
 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA  

 

6:00 p.m., Thursday, April 5, 2018 
Council Chambers – City Hall – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

 

 

Copies of the agenda packet, and materials related to an item on the agenda submitted after distribution of the 

agenda packet, are available for review at the Pacific Grove Library located at 550 Central Avenue; the CDD 

counter in City Hall at 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove from 8 a.m. – 12 p.m. and 1 p.m. – 5 p.m., Monday 

through Thursday; and on the internet at www.cityofpacificgrove.org/pc. Recordings of the meetings are available 

upon request.  Materials can also be requested of staff during the PC hearing.  Structures listed on the City’s 

Historic Resources Inventory are denoted on the agenda with a “(HRI)” next to their project address.  

 
 

1. Call to Order - 6:00 p.m.  
 

2. Roll Call  

Commissioners:  Robin Aeschliman, Bill Bluhm, Jeanne Byrne, Mark Chakwin, William 

Fredrickson, Steven Lilley, Donald Murphy. 

3. Elections of New Officers 

      This item has been continued from the March 22, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. 

 

4. Approval of Agenda 

5. Approval of Minutes 

a. March 22, 2018 

Recommended Action: Approve minutes as presented 

6. Public Comments 

a. Written Communications 
Communications relevant to PC jurisdiction, but not related to a matter on this agenda, are attached under 

this agenda item. 
 

b. Oral Communications 
Comments from the audience will not receive PC action. Comments must deal with matters subject to the 

jurisdiction of the PC and will be limited to three minutes. Comments regarding agenda items shall be 

heard at the time such items are called. Whenever possible, letters should be submitted to the PC in 

advance of the meeting. 

 

7. Consent Agenda 

None 
 

8. Regular Agenda 

a. Address: 157 Grand Avenue (006-175-001) 
  Permit Application: Architectural Permit/ Use Permit 16-203 

      Project Description: To allow the demolition of the existing single-story building 

and to build a 125- room, four-story hotel. The project proposes a total gross floor 
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area of 86,070 square feet on a 0.77 acre lot. 

Applicant/Owner: Randall Russom, Architect on behalf of Nader Agha, owner 

Zone District/ Land Use: C-1-T/Light Commercial/Hotel/Condominium District 

CEQA Status: Environmental Impact Report 

Staff Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

Recommended Action: Certify the Environmental Impact Report, and approve AP 

UP 16-203, subject to recommended findings and conditions.  

 

b. Refining the Permitted Uses on Lighthouse Avenue In Downtown C-D Zoning 

District 

CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt CEQA Guidelines Sec 15305 (Class 5-Minor 

Alterations in Land Use Limitations) 

Staff Reference: Mark Brodeur, Director of Community & Economic Development 

Department 

Recommended Action:  Discuss limiting/prohibiting “non-active” uses on the 

ground floor along Lighthouse Avenue (C-D District Only) within the downtown 

zoning district. Also discuss permitting some previously prohibited uses such as 

“Micro-brewery” and “Bars” uses with an Administrative Use Permit. Direct staff to 

return with a modified Land Use Table 23.31.030 for the C-D Zone. 

 

9. Reports of PC Subcommittees 
Subcommittees of the PC will provide a summary report of their recent activities. 
 

a. Report on residential parking 

 

10. Reports of PC Members 
PC members may ask a question for clarification, make a brief announcement or make a brief report on his or 

her activities. In addition, a majority of PC members may provide a referral to staff for factual information, 

request staff to report back to the body at a subsequent meeting concerning a PC-related matter, or direct staff 

to place a matter of business on a future agenda (G.C. 54954.2(a)(2)). 

11. Reports of Council Liaison 

12. Staff Announcements 

13. Adjournment 

 
The City of Pacific Grove does not discriminate against persons with disabilities. City Hall is an accessible facility. 

A limited number of devices are available to assist those who are deaf or hard of hearing.  

 

GENERAL NOTICE 

 Please note that Section 65009(b)(2) of the California Government Code provides that legal challenges to the 

City's action on a project may be limited to only those issues raised in testimony during the public hearing 

process. PC will not consider any new items after 9:00 p.m. Any items remaining on the agenda will be continued 

either to the next regular meeting or to a special meeting at the discretion of PC. This meeting is open to the 

public and all interested persons are welcome to attend.  

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS 

 Appearance by Applicant/Representative: Applicants or their representatives must be present at the meeting for 

which their item, including those items on the Consent Agenda, is scheduled. If unable to attend, the applicant 

must submit a written request for continuance prior to the meeting. The item may be denied if continuance is not 

requested.   
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 Submittal of Written Communications: In order to receive due consideration by the Planning Commission, 

written communications pertaining to agenda items should be submitted to the Community and Economic 

Development Department by 9 A.M. the day prior to the meeting.  Materials submitted subsequent to that time, or 

directly to the Planning Commission at the meeting, may, at the Commission's discretion; result in a continuance 

of the item. 

 Appeals and Appeal Period: Decisions rendered by the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City 

Council using a form available at the Community and Economic Development Department.  The appeal form, 

plus an appeal fee, must be filed within 10 days of the action being appealed. The aforementioned appeal period 

notwithstanding, the City Council reserves the right to call up for review Planning Commission decisions until its 

next regularly scheduled meeting. No building permit pertaining to a Planning Commission action may be issued 

until the appeal period has passed. 

 Judicial Time Limits: This serves as written notice that Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) §1.20.010 

incorporates §1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure of the State of California and provides a ninety-day 

limitation for judicial review of any final administrative decision by the council, or any board, commissioner, or 

officer of the city.  
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM: Wendy Lao, Associate  Planner 

MEETING DATE: April 5, 2018 

SUBJECT: Elections of New Officers 

CEQA: Not a Project 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission elect a new Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary for a 

one-year term in accordance with the Pacific Grove Municipal Code (P.G.M.C.) § 3.02.050(b), 

Members – Terms. 

BACKGROUND 

In accordance with P.G.M.C. § 3.02.050(b), election of a new Chairperson, Vice-Chair, and 

Secretary shall occur at the first Planning Commission meeting in February. Since the February 8 

meeting was cancelled, and the item was continued on February 22, and the March 8 meeting 

was cancelled, and the item was continued again on March 22, it is appropriate to perform this 

function at the April 5 meeting. 

The Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary can serve more than one term and there is no right of 

succession to be Chair, Vice-Chair, or Secretary. Procedurally, the current Chair, or if there is no 

chair, the member who called the meeting to order, takes the lead on this action by first 

requesting nomination for Chair from other Commissioners. Any member may nominate 

himself/herself or any other member of the commission; no second is required. Once 

nominations are complete, the current Chair will close nominations, announce the slate of 

nominees, and ask for a vote on the nominees in the order of nomination. The nominee receiving 

votes from a majority of the members in attendance shall be declared the newly elected Chair. If 

no member receives the majority, the process shall be repeated, except in the event of a tie, in 

which case a run-off shall be held. 

The same procedure is followed for the Vice-Chair and Secretary position. The term of the new 

Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary shall begin immediately.  

Responsibilities 

In accordance with the Board and Commission Member Handbook, Standard Protocol, the 

responsibilities and powers of board officers shall be as follows: 
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Chair 

 In consultation with staff, determine the agenda.  

 Call special meetings of the board.  

 Preside at all meetings.  

 Fully participate in the board’s deliberations.  

 See that all actions of the board are properly taken.  

 Act as parliamentarian, applying and enforcing these protocols and parliamentary 

procedures.  

 Sign all documents of the board.  

 Report to the Council, at scheduled times and as needed, on matters of interest. 

 

As a member of the body, the Chair has full rights to participate in dialogue and decision 

making, and to make and second motions. The Chair often strives to be the last to speak 

during any round, and generally does not make or second a motion unless he or she is 

convinced that no other member of the body will do so. 

 

Vice Chair 

During the absence, disability, or disqualification of the Chair, the Vice-Chair shall exercise 

or perform all the duties and be subject to all responsibilities of the Chair. 

 

Secretary  

 Repeat motions prior to a vote, if requested by Chair.  

 Prepare and attest to approved action minutes.  

 

Attendance 

Please note the importance of attendance and participation in order to serve the public and 

conduct city business. Therefore, the Board and Commission Member  Handbook indicates that 

absences for more than 25% of meetings within a 12-month period, or 3 consecutive absences, 

may result in removal of a commissioner. Attendance is necessary to pass a motion: pursuant to 

the P.G.M.C. § 3.04.080, "An affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed members of the 

board, committee, or commission shall be required for any action by the board, committee, or 

commission.” For example, if there are 6 appointed commissioners, and only 4 commissioners 

are present, the motion still requires 4 votes of approval in order to pass the motion. Please 

kindly notify staff in advance if unable to attend a meeting.  

  

ATTACHMENTS 

A. City of Pacific Grove – Board and Commission Member Handbook 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

Wendy Lao  
_______________________________  

Wendy Lao, Associate Planner 
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City of Pacific Grove 

The City’s Governance 
 
The City is served by the Council, by volunteer boards and commissions, and by staff.  The 
interrelationship of these three major components is shown on the chart on the following page.  
The next sections provide a brief description of the responsibilities that each has and the roles 
each performs. 
 
A.  The City Council 
Pacific Grove adopted what is known as the Council-Manager form of local government. This 
system combines the political and policy-making leadership of elected officials with the 
managerial expertise of an appointed, professionally trained, local government manager.  The 
City Council consists of a Mayor, who is directly elected for a two-year term, and six 
Councilmembers, who are elected at large for overlapping terms of four years.   
 
State law places certain powers in the hands of the elected City Council.  The Council establishes 
policy, approves all ordinances and resolutions, and performs other legislative and quasi-judicial 
functions.  The City Council has power over the lives and property of the residents of the 
community.  It can declare the nature of criminal conduct, set costs for services rendered, and 
regulate the use of private property through its zoning decisions.  The Council reviews proposals 
for community needs, initiates actions for new programs, and determines the ability to provide 
financing.  The Council reviews, modifies as needed, and approves the annual budget.  
 
The City Council appoints a City Manager, who functions as the city’s top administrative officer.  
The City Manager is accountable to the entire Council, and has overall responsibility for hiring 
staff, conducting the day-to-day administration of municipal affairs, and ensuring the satisfactory 
implementation of adopted Council policy. 
 
The City Manager ensures that the policy direction set by the City Council is carried out and that 
the City’s delivery of public services is of high quality and provided in an efficient and cost-
effective manner.  The Manager prepares a recommended budget for City Council review and 
adoption; recruits, hires, and supervises City staff; and provides the City Council objective 
information and recommendations regarding the issues and decisions before the Council. 
 
The Mayor appoints, with the Council’s concurrence, all commissioners.  The Council also 
adopts a set of responsibilities and duties for each commission.  For the four charter 
commissions—the Planning Commission, Museum Board, Library Board, and Recreation 
Commission—any such set of adopted responsibilities and duties are in addition to those 
identified in the City Charter. 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
  

Citizens of Pacific Grove

City Council 

Museum 
(Partnership) 

Fire 
(Contract) 

Budget & Finance 
(incl. IT, Risk Mgmt) Police Public Works 

(incl. Sts, B&G, Sewer, 
Equip) 

Community 
Development  

(Advnc & Currnt Plng) 

Recreation 

Housing 

Volunteer 
Fire Asstn. 

City Attorney 
(Contract) City Manager 

Golf  
Links Library 

Building 
(Contract) Cemetery 

Emergency     
Prep. & Response 

Boards and Commissions 

Env. Plng

City Clerk & 
Human 

Resources 
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B.  Boards and Commissions 
The strength and the success of Pacific Grove City government is, to a large degree, 
reflective of the quality of service performed by City volunteers.  In keeping with this 
philosophy of citizen involvement, the City Council has historically sought the input of 
its residents in planning for the future of our community.  Each year the Mayor appoints 
and the City Council confirms citizens to various boards and commissions to address key 
issues and opportunities and to keep abreast of the changing needs of the community. 
While the nature of decision-making has required the separation of tasks to various 
commissions, it is recognized that all City volunteers serve a common end. 
 
A few of the boards and commissions have certain areas in which they have been 
delegated decision-making responsibility by the Council.  Thus, the Planning 
Commission grants use permits and variances; similarly, a member of the Administrative 
Hearing Panel hears appeals of certain code enforcement actions.  The primary function 
of the City’s boards and commissions, however, is to advise. 
 
The dictionary defines the word advise as "give advice to; counsel; give notice; inform; 
talk over plans; consult with; caution." In the case of City boards,1 additional suitable 
terms might be:  to analyze needs, to consider goals, to anticipate future needs and 
problems, to liaison, to act as sounding board, and to help develop consensus.  
 
To some it might appear that an advisory board, without administrative functions, is a 
board with little power or responsibility. Not so. An advisory board is an invaluable 
resource. A board must not be simply a rubber stamp for the staff or City Council. While 
its advice may not always be taken, the board has the legal responsibility to advise on 
policies or issues as the law directs.  
 
An advisory board's effectiveness depends to a considerable extent on the depth of the 
analysis it makes on any issue, the soundness of the reasoning it provides to back up 
every recommendation, its foresight, and its reasoned persuasiveness in presentation. 
Diplomacy and patient persistence are often necessary to ensure that important items are 
not overlooked or sidetracked.  In some instances, the law defining the board's functions 
describes specifically the policies and issues on which the board is to advise. In other 
instances, the law is more general, simply indicating that the board is to act in an advisory 
capacity in all matters pertaining to a certain City program or function. 
 
Four commissions are specified in the City Charter.  

 Library Board 

 Museum Board 

 Planning Commission 

 Recreation Board 
 

                                                 
1 For ease of use, the words “board” and “commission” are generally used interchangeably throughout. 
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The City Charter lays out in very broad terms the duties and responsibilities of each.  
More detailed guidance is left to the Council.  Thus, other than the requirement that a 
vote of the people be needed to change the overall duties and responsibilities for the 
charter commissions, there are no major differences between a charter commission and 
any other board or commission. 
 
City Councils recognized over the years that the City could be best served by creating 
other boards and commissions to serve alongside the four charter commissions.  Chapter 
3.04 of the Municipal Code specifies the procedures for their appointment.  There are 
currently seven such advisory bodies that have been created by ordinance or resolution, 
including the: 

 Administrative Enforcement Hearing Officer Panel 

 Architectural Review Board 

 Economic Development Commission 

 Golf Links Advisory Commission 

 Historic Resources Committee 

 Natural Resources Commission 

 Traffic Safety Commission 
 
The City Clerk maintains an up-to-date schedule of meetings, membership, Council 
liaisons, and lead staff for all 11 boards and commissions that is available to all 
commissioners. 
 
The Charter also empowers the City Manager to appoint such committees “as the City 
Manager may deem desirable to advise and assist the City Manager.”  The Loan 
Committee is one such committee, advising the City Manager on low housing loans for 
low-income residents. 
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C.  City Programs 
A primary reason for the existence of municipal government is to provide such services 
to citizens that they cannot provide for themselves.  The services of municipal 
government can be readily observed in action, but the typical citizen is generally unaware 
of their scope.  
 
The primary functions currently being undertaken by the City include: 

 Budget and Finance 
o Risk Management 
o Accounting and Audit 
o Information Technology 
o Budget and Management 
o Recreation 

 
 City Attorney (by contract) 

o Advice to the City Council on all legal matters 
o Impartial legal analysis of ballot measures 

 
 City Manager 

o City Clerk (including City records and Elections Official services) 
o Human Resources 
o Code Compliance 
 

 Community Development 
o Zoning and planning 
o Housing assistance 
o Building plan check and inspection (in contract with the City of Monterey) 
o Encroachment permits 
o Economic development 
 

 Fire and Emergency Medical Services (in partnership with the cities of Monterey 
and Carmel-by-the-Sea) 

o Prevention/Fire Marshal (including Plan Check, Occupancy Inspections, 
and Weed Abatement) 

o Response  
o Hyperbaric Chamber 
o Volunteer Fire Department Association 

 
 Golf Links 

o Pro Shop 
o Club House and Point Pinos Grill 
o Driving Range and Lessons 

 
 Library 
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 Natural History Museum (in partnership with the Natural History Museum 
Foundation) 

 
 Police and Disaster Preparedness 

o Patrol 
o Investigation 
o Disaster preparedness, response, and recovery 
o Animal control services 
o Parking enforcement 

 
 Public Works 

o Sewer Collection System 
o Stormwater management (in partnership with other Peninsula agencies) 
o Street, sidewalk, curb, and gutter 
o Street lighting (in partnership with Caltrans and PG&E)  
o Street sweeping (contract with Waste Management, Inc.) 
o El Carmelo Cemetery 
o Tree and landscape maintenance 
o Buildings and Grounds 

 
The descriptions of the primary programs and services within each function are included 
in a separate document, “City of Pacific Grove Departments, Offices, and Programs,” 
available from the City Clerk. 
 
D.  Interrelationships 
Interrelationships between the commission and City Council, other commissions, staff, 
and the public are crucial for success.  
 
City Council.  There should be a two-way communication between the Council and each 
commission, so that the commissioners are aware of the short- and long-term goals that 
the Council has adopted, and the Council is receptive to new ideas that are presented by 
the commission.  This communication is facilitated by several means, including: 

 the Council’s adoption each year of the commission’s charter, and identification 
by the Council of those areas in which the Council is seek particular advice or 
attention 

 appointment of a Council liaison for each commission; 

 staff support of both the Council and the commission; 

 formal review and acceptance of commission minutes by the Council; and  

 periodic sessions hosted by the Council with all commission chairs. 
 
The Council highly values the advice it receives from the commissions.  However, it is 
likely that, at one time or another, the City Council will not take the advice of a 
commission.  
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In addition, since the Council delegates selected decision-making authority to certain 
commissions, most of those decisions can be appealed to the Council.  Three or more 
Councilmembers also have the ability to call up a commission decision for 
reconsideration by the full Council.  When this happens, the Council may not always 
accept the recommendations or agree with the decisions of a commission.   
 
A commissioner may want to ask, “If they won’t take our advice, why ask for it?”  
Commission members should not be frustrated by this, or think that this in any way 
reduces the value of their contributions and their advisory role.  The Council is not 
rejecting the quality of the commission’s work; instead, the Council may need to balance 
commission recommendations against other City priorities.  The Council, by definition, 
must have a broader perspective than any single commission.  If a recommendation is 
rejected, the Council liaison and staff will help the commission by letting the 
commissioners know why. 
 
Finding a comfortable relationship with all board members and others, when dealing with 
issues that can become politically charged, can be challenging.  However, the following 
are guidelines for commissioners beginning to find their way around in the political 
environment: 

 Each commission member has an obligation to “vote his/her conscience” and will 
have to resolve conflicts he/she may have between a personal viewpoint and what 
is perceived as the ‘public interest.’ 

 The commission should see as one of its primary roles that of developing public 
trust in the advisory commission system. 

 The commission should be sensitive to Council priorities and know when to not 
take a stand.  There are times when, for the good of the overall City, our personal 
views need to take a back seat. 

 Should a controversy arise within the commission, counsel and guidance are 
available from the Council liaison, the City Attorney, and staff.   

 Should a split opinion exist on a commission action, the majority report is to be 
sent as the recommendation to the Council.  This may include an explanation of 
the reason for any dissent.   

 It is unethical for an individual commissioner to attempt to influence or persuade 
the Council to make a decision that may be in opposition to the commission’s 
position as a whole.  Once the majority of the commission makes a decision, it 
becomes the decision of the entire commission. 

 
No board or commission is expected to perform in a vacuum.  Each board is assigned a 
Council liaison and staff to assist it in achieving its goals. 
 
Council Liaison.  The Mayor appoints a Council liaison for each board and commission.  
The liaison is not a member of the board, and does not make or second motions or vote, 
but answers questions, as needed, about the Council’s intentions and needs. 
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The Council liaison acts as an advisor and observer, providing updates on Council 
actions, providing any needed background information on requests of the board made by 
the Council, and taking back to the Council any needed questions or updates.  The liaison 
acts on behalf of the full Council, rather than sharing personal views. 
 
Other Commissions.  The areas of interest of most City commissions are distinct and 
without significant overlap.  As a result, a single issue or opportunity is not likely to be 
addressed by more than one commission.  In these cases, each commission still benefits 
from understanding the work of the other commissions and how its own work fits in with 
the whole.   
 
There are a few commissions, however, such as the Natural Resources Commission and 
the Museum Board, whose responsibilities can indeed intersect (such as, in this case, with 
respect to the Monarch Sanctuary).  In addition, some decisions of the Architectural 
Review Board and Historic Resources Commission can be appealed to the Planning 
Commission.  Thus, in these cases, it fully behooves each commission to understand the 
charter and philosophy of the other, to best serve the public on issues of mutual concern.  
 
Staff.  The City Manager assigns a staff member to provide lead support to each 
commission. (Such support, however, does not always translate into attendance at the 
meetings.  Staff attend when real-time interaction is necessary; otherwise written reports 
or interaction with the Chair prior to the meeting can suffice.)  Staff are not subject to the 
direction of the commission; they cannot simultaneously work for, or report to, both the 
commission and the City Manager.  Certainly they will do all within their power to honor 
commission requests and assist the commission in being successful. 
 
Crucial to the success of the commission is a productive and cooperative working 
relationship between the commission members and the lead staff—all contributing their 
special expertise, exhibiting respect for the role of the others, and committed to 
constructive interaction. Such an effective working relationship also is vital to the success 
of both the commission and the staff.  
 
Commission and staff roles are different, but can complement each other if they are 
working together. Their relationship should never be adversarial, and will not be if all are 
concentrating their energies on the success of the programs rather than on guardianship of 
their respective authority.  
 
It does simplify and expedite mutually productive action if each has a clearly defined role 
that the other understands and acknowledges, without attempts to interfere. Should a 
substantive question arise, a written clarification for the record may be helpful, perhaps 
developed in consultation with the City Attorney. 
 
Staff provide information, suggest alternatives that the commission can consider, answer 
questions, and carry forward any recommendations to the Council.  Staff works with the 
Council liaison to let the commission know what is happening in the organization and 
what issues need commission attention. Staff have day-to-day responsibilities over and 
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above supporting the board; as a result, additional requests for resources in time or 
materials shall be requested through the City Manager. 
 
Staff has the following responsibilities: 

• Keeping the commission informed.  Staff does this by making sure that other 
employees and all commission members know the purpose and goals of the 
organization and the Council.  The staff person is also responsible for suggesting 
methods whereby the commission can accomplish these goals. 

• Actively listening to commissioners. 

• Initiating suggestions so that the commission has an idea how to seek out 
information or resolution of a problem. 

• Being informed about the latest developments in their field. 

• Supporting the commitment and achievements of the commission, so that all 
commissioners can feel good about their participation in the organization.  
Recognizing commissioner contributions and encouraging involvement are two 
ways to let individuals know that their ideas are welcome. 

• Helping the chair keep the commission on track and focused. 

• Taking initiative to inform commissioners about activities, projects, and work 
taking place elsewhere in the organization and within other commissions. 

• Presenting a balanced report on controversial issues, so that both positive and 
negative aspects can be readily identified. Staff will make recommendations 
based on what they believe are the best interests of the City as a whole. 

• Coaching and helping commission members develop their knowledge, their 
capabilities, and an appreciation for the nuances of the matters they are being 
asked to address. 

 
Some of these actions can create friction with commission members.  For example, when 
staff believes that the best alternative is different from the commission’s choice, it may 
be interpreted by some commissioners as intransigence rather than professional 
responsibility.  In these cases, commissioners should remember that conflicts are a 
normal part of the process.  (Staff members must also make sure they are not using the 
professional mantle to further their own programs.  Staff members should ask themselves, 
is this an issue of professionalism or simply my own preference?) 
 
Staff suggestions and recommendations are not accepted all the time, but it is important 
that good relationships exist between the commission and staff, so that together a 
reasonable solution can be derived.  The following are some ways to avoid hurt feelings 
and to keep the channels of communications open: 
 
Contacts should be with the lead staff assigned to the commission rather than to other 
staff members.  When an individual commissioner wants to make contact with another 
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member of staff, the commissioners should notify the assigned staff person of the desired 
contact. 

 Contacts with staff members should clearly be in the framework of the 
commission assignment. 

 Commissioners should not ask for individual reports, favors, or special 
considerations. 

 Citizen complaints heard by a commissioner should be referred directly to the 
staff person assigned to the commission. 

 Commissioners should realize that the assigned staff person who works with the 
commission reports directly to a supervisor and may not be able to carry out every 
request or recommendation that the commission may have.  Staffing the 
commission is only one fraction of the lead staff’s responsibilities.   

 
The interaction between the lead staff and the board or commission is crucial.  There 
must be a mutual understanding and acceptance of roles and responsibilities.  Some of the 
issues that each commission needs to clarify with its Council liaison and lead staff are: 

• What are the reporting relationships?  The staff member report directly or 
indirectly to the city manager,  

• How are requests made?  The commission can request staff to undertake a study, 
but if this is in conflict with other work requirements, the staff will need to meet 
with the City Manager to resolve. 

• How are staff proposals and recommendations handled?  A critical staff 
responsibility is to give the commission the benefit of the staff’s best professional 
judgment.  The commission then has the latitude to accept or reject the proposal.  
This key staff responsibility should be continuously reinforced and encouraged. 

• How are commission recommendations presented to the City Council?  Staff will 
forward the commission’s recommendations to the Council at the earliest 
opportunity.  If staff recommendations differ, both will be presented.  When this 
occurs, the chair may wish to present the commission position or request that 
another member do so. 

• How are disputes between commissioners and staff handled?  If a commissioner 
has a complaint about staff work, then the Chair, the commissioner, and the staff 
member should request a meeting with the City Manager to address.  It is crucial 
that the commission have full confidence in the quality of staff support being 
provided.  Clarifying beforehand what is the proper procedure to follow when 
problems occur will help keep communication lines open and hopefully, forestall 
major eruptions. 

 
The Public.  One of the most important functions of a commission is to obtain increased 
public input and participation. The skillful board, commission, or committee is able to 
obtain public input by practicing positive encouragement measures. Here are some steps 
that will increase the public's willingness to participate:  

 Recognize that some people are fearful or anxious at a meeting. It may be the first 
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time a person has addressed a public group. The chairperson may try to calm and 
reassure him/her.  

 Show patience - imagine yourself addressing the commission.  

 The chairperson should keep the audience informed of the process and procedures 
that are being followed.  

 Before each item is considered, the chairperson should describe the item and the 
possible actions identified.  

 Members should project a feeling of fairness, understanding, and graciousness as 
circumstances permit. Members should be considerate of all interests, attitudes, 
and differences of opinion.  

 Members should take care to observe the appearance as well as the principle of 
impartiality.  

 Members should go through the chairperson and try to avoid speaker-to-audience 
conversation. The purpose of hearing the public is usually to help the commission 
to act, not to engage in debate or argument with the public.  

 Do not spend too much quality time on routine items such as correcting the 
minutes. This is especially important when an audience is present.  

 Board, commission, and committee members are considered by the public to be 
representatives of and spokespersons for the official City family. Because policy 
decisions are the sole responsibility of the City Council, it is inappropriate for 
commission members, as representatives of the City, to publicly criticize 
established City policies or Councilmembers. This does not in any way preclude a 
member's responsibility to advocate his/her position on a policy matter prior to 
the decision on an official policy. 

  
The Media.  Members should be aware that any statements or opinions made to 
representatives of the media could be considered "on the record" by reporters. Such 
statements always should be made in consideration of the likelihood that they will be 
printed or broadcasted. 
__________________ 
In summary, State laws and local ordinances define the responsibilities of the board or 
commission. But those words alone do not make a successful board.  People and their 
interrelationships do.   It is these multiple, intangible, working relationships that often 
make the difference between an actively supported and healthy program or persistent 
problems and stalemates.  
 
