
Are there any other thoughts about Housing you would like to share?  

 

• This town won't make any meaningful progress towards a solution till all the NIMBY's 
die off. Happy to be wrong, though! 

• Allow taller development without open space. 

• The Housing Program Manger is amazing and an asset to the City! 

• Cap vacation rentals/homes, house flipping, and landlords. 

• Increase density and types of housing in downtown corridor - no more million dollar 
condos but larger apartments needed. You have to be honest about your talk about 
affordable housing and steadfast opposition to developing new water sources. When 
the city chooses to spend money on litigation at MPWMD to fight new water you 
cannot in good faith talk about developing new housing as you aren’t choosing to work 
for new and sustainable, drought proof water projects. Not all PG communities can 
handle increased density or ADU’s without fundamentally changing the neighborhood 
character. Also, when homeowners can’t easily get permits for minor work it drives up 
costs for all and increases amount of unpermitted work. I was told “don’t think of 
picking up more than a paintbrush without a permit.” We spent thousands on permits to 
replace a deck that resulted in an over-engineered deck that will withstand a hurricane 
or tsunami and the house will be gone. We now can’t afford to update electrical - 
makes one question the priorities.  

• I am interested in converting my bonus room attached to my garage into a JADU. I 
would love a streamlined approach to getting this done. Including local builders who 
can help and homeowner assistance through the whole process. 

• No new housing.  

• -You should tax unoccupied homes and use the money to subsidize rent for families 
who cannot afford it, like other cities do.  
-Your fees for the ADU process are high, and this discourages people from creating 
ADUs. 

• There’s very little room for more housing. The lots are small as it is, there’s no 
setbacks anymore. Fire would be catastrophic. Building bigger homes has taken multi 
lots. Destroying downtown and going up we aren’t supposed to be LA better adherence 
to low income housing that switched would have been wise. Just terrible.  

• Stop approving additional housing units. Require zero carbon footprint and reduce 
water use for all remodels.  

• Build affordable apt buildings with store fronts downtown. Too many store fronts have 
been sitting empty for years providing nothing to the community, just a tax break for 
the owner...btw, thanks for this opportunity to provide feedback:) 

• There isn’t a 1 item solution. Combination of all of the above is needed. Affordable 
senior housing needed also.  

• The city should take a position supporting the repeal of prop 19. To help keep houses 
in families that can continue to be affordable rentals.  

• When there is new condos or apartments like Grand and Laurel so many of them 
should have been designated for low-income seniors and they weren't. 

• Don’t lose the limited open space.  
Change the idiotic measure M, too, to allow limited rentals by residents. It was poor 



law on day one and hasn’t added one rental unit to the mix. Ok, maybe one. Not saying 
pure vacation, 7/24 rentals, but something in between.  
Arguments for “close to transit”? The city is two miles in diameter. No one is close or 
far from transit!  

• None 

• DO IT. Don't stop it from happening.  

• More affordable units and less luxury condos! 

• We also need to de-stigmatize the unhoused and confront racist stereotypes so that 
people do not feel threatened when they hear "affordable housing." 

• I just think the whole town is based on greed when it comes to housing.  

• I think funding to help modernize existing housing would also help. You cannot afford 
an "affordable" house that has foundation concerns, knob & tube, mold... 

• It takes a long time to get section 8 there needs to be more programs. 

• We don’t need more people/new housing or low income people in this community. I 
am 100% against any type of homeless or low income “incentives”. What we need is 
for landlords to upgrade rentals to a good standard. I work very hard and have made 
good choices in life. I don’t support any ideas about bringing more people into this 
small community. Landlords need to be held to a better standard. 

• Rent control.  

• Housing in Pacific Grove is forever going to be multi-faceted. When the housing 
market is tight and purchase prices are outrageous, the rentals follow suit. Owners 
don’t want prices to go down, obviously, so aiding renters and owners through 
subsidies may help. When mortgages are $4000 per month, the owner must pass on the 
expense. It’s truly tough. Add water credits into the mix, makes putting in-law units is 
impossible.  

• As a younger resident of PG, I will most likely never own a home here. We should 
work towards adding more housing and apartments, specifically those for singles and 
young families into PG. I don't agree that existing homeowners should be able to 
receive financial accessory dwelling units, as that further divides the "haves" and the 
'have nots".  

• The Military seems to make rent more because of their allowance, for example $3500 
ish for a 2 -3 bedroom. (Im not sure what current monthly allowance is, but i know it 
was $3500, so I'm sure that went up with current inflation) so if u r in the business of 
renting, then you go with the Military rate, to get amap. 

• There are so many empty businesses that could be converted to homes. Don’t jack up 
the crowded street parking with more cars by making duplexes or allowing accessible 
units on single family home properties or crowd more people into existing space. 

• Yes make sure there is real affordable housing. Not say it and then turn them into $1 
Million dollar condos. A scam for home developers or locals to sell out more housing 
that sits empty or only used as a second, third home or a business write off. Where will 
the family's live or the teachers, emergency workers. The restaurant workers can't even 
live in Seaside, Marina or drive from Salinas any more. 

• Many older residents are afraid of change and of anything they perceive might threaten 
their property values. It is easy to scoff at these feelings, but they are real.  



• Use city properties for development like the way the city turned Lovers Point to 
multiple housing units, but instead of giving it away to seniors give it to essential 
workers (teachers, nurses, grocery workers, etc.). Use Golf course land for 
development. 

• I would love to live in Pacific Grove. Senior housing or affordable ADUs please. 

• Too much density will adversely impact the community, deer community, and overall 
charm of PG. 

• I cannot wrap my head around the impact mandated increased housing in a small built-
out community with no place to grow will have on the environment, the peaceful 
enjoyment and comfort of one’s home, the infrastructure, and most importantly 
SAFETY of the residents in an inevitable emergency. There’s no way out. It’s 
frightening. And let us not forget water. We have none. 

• A major factor in the low inventory of available housing in California are the homes 
that have been passed down through generations with little to no change to property tax 
due to prop 13. Many of these homes are then rented for a premium and poorly 
maintained rather than being occupied or sold by owners to allow new families to build 
equity.  

• Climate resilience and increased political will. 

• First priority should be workforce housing NOT housing projects for chronically 
homeless. 

• Stop putting housing/condos in downtown PG. The theater conversion is an awful idea.  

• The short term rental laws are unfair to property owners. 

• If there were more incentives to ADUs we would definitely consider building one but 
water and permits are pricy. 

• What about the city buys property and set an affordable rent for people who have been 
living here for 5 or more years? 
We do not want to lose the movie theater.  
Private company will never do affordable housing as promised. It is too lucrative for 
them. Maybe people renting who are paying low taxes because of owning it for a long 
time, should not be able to rent at market prices?  
Just a few thoughts. 

• City sponsored first time home buyer program. Some incentive to sellers to sell to 
Pacific Grove residents that are first time home buyers. Many homes in our 
neighborhood are selling/ have sold to bay area residents as second homes. It's 
frustrating. I wish Pacific Grove residents had done priority in purchasing those homes.  

• So many homes remain seldom or unused in the area. Incentives to rent these 
properties or make them available should be a priority. 

• Don't allow ownership of second homes or short term rental businesses in PG 

• It would be great if there were more water rights so more possibilities. 

• I have long advocated for a tax on owners of primarily vacant homes with resulting 
funds to be used exclusively to address affordable housing issues. 

