm when this conversion took place but the family recalls this modification was made 
after Steinbeck returned to the cottage to live briefly in 1948 and 1949.  In letters, 
Steinbeck wrote about a companion named Neale who assisted Steinbeck and helped 
with the care of his two young boys before and after his divorce.  Neale moved out to 
California and stayed with Steinbeck at the cottage after his divorce.  Steinbeck wrote of 
preparing the cottage for the visitation of his two young sons in the summer of 1949. It is 
assumed the garage was converted to a bedroom at this time and the additional bathroom 
was constructed between the garage and the original 1903 house. Somewhere in this time 
period a garden shed and sundeck were added to the NE corner of the property.  These 
two structures were later demolished and removed after they were heavily damaged by a 
large Monterey Pine tree that has since been removed. 
 
The garage conversion and second bathroom were constructed with substandard 
materials and construction methods.  The siding is comprised of simple single walled 
board and batten construction with exterior asphalt shingle roof tiles that were later added 
by Beth Ainsworth (the occupant at the time). The floor of the garage/bedroom and 
bathroom lie directly on native soil one foot below the floor height of the 1903 structure.  
There is substantial deterioration both structures due to inadequate moisture control, 
ventilation, drainage, and rainwater diversion.   The main house bathroom elevation is six 
inches below the main house floor height with no access and was originally the back porch 
floor.  This floor height is approximately 4 inches above native soil.  The southeast corner 
of this bathroom floor has rotted and has sunk approximately four inches, now lying 
directly on soil.  
 
While the main house roof is a simple hipped design, the garage conversion is a simple 
gable design and a separate shed roof that conjoin the main house with the garage 
conversion. All roofs are in need of repair, with major deterioration visible due to lack of 
rainwater gutters and downspouts.  The back add-ons are in significantly worse condition 
due to uplifting of the garage and bathroom which has affected the functionality of any 
cricket.  The building has no functional gutters or downspouts, with most now missing or in 
disrepair.  
 
Fenestration is comprised of single pane wooden windows with the one exception of a 
large single pane aluminum framed window in the kitchen.  There are four sets of XO out 
swing diamond lite windows in the living room facing the garden and alley.  The entryway 
is constructed with a simply framed out swing French door and two fixed doors that 
function as side lites, and pops out from the existing 1903 building frame the width of the 
side lites, approximately three feet. There is a large double hung window in the original 
1903 bedroom that faces the alley.  There is one large out swing aluminum XOX casement 
window in the kitchen and one nine lite out swing exterior wooden door, both facing the 
garden and installed by Beth Ainsworth circa 1958.  There is one 6 lite casement out 
swing window in the main house bathroom that faces the garden, likely added in 1949 
when the garage conversion took place. In the same bathroom, one large, protruding fixed 
window was added above the bathtub in late 1950s by Beth Ainsworth, now boarded up 
due to extensive deterioration of the poorly constructed wood frame.   The garage 
conversion bedroom has one large out swing XOX casement window that protrudes out 
approximately 8 inches into the alley (similarly framed as the main house fixed bathroom 
window) and one out swing XO casement window that faces the garden.  The back house 
bathroom has one large out swing XO casement window that faces the alley.  Based on 
photos of the house and family recollection, it was verified that Beth Ainsworth added 
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these windows circa 1958 and they were constructed by a local handyman.  The exterior 
entry door to garage conversion/bedroom is comprised of wood with a single pane window 
in top third of door.  This door likely dates to when the garage was converted to a bedroom 
and access from the alley enclosed.  This door is the only in swing exterior door on the 
property.  All interior doors are wooden and of various construction and design.  
 
Significant deterioration is apparent where the structure is not protected by redwood 
construction and where insufficient ground to floor elevations caused damage especially to 
the structure’s south side.  The original 1903 house has crawl space of approximately 2-3 
feet between ground and floor. The 1930 entryway addition is in poor condition with a 
deteriorated floor due to moisture problems and extreme dry rot around window lites.  The 
main house diamond lite windows are in need of rehabilitation with the garden facing 
windows in worse condition than alley facing windows. The main house bathroom exterior 
walls also have significant dry rot especially around windows and wall to floor interface.  
Insufficient drainage from yard likely contributed to its poor condition exacerbated by 
insufficient clearance from native soil. The entire garage conversion has been damaged 
due to insufficient floor elevation and also by the uplifting from a large Monterey Pine tree 
that was previously planted about one foot from the south side of the structure.  In addition 
to the deteriorating floor, the walls have split, the entry door frame is barely functional, no 
longer plumb or level.  The floor height drops approximately one foot from the south side 
to the north side of the structure due to the tree upheaval.  The backhouse bathroom was 
constructed with a five foot doorway, a very low ceiling and plumbing below proper 
elevations.  This bathroom also has significant roof/ceiling damage due to poor design and 
upheaval from garden side of the structure.   
 