These working relationships already exist. The only variables are whether they are 
productive or non-productive, close or distant, cooperative or uncooperative. A board 
determined to do its job well will make effective interaction a priority.  
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City of Pacific Grove  Rev. 3-12-12 

City of Pacific Grove 
Current Duties of City Boards, Commissions,  

Panels, and Committees 
 

I.  City Charter Commissions and Boards 
Library Board  
Charter Article 26 

1. Act in an advisory capacity to the Council and City Manager in all matters pertaining to 
the operation of a public library. 

2. Recommend to the City Council the adoption of such laws, rules, and regulations as it 
may deem necessary for the administration and protection of the City Library. 

3. Perform such other duties relating to the library services as the Council may require by 
ordinance or resolution. 

 
In order to provide greater detail and specificity, on August 17, 2011 the City Council adopted 
by minute action the following additional guidance regarding the powers and duties of the 
Library Board:   

1.  Act in an advisory capacity to the City Manager in all matters pertaining to the operation 
of a public library. 

This includes (a) Board review of the annual library budget with opportunity to give 
feedback as it is being developed; and (b) individual member participation in the 
selection of staff for senior library positions, including the Head Librarian, when 
requested by the City Manager.  In the interest of effective action in this advisory 
role, it is expected that the City Manager keep the Library Board informed and 
involved in a timely manner. 

2.  Act in an advisory capacity to the City Council in all matters pertaining to the operation 
of a public library. 

This includes (a) providing input to the Council’s deliberations and making 
recommendations regarding the annual budget; and (b) drafting and initiating 
resolutions pertinent to Library operations. 

3.   Act in an advisory capacity to the Library Staff in all matters pertaining to the operation 
of a public library. 

This includes helping draft policies and procedures.  The Board will work with the 
Library Staff to ensure that the Library is well managed and that it operates in 
accordance with the Pacific Grove City Charter as well as with policies established by 
the Council. 

4.   Engage in strategic and long-range planning for the Library through analysis of present 
and future needs. 

This includes an annual update of the Library’s strategic and long range plans to be 
presented to the City Manager, City Council, and Library Staff.  The Library Board is 
responsible for development of these final plans. 

5.  In conjunction with Library Staff, convene an annual Library Summit and/or survey to 
provide the public at large an opportunity to be involved in defining the future direction 
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of the Library.  The Board will issue a report of recommendations and will discuss them 
with the City Council and City Manager within 90 days after the annual Library 
Summit/Survey. 

 
Museum Board  
Charter Article 26: 

1. Act in an advisory capacity to the Council and City Manager in all matters pertaining to 
the operation of a public museum. 

2. Recommend to the City Council the adoption of such laws, rules, and regulations as it 
may deem necessary for the administration and protection of the City Museum. 

3. Perform such other duties relating to the museum service as the Council may require by 
ordinance or resolution. 

 
Resolution 11-072 (September 7, 2011):  In furtherance of the duties and responsibilities of the 
City of Pacific Grove Museum Board prescribed by Article 26 of the City Charter, the Museum 
Board shall:  

1. Ensure the Museum serves to benefit the City as a whole, its natural environment, its 
citizens, and visitors;  

2.   Advise the City Council and City Manager on matters relating to the Museum;  
3. Serve as an informational conduit between the public and the City on matters related to 

the Museum;  
4. Coordinate activities with other appropriate City advisory boards, committees, and 

commissions on matters of mutual concern; and  
5. Perform such other duties relating to the Museum as the Council may require by 

ordinance, resolution, or minute action.” 
 
Planning Commission (Charter, Article 26) 

1. Recommend to the Council the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a General Master Plan, 
or any part thereof, for the physical development of the City. 

2. Exercise such functions with respect to land subdivisions, planning and zoning as may be 
prescribed by ordinance or resolution. 

3. Perform such other duties relating to planning and zoning as the Council may require by 
ordinance or resolution, or as may be prescribed by the General Laws of the State. 

 
Serving as the City’s Housing Committee, the Planning Commission shall also:  

1.  Make recommendations concerning Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
applications. 

2.  Consider other housing matters, including:  senior housing development, housing 
rehabilitation, rental assistance, monitoring programs, housing studies and surveys, and 
housing element policies.* 

3.  Support the implementation of the programs and actions identified in the City’s Housing 
Element. 

4.  Provide outreach to the community to reflect the City’s commitment of increasing 
housing opportunities for all citizens. 
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Recreation Board (Charter, Article 26) 
1. Act in an advisory capacity to the Council and City Manager in all matters pertaining to 

the operation of a City recreation program. 
2. Recommend to the City Council the adoption of such laws, rules and regulations as it 

may deem necessary for the administration and operation of a City recreation program. 
3. Promote and stimulate public interest in a recreation program and solicit to the fullest 

extent possible the cooperation of school authorities and other public and private agencies 
interested therein. 

4. Perform such other duties relating to the recreation program as the Council may require 
by ordinance or resolution. 

 

II.  Municipal Code Boards, Commissions, Councils, and Panels 
(Administrative) Enforcement Hearing Officer Panel (PGMC 1.19.030, 1.19.090-
1.19.290 and 3.30) 

Hear contests of Administrative Compliance Orders and Administrative Citations 

Architectural Review Board (PGMC 23.73.20) 
Grant architectural approval where required under this title in order to promote the orderly 
and harmonious development of the city and to protect the architectural heritage of the city of 
Pacific Grove. 

 
Economic Development Commission (PGMC 3.04.070) 

(a)  Devise and recommend economic development and enhancement strategies and 
programs to the city manager and council; and 

(b)  Assist the City’s businesses and job seekers in their efforts; and 
(c)  Help meet the shopping and service needs of local residents by promoting retail 

business interests; and 
(d)  Ensure coordination of efforts by the Pacific Grove Chamber of Commerce, the Pacific 

Grove Business Improvement District, the Hospitality Improvement District, the 
Monterey County Convention and Visitors Bureau, and the City; and 

(e)  Perform other duties and functions as set out in this chapter or as may be required from 
time to time by specific direction of the council. 

 
Golf Links Advisory Commission (Reso. 10-38, May 19, 2010) 

1. To advise the City Council on matters relating to the Pacific Grove Municipal Golf 
Links;  

2. To ensure the Golf Links is operated to the benefit of the City as a whole;  
3. To review an annual operating budget and make recommendations to the City Council;  
4. To review the capital improvement program of the Golf Links and make 

recommendations to the City Council;  
5. To review playing fees at the Golf Links to ensure that the revenue received fully 

finances all costs of the operation and provides adequate resources to fund necessary 
capital improvements;  

6. To work with staff and the community to ensure that the golf links is a responsible 
neighbor;  
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7. to accept assignments from the City Council relating to golf links operations and report 
findings within the time period prescribed by the City Council; and  

8. To coordinate activities with the other appropriate City advisory boards, committees, and 
commissions on matters of mutual concern. 

 
Historic Resources Committee (PGMC 23.76.021) 

(1) Determination of additions and deletions from the historic resources inventory, per 
PGMC 23.76.030; 

(2)  Other duties as set out in this chapter or as directed by the city council. 
 
Natural Resources Commission (PGMC 3.24.010) 

(a) To support, encourage, and facilitate conservation, restoration, beautification, and 
improvement of natural resources in the city through projects, programs, and activities; 

(b)  To advise the council on artistic, beautification, and natural resources matters, and similar 
matters which may be referred to it from time to time by the council; 

(c)  To develop, with the city forester or other expert consultant, an urban forest vegetation 
and wildlife habitat management program, and to correlate such plan with the city’s 
general plan; 

(d)  To promote reforestation and tree preservation in the city; 
(e)  As requested by the council, planning commission or architectural review board, to 

advise on landscaping, beautification projects and design plans in the city’s business 
districts and at City Hall, the police station, fire station, community center and tennis 
courts, library, museum of natural history, corporation yard, Chautauqua Hall, Elmarie 
Dyke Open Space, Chamber of Commerce building, youth center, Arnett Park, Caledonia 
Park, Jewell Park, Platt Park, the Municipal Ball Park, Berwick Park, Lovers Point Park, 
Perkins Park, Shoreline Park, Andy Jacobson Park, Chase Park, Esplanade Park, 
Greenwood Park, Higgins Park, Municipal Golf Links, George Washington Park, Lynn 
Rip Van Winkle Open Space, Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail, Monarch Grove 
Sanctuary, Hayward Park, Point Pinos Lighthouse Reservation, El Carmelo Cemetery, 
and other city-owned property; 

(f)  To implement plans and programs to further the goals of conservation, restoration and 
improvement of the city’s natural resources; 

(g) To perform the functions prescribed for the beautification and natural resources 
committee under Chapter 12.16 PGMC, including the preparation and maintenance of the 
official tree planting list for the city; 

(h) To advise the planning commission and the city council on ordinances and amendments 
thereto that may be proposed relating to construction and development in the city as 
regards beautification and natural resources; 

(i)  Jointly with the recreation board to make recommendations to the council regarding 
works of art offered to, commissioned by or purchased by the city and proposed to be 
placed, erected, or created outdoors on city property designated in subsection (e) of this 
section; (Direct offerings or bequests to city departments are excepted; works of art 
commissioned by the recreation department are also excepted.) 

(j)  To encourage gifts, bequests and devises to be made to the city in furtherance of any 
present or future object or project associated with the committee; 

(k)  To seek funding to further the goals of conservation, restoration, beautification, and 
improvement of the city’s natural resources; 
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(l)  To advise the city council and other boards or commissions on the conservation, 
preservation, improvement, beautification, protection and care of the city’s beach and 
waterfront area; 

(m) To review plans and submit comments to the planning commission or architectural 
review board as requested by the community development department; 

(n)  Upon referral from the council, to review and recommend to the council city positions on 
proposals in the city, within the city’s sphere of influence, or within a wider area that may 
have a potential impact on the healthy natural environment of the city and the region; 

(o)  Upon request of the architectural review board or planning commission to advise on 
directional signs as regards beautification; 

(p) To establish subcommittees to address specific areas of interest, including without 
limitation, restoration of monarch butterfly habitats and shoreline improvements; 

(q) To obtain assistance from ex officio, nonvoting members who may possess a certain 
expertise or knowledge that would be helpful to this committee; 

(r)  To obtain assistance from other city boards or commissions in regard to landscape and 
design issues; 

(s)  Upon request, to advise public works and public safety personnel regarding 
nonemergency matters that will impact natural resources; 

(t)  To inform the public in regard to the problems of the urban forest, including public 
information program concerning care of forest resources, and including cooperation with 
school programs on conservation and the like; 

(u) To inform the public, and advise the council, on issues relating to the recycling and reuse 
of paper, plastic, metal and other materials; 

(v) May assist or be assisted by other city boards or commissions in regard to landscape and 
design issues. 

 
(Note:  this listing has not been updated since the BNRC became the NRC in 2010.  The 

NRC is working on an update.) 
 
Traffic Safety Commission (PGMC 16.08.030) 

(a) To suggest the most practicable means for coordinating the activities of all officers and 
agencies of this city having authority with respect to the administration or enforcement of 
traffic regulations; 

(b)  To stimulate and assist in the preparation and publication of traffic reports; 
(c)  To receive complaints having to do with traffic matters; 
(d)  To recommend to the legislative body of this city and to the city traffic engineer ways 

and means for improving traffic conditions and the administration and enforcement of 
traffic regulations; 

(e)  To appoint a representative to the Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) 
bicycle and pedestrian committee; and 

(f)  To review and make recommendations to the legislative body of this city regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the city. 

 

City Manager Advisory Committees 
Accessibility Board of Appeals (PGMC 18.04.041) 
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Hear and decide appeals of orders, decisions, or determinations made by the building official 
concerning handicap accessibility, as provided in Title 24, California Code of Regulations. 
 
Note: A City Manager advisory committee, appointed as needed, per Ord 10-005, February 
3, 2010 

 
Housing Advisory Appeals Board – Uniform Building Code Board of Appeals – 
Uniform Fire Code Board (PGMC 18.04.040) 

Hear and decide appeals of orders, decisions or determinations made by the building official 
concerning handicap accessibility, as provided in Title 24, California Code of 
Regulations. 

[Hear and resolve any conflicts among the uniform codes, including the Uniform Building 
Code and International Fire Code.] 

 
Note:  A City Manager advisory committee, appointed as needed, per Ord 10-005, February 
3, 2010 

 
Loan Committee (Ord 10-005, February 3, 2010) 

Note:  A City Manager advisory committee, appointed as needed  
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City of Pacific Grove 
Responsibilities, Rights, and Ethical Standards for  

Board and Commission Members 
 
Responsibilities of a Member 
Board and commission members (hereinafter referred to as “board members”) shall understand 
their role as an advisory board and respect the decisions made by the City Council and staff.  
 
Members may not simultaneously hold any paid office in the City government or, with a very 
few exceptions, serve on any other City board.  All terms commence on February 1st and vary 
from two to four years in length depending on the board.  Unexcused absence from three 
consecutive regular meetings, or conduct detrimental to the City, may be considered as cause for 
removal by the Council. 
 
Board members have legitimate interests (economic, professional, and vocational) of a private 
nature. Board members shall not be denied, nor should they deny to other Board members or 
citizens, the opportunity to acquire, retain, and pursue private interests, economic or otherwise, 
except when conflicts with their responsibility to the public cannot be avoided. Board members 
must exercise their best judgment to determine when this is the case.  
 
Board members will understand that the actions of their Board may interfere with, or be counter 
to, the actions of another Board of the City Council. When this occurs, it is incumbent upon the 
Board members to properly discuss the issues arising from such conflict and be willing to accept 
the decisions made by other boards, staff, and the City Council as acting in the best interest of 
the citizens of Pacific Grove.  
 
Board members have a fiduciary duty to the City and board, not their own or other private 
interests. Any possible fiduciary conflicts shall be disclosed to the board.  
 
A board member is expected: 
 
To Know 

 His or her responsibilities. 
 The services and resources provided by the City in the functional areas related to the  
 His or her local government and its officials 
 The people in our community 
 How to work effectively in a group 
 The workings of the departments or programs that are impacted by the board’s actions. 

 
To Remember 

 That daily operations are staff's responsibility 
 That working through the staff is the appropriate method for effecting change 
 That his or her personal opinion is important in board meetings, but that s/he must 

support policies once they are approved by the board. 

Item 3



City of Pacific Grove -2- Rev. 3-12-12 
 

 
To Attend 

 Board meetings 
 Other local meetings—including City Council meetings—at which his or her presence 

may be beneficial to the Board and City 
 
To Fully Participate By 

  Reading agenda materials and other relevant documents before the meeting 
 Asking questions to ensure he or she had a full understanding of the matter(s) under 

consideration 
 Sharing his/her knowledge and perspective with other board members, to improve the 

quality of the dialog and the resulting decision 
 
To Plan 

 Future priorities of the board 
 Active community awareness programs 
 Orientation for new board members 

 
To Support 

 The decisions of the board 
 The direction of the Council 
 The public and its right to information 

 
To Act 

 Articulate the needs of the functional programs 
 Promote his or her board and programs whenever appropriate 
 Develop good personal relations with outside stakeholders 
 Make him or herself, his or her board, and his or her program visible in the community 

 
Rights of a Member 
Each member has a number of important general rights including, to:  
• Participate in the board's deliberations and actions to the same extent as any other member, 

except for the additional authority bestowed by the board upon its officers.  

• Be informed of board business scheduled for consideration at a specific meeting in sufficient 
time to permit personal study and review, and presentation to citizens before action is 
required.  

• Request changes in minutes before they are approved in order to ensure that they accurately 
reflect actual events.  

• Request additional information on any matter being considered, and, before a vote is called, to 
personally question anyone who appears before the board.  

• Express opinions concerning issues or proposed items of business before they are brought 
before the board for vote, except when debate time has been limited by board consent in 
advance.  

• Bring any concern about issues within the board's legal purview to the attention of the entire 
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board, whether that concern is a personal one or originates from the public.  

• Ask the chair to clarify the way in which a meeting is being conducted at any time.  

• Request that a vote be taken in a specific manner, such as roll call, voice, vote or show of 
hands, if not inconsistent with the board's written policies, rules, or policy.  

• Request that the minutes record a member's opposition to any action approved by a majority 
vote, or a member's support of any action disapproved by a majority vote.  

• Move, with stated due cause, to defer action on any item of business until a later date.  

• Vote "No."  

• Abstain from voting with reason explained, or to disqualify oneself from voting with reason 
explained.  

• Seek fellow member support during the meeting for or against any issue brought before the 
board for a vote.  

• Seek reconsideration (within the board rules) of any action previously taken.  

• Seek support inside or outside the board to review any action previously taken.  

• Request placement on an agenda of any relevant business within the board's legal purview for 
the board's consideration.  

• Seek counsel from the city attorney for answers, clarification on an issue, or a review of action 
taken by the board.  

• Request a summary of the policies and procedures that the board has developed since its 
establishment.  

• Review the file of minutes recording previous meetings of the board.  

• Obtain a complete and current list of board members.  

• Ask questions and make recommendations relating to effective organization of the board or 
completion of its business.  

• Carry out one's duties (and to assist the board in carrying out its legal functions) with the 
degree of independence from, or cooperation with, the lead staff and other City officers that 
the law specifies.  

• Resist improper coercion, collusion, domination, or legally unauthorized takeover of the 
member's and the board's legal functions.  

 
All members also retain the rights of any citizen. Such rights include:  participating in political 
activities of their choosing at any level of government and remaining silent concerning personal 
political affiliation.  
 
Every effort will be made by all committee members to attend all meetings of the committee. 
Teleconferencing is allowed as long as the member not in attendance can hear and participate in 
the discussion. The minutes should reflect that they participated by teleconference. 
 
In addition, virtually all board members recognize the value in delineating roles and for selecting 
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officers with clearly defined duties and powers for each office, all in writing and well understood 
by everyone. 
 
Ethical Standards for Board Members 
The citizens, businesses, and organizations of the City are entitled to have fair, ethical, and 
accountable local government, which has earned the public's full confidence for integrity. To this 
end, the City expects adherence to the following ethical standards for members of boards, to 
ensure public confidence in the integrity of our City government and its effective and fair 
operation: 
 

Compliance with Law.   Members shall comply with the laws of the nation, the State of 
California, and the City in the performance of their public duties. These laws include but are 
not limited to:  the United States and California constitutions; the City Charter; laws 
pertaining to conflicts of interest, financial disclosures, employer responsibilities, and open 
processes of governments; and City ordinances and policies.  
 
Irreproachable Conduct.  The professional and personal conduct of members must be above 
reproach and avoid even the appearance of impropriety. Members shall refrain from abusive 
conduct, including verbal attacks upon the character or motives of other members of the 
board, staff, or the public.  
 
Respect for Process.  Members shall perform their duties in accordance with the processes 
and rules of order established by boards governing the deliberation of public policy issues, 
meaningful involvement of the public, and implementation of policy decisions of boards by 
City staff.  
 
Decisions Based on Merit.  Members shall base their decisions on the merits and substance of 
the matter at hand, rather than on unrelated considerations.  
 
Avoiding Conflict of Interest.  In order to ensure their independence and impartiality on 
behalf of the common good, members shall not use their official positions to influence 
decisions in which they have a material financial interest or where they have an 
organizational responsibility or personal relationship, which may give the appearance of a 
conflict of interest.  
 
Not Accepting Gifts or Favors.  The acceptance of gifts can convey an appearance of 
favoritism and conflict of interest. Gifts can be perceived as attempts to influence City 
operations or as compensation for services rendered and can erode the public confidence in 
the impartiality of decisions made by board members.  
 
It is contrary to the City's ethical standards for any member to accept gifts or gratuities from 
any individual, business, or organization doing business, or seeking to do business, with the 
City or who is seeking permits or other entitlements from the City.  
 
No Use of Public Resources for Personal Gain.  Members shall not use public resources, such 
as City staff time, equipment, supplies, or facilities, for private gain or personal purposes.  
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No Representation of Private Interests.  In keeping with their role as stewards of the public 
interest, members of boards shall not appear before their own bodies or before the Council on 
behalf of the private interests of third parties on matters related to the areas of service of their 
bodies. Allowable exceptions to this occur for architects, engineers, and contractors 
representing their clients to receive needed permits and approvals.  In these cases, the 
member shall recuse himself or herself from participating in the board decision making on 
that project. 
 
Separation of City and Private Advocacy.  Members shall represent the official policies or 
positions of the City to the best of their ability when designated as delegates for this purpose. 
When presenting their individual opinions and positions, members shall explicitly state they 
do not represent their body or the City, nor will they allow the inference that they do.  
 
Support for Positive Work Place Environment.  Members shall support the maintenance of a 
positive and constructive work place environment for City employees, volunteers, and 
citizens and businesses dealing with the City. Members shall recognize their special role in 
dealings with City employees to in no way create the perception of inappropriate direction to 
staff.  
 

Board members should avoid the appearance of impropriety.  Currently there appears to be less 
trust of government than ever before.  Board members who have business or financial interests 
that would stand to profit from a decision should obviously not participate in the decision-
making and should excuse themselves from the room during the board’s entire consideration of 
that item so that there can be no perception of influencing their colleagues.  For specific 
questions relating to potential or perceived conflicts of interest, contact the lead staff, who will 
receive advice from the City Manager and/or the City Attorney. 
 
Accepted standards of conduct for members of a board include: 

Board members must promote a high level of service while observing ethical standards. 

Board members must avoid situations in which personal interests might be served or 
financial benefits gained at the expense of the public or the City. 

It is incumbent upon any board member to disqualify himself/herself immediately whenever 
the appearance of a conflict of interest exists. 

Board members must distinguish clearly in their actions and statements between their 
personal philosophies and attitudes and those of the City, acknowledging the formal 
position of the board even if they personally disagree. 

A board member must respect the confidential nature of City business while being aware of 
and in compliance with applicable laws governing freedom of information. 

Board members, by accepting appointment, are expected to perform all of the functions of 
board members. 

 
Participation in Political Activities - Local government elections in California are nonpartisan. 
City Council appointments to boards are made without regard to political party affiliation. 
Acceptance of an appointment to a board does not in any manner restrict citizen participation in 
political activities of an individual's choosing at any level of government be it local, state, or 
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federal. However, members should not use their appointed role or title in the conduct of political 
activity; those activities should, instead, be conducted as a private citizen. 
 
Conflicts of Interests - The Political Reform Act of 1974 (Government Code Sections 81000 et 
seq.), which was approved by the voters of the State of California, is intended to prevent 
conflicts of interest by requiring public officials to disclose certain personal financial interests, 
which could foreseeably cause conflicts. In addition, a public official may be required to 
disqualify himself/herself from making, participating in, or attempting to influence any 
government decision which will affect any of his/her financial interests, not just those that are 
required to be disclosed. If you have any questions about a possible conflict of interest, the City 
Attorney's Office is available to assist you. The Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) 
Office is also available at their toll free telephone number (866-275-3772), or at 
www.fppc.ca.gov to explain what a conflict of interest is and when the law requires 
disqualification.  
 
Prior to a meeting, you should review the agenda to evaluate potential financial conflicts of 
interest on actions to be taken. If you have a conflict of interest, you should not directly or 
indirectly influence the proceedings or the vote. Probably the safest way to deal with this is to 
state the basis for your conflict of interest, immediately after the chairperson announces the time 
for consideration. For example, "Mr. Chairperson, I have a conflict of interest on this item 
because ... (state reason) ... and I will not be participating in the deliberations." You should then 
leave the room until consideration of the item has been completed.  The minutes will reflect that 
you stated the conflict and recused yourself from participation in any way in the proceedings. 
  
The penalties for violating the conflict of interest laws are serious and may include fines. 
  
Disclosure Statements - board members are required to file a Statement of Economic Interests, 
Form 700, and disclose reportable investments, interests in real property held, income received 
during the reporting period, and business positions. Statements of Economic Interests are public 
records. The forms are available in the City Clerk's Office.  
 
A newly appointed board member must file an "Assuming Office Statement" disclosing any 
investments or interests in real property held by the member on the date office is assumed as well 
as income received during the 12 months prior to the date the office was assumed. Board 
members are also required to complete annual statements prior to April 1 of each year. 
  
A board member will not be allowed to participate in meetings if his/her statements are not 
completed and filed with the City Clerk's Office, and failure to do so in a timely manner may be 
cause for termination of the position. 
  
Ethics Laws - board members commit to spending significant amounts of time in service to the 
City; and they also assume a responsibility to work for the betterment of the City. Ethics laws 
impose rules on the manner in which public officials conduct themselves. The goal of ethics laws 
is to maximize the likelihood that the decisions of a public agency are made solely with the 
public's interests in mind. The laws strive to avoid even the appearance of impropriety as well as 
actual improprieties. Ethics laws represent the minimum standards for the conduct of public 
officials. 
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Government Code §11146 requires most local elected and appointed officials to attend ethics 
training. The basic requirement is two hours every two years. The City Attorney offers a training 
class.  In addition, both the FPPC and the California Attorney General offer on-line training.  All 
allow you to satisfy the requirements of Assembly Bill 1234/Government Code §11146 on a 
cost-free basis. The on-line training may be accessed at the following links:  

• http://iocalethics.fppc.ca.gov;     
• http://www.localethics.fppc.ca.gov; and  
• http://ag.ca.gov/ethics/interactive.php 

 
A board member cannot participate in meetings if his/her certificate of participation has not been 
completed and filed in the City Clerk's Office, and failure to do so in a timely manner may be 
cause for termination of the position.  
 
Grounds for removal of a board member.  Board members represent the City in a variety of 
ways while serving our community. It is not the intent of boards and boards to deny the inherent 
free speech rights of citizens serving on boards.  
 
If a board member misses more than 25% of the regular meetings within any 12-month period, or 
has 3 consecutive unexcused absences, the chair will inform the City Manager with a 
recommendation to either recommend removal or continuance on the committee. Any request for 
removal must be in writing and include the dates missed and the reasons given. The 
circumstances of each individual will be taken into account before a recommendation to remove 
is forwarded to the City Council.  
 
In addition, the Mayor and Council reserve the right to remove any individual from any board at 
any time for any reason. Examples of behavior that may lead to removal include, but are not 
limited to, the following:  

• Excessive absences from board meetings.  

• Verbally or physically abusive behavior toward other board members, the public, or staff.  

• Inability to work for the common good of the board and City.  

• Violations of ethics and conflicts of interest standards, as outlined in this handbook. 

As detailed in several sections of the municipal code, removal may be automatic (for certain 
actions) or upon majority vote of the Council. 
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     City of Pacific Grove  

BOARD and COMMISSION  

Standard Protocols  

Every City board and commission needs basic protocols by which it operates.  The standard protocols 

presented here are to be observed by all Pacific Grove boards and commissions (hereinafter referred to as 

“boards”).  An individual board may append to these protocols additional standards relating to its specific 

needs.  

I. Term, Council Charges, and Annual Work Plan/Calendar  
Purpose. Generally, the City’s 11 boards advise the Council on matters within their jurisdiction.  The 

City Charter and the Council have also delegated some decision-making authority to some of the boards. 

The City can achieve its overall goals only if all 11 boards function effectively.  The specific 

responsibilities of all 11 boards are provided in Current Duties of City Boards, Commissions, Panels, 

and Committees.  

Term. The term of each board shall be February 1 through January 31 of the following year.  