• Stop allowing so many vacation rentals - and 2nd/3rd homes. My block is probably 
1/3rd full time residents who live, work and contribute to PG. The homes empty most 
of the time and the other turnstile vacation rentals. 



• Consider a subsection dealing with housing issues faced by seniors and families with 
school-age children, in addition to worker housing.....all are necessary to maintain 
diversity in PG's neighborhoods. 

• We need a water source not more people. Not everyone can live where they wish. That 
is a problem for working folks who have to commute but we can’t turn PG into 
apartments to solve the problem. Anyone who builds an adu isn’t going to rent it for 
less than market.  

• The ideas above are almost ridiculously out of touch. Locate affordable housing near 
jobs, yes, but that's everywhere. What transit? The public transit system is a joke. 
Penalize owning multiple homes. Reinstate the ban on banks and corporations putting 
in cash offers on available housing before 14 days of houses being on the market, or 
prevent that entirely from happening. Housing prices are OUT OF CONTROL. 1 
million dollars for a <800 sq ft granny unit. How can you expect working class families 
to afford to live here with that. I LOVE this community. I love this area. But this area 
is dying, and businesses can't afford to stay open or are short staffed because no one 
can live here.  

• Don't destroy our Quaintness..........This is the ESSENCE of our city. 

• Turn the ATC into affordable housing not another hotel. Encourage at least one of the 
Arkwright court apartment buildings to be low cost. 

• The answers to the above questions are completely tone deaf to the actual issues of 
why housing has gotten out of reach of our actual community members. Sure, we could 
use more housing units, but we also need to limit slum lord corporations owning 
countless properties just to charge astronomical rents. All of the above answer just feed 
in to a growing problem and show a general lack of understanding and willingness to 
confront an alarming trend in society. Nobody wants to stand up to big business or 
foreign money even though it leaves home vacant that could be filled with community 
members contributing to the local economy. More units just means the same 
institutions will buy them and either sell for a profit or rent out for a large upcharge.  

• Don't allow developers to build more hotels. Don't allow developers to convert rental 
units to condos during construction (shame on those who voted for that planning 
change for the Lighthouse project!)  

• We're losing seniors that are on fixed incomes who are the core of volunteer programs 
because they can no longer afford to live here. We need them and they need help, too. 

• Build a desalination plant. Race not important. Should not be a question. Either should 
age. 

• Reduce time and cost of development process. 

• One of the reasons I believe we’re getting cost out of the market is because of Airbnb 
and skyrocketing resell cost. 

• So in PG something like 30% of all homes are second homes. If those homes had space 
available for people to LIVE, then that would solve a lot of housing problems. As I see 
it, you can address this issue by using both positive and negative reinforcement. First, 
in the “stick” department, any home that is not occupied for at least 90 continuous days 
per year should have a special tax of $6,000 per year leveed on it. And in the “carrot” 
department, the city should aggressively push (and possibly even provide low interest 
loans) for second homes to be divided into duplexes. If at least one portion of the 
duplex is occupied 90+ days continuously, the property is no longer liable for the 



$6,000 tax on unoccupied second homes. Additionally, I would like to see low-interest 
loans or other financial incentives for building ADUs along with free water credits. We 
looked into building an ADU out of our garage but the cost is prohibitive. Since our 
house is paid for, we have no incentive to go into debt to create another housing unit on 
our property. If the city offered incentives to people like us and encouraged the use of 
currently unoccupied second homes, I think there’s enough space here to increase our 
housing inventory by the required amount. 

• AND NEVER ALLOW THESE COMPANIES LIKE BLACKROCK TO BUY 
SWATHS OF HOUSING RENDERING HOUSING UNAFFORDABLE. IT IS A 
MONOPOLY THAT IS HARMING THE MIDDLE CLASS FROM BUYING 
HOMES. 
 
Remember BROWNSTONES or ROW HOUSES. The Dutch built them in New York 
when they had the Dutch Trading Company. They are made that way in the Dutch 
Netherlands is the most densely populated country and land is at a premium. These 
brownstones are now made with insulating cement. You need to have a glass ceiling on 
all rentals and the purchase of a home. Again, get rid of real estate agents and their 
commissions.  
 
"The forest was shrinking but the trees kept voting for the axe as its handle was made 
of wood and they thought it was one of them." 
-Turkish Proverb 

• As noted above, Pacific Grove needs to acknowledge the problem we have with 
vacation rentals and second homeowners. These are homes that could be used for 
families and workers but instead sit vacant and/or are managed by vacation rental 
hosts. Tax the hell (greed) out of them to encourage longer term rentals or use the fund 
to subsidize families or workers being forced out of town.  

• Please, let’s bring more diversity, energy, and fresh vibes to PG, while having a 
compassionate and forward thinking agenda.  

• My concern is that any housing would be turned over to someone/ company for their 
own profit. Families that need help into affordable housing will get nothing.  

• Affordable housing only helps those who can't afford hardly anything at all. How much 
can we really continue to give to low income without continuously hurting the middle 
class?? Those of us that work hard still struggle to pay rent or mortgages. 1.5 million 
for 1000 square foot home! 4,000+ per month for a 3bdrm rental. It's hurting us in the 
end - how about incentivize for middle class?????  

• I am not in favor of overdevelopment in our town - especially large hotels or luxury 
condos. There’s just not enough space here to keep building.  

• Involve the local community in the investment and build. Keep the projects local. It 
will reduce resistance and improve quality of the outcome. 

• I am discouraged and dejected by the housing situation in PG and everywhere on the 
peninsula. I don't make enough money to compete with the influx of remote workers on 
silicon valley salaries. There should be a program that rewards landlords with 
incentives to rent to locals who work in the area. There should also be a renegotiation 
with the DLI, NPS, and DoD to discuss their BAH levels, which have inflated rents 
here for decades.  



• All the empty homes especially vacation houses all over the place that are vacant 
almost all the time. Those should be put in the market or at least for rent. 

• It is too costly for people to buy their first home in Pacific Grove.  

• I do not want to see any more gigantic buildings go up, like the eye sore downtown, or 
the plan for the Tin Cannery. They change the atmosphere of this small town. Rent is 
way too high. I'm surprised that local workers can even afford to live in this area. If 
we're not careful, they will be priced right out of the area. Many employers are already 
finding it hard to find employees after the job uncertainty caused by covid-19. I would 
love to buy my own home, but can't afford it. I may have to move back to the Midwest, 
so I can afford to. 

• Eliminate STR’s altogether!! For months, every house available for rent was a 
furnished STR, no long term rentals. Why are we creating more hotel rooms instead of 
housing? We’re rarely sold out, why are we giving our town to wealthy tourists?  

• Pacific Grove is built out. With a few exceptions the existing housing is very dense and 
the homes are small. Replace older apt buildings with more units for more housing. 

• I understand that land cost is the greatest limitation. Therefore, it seems logical to me 
that we must build higher buildings. 

• PG has high density already at about 5,000 per square mile so increasing density 
affects quality of life and character of small town. High rises near the ocean would 
affect environmentally sensitive areas of coast. 

• Require or at least incentivize new construction or significant renovation to be all 
electric in order to transition away from natural gas. Consider streamlining the 
planning and building approval process for construction that incorporates high-
performance in terms of energy efficiency, indoor air quality, and resilience. Require 
that calculations for embodied carbon be included in the planning and building 
approval process. 

• Pacific grove is already a densely populated town with limited parking. The best place 
to build more housing is on the former ft Ord. 

• Keep PG our small town.  

