
 

 

 

Pacific Grove Housing Advisory Group 

Meeting #3 Summary  
November 19, 2020   | 3:00 pm - 4:30 pm  |  Zoom Video Call  

Agenda 

3:00 pm  Welcome and Introductions 

3:10 pm  What We Heard  

Summary of Community Input  

3:25 pm Making Sense of Jobs, Commute, Rent + Home Price Data 

3:40 pm  Structuring the Strategy: Draft Vision and Goals  

3:50 pm Goals Into Action: Defining Priorities 

+ Small group discussions  

4:25 pm  Next Steps  

Meeting Summary 

Overview 

On November 19, 2020 from 3:00 - 4:30 pm the Housing Advisory Group for Pacific Grove’s Welcome 

Home initiative had their third meeting over Zoom. The purpose of the meeting was to share results and 

discuss lessons learned from the first round of community engagement; provide updated data related to 

jobs and housing costs; and to get feedback on the draft vision, goals, and initial strategies. The meeting 

presentation slides can be viewed here. 

Attendees  

Advisory Group Members  
Bill Peake, Mayor 

Jenny McAdams, Councilmember 

Sarah Boyle, Architectural Review Bd. Chair 

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-development/housing/housing-initiative
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-development/housing/housing-initiative
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/documents-and-resources/pacific-grove-welcome-home-ag-3-111920.pdf


Donald Murphy, Planning Commission Chair 

Rosemarie Axton, Interfaith Homeless Emergency Shelter Program 

Emily Ham, Monterey Bay Economic Partnership 

Rev. Kristine Johnson, St. Mary’s by-the-Sea Episcopal Church 

Barbara Martinez, Pacific Grove Unified School District 

Maureen Mason, Realtor 

Barbara Meister, Monterey Bay Aquarium 

Jon Walton, Pacific Grove Unified School District Board Member 

Christine Winge, Meals on Wheels of the Monterey Peninsula 

 

Advisory Group members Maribel Trejo (Alliance on Aging) and Anastacia Wyatt (Monterey County 

Housing Program) were unable to join for this meeting. 

City of Pacific Grove Project Staff  
Anastazia Aziz, Community Development Department Director 

Terri Schaeffer, Senior Program Manager  

Alyson Hunter, Senior Planner 

Alex Othon, Assistant Planner 

Consultants  
David Driskell, Project Manager, Baird + Driskell Community Planning  

Beth Altshuler Munoz, Engagement and Analysis Consultant     

Joshua Abrams, Baird + Driskell Community Planning 

General Project Question 

● Is the purpose of this process to comply with state requirements? What’s the time limit and 

consequences if we don’t have it done? Is this about the Housing Element and General Plan?  

○ State law recognizes the vital role of local governments to adopt plans and systems to 

support private development of market rate and affordable housing. The Housing Element is 

on an eight-year cycle with the state establishing a target number of units for each planning  

period.  The current period covers 2015-2023, and our target is 115 new units. The housing 

element has to identify how the City will accommodate these new units (what parcels/sites 

can be redeveloped) but our land has many constraints in Pacific Grove. To date we have 

achieved about one-third of those units. The current planning effort will inform the Housing 

Element work for the next planning period, but our emphasis is on the community’s vision for 

housing and a wider view than meeting state requirements in the housing element.  

○ The state preempts local governments if units are not built. If the City doesn’t see enough 

new units, we may not qualify for grants or the state may take away transportation funding.  



○ You can reference our current Housing Element for more information  

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/planning-codes-

regulations-and-maps/final_pg_he_2015-2023.pdf 

Engagement Comments, Questions, and Lessons Learned (to inform 
future engagement) 
David gave a presentation summarizing the first round of community engagement for the Welcome 

Home process. The presentation concluded with a summary of key lessons learned (apart from the input 

received):  

● Virtual meetings can broaden participation (but have challenges)  

○ Made it easier for people who don’t usually participate.  

○ With new people joining conversation, need to adjust content (dove too deeply) 

○ Some people had trouble getting in. No password next time!  

● Spanish-language meeting was small, but valuable and appreciated.  