Calendar and Annual Work Plan. The generalized annual board calendar is as follows:  

 Date    Task   

Feb 1   Start of new term  

Feb   Orientation of new member(s)  

1st Mtg in Feb   Organizational meeting:  review City Council approved charter; elect 

officers; approve operating rules and procedures  

Mar   Adopt work plan; AB 1234 training to be completed (biennial 

requirement) by all members  

Apr   Secretary turns certificates of completion into City Clerk  

June   First of two meetings of City Council with all chairs  

Nov 1   Last date for City Clerk to publish vacancies  

Nov   Second of two meetings of City Council with all chairs  

Nov 30   Annual report due to City Council  

Early Dec   Applications for vacant seats due  

Jan   Mayor fills vacancies, with approval of City Council  

At its first meeting after the February 1 start of the new term, each board shall 

agendize organizational actions and decisions.  These actions include:  

 Welcoming and installing new members.  

 Electing officers.  

 Starting the process of developing the effective relationships necessary for the members of the 

board or commission to work effectively together and with staff.  
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 Accepting or recommending updates to its duties, responsibilities, and authority.  

 Reviewing and updating norms and standard procedures.  

 Working with staff to continuing developing members’ knowledge of the involved  

professional disciplines and current issues.  

 

 Planning its year by developing its annual work program.  

The annual work program is the commission’s expressed joint effort for the year.  It addresses the 

important problems, challenges, and opportunities that need to be addressed during the year.  The work 

program should be developed within the framework of the City Council’s adopted strategic plan 

(available on the City’s website or from the Council liaison and lead staff) to ensure consistency.  

In addition to each board’s ongoing duties, it may from time to time, receive a specific request from the 

Council.  Such requests will be in writing, specifying the exact request of the Council, and such details as 

the requested completion date.  

II.  Organization, Officers, and Responsibilities  
Organization. The board shall consist of voting and, in some cases, non-voting members, appointed by 

the Mayor, with the approval of the City Council. Any member may be removed at the pleasure of the 

City Council. Terms are for two or four years and are generally staggered, to provide continuity. A board 

shall report to the Council the unexcused absence of any member from three or more consecutive 

meetings.  

Officers. Following the installation of any new board members, a Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary shall 

be elected annually from among the board’s membership at the first meeting in February, to serve at the 

pleasure of the board. Each officer is elected to serve a one-year term, which starts on February 1 of each 

year and is renewable in subsequent years.  

The Vice-Chair shall succeed the Chair if s/he vacates his or her office before the term is 

completed, and shall serve the unexpired term.  A new Vice-Chair shall be elected at the next 

regular meeting.  

In the absence of the Chair and Vice-Chair, any other member shall call the board to order, whereupon a 

temporary Chair shall be selected from the members present, to preside over that meeting. In the event that 

an officer cannot serve due to resignation or other reasons, the committee shall select an interim officer to 

fill the position until the next organizational meeting.  

The board Chair or, if there is no Chair, the person who called the meeting to order, will ask for 

nominations for the office of Chair. Any member of the board may nominate himself/herself or any other 

member of the board; no second is required. Once nominations are complete, the Chair will close 

nominations, announce the slate of nominees, and ask for a vote on the nominees in the order of 

nomination.  Each voting member of the board shall have one vote. The nominee receiving votes from a 

majority of the members in attendance shall be declared the winner. If no member receives a majority, the 

process shall be repeated, except in the event of a tie between the top two vote-getters, in which case a 

run-off shall be held. The winner shall assume the office of Chair immediately.  Using the same 

procedure, the new Chair shall secure the election of a Vice Chair and Secretary.  
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Responsibilities  
The responsibilities and powers of board officers shall be as follows:  

Chair  

 In consultation with staff, determine the agenda.  

 Call special meetings of the board.  

 Preside at all meetings.  

 Fully participate in the board’s deliberations.  

 See that all actions of the board are properly taken.  

 Act as parliamentarian, applying and enforcing these protocols and parliamentary  

      procedures.  

 Sign all documents of the board.  

 Report to the Council, at scheduled times and as needed, on matters of interest.  

 

All process decisions by the Chair are final unless overruled by a majority of the board.  

As a member of the body, the Chair has full rights to participate in dialogue and decision making, and 

to make and second motions. The Chair often strives to be the last to speak during any round, and 

generally does not make or second a motion unless he or she is convinced that no other member of the 

body will do so.   

Vice Chair  
During the absence, disability, or disqualification of the Chair, the Vice-Chair shall exercise or 

perform all the duties and be subject to all responsibilities of the Chair.  

Secretary  

 Repeat motions prior to a vote, if requested by Chair.  

 Prepare and attest to approved minutes.  

 Forward meeting recordings to staff.  

 Forward draft minutes to the members and the City Clerk as soon as possible after the meeting.  

 Keep track of AB 1234 ethics training requirements and training sessions completed, for each 

member, and forward those to the City Clerk.  

 

III.  Committees  
The board may appoint committees of less than a quorum of its members to address specific matters 

within its purview. In certain instances, a committee may be formed with members of two or more 

boards, to address issues crossing boundaries of normal responsibilities.  Board committees have 

narrowly defined discretion and shall not stray from the board direction.  

IV.  Meeting Types  
All board meetings shall be held in full compliance with all provisions of the Brown Act (California 

Government Code, Section 54954.2) the Municipal Code, and Council Policy.  At a minimum, this shall 

include:  

 Posting of the agenda a minimum of 72 hours prior to regularly scheduled meetings, with a 

listing of agenda items in terms adequate to advise the public of the business to be considered. (A 

catchall for "miscellaneous" or "new business" items is not permissible; new matters raised shall 

be placed on future agendas.)  In the case of special meetings, notice and agenda posting shall 

occur a minimum of 24 hours prior to the meeting.  

 Agenda and packet materials shall be available prior to meetings at a location to be  
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designated by the board and indicated on the posted agenda.  Materials presented at  

meetings shall also be available to the public in attendance.   

 

 Provision for public comment shall be made at all meetings for items on the agenda as well as 

matters not on the agenda that are under the purview of the board.    

 Open and public meetings shall be the rule; all business of the board is to be conducted at such 

meetings. Closed sessions may be held only under Brown Act restrictions and upon approval of the 

city attorney.  

 

Regular Meetings. Regular meetings shall be held at a regular date and time, either once or twice a 

month. Regular meetings shall also be held at a regular place, generally in Council Chambers or the City 

Manager’s Conference Room.  Whenever a regular meeting falls on a public holiday, no regular meeting 

shall be held on that day.  Such regular meeting may be rescheduled to another business day or canceled 

by motion adopted by the board.  

In the event it is the wish of the board to adjourn its meeting to a certain hour on another day, a 

specific date, time and place shall be set by the board, as part of the motion to adjourn.  

If unable to attend a meeting, members should announce their upcoming absence prior to the 

adjournment of the prior meeting.  If they become aware of their inability to attend after that, they 

should notify the Secretary immediately.  

Meetings may be cancelled by the chair due to a lack of business, or if the Chair determines a 

quorum will not be met.  Such cancellations shall be posted.  

Special Meetings. Special meetings for the purpose of conducting study sessions or workshops, or for 

other purposes, may be held at any time upon the call of the Chair, a majority of the voting members of 

the board, or the City Council, following notice as required by law.  The time and place of the special 

meeting shall be determined by the convening authority.  

Meetings of Individual Members with Applicants or the Public.  Meetings and other communication 

between a board member and members of the public interested in the outcome of an agendized item can be 

a valuable method for the board member to determine what decision will be best for the community. The 

board member should share useful information with the full board in open session.  

When the board is acting on a given item in a quasi-judicial capacity, the member shall report on any 

such ex parte communications at the beginning of the meeting at which the item is considered (see 

Meeting Rules and Procedures).  

V.  Process and Administrative Matters 
Agendas and Posting. The agenda for each meeting of the board shall be prepared by the 

Secretary or staff, and approved by the Chair.  The number of items to be considered on each 

agenda will be determined based on the nature and complexities of the items and what can 

reasonably be considered in the two or three hours set for the meeting.    

The agendas for all regular and special meetings shall be posted at the Library, the outdoor display cabinet 

at the City Hall, and on the City’s web site.  In addition, if the meeting is held somewhere other than at 

City Hall, the agenda shall be posted at that facility, in a location that is accessible by the public for a full 

72 hours prior to a regular meeting, or a full 24 hours prior to a special meeting.    
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Any item within the board’s purview may be placed on a future agenda when requested by a board 

member through the Chair.  (An exception to this rule is reconsideration of a decision; see Meeting Rules 

and Procedures.)  

Conduct of Meetings.  Board meetings shall follow the meeting rules and procedures approved by the 

Council and provided in Meeting Guidelines and Procedures.  

Recordings. Meetings shall be recorded on an audio tape or digital audio recorder, and kept by the 

Secretary or designee. The recording is to be erased after one year or upon approval of the minutes, 

whichever comes second.   

Minutes. Minutes shall be kept, are to be limited to a report of actions taken at the meeting (including 

findings or a reference to the findings for quasi-judicial actions, and any appropriate attachments, and 

shall note either unanimity or a record of the vote for all actions).  The draft minutes of all meetings shall 

be forwarded to the members and the City Clerk, so they can be included in the packets of the next 

available City Council meeting. Approved minutes shall be signed by the Chair and filed with the City 

Clerk.  

Matters Needing the Attention of Others.  Each board shall ensure that the Council or staff is notified 

promptly of matters needing the attention of Council, staff, or another board.  Such matters can be noted 

clearly in the minutes, carried forward by staff, forwarded to the City Manager by the Council liaison, or 

presented to the Council by a member of the board at the next available Council meeting.  If the matter 

needs prompt Council action, then the Chair shall ensure that the City Clerk is notified as soon as possible, 

to ensure the matter is agendized and any additional necessary analysis can be undertaken.   

Ethics. Each member of a board is a representative of the City and the board on which he or she 

serves. Each member has a duty to represent the City to the best of his or her ability, and to take those 

actions that the member believes are for the benefit of the City as a whole.  

Each member shall take the required AB 1234 ethics training at least biannually and notify the Secretary 

upon completion. Each member shall adhere to the standards of ethics established by the City Council 

and file with the City Clerk on a timely basis all appropriate FPPC reports.  

Annual Report.  Each board shall forward to the Council, prior to January 1 of each year, a report on 

matters of interest.  Such reports are not to repeat what is contained in the meeting minutes, but address 

those matters and suggestions that are designed to assist the Council and to improve the effectiveness of 

the board or the system of advisory boards in future years.  

Adoption and Amendment of Board-Specific Protocols.  A board may adopt board-specific protocols 

consistent with these standards. They shall be adopted and amended by a majority vote of the members 

present and voting, shall be reviewed annually by the board, and may be suspended at any meeting of the 

board by a majority vote of the members present and voting.  
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Successful Board and Commission Decision Making 
 
The Challenge.  We are used to making decisions in our personal lives.  Most of us are 
used to working in a hierarchical organization, in which unity of command ensures all 
understand who makes the decisions.  We are also used to voting in a representative 
democracy, in which our vote is symbolically important, but has very little chance of 
making the difference.   
 
Decision making in a small board or commission requires an entirely different set of 
skills and norms than does decision making in all of these other situations.  In order to do 
that effectively, all members of a given board or commission will need to ensure they 
have developed and practiced those skills and norms.  
 
Meeting the Challenge.  High-quality decision making is the primary means by which 
small groups in a knowledge-intensive field can move towards its goals.  Research shows 
that, under the right conditions, small groups can consistently make sound decisions, 
even better decisions than the most-capable individuals in them would make on their 
own.i  Decisions should be made in good faith and only after receiving all input and 
completing due deliberation.  “Coming together” can result when the board or 
commission members share the facts, take the time to understand each other’s 
perspective, and utilize an agreed-upon joint reasoning process.   
 
To make the consistently wise decisions of which it is capable, the board or commission 
members will need to create and continue to meet five basic conditionsii: 
 

 Diversity—bringing the greatest possible variety in the levels and types of 
knowledge, experiences, contacts in the constituency, and perspectives; 

 Collaborative norms—adopting and adhering to norms that stimulate its 
members’ creativity and intuition, and aggregate their knowledge in beneficial 
ways;  

 Reasoned analysis guided by informed intuition —using sound techniques to 
define and understand a problem, develop a broad range of alternative solutions, 
determine the pros and cons for each alternative, and select the best alternative or 
alternative mix; 

 Blended interdependence and autonomy— taking advantage of the individual 
experiences and expertise of every member, while ensuring that each member 
makes up his or her mind independently; 

 Mutual gain—making decisions that best serve the entire constituency’s common 
interests. 

 
To achieve and sustain these five conditions, and thereby produce the high-quality 
decisions that the City deserves, requires spending effort not only on what to decide (the 
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content), but how to decide (the process).  It is useful to examine in turn key practices 
vital to a small group’s ability to meet each condition.   
 
Further explanation of these five factors for the success of small group decision making is 
provided below. 
 
Diversity
A mix of perspectives—small groups should, to the extent possible, reflect the diversity of 
knowledge and experience available.   Research shows that five may be the optimum-
sized small group for most situations, for several reasons: 

 Five is about the maximum number of members that still allows every member to 
fully participate in the dialogue or discussion and find enjoyment in it;iii 

 There are enough members to represent virtually all major perspectives on most 
issues; 

 Each person can develop an appreciation and understanding of the other four 
members’ perspective, tendencies, and style; 

 All members can develop trust in each other and in the group;iv 
 A five-member group is large enough so that members can usually find others 

with whom to cooperate in the achievement of their respective objectives.v 
 
Reach out and listen to citizens and other stakeholders on an ongoing basis—the small 
group needs to constantly solicit input from other staff and recruit perspectives that 
otherwise would not be heard.  Building these links can help keep the City’s 
constituencies from becoming fragmented,vi mend previous fractures, and ensure that all 
perspectives have been taken into consideration.  Take advantage of as much knowledge 
as possible, seeking information and counsel from outside sources.  Routinely find out 
what others have tried in addressing similar problems, as well as the level of success they 
have had. 
 
Surveys and polls are expensive, but can be extremely helpful.  Holding town hall 
meetings can also provide an effective way to garner a sense of public views. 
 
Collaborative norms
Collaborative norms are practical guidelines for productive group meetings when 
decision-making responsibilities are shared.  To be effective, small groups require mutual 
trust and respect, both of which are built over time, reinforced by interactions based on 
such principles as the “platinum rule” and actions that match our words.  As with 
individual virtue, group excellence is developed by reinforcing good habits and learning 
from our mistakes. 
 
Be hard on the issue and easy on the person.  Practice empathy and respect.  Each 
member can assertively seek to persuade the other members while also being empathetic 
with their perspectives.  Empathy requires only the willingness to view the issue from the 
other person’s perspective, to stand in his (or her) shoes.  A useful technique is to 
occasionally require that members argue each other’s position on an issue.  It sounds like 
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a time luxury we don’t generally have; it often ends up, however, saving time, as it 
rapidly advances members’ overall understanding of an issue. 
 
Everyone participates enough, but no one dominates—some group members love to talk, 
have much they wish to share, and prefer to frame the discussion by being the first to 
speak.  Others make up their minds more slowly, are naturally quiet, and usually want to 
wait and hear what others have to say before sharing their views.  Both extremes pose 
equal risks to small group success.  Therefore, it is important to vary the order of when 
people speak, letting those who are uncertain and not as far in their thought process, 
speak first.  They are more likely to ask questions and identify uncertainties.  This helps 
ensure the group doesn’t go far down one road, not realizing until much later that it is 
headed towards a dead end, and must then back up to get it right. 
 
The chair can help ensure that presentations are short and to the point, and that 
contributions of all members are valued equally.  Make sure the room is conducive to 
creative and free-flowing discussion and meeting aids such as flip charts or white boards 
are readily available.  The table should not focus attention on one person, but all 
members equally.  Move empty chairs out of the way, as they are energy sinks and send a 
message of separation, not group integrity. 
 
Don’t stifle positive dissent; ensure all perspectives have been heard and, even more 
importantly, considered—There is often great real and perceived pressure on the small 
group as a whole or on individual members to make a decision quickly, to avoid “analysis 
to paralysis.”  It is certainly important that decisions be made on a timely basis, even if 
there is no crisis.  The small group’s decision, however, has little chance of being 
sustainable if all perspectives have not been considered and incorporated into the 
recommended approach.   
 
Don’t end the dialogue too soon—Insights and understanding do not come according to a 
pre-set schedule.  Just as with brainstorming, it is often after the first round of 
contributions is over when the true insights appear.  As we said on the ranch where I once 
worked, “A chicken doesn't stop scratching just because worms are scarce.”  An 
experienced chair or facilitator can often sense when to wait, letting members extend 
their thoughts, before closing off discussion. 
 
Reasoned analysis guided by informed intuition 
Look where you want to go, not where you are going.  Bicyclists know that if they focus 
on a pinecone or rock in the road, they are likely to hit it.  Instead, they look beside it, 
where they need to ride.  So too, with small groups.  Keep the agreed-upon vision for the 
City on the wall, visible to all.  Make sure the discussion of every issue moves you 
toward, not away from, the achievement of your vision. 
 
Dig deep to surface the real problem to be solved or opportunity to be addressed—an 
issue as it is first raised may in fact not be the true problem deserving of attention.  As 
humans, when confronted with an apparent problem, most of us will tend to immediately 
jump to solutions.  Highly functioning small groups, however, take a few minutes to 

City of Pacific Grove -3- Rev. 3-12-12 
 

Item 3



 

ensure they identify and truly understand the real problem that needs attention, and look 
at it from the perspective of each of the constituency’s interests.  Asking “Why?” several 
times in succession often helps a small group drill down to the real problem. 
 
Use emotions and intuition productively—Many counsel that emotions have no place in 
decision making.  Not true.  Our emotions are often based on an entire lifetime of 
experiences, much of which can be very relevant.  By ignoring our emotions, we waste 
much of what we have learned from those experiences.  The problem arises when we let 
those emotions get in the way of the process, rather than contribute to wiser decisions. 
 
Diverge first; then converge—once the small group has identified the real problem, it 
should next brainstorm or otherwise elicit a range of alternative solutions.  If you would 
get three different bids for a paving contract as a matter of course, why not analyze at 
least three different options for solving other problems you face?vii  Discussion of each 
option opens up people’s thinking and increases the likelihood that the small group will 
implement a solution that truly addresses the problem or opportunity.  Only once a set of 
strong options has been identified, should the small group start winnowing down to those 
actions best able to satisfactorily address the issue at handviii. 
 
Analyze options simultaneously, not sequentially.  Many small groups fall into the trap of 
discussing one option at a time, deciding whether to accept or reject it.  This often means 
that the small group selects the first reasonable-sounding alternative presented, not the 
best alternative.  Instead, wise small groups recognize that decision making is choosing 
between alternative courses of action.  They consider the pros and cons of the leading set 
of alternatives simultaneously, which allows them to select the one alternative (or mix of 
alternatives) that best meets the constituency’s interests. 
 
A great technique here is posting one flip chart page for each option, and listing in two 
columns, the pros and cons for that option.  This “+/- T chart” creates an analysis, 
combining everyone’s ideas in a way that is visible to all, that may help the best option 
become readily apparent.  (In addition, by using the flip charts, everyone is focused on 
the creative process, rather than also trying to take their own notes.)  It also helps to 
upload photos of each chart into a folder on a shared drive, so that all members can refer 
to the analysis and, for example, re-examine it if problems arise later with the selected 
option. 
 
Conduct two or more sessions—Contentious issues should be considered over at least 
two meetings.  This ensures all information that is elicited can be included in the analysis, 
which often will require research between the meetings.  Both meetings do not need to be 
at the small group level.  Even better is for the small group to not address a contentious 
issue until it has first been addressed by a committee, a task force, or another group 
taking public input, as long as this group operates its meetings by these same principles.
 
Blended interdependence and autonomy  
Some decisions can be based on the hard evidence.  Others, however, require a judgment 
call.  The best small group judgment calls take advantage of the individual experiences 
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and expertise of every member, while ensuring that each member makes up his or her 
mind independently. 
 
Separate facts and opinions in time—Sharing information helps each individual in the 
group make a better decision.  Sharing opinions too early in the process, however, can 
inhibit members from making their own judgment.  After hearing the basic issue to be 
addressed, the small group should first ask any and all questions, ensure the full set of 
facts are in the open, available for all members to consider, before beginning their 
deliberations.  Even then, initial deliberations should conduct reasoned analysis before 
sharing their opinions.  As Colin Powell instructed his subordinates, “Tell me what you 
know.  Then tell me what you don’t know.  And only then can you tell me what you 
think.  Always keep the three separated.”   
 
Resist the illusion of unanimity—Powerful pressures arise in any cohesive group when a 
non-member voices objections to the group’s direction.  These pressures tend to bolster 
morale and cohesiveness at the expense of critical thinking, and can result in 
“groupthink,” the mode of thinking that makes concurrence so important that it overrides 
a realistic appraisal of the options.ix  As Alfred P. Sloan noted, when we are all in 
agreement on a decision we should probably take the time to talk to others in order to 
gain an understanding of what the decision is really all about.  Different backgrounds and 
different knowledge bases lead to different perspectives, which lead to different 
understandings of the problem, which then lead to very different solutions.  In support of 
this, every member should be willing to play the devil’s advocate.x

 
Make simultaneous individual decisions—one of the paradoxes of a sound group process 
is that, in making their individual decisions, members should not be initially concerned 
about what the group decision will be.  Each member must make up his or her own mind, 
based on all of the information that has been developed and analyses that have been 
conducted.  The entire group conducts the analysis; each member makes the decision.   
 
In those cases where no one has any greater expertise than anyone else does—such as 
deciding on what day to hold a major event—it is best if members do not even know each 
other’s preferences before deciding on their own.  Every member must be willing to keep 
his or her mind open until the very end, or even change it as many times as it takes to get 
it right.   
 
For most boards and other small groups, some decisions should be made by consensus 
and others by voting.  The challenge is knowing when to use which.  
 
Consensus means reaching a decision that all members can actively support, even if the 
chosen option was not their preferred choice.  Thus, each member needs to be able to 
recognize that, given the needs of the City and the differing perspectives represented on 
the board, he or she agrees that this is the best choice at this time. Consensus may require 
full discussion, but it assumes that members are prepared to cooperate. When trying to 
achieve consensus, the people at the meeting discuss each topic until the chair believes 
that all are in agreement. If the members have one purpose, plenty of time, and a shared 
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goal of cooperation, consensus works very well. Consensus tends to yield greater 
solidarity around the final choice. Although it may take more time to reach a decision, 
earnestly laboring for clarity and agreement through the consensus process very often 
results in profound leaps of commitment and group growth. 
 
However, if the board consists of very busy people with strong opinions and varied 
interests, if the issue under discussion is complex and of many facets, you will probably 
find that most members will want to make decisions by voting. 
 
Be flexible.  Flexibility isn’t a weakness; changing your mind isn’t giving in or losing.  
Instead, it is an acknowledgement that, in a complex world with many different 
perspectives, our community has a multiplicity of interests to be balanced and, as we 
learn more about these interests, we may come to agree that another way of achieving 
those interests may be more effective or more acceptable. 
 
If there is an instance in which you have to vote, don’t count votes; weigh views—the 
normal process of up-or-down voting elicits very little information.  It does not tell us 
how strongly each small group member may support or oppose a given alternative.  
Instead, each member can indicate the strength of support (or opposition) he or she has 
for each option being considered by rating all options rather than just selecting the 
apparently preferred option.  Members can vote by rating the level of support for the 
alternative, using a scale of 1 to 10 (or 1 to 100, or A through F, etc.)xi.  Options not rated 
highly by any member can be eliminated, allowing the discussion to focus on just those 
presenting the dilemma.   
 
The confidence each member has in the alternative, based on the degree of knowledge, 
expertise, and insight that has been brought to bear, determines the weight that vote 
should carry.  If the preferred option garners only weak support, and strong reservations, 
the entire matter needs further consideration.  Ask two questions:  Can everyone support 
this decision (or course of action)?  Is there anyone who cannot?  Ensure everyone 
answers; don’t assume that silence means assent. 
 
Mutual Gain
Seek what is best for the entire community.  Members have a duty to maintain undivided 
loyalty to the entire community, in order to further Pacific Grove’s overall interests, not 
just a part of it.   
 
Within that, the small group should select the course of action that its reasoned analysis 
and dialogue has indicated will provide the greatest net benefit for the entire constituency 
over the long term.  This may be what a clear majority of citizens want, but not always. 
 
Create winners, not losers—all too often, majority rule means the winners take all and 
the losers get nothing.  That is seldom the best decision for a City of such diverse 
interests and perspectives.  Optimally, the costs of a decision should be borne 
proportionately to the gain.  People generally do not make decisions that are best for the 
overall City, when they receive the benefits but others bear the costs of those decisions. 

City of Pacific Grove -6- Rev. 3-12-12 
 

Item 3



 

 
Most citizens will accept—and even support—a decision they don’t agree with, as long 
as they know that their perspectives and concerns were heard and considered (as 
discussed above).  Ensure program staff and interested constituency members understand 
the logic used in making the decision.  Detail the criteria.  Share how each person’s and 
each interested group’s perspective helped shape the decision.  If appropriate, develop 
“findings” and make them available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
i  Much of the research is becoming readily available on the internet.  See, for example: 

http://search.rand.org/; or http://welch.som.yale.edu/cascades/ 
ii  See:  Surowiecki, James, The Wisdom of Crowds:  Why the Many Are Smarter than the Few and How 

Collective Wisdom Shapes Business, Economies, Societies, and Nations, New York:  Doubleday, 2004 
and at http://www.randomhouse.com/features/wisdomofcrowds/Q&A.html; Susskind, Lawrence E. and 
Jeffrey L. Cruikshank, Breaking Robert’s Rules:  The New Way to Run Your Meeting, Build Consensus, 
and Get Results, Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2006; Buchanan, J. M. and Tullock, G., The Calculus 
of Consent:  Logical Foundations of Constitutional Democracy, Ann Arbor, MI:  University of Michigan 
Press, 1962; Axelrod, Robert, The Evolution of Cooperation, New York:  BasicBooks, 1984,; Panel on 
the Nonprofit Sector, Principles for Good Governance and Ethical Practice:  a Guide for Charities and 
Foundations, Convened by Independent Sector, Washington, D.C., October, 2007, 
http://www.nonprofitpanel.org/report/principles/ Principles_Guide.pdf, principles 9-11. 

iii  Macionis, John J., Society: The Basics (10th Edition) New York:  Prentice Hall, MySocLab Series, 
2008, p. 107 

iv  Begley, Sharon, “Critical Thinking:  Part Skill, Part Mindset and Totally Up to You,” Wall Street 
Journal, October 20, 2006, p. B1. 

v  Axelrod, Robert, The Evolution of Cooperation. 
vi  Buchanan, Mark, Nexus:  Small Worlds and the Groundbreaking Theory of Networks, New York:  W. 

W. Norton & Company, 2002, p. 37. 
vii  Martirossian, Jasmine, Decision Making in Communities:  Why Groups of Smart People Sometimes 

Make Bad Decisions, Alexandria, VA:  Community Associations Press, 2001, p. 81. 
viii  Fisher & Ury, Getting to Yes:  Negotiating Agreement without Giving in, Boston:  Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1981, pp. 3-14, 41-52. 
ix  Janis, Irving, Groupthink:  Psychological Studies of Policy Decisions and Fiascoes, Boston:  Houghton 

Mifflin Company, 1982. 
x  De Bono, Edward, Six Thinking Hats, Boston:  Little, Brown and Company, 1985. 
xi  Poundstone, William, Gaming the Vote:  Why Elections Aren’t Fair (and What We Can Do about It), 

New York:  Hill and Wang, 2008, pp. 231-249. 
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City of Pacific Grove 

Board and Commission 
Meeting Guidelines and Procedures 

 

The best board meetings are an appropriate mixture of formality and informality, process and 

substance.  Too much structure can prevent effective decision-making; too little structure enables 

those who do not agree with the majority to stifle progress.  In order to strike the right balance, 

Pacific Grove boards and commissions use simplified rules of parliamentary procedures for 

conducting their meetings.  

