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July 13, 2015 

 

 

Anastazia Aziz, Senior Planner 

City of Pacific Grove  

Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Ave. 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 

RE: SCH #2015041051 – City of Pacific Grove Pump House Historic Demolition Permit 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

Ms. Aziz, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Pump House Historic Demolition Permit Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). When reviewing the Draft EIR we found items that raise 

concerns over the adequacy of how some important environmental impacts on the City of Pacific 

Grove are being addressed.  Several of these items were discussed at the public scoping meeting 

seeking public input, but are not addressed in the draft EIR. 

Our request is that the final EIR contain more tangible mitigations that encourage maintenance 

of neighborhood infrastructure and character. 

The following comments and suggestions are offered to improve the Draft EIR: 

2.1 Regional and Local Setting 

Pacific Grove is noted as bordered by Monterey Bay to the south and Del Monte Forest to the 

north.  

Please revise draft EIR to address direction corrections. Monterey Bay to the north and 

Del Monte Forest to the south. 

 

2.2 Project Background    

“Based on the 1926 Sanborn map and a 1928 building Classification and Computation Record, it 

can be assumed that the building was built in 1926”.  

No mention is made of the 1914 Sanborn map showing the pump house in the same location with 

the same building outline nor the Railroad Commission of the State of California, Jan. 1916 

decision #3059 noting the existence of structure prior to 1926, with structure most likely built 

circa 1907. 

Please revise draft EIR to address this lack of complete historic documentation and 

interpretation. 
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Section 2.3 Project Description Pump House Structural integrity   

Appendix C- Engineering report omissions and speculative conclusions noted:  

 a. Concerns about the building’s inability to withstand a significant seismic event or high 

wind exposure. No calculations or analysis of site location and physical properties are provided 

to support this conclusion. 

 b.  Statement of degradation due to excessive moisture. Report states moisture “could 

deteriorate “ structure, but no testing was done and there is no physical evidence of degradation 

offered to support statement 

 c.  Report conclusion “attempts to repair or retrofit would be fiscally irrational”. This 

statement is speculative with no supporting evidence to justify conclusion.   

 d.  The engineering report offered no suggestions or solutions to the question of repairs to 

structure and bringing structure up to current seismic code.  

Draft EIR, p 4.0-1, Section 4.1:  “The CEQA Guidelines also specify that the alternatives 

discussion should not be remote or speculative…”  (emphasis added) 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (b):  “The discussion of alternatives shall focus on 

alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project 

even if they impede the attainment of the project objectives to some extent or would be more 

costly.”  (emphasis added) 

CEQA Guidelines, 15041 (a):  “A lead agency for a project has the authority to require feasible 

changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid 

significant effects on the environment…” (emphasis added) 

Please revise draft EIR to address missing calculations, analysis and information that 

would offer mitigation instead of building demolition. 

 

3.1.1 Existing Setting Visual Character 

A.  Pacific Grove is noted as bordered by Monterey Bay to the south and Del Monte Forest to the 

north.  

Please revise draft EIR to address direction corrections.  Monterey Bay to the north and 

Del Monte Forest to the south. 

B. Non-Historic Residential Area is an incorrect demarcation utilized in the draft EIR for noting 

the housing area surrounding the project site. The General Plan of Pacific Grove 1994 notes that 

homes of historic value are found throughout the city and the historical residential area is 

generally bounded by Junipero Ave., 1st St., Ocean View Blvd., Pacific Ave., and Alder Street.        
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City of Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement 2011 notes that the “historic core” of the city 

as the original Retreat boundaries plus the first five additions. The pump house is located within 

the Fifth Addition. Ten structures listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) are 

located within 300 feet of the project. (emphasis added) 

Please revise statement to reflect the fact that historical buildings are located throughout 

the 4
th

 and 5
th

 addition to the city, which is inclusive of Pump House site.  

 

3.1.3 Degrade Visual character or Quality  

The structure, an example of early 20
th

 century Spanish influenced architecture, housed valves 

and pumps integral in supplying water to Pacific Grove, much of Monterey, and the cannery area 

of Monterey.  In its current configuration, it has been standing on this site since circa 1914 (see 

early Sanborn maps), providing a strong visual sense and scenic anchor to the surrounding 

neighborhood.  

The property has maintained its integrity of location, design, setting, materials, feeling and 

association with the Pacific Grove Reservoir and the water system serving the Monterey 

Peninsula.  

Repair of vehicular damage (2012) and routine maintenance has not been provided to the site for 

over 10 years, an unfortunate but not irreversible cause of much of its degraded visual character. 

Even in this condition, degraded visual impact does not negate its value as a historic structure 

nor is it a consideration for historic designation in Pacific Grove. 

Please revise statement to reflect current condition is not a consideration for historical 

designation or historic visual quality. 

 

3.3.1 Project Site 

The reservoir with its pump house and valve house was designated a City Point of Historic 

Interest in 1987 by a City Council Resolution #5844. The resolution notes the following; for 

many years the reservoir was a valuable source of water to many areas of Monterey Peninsula, 

for the sardine industry on Cannery Row, and that the residents of Pacific Grove have relied on 

the reservoir as the immediate source of water. 

Please revise statement to reflect project site designation by city council resolution as city 

point of historic interest, the role as a source of water for Pacific Grove and areas of the 

peninsulas well as the sardine industry on Cannery Row. 

 

3.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures Methodology 

Kent Seavey prepared a historical and cultural resources study in 1992 for D. Duffy & 

Associates examining Cal-American Water Company‘s Pacific Grove reservoir.  The report 
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detailed description of the cultural resources known to exist, estimated the significance of the 

reservoir and its historic context, discussed additional cultural resources which may exist within 

the study area and made recommendations for preserving and protecting the cultural resources. 