Since the house was significantly modified over many years, the primary historic 
significance lies in the fact that it was John Steinbeck’s home, and that he became famous 
and did a significant amount of writing in the home.  Little remains of the pre-1930 
structure to illustrate its period of architecture, which was once a shingled bungalow 
cottage. Features of the house that retain Steinbeck historic significance and that are 
planned to be rehabilitated are: 
    The living room as the Steinbecks renovated it in 1930 
    The fireplace that was installed by the Steinbecks in 1930 
    The diamond lite windows, which were part of the original 1903 structure, two of which 
        were later relocated to sides of the house when front porch was enclosed in 1930 
   Front entryway from 1930 constructed with one French door and two fixed window panel 
      doors as side lites 
  Yard features that include:  

Outdoor fireplace/grill constructed by John Steinbeck and his father in 1930 

 
Rock garden with a pond (now dry) constructed by Carol and John in early 1930s 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: Public Works Director/City Engineer Stephen J. Leiker 

MEETING DATE: October 18, 2006 

SUBJECT: 
REQUEST TO REVERSE APPEAL GRANTED FOR 147 11

TH
 

STREET THAT DENIED REMOVAL OF A PINE TREE 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Allow the property owner at 147 11
th

 Street to remove a pine tree destroying the 

foundation.  This tree permit was submitted by Virginia St. Jean, dated July 31, 2006 

(Permit No. 59080). 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

The applicant, Virginia St. Jean, one of the owners of 147 11
th

 Street applied to have three trees 

removed from the property.  The application was reviewed by the City Arborist at the time, Ron 

Blecha. Mr. Blecha met with the applicant on August 7, 2006, documented damage caused by 

the tress and authorized removal of the three trees.  Two pines are heaving the foundation; a third 

tree is dying with significant loss of crown due to pitch canker. Due to the size of the lot and the 

existing trees and shrubs, replanting was not required and left to the owner’s discretion. On 

August, 2006, Mark Travaille filed an appeal contesting the removal of one of the trees, a 

Monterey Pine, causing the majority of the damage to the house.  Mr. Travaille’s position was if 

the house was to be saved, please show ‘plans’ with that intention, and if not, let the tree remain. 

 

The house is owned by family members, two of whom are Ms. St. Jean and her sister.  It 

generates tremendous interest in the community, as John Steinbeck lived there during the time he 

wrote some of his most successful and classic books.  When he left the community in 1941, he 

allowed his sister Elizabeth Steinbeck Ainsworth to live in the house.  At his death his widow, 

Elaine Steinbeck deeded the house to Mrs. Ainsworth.  Ms. St. Jean is the granddaughter of 

Elizabeth Steinbeck Ainsworth.  The family has every intention of restoring the home but at this 

time the trees must be removed so an assessment can be made of the best course to take, as 

recommended by family friends who are the principals of the local construction firm Daniels and 

House Construction. 

 

The applicants have a permit to remove the pine tree dying of pitch canker and the pine tree in 

the alley that is causing foundation problems.  They are seeking to remove all three trees as 

originally intended.  
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October 18, 2006 

 

 

Our Municipal Code reads: 
 
Section 12.16.200 Removal or alteration – Not related to development 
 
(c) The City forester shall inspect the tree or trees and the surrounding area to determine whether 
or not, and under what conditions, the permit should be granted.  The standards to be observed in 
granting a permit under this section are as follows: 
(1) , (2), (3) (4), (a complete copy of the section is attached to this report) 
(5) Trees which are dangerous to public safety, causing significant damage to private property 
(e.g. cracking of a house foundation), or which by reason of disease constitute a danger to other 
forms of vegetation, shall be removed, pruned or treated, as appropriate. 
 

The Public Works staff erred in reviewing this appeal.  In discussions with the City Attorney, 

where the findings are clearly in accordance with the Ordinance, the appeal in itself should not 

be heard.  Within the purview of the committee is the ability to:  affirm, reverse or modify the 

action of the city forester, and in so acting shall apply the standards set out in subsection (c), 
above. 
 