 

Parliamentary procedures are the body of commonly accepted rules and 

customs governing meetings and other operations of deliberative assemblies.  

Such groups follow parliamentary procedure to elicit a broad range of 

perspectives, deliberate collaboratively, and reach the best possible group 

decisions, while simultaneously continuing to develop the group’s capabilities. 

 

Fundamentally, parliamentary procedures assist groups effectively meet and 

make decisions in a fair and consistent manner—and make good use of 

everyone's time. The procedures provide a mechanism whereby: 1) only one subject may rightfully 

claim group attention at one time; 2) every proposal properly presented for consideration is due a 

free and full deliberation; and 3) the will of the majority is determined in orderly procedure, while 

preserving the rights of the minority.  The guidelines provided in the next few pages have been 

developed and tested over time.  They work best when they become second nature.  

 

Many new members might initially assume that a City board or commission must operate under 

Robert’s Rules of Order
1
.  The City Code requires the City Council to adhere to Robert’s Rules 

(PGMC §2.04.010) but is silent as to boards and commissions.  As a result, we use a simpler set of 

procedures, featuring group-friendly norms. These norms allow the use of well-accepted meeting 

facilitation tools that enable all members of the board or commission to engage in a more 

productive dialogue to address constituency problems and opportunities.  Boards and commissions 

benefit from a shared sense of inquiry, trust, empathy, and collaboration, which are often inhibited 

by the use of rigid rules. 

 

Parliamentary procedures should assist a board in being successful, and never get in the way of 

success.  To the extent that meeting facilitation techniques (detailed in several documents, see the 

list of sources, at the end) can augment or supplant rules, the board benefits.  More formal use of 

these guidelines is appropriate for items with greater importance, having greater legal strictures, or 

subject to greater conflict. 

 

Boards and commissions (hereinafter referred to as “boards”), and their committees, shall adhere 

to these guidelines and procedures for notice, conduct of meetings, reporting to the Council, and 

other matters, to the end that all deliberations are conducted and actions taken openly, that the 

public is well informed in a timely manner, and that the work is performed for the entire 

community’s benefit. 
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The failure of a board or its committees to conform to these guidelines shall not in any instance 

invalidate the action taken. 

 

I.  Quorum 
A quorum shall consist of a majority of the board’s voting member positions.  On a 5-member 

board, the quorum is 3; on a 7-member board, the quorum is 4.  There is no meeting when a 

quorum is not present. Either an ex-officio member or a vacancy reduces the number of voting 

member positions.  

 

II.  Order of Business 
The order of items shall be based on the complexity and importance of the items.  Generally, the 

order of business shall be as follows: 

 

1. Call to Order.  The presiding officer shall take the chair at the hour appointed for the 

meeting and call the meeting to order. Members present and absent shall be recorded; the 

Secretary shall announce if a quorum has not been achieved. 

 

2. Approval of Agenda.  Items to be continued, withdrawn, or reordered. 

  

3. Public Comment 

a. Written communications.  Receive written correspondence related to a matter within 

the board’s purview not but on that meeting’s agenda. Such communications have been 

included or listed in the agenda packet or, if received after the distribution of the 

packet, placed at the members’ positions. Note:  correspondence from members of the 

public relative to an item on that meeting’s agenda are noted during the board’s 

consideration of that item. 

 

b. Oral communications.  Receive oral input from members of the public on any item 

within the board’s purview but not on that meeting’s agenda.  Comments are generally 

limited to three minutes and will not receive board action.  Note:  comments from 

members of the public relative to an item on that meeting’s agenda are normally taken 

during the board’s consideration of that item.  However, the chair may accept public 

comment at the beginning of the meeting on items on the agenda, in the case of 

schedule conflicts, site visits, or other appropriate reasons. 

 

4. Member and Staff Announcements 
a. Attendance at meetings with relevance to the board.  Information gleaned that may 

be helpful to other members should be shared.  In addition, CA Gov’t Code §53232.3(d) 

provides that, “Members of a legislative body [which, based on the State’s definition, 

includes all City advisory boards] shall provide brief reports on meetings attended at the 

expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the legislative body.”  

 

b. Ex Parte Meetings and Communications. It is the responsibility of each member of a 

decision-making or advisory body to be as well informed as is feasible on matters that 

are to be addressed by the body.  If a member of a decision-making or advisory body is 

contacted by a member of the public on such a matter, and provided information that is 

germane in developing his or her position on an issue, that information is also of value 

to other members of the body and should be shared. 
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If the issue is quasi-judicial (“adjudicative”), members should seek to avoid receiving 

any such information outside of the meeting.  Quasi-judicial matters are applications 

and hearings that determine rights or obligations of named individuals or of specific 

property, such as requests for variances, appeals, and similar matters.  These matters 

require a decision based upon notice and a hearing record.  If a member does receive a 

communication on a pending quasi-judicial matter, the member shall announce such ex 

parte communication at the beginning of the body’s consideration of the item and shall 

share the information received with the other members.  Copies of the communications, 

including but not limited to electronically transmitted communications such as email, 

email attachments, and facsimile transmissions, shall be included in the public record. 

 

b. Consent Agenda   
a. Approval of Minutes of Prior Meetings.  As a general rule, the minutes of one 

meeting should be available for approval at the start of the next meeting.  This helps 

every member be fully up to speed on the board’s actions, whether they attended the 

prior meeting or not.  It also helps get people’s minds in gear. 

 

b. Other routine and non-controversial items, including receiving the minutes of other 

bodies.   

 

Any member of the board or public has the right to pull an item from the Consent Agenda. 

If an item pulled from the Consent Agenda can be handled quickly, it can be addressed 

immediately following approval of the remaining Consent Agenda items.  If the item now 

appears to be controversial or otherwise time consuming, then it often best addressed later 

in the meeting, in its correct spot on the Regular Agenda. 

 

c. Regular Agenda  

a. Public Hearings 

b. Continuing and Unfinished Business 

c. New Business 

d. Reports from Subcommittees 

 

d. Adjournment.  The Secretary shall announce the date and time of the next meeting.  It is 

helpful if any member who will be unable to attend announces that now. 

 

Depending on the board, meetings should be scheduled to last either two or three hours.  As a 

convenience to members and the public, meetings shall generally be kept within the scheduled 

time limits. 

 

The board will not normally consider any new items after a set time, to be determined by the 

board.  Affirmative vote on a motion to extend the meeting is required.  Any items remaining on 

the agenda shall be continued to either the next regular meeting or a special meeting, at the 

discretion of the board.  

 

III.  Addition of an Item to the Published Agenda  
Items not included on the posted agenda may be considered only if they fall within any of the 

below exceptions:  
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 In advance of the meeting—by creating an amended agenda, circulating the agenda and 

item to the board members, and posting all materials on the City’s website at least 72 

hours prior to the meeting.  

 At the meeting—there are two possibilities.  First, when a majority of the members 

decides an emergency exists; an emergency includes a work stoppage, crippling 

disaster, or any other activity that impairs public health and safety. Second, when two-

thirds of the members present and voting (or, if less than two-thirds of the members are 

present, a unanimous vote of those members present) decide that there is a need for 

immediate action that cannot reasonably wait until the next regularly scheduled meeting 

and the matter came to attention only after the agenda had been posted
2
.  

 

If an item does not fall within one of these exceptions it may not be discussed and acted upon, but 

may be added to a subsequent agenda. 

 

IV.  The Process for Consideration and Action on an Agenda Item  
The agenda constitutes the body's agreed-upon road map for the meeting.  Most regular agenda 

items can be handled by the board and chair in the following 4-phase process.  Reasonable 

variations are acceptable; on simple items, several steps are often combined.   

 

A.  Presenting Item 

1.  Opening Item.  The chair should clearly announce the agenda item number and should 

state what the subject is. The chair should then announce any special procedures to be followed 

(e.g., if the item is a public hearing.)  This is also when any member would announce his or her 

recusal, if a conflict of interest exists, and leave the room. 

  

2.  Hearing the Report.  Following that announced procedure, the chair should invite the 

appropriate people to report on the item, including any recommendations they might have. The 

appropriate person may be a member of the governing body, staff, or the chair of a committee 

that was charged with examining the matter in depth prior to its consideration by the 

board.  Verbal presentations should be short, so as to not repeat the basic information that 

should have been included in the agenda packet.  (By including all key information in the 

packet, members of the commission and the public can be informed about the item before the 

meeting, and have already requested any additional information they desire.)  The prepared 

information should include the purpose of the item, all needed background information, 

options considered, the results of any analysis, and the recommended action, if any.  Some 

chairs provide an opportunity here for board members to ask any clarifying questions of the 

person providing the report.  Others do not, as this has a tendency to segue into position 

statements before public input is taken, which is inconsistent with open meeting principles. 

  

B.  Taking Public Input.  The chair then opens the meeting to public input. If numerous 

members of the public indicate a desire to speak to the subject, the chair may limit the total 

amount of time available for public comment in order to ensure all items set for consideration 

may be heard at that meeting. At the conclusion of the public comments, the chair should ann-

ounce that public input has concluded (or that the public hearing, as the case may be, is 

closed).  A challenge for anyone chairing a public meeting is to accommodate public input in a 

timely and time-sensitive way, while maintaining steady progress through the agenda items.  The 

chair should not allow any person to go over the limit, stray from the topic, or become 
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disrespectful or abusive. 

 

C.  Considering the Item—the chair then brings the matter to the board for a collaborative, less 

formal deliberation. 

1. Developing a Common Knowledge Base and Understanding.  The chair should ask 

members of the body if they have any questions of the person(s) making the report or 

others with knowledge relevant to the issue.  Questions should go through the chair. 

 

2. Identifying Options. The chair should invite members to identify all alternative solutions 

to the questions and issues at hand. It is important to get all options on the table early in the 

deliberations, so they can be addressed simultaneously, not sequentially.  

 

3. Deliberating.  Once the options have been identified, unless the path forward is clear to all, 

the chair should ensure that the board undertakes deliberations that analyze all the options 

in full.  As we do not follow Roberts’ Rules, but instead more collaborative norms, the 

chair has great flexibility in how this is to be conducted.  Initial discussion should focus on 

identifying all relevant facts, ensuring the full range of alternatives has been identified, and 

inquiry, not advocacy.  An analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of all identified 

alternatives should be undertaken.  This can often be facilitated by the creation of a visual 

record, such as a separate flip chart for each alternative, with separate space for the pros 

and cons.  Time committed to this step should be adequate to allow the sense of the 

commission to emerge. 

 

D.  Deciding—the matter stays at the board, but more formality is introduced. 

1. Motion and Second.  The chair should then invite a motion from the members. When a 

motion is made, the chair should ask for or accept a second.  If there is no member 

willing to second, the motion would stand little chance of passage.  If no other motion 

is offered, the board is probably not ready to make a decision.  Thus, the chair should 

ask the members what additional information needs to be presented, or what other 

steps need to be undertaken, for them to be ready.  

 

2. Discussing the Motion’s Merits.  Once a motion is made and seconded, and the chair 

believes all members understand the motion, the chair should allow any additional 

desired discussion. This allows those supporting the motion, and those who may be 

opposed, to give their reasons. Now is the time for opinion and persuasion; advocacy 

not inquiry. 

 

Debate on policy is healthy; debate on personalities is not. The chair has the right to cut off 

discussion that is too personal or emotional. 

 

3. Voting.  If there is no desired discussion or the discussion has ended, the chair should 

announce that the body will vote on the motion. If there has been no discussion or a 

very brief discussion, the vote should proceed immediately, and there is no need to re-

peat the motion. If there has been substantial discussion, the Chair should ask the 

secretary or staff to repeat the motion. 

 

4. Announcing Action Taken.  Upon the completion of the vote, the Chair shall announce 

the result of the vote and what action (if any) the body has taken. In announcing the 
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result, the chair shall indicate the names of the members, if any, who voted in the 

minority on the motion. (Note:  effective January 1, 2014, state law now requires an 

oral announcement of all voting positions.)  This announcement might take the 

following form: “The motion passes by a vote of 3-2, with Smith and Jones dissenting.  

The board has approved the proposed work plan for the year, with two adjustments.” 

 

Public Hearings.  For public hearings, there are a few additional guidelines.  After receiving the 

staff report, the Chair opens the public hearing and accepts testimony in the following order: 

1. Statement of the applicant and/or his/her agents.  

2. Public input on the matter. 

The Chair shall then close the public hearing. 

 

The public input portion of the public hearing may be reopened before voting on the item if a new 

issue is raised.  It is not be necessary to re-open a public hearing to ask questions of the project 

applicant.  If the public hearing is reopened, all interested parties may be heard, but the chair can 

limit the input to the new issues and can further limit the time per comment.   

 

Rules of Testimony.  No person or member shall address the board without first securing the 

permission of the Chair to do so.  All comments shall be addressed to the board as a whole.  All 

questions shall be placed through the Chair. 

 

Speakers are not required to give their name or address, but it is helpful (though not required) for 

speakers to state their name in order that the secretary may identify them in the minutes of the 

meeting. 

 

If there are numerous members of the public who wish to participate on the issue, and it is known 

that all represent the same opinion, a spokesperson should be encouraged to speak for the entire 

group.  The spokesperson will then have the opportunity of speaking for ten minutes and of 

presenting a complete case. 

 

To avoid unnecessary cumulative evidence, the Chair may limit the time of testimony to not more 

than three minutes on a particular issue by each individual.  However, an applicant and designated 

opponent are generally allowed ten minutes of comment and an opportunity to rebut at the end of 

public comment. 

 

V.  Courtesy and Decorum  
The rules of order are meant to create an atmosphere where the members of the body and the 

members of the public can attend to business efficiently, fairly, and with full participation. 

And at the same time, it is up to the chair and the members of the body to maintain common 

courtesy and decorum. In the absence of informal facilitation of dialogue, it is best for only 

one person at a time to have the floor, and it is best for every speaker to be first recognized by 

the chair before proceeding to speak. 

  

The chair should always ensure that debate and discussion of an agenda item focus on the 

item and the policy in question, not on the personalities of the members of the body. Debate 

on policy is healthy; debate on personalities is not. The chair has the right to cut off discussion 

that is too personal or too emotional. 
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Getting the floor. Every member desiring to speak shall address the chair and, only upon 

recognition by the chair, confine contributions to the matter at hand, avoiding all indecorous 

language and personal attacks. 

 

In general, a member may not interrupt the speaker except for the following reasons:  

 Privilege. The proper interruption would be: “Point of privilege.” The chair would then 

ask the interrupter to, “State your point.” Appropriate points of privilege relate to 

anything that would interfere with the normal comfort of the meeting. For example, the 

room may be too hot or too cold, or a blowing fan might interfere with a person's 

ability to hear.  

 

 Order. The proper interruption would be: “Point of order.” Again, the chair would ask 

the interrupter to, “State your point.” Appropriate points of order relate to anything that 

would not be considered appropriate conduct of the meeting; for example, if the chair 

moved on to a vote on a motion that permits debate without allowing that discussion or 

debate.  

 

 Appeal. If the chair makes a ruling that a member of the body disagrees with, that 

member may appeal the ruling of the chair. If the motion is seconded and, after debate, 

if it passes by a simple majority vote, then the ruling of the chair is deemed reversed.  

 

 Call for orders of the day. This is simply another way of saying, “Let's return to the 

agenda.” If a member believes that the body has drifted from the agreed upon agenda, 

such a call may be made.  It does not require a vote, and when the chair discovers that 

the agenda has not been followed, the chair simply reminds the body to return to the 

agenda item properly before them. If the chair fails to do so, the chair’s determination 

may be appealed. 

 

 Withdraw a motion. During debate and discussion of a motion, the maker of the 

motion on the floor, at any time, may interrupt a speaker to withdraw his or her motion 

from the floor. The motion is immediately deemed withdrawn; and any other member 

may make the motion, once recognized. 

  

VI.  Motions 
Motions are the vehicles for decision making. As indicated above, a motion should be 

introduced on a matter after general information is shared and options have been identified, 

but before members share their opinions and seek to persuade. 

 

The chair shall ensure that all motions are clearly stated and commonly understood before 

allowing deliberations to begin. 

  

The types of motions, and the hierarchy of motions, are described in an accompanying 

document, Motions. 

 

VII.  Voting 
Voting Requirements.  The City Code requires the affirmative vote of a majority of the total 

members of a board or commission (excluding any non-voting members), on any item, for any 
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action by a board
3
, unless otherwise provided. In addition, proxy votes for absent members are not 

allowed. 

 

Disqualification from Voting; Recusal.  A board member shall disqualify him/herself from 

deliberation and voting on any matter before the board, prior to the board’s consideration of the 

matter, when there is a conflict of interest requiring disqualification as a matter of law.  A member 

may also disqualify him or herself due to personal bias or the appearance of impropriety.  

  

Upon the chair’s announcement of an item, the member shall state that he/she is disqualifying 

him/herself due to a conflict of interest, state the nature of the conflict (e.g., financial), and leave 

the voting area until the completion of that item.  Best practice is to leave the room, since facial 

expressions and other gestures might otherwise be viewed as an attempt to influence the remaining 

board members.  (Given that the Council chambers sound system allows people in the hallway and 

outdoors, members of Boards meeting there can still listen to the proceedings even upon leaving   

 

Should the number of members recusing themselves as a result of a conflict of interest disrupt the 

quorum, the “rule of necessity” allows the random selection of the fewest number of conflicted 

members to vote as is needed to enable a quorum to participate and reach a decision.
4
  

 

If a member is in doubt as to whether or not a conflict of interest exists, s/he should consult with 

the City Attorney prior to the meeting. 

 

Abstentions.  Abstentions are discouraged; full participation and voting by all members is 

necessary to represent the diverse interests in the community and contributes to better decisions.  A 

member should abstain from voting only because of lack of participation in an evidentiary 

proceeding before the board if the member had not had opportunity to review the record on the 

matter; such member will be recorded as absent for that item.   

 

A member present for consideration of a motion who opposes the motion must vote against it.  In 

the event of an abstention the abstainer in effect, "consents" that a majority of the quorum of the 

members present may act for him or her.  Thus, a member who abstains (for any reason other than 

lack of opportunity to review the record) is deemed to acquiesce in the action taken by the majority 

of members who voted.
5
  As an example, on a 5-member board, if the vote is 2 in favor, 1 against, 

with 1 absence and 1 abstention, the motion is approved, since a quorum was present and a 

majority of the total membership is judged to have voted in favor. 

 

Voting Methods.  When a motion is not likely to be opposed, the chair says, “If there is no 

objection, …”.  The members show their agreement, called “general consent,” by their silence.  If 

a member says, “I object," the item is put to a vote.  Most votes shall be by voice vote.  The chair 

asks those in favor to say, “Aye,” and those opposed to say “No.” If the outcome is unclear by 

voice, a hand vote may be taken. Any member may move for an exact count. In some cases, a roll 

call vote is required, with each member answering “yes” or “no” as his or her name is called.  The 

order of voting for roll call votes shall be random.  Secret ballots are allowed, but not required, 

only for elections of officers. 

 

Tie votes. Tie votes may be reconsidered during the time permitted by these guidelines on motion 

by any member of the board voting aye or nay during the original vote. Before a motion is made 

on the next item on the agenda, any member of the board may make a motion to continue the 
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matter to another date. Any continuance for this purpose suspends the running of any time in 

which action of the board is required by law. In addition, any member may agendize a matter that 

resulted in a tie vote for a subsequent meeting. 

 

Recording of Votes.  The minutes of the board’s proceedings shall show the vote of each member, 

including whether they were absent or failed to vote on a matter considered.  This is normally done 

as shown in the following example:  “The motion passed 5-2, Brown and Smith voting no.” 

 

Members may change their votes before the next item on the agenda is called.  A short recess 

called immediately after a controversial vote can sometimes help give members time required for 

reflection and needed second thoughts. 

  

Silence constitutes an affirmative vote. Members who are silent during a voice vote shall have 

their vote recorded as an affirmative vote, except when individual members have stated in advance 

that they will not be voting. 

  

VIII.  Majority and Super-Majority Votes  
Unless a super-majority is required (addressed in the accompanying document, Motions), a 

simple majority determines whether each motion passes or is defeated.  A tie vote means the 

motion fails. So in a seven-member body, a vote of 4-3 passes the motion. A vote of 3-3 with 

one abstention means the motion fails. If one member is absent and the vote is 3-3, the motion 

still fails. 

 

IX.  Deciding to Move on  
Items may be continued by a board to a continuation (or subsequent) meeting for the following 

types of reasons: 

 The board requires additional information during the meeting. 

 New information or issues come to light during the meeting that need further study. 

 Other reasons deemed appropriate and substantial by the board. 

 

In addition, a board that has been delegated authority to act on submitted applications (e.g., ARB, 

NRC, TSC, and Planning Commission) may continue an item when: 

 The applicant cannot appear at the meeting and has requested that the item be continued. 

 The application is revised by the applicant during the meeting. 

 The board requests that the application be revised. 

 

X.  When Action Is Necessary 
Once there is a defeated motion, the chair needs to decide how to proceed, based on the type of 

issue being addressed, and the reason the motion was defeated.  The chair can, for example, 

facilitate additional fact-finding, analysis of the issue, or dialogue that can lead to a motion able to 

garner a majority.  Before positions become hardened, it is frequently helpful to step back and 

explore shared interests.  Such efforts should be continued until action is achieved or it becomes 

clear that the body is not likely to become “unstuck.”  In most circumstances, the chair should then 

move the group on to the next agenda item. 
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In certain circumstances—a permit application, for example—the lack of any action is not 

acceptable (e.g., an application must ultimately be approved or denied).  There are four primary 

options here: 

 Continuing the item.  This is often undertaken if one or more members of the body are 

absent or if new information can be developed.  Continuance can also provide the applicant 

time to consider his/her options, develop a project more likely to receive approval, etc.  

Continuance is normally undertaken only with the concurrence of the applicant, and 

generally requires a super majority.  

 

 Technically denying the application.  This option is based on the philosophy that, for a 

project that has been proposed, approval requires a majority of members to vote in favor.  

Anything less than the required majority is thus considered a denial.  One option under 

“technical denial” is to allow any applicant or other party to appeal the matter (assuming an 

appeal would otherwise have been available) on the grounds that the matter was “deemed 

denied.”  This option avoids the need for the body to take further action (e.g., if the body is 

unable to achieve a majority vote to forward the matter to the next higher body). 

 

 Denying the application without prejudice.  This option may, in some situations, require at 

least one member of the body to switch his or her vote, in order to vote to deny for 

procedural reasons only.  Such reasons should be stated in the motion, so the record is 

clear.  It allows the applicant to either:  1) appeal to the next higher body; or 2) resubmit 

the same project or a modified project reflecting board or City input, without paying fees, 

waiting a minimum number of months, etc. (such a delay could be for any number of 

possible reasons, including awaiting turnover on the board).  This option is in addition to 

the provisions exclusively for the Planning Commission detailed in PGMC Section 

23.70.080. 

 

 Forwarding the matter to the next higher body for a de novo hearing.  This is similar to an 

appeal, but since it is an action of the body (and therefore takes a majority vote) requires no 

fees or other action by the applicant.  [Note:  this option is generally not available for land 

use issues.  Before any board takes such action, staff supporting the board should check 

with the City Attorney.]  

 
XI.  Discipline 
Each group has the authority to enforce its own rules.  The chair should respectfully point out any 

fault or violation of these rules and request the member to avoid such action.  If the member 

refuses to conform, the chair shall call the member to order by stating, “The member is out of 

order,” direct the member to conform, and indicate what remedy will be taken if the member 

refuses to conform.  If the member still refuses to conform, the chair should clearly state the 

breach involved and put the question to the group:  “Shall the member be allowed to continue 

_____________.”  This question is not debatable and is followed immediately by a call for votes.  

In extreme cases, the body may then ask the member to leave or the chair may call either a recess 

or an adjournment.  In such cases, the chair shall direct the secretary to describe in the minutes the 

objectionable actions by the member in sufficient detail so that members not present will fully 

understand the reasons for the body’s actions.  

 

If it is the chair who is violating the rules, then any member may call a, “Point of order.”  After the 

member describes the concern, the chair shall either agree and make the appropriate adjustment, or 
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shall put the question to the group, as above. 

 
XII.  Special Notes about Public Input  
The guidelines outlined here help make meetings very public-friendly. But in addition, and 

particularly for the Chair, it is often wise to apply three general guidelines that apply to each 

agenda item:  

1.  Tell the public what the body will be doing. 

2.  Keep the public informed while the body is doing it. 

3.  When the body has acted, tell the public what the body did. 

  

Public participation in public meetings is an important element of our community’s decision-

making process. One challenge for anyone chairing a public meeting is to accommodate 

public input in a timely and time-sensitive way, while maintaining steady progress through the 

agenda items.  

 

In summary, the guidelines presented here for conducting a meeting are offered as tools for 

effective meetings and as a means of developing sound public policy.  When these guidelines 

are silent, the chair shall decide all questions of order, subject to appeal by a member.  When in 

doubt, the chair may submit the question to the board, in which case a majority vote shall prevail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes 

                                                 
1
  Robert III, Henry M. et al., Robert's Rules of Order, 10th Edition, Cambridge, MA:  DaCapo Press, 2009, 

Introduction and Chapter 1. 
2
   California Government Code §54954.2(b) 

3
   PGMC §3.02.070 and §3.04.080 

4
  Pursuant to the Political Reform Act. 

5
   This protocol is based on several California Appellate Court decisions, an opinion of the Attorney General, and 

common law. 

 

Sources 

Doyle, Michael and David Straus, How to Make Meetings Work:  The New Interaction Method, New York:  Berkley 

Trade, 1993. 

Institute for Local Government, An Ounce of Prevention:  Best Practices for Making Informed Land Use Decisions, 

Sacramento, CA, 2006. 

League of California Cities, Parliamentary Procedure Basics Relating to League Policy Committees, Sacramento, CA:  

League of California Cities, 2006. 

National Association of Parliamentarians, http://parliamentarians.org/procedure.php.   

Robert III, Henry M. et al., Robert's Rules of Order, 10th Edition, Cambridge, MA:  DaCapo Press, 2009. 

Rosenberg, Dave, Rosenberg’s Rules of Order:  Simple Parliamentary Procedures for the 21
st
 Century, 

Sacramento, CA:  League of California Cities, 2003. 

Susskind, Lawrence E. and Jeffrey L. Cruikshank, Breaking Robert’s Rules:  The New Way to Run Your Meeting, 

Build Consensus, and Get Results, Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2006. 
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City of Pacific Grove 
BOARD AND COMMISSION 

MOTIONS 
 
The chair usually initiates a motion by: 

1. Inviting the members to make a motion: ''A motion at this time would be in 
order.”  

2. Suggesting a motion to the members: ''A motion would be in order that we 
approve and forward to the Council the annual report, as drafted.”  

3. Making the motion. 
  
Once recognized, a member makes a motion by preceding the member's desired 
approach with the words: “I move ...”  A typical motion might be:   “I move that we 
accept the staff recommendation that...”  
 