○ Next time do targeted invitations → focus group format  

● Online survey attracted a lot of participants 

○ Engages a different set of people who can’t make the meeting or are shy  

○ Too long (we replicated the workshop, but could have shortened it)  

 

Advisory group members shared additional feedback about the engagement activities:  

● Too much “planner speak” in both the survey and workshop. No more buzzwords! 

● The workshop was great, but a lot of people don’t know that this discussion is going on. Need more 

outreach to reach more people. 

● “More units” vs. “Family units” were two choices in one of the engagement activities - What’s the 

difference?  

○ More is just general overall housing that could include family units. Family units would be 

units that are larger/have more bedrooms to accommodate a family.   

● Affordable housing is not a threat to single family home values (need to communicate this message) 

- need to address this moving forward. 

● There was a stark discrepancy between the community conversation vs. joint session PC/CC 

comments. The community participants are much more eager to see more affordable housing in PG.  

○ There is an insider group of housing people but there were a LOT of new names and faces 

who participated in the workshop  

● Communication is key - more spreading the word about the positive benefits of this initiative to 

residents. Positive info to offset the negative comments about this initiative  

● The engagement tools were excellent.  The social media "squares" and fliers were really good!  I just 

wished more people who responded to my posts and said they were coming came!  Next time I 

need to do more follow up before the meeting. 

● Articles in Cedar Street Times, MC Weekly, direct mailing to residents, City of PG website, 

presentations at public meetings, etc. 

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/planning-codes-regulations-and-maps/final_pg_he_2015-2023.pdf
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/planning-codes-regulations-and-maps/final_pg_he_2015-2023.pdf


● If you did any outreach to churches, I missed it. There may be other non-profits or other 

organizations who might be interested in participating, or could help advocate for affordable 

housing as a justice issue. I encourage you to cast a very wide net. 

Data Comments and Questions 
Beth presented additional analysis related to PG workers and housing costs.  

● How are "hospitality" jobs categorized - It was not obvious in that list.  

○ In the AMBAG data it falls under “Other” 

Draft Vision, Goals and Action Priorities Comments and Questions   
David presented a draft outline for a vision for housing in Pacific Grove, five draft goals, and strategies to 

realize each of the goals.  

The components of the DRAFT vision for housing in Pacific Grove:  

➔ A welcoming, diverse and resilient community. 

➔ New housing opportunities that:  

◆ better respond to the needs of our workforce,  

◆ help reduce commute traffic, and  

◆ build on our rich history of mixing diverse housing types. 

➔ A diverse range of housing choices to support people of all incomes being able to grow up and 

grow old here. 

➔ A community that welcomes visitors but gives priority to housing for residents and workers. 

 

The group provided the following comments about the vision:  

● Even people who aren't part of the workforce still deserve opportunities for affordable housing. 

Young people who grow up in PG can’t afford to stay here as an adult. 

● Word cloud included “safe” and “sustainability.” Consider including those words in the vision  

○ I feel like “safe” can be code for “not diverse” but also ignoring the biggest word in the 

cloud is not a great strategy. 

● Include something that references what is on people’s minds about community character  - 

proactively include in vision  

○ “Same Character” can be interpreted as code for “Same People” aka keep others out. 

Watch out for coded language in the vision.  

● What does resilient mean in this context?  

○ COVID related  

○ Climate/environmental  

○ Economic resilience  

● The schools are more racially/ethnically diverse than the overall city population.  



● New housing opportunities that:  

○ SERVE our workforce,  

○ help reduce commute traffic, and (INSTEAD talk about walkable community)  

○ build on our rich history of mixing diverse housing types. (historically you were allowed 

to build more diverse types of housing. Maybe continue history of diverse housing  

DRAFT Five Overarching Goals  

1. Create more workforce housing. 

2. Support more infill housing. 

3. Partner on priority opportunity sites. 

4. Make better use of existing housing. 

5. Streamline the approval process, especially for workforce and affordable family housing. 

Small Group Discussion Comments  

After David presented the draft goals and preliminary strategies under each goal, we moved into small 

groups to discuss the following questions:  

1. Are the vision and goals focused on the right things?   

● Is there anything you would change? Anything missing? 

● Of the potential action priorities,  

○ What rises to the top as being most important? 

○ What’s missing that you think is critical to include? 