• There is limited land, and severely limited water. Enough already. 

• The duplex conversion and accessory dwelling units should be deed restricted as 
affordable, if these routes are pursued. Otherwise, the result will be more unaffordable 
units. Affordable deed restricted units through federal- and state-funded subsidized 
development should be the priority. I do not support rental assistance programs, which 
are expensive to administer, benefit landlords and do not address affordability. 

• Stop short term rentals.  

• Corporate housing is a big problem. Too many properties go unused and what a huge 
waste. Also second homes that are used very rarely is a mark of capitalism.  

• Discussions between Pacific Grove and military establishments in the area that drive 
up the rents... Force owners of unoccupied houses to rent them out... Some incentive 
for homeowners to house local residents above military/student temporary transplants.  

• More density will ruin my hometown. Build the homes in Carmel Valley or Fort Ord or 
Marina. 

• Something has gotta change. Please stop shilling to corporations with millions of 
dollars and start caring about US. 



• Restrict AirBnB homes, ban them. Hard for people who live and work here to find 
housing because they are all vacation or weekend properties. 
 

Provide financial incentives for younger folks to get housing. We want to start families 
here.  

• I don't know what the answer is, but the cost of housing has to come down. I have a 
good job and it's getting more difficult to be able to live here. Thankfully I am 
receiving a 30% discount on my housing because of my work and where I live. Due to 
vision issues, I would really like to live where I can easily walk to stores and 
restaurants, but just can't afford it around here.  

• Let locals rent & buy. Silicon Valley folks swoop in with tons of cash, outbid all local 
offers by THOUSANDS, & then have their second or third homes while locals can’t 
find a house to buy or rent. 

• restrict growth - this is a small town, DO NOT make it a densely populated city. 

• Limit the 2.5 rent requirement with these rental companies. If you make $63k you can 
barely make it to qualify for a $1900 1 bedroom unit.  

• Yeah, quit letting developers and out of state people buy up the properties and turn 
them into STRs. We passed a law about that, and they still happen. No enforcement 
since COVID started. Do we even have any police still in PG? Never see them. People 
racing all over our streets and killing deer and other wildlife.  

• We moved to PG from a big city because we DO NOT want high rises, ADUs, 
duplexes, etc.! The absence of these structures is what makes PG a nice place to live 
and raise a family. What is a shame is that there are many, many vacation homes that 
sit empty the majority of the year. There are at least six in our immediate vicinity. Why 
should families who actively participate in the community be forced to move because 
they are outbid by someone who just wants a vacation home?! I wish there was a way 
to ensure that these homes are sold or rented to families. Create a recruitment plan to 
draw/keep young families in town. Limit the number of vacation homes somehow. 

• You can’t live wherever you want. People can move somewhere else if they can’t 
afford to live here. This place is heaven and costs a fortune for a reason. Yes, the lucky 
ones (who had parents leave them homes/property here) or those of us who have 
worked their tails off to be able to afford to live here deserve not to have their property 
values and beautiful, safe, small town life destroyed by subsidized housing and 
or/homeless encampments (project homekey) brought in to this expensive (for a 
reason) area.  

• I just moved here (from Berkeley), but am trying to pay attention to and learn about 
housing issues, as they are universal and this area has unique needs/problems. 
Work/live/commute is way out of balance. Transit use is very low i heard on a county 
climate change webinar on transportation. What if it was free? State legislature and 
governor are trying to do more for housing and homelessness-in PH tapping into that? 
How many units are being taken off the market by airbnb and home stay (formal or 
informal) arrangements? I like that PG passed a limit on short term rentals < 30days. Is 
that being enforced? It is important to keep/support a diverse population which is hard 
as home prices go up so much, so state or federal (or local) funds are needed. Berkeley 
has a higher transfer tax (2.5%) for houses selling over $1.6 million and that money 
(through 2 local ballot measures) goes toward homeless services and transitional 



housing. PG already has the original "tiny houses" so maybe find a way to build on 
that? Thanks for doing this survey!  

• How about a moratorium on the construction of more high priced lofts and condos? 

• Our population density is saturated. Streets cannot bear more parking. This community 
with housing that was planned from well over 100 years is I’ll suited to support more 
population. Some areas that can be developed are: Washington Park or the vacant 
buildings across Hayward Lumber. Affordable housing is not practical based on 
demographics of those who are willing to pay high prices to live in this wonderful area. 
I am surprised that these issues are not considered in Pebble Beach where land is 
available for development. Carmel by the Sea is over saturated with population density 
and no amount of planning can prevent that from happening in PG if the balance of 
population density is alter with more housing. Carmel valley can support more housing 
but lacks road development. Perhaps you should consider getting rid of golf courses on 
the Peninsula or redesign the school campuses? What is the plan to expand roads and 
utility services for additional population?  
I understand that Pebble Beach and Carmel Valley are not the issue but no amount of 
planning can deal with the issue of over saturation of population. 

• Start using union labor on your projects.  

• The prices for family homes to live in are so ridiculous, this neighborhood needs 
affordable housing. 

• Due to the high density of housing in PG, this is a difficult problem. But there are 
many empty buildings in our city that should be converted into low income housing.  

• Housing is a basic human need, yet it has been turned into a lucrative commodity for 
money making at the expense of families and communities. Clearly, those trimming the 
fat off the hog are more than pleased with the state of society this practice has 
produced.  
 
Buying, multiple homes, turning residential areas into hotels, out of country 
“investors,” homes gobbled up and sitting empty.  
 
This housing crisis, the world’s richest country can house (basic need) it’s citizens. 
This problem is obvious and a logical consequence of very real choices across time. 
This is the product. Does anyone really even care? I don’t think so, not enough to 
change behavior, or even care, until they are personally affected.  

• I’m not against ADU’s if the lot size can accommodate it without infringing on 
neighbor’s privacy. The ones being built are definitely changing the feel of some areas 
and making PG a less desirable place to live in. The majority of the town is not laid out 
for high density housing, since it consists of mainly single family dwellings. 
 
Also, green space should be preserved or increased if possible. 

• Curios if the measure limiting vacation rentals made any difference.  

• It seems that all of the building here is for high end consumers of second homes and 
vacation rentals. Income limits for subsidized housing is too low. I’ll never qualify 
because my current rent of $3250/mo requires me to draw down my retirement at an 
unacceptable rate. My rent here is 65% of my monthly income.  



• The community is saturated with housing now on 60 x 60 lots. Water is an issue, power 
grid is an issue. None of the options suggested appear realistic. 

• Stop the them versus us dialogue. 

• Convert empty houses to multi-dwelling. 

• I am a teacher and am worried my family may have to move away from the city we 
love because we cannot afford to rent a home. We would love a solution that allows 
families with children to be able to afford rent in PG.  

• Use the old laundry site if the owner won’t sell or convert it tax him. 

• Too expensive. Together my husband and I make $170K/year, with a $60K down-
payment, and are not even close to being able to afford PG housing. Unaffordable for 
Millennials, young families. Too many vacant properties. When will we learn housing 
is a necessity, not an investment? 

• Assistance to financially stable first time buyers. 

• There's room for all of is on this beautiful Peninsula. 

• Keep what little open land is there as land and use already built on properties. 

• While affordable housing is a concern, so is the character of our downtown. I am 
disappointed to hear that the Lighthouse Cinema might be torn down to make housing - 
with the right management, that theater would a real asset to the community - 
especially if they featured more independent films.  