 
 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
 

NONE. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
 

Tree Permit No.59080; Section 12.16.190 and Section 16.200 of the Pacific Grove Municipal 

Code; Appeal by Mark Travaille; Photos 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: REVIEWED BY: 

 

  

_____________________________ _____________________________  

Stephen J. Leiker James J. Colangelo 

Public Works Director/City Engineer City Manager  
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12.16.190 Removal, alteration -- Permit required and exceptions.  

 
 

(a) Permit Required. No person shall cut down, remove, prune substantially, encroach into 

the root zone, top or relocate any tree meeting any of the following criteria and growing in the City 

of Pacific Grove unless a valid tree permit has been issued by the city pursuant to the provisions of 

Sections 12.16.140, 12.16.200 or 12.16.210: 

(1) Four inches or greater in trunk diameter when measured at a point four feet six inches 

above ground; 

(2) Ten feet or greater in height; 

(3) Five or more trees, regardless of size; within one-year (12 months) period. 

(4) Live replacement trees, regardless of size. 

(Ord. 02-13 § 3 (part), 2002). 

 

 

  

 12.16.200 Removal or alteration -- Not related to development.  

 
 

(a) This section shall govern requests for removal or alteration, as defined in Section 

12.16.190, of trees in all cases where removal or alteration is not for the purpose of erecting or 

adding to a structure, providing parking, grading or lot clearance, or any other activity requiring a 

building permit or any discretionary land use entitlement. 

(b) Application for a permit shall be made to the city forester, on forms provided by the 

city, accompanied by a fee established by resolution of the council. (No fee shall be charged for a 

permit for removal of a dead tree.) 

(c) The city forester shall inspect the tree or trees and the surrounding area to 

determine whether or not, and under what conditions, the permit should be granted. The 

standards to be observed in granting a permit under this section are as follows: 

(1) A tree shall not be removed or substantially altered for the primary purpose of securing 

or improving a view, for acquiring more sunlight or air, or to reduce litter. 

(2) A tree, which serves as part of a windbreak system, or assists in drainage or the 

avoidance of soil erosion, or serves as a component of a wildlife habitat, is to be preserved if at all 

feasible. 

(3) A tree should not be removed solely because it is diseased if the disease is readily 

curable or is not spreading. In cases where an applicant for a tree permit feels that the tree is 

diseased, the city forester may require an analysis of the tree to determine the type, extent, and 

degree to which the disease directly affects the tree. Such testing shall be performed by an 

independent expert chosen by the city forester. Costs for the analysis shall be borne solely by the 

applicant. 

(4) Trees which contribute aesthetic beauty to an area are to be preserved if at all feasible. 

(5) Trees which are dangerous to public safety causing significant damage to private 

property (e.g. cracking of a house foundation), or which by reason of disease constitute a 

danger to other forms of vegetation, shall be removed, pruned or treated, as appropriate. 
(6) No tree shall be pruned to an extent which destroys its identity as a tree, unless the 

conditions for its removal exist. 

(7) All work done under a permit shall be performed according to the standards of the 

International Society of Arboriculture. 
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(8) To the extent feasible, every tree which is removed, shall be replaced on site by a 

minimum of two trees, of a comparable use and size as determined by the city forester. 

Replacement shall be at the owner's expense. Replacement and maintenance of trees shall be the 

responsibility of the property owner(s). Replacement trees shall be planted within thirty days after a 

tree removal permit is issued. Maintenance of replacement trees is required. Replacement trees that 

die shall be replaced. Failure to replant trees within the specified time shall be subject to penalties 

contained in Section 12.16.270. Removal of any replacement tree shall require a tree permit, 

regardless of the size of the tree. 

(9) Native Species shall be preferred as replacement trees where feasible. Trees should be 

selected from Landscape Trees for Pacific Grove, available from the city. 

(10) In order to maintain the existing coniferous tree cover, particularly in the area between 

Sunset Drive and 17 Mile Drive, replacement planting shall be with pitch canker resistant Monterey 

pines if available. Otherwise, Monterey cypresses and other species of pines as recommended by 

the city forester, shall be used. 

(11) The city forester shall impose such conditions on a permit as are necessary to fulfill 

the standards set out herein. 

(12) The city forester may refer permit applications to the natural resources committee for 

review and recommendation. 