A second is not strictly required for most motions within a small group, such as a 
City board. It is the City’s norm, however, primarily since motions follow discussion, 
rather than preceding it, to require a second for all substantive motions. A second 
does not require, but normally implies, support for the motion; a motion unable to 
garner a second is not apt to pass.  
 
Often, a member will prefer a variant of the motion on the floor.  He or she can ask 
the maker and seconder if they are willing to reword their motion.  If they agree, the 
motion is so amended. 
 
If one or both is not amenable to the suggested rewording, a member may propose an 
amendment or wait until after the vote on the original motion and propose a different 
motion.  Up to three principle motions—the basic motion and two amendments—
may be considered at one time:    

1. The basic motion. The basic motion proposes a decision for consideration. A 
basic motion might be: “I move that we create a two-member committee to 
study this matter in depth.”   

2. The motion to amend.  A motion to amend proposes to change the basic 
motion under discussion.  A motion to amend might be: “I move that the 
committee focus on just two options.”   

3. The motion to amend an amendment. A motion to amend an amendment 
proposes a further change to the motions under discussion.  A motion to 
amend the amendment might be: “I move that one of options for the 
committee to analyze be reasonable options.” 

No further motion to address the substance of the matter is in order.  (Incidental or 
privileges motions, which deal with procedural issues, may still be raised.)  Each 
motion is subject to deliberation. 
 
Motions to amend or to amend an amendment are at times labeled a “substitute 
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motion.”  Whether considered as an amendment or a substitute, they are handled 
exactly the same.   
 
When Multiple Motions Are before the Board  
When two or three substantive motions are on the floor (with each having been 
seconded) at the same time, the first vote resolves the last motion made. If the 
amendments deal with alternative approaches to the same question, and a majority 
votes to approve the third motion, the remaining motions are then moot, and action 
on the agenda item would be complete.  If the third motion fails, the chair then 
proceeds to consider the second motion.   
 
If an amendment deals with a different aspect of the same matter (as in the examples 
above), then the motions would be considered in turn, in reverse order (second 
amendment, first amendment and original motion).   
 
Limits to Deliberation 
While the basic rule of motions is that they are subject to discussion and debate, 
some exceptions limit debate on a motion.  Examples of motions that are not 
debatable include: 

• A motion to adjourn. This motion, if passed by simple majority, requires the 
body to immediately adjourn to its next regularly scheduled meeting.  

• A motion to recess. This motion, if passed by simple majority, requires the 
body to immediately take a recess for the time set by the chair.   

• A motion to fix the time to adjourn. This motion, if passed by simple 
majority, requires the body to adjourn the meeting at the specific time set in 
the motion. 

• A motion to table. This motion, if passed by simple majority, places the 
matter on “hold” and ends discussion of the item.  The motion may state a 
specific time when the item shall return on the agenda, but it need not. 

When these, or other incidental or privileges motions are made and seconded, the 
chair must immediately call for a vote of the body without debate on the motion.   
 
Most motions require a simple majority; but a few exceptions apply when the body 
limits a minority from acting on or discussing an item.  These motions require a two-
thirds majority to pass:  

• Motion to close nominations. A motion to close nominations limits the right 
of a minority to nominate officers.   

• Motion to suspend rules. This motion is debatable, but requires a two-thirds 
vote to pass.  

 
Division of a Motion 
If a motion contains two or more divisible propositions, each of which is capable of 
standing as a complete proposition, the chair may, and upon request of a member shall, 
divide the same. The chair’s determination shall be appealable by any member. 
  
Withdrawal of a Motion 

City of Pacific Grove -2- Rev.3-12-12 

Item 3



  

A motion may be withdrawn by the maker at any time prior to the vote, without the 
consent of the member seconding it.  Any other member may choose to make the same 
motion. 
 

City of Pacific Grove -3- Rev.3-12-12 
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The Motion to Reconsider  
A motion to reconsider any action taken by the board may be made only during the 
meeting, at an adjourned meeting, or at the next meeting of the board following the 
meeting at which the action was taken. A motion to reconsider requires a second, is 
debatable, and is not amendable. The motion must be made by one of the prevailing side, 
but may be seconded by any member. A motion to reconsider shall have precedence over 
all other motions, or while a member has the floor, providing that no vested rights are 
impaired.  
 
The purpose of reconsideration is to bring back the matter for review. If a motion to 
reconsider fails, it may not itself be reconsidered. Reconsideration may not be moved 
more than once on the same motion. If the motion to reconsider passes, the original 
matter is back before the body.  A new original motion is in order. The matter may 
be discussed, debated, and amended as if it were on the floor for the first time. 
 
Nothing herein shall be construed to prevent any member from making a motion to 
rescind such action at a subsequent meeting of the board, provided the agenda for that 
meeting includes the proposed action to rescind. 
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City of Pacific Grove  3-12-12 

City of Pacific Grove 
Recommended Procedures for Resolving a 

Disturbance at a Board, Commission, or Committee Meeting 
 
Issues addressed by boards and commissions can be emotion-laden and contentious.  An effective 
chair can, in most cases, ensure that decorum is maintained, by wise use of the available tools, 
including: 

 Adoption and consistent use of the parliamentary rules provided in Meeting Guidelines and 
Procedures; 

 Development of the collaborative norms provided in Successful Board and Commission 
Decision Making; 

 Increasing the degree of formality and structure for matters more likely to lead to a loss of 
decorum; and 

 Immediate and decisive action when these rules and norms are not adhered to, as when a 
speaker engages in verbal attacks of another person’s motives, comments, or actions; 

 
There may be times, however, when even the most experienced and effective chair cannot prevent the 
meeting from getting out of hand, due to the actions of one or more individuals.  In such situations, the 
following steps should be followed: 
 
First Occurrence  
Chair: States required standard of decorum  
Asks offending person(s) to adhere to the standard at all times, and ensures a positive response.   If the 
person(s) do not respond positively, states that this is the standard required of all persons present; this 
is not optional standard. 
 
Second Occurrence (or continuation)  
Chair: Reminds offending person(s) that s/he has been: 1) informed of the required decorum; and 2) 
asked to adhere. Warns person(s) that, if such behavior continues, the Chair will request the Council 
Liaison/Staff/Vice-Chair to take all appropriate actions, including calling the Police (9-1-1).  
 
Third Occurrence (or continuation)  
A. If presence of individual(s) alone is not disruptive.  
Council Liaison/Staff/Vice-Chair: Informs offending person(s) that he or she may remain in the 
chambers only if s/he does not speak or otherwise act. Any overt conduct will result in his/her removal 
by Police.   The individual must acknowledge and agree to this requirement. If there is no agreement, 
proceed to B, below. 
 
B.  If continued presence of individual(s) is disruptive.  
Council Liaison/Staff/Vice-Chair addresses individual: 

Sir/Madam - You have a right to express your beliefs, but your actions and conduct are 
substantially and unlawfully interfering with this public meeting. You have been warned [two] 
times by this Chair. You have been asked to stop. You are warned that the Police will be contacted 
if you continue your actions.  
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I must inform you that willful disturbance of this meeting is a basis for criminal prosecution under 
Penal Code § 403.  I must further inform you that threats or intimidation that willfully hinders this 
assembly is a basis for criminal prosecution under Elections Code § 18340.  
 
Option A (allowed to stay). Your continued presence in this chamber will be disruptive if you make 
sounds or demonstrate other behavior. Do you agree to cease and desist making any and all 
disruptive sounds or behaviors during this meeting?  
 
Yes or No? [Please state your name for the record.]  
 
Any conduct or action by you other than observing these proceedings shall result in your removal.  
 
Option B (immediate expulsion). Your continued presence in this chamber is disruptive. If must 
leave immediately. If you do not leave, this meeting will be temporarily disrupted and adjourned.  
Your presence constitutes a continuing threat. Your decision to remain in this chamber is an act of 
intimidation. It will hinder this assembly.  
 
For these reasons, I am now required to request law enforcement intervention.  
 

Chair: Calls 10-minute recess 
 
Note:  if, at any point in this process, any member of the board (as well as staff or the Council liaison) 
is concerned about the personal safety of himself or any other member, he or she should state a pre-
arranged key word or phrase, all members should immediately arise and leave the room, and someone 
should call 9-1-1.  
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Timeless Tips for Civil Discourse 
 
 
As a community, Pacific Grove can sometimes seem, polarized. At these times, few seem 
willing to talk across the divide. Both parties shout across the moat—"If you would just 
stop yelling and listen, you'd learn why I’m right."   Of course, when both parties think 
that, no learning and no agreement can take place. 

"Many argue; not many converse."—Louisa May Alcott  
 
Free and open political discussions will always help make Pacific Grove strong. There is 
a value in facing differences. Good dialogue becomes the fire that tests the metal of our 
convictions and the depth of our understanding. We can't truly grasp a truth until we have 
explained and contested it. Constructive debates that involve strong opinions and heartfelt 
convictions are not then to be avoided; they are to be harnessed in a way that risks 
influence without demonizing our adversaries.  

"The test of courage comes when we are in the minority. The test of tolerance comes 
when we are in the majority." —Ralph Stockman  

 
Rest assured that the differences that face us are not going away. In a strange way, the 
truths that sustain our City are somehow best experienced by partaking in the healthy 
tension differences create. In a free society, finding clarity is often as important as 
convincing others. Americans reap the blessings of the freedoms we have; we need to 
undergo the fatigue and the work of sustaining them. As we sit down to tackle some of 
our tougher issues, it may be wise to try to establish a few ground rules for talking with 
instead of just talking at those with whom we disagree. 

"I have always believed that a lot of the troubles in the world would disappear if we 
were talking to each other instead of about each other." —Ronald Reagan 

 
Here are twelve tips on how to disagree without being disagreeable:  
 
1. Manners are the lubricating oil of good political discussions. Never underestimate 
the power of a ready smile, simple courtesy, and civility. Your courtesy may not be 
remembered or returned, but discourtesy will never be forgotten.  

"When you shoot an arrow of truth, dip its point in honey." —Arab proverb  
 
2. Show empathy and tolerance for differences. Tolerance and empathy do not require 
approval or agreement—they do require a cordial and positive attempt to understand 
another's feelings, beliefs, and positions. If you're doing all the talking, you are probably 
boring somebody. To lead others to your side on any issue it helps to see the road they 
must travel through their eyes, not your own.  

"When you want to convert someone to your view, you go over to where he is 
standing, take him by the hand (mentally speaking), and guide him. You don't stand 
across the room and shout at him; you don't call him a dummy; you don't order him 
to come over to where you are. You start where he is, and work from that position. 
That's the only way to get him to budge." —Thomas Aquinas  
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3. Do your homework to build depth behind your convictions. The journey to wisdom 
takes you from simple truths to a deeper understanding and then back to an informed 
simplicity that communicates depth. Be humble and fair with your "facts." Statistics are 
only temporary snapshots in a stream of reality and far too many quotes are often taken 
out of context. There is value in doing your homework; it is quite another thing to tell 
people everything you know about a subject and call it dialogue. 

"It is easier to be critical than to be correct."—Benjamin Disraeli  
 
4. When caught off guard, take time to think before engaging in speech, sending e-
mails or leaving phone messages. The real art of political dialogue is not just saying the 
right thing at the right moment; it is the ability to leave unsaid the wrong thing at the 
tempting moment. When you write with strong emotion, you may rally the faithful, but 
those who disagree with you won't read past the first attack. Put your mind in gear before 
you put your tongue or your computer into action. Edit those tirades into clear statements 
designed to influence instead of inflame. 

"I have never been hurt by anything I didn't say."—Calvin Coolidge  
 
5. Avoid name-calling, "you" statements, and "should" talk! Instead of putting down 
others or their positions, share your opinions in the form of "I" statements—"I find...; I 
feel...; I think..." Find that assertive middle-ground where you can express opinions 
without demeaning those with whom you disagree.  Remember, over 28 million people 
will probably vote for the "other guy!" to be President no matter what names you call 
him.  

"I tolerate with the utmost latitude the right of others to differ from me in opinion 
without imputing to them criminality... Both of our political parties, at least the 
honest part of them, agree conscientiously in the same object—the public good; but 
they differ essentially in what they deem the means of promoting that good.... Which 
is right, time and experience will prove.... With whichever opinion the body of the 
nation concurs, that must prevail."—Thomas Jefferson  

 
6. Seek first to understand by mastering the art of listening and the use of engaging 
questions. Instead of imparting wisdom, too many settle for a strong wind—we blow in, 
blow hard, and blow out! If you're doing all the talking, you are probably boring 
somebody. Master some timely questions: What are the most important issues to you? 
Help me understand your position? What would you do differently? What evidence do 
you have of that? Do you see any unintended consequences?  

"It is better to know some of the questions than all of the answers."—James Thurber  
 
7. Use the power of a positive pause to surface more understanding and deeper 
insights. It is an encouraging pause that gives others the time to get beyond their own 
self-imposed obstacles to see different positions without being rushed to defend their 
position. 

"The right word may be effective, but no word was ever as effective as a rightly timed 
pause." —Mark Twain  

 

 -2- 

Item 3



8. When it is your turn to speak, be focused more on what you are for rather than 
what you are against. Anger over the past does not a vision make! Participating in the 
blame game only traps your eyes to the rearview mirror looking at things that can't be 
changed while new obstacles and challenges are rapidly approaching out the front 
window! Both political parties have made and will continue to make mistakes. Let people 
save face and learn from mistakes by focusing on working to invent a better future.  

"It is true that we have more semi-structured Crossfire-style debates than ever before, 
but much of this is rigidly preprogrammed sniping. Even when the sniping is 
downplayed, TV demands sharp sound bytes, which pushes all talking heads toward 
more vehemence and simplemindedness. Instant certainty becomes mandatory.... 
Where is the real debate?"—John Leo  

 
9. Be able to admit your own mistakes and the mistakes of your own party. "My 
party right or wrong!" seldom impresses the independent-thinking people you want to 
influence. If you can't confront your own when in the wrong, you won't be respected. 
Stand for what you believe and admit when you are wrong. Even when you cannot 
honestly concede a mistake, at least admit that the issue is a difficult one.  

"Man does not live by words alone, despite the fact that sometimes he has to eat 
them."—Adlai Stevenson  

 
10. Use humor to diffuse the tension conflict creates and to keep issues in 
perspective. Making fun of others seldom wins point in political conversations. The 
safest target for your humor is always yourself. When Lincoln was accused of being 
"two-faced" in his debates with Stephen Douglas, he replied, "Obviously I am not two-
faced, or I would not have used this one!" When George Washington faced a 
Constitutional Convention that wanted to pass a law limiting the size of the army to 5,000 
troops, he agreed as long as they would limit the size of the enemy to 3,000 troops. The 
resulting laughter ended the debate and the threat of the unwise legislation.  

"I do not seek applause...nor to amuse the people. I want to convince them. I often 
avoid a long and useless discussion by others or a laborious explanation on my own 
part by using a short story that illustrates my point of view." —Abraham Lincoln 
  
"Every one of his stories seems like a whack upon my back. Nothing else—not any of 
his arguments or any of his replies to my questions—disturbs me. But when he begins 
to tell a story, I feel that I am to be overmatched." —Stephen Douglas  

 
11. Instead of hammering your position home, be ready to take distance from a 
difficult conversation and give others time to think. The most powerful impact from a 
thoughtful conversation is often experienced after the parties have left each other's 
presence. Forcing closure may only harden views that might have changed if the 
information shared had been given time to percolate.  

"A fanatic is one who can't change his mind and won't change the subject." 
—Winston Churchill  
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 

300 FOREST AVENUE 
PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA 93950 

TELEPHONE (831) 648-3190 • FAX (831) 648-3184 

Regular Meeting Agenda  
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Date & Time:  Thursday, June 16, 2011 – 6:00 p.m.   

Location:  City Hall, Council Chambers – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

Color Code: 
Black = original agenda 
Green =  amplifying of agenda 
Blue =  as called for in a given situation 
Brown = reminders, special notes, etc.  

 
MEETING AGENDA: 

1. Call to Order Welcome to all. I’m Linda Bailey, and I call to order this June 16th, 2011 meeting 
of the Pacific Grove Planning Commission. The time is 6:00. 

2. Roll Call All commissioners are present [except for…] 

 Planning Commission Members:  Robin Aeschliman, Linda Bailey (Chair), Bill Bluhm 
(Vice-Chair), Jeanne Byrne, Bill Frederickson (Secretary), Andrew Passell, Mark 
Travaille  

3. Approval of Minutes 

a. May 19, 2011 Planning Commission Regular Meeting  
  Recommended Action:  Approve minutes as presented. 

Note:  The May 17, 2011 Planning Commission Site Review Meeting was 
cancelled due to a lack of items requiring a site visit. 
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Does staff have any changes or corrections to the minutes? 

Do commissioners have any changes or corrections to the minutes? 

Could I have a motion to approve the minutes as presented/as amended?  Second?  

It has been moved and seconded that we approve the minutes as presented/as amended. Is 
there any discussion? 

All in favor say Aye. All opposed say No. The motion passes/fails.  

 
 
4. Public Comments We’ve now reached Item 4, the Public Comment section of our 

agenda.  

[This is a chance for the public to weigh in on matters not on our agenda tonight, either 
by writing in advance or by coming before us to speak. Matters addressed should be 
under the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission. We are not able to act on such 
comments at this time. There will be an opportunity to speak about items on our agenda 
later in the meeting.]  

Have we received any letters or emails regarding matters not on this agenda? 
 
Is there anyone wishing to speak about a matter that is not on our agenda? [Please come 
forward, state your name, and try to limit your comments to three minutes.] 
 

Items to be Continued or Withdrawn 

None 

5. Consent Agenda 

[The Consent Agenda consists of routine items for which a staff recommendation has 
been prepared.  Anyone may request that an item be moved from the consent agenda to 
the Regular Agenda for further discussion. One motion will cover all items on the 
Consent Agenda. A motion to approve will authorize the action or recommendation 
indicated.] 

We have one item on the consent agenda tonight:  

Schedule of Planning Commission-Requested Informational Reports 

CEQA Status: Not a “project” under CEQA 
Staff Reference:  Ashley Hefner, Assistant Planner 
Recommended Action: Approve as presented. 
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Is there any planning commissioner or member of the public who would like to see this item 
moved to the regular agenda, so that it may be discussed, or so that the public can comment? 

Does any commissioner wish to move any items from our regular agenda onto the consent 
agenda? 

Then I’ll accept a motion to approve the consent agenda. All in favor say Aye. Opposed? The 
motion passes/fails by a vote of __ to __. 

6. Regular Agenda  

a. Project Address:  620 Ocean View Boulevard/Old Bath House 
Application: Use Permit Amendment 2988-08 
Applicant:  Robert Enea, Enea Properties LLC 
Project Description: Proposed change in hours of operation from 5:00 p.m. through 
10:00 p.m., seven days per week, to 4:00 p.m. through 12:00 a.m., seven days per week. 
Zone District: Open Space (O) 
General Plan/LCP Designation: Open Space Recreational (OS-R) 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 006-155-099 
CEQA Status: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Staff Reference:  Ashley Hefner, Assistant Planner 
Recommended Action: Approve as presented, subject to recommended 
findings and conditions. 

Is there a staff report for this item? 
 

Do commissioners have any questions of the staff?  
 
Other questions? Then I’ll open up the public hearing. GAVEL 
 
Is there anyone else wishing to speak on this item? Please come forward and state 
your name, and keep your comments to three minutes. 
 
Anyone else? Seeing no one, I will close the public hearing and bring the matter 
back to the planning commission for discussion.  
 
GAVEL 
 
Discuss Bath House use permit amendment. 
 
Sounds like we’re ready for a motion on this use permit amendment. 
 
It has been moved and seconded that we approve/disapprove the use permit 
amendment, including the staff-recommended findings and conditions, as 
amended. 

 
Any further discussion? All in favor say Aye. Opposed, say no. 
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The motion passes/fails 

b. Uses in Parcels Zoned (O) Open Space Informational Report, Follow-up 
CEQA Status: Not a “project” under CEQA 
Staff Reference:  Ashley Hefner, Assistant Planner 
Recommended Action:  Receive staff presentation and public comments, and 
hold discussion. 
May we have the staff report? 

 Do commissioners have any questions of the staff?  
 
Other questions? Then I’ll open this up for public comment. GAVEL 
 
Is there anyone else wishing to speak on this item? Please come forward and state 
your name, and keep your comments to three minutes. 
 
Anyone else? Seeing no one, I will close public comment and bring the matter 
back to the planning commission for discussion.  
 
GAVEL 
 
Discuss Open Space Informational presentation 
 
Do we need a vote to receive the report? If so, take vote 
 

c. Preliminary Technical/Regulatory Lighting Informational Report 
CEQA Status: Not a “project” under CEQA 
Staff Reference:  Ashley Hefner, Assistant Planner 
Recommended Action:  Receive staff presentation and public comments, and 
hold discussion. 
 
May we have the staff report? 

 Do commissioners have any questions of the staff?  
 
Other questions? Then I’ll open up this up for public comment. GAVEL 
 
Is there anyone else wishing to speak on this item? Please come forward and state 
your name, and keep your comments to three minutes. 
 
Anyone else? Seeing no one, I will close public comment and bring the matter 
back to the planning commission for discussion.  
 
GAVEL 
 
Discuss Lighting Informational presentation 
 
Take vote to receive report? 
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7. Acceptance of Minutes from Other Bodies 

a. Historic Resources Committee May 11, 2011 Regular Meeting 
b. Architectural Review Board May 24, 2011 Regular Meeting 
c. Zoning Administrator May 26, 2011 Hearing 

Recommended Action:  Accept minutes. 
 
Any concerns about the minutes? May I have a motion to accept the minutes as 
presented/amended? 
 
All in favor? Opposed? 
 
The minutes have been accepted. 
 

8. Reports of Planning Commission Subcommittees 

(Subcommittees of the PC will provide a summary report of their recent activities.) 

9. Reports of Planning Commission Members 

(PC members may ask a question for clarification, make a brief announcement or make a 
brief report on his or her activities. In addition, PC members may provide a referral to 
staff or other resources for factual information, request staff to report back to the body at 
a subsequent meeting concerning a City matter or direct staff to place a request to 
agendize a matter of business on a future agenda (G.C. 54954.2).) 

10. Reports from Council Liaison 

11. Reports from Staff 

12. Adjournment 

 

Note:  [Thanks to Craig Riddell and Linda Bailey, who developed, use, and shared this approach.] 
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Planning Commission’s Work Plan 
January 9, 2012 

On December 8, 2011, the Planning Commission held a discussion on items to include in 

its Report to the City Council.  This report is not intended to recap the Planning 

Commission’s 2011 accomplishments, as those are well documented in the meeting 

minutes throughout the year.   

This report addresses those topics and suggestions that will assist the Council and will 

improve the effectiveness of the Planning Commission in future years.  The Planning 

Commission identified the following issues and suggestions for improvement: 

1. Project scheduling – The Commission is concerned about scheduling changes

made to projects partway through the hearing process.  Either the projects are not

ready, or new Council or staff direction arises midstream in the process.  Examples

are the golf course clubhouse use permit amendment, variance for a home business

on Adobe Lane, vehicle storage regulations, commercial changes to downtown and

Forest Hill, and fast food franchise ordinance review. This makes it very difficult

for the public to follow along and effectively participate in the process.  It also

impacts the efficiency and effectiveness of the Planning Commission when projects

are started and stopped, reshuffled, then restarted. The Commission feels that they

could have completed some of these items in the past year if their work had been

allowed to continue uninterrupted.

2. Zoning Code updates/clean-ups – The Zoning Code updates and clean-ups are

substantial in scope and require attention to detail and careful consideration of

unintended consequences. In order for the Planning Commission to effectively

review these changes, it would be helpful to further break them down into smaller,

less complex, portions, so that even a single item might be addressed at each

meeting.

3. Early input – The Commission would like to see more opportunity to provide early

input into the process for projects of a more complex nature.  For example, when

staff began considering a possible Zoning Code amendment as an option to the

variance for a home business on Adobe Lane, the Planning Commission would like

to have weighed in on this decision at its conceptual stage.

4. Council liaison – The Commission finds the Council liaison to be very helpful in

keeping the Commission updated on Council matters and providing insight into

Council decisions related to planning.  The Commission greatly appreciates the

time and helpful input provided by the Council liaison, and supports continuing this

practice.
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5. Project priorities – The Commission is not always clear on the City’s overall

priorities for planning issues and projects.  The Commission would find it helpful to

have more clarity on priorities, in order to schedule hearings and deliberations in an

expedient manner. For some major projects (golf course use permit amendment and

fast food changes, for instance) it is difficult and counterproductive to multitask,

and one project may need to take priority.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit our comments and suggestions.  We appreciate 

your ongoing support of our efforts. 

Item 3



1 

TO:    Mayor Garcia and Members of the City Council  

FROM:   Molly Laughlin, Recreation Board Chair 

THROUGH:    City Manager Thomas Frutchey 

MEETING DATE:  January 18, 2012 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Meet the 2011 Recreation Board: 

Molly Laughlin, Chair (First appointed in 2008, filling the unexpired term of Matt Bell) 
Prebble Potter, Vice Chair (First appointed in February 2008, up for reappointment in February 2012)  
Gary Anderson, Secretary (Appointed in 2009, filling the unexpired term of George Cullinan) * 
Bill Peake (Appointed in February 2011) 
Chris Balog (Appointed in February 2011) 
* Gary Anderson previously served on the Recreation Board for the 12‐year term maximum—he returned after being off for
several years. 

2011 Meetings 

During the calendar year of 2011, the Recreation Board met 11 times and conducted one site review to 
inspect the condition of the Recreation Trail on Ocean View Boulevard between the Acropolis turnout 
and Esplanade Park.  The meeting time was changed during the year from the traditional 7:00 p.m. start 
time to 5:00 p.m. by unanimous vote of the Board.   The Rec Board met normally at the Community 
Center, but relocated to the Youth Center for several months to accommodate a City employee fitness 
class.  

Notable Projects 

• Two Rec Board members, Bill Peake and Prebble Potter, should be hugely applauded for
undertaking the Board’s biggest project of 2011 ‐‐ the extensive work to review, map, and
create a plan to improve the safety and aesthetics of the walking path between Point Pinos and
Esplanade Park.  Although grant money is not currently available for this, and the fruits of their
labor have not come to fruition yet, their work has helped the City recognize a serious need,
especially one large area of significant structural danger where the wave action has undermined
a portion of the trail leading to the street.  In addition, these two have joined with two members
of the Natural Resources Committee to create a subcommittee to further this work.

• At the request of the PGUSD and PG PONY Baseball/Softball, the Recreation Department was
successful in recommending Council’s amendment to the Master Plan for the Municipal Ballpark
to expand the permissible days and hours of ballpark use for high school and youth play.   This
required a public hearing with the neighbors who were concerned that expanded use could
create problems with trash, noise, light and traffic.  These concerns were met and details were
worked out the user groups.  Additionally, Public Works added plantings along the perimeter
fence to mitigate noise and light spillage.  Members of the Rec Board also attended meetings of
the Traffic Commission to address a plan to make the street around the ballpark safer for
pedestrians, especially children.
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• The Board recognized local resident Robert Gruber as the annual honoree at the California Parks
and Recreation Association District VI awards dinner.  Gruber, of Baptista Construction, was
instrumental in working on a number of Recreation projects, donating his time, materials and
expertise.