• Now that the city has increased its revenue stream via the cited-approved tax measure 
and approving 300+ hotel rooms, it's time to return the city’s housing stock to what it is 
intended for: year-round housing. The city should begin to phase out STVRs as a way 
to eliminate the commercialization of its housing. Doing this will be one important step 
help reduce outside market forces that have driven up housing costs. It also brings the 
city in line with other communities nearby. STVR essentially complete with 
hotel/motels for vacationer $. Phasing our STVR will be reduce the $ incentive for 
investment home buying and will therefore bring costs down. Even if only a little, it’s 
important, plus it also reinvigorates our community by bringing in full time residents. 

• It would be great to provide incentives for landlords to rent to existing PG citizens 
w/kids in schools over people moving to the area.  

• The PG Building Department's outrageous fees are counterproductive for the building 
of ADUs. Two months ago, I submitted plans along with $4800 as a required "plan 
review fee." I'm still waiting for a response, and at this point, will probably scrap the 
project. 

• The challenge to housing as I see it are all the homes that are empty all week, yet once 
a month are enjoyed for the weekend. I understand that money talks and second and 
third home ownership is valuable for the income it brings the city. It is all coming at a 
cost to PG, renting or owning a home here is losing residents that would bring diverse 
backgrounds, varying professions and families that want to lay roots.  

• Create better employment and jobs so housing options are possible for many. Solutions 
for housing are not with developers or government.  

• Rent caps! 

• CA has become a state that doesn’t have affordable housing. Is it terrible to say I don’t 
care if people can’t afford it? There’s a big ol world out there- go live somewhere else. 
PG is the last hometown?! No. Look in Nebraska, Missouri, Arizona, Massachusetts, 



maybe even Central CA. You’ll find even more towns like PG and it will be affordable. 
I’m over this notion that we have to tailor every price to others. It’s expensive- 
truthfully it always was- and you’ll have to pay to stay. Come visit- we need your 
tourist money more than the cheap amount you want to pay to live here.  

• Our housing crisis is a symptom of our systemic inequality. We are witnessing late 
stage capitalism. The band aids proposed here are woefully insufficient. Tax the elites 
& raise our wages to a living wage. Or we can go the pitchforks route.  

• Not everyone will be able to live in PG. Keep that in mind. Also, increased density 
may improve affordability but it can come at a cost of overcrowding and increased 
traffic. 

• We should develop regional solutions to affordable housing utilizing multistory 
apartment complexes. Tasking rash small city with an objective makes no sense. 

• The State has mandated that we have a severe water shortage and no new hook ups are 
allowed. Also, our streets are old and narrow and thus not suited to streetside parking 
which ADU housing would require. Fire engine access would be impaired as would 
access to public transportation. Until these problems are solved the established building 
codes should stand. 

• Please acknowledge and respect the rights of current property owners. 

• Build one central church to serve all denominations, and spread services out over the 
week. Convert all the others to housing to be paid for by the church most responsible 
for the problem. Need I say which?  

• It is not a right or requirement to be able to leave in every local. There is affordable 
housing near by in Salinas and Watsonville. Why must this be something that needs to 
be addressed here in PG? We do not have the infrastructure to support existing water, 
sewer and roads? We have limited water permits for residents for decades, yet expect 
to be able to accommodate over a thousand new units? How is this even reasonable or 
realistic? 

• I don’t understand the logic for trying to create more affordable housing and/or higher 
density housing in Pacific Grove when right up the street in Seaside or Marina there is 
plenty of open space to do this.  
And, there is already a water crisis in this region -how do you plan to address this and 
how do you plan to deal with infrastructure issues, and increasing crime? 
Tell me how these issues will be resolved and I may think differently, and to do so 
without raising my taxes to support this.  

• We are land locked, and it’s wrong to keep driving higher housing density in existing 
neighborhoods. Fund developments elsewhere in the county in the areas with space and 
resources (water) to support them. 

• can our infrastructure handle more people?  

• ADUs are not the solution to affordable housing.  

• Institute a second- or third-home tax!!! Encourage primary homeownership in PG. 
Homes are for local workforces and families. If people want a vacation home here, they 
should pay taxes to support affordable homeownership for people who live and work 
here. 

• Instead of approving new development that is well out of the reach of most of the 
people working in the community (such as the two new condo units on Lighthouse) 



perhaps uphold the city's mandated obligations to creating adorable housing when real 
estate becomes available. 

• Our rent went up 9% this year. No one gets a 9% increase in pay. 

• The approach to solving the housing crisis requires a true re-set, or perspective change 
to accept that housing is a right, not a privilege. The government must take an active 
role in collaboration with developers and local institutions (schools, tourism board, 
etc.) to provide the needed % of housing at the prices appropriate for workers. 
Additionally, ownership should be prioritized. Since most affordable housing programs 
incentives renting, perhaps PG can come up with local solutions that allow for home 
ownership. Additionally, this may have to include a limit on the free market home 
purchases that drive up real estate prices (limits or extra taxes on 2nd or 3rd homes, or 
unoccupied homes). 

• Rent control! How come you don't list that? On houses and not just apartments. 
Separate high density from low density - if you choose to buy a house in a 
neighborhood then you don't want it to become an apartment complex - don't destroy 
neighborhoods. Keep high density downtown.  

• We are a 'destination' with limited inventory. Will always be problematic. But we must 
identify what can be done and do it. Too much talk; too little action. 

• Incentive for homeowners who sell to local PG first time homebuyers. 

• We came to PG and invested here for a great quality of life that has been expensive to 
pursue. We are not pleased by this proposal for increased high density housing that will 
affect the quality of our fine community and city.  

• Assess second homes. Stabilize and control rents. Stop the military housing allowance. 

• The issue with the Monterey area is water many of the questions would increase water 
consumption.  

• Many suggestions for “what to do” ignore the fact that the housing in PG is privately 
owned; the city can legitimately support changes, but things like “convert single family 
homes to duplexes” is something a city can allow, but cannot make it happen. 

• Why is this survey about what the city can make happen, rather than what a city can do 
to encourage, allow or support?  

• It's clear that developers are not incentivized to build affordable spaces, as these often 
make up 1-2 units within a luxury condo space, and even got cut from earlier 
developments. So many homes in PG are small already that duplexes don't seem likely. 
I think something dramatic and imaginative is needed: disallow vacation rentals and 
heavily tax second homes so houses that are currently here are available to live in (on 
my street about 1/3 of the houses are vacation homes). Cap rent rate increases even if 
below 'market value.' There are likely many options but if everyone wants to make the 
most money possible, we won't be able to consider them. 

• There is nothing in this survey about strategies for the city to underwrite more housing 
by making certain city properties available for development. Examples include the 
parking lot behind the theatre, the underutilized community center, and the oversized 
public works yard on Sunset. Also, there is nothing in this survey about working with 
entities such as the school district to develop workforce housing. The Lighthouse 
Avenue school is a good example.  

• There are many substandard Apts here. Get a low interest loan program to improve the 
properties with a requirement that half be designated as affordable. 



• City staff is out of touch with the community, The recent Homekey debacle is a perfect 
example.  

• Work on affordable housing for residents working in PG first then help others when 
and where possible. 