(d) A permit approved pursuant to this section shall not be effective until the tenth day 

following the date of posting the property, on which the tree or trees subject to the permit are 

located, with a notice stating that the permit approval may be appealed by any interested person 

during the ten-day posting period. The notice shall be posted on site by city personnel, and in a 

location clearly visible to the public. Two identical notices shall be posted within two hundred feet 

of the property on which the subject tree or trees are located. 

(e) Appeals of the city forester's action hereunder shall proceed as follows: 

(1) Any applicant or interested person may, upon payment of a fee established by the 

council, appeal a permit decision to the natural resources committee within ten days of the decision. 

Such appeal shall suspend a permit approval pending natural resources committee hearing on the 

appeal. 

(2) Within sixty days of receipt of an appeal the natural resources committee shall hold a 

public hearing on the appeal unless such time is continued for good cause demonstrated. At least ten 

days prior to the hearing, the property on which the tree or trees subject to the appeal are located 

shall be posted with a notice of the date and time of the public hearing. Two identical notices shall 

be posted within two hundred feet of the property on which the subject tree or trees are located. The 

party appealing shall be notified by mail of the date and time of the hearing. 

(3) The natural resources committee may affirm, reverse or modify the action of the 

city forester, and in so acting shall apply the standards set out in subsection (c), above. 

(4) The action of the natural resources committee may be appealed to the city council 

according to the procedure in Section 12.16.140(e). 

(5) Once the council has considered an application for removal or alteration of a tree, all 

further applications relating to that tree shall be made directly to the council. 

(Ord. 02-13 § 3 (part), 2002). 
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Applicant: o. P- H-Ov<;.~

SECTION I - PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Address:
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SECTIONII -BillLDING OFFICIAL ACTION
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Specific Building OftkiaTDecision which is being appealed: :L\ (?)
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SECTION III - APPEAL INFORMATION

Appellant:

Grounds for Appeal: Please explain why you disagree with the Building h0R~ T1:::rt 'f
Officif\I'sdecision. (If necessary, use additionalpages)
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Date: Attach appeal fee

02 081706 08/17/2006 1 PWFEES 3
CHECK NUMBERII

RECEIPTNUMBER»02000032244

Appellant's Signature:
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From: "Renata Yundt" <nattie.hulse@gmail.com> 
To: "Bill Kampe" <bkampe@mindspring.com>, "Robert Huitt" <huitt@comcast.net>, 
"Casey Lucius" <caseypg@yahoo.com>, "Ken Cuneo" <kencun17@sbcglobal.net>, 
"Rudy Fischer" <rudyfischer@earthlink.net>, "Dan Miller" <danmiller39@comcast.net>, 
"Bill Peake" <billpeakepg@gmail.com> 
Cc: "tfrutchey@ci.pg.ca.us dave@laredolaw.net" 
<tfrutchey@ci.pg.ca.usdave@laredolaw.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 8, 2015 10:38:08 AM 
Subject: To whom it may concern: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
It has come to my attention that yet another important part of Pacific Grove and indeed 
National History has been destroyed at the corner of Ricketts Row and Eleventh Street. 
I refer to the building extension which Steinbeck hand built and penned many of his 
worldwide famous stories.  
 
According to the Draft Minutes of October 16 2014, when asked if the project went 
before the ARB, "Director Brodeur pointed out that it is a HPP permit not an 
Architectural permit therefore the Planning Commission is the approval authority." I 
thought I would look up what HPP means and then I thought what does it matter, the 
house extension still completely destroyed. It's just a legal dodge that could affect all 
future projects. How many more times will Brodeur use this legal but frightening permit 
loophole. I don't believe that anyone who disregards our history should have such an 
all-powerful job in our local government. I believe that if he cared or wanted to he would 
have found a way to save this unassuming National treasure. Clearly he didn't care and 
won't in the future unless you stop him.  
 
You can't keep hiring newcomers then allow them to do what they want and hope that 
we, the public, won't notice. We notice. And if you, the council didn't know about the 
building destruction, then shame on you. It's your job to know. History will remember 
your names when they talk about losing these rooms, not Brodeur's or those on the 
Planning Commission.  
 
Where is the HPP report with its ten day waiting period? Have any of you seen it, or did 
Mr. Brodeur eliminate that part of our process as well?  
 
It has also come to my attention that Mr. Brodeur and the Chamber of Commerce are 
concerned that we have too many thrift stores in Pacific Grove. Do they imagine that 
Macy's, Sakes Fifth Avenue, Tiffany and Company are anxiously chomping at the bit to 
occupy places like The Church Mouse? Good luck with that. 
 
Renata Yundt-Hulse 
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