• The Board pushed for a new contract with the tennis professional at the Morris Dill Tennis
Courts.  Since the Morris Dill Courts were improved in 2005, the tennis professional has been
working under what could be considered an informal agreement.   In these six years, the
Recreation Board and City officials have heard many remarks that although the courts are in
pristine condition, there is surprisingly low use of the courts by the general public.  In an effort
to get greater use and to heighten the public awareness of an underutilized, but nice City
recreational facility, the Recreation Board reissued a Request for Proposal to see if a new vendor
could work to increase use, raise visibility, and to strengthen the ties with the local PGUSD
schools.   Three proposals were submitted, including that of the current operator, and a new
vendor was recommended to Council.  Council received the recommendation of the Recreation
Board on January 19, 2011, but continued this item.  At the continued meeting of March 9,
2011, Council approved modifications to Tennis Policy 200‐3, but the recommended individual
subsequently withdrew his proposal.   The Recreation Board was unsuccessful in increasing the
annual $3,600 rent paid by the Zenopians, the current vendor, which it believed to be too low a
rate for the quality of the facility.

• The Recreation page on the City’s Website was updated and improved to provide more
information about programs and facility/park rentals, and more importantly, accurate
information.  The Recreation Board, however, is disappointed that the project to improve the
overall City Website has been languishing for such a long time and that the look of the site is
outdated and much of the information is obsolete and, in some cases, inaccurate.

• In late fall 2011, two recommendations were forwarded to City Council regarding the Municipal
Ballpark.  One, was to rename the field in honor of long‐time Recreation Direction John Miller,
and the other to consider allowing naming rights to the ballpark facility, with money from this
endeavor earmarked for ongoing ballpark maintenance and improvements.  At this time, it does
not appear that either of these recommendations will move forward.

• The Recreation Board approved the slate of special events for FY 2012‐13 and recommended to
Council that the event planners for the “traditional” events pay 40% of the actual costs for City
services.  Until now, the City has absorbed costs for Police, Fire and Public Works.

Council Liaison 

The Recreation Board has been fortunate to have Council Member Rudy Fischer as its liaison for most of 
2011.  While he was unable to attend several of our full meetings (due to a schedule conflict with 
another board) he has been interested, attentive, and helpful at providing us with information and 
insight about how our actions matched Council’s goals, directions and objectives.   

Council Member Fischer has been careful to remain an observer, rather than a participant in Board 
discussions, but has provided comment when asked. 
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We believe it is best left as a decision of the City Manager and Council whether or not to continue 
having Council Members serve as board liaisons.   

Conclusion 

The five members of the Recreation Board have worked hard to fulfill the Board’s mission:  “to promote 
and stimulate public interest in a recreation program and solicit to the fullest extent possible the 
cooperation of school authorities and other public and private agencies interested therein… to perform 
such other duties relating to the recreation program as the Council may require by ordinance or 
resolution.”     

Speaking as the chair, but I believe I reflect the views of all of the members, at least at some moments, 
there has been some degree of disheartenment that despite being a Charter Board, there is so little of 
the “recreation programs” remaining  from what was a once robust, full‐service department.    Indeed, 
the citizens of Pacific Grove lost much when the Recreation Department was so drastically reduced in 
scope four years ago, a comment heard frequently. 

I also believe that despite making some progress in areas such as amending the Ballpark Master Plan, 
the Council has at times been dismissive of our efforts.  An example of this was the Recreation Board’s  
earnest attempt to do as we are charged, to “promote and stimulate interest” in the Morris Dill Tennis 
Courts by finding a way to increase use of the courts by the public and to make the public even aware 
that the City has such a fine facility.   Two of our members plus a representative from the public held 
several subcommittee meetings to put together a model for the City’s interests, then thoroughly 
screened the applicants and drafted a well considered recommendation for Council.    When Council 
took up this item, we were most disappointed to discover that some members of Council were not only 
rather rudely dismissive of our best intentions, but appeared to express no appreciation or interest in 
understanding the viewpoint of its advisory body on recreational matters.    

While I am stepping down as a member of the Recreation Board – the January 2012 meeting is my last‐‐ 
I am confident  the remaining members and my replacement will continue to work hard for the 
betterment of the City in the upcoming year and beyond.    They are a creative bunch.  

Finally, I would like to express the deep appreciation and admiration we all have for Senior Recreation 
Coordinator Don Mothershead.   Don represents all that is good and right and for many people is the 
face of Pacific Grove as he is so well known and so well respected and loved.    We are all fortunate to 
have him!  
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MEETING MINUTES 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING  

6:00 p.m., Thursday, March 22, 2018 
Council Chambers – City Hall – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

1. Call to Order - 6:00 p.m.

2. Roll Call

Commissioners Present:  Robin Aeschliman, Bill Bluhm (Vice-Chair), Mark Chakwin

(Secretary), William Fredrickson (Chair), Steven Lilley.

Commissioners Absent: Jeanne Byrne, Donald Murphy.

3. Elections of New Officers

On a motion by Chair Fredrickson, seconded by Commissioner Aeschliman, the

Commission voted 5-0-0-2 (Commissioners Byrne and Murphy absent) to continue the

election of new officers until the April 5
th

 Planning Commission meeting. Motion

Passed.

4. Approval of Agenda

On a motion by Commissioner Chakwin, seconded by Vice Chair Bluhm, the

Commission voted 5-0-0-2 (Commissioners Byrne and Murphy absent) to approve the

agenda with changes.  Motion Passed.

5. Approval of Minutes

On a motion by Commissioner Chakwin, seconded by Commissioner Aeschliman, the

Commission voted 4-0-1-2 (Chair Fredrickson abstained, Commissioners Byrne and

Murphy absent) to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes from February

22, 2018.  Motion Passed.

6. Public Comments

a. Written Communications

None.

b. Oral Communications

(Please refer to the audio record for details.)

Ingrid Lorentzen Doemer, resident, requested that the city staff provide immediate public

noticing when items are pulled from the agenda.
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7. Consent Agenda

None.

8. Items Withdrawn from the Agenda

a. Project Address: 522 Lighthouse Ave

Permit Application: Architectural Permit 17- 1078

Project Description: To allow the demolition of the existing 3,472 sf building. To

build a new 43,912 square foot mixed use four story structure consisting of fourteen

(14) market rate town homes, two workforce townhomes on the upper floors;

retail/restaurant on the first floor and an underground parking structure

Applicant/Owner: Phil Johnson, Architect on behalf of Gerald Leigh Properties,

owner

Zone District/ Land Use: Commercial Downtown/Commercial

CEQA Status: Categorical Exemption, Section 15332 Class 32, Infill

Staff Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner

This item was withdrawn from consideration in this meeting 

b. Proposed Short Term Rental (STR) Program General Plan Amendment

Description: Proposed amendments to Pacific Grove General Plan pertaining to the

definition of dwelling unit and Chapter 2 Land Use regarding short-term rental of

residential property.

CEQA Status: Initial Study/Negative Declaration

Staff Reference: Mark Brodeur, Director of Community & Economic Development

Department

Recommended Action:  Recommend approval to Council.

The item was withdrawn from consideration in this meeting

9. Regular Agenda

a. Lighthouse Avenue Streetscape Design

Description: Discussion of proposed streetscape design for downtown Lighthouse

Avenue.

Staff Presentation:  Mark Brodeur, Director of Community & Economic Development

Department provided the presentation and answered questions for the Commission.

Recommended Action: Receive as information, provide comment and

recommendations.

(Please refer to the audio record for details.)

Mark Brodeur, Director of Community & Economic Development Department,

provided a presentation.

The Chair opened the floor to public comments. The following members of the public

spoke:

 Luke Coletti, resident, expressed concerns about pedestrians walking over the
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proposed median with parking spaces and landscaping. He inquired if there is 

a plan to safely guide pedestrians to their destination. He also stated that the 

proposed large wayfinding signs at the end of the block were inappropriate for 

the character of the city and unnecessary due to frequent navigation with GPS 

equipment. 

 Ingrid Lorentzen Daumer, resident, stated that the project appears to be costly

and inquired about other city priorities.

The Chair closed the floor to public comments. 

The Commission discussed the project and provided comments and recommendations 

about the project. 

10. Reports of PC Subcommittees

None.

11. Reports of PC Members

Commissioner Chakwin inquired about the upcoming League of California Cities Planning

Commissioners’ Academy.

12. Reports of Council Liaison

City Council Mayor Pro Tem., Dr. Robert Huitt, provided an update on the City Council’s

most recent meeting actions.

12. Staff Announcements

Director Brodeur provided an update on upcoming planning projects.

13. Adjournment at 8:07 p.m.

 APPROVED BY PLANNING COMMISSION: 

___________________________________  ______________________________ 

Mark Chakwin, Secretary  Date 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 

Mark Brodeur, Director of Community and Economic Development 

Department 

MEETING DATE: April 5, 2018 

ADDRESS: 157 Grand  Avenue, located on the southern side of Central Ave 

between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 

APN: 006-175-001 

SUBJECT: Joint Architectural Permit and Use Permit Application No. AP/UP 

16-203 to allow the demolition of the existing single-story building 

and to build a 125- room, four-story hotel. The project proposes a 

total gross floor area of 86,070 square feet on a 0.77 acre lot 

pursuant to PGMC §23.31.020 
 

APPLICANT: Randy Russom, Architect, RRM Design Group on behalf of Nader 

Agha, owner 

on behalf of Nadewner 

GENERAL PLAN LAND 

USE:  

ZONING:  

Commercial 

 

C-1-T Light Commercial/Hotel Condominium District 

CEQA:   Environmental Impact Report   

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

The project demonstrates consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, staff 

recommends that the Planning Commission: 

 

APPROVE AP/UP 16-203 pursuant to PGMC 23.70.060(c) (1) and 23.70.080 and subject to the 

attached Findings and Conditions. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Joint Architectural Permit and Use Permit Application No. AP/UP 16-203 would allow a 

proposed project known as the Hotel Durell. The project proposes to demolish the existing 

17,500 square foot building, and build a 125-room, four-story hotel with subsurface and off-site 

parking. The subject site is not located in the City’s coastal zone. The site would be graded flat 

and proposes to remove approximately 4500 cubic yards of fill prior to project construction. 

The project proposes guest rooms to range in size from 320 to 400 square feet. In addition to a 

swimming pool, the project includes a soaking spa, landscaped courtyard area, meeting rooms, 

restaurant, central vending area on each floor, valet parking, lobby with reservation desk, guest 

luggage/storage and an exercise gym. Vehicular access would be provided from a Grand 

Avenue entrance and exit onto Fountain Avenue. 

 

BACKGROUND 

On March 14, 2015, Randall Russom, architect with  RRM Design Group applied for an 

Architectural Permit and a Use Permit on behalf of Nader Agha, owner, for a property located at 

157 Grand Avenue and 158 Fountain Avenue. The proposed project, known as the Hotel Durell, 

proposes to demolish the existing building and construct a four-story, 125-room hotel.  

 

The site is designated Commercial  in the General Plan and zoned C-1-T which allows for a 

variety of uses including hotels, commercial retail, restaurants and on-site parking. The C-1-T 

zoning district was created through an approval of Ordinance 1951 by a public vote of Pacific 

Grove citizens on June 7, 1994.  

 

The site currently consists of a parking lot and a commercial building that contains retail and 

restaurant uses.  

 

The existing building, referred to as the Holman garage, was determined to not be historic.  A 

qualified historian, Richard Brandi completed an amended Phase 1 Historic Report on October 

5, 2012. The report determined the structure to be ineligible for the Pacific Grove HRI, the 

California Register of Historical Resources, and the National Register of Historic Places. On 

October 15, 2015, the City Council passed and adopted Resolution 15-056 which concluded the 

Holman garage building to not be historic.  

 

A Use Permit is required pursuant to PGMC Table 23.31.030 End Note 8. An Architectural 

Permit is also required for any new construction pursuant to PGMC 23.70.060 (c) (2). 

 

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING  

The proposed project will be located on the southerly side of Central Ave. between Grand Ave. 

and Fountain Ave. The existing 17,500 square foot building includes restaurant and retail uses. 

A surface parking lot providing 26 spaces lies between the existing building and the Holman 

building. The project site is surrounded by the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History to the 

west, Jewell Park to the northwest, and the Pacific Grove Library. Commercial buildings are 

located on the south and east sides of the project site.  

 

DISCUSSION  
A hotel in downtown is allowed by the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. A hotel is a 

complimentary component of an economically viable downtown. A hotel in the downtown fills 
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a gap in the city’s visitor-accommodation offerings.  This is the only site in downtown that 

permits a hotel to be built upon it and one of only two sites in the entire City That allowance of 

use was voted upon by the voters of Pacific Grove. Additionally, research reveals that this 

location was the site or a previous hotel. The El Carmelo Hotel (later named the Pacific Grove 

Hotel) was three stories high with an attic above and contained 114 rooms.    

 

Pacific Grove’s downtown depends on pedestrian traffic to be successful. Having a hotel in 

downtown immediately injects a number of potential customers who will walk to local 

restaurants and shops. A review of any successful downtown in California shows that in almost 

every case, the downtown contains a hotel and residential mixed uses. The commonality with all 

of those uses is the ability of people to walk to downtown businesses for their needs. 

Downtowns consisting of only commercial uses and lacking other uses such as residential and 

transient visitor services like hotels do not generally thrive economically. 

 
If a hotel is located in walking distance from where people can eat, shop, and be entertained, the 

positive economic and traffic impact to the downtown can be greater than a hotel that is driving 

distance to the downtown as is the case with most of our small hotels located in the R-3-M 

zoning district 

 

The amount of additional Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) should be taken into account. A very 

conservative scenario of 64 percent (70% typical) occupancy for 125 rooms would mean that 

the hotel would support 29,200 booked rooms annually. Applied conservatively, an estimate of 

$200 per night per room would generate (under the current 10% TOT) approximately $584,000 

per year. Unlike property taxes, 100% of the TOT goes directly to the City’s General Fund and 

a half million dollars is a significant amount for the City. 

 

General Plan Goals and Policies 

The Pacific Grove General Plan provides a framework for future growth and development 

within the City. The Land Use Element includes goals and polices that call for the orderly, well-

planned, and balanced development consistent with the historic nature of Pacific Grove, the 

capacity of the City’s infrastructure, and ability to assimilate new growth.  

 

The subject site is designated Commercial in the City’s General Plan. Specific General Plan 

Land Use Policies relevant to the proposed project include the following: 

 

Chapter 2, Land Use  

Policy 2 - Ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent existing development. 

Policy 3 - Balance a property owner’s ability to develop with the desirability of maintaining 

neighborhood character. 

Program T - Provide for expanded uses for the former Holman’s block such as mixed 

commercial/residential use and /or transient visitor services (i.e ,hotel/restaurant/shops) 

Policy 12: Promote and maintain a healthy local economy while preserving the local     

community character. 

Policy 14:  Promote Pacific Grove businesses and industries. 

Policy 16: Attract and retain a variety of businesses and services in the community and perhaps 

the most prolific policy…… 
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Policy 18 Support hotel development in the former Holman’s Block of the downtown, as 

allowed by adoption of an initiative measure by city voters in June 1994” 

The proposed hotel will add another key attraction to retain and draw visitors to Pacific Grove. 

This translates into additional business for local restaurants and stores, and overnight stays for 

motels and hotels. The subject proposal supports the General Plan policies and programs. 

Land Use and Zoning Code Regulations 

The City of Pacific Grove Zoning Code designates the parcel as Light 

Commercial/Hotel/Condominium (C-1-T). The C-1-T zoning district was enacted by citizen 

initiative approved in 1994. The intent of the C-1-T district as described by the initiative is as 

follows: 

It is the intent of the people of the city of Pacific Grove in enacting the ordinance 

codified in this chapter to establish a zone district in the City’s downtown area where 

hotel use is permitted, as are all other uses listed in the C-1 district of this code, as said 

district may be from time to time amended by the council. The people have determined 

that the area of downtown defined by subsection (b)(2) of this section is appropriate for 

hotel development. Further, except as modified by this chapter, all provisions of the 

motel/hotel ballot measure enacted by the people at the June 3, 1986, special municipal 

election, as set out in Chapter 23.52 PGMC, shall remain unchanged and in full force 

and effect. 

 

The proposed hotel project conforms to the required 40 foot height, there are no setback 

requirements and the site coverage maximum is not exceeded.  

 

Architectural Review Board 

The Architectural Review Board (ARB) has been established by the City to review structures in 

order to promote the orderly and harmonious development of the City, and to protect its 

architectural character. The proposed development meets the development standards for the C-

1-T zone and in addition the design is in keeping within the eclectic low small scale architecture 

provided in the downtown. The proposed hotel has appeared before the ARB on two separate 

and distinct occasions to get informal feedback on the design of the hotel. Staff believes the 

architects have listened to the advice given by the ARB. At the March 27, 2018 ARB meeting 

the ARB made a recommendation to the Planning Commission to approve the design of this 

project with a condition that the massing be reduced along Fountain, Grand and Central 

Avenue. This motion was approved by all 6 members who were present. 

 

Other Boards and Commissions 

The project was presented to the Business Improvement District Board and the Economic 

Development Commission. Both bodies endorsed the project without reservation. 

 

Site Plan Review Committee 

A Site Plan Review Committee meeting was held on January 11, 2017 with the CEDD Director, 

the Public Works Director, the Building Official, the City Engineer and the Environmental 

Program Manager for their input on the project. The Site Plan Review Committee placed 

several conditions related to waste water, parking, sanitary sewer and new storm water 

requirements.   
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To address these and other concerns, City staff has included conditions of approvals; 2, 3, 4, and 

5 requiring compliance with Building, Public Works and Fire Department regulations prior to 

building permit issuance. 

 

Water Waitlist 

The subject site is located in the Monterey Peninsula, which is currently experiencing a water 

shortage. The project is requesting 10.8 acre-feet/year. If approved by the Planning 

Commission, the project would be added onto the City’s commercial water waitlist. In addition, 

approval from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) would be 

required prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 

Parking  

The proposed hotel would include 125 rooms with a 2,475 square feet ground level restaurant. 

Based on the City’s parking requirements per PGMC, the project would exceed the City’s hotel 

parking requirements by providing 83 valet parking spaces 55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site 

spaces, located on a lot directly across Fountain Avenue (APN 006-174-011). Additionally the 

project site is located in the Commercial Downtown Parking District that was established over 

40 years ago. The district created several municipal parking lots so that the downtown could 

remain an urban, pedestrian-friendly environment. That means the first floor of any commercial 

structure in downtown is not required to provide off street parking. This project does not 

appear to be taking advantage of that allowance. 
 

In addition, staff is recommending a condition of approval which includes that hotel employee 

parking will be restricted to the Lighthouse Theatre Municipal Parking Lot. Tranist stops are 

located in very close proximity and the hotel will provide bicycle parking for patrons and 

visitors. 

 

Access and Guest Arrival Location 

The arrival entry driveway and hotel lobby are proposed to be located off Central Avenue 

exiting the site onto Fountain Avenue. Short term arrival, departure and luggage loading vehicle 

parking spaces to accommodate up to six arriving/departing vehicles are provided. This access 

area was evaluated by the City’s traffic engineer and Traffic and Safety Committee. As a 

condition of approval, the hotel agrees to  close the Central Avenue vehicular entry during hours 

when the Farmers Market is active. 

 

Landscaping 

A landscape plan has been provided which will transform 25% of the current fully built and 

impervious parking lot to landscaping. The plan proposes to use climate appropriate trees and 

plants including ornamental grasses, succulents and flowering shrubs. A total of 18 new trees 

will be planted as approved by the City arborist. 
 

Storm Water Treatment Measure 

The 0.77 gross acre site is 100% impervious and drains into the Area of Special Biological 

Significance designated by the State Water Board. The project proposed to replace 25,200 

square feet of impervious surface and include 8,400 square feet of landscaping and permeable 

pavers. The proposal replaces 16,800 square feet of effective impervious area and is subject to 

treat storm water runoff and manages peak flows through hydro modification. The proposed 
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underground storage provides 95
th

 percentile storm event capture and peak flow management 

for the 2 to 10 year peak flows. These storm water treatment measures have been reviewed by 

the City’s Environmental Program Manager and provide the appropriate treatment. 

 

The storm water treatment measures shall be maintained by the property owner in perpetuity. 

City of Pacific Grove staff shall be allowed access to inspect all storm water treatment measures 

on an annual basis as required by the State Water Board for annual Operation and Inspection 

reports. Additionally, separate annual inspections for the restaurant use are required to ensure 

proper Best Management Practices are employed. 

  

Farmer’s Market 

Pacific Grove hosts a Farmer’s Market every Monday from approximately 2-6pm. The 

temporary market currently sets up along Central Avenue between Forest Avenue and Fountain 

Avenue. Due to the project’s effect on the Monday afternoon Farmer’s Market current location,  

the Conditions of Approval, the hotel’s Central Avenue vehicular access point will be closed 

during Market hours. A previously discussed widening of a sidewalk adjacent to Jewel Park has 

been removed from further consideration. 

 

CEQA 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was been prepared for this project, pursuant to the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The EIR was prepared by a third party, 

independent firm and was peer reviewed by another CEQA expert for quality assurance.  The 

Notice of Preparation for the EIR was published on March 16, 2017 and a Scoping meeting was 

held on April 4, 2017. The public review period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

began on August 31, 2017 and was extended beyond the required 30 day review period to 

October 26, 2017 for a total review period of 56 days. The EIR found that there are no 

significant unavoidable environmental impacts. 

 

Traffic 

An analysis was performed of the current vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle system in the project 

area. The analysis found that the project, through the increase of pedestrians, could exacerbate 

current unsafe street crossing conditions at Central Avenue. A traffic report was prepared by 

Hexagon Transportation Consultants in 2016. Based on the application of Institute of Traffic 

Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates for hotel uses and credit for existing uses on the project 

site, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a net 

additional 46 AM peak-hour trips and 12 PM peak-hour trips. These additional trips would not 

result in the degradation of level of service therefore; the project would have a less than 

significant impact on intersection levels of service. Because the project will increase pedestrian 

usage in crosswalks the hotel Use Permit will be conditioned to require the applicant  to work 

with the City to pay 25% of the cost that Public Works determines for a complete redesign of 

this intersection. 

 

Tribal Cultural Resources - AB-52 City staff conducted tribal consultation with the Ohlone 

Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) Native American tribe, pursuant to Assembly Bill 52. Staff 

met and discussed the project a total of eleven times beginning on September 29, 2016Both a 

Tribal Monitor and archeologist will be on-site during ground disturbance. If any archaeological 

or paleontological resources are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all 
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work within 25 feet of the discovery and notify the CEDD Director. The City and the project 

applicant shall consider mitigation in consultation with the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 

and project archeologist. 

  

Aesthetics 

Evaluation of the existing visual character of a site and potential impacts were part of the EIR 

review. However,  the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), has recently stated 

that “visual character” is a particularly difficult issue to address in the context of environmental 

review, in large part because it calls for exceedingly subjective judgments. Both federal and 

state courts have struggled with the issue of precisely what questions related to aesthetics are 

relevant to an analysis of an “environmental impact”. For these reasons, OPR proposes to recast 

the existing question on “visual character” to ask whether the project is consistent with zoning 

or other regulations governing visual character. The project will not exceed any of the standards 

for the 40 foot height requirement. Additionally the project architecture has been reviewed for 

aesthetics by the Architectural Review Board who recommended a condition that the 

development modify the massing to “step-back” from the streets that surround it. 

 

Project Alternatives 

Three alternatives were identified for examination and analysis in the Draft EIR; Alternative 

One is no project, Alternative Two is a mix-use development and Alternative Three is a reduced 

hotel capacity. These alternatives constitute an adequate range of reasonable alternatives as 

required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 

 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed project complies with the General Plan and Zoning and does not cause significant 

impacts. It transforms a key downtown site into a vibrant use that will improve business for the 

entire downtown.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Permit Application 

 2. Draft Permit 

 3. Final Environmental Impact Report 

 Appendices B-D: complete 
 Appendix A.1: complete 
 Appendix A.2: complete 

4. Storm Water Control Plan 
5. Project Plans & Details 

6. C-1-T voter initiative 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:    

         

                          
Laurel O'Halloran      Mark Brodeur 

Associate Planner                                            CEDD Director 
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
Community Development Department – Planning Division 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
T: 831.648.3183 • F: 831.648.3184 • www.ci.pg.ca.us/cdd 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL PERMITAND USE PERMIT AP AND UP  16-203 TO DEMOLISH THE EXISTING 17,500 

SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AND TO BUILD A 125 GUEST ROOM, 86,070 SQUARE FOOT FOUR STORY 

HOTEL PURSUANT TO PGMC §23.31.020 

 

FACTS 

1. The subject site is located at 157 Grand  Avenue, Pacific Grove, 93950 APN 006-173-001 

2. The subject site has a designation of Light Commercial/ Hotel/ Condominium District on the adopted City of 

Pacific Grove General Plan Land Use Map. 

3. The project site is located in the C-I-T zoning district. The C-1-T zoning district was created through an approval 

of Ordinance 1951 by a public vote of Pacific Grove citizens on June 7, 1994.   

4. The property is in the Downtown Pacific Grove Business District per Chapter 6.50 of the City’s Municipal Code, 

the 1961 Downtown Parking District and the Area of Special Biological Significance. 

5. The subject site is a 0.77 acre lot. 

6.  The proposed project provides 83 valet parking spaces 55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site spaces, located on a lot 

directly across Fountain Avenue (APN 006-174-011).  

7. Employee parking will be restricted to the Lighthouse Theatre Municipal Parking Lot. Employees shall not be 

allowed to park in the hotel parking lot or on nearby streets. 

8. A Phase 1 Historic Report prepared by qualified historian, Richard Brandi determined the structure to be 

ineligible for the City’s Historic Resources Inventory. 

9. On October 15, 2015, the City Council passed and adopted Resolution 15-056 which concluded the structure not 

to be historic.   

10. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project and circulated on August 31, 2017 through 

October 26, 2017; no significant unavoidable impacts were identified. 

11. The proposal requires additional potable water and will be added to the City’s water waitlist. 

 

FINDINGS 

 

Architectural Permit findings per PGMC Section. 23.70.060. 

1. The City’s architectural review board reviews structures in order to promote the orderly and harmonious 

development of the city, and to protect its architectural character, and; 

 

2. The proposed development will meet the development regulations set forth in the C-1-T zoning district including 

setbacks and height requirements and; 

 

3. The architecture and general appearance of the completed project is compatible with the neighborhood because 

the proposed exterior is compatible with the size, scale and proportions of the existing residence and other 

residences in the neighborhood, and; 

 

4. The completed project will neither be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the city nor 

impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood because the project will be improving the 

subject property and the downtown fabric by replacing a surface level parking lot and single-story building with a 

four story building; conforms to the General Plan and C-I-T zoning standards; and will improve the downtown’s 

walkability and; 

 

5. On October 15, 2015, the City Council passed and adopted Resolution 15-056 which concluded the structure not 

to be historic, and therefore does not qualify for historic designation as defined by CEQA. 

 

Use Permit findings per PGMC Section. 23.70.080.a.4 
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1. The proposed use is allowed in the C-1-T zoning district with a use permit per Pacific Grove Municipal Code 

23.31.040, and; 

2. The proposed use is consistent with the general plan, and; 

3. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the use will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, 

be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the 

proposed use, and; 

4. The use, as described and conditionally approved, will not be detrimental or injurious to property and 

improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the city, and; 

5. The location, size, and design of the proposed development are compatible with the existing and future land uses 

in the vicinity because the proposed structure complements the character of the neighborhood improves the 

economic viability of the downtown, and; 

6. The completed project will neither be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the city nor 

impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood because the project will be improving the 

subject property. 