• I moved to Pacific Grove because it is a small quiet town, I have no desire to see the 
beautiful houses turned into duplexes, nor do I want to see development of areas that 
are now vacant. There are lots of people creating ADUs and I think that could continue 
though I imagine the rents for those will be high. Anywhere on the coast of California, 
it is going to be expensive. If I could not afford to live here, I would live somewhere 
else, not expect someone to build mw an apartment or house I could afford. The idea 
that people are expected to lower rents so people can afford a place in counter to our 
culture, if I could get $3000 to rent a place, why would I lower it to $1000? It does not 
make financial sense to the owner and nor can builders be expected to take a loss on 
construction to meet someone else's needs. 

• It is important to keep open space and parks as density increases.  
 
Mixed use commercial/residential sounds interesting at first, but does not appear to 
really bring affordable housing with it or enough units. If there is a necessary increase 
in height to achieve, it may not be worth the loss of public scenic views for very few 
units that would actually be affordable. 
 
 But, having said that, any mixed project coming before the City must have a 
percentage of affordable units as part of it 100 percent of the time now no matter what, 
without any variance to zoning limits to do it. The percentage of affordable units 
should be decided and added into the municipal code for any approval of any mixed 
use project without increasing structural height so the City does not have to beg the 
developer to do it.  
 
Public funding for a carefully designed project as the one for senior housing that was 
built near Lovers Point seems hopeful as that was a success. But, it must be very 
carefully done. Certainly that are terrible examples of public housing projects built in 
the 1950’s and 1960’s in urban areas that were too dense, too tall and expected people 
to be grateful for cramming into a too tight apartment housing space that was 
demeaning.  
 
Interim, an organization already established on the Monterey Peninsula and Salinas, is 
an excellent example of creating successful affordable housing models for people 
living with a severe mental illness because support services are also provided that make 
it work. This would be very likely successful in PG if the City partnered with Interim 
and would help prevent some people from becoming homeless or give a home to 
someone that was already homeless. 

• It is unrealistic for an old town with limited land to be compared to Tracy or some 
other city with abundant (and cheap) land. Constructing more housing will only allow 
more Palo Alto retirees to buy second homes here. This is not the answer. More 
affordable housing at Ft. Ord is much more realistic. Developers should also be forced 
to build smaller homes (1,500 sq feet) that are more affordable. No more hotels in PG. 



Make those apartments. Convert existing hotels to apartments. That’s the only answer 
here, with no available land. 

• I don’t think ADUs help with housing issues. They just allow well off homeowners to 
add extra space to houses for guests, offices etc. without all the restrictions. Does the 
city ever audit ADUs to see how they are being used? Any new or substantially 
refurbished hotels should be required to include low cost housing for some staff on site. 
PG should stop approving new hotels until more low cost housing (and water) becomes 
available. Any home that is not used as a primary residence or long term rental should 
have to pay a substantial luxury tax. How many homes in PG are primary residences 
and how may are vacation homes, investment properties or short term rentals? If STRs 
were banned more rental properties could open up. Also NPS and DLI students can get 
large housing subsidies which drive up cost of rentals. Smaller, affordable housing 
could be put on former Fort Ord property (with lots of parks, gardens, trees, trails 
around them) with good public transport from developments to Monterey, PG, etc.  

• Sec 8 Housing is a program that is in place but for years has not accepted applications 
as there is no current funding. With the State's current 98 billion surplus Sec 8 should 
be funded to address current and potential homelessness. 

• I think if we have run out of space there should not be additional building.  

• Changing density within single family R1 neighborhoods is not the answer. Let's look 
at parking lot areas, to build housing to include street level parking under the units, and 
possibly 2 or 3 levels of parking to accommodate the housing units 2 parking spaces 
each, and community/shopping parking needs. 

• Assistance for those who have homes, mortgaged, who cannot afford improvements, to 
improve those homes and expand them. Examples, help fund new roofs, solar, water 
catchment, drip systems, etc. 

• In downtown PG, with Holman, 520 Lighthouse, The new Hotel Durell, in my opinion 
density has already been reached in this neighborhood. There is talk of demolishing our 
theater and adding 86 housing units (Silverie Development) to this already dense and 
built up area. If there is to be 86 housing units please use this low income allotment to 
an area -NOT in downtown which is already being developed. Do not destroy or ruin 
what is a quaint downtown by over doing it. 

• We are so far behind the curve I doubt we can ever catch up. I appreciate the push for 
ADU’s but I believe we will regret not planning better for the future. Once the full 
impact of crowding of neighborhood parking is realized (for example - multi adu’s on 
one block) it will be too late. My father lived in No Monterey for 77 yrs. One block 
over from my dads house is several blocks of multi-residential units. As the apartments 
became more expensive and more crowded - tenants had no where to park. So they 
park in front of my dads house every day/night - sometimes not moving their cars for 
days on end. It’s frustrating and sad that we can’t even park in front of our own house - 
not to mention the lack of respect for others property.  

• Allowing owners to build ADUs has NOT created more affordable homes but inflated 
rents  

• Tricky part of all the solution is too much density & lax plan review standards for 
development will change the small town flavor of what makes the community. A more 
savvy & Professional City Planning staff is needed along with better City management 
professionally & elected officials. 



• Do not allow further development in this environmentally sensitive area! 

• Stop allowing over-sized single-family homes to be built on Multi-family zoned 
parcels. Accept reality that not everyone who wants to live here will ever be able to 
afford to live here.  

• Part of the housing problem also seems tied to like of renter protections in this city. My 
landlord is selling the duplex I live in and is not willing to provide a longer-term lease 
that would grant me more time to find another place to live. It’s insane to me that so 
many properties here are being purchased, flipped and sold to people who either 
already own another home or are just looking to increase rent/get into the Airbnb 
market. Additionally, the increase in the cost of rent here recently is insane. I don’t 
understand how a city that is losing businesses in its downtown because of the 
recession continues to drive up housing costs.  
It’s really scary and destabilizing to think that I may have to leave my community here 
and move to another city because I can no longer get afford rent in the area.  

• Water? Parking? Two major questions not addressed. This was obviously not created 
locally. 

• Rent control Mine from 500 to 2100 over a time period. 

• Need help financially for maintenance and upgrading to additional units. Less 
restrictions. More flexible. Very difficult for long time residents, on fixed incomes, to 
survive here, and people working too Long ago when I moved here, to the home I’m 
still in, desperately trying to survive here, in the last hometown, I recommended for 
every new home built or remodeled, that water catchment be a part of the process. In 
1979 they said that was not viable because they could not charge for that water nor put 
the chemicals in the water that they wanted. Now we are in a severe drought and water 
is excruciatingly precious and expensive, as is everything currently. Sadly there does 
not seem to be very much forward thinking. We could’ve prevented a great deal of the 
problems that are occurring now. Common Sense. In the past, being so restrictive and 
not open to possibilities. Trusting we will move forward positively. Thank you. 

• You can build more housing on every inch of available land in PG, but the costs will 
still remain too high for most to afford. My current rent on a 1bed,1bath 
APARTMENT is the same as a 4bed, 3bath HOUSE in the California community I 
moved from. When people ask me where is the workforce, I always answer, "People 
like to work where they can live, and most cannot afford to live here." 

• I'm concerned that the choices provided on this survey can be taken differently than I 
mean them, because they're too general, so I did not answer the question immediately 
above this. If you increase density and height in areas that are historic and scenic, PG 
will lose its character, which is what draws tourists (and residents) here. We need 
careful review and development of PG's ordinances so that density, height, and 
ministerial review bonuses are not provided where they will destroy PG's special 
character. I don't believe PG's public transit meets the standard (frequency, routes) for 
justifying ministerial permitting or bonuses. Incentives for developers could be 
appropriate in the southeast portion of PG (Forest Hill and surrounding areas) which 
needs some more attractive development and could handle more density and even 
height. Incentives for designs that enhance the appearance of the area to provide more 
characteristic charm (not cutesy) while increasing density and height would be great.  