2. What questions or concerns do we need to address? 

Vision and Goals Comments 

● Provide grants or loans for homeowners in exchange for affordability, incentivizing affordability  

● Focus on long term rentals  

● Encourage more homesharing and innovative use of space  

● Add the word “affordable” to the vision  

● Increase walkability ---> more specific than resilient or sustainable 

● A community where people of all ages and income levels can live and thrive? 

● The language "workforce housing” vs "affordable housing" can easily be used out of context that 

the primary focus of this is to create "workforce" housing which obviously is a good outcome (to 

reduce commuters, etc.), but in my mind is not the only (or primary) focus on this effort 

● Make the distinction between family housing and multifamily housing 

 

Strategy / Action Priority Discussion Comments  

● Continued community engagement, creative outreach (i.e. postcards) 

● Strengthen eGovernance  

● Improved understanding and education  



○ Shift the narrative → Need long term data to highlight the benefits of affordable 

housing (who lives in affordable housing, average pay, etc.), YIMBY 

● Engaged leadership  

● Look for low-hanging fruit to take action now!  

○ How quickly can we get started on ANYTHING that gets us more affordable housing -

including more workforce housing? 

○ The more we do the more momentum we’ll get.  

○ Carve out immediate housing opportunities vs. longer term development project ones.  

○ Partner with COVIA now.  

○ In Seaside the planning dept is putting up demonstration ADUs. They are going to show 

units and have plans that people can use. Anastasia will call the City to get more info.  

■ Seaside just released three pre-approved ADU plans on their website. 

http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/740/ADU-Guide  

○ Explore the City of Napa’s Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) program  

● Do all of Napa’s Jr. ADU’s have 15 yr. deed restrictions? 

○ All junior ADUs must have owner occupancy deed restrictions, per state law.  

● We have land that could house some; partner with a non-profit. There is more and more vehicle 

living. https://communitysupportedshelters.org/conestoga-huts  

● Wondering if we can change the state's accounting of "units" to include home-sharing? 

Something I've been talking to Covia about.  

○ HCD suggests highlighting its use in Housing Elements and suggests policy approaches. I 

think the issue with counting it towards RHNA is that the units are not guaranteed to be 

available over the term of the housing element (15 or so years). 

● Need to put words into action.  

○ How do we allocate resources and staff time to that? 

■ Could one city intern focus on COVIA outreach and another on ADU 

streamlining?  

■ Another intern can focus on longer term things now.  

● City work on ADUs has been good so far.  

● Planning Commissioner views are very different than what we’ve heard in this public 

engagement process  

● We have a lot of 1 and 2 person households - so maybe homesharing is a viable option.  

● Revamp the $60,000 home repair program.  

○ Currently the program rules don’t allow for the funds to be used to build ADUs or 

JADUs, but these are rules that the city created that can be changed.  

○ We have to spend down that money and finish these grants then we can apply for a new 

grant type. If it is a priority, the city can put in the time and resources to do it. City has 

two active grant applications in with the state right now 

○ Can residents consult with a city staffer about if they are allowed to use the money for 

certain projects? Yes, but the loan is income qualified. (consider a strategy about staff 

being program navigators for residents)  

● Planning commission has endorsed the small lot subdivision - what do you think about it?  

http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/740/ADU-Guide
https://communitysupportedshelters.org/conestoga-huts


○ More housing is better  

○ They will come in as two story homes  

○ How can we prevent these becoming second homes? 

● ADU strategy might be more effective than small lots strategy  

○ We could eliminate our ordinance and just use the state’s less restrictive ordinance  

● Consider residential development in downtown PG 

● Consider creating a voter initiative to reduce zoning restrictions on certain parcels in restricted 

zones 

● New construction is much more energy efficient to comply with the Building Code than older 

housing. 

 

Questions or Concerns that Need to be Addressed 

● Be sure to state that affordable housing is not a threat to homeowners. 

● Water meters  

Next Steps  

● Additional action-focused analysis and development of the draft strategies! 

● Potential focus groups to test concepts and inform development of the action plan 

○ Share any input on groups/people to include 

● Housing Advisory Group Meeting #4 (Jan 2021)  

● Community Engagement Round 2 (Feb 2021) 
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