Certification of the Final EIR findings 

1. The final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, and; 

2. The final EIR was presented to  the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that decision-making body 

reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR prior to approving the project; and, 

3. The final EIR reflects the lead Agency’s independent judgement and analysis; and 

 

PERMIT 

ARCHITECTURAL PERMITAND USE PERMIT AP AND UP 16-203; 

To demolish the existing 17,500 square foot building and to build a 125 guest room, 86,070 square foot four story hotel to 

a maximum height of 40 feet pursuant to PGMC §23.31.020 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

1. Permit Expiration.  This permit shall expire and be null and void if a building permit has not been applied for 

within one (1) year from and after the date of approval.  Application for extension of this approval must be made 

prior to the expiration date.  

2. Construction Compliance.  All construction must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 

application, subject to any special conditions of approval herein. Any deviation from approvals must be reviewed 

and approved by staff, and may require Planning Commission approval. 

3. During-Construction Pollution Prevention (a): During construction, the developer shall employ storm water 

best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control, prevention of non-stormwater discharges, 

and implement good housekeeping and construction waste management practices to protect the storm drainage 

system and water quality as required by City Code Section 9.30.130(c), the City Phase II NPDES Permit, State 

Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Construction General Permit (CGP), and the Monterey Regional 

Storm Water Management Program (MRSWMP). Plans for during-construction storm water management and 

BMPs, such as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), shall be submitted to the City and subject to 

review and approval of the Public Works/Community Development Director and Building Official prior to 

issuance of a grading and/or building permit.  

4. During-Construction Pollution Prevention (b): Construction activities subject to BMP requirements shall 

continuously employ measures to control waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck washout, 
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chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the construction site that may cause adverse impacts to water quality, 

contamination, or unauthorized discharge of pollutants. 

5. During-Construction Pollution Prevention (c): Whenever construction activity is being done contrary to and in 

violation of Municipal Code Chapter 9.30, the Public Works/Community Development Director may order that 

construction activity to stop by posting a written notice on the premises. All persons shall immediately stop such 

work unless or until the public works director authorizes removing the stop work order and allows construction 

activity to proceed. 

6. Famers Market. The hotel will close one of its two entries into the hotel lobby every Monday between the hours 

of 1 and 5 PM during the time of the Farmers Market. During the demolition and construction phase on Mondays 

all construction work will be confined to the Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue corner of the project for this 

same four hour period. 

7. Pedestrian safety. The developer shall pay 25% of the cost that the City’s Public Works Department determines 

for a complete redesign of the intersection to facilitate pedestrian safety. The developer will pay for an improved/ 

painted crosswalk at Central Avenue and Grand Avenue to protect pedestrians. 

8. Employee Parking. Employee parking will be restricted to the Lighthouse Theatre Municipal Parking Lot. 

Employees shall not be allowed to park in the hotel parking lot or on nearby streets. 

9. Roof top. No activities will be allowed on the rooftop. 

10. Archeology.  If archaeological resources or human remains are discovered during construction, work shall be 

halted within 50 meters of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist.  If the find is 

determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation measures shall be formulated, with the concurrence of the 

City of Pacific Grove staff, and implemented. 

11. Tribal Consultation. Both a Tribal Monitor and an Archeologist will be on-site during ground disturbance. If any 

archaeological or paleontological resources are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all 

work within 25 feet of the discovery and notify the CEDD Director. The City and the project applicant shall 

consider mitigation in consultation with the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation and project archeologist. 

12. Terms and Conditions.  These terms and conditions shall run with the land, and it is the intention of the CEDD 

Director and the Permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and 

conditions, unless amended. Amendments to this permit may be achieved only if an application is made and 

approved, pursuant to the Zoning Code. 

13. Public Works, Fire and Building.  Review and approval by the Public Works, Fire and Building Departments 

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

encroachment permit prior to issuance of the building permit.   

 

14. Conformance to Plans.  Development of the site shall conform to approve plans for “Hotel Durell” dated 

September 9, 2016, on file with the Community and Economic Development Department and to the Building 

Code, with the exception of any subsequently approved changes. 

 

15. Tree Protection Standards During Construction:  Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapters 12.20 and 12.30, and 

the Urban Forestry Standards, all trees that are otherwise protected and will be impacted as a result of 

Development, both proposed for pruning or removal and where the development will impact the critical root zone 
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of the tree are protected.  Prior to issuance of the building permit, the Project Arborist shall review grading, 

drainage, utility, building and landscape plans to determine impacts to individual Trees, to determine required 

minimum Tree protection standards during construction. 

 

16. Stormwater Treatment Measure:  The stormwater treatment measures shall be maintained by the property 

owner in perpetuity and City of Pacific Grove staff shall be allowed access to inspect all stormwater treatment 

measures on an annual basis.  
 

17. Building Plans: All conditions of approval for the Planning permit(s) shall be printed on a full size sheet and 

included with the construction plan set submitted to the Building Department. 

 

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

GROVE: 
 

1. The Commission determines that each of the Findings set forth above is true and correct, and by this reference 

incorporates those Findings as an integral part of this Permit. 

 

2. The Commission certifies the Environmental Impact Report 

 

3. The Commission authorizes Approval of AP & UP 16-203 

 

4. This permit shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period. 

 

5. This permit shall not take effect until the owner acknowledges and agrees to all terms and conditions and 

agrees to conform to and comply with those terms and conditions. 

 

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Pacific Grove on the 5
th
 day of April, 

2018 by the following vote: 

AYES:   

NOES: 

Absent:                                  

APPROVED: 
 

         _____________________________ 

     Undetermined at this date, Chair 

 

 

 

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

comply with, said terms and conditions. 

 

 

 

 

Nader Agha, Owner  Date 
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This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Code Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). The City of 
Pacific Grove (the City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed Hotel 
Durell project (the project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This 
Final EIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from the approval and 
implementation of the project and responds to comments received on the Draft EIR. 

2.2	 RESPONSES	TO	COMMENT	LETTERS	ON	THE	PUBLIC	DRAFT	EIR	

The following commenters submitted written comments on the Draft EIR. The comment period for 
the Draft EIR began September 11, 2017, and ended October 26, 2017. Confirmation of lead 
agency compliance with CEQA for public review of the Draft EIR was received from the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research on September 12, 2017.  

TABLE	2.0-1	
COMMENTS	RECEIVED	ON	PUBLIC	DRAFT	EIR 

Letter	 Name	 Date	Received	

Agencies/Individuals	

AF	 Andrea	Fernandez	 October	18,	2017	

AH	 Anita	Hilton	 October	16,	2017	

AD	 Allen	Davis	 October	19,	2017	

BA	 Betty	Aickelin	 October	11,	2017	

CM	 Cindi	McCormack	 October	16,	2017	

CG	 Carolyn	Griffin	 October	14,	2017	

DF	 Donna	Foot	 October	18,	2017	

DS	 Donna	Stewart	 October	15,	2017	

DD	 David	Dilworth	 October	18,	2017	

EF	 Elizabeth	Fisher	 October	12,	2017	

GDG	 Gerald	(Jerry)	Deiter	Griffin	 October	14,	2017	

EHarv	 Everyone’s	Harvest	 October	12,	2017	

JBecom	 Jeffrey	Becom	 October	19,	2017	

JH-a	 Jane	Haines	 October	4,	2017	

JH-b	 Jane	Haines	 October	16,	2017	

JH-c	 Jane	Haines	 October	16,	2017	

JT	 James	Thorsen	 October	12,	2017	

JV	 Jeffrey	Varnum	 September	27,	2017	

JB	 Jennifer	Bicket	 October	19,	2017	

JM	 John	Moore	 September	20,	2017	

MLS	 Maryanne	Larson-Spradling	 October	16,	2017	
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Letter	 Name	 Date	Received	

NK	 Nina	Killen	 October	12,	2017	

NH	 Nan	Heller	 September	20,	2017	

PB	 Peter	Bolton	 October	12,	2017	

PV	 Patsy	Volpe	 October	18,	2017	

RF	 Robert	Fisher	 October	12,	2017	

RH	 Roberta	Hall	 October	13,	2017	

RG	 Robert	Gunn	 September	27,	2017	

SD	 Sarah	Diehl	 October	12,	2017	

SMil	 Sharon	Miller	 October	12,	2017	

SMoo	 Sally	Moore	 October	16,	2017	

WS-a	 William	L.	Siegfried	 October	18,	2017	

WS-b	 William	L.	Siegfried	 October	4,	2017	

YZC	 Y.	Zena	Corby	 October	16,	2017	

MPMWD	 Monterey	Peninsula	Water	Management	District	 October	6,	2017	

LCian-a	 Lisa	Ciani	 October	12,	2017	

L-Cian-b	 Lisa	Ciani	 October	26,	2017	

KB	 K	Kubica	 October	26,	2017	

CS	 Claudia	Sawyer	 October	25,	2017	

ADow	 Anne	Downs	 October	15,	2017	

DH	 Diana	Howell	 October	26,	2017	

JS	 Joanna	Smith	 October	19,	2017	

LS	 Lucy	Stewart	 October	26,	2017	

SG	 Shirley	Graham	 October	26,	2017	

ACian	 Anthony	A.	Ciani	 October	26,	2017	

LMR	 Louise	J.	Miranda	Ramirez:	Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen	Nation	 October	26,	2017	

ILD	 Inge	Lorentzen	Daumer	 October	26,	2017	

LC	 Luke	Coletti	 October	26,	2017	

DB	 Cosmo	Bua	 October	26,	2017	

DBig	 Debreon	Bigelow	 October	31,	2017	

SAberg	 Sally	Aberg	 October	12,	2017	

SHall	 Scott	Hall	 October	26,	2017	

2.3	 REQUIREMENTS	FOR	RESPONDING	TO	COMMENTS	ON	A	DRAFT	EIR	

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed, 
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especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not 
accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written response. 
However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues associated with 
the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters, as long as 
a good faith effort at full disclosure is undertaken in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the project’s significant effects might be avoided or mitigated. 
This section also notes that commenters should include an explanation and evidence supporting 
their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion. 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks: underline for new text, strikeout 
for deleted text. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 recommends that where a response to comments results in 
revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or as a 
separate section of the Final EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIR are incorporated as Section 3.0 of this 
Final EIR.  

2.4	 MASTER	RESPONSES	

Below are responses to comments received on the proposed project during the Draft EIR public 
review process. Nine master responses have been prepared to respond to similar comments. 
Specific comment letters have been addressed below in subsection 2.5, Responses to Individual 
Comment Letters. 

MASTER	RESPONSE	1:	TRAFFIC	SAFETY	

Commenters expressed concerns about existing traffic conditions in the project area as they 
pertain to unsafe conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. In 2015, the California Supreme Court 
held that CEQA generally does not require a lead agency to consider the impacts of the existing 
environment on the future residents or users of a project.1 Specifically, the decision held that an 
impact from the existing environment on the project, including future users and/or residents, is 
not an impact for purposes of CEQA. However, if the project, including future users and 
residents, exacerbates conditions that already exist, that impact must be assessed, including 
how it might affect future users and/or residents of the project. 

An analysis was performed of the current pedestrian and bicycle system in the project area and 
found that the project, through the addition of pedestrians, would exacerbate current 
potentially unsafe conditions. However, the applicant would work with the City as part of its 
development agreement to do the following: 

Development Agreement Provisions 
                                                        

1 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) Cal.4th (Case 
No. S213478). 
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1. The project applicant shall work with the City’s Public Works Department to add 
crosswalks at the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at the Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The crosswalks shall be speed tables (raised 
crosswalks) with crossing lights embedded in the pavement and a pedestrian-activated 
push button on each street corner. Proposed crosswalk improvements are shown in 
Figure 3.4-4 Project Crosswalk Improvements. The revised figure is presented in Section 
3.0, Amendments to the DEIR. 

2. The project applicant shall work with the City’s Public Works Department to install stop 
signs at the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue to make the 
intersection a four-way stop.  

3. The project applicant shall work with the City’s Public Works Department to increase the 
width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to 
accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as the 
farmers market.  

In addition, the applicant would help the City work with the Farmer’s Market organizers to 
relocate the market. With implementation of these development agreement provisions, project 
impacts on pedestrian facilities would be less than significant. See Final EIR Section 3, 
Amendments, for changes to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Development agreement provision 2 requires the project applicant to work with the City’s Public 
Works Department to install stop signs at the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue to make the intersection a four-way stop. The City has determined that a four-way stop 
at this intersection is warranted and will be installed in the near future. With the addition of stop 
signs, sidewalks in the project area, and widening of the sidewalk, potential impacts from the 
proposed project would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

In addition, the City would approve the project applicant’s construction traffic management 
plan once it is submitted, which would identify the specific routes construction equipment would 
take to and from the project site. 

  

Item 8a

Page 25 of 1103



2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-5	

MASTER	RESPONSE	2:	PROJECT	TRAFFIC	

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, it is estimated that the proposed 
hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a net additional 46 AM peak-hour trips and 12 PM 
peak-hour trips than the traffic generated by the existing uses. 

The project’s vehicle trips were estimated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) trip 
generation rates for hotels. This is the national standard for all traffic analyses and is updated 
frequently based on available data. Through empirical research, data has been collected that 
quantifies the amount of traffic produced by common land uses. The magnitude of traffic 
added to the roadway system by a particular development is estimated by multiplying the 
applicable trip generation rates by the size of the development. Based on the ITE trip generation 
rates, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 746 daily trips, with 66 trips 
occurring during the AM peak hour and 75 trips occurring during the PM peak hour. In addition, 
the project’s additional traffic to the roadway system was estimated using a three-step process: 
(1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip assignment. The first step estimates the amount 
of traffic added to the roadway network. The second step estimates the direction of travel to 
and from the project site. The new trips are assigned to specific street segments and intersection 
turning movements during the third step. 

Trips associated with the existing uses on the project site were subtracted from the project’s 
estimated trips since the site uses were occupied at the time traffic counts were collected. 
Therefore, traffic associated with the existing site uses is included in existing traffic data. The 
existing 17,650 square feet of retail/restaurant uses include a martial arts studio, a window and 
door store, a fabric store, an antique store, a treasure shop, and a restaurant. As was done for 
the project, traffic generated by the existing uses was calculated using ITE generation rates. 
Based on the ITE rates, the existing site uses are estimated to currently generate 786 daily trips, 
with 20 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 63 trips occurring during the PM peak hour. 

Based on the application of ITE trip generation rates for hotel uses and credit for existing uses on 
the project site, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a 
net additional 46 AM peak-hour trips and 12 PM peak-hour trips. These additional trips would not 
result in the degradation of level of service or an increase in average delay on the stop-
controlled approaches by more than 1 second during each of the peak hours analyzed. 
Additionally, the project trips would not meet the volumes necessary to require a stop light at the 
intersections. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on traffic. 

MASTER	RESPONSE	3:	PARKING	

Under current CEQA thresholds, parking demand and supply are not considered environmental 
impacts. Per the City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code (Section 23.64.190, Off-Street Parking, 
Storage), one parking space per four rooms is required for hotel uses. Per the code section, the 
Planning Commission may require additional parking at a ratio of one space for each 50 square 
feet of accessory dining area. The proposed hotel would include 125 rooms with 1,600 square 
feet of dining area. Based on the City’s parking requirements, the proposed project would be 
required to provide 64 off-street parking spaces. The project would meet the City’s parking 
requirement by providing a total of 83 valet parking spaces (55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site 
spaces).  
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Additionally, the project site is located in the Parking District that was established over 40 years 
ago. The district created several municipal parking lots so that the downtown could remain an 
urban, pedestrian-friendly environment. As such, the hotel is exempt from providing off-street 
parking for the hotel’s first-floor component. Additionally, the City’s Community Development 
staff have researched occupancy rates for hotels in the city. The occupancy rate in recent 
history has consistently been 63 percent based on the City’s Hotel Improvement District records. 
This research suggests that, on average, 80 rooms out of 125 would be occupied at any one 
time. Proposed on-site and private off-site parking would accommodate the hotel’s parking 
needs.  

In addition, the City will impose a condition of approval on the project as follows: 

Employee Parking: Employee parking will be restricted to the Lighthouse Theater 
Municipal Parking Lot. Employees shall not be allowed to park in the hotel parking lot or 
on nearby streets. The project will strictly enforce this policy.  

MASTER	RESPONSE	4:	MASSING	AND	VISUAL	CHARACTER	

Commenters expressed concern regarding the project’s massing and potential impacts on the 
area’s visual character. Comments also focused shade and shadow impacts. 

The Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T) zoning district was enacted July 16, 
2015 by citizen initiative following attempts to locate hotels of various sizes (at times larger) on 
the project site. As written in Ordinance Number 1951 (see Appendix D), “Section 1. The People 
of the City of Pacific Grove find as follows:  

(a) Although current regulations prohibit hotels and severely limit condominium 
development in the downtown area, limited hotel and condominium use in the 
downtown would stimulate and enhance commerce and commercial growth in that 
area. 

(b) The block bounded by Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, Central Avenue and 
Fountain Avenue presents not only a central, convenient location for hotel and/or 
residential use, but also is the site of a large, unique, presently vacant building ideally 
suited for a mixed hotel/retail use. 

(c) Hotel and/or residential use on the referenced block, given its proximity to the core retail 
uses in the downtown, would be especially beneficial to the vigor of city’s economy. 

(d) Hotel use on the block bounded by Lighthouse Avenue, Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue is consistent with historic use of this property in that from 1887 to 1918 a three-
story, 114-room hotel, known first as the El Carmelo Hotel and later as the Pacific Grove 
Hotel, was located on this site. 

(e) City’s draft general plan provides that hotel use and/or mixed commercial/residential 
uses are appropriate and to be encouraged in the downtown area.” 

The project would not exceed any of the standards for height or setbacks established by the 
citizen initiative. Additionally, the project would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Use 
Permit. The project would be reviewed by the Architectural Review Board and the Planning 
Commission, which may condition the development to modify the bulk and mass.  
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The General Plan states, “The City took the lead in proposing a successful ballot measure 
allowing hotel and condominium development on the former Holman’s Block.2 This change is 
intended to attract development of and investment in the Holman anchor block that will 
increase City revenue while maintaining the character of the Downtown and the city.” 
Therefore, the project would be consistent with what the City envisioned for the project site.  

Project	Site	Historical	Context		

Commenters expressed concern as to how the height and mass of the proposed project would 
impact the city’s historic context. The project site was previously occupied by a similarly sized 
hotel, described as follows. The El Carmelo Hotel, Pacific Grove’s first building of a true hotel 
pattern, officially opened to guests on May 20, 1887. It was located on Lighthouse Avenue 
between Fountain and Grand where the Holman Building now stands and covered the entire 
block from Lighthouse to Central. The hotel building covered the rear two-thirds of the block, 
with the front third dedicated as a park with a large lawn, paths, and trees. It was built by the 
Pacific Improvement Company and included six cottages, which were built earlier in 1883 across 
the street on Grand Avenue (Page and Turnbull 2011).  

The building was three stories high plus an attic and contained 114 rooms, broad staircases, an 
elevator, and many means of exit and entrance. Each room was plumbed with Carmel River 
water and lighted with gas manufactured on the premises. The hotel was built around a 
courtyard. It enjoyed some measure of success, especially after the Hotel Del Monte in Monterey 
burned in late 1887. Figure 2-1 includes pictures of the original hotel. 

The El Carmelo Hotel advertised itself as the tourist and family hotel of Pacific Grove, where 
everything was first-class at a moderate cost. Room and board could be had for as little as 
$14.00 a week. Guests at the El Carmelo Hotel were also entitled to all of the privileges of those 
of the Hotel Del Monte, including use of the golf links. Many brochures also referred to the El 
Carmelo as “The Little Del Monte.” It was "intended for those who would prefer a quieter and less 
exacting life than that of the more fashionable resort." Around 1908, the hotel underwent 
renovations and the name was changed to the Pacific Grove Hotel. The name change took 
place to avoid confusion with the new town of Carmel and to take advantage of the 
advertising being done by the Board of Trade for the city of Pacific Grove. On September 25, 
1909, the Pacific Improvement Company closed the hotel because it was not profitable. 
However, after unsuccessful attempts to lease the hotel for other purposes and responding to 
the pressure applied by the local Board of Trade, the hotel reopened in early 1910 (Pacific 
Grove Heritage Society, 2002).  

Visual	Character		

Per recent guidance from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), visual 
character is a particularly difficult issue to address in the context of environmental review, in 
large part because it calls for exceedingly subjective judgments. Both federal and state courts 
have struggled with the issue of precisely what questions related to aesthetics are relevant to an 

                                                        

2 City Council Resolution No. 6394 established “a new zoning district allowing hotel use in, and modifying regulations 
applicable to, an area of downtown defined by the block bounded by Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, Central 
Avenue, and Fountain Avenue.” This resolution was passed by the voters of Pacific Grove on June 7, 1994 and became 
effective on July 16, 1994. Refer to Appendix D of this Final EIR. 
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analysis of environmental impact.3 As a practical matter, infill projects are often challenged on 
the grounds of aesthetics. For instance, Public Resources Code Section 21099(d) exempts certain 
types of infill projects from the requirement to analyze aesthetics.  

For these reasons, OPR proposes to recast the existing question on “visual character” to ask 
whether the project is consistent with zoning or other regulations governing visual character. This 
change is intended to align with the analysis of the aesthetics issue in the Bowman case, supra. 
The court in that case noted that almost every city has enacted zoning ordinances to improve 
the appearance of the urban environment, and architectural or design review ordinances, 
adopted solely to protect aesthetics, are increasingly common. While those local laws obviously 
do not preempt CEQA, the court agreed that aesthetic issues are ordinarily the province of local 
design review, not CEQA.4 This revision is also consistent with the proposed changes in CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15064.7 that recognize the appropriate role of environmental 
standards in a CEQA analysis (OPR 2017). 

Therefore, the City would ultimately evaluate project’s aesthetics during its Architectural Review 
Process, and could require changes to design, massing, color or form. Then the City would make 
a finding regarding the project’s architectural compatibility. 

Shade	and	Shadow	

The current CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist does not include an 
evaluation of shade and shadow. Additionally, the City of Pacific Grove has not added shade 
and shadow impacts in its CEQA thresholds of significance. In Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, 
this discussion is included for informational purposes. Shade and shadow effects are limited in 
Pacific Grove because of building height limits enforced by the City. Under the current zoning, 
the project’s maximum allowed height is 40 feet (Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 
23.31.040). Per State Supreme Court findings, compliance with zoning and permitting standards 
can establish the absence of a significant impact for issues such as the visual effects of project 
design, which are normally governed by such standards.5 See discussion under Visual Character, 
regarding Architectural Review Process.  

  

                                                        

3 Maryland-National Cap. Pk. & Pl. Com'n. v. U.S. Postal Serv. (D.C. Cir. 1973) 159 U.S. App. D.C. 158; see also Bowman v. 
City of Berkeley (2006) 122 Cal.App.4th 572. 
4 Bowman v City of Berkeley (2004) 122 CA4th 572, 593.  
5 Ibid. 
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FIGURE 2-1
Historic Pacific Grove Hotel
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In 1918, when the Pacific Improvement Company was liquidating the Del Monte Properties 
Company, it was decided to sell the hotel. W. R. Holman showed interest in buying the hotel for 
$14,000 but was advised that it was not a profitable business decision. As no one else was 
interested in buying the hotel, it was carefully dismantled and the wood used in the 
reconstruction of the Lodge at Pebble Beach. The vacant block was then offered to the Holman 
Company in 1919 for $10,000. The block remained vacant through 1920. In 1921, the Holman 
Department Store opened an auto repair garage and parts store at the corner of Fountain and 
Central. In 1924, construction began on the new Holman Department Store.  

The project site was occupied by a similar use, with a similar mass and number of rooms, 
throughout the establishment and development of the city as it stands today.  

Additional	Visual	Simulation	

Based on comments, an additional visual simulation of the project was prepared (Figure 2-2). 
This simulation shows the perspective of the project from the southwest on Grand Avenue facing 
northeast. The proposed project would be smaller in height than the adjacent Holman Building 
project on the corner of Grand Avenue and Lighthouse. This graphic also shows the project’s 
proposed four stories, including the parking garage.  

MASTER	RESPONSE	5:	WIDENING	THE	SIDEWALK	

Commenters expressed concern that the proposed widening of the sidewalk adjoining Jewell 
Park would impact historic and community resources in the park, including the gazebo, wall 
plaque, and “Little House.” Additionally, another commenter expressed concerns regarding the 
displacement of vendors due to the proposed sidewalk widening.  

The 18-foot sidewalk widening would not impact resources of concern within and adjacent to 
the park. Before the sidewalk is installed, the City will determine whether the farmers market 
operations need to be reconfigured or moved. For example, displaced vendors on Central 
could be moved to Grand Avenue in a southward (uphill) direction where there are currently no 
vendors. No historic resources would be impacted by the sidewalk widening. In addition, the 
project applicant would help the City work with the Farmer’s Market organizers to relocate the 
market. 
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MASTER	RESPONSE	6:	CONSTRUCTION	NOISE	IMPACTS	

Commenters noted that project construction noise would disturb users of Jewell Park and the 
farmers market. As described in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Noise, construction noise depends on the 
noise generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-
generating activities, and the distance between noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors. 
Construction noise is short term and intermittent, and can vary throughout the construction 
duration as different equipment is used. Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, 
Construction Noise Time Limits, the City regulates construction time periods to protect neighbors 
and the community from excessive noise. All noise-generating construction activities, as well as 
delivery and removal of materials and equipment, are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. 
and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. 
Additionally, according to the General Plan Health and Safety chapter, due to the temporary 
nature of such activities, construction is exempt from noise requirements. Therefore, the project 
would not result in a substantial impact from construction noise, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

In addition, the City will impose a condition of approval on project construction as follows: 

Project Construction on Mondays: The project will cease construction on Mondays from 
1 p.m. to 5 p.m. on the Grand Avenue side of the project site. This restriction applies to 
ground-disturbing and exterior construction but does not include interior work. This 
restriction will last for the duration of construction. 

MASTER	RESPONSE	7:	COASTAL	ZONE	PERMITTING	

The project is not located in the Coastal Zone (Pacific Grove 2014). Therefore, the California 
Coastal Commission does not have jurisdiction over the proposed project. As described in Draft 
EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, the project would not impact coastal resources, as it would not 
impact scenic views from public spaces.  

Widening of the Jewell Park sidewalk would require a Coastal Development Permit, which would 
be the City’s responsibility. Before the sidewalk is widened, the City would be required to comply 
with applicable California Coastal Commission standards.  

MASTER	RESPONSE	8:	WATER	USAGE		

Commenters expressed concern about water rates used in the Draft EIR, the City’s process for 
approving projects related to water permits, and adequate water supply. Commenters were 
also concerned about the amount of water that the project would require.  

As described in Draft EIR Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems, water use was calculated 
using water use rates in the Pacific Institute’s Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water 
Conservation in California, Appendices D and E, which detail water use for commercial and 
industrial uses. However, as stated in Letter MPWMD, the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District (MPWMD) uses water rates that differ from the rates used in the Draft EIR. 
As part of future project approvals, the project would require a Water Permit from the MPWMD, 
which would include calculations of project water usage using MPWMD rates at the time of 
permit application.  
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Therefore, to be consistent with the MPWMD rates, page 3.6-5, paragraph 10, of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

Water use was calculated using water use rates in the Pacific Institute’s Waste Not, Want 
Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California, Appendices D and E, 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District’s (MPWMD) Rule 24, Calculation of 
Waster Use Capacity, Table 1: Residential Fixture Unit Count Values and Table 2: Non-
Residential Water Use Factors (MPWMD 2012). which detail water use for commercial 
and industrial uses. The calculation is included as Appendix UTL. Current water usage on 
the site is 1.7 acre-feet per year. According to the MPWMD, the project’s water use 
would be approximately 5.78 at least 12.5 acre-feet per year. As such, the increase in 
water use for the project would be approximately 4.08 at least 10.8 acre-feet per year. 