• I like living in house. House go brr 



• Embrace the successful Vancouver model of a tax on vacant homes, using proceeds to 
pay to build higher-density affordable housing. 

• I think the questions / answers above are both leading and misleading and whiff of the 
sense of entitlement of a younger generation unwilling to embrace the reality and 
excitement of change—of creating a new path to home. There has always been pressure 
on the lower end of the market due to the unbalanced competition of first time buyers, 
investors, empty nesters competing for a very limited inventory. A decision to live in a 
land-locked community is a decision to pay more for a home.  

• City Council seems ill-equipped to deal with the issue. 

• Requirements for more public amenities with projects. More public access spaces. 

• This is an issue that needs and deserves a lot of thought, creativity, and willingness to 
move toward solutions that allow Pacific Grove to be a community that welcomes not 
just affluent retirees, investors, and the rich, but also families and those who are not 
affluent. A diverse community benefits us all.  

• We have far too many houses that are being used for vacation rentals which is not 
housing for people who live here. They are sometimes renting for 30 days but at 
ridiculously high prices so no person could rent them to live in. We cannot build on the 
very little land we have left and we should not be okaying hotels at the expense of 
housing. Those areas should have been used for apartments and not hotels. We do not 
have the water for any of these things and we should do what the Planning Commission 
said and appeal the number of houses required.  

• Provide vouchers for existing tenants so they do not have to move. 

• It is hard to imagine that given the limited financial capacity of the city, limited land, 
and the moratorium on water connections that anything can really be done to materially 
change the affordability problem of housing in PG.  

• We need to go ahead and plan for the mandatory increases in housing required by the 
state.  

• Monterey did it in 80's, tear down one house split lot and smaller new home (sgl car 
garage below home) - two for one. 

• Give owner incentives to renovate old buildings. 

• City-owned properly could be used to build apartment buildings. I don’t think the ADU 
approval process should be fast tracked in any way…should go through a standard 
approval process.  

• Yes, there needs to be a tax on people who own empty houses. The lack of people 
living in our community means fewer local businesses. It feels like Pacific Grove is 
being bought up by people who have no emotional attachment to our town and make 
no investments in our community.  

• Houses that stand empty for a long time should be taxed to supplement the loss of city 
revenue and the loss of local businesses. 

• There must be a balance between addressing housing needs and preserving the 
historical character of PG. We must maintain open space to support the native 
habitation and wildlife. 

• PG already is a high density community, with typically small lots and limited water. 
Property values are also much higher than other areas of California. It does not seem 
like a community most suitable for any of the proposed ideas for adding more housing 



units. Additional housing should be limited to developing existing buildable lots. More 
housing density requires more water, if more water can be made available it should go 
to allowing vacant or underdeveloped based on current zoning allowances. More 
housing added to existing community based on more liberated development guidelines 
will increase congestion. There are other communities that are less dense and with 
more developable land with water resources available.  

• The greatest barriers I see to affordable housing in PG are the high cost of construction 
& lack of water. In respect to cost, I see government & private subsidies as the only 
way bridge this gap supplemented by streamlining & targeting inefficiencies in the 
approval process. I am strong advocate for a vacancy tax & have made several 
proposals to the City Council on this subject. In respect to water, a primary effort 
should be made to optimize the use of available water meters, including requiring as 
many affordable units as possible when approving projects. Example 1) the proposed 
project between Forest & Grand at Pine should require more affordable units in 
exchange for more leeway on density & height in order to optimize use of the water 
meter on the site. Example 2) where a whole city block is purchased already populated 
with existing homes/water meters, there should be incentives/restrictions to maximize 
use the available meters by encouraging modest refurbishment of existing homes & lot-
splitting for new & affordable units rather than allowing replacement by large single-
family homes. 

• Mandate on-site parking when allowing for increased housing density. Developers are 
putting this burden on the city streets instead of factoring that into their own costs. 

• Senior/affordable housing should be accessible as closed lists and other limits make it 
difficult. Single and widowed individuals have been prevented from acquiring rentals 
due to size and requirement for additional individuals. ie., single could not rent any 
empty two bedroom unit. 
 
Homelessness has increased for families and elder women. There needs to be an 
alternative. Tiny houses have been utilized elsewhere, fast, affordable, and may be a 
temporary or long-term option. At least some more contemporary and out-of-box 
thinking is needed. 

• Go through with the linen business project and put affordable housing in there. 

• I don't necessarily think PG should seek to add more homes and definitely shouldn't 
add taller structures (no one comes to PG for the cityscape!) but I do think some of the 
older historic building and infrastructure have reached their expiration date and that 
owners should be allowed to subdivide and modernize properties as long as the 
infrastructure is also updated and the water resources exist to sustain additional 
services for new families. 

• Turn empty commercial spaces into community housing. Not ideal for families, but at 
least it is something. There is so much empty and unused commercial space in PG.  

• Lack of water should not be an excuse for not approving ADUs, lot splitting, and other 
efforts to increase housing units.  

• Any developments should take precaution to not ruin the historical integrity and 
aesthetic of the community.  

• The current infrastructure of Pacific Grove is not ready for more population. Traffic, 
parking spaces, school’s classroom capacity, water resources, natural resources 
including animals and forests will be affected on a negative way with more people.  



• Big problems looming. New and more effective approaches are required soon as 
possible. Should be high priority. 

• There are far too many greedy landlords that own multiple rental properties as well as 
many unsanctioned vacation rentals posing as residences.  

• Water use would be an issue to seriously consider. Hotel near Fish Wife not being 
used…could be used on a temporary basis as homeless transition. Better transportation 
to jobs from areas that are not already crowded with improved bus service. The train 
track could be revitalized. 

• Stay very aligned with serious lack of future water, even when recycled water program 
is fully developed. Keep zoning of affordable housing in check. I've not verified the 
talk of the new housing at the corner of Laurel and Forest turned out to not be so 
affordable. 

• It is a complicated issue and the more I learn, the more my perspective changes 
regarding preservation of building character that limits our ability to move forward in 
serving our population. Those reluctant to accept change cannot be the strongest force 
here. Thank you for your hard work on this!!! 

• Ruining R1 zoning is not the answer. You do not improve people's housing by ruining 
neighborhoods. Allowing taller redeveloping downtown with mixed use buildings. 
Doing something with the old mission laundry property. 

• To reiterate that streamlining the residential approval process is essential to making 
improvements to affordable housing in a timely manner. 

• Why do they continue to add more commercial space when so many buildings are 
already empty. Why not make them entirely multi residential and include designated 
low rent units. 

• While ADUs sound great in theory the PG Planning process is so slow and 
cumbersome few will succeed in getting built.  

• Rentals are unaffordable and helping renters would be an immediate and pragmatic 
solution for affordable housing now. Many rentals are owned by out of town corporate 
interests with no commitment to the community. They are gouging renters who cannot 
afford to buy a home. There are many ways the city could help control rents. 

• The high cost of land necessitates that we make apartment buildings higher. 

• The Monarch Hotel was a missed opportunity to develop affordable housing for 
vulnerable residents. 