Please revise statement to reflect the fact that formal cultural resource studies has been 

done on the project site and include those findings in the draft EIR. 

 

3.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures California Register Significance Evaluation  

The reservoir (pump house and valve house) was designated a City Point of Historic Interest in 

1987 by a City Council Resolution #5844. The resolution notes the following; for many years the 

reservoir was a valuable source of water to many areas of Monterey Peninsula and for the sardine 

industry on Cannery Row. 

Neither Monterey nor Pacific Grove had sufficient groundwater to support their growing 

populations and industries such as sardine fishing and tourism and depended on the water system 

to meet these needs.                                                                                                                   

The sardine industry grew to 16 canneries and 14 reduction plants on Cannery Row. Production 

steadily increased in the decades following WW1 and throughout the Great Depression. By 

1938, sardines were an eight million dollar industry employing Monterey and Pacific Grove’s 

largest single work force. Canneries and reduction plants, utilizing a combination of fresh and 

salt water, placed huge demands on the water system.  

Please revise statement to reflect importance of structure’s association with growth in 

Pacific Grove as well as Monterey. And annotate its significance to the sardine industry 

and tourism in Pacific Grove and Monterey. This additional material is important in 

consideration of the significance of this structure in the history of Monterey Peninsula. 

 

4.2 Alternatives Under Consideration Alternatives Considered but not Selected for Analysis: 

Full Rehabilitation and Restoration Alternative 

“…funds have not been made available…unlikely funds would be made available…” The Draft 

EIR on p. 4.0-2 speculates on the assets and ability of a large publicly held corporation to 

provide funds for proposed alternatives. 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6 in subsection (b) states “…the discussion of alternatives 

shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or 

substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would 

impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”  

(emphasis added)   

CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (f) Rule of Reason, subsection (3):  “An EIR need not consider an 

alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote 

and speculative.”  By the same Rule of Reason, one cannot simply dismiss an alternative due to 

Item 7.b



 

5 

the speculation that it is “…unlikely funds would be made available…” by the applicant.  

(emphasis added) 

Please revise statement to address supposition of potential lack of funding and potential 

origin of funding for retrofit. And as noted in Draft EIR, p. 4.0-1,  “CEQA Guidelines also 

specify that the alternatives discussion should not be remote or speculative…”   

 

4.5 Alternative 3 – Leave in Place Alternative 

Reinforcing structure is not financially feasible due to lack of public funds and CPUC regulatory 

limitations. The Draft EIR does not address the financial capacity and obligation of the 

owner/applicant to have maintained an historic structure over a considerable period of time.  No 

foundation for the speculation of “…not financially feasible…” is provided 

Please revise statement to address supposition/speculation of not feasible financially due to 

lack of funding and CPUC regulations. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6 in subsection 

(b) states “…the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 

location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of 

the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 

project objectives, or would be more costly.”  (emphasis added)   

 

Amending the Alternatives to include five options to consider: 

Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative 

Alternative 2 - Relocation Alternative 

Alternative 3 - Leave In Place Alternative 

Alternative 4 - Adaptive Reuse Alternative/Residential Use  

Alternative 5 - Non-Habitable Retrofit for Safety With Exterior Restoration* 

*CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (b):  “The discussion of alternatives shall focus on 

alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 

project even if they impede the attainment of the project objectives to some extent or would 

be more costly.” 

*CEQA Guidelines, Section 15041 (a):  “A lead agency for a project has the authority to 

require feasible changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to 

substantially avoid or lessen significant effects on the environment…”  

     

*************** 
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Appendix E : Historic Report/ Historical Resources    

A.  Description and History 

Report states property was built in 1926. 

Brief reference is made of the 1914 Sanborn map showing the pump house, but no notation that 

structure is in the same location with the same building outline. There is no mention of the 

Railroad Commission of the State of California, Jan. 1916 decision #3059 noting the existence of 

structure prior to 1926, with structure most likely built circa 1907.                                          

Please revise draft EIR to address this lack of historic documentation and interpretation. 

Neither Monterey nor Pacific Grove had sufficient groundwater to support their growing 

populations and industries such as sardine fishing and tourism and depended on the water system 

to meet these needs.                                                                                                                   

The sardine industry grew to 16 canneries and 14 reduction plants on Cannery Row. Production 

steadily increased in the decades following WW1 and throughout the Great Depression. By 

1938, sardines were an eight million dollar industry employing Monterey and Pacific Grove’s 

largest single work force. Canneries and reduction plants, utilizing a combination of fresh and 

salt water, placed huge demands on the water system.  

Please revise statement to reflect importance of structure’s association with growth in 

Pacific Grove as well as Monterey. And annotate its significance to the sardine industry 

and tourism in Pacific Grove and Monterey.  

B.  Historical Evaluation 

The reservoir (pump house and valve house) was designated a City Point of Historic Interest in 

1987 by a City Council Resolution #5844. The resolution notes the following; for many years the 

reservoir was a valuable source of water to many areas of Monterey Peninsula and for the sardine 

industry on Cannery Row. 

Please revise statement to reflect project site designation by city council resolution as city 

point of historic interest, the role as a source of water for Pacific Grove and areas of the 

peninsulas well as the sardine industry on Cannery Row. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Pump House Historic Demolition Permit Draft 

Environmental Impact Report.  

Sincerely, 

Historic Resources Committee of the City of Pacific Grove 

 

Encl: 4 
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