Because of the limited water supply in the area, Pacific Grove Municipal Code Chapter 11.68, 
Water Allocation Regulations, regulates water allocation in the city, including allocation of 
potable water, fixture unit allocations, readiness for building permit applications, building permit 
time limits and review of allocation regulations. Per Chapter 11.68, water is allocated in 
percentages and amounts to four categories: residential, commercial, governmental, and City-
administered community reserve. Building permits are not issued for projects for which water is 
not available. For projects requiring discretionary land use entitlements (such as the proposed 
project), proof of readiness to apply for a building permit includes the final discretionary 
approval (including the CEQA process) and submittal of all materials or plans normally required 
to be filed with a discretionary permit application. Therefore, the project is required to go 
through the CEQA process to be placed on the prioritized waiting list. No building permit would 
be granted until water is available to serve the project.  

As discussed on page 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR, the City of Pacific Grove does not currently have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project. Because the City does not have sufficient 
water supplies to serve the project, this impact would be potentially significant. The Draft EIR 
includes mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, which prohibits the project applicant from proceeding 
with any project implementation activities until the necessary water supplies are secured. 
Therefore, even after certification of the EIR and project approval, the City would not issue a 
building permit for the project until water is available. The project is subject to the same process 
as any other discretionary project in the city where project water demand exceeds the 
allocation, and the analysis in the Draft EIR is required for the project to be placed on the City’s 
prioritized water waiting list.  

Regarding water supply for new projects, as stated above, the City prioritizes water allotment for 
the four categories cited in the Municipal Code. The City Council must consider all applications 
on the water waiting list as water becomes available, balancing the proposed use and the 
needs of the community. As stated in the Draft EIR, the project would include water-efficient 
fixtures and drought-resistant landscaping such as low-flow water fixtures in guest rooms and 
common areas and water-saving restaurant kitchen facilities. Additionally, the project would be 
subject to MPWMD rules and regulations for water efficiency for plumbing fixtures and 
landscaping. These water-efficient fixtures and landscaping would ensure that the project would 
not waste water and would be consistent with all MPWMD requirements for water efficiency. 
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MASTER	RESPONSE	9:	OTHER	PROJECT	EFFECTS	

Several comments focus on the project’s potential community character, economic and social 
effects, which are not “significant environmental impacts” under CEQA. In evaluating potential 
economic or social effects of the proposed project, the Draft EIR reflects CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15382, which states: 

“Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change 
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical 
change is significant” (emphasis added). 

Economic or social changes (such as community character, economic effects and quality of 
life) are not considered to be significant environmental impacts under CEQA unless those 
changes contribute to a significant physical impact. It is important to note that CEQA analysis 
represents one factor in the City Council’s decisions regarding the project; however, the Council 
may consider factors other than environmental impacts, such as economic and social impacts, 
in reaching its final decision. 

2.5	 RESPONSES	TO	INDIVIDUAL	COMMENT	LETTERS	

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. 52 comment letters were received—1 from a public agency, 1 from a public 
interest group, and 50 from individuals.  

• Comment letters are generally coded by abbreviations, and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter AF, comment 1 is referred to 
as AF-1). 
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> Dear
> Ms. O'Halloran,
> 

> I would like voice my 

> opinion on the proposed Durrel building project. I am

> strongly opposed to it for the following reason:
> 

> 1. Increase traffic

> 2. Limit parking

> 3. Increase noise

> 4. Not within the original

> vision of Pacific Grove

> 5. Potentially taking business away from local

> charming B and B's

> 

> 

>As a

> small business owner in Pacific Grove parking just from the 

> construction of the Holman building has significantly

> limited parking for both my customers and employees.

> Business has dropped drastically since the start of

> construction of the Holman building. I can imagine adding a

> 125 bed hotel. I might as well close my business doors.
> 

> 

> A little background. my

> grandparents met at the Centrella Hotel. Four generations of

> my family have walked in the Buttefly Parade. I've

> raised my daughter in the Pacific Grove. Seven years ago, I

> opened a small business in the Pacific Grove. I've been
> on the board of the Historical Society and my heritage home

> was on the annual home tour. As you can see, my roots run

> deep. I am committed to progress. but it needs to fit into

> the vision of the last home town.

> 

> People live and visit 

> Pacific Grove for its charm and Quaintness. Preserving the
> way of life in Pacific Grove is vital to maintaining its

> Qualities.
> 

> Sincerely, 

> Andrea Fernandez, RN

>

Letter AF

6

1
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ANDREA	FERNANDEZ	(AF)		

Response	to	Comment	AF-1	

The commenter is opposed to increased traffic from the project. 

See Master Response 2: Project Traffic.  

Response	to	Comment	AF-2	

The commenter is opposed to limited parking resulting from the project. 

See Master Response 3: Parking.  

Response	to	Comment	AF-3	

The commenter is concerned about increased noise from the project. 

As described in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Noise, the project operation would generate local traffic as 
a result of hotel guests and staff entering and exiting the site. The increase in traffic could 
increase the ambient noise levels at off-site locations (such as residential uses) in the project 
vicinity. However, according to the traffic trip generation and operations analysis, the project 
would generate fewer traffic trips than generated by the existing land uses. The average day-
night traffic noise levels associated with the project would be slightly lower than the traffic noise 
levels generated by existing uses. Since noise levels would be reduced with project 
implementation, operational impacts would be less than significant. 

Response	to	Comment	AF-4	

The commenter states the project is not consistent with the original vision of Pacific Grove. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character.  

Response	to	Comment	AF-5	

The commenter states that the project would potentially compete with existing businesses, 
including bed and breakfast establishments. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 

Response	to	Comment	AF-6	

The commenter is concerned that the project will impact her business, which is located near the 
project site. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 
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Response	to	Comment	AF-7	

The commenter states she is for progress in the city provided associated development aligns 
with her vision of Pacific Grove’s historic heritage. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 
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Debbie Gon;i:ales <dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Anita Hilton 118 Fountain Ave. 
1 message 

A. Hilton <ahfracas@gmail.com> 
To: DGonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org 

To whom, 

I am a fourth generation Ca/ifomiano. 

Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 1:09 PM 

As a homeowner I have thirty years invested in Pacific Grove, as many years as a community volunteer, and I 
had three years as local business owner. 
And as of the last 5 years I have witnessed few City Council made decisions which built community or 
promoted community solida.rity. 

These days I do not recognize many of the people who walk down the 100 block of Fountain Ave. 
Weekly, strangers stare blankly at me, through my window, while they rip flowers and herbs from my garden; 
the locals, save one, have always knocked and asked for flowers and herbs. 
This past Sunday morning a couple walked into my garden and took limes from my tree, while I was three feet 
away at a car saying goodbye to friends who were local until 3 years ago. 
As the couple exited my garden they left commenting "How could anyone have a tree with fruit on it, that would 
not last where we live." 
Never mind the irony of the couple's statement, nor the irony of the timing that my friends had just been 
lamenting on the apparent decline of Pacific Grove. 
The damage was done. 
I did not want to be an asshole and confront the couple, nor allow my friends to do confront the couple. 
I did not want to taint some visitor's view of Pacific Grove. 
So instead I allow/ed people to harm something which has take me thirty years to create all because I wanted 
to support the commercial image of this town. 
But I can admit that I am questioning my allegiance to Pacific Grove. 

Over the years I have been understanding, patient. and compliant with the events were proposed, passed by 
council, and staged up Fountain Ave. or ensured the closing Fountain Ave. altogether. 
I have never bothered the police each of the times people backed into my car so they could fit in across my 
driveway to attend their event. 
Nor did I call the Police to intervene when three weeks ago a the visitor became verbally abusive after I asked 
the driver not to park across my driveway. 
Recently it has dawned on me that I now feel as though I keep my Victorian and gardens for the sheer 
enjoyment of strangers, and for the sheer profit being made from some who pimp our town. 

Now the city wants to permit the Hotel Durrell. 
Never mind those who blow through the crosswalk at the front of the library at Fountain and Central. 
Never mind the the people who cannot honour the four way stop at Central and Forest. 
Never mind 1he existing traffic which daily drives the wrong way down Fountain Ave. 

How little sense it makes to eradicate businesses in order to offer yet more housing. 
Has anyone researched the number of empty rooms of the existing hotels and B&Bs, recently, over one year, 
especially now with all the STRs in town? 

Have we ever had a City Planner who specialized in the planning of community, instead of community 
planning? 

I resent those with personal agendas and vendettas which continue to flay this town. 

Will someone please consider what the Hotel Durrell will do to the community. 
Will anyone on council can adopt altruism and work together to resurrect some semblance of the community 
Pacific Grove once was. 

Thirty years ago I bought a house in a small town in a neighborhood with neighbors. 
The 100 block of Fountain Ave. is now half empty. 

Letter AH
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ANITA	HILTON	(AH)	

Response	to	Comment	AH-1	

The commenter is concerned that the project would affect long-standing community character. 

Thank you for your comment. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are required. 

Response	to	Comment	AH-2	

The commenter is concerned about traffic safety in the project vicinity and thinks the project will 
worsen an already unsafe situation. 

See Master Response 1: Traffic Safety.  

Response	to	Comment	AH-3	

The commenter questions the logic in eradicating existing businesses while building more 
housing. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 

Response	to	Comment	AH-4	

The commenter suggests that the City research empty hotel and B&B rooms before building a 
new hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. In addition, as mentioned in Master Response 
3: Parking, the City has studied occupancy rates in the area.  

Response	to	Comment	AH-5	

The commenter asks if Pacific Grove has ever had a planner “who specializes in planning of 
community, instead of community planning.” 

Thank you for your comment. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are required.  

Response	to	Comment	AH-6	

The commenter questions what the project will do to Pacific Grove’s small-town communal 
atmosphere and suggests it has been disappearing for the past several years. 

Thank you for your comment. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are required.  
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Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
City Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Department 
300 Forest A venue, 2nd Floor, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
16 October 2017 

Dear Ms. O'Halloran, 

I am writing to you in response to the Draft Environmental hnpact Report for the proposed Hotel 
Du1Tell on the site at 157 Grand Avenue. I have repeated a number of concerns from my letter of 
29 January 2017. 

Parking - The City's ratio of one parking space for four hotel rooms is absurd: In large cities with 
developed public transit infrastructure those figures may make sense, but in Pacific ~Grove, it 
makes none. This ratio of spaces to rooms might support the existing small hotel and bed and 
breakfast infrastructure, but to drop an enormous hotel in a small neighborhood with this parking 
space to room ratio without reviewing the consequences is unacceptable. Just because this ratio 
is on the books in the Planning Code does not mean that it cannot or should not be reviewed and 
revised in the context of a project of this scale. 

In particular, the planned hotel is immediately adjacent to the two principal Pacific Grove 
education facilities outside of the school system, the Library and the Museum. As it stands now, 
street parking for these facilities is adequate, though neither have a dedicated parking area for 
patrons. I fear that adding additional load on the street parking in the vicinity of these facilities 
would impose upon them to the point that their respective patron would abandon them. 

Massing of the Structure - Currently, the building on the property is one story on the Central 
Street elevation. The proposed four-story facade would put the library across the street in 
shadowed darlmess for much of the year. I assume the proposed structure is designed within the 
height and massing strictures allowed by the Zoning Code, but I would ask the Planners to 
consider the impact on our public facilities. 

Water - In an area where growth is moderated and mediated by the allocation of water, it would 
be playing God for the city government to suddenly find enough water for a project of this size 
and nature. When 44regular" citizens have to wait in line for years for a handout in order to add a 
bathroom or expand a kitchen, it would be absurdly hypocritical for the City to allocate water for 
a pet project that few of the citizens support. · 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I understand that the economics of 
managing a city budget require a balance of residential and commercial interests, but I feel that 
approval and development of this particular hotel on this particular location will seriously 
degrade Pacific Grove's hometown character that so many ofus cherish. 

Sincerely, 
Allen Davis 
119 Grand A venue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Letter AD
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ALLEN	DAVIS	(AD)	

Response	to	Comment	AD-1	

The commenter is concerned about the lack of existing parking for public facilities in the area, 
especially for the museum and library. The commenter also states that parking ratios for hotels 
are inadequate. 

See Master Response 3: Parking.  

Response	to	Comment	AD-2	

The commenter notes that the project’s four-story façade would shadow the library across the 
street for much of the year. The commenter assumes the project complies with City zoning 
regulations for height and massing, but asks City planners to consider the project’s impacts to 
public facilities. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character.  

Response	to	Comment	AD-3	

The commenter questions whether enough water will be allocated to the project given that 
home improvements for city residents have been delayed due to water resources issues in the 
region. 

See Master Response 8: Water Usage.  

Response	to	Comment	AD-4	

The commenter acknowledges the economic constraints in balancing residential and 
commercial interests in the city, but thinks the project location will degrade Pacific Grove’s 
“hometown character.” 

See Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects, regarding economic impacts and Master 
Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, which describes the project’s compatibility with the 
city’s character in a historic context.  
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October 11, 2017 

Laurel O' Halloran 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Ms. O' Halloran, 

RECEIVED 

OCT 11 2017 

CITY OF PACH IC GROVE 
COMl\ft.l 11'-•! r \' nr.v l )r.n'!' 

I am writing to express concerns and opinions regarding the Draft EIR and proposal(s) 
for the Hotel Durell. 

1. Safety 
2. Measures of mitigation that are proposed outside of the C-1-T zone but directly 

impact and are within the Coastal Zone 
3. Parking 
4. Traffic 
5. Mass build out regardless of which "alternative development" is considered. 

The proposed project(s) is not only in our neighborhood, the Historic Pacific Grove 
Retreat, but as importantly, adjacent to the Coastal Zone. 

Any proposal(s) should be held to the highest and most thorough degree of scrutiny. 

This proposal(s) will create significantly unsafe, hazardous, out of scale and 
incompatible conditions that degrade and are in conflict with the protections of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

The Draft EIR makes statements regarding crosswalks and public safety that are not 
consistent with the California Vehicle Code, therefore misleading and creating a 
potential hazard. 

Mitigating Measures MM3.4.2a, MM3.4.2b and MM3.4.2c are outside of the C-1-T zone 
and negatively impact the visual and physical characteristics of the neighborhoods and 
will not mitigate the public safety hazard. 

Mitigating Measure MM3.4.2c would physically alter Jewell Park, Grand Avenue and the 
Public Library, all in the Coastal Zone and the Pacific Grove Retreat. 

The proposed project(s) within this Draft EIR should be subject to public hearing by the 
California Coastal Commission. In accordance with the Pacific Grove LUP and the 
Coastal Act. 

The Draft EIR needs to address the current public parking spaces in the surrounding 
area that would be lost as a result of this proposal(s). 

Letter BA
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The Draft EIR claims the proposal(s) will have only 19 employees. How many on site 
workers are not employees (contracted workers) and where will all of these people 
park? 

The Draft EIR indicates Parking Ground level: 55 spaces Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 
spaces, 55+28=83. Then states it provides 97 parking spaces, 14 of which will be 
shared with the Holman Building. Hasn't the minimum parking requirements for the 
Holman Building been established? It needs to be clarified which of these projects 
(Holman or Durell) the 14 spaces are designated in order to fulfill the minim 
requirements. Also, where and when has it been determined what the minim parking 
requirements will be for the multiple alternative projects mentioned in this Draft EIR? 

The proposal(s) contains a pool, spa and fire pit in the courtyard that is open to public 
view, with no mention of concern for public safety, which needs to be addressed. 

The Draft EIR understates the daily traffic impact within the pedestrian neighborhood on 
the whole during and after construction. 

Mitigation Measure MM3.4.1 states that construction traffic for hauling materials in and 
out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. Also, that 
construction traffic shall avoid residential areas in the project area. Both Forest and 
Central Avenues are residential. This does not adequately address the impact. 

It is my opinion that any permit should limit construction times to Monday through Friday 
from 8:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. specifically excluding Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays. City 
permits should also be specific to restricting construction vehicles and materials on site. 
The City needs to be appropriately compensated financially for any public right of way 
that is not available for public use. 

The Draft EIR discards the significant conflict with the compatible historic visual 
character of the complete neighborhood. 

The Pacific Grove General Plan clearly states that the maximums assigned to the 
various land use categories do not constitute an entitlement, nor is there any guarantee 
that any individual project, when tested against the policies of the General Plan, will be 
able to or will be permitted to achieve the maximums indicated. 

Sincerely, 
/\ (' .. 

-- Vu0 --
Betty lin 

Letter BA Continued
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	BETTY	AICKELIN	(BA)		

Response	to	Comment	BA-1	

The commenter is concerned about project impacts on safety, coastal zone mitigation, parking, 
traffic, and development resulting in mass buildout. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 2: Project Traffic, and Master 
Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting, for information regarding these impacts. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-2	

The commenter states that, as the project is located in a historic neighborhood, any approved 
development in the area requires a high degree of scrutiny. The commenter further states that 
the project will create hazardous, unsafe, out-of-scale, and incompatible conditions conflicting 
with land use protections. 

Page 4.0-37 of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for this project 
describes zoning compatibility conditions as follows: “The City most recently updated its Zoning 
Code in August 2015. As shown on the General Plan Map, the project site is designated as 
Commercial-Downtown. Under the current Zoning Code, the site is zoned Light Commercial, 
Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T), Commercial Downtown (C-D). Pursuant to Pacific Grove 
Municipal Code Section 23.52, structures with a density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres are 
permitted on site, with common examples including residential, industrial, commercial, 
institutional, and open space uses. Hotels are permitted uses in C-1-T and C-D zones.”  

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 4: Massing and Visual 
Character, which address safety and historic compatibility issues. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-3	

The commenter states that the California Vehicle Code narrative in Draft EIR Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, is misleading, and that implementing mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, 
MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c would not mitigate safety hazards and would consequentially result in 
visual impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

See Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for 
discussions of traffic safety and visual impacts. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-4	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should be subject to a public hearing by the California 
Coastal Commission, in accordance with the Pacific Grove LUP and Coastal Act. 

Draft EIR page 1.0-6 discusses the environmental review process under CEQA and describes 
ongoing public outreach efforts during the preparation of the IS/MND and the EIR. See Master 
Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, and Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting, for 
further discussion of the project’s compliance with the City’s land use and coastal zoning 
policies. 
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Response	to	Comment	BA-5	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to address the reduction in public parking 
resulting from project implementation. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking, for additional discussion of the project’s impact on parking. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-6	

The commenter states that the project would employ 19 full-time workers, but asks for the 
number of on-site contract workers as well as anticipated parking accommodations for these 
workers. 

See Master Response 3: Parking, regarding worker parking.  

Response	to	Comment	BA-7	

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR states the project provides 97 parking spaces, 14 of 
which will be shared with the Holman Building. The commenter asks if minimum parking 
requirements for the Holman Building have been established and how the 14 spaces will be 
designated to fulfill these requirements. The commenter further asks for minimum parking 
requirements for the project alternatives. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking, for a discussion of the project’s impact on parking. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-8	

The commenter notes that the project contains a pool, spa, and fire pit in the courtyard that is 
open to the public view and states that safety issues should be addressed in the Draft EIR. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City would address these 
issues during review of building plans, and safety measures such as pool fencing could be 
required. No changes are required. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-9	

The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 3.4.1 does not adequately address impacts 
to residential areas. The commenter further states that permitted construction should be limited 
to weekdays only from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Page 3.3-7 of Draft EIR Section 3.30, Noise, describes the City’s Municipal Code regulations for 
construction hours as follows: “Per Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, Construction Noise Time 
Limits, the City regulates construction time periods to protect neighbors and the community from 
excessive noise. All noise-generating construction activities, as well as delivery and removal of 
materials and equipment, are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday, and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays.” Also refer to Master 
Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts. 
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2.0-30	

Refer to Draft EIR Section 3.3, Noise, and Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, for mitigation 
measures and development agreement provisions to address project impacts on residential 
neighborhoods. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-10	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR discards the significant conflict with the compatible 
historic visual character of the complete neighborhood. 

Refer to Response to Comment BA-2 above. 

Response	to	Comment	BA-11	

The commenter notes the Pacific Grove General Plan states that the maximums assigned to the 
various land use categories do not constitute an entitlement, nor is there any guarantee that 
any individual project, when tested against the policies of the General Plan, will be able to or will 
be permitted to achieve the maximums indicated. 

Refer to Draft EIR Appendix 1: IS page 4.0-38 Land Use impact analysis which states “As shown on 
the General Plan Map, the project site is designated as Commercial-Downtown. Under the 
current Zoning Code, the site is zoned Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T), 
Commercial Downtown (C-D). Pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.52, 
structures with a density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres are permitted on site, with common 
examples including residential, industrial, commercial, institutional, and open space uses. Hotels 
are permitted uses in C-1-T and C-D zones.” 
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpaciflcgrove.org> 

Fwd: 

Debbie Gonzales <dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
To: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Please see below. 
------ Forwarded message-------
From: cindi mccormack <cindi.mccormack@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 2:06 PM 
Subject: Fwd: 
To: dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org, cindi mccormack <cindi.mccormack@gmail.com> 

To whom, 

I have lived here in Pacific Grove for nine years now. 
Prior to I lived in many cities, states, and countries. 
I moved here because my spouse owned a home on the 100 block. 

Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 2:07 PM 

It was pretty, I could telecommute to work, and I enjoyed drinking my coffee watching the ocean. 
However, during the past nine years much has changed in this town and little of it for the better. 

Case in point. 
The Hotel Durrell is a poor plan. 
Not only will the design of the Hotel Durrell prove an eyesore, the location of the Hotel Durrell will bring about 
traffic issues which are already problematic and unaddressed. 
Few stop at the crosswalk, in front of the library, on Fountain Ave. 
Actually few vehicles stop at any crosswalks here in town, including the city vehicles; not to omit those 

who run or roll the four way stop at Forest and Central. 
Then there are those who drive the wrong way down Fountain Ave. to turn left on to Ocean View Blvd.; 

these drivers number on average 1-2 vehicles a day during.the week, and many more than that on 
weekends and holidays. 
Each time the residents on the 100 block see the city employees painting the street, we ask for a wrong 
way sign at the base of the hill closer to Seven Gables. 
Parking is a significant issue as well; though issuing resident parking permits might help with this. 
Know that every time there is a wedding on the green, Farmer's Market or Lover's Point, no parking is to be 
found anywhere on the 100 blocks adjacent. 
Too, a speed bump might prevent people from racing up hill of the the 100 block, city trucks included. 

Does this town honestly "need" more hospitality housing, or do we need more businesses of interest to 
bring about tourism, as well as meet the needs of those who live here. 
Has anyone in the Planning dept. assembled a survey, over an entire recent year, on the hospitality room 
occupancy now that the STRs are in full operation? The inn on the comer already has insufficient parking spaces 
creating issues for us, the residents, property tax payors and steady contributors to the local economy. 

What exactly are we paying the overpriced, under performing, city manager Ben Harvey, to do? Has he 

executed anything but cost center loss projects for the city of Pacific Grove? 

In the last year we have had more theft from the front of our home, here on the 100 block, than we have 
in the nine years I have lived here and the 30 years my spouse has resided in Pacific Grove. 
There Is a great deal more foot traffic on our street now, and little of it considerate or friendly. 
Due to intrusions of strangers, into our household, garage, and yard, it is now necessary to keep our 
garage door locked, even when one of us is working inside the garage, the gates to our yard and the front 
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door locked, at all times. Fruit, flowers, and plants have been torn out of the garden and/or cut by 
persons unknown to us; locals always ask for the garden offerings. 
Mail has been stolen from our mailbox, and packages from the porch. Police presence is nonexistent. Nobody 
is enforcing anything in this town, including but most especially, city council and the mayor. I voted for Kempe, a pencil 
mark, I regret. His big ideas have cost us big bucks with little to benefit the actual shareholders of Pacific Grove. It's 
citizens. It's time to stop disregarding the majority of citizens for a few and a grab at tourist dollars. Including, Moe 
Ammar, the "president" of the chamber of commerce, who has discouraged new businesses of which he did not approve, 
as well as driven out many legitimate businesses with his absence of support, that we can now call PG the thrift store 
capital of California. 

Look closely, honestly, and you will see this is not the Home Town many attempt to convince us it is. 
With the building of the Hotel Durrell this will be made even more apparent. 

Please do not disregard your citizens regarding Hotel Durell. We don't want it. 

Cindi McCormack 
118 Fountain Ave. Pacific Grove 

Best regards, 

Debbie Gonzales 
City of Pacific Grove, Community & Economic Development Department 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 
Direct 831.648.3183 , Fax 831.648.3184 
dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org 
www.cityofpacificgrove.org/cedd 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-33	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	CINDI	MCCORMACK	(CM)		

Response	to	Comment	CM-1	

The commenter is concerned about project impacts on traffic congestion, lack of parking, and 
safety issues, especially at pedestrian crossings. The commenter suggests that the City issue 
residential parking permits as a partial solution. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Project Traffic, and Master Response 3: Parking.  

Response	to	Comment	CM-2	

The commenter questions if the City has studied the need for more hospitality housing. The 
commenter states that the city’s parking issues have led to a tax burden for property owners. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 

Response	to	Comment	CM-3	

The commenter states that the city’s change in demographics over the years has led to a 
number of quality of life issues for its residents. The commenter further expresses dissatisfaction 
with local government in its ability to address these issues. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 

  

Item 8a

Page 54 of 1103



Letter CG

1
2
3
4

Item 8a

Page 55 of 1103

acotham
Line

acotham
Line

acotham
Line

acotham
Line



2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-35	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	CAROLYN	GRIFFIN	(CG)	

Response	to	Comment	CG-1	

The commenter states the project would require demolition of a historic building. 

As noted on page 3.2-5 of Draft EIR Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, a Phase I Historic Assessment 
was completed for the project site pursuant to the Pacific Grove Guidelines for Historic 
Assessments. The assessment is included in Draft EIR Appendix 4: CUL. The report evaluated the 
Holman Garage as a historic property. Due to the changes to the building, Holman’s Garage is 
no longer a clear example of commercial architecture from its period of significance. As such, 
the report determined that Holman’s Garage at 156–162 Fountain Avenue is not eligible for 
inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (the City Council concurred on 
October 21, 2015), the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Response	to	Comment	CG-2	

The commenter states the project would increase traffic in the area and would impact the use 
of Jewell Park. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 

Response	to	Comment	CG-3	

The commenter states the project would require the relocation or closure of the farmers market. 

The project would not require relocation or closure of the farmers market. As noted in Master 
Response 5: Widening of Sidewalk, before the sidewalk is installed, the City will determine 
whether the farmers market operations need to be reconfigured or moved. For example, 
displaced vendors on Central could be moved to Grand Avenue in a southward (uphill) 
direction where there are currently no vendors. 

Response	to	Comment	CG-4	

The commenter states the project would heavily impact an already difficult parking situation in 
the retreat. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking, for a discussion of the project’s parking impacts. 
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In Pacific Grove we have history, quaintness and beauty but 
alas, we are about to become a vanishing breed. Small towns 
across America have all but disappeared as bigger and better 
edifices swallow up small businesses all in the name of 
progress. Bigger is better or newer is nicer appears to be the 
mantra. While the Hotel Durrell will look smart and beckon 
crowds to its spas and upscale rooms, our town will be 
changed forever. Another part of our history will have been 
erased. 

Modernization can be a good thing. Who wants old plumbing 