• Given the limited opportunities for the expansion of jobs in Pacific Grove, and the 
already massively inflated underlying land prices, I believe that pursuing large amounts 
of new housing is ill-advised and wasteful of public monies.. Unless the community 
develops a taste for major contributions for subsidized housing from the already over-
taxed City Budget, public funding is very unlikely, but public opposition is very likely.. 

• Allowing more mixed housing in the downtown area should help. having people live 
above businesses helps keep downtown safe and is better for the downtown economy. 
Additionally, instead of the fast bus system, I wish we could bring back the train from 
SF all the way to Pacific Grove through Cannery Row. 

• Allowing greedsters to infiltrate with no community investment is unsustainable and 
immoral. 

• Perhaps city-owned affordable rental housing for people on the verge of homelessness. 



• We don't need to build high rises to create affordable high density house, we just need 
to change use cases for existing structures and make it easy to do that safely. 

• Multifamily housing projects should be streamlined and receive approval in the 
permitting process from local government agencies. 

• Not enough water to build more houses.  

• We need more housing options plus changing the requirement to have multiple parking 
spaces per unit. This goes hand in hand with making the city more safe for pedestrians 
and bikes. I like seeing all the curb cuts and sidewalks that are being built - thank you! 
It also seems like there should be a tax on homes that are unoccupied for most of the 
year.  

• We are middle class working professionals who are self employed with 2 children. We 
have been looking to purchase a new home that can accommodate a family of 4. It's 
next to impossible to find housing within a reasonable budget for us and we've been 
looking for over 5 years. My husband comes from a multigenerational PG family who 
built houses here over the last 100 years and it's unfortunate that we cannot afford to 
find a forever home suitable for our family. We are hopeful to be able to stay and raise 
our kids here so they can experience the same childhood as my husband.  

• The approval process for homes is subjective, arbitrary and disorganized, greatly 
increasing the cost of construction, especially the application of rules on "historic" 
homes. 

• Need to develop housing and support programs for people without shelter  

• NIMBY is not a solution; leadership is needed to denounce this attitude. Higher density 
housing must be encouraged; housing subdivisions with large homes such as those 
planned for San Benancio should not be permitted with such a limited supply of land.  

• No 

• I absolutely love this community - I live and work nearby. But finding affordable 
housing has become such a problem even for upper middle income individuals, it's 
unclear if I'll be able to make PG my "forever home." I cannot even imagine how 
difficult it must be for lower income individuals to locate housing here.  
 
It seems there are many folks in the community who bought (or inherited homes) in PG 
many years ago (when prices were reasonable) who are committed to making it 
impossible for newer, younger residents to live here.  
 
Further, it seems like many of these folks own multiple homes here and leave them 
vacant. I'd also like to see high vacancy taxes on investment properties bought by 
individuals in the community. They should not be allowed to leave precious housing 
stock vacant for their own profit, while PG slowly loses its community members who 
actually contribute to our local economy.  

• PG needs a real Below Market Rate program supported by city laws like many other 
CA municipalities. 

• Give incentives to the buyers. Offer lower interest rates for buyers in PG. Lower the 
taxes for 1st time buyers in PG for several years with incremental increases. What is: 
Streamline residential approval process. 

• Reducing parking minimum requirements will be key for in-fill developments. We 
must improve on transit!! 



• Housing programs should focus on those who have the best chance of successfully 
transitioning to permanent housing - working families or individuals who have recently 
lost their housing - as opposed to chronic homeless individuals. 

• We must also consider taxes / disincentives for those buying second homes and/or 
using homes as vacation rentals. 

• Please help reduce vehicle miles traveled by encouraging the development of enough 
low-income housing so that the people who work in Pacific Grove can live there as 
well. Make it easy for developers and other organizations to get permits efficiently. 
Outlaw short-term rentals of housing used by people who don't live in the area. 

• Stop allowing homes to be vacant, used as vacation rentals and billionaire's plush third 
homes. This is a community, not a resort. Also, I don't think we should subsidize home 
owner's ADUs. They are not a long-term solution.  

• We need to build more housing AND we need to crack down on the number of vacant 
homes on the peninsula. Reducing the number of unoccupied homes - many of which 
are second or vacation properties owned by people who do not live here - is an 
immediate step that can be taken in tandem with developing new affordable housing. If 
we fail to act, the people who work in PG and on the peninsula will not be able to stay 
and it will mean the death of our community at the expense of turning it into a luxury 
resort. 

• We need housing for real people, not more expensive empty condos. 

• We need to focus on longer term solutions. 

• School districts build housing on underutilized school property such the PG adult 
education property. 

• PG housing dept 
Has no local waiting list for low-income senior housing for those that would qualify 
when a new construction has some low-income units in it. 
 
You have a loud high-end penthouses and condos and didn't mandate some low-income 
units in them. 
 
You have another proposed large five bedroom apartment complex proposed and used 
zoning is an excuse when the developer first had 66 low-income apartments in the plan. 

• Pacific Grove is in danger of turning into another Carmel, an exclusive enclave for the 
wealthy.  

• Offering teacher loan programs will ensure high quality teachers can raise their 
families in this area!  

• Single family home neighborhoods should *NOT* be densified. That is a major 
mistake. Our infrastructure cannot support multiple units where a singe family home 
currently stands. 

• Pacific Grove is a beautiful town with unique homes. ADU's are beginning to look like 
storage sheds crammed into property spaces. Increasing affordable housing while 
maintaining the integrity of our town and property values of existing homes is 
important.  
 
Also, those that build several ADU's on their properties should be held to the same 
requirements/standards as those that undergo renovation projects. E.g. more housing 



units will mean more people and more cars parking on the same street but they are not 
required to add covered parking or install sidewalks. Are they also not required to 
replace the sewer lateral? Equity across the board would encourage current home 
owners to undergo renovation projects that would keep homes/rental properties and 
infrastructure up to date.  

• I would suggest looking at ways to incentivize existing homeowners to rent out their 
properties and remodel them up to be rented out. That is your fastest way to get more 
available properties on the market. there is no possible way you will build out over 
1,000 new properties in the area given the density that already exists. The best path 
forward would be to entice existing homeowners and landlords to get their properties 
on the market. in other words, increase the rental pool of available properties that 
already exist but are not offered for rent. there are numerous properties that are 
weekend properties and short term rentals because it is not enticing to rent them. 
California rental law heavily favors the renter and therefore landlords are not apt to rent 
out a property on a long term basis due to the risks involved. Thus it is far more 
lucrative to use it as a short term rental or to leave it dormant for random use if you are 
risk adverse. There are also many dilapidated properties in the area that could be 
remodeled to be rented but it is incredibly onerous and expensive to overhaul these 
properties. From the historic reviews, the city fees, fire sprinkler requirements, 
sidewalk installation, and the water restrictions; it makes it cost prohibitive. As a 
homeowner looking to enhance the property, you are met with these heavy fees and 
inflated construction costs for the area. If you provide rental assistance and down 
payment assistance, you will only drive up the prices because they have more to spend. 
Further, this assistance already exists from the military and many other private 
employers. It serves to price ordinary folks out of the market already as rents are 
increased knowing they will be subsidized by the military. This is basic inflation and 
that's what you are fighting. If you pump more money into the folks that are needing to 
rent or buy, you will drive up/inflate the prices as a result. It would be far better to 
inject the money into those that currently have properties to incentivize them to get 
them on the market, that can be used to drive down those costs and provide those 
landlords with necessary protections should the rent the properties out. For instance, 
you could offer a subsidy on permit fees or waive all permit fees if a property owner 
agrees to rent out their property for two years or more. Or low cost loans that allow 
homeowners to overhaul properties if they agree to deed restrictions on use. Maybe the 
city can agree to help with tenant issues should they arise and an eviction becomes 
necessary. ADUs are a popular idea but not a viable solution. The infrastructure is not 
in place to accommodate ADUs throughout the city. Where will those people park? 
Where will those people work? What happens to the nature and greenspace on the lot? 
How will emergency services access the street or allow for utility trucks? I have a 
neighbor that has three small dwellings on his small plot of land. There is no off street 
parking. Frankly there's no room for parking because of these tiny sheds. Because these 
are ADUs, they do not have to conform to the same setback requirements as an 
addition. My neighbor put his exactly on the property line, endangering a beautiful Oak 
tree in the process as he excavated the root system to install the foundation. They have 
no plans to rent it out, they did it because it was cheaper and easier than doing an 
addition. Everyone of his short terms stays parks on the street. The neighbor across 
from that lot has a garage that is converted to a home office. They park on the street. 
As a result, on trash pickup days the truck cannot make it through. We ended up having 



to wheel our bins out to the nearest cross street. If you put ADUs throughout the city, 
you will quickly strain the infrastructure. That's why I am of the opinion that you are 
better to understand how to work with what you have and get it on the market. Putting 
more money in the hands of the customers are not going to solve the affordability, it 
will only inflate the prices. You need to increase inventory without flooding the city 
with ADUs and dumping cash in to spend. Developers are not the route to go because 
in our area they only develop high-end homes. You need to reach the constituents that 
have properties available but are not making them available. 

• Jenny McAdams and a small number of City Staff attempted to shove an unwanted and 
unneeded Homeless Center down the throats of taxpayers. The tiny number of City 
employees who want a homeless shelter need to understand that they work for the 
taxpayer, and not the other way around. The failed sneaky attempt to buy a motel that 
was not for sale, and turn it into a homeless shelter, enraged the taxpayers of Pacific 
Grove, and made Pacific Grove a laughingstock in the region. Pacific Grove has a 
miniscule homeless population. But if you build a homeless shelter the homeless 
population will greatly increase, due to the influx of homeless people who were not 
born in PG who come to take advantage of free handouts and move into a free 
taxpayer-funded homeless shelter. The crime rate will go up significantly in the area 
around the homeless shelter, tying up already limited City Police and County Jail 
resources, and costing the taxpayer money. Here is what Jenny McAdams and the tiny 
number of City employees who share her views do not understand --- for the last 4 
decades California City, County and State Governments, have wasted tens of billions 
of taxpayer dollars building homeless shelters, providing financial assistance, free 
medical care, and government sponsored "safe zones" for shooting up heroin and 
ingesting other illegal drugs without fear of arrest. The only thing they have 
accomplished is making the homeless situation much worse than it was before they 
started throwing tens of billions of dollars at it. Homeless people have migrated from 
all over the U.S. to California to get free taxpayer-funded housing and other free 
handouts. The California county that has thrown away the most taxpayers dollars is 
Los Angeles County. For it's efforts Los Angeles County has earned the dubious 
distinction of now housing 20% of the country's homeless population. Wrap your head 
around that for a minute --- a single county has 1/5 of the entire homeless population of 
the United States of America.  
 
PS: This is not a legitimate survey. The notification for the "survey" was posted on an 
ultra liberal woke platform (Facebook), that panders to ultra liberal woke users. 
Multiple government and media investigations have determined that Facebook has 
censored middle of the road and conservative post for years. Why did you choose 
Facebook to post the notification? Obviously it's because you want the bulk of 
responses to come from ultra liberal woke Facebook users, and thereby skew the 
results. How do know if the persons who accessed the survey via the Facebook post are 
being truthful when they claim they live in PG? The City should have used the official 
Monterey County Property Tax Rolls and sent the survey by ordinary mail to all 
taxpayers who own property in Pacific Grove. Then you would have gotten a true and 
accurate "survey" of PG taxpayers true feelings. How were non-Facebook users 
supposed to find out about the survey? The only reason I found out about the survey 
was because a neighbor alerted me.  



 
And No, I'm not a Republican. I was raised in a liberal Democratic family.  

• I don't think affordable housing should be built on its own—it needs to be incorporated 
into mixed use and mixed income developments—in order for it to not be stigmatized 
and seen as a detriment to the community. 

• Further density will create additional problems especially a drain on schools such as if 
the Mission Linen is used for high density housing. 

• I have no problem with some areas of PG having taller buildings, but if it blocks ocean 
views, or disturbs wild life, that's a no go (Lookin' at you, cannery row hotel). We 
should protect what people come here to see, and part of why we all enjoy living here 
so much! Additionally, the first part of the plan should be how we're going to create 
infrastructure for all the housing we're required to build. Not just water, although that's 
obvious on the Monterey Peninsula, but sewer, roads, etc as well. Our infrastructure is 
old, and while we're on a good track upgrading it, I fear short sighted state level 
politics will get us over crowding and a bunch of unhappy residents! 

• Stop granting permits for the construction of multimillion dollar condominiums. 
Mandate that affordable housing units be included in any and all large remodeling (e.g 
the Holman Building) or new construction of multi-unit buildings. And have a staff 
member who follows up on projects to be sure that the builder's promises are kept and 
impose stiff fines and penalties if they are not.. Consider some sort of tax on vacation 
(i.e. empty) houses to help meet the City's budgetary woes. 

• Allow for additions on existing housing. Get rid of the "water credits" hoax. Salinas 
has all the water they want; so does SoCal; why not PG? 

• Seems that military housing allowance creates a minimum rental starting point which is 
much higher than the average PG worker can afford. 

• This is a highly desirable area, rents are high even in much less desirable areas, more 
apartments will not bring down the housing prices. To create new housing, I would 
streamline ADU process and grandfather in existing granny units so these units can be 
counted. 

• We need rent control 
Senior low income housing 
Apts for single moms and kids  

• may already exist, - reasonable limits on rental cost, both initially & upon renewal. 

• We need so many more housing options that aren't just huge showcase homes - 
apartments, smaller homes, condos, that are affordable places to live rather than dream 
homes or second homes. 

• This is a relatively small town geographically. How can we possibly create enough 
housing to achieve this State mandate without impacting the quality of life for the 
current residents?  
If there is not enough land here to build more housing, people need to look elsewhere 
to live. 
There are many places I would have loved to live throughout my life, but I had to move 
and live where I could afford. My three grown children could not afford to live here, so 
they moved to the Sacramento area where the rents were more affordable. 

• Too many second homes and large residents that are not occupied but seem to be 
encouraged. 



• Try to assist owners on renting rooms so they can stay in their house. 

• Have a housing plan for city employees that cannot afford to live in the city. 

• Pay city employees more money so they can actually afford to live in the city they 
work in! 

• We need smart development, in the right place, in the right way. Respect and protect 
the wildlife. Preserve the gems of our community. The city can't develop housing, but 
it can help block development efforts driven by greed which do not benefit the 
community. 
 
Hotel Durell and 520 Lighthouse are examples of what not to do. Don't repeat the same 
mistakes. Please don't destroy the rookery of our beloved harbor seals to build a 
massive hotel at ATC. And don't approve bad projects just to try to meet unrealistic 
RHNA numbers. New affordable housing is an oxymoron - construction is expensive.  
 

The old Mission Linen Supply is a good example an appropriate site for a mid-density 
housing project without adding many more cars to downtown.  

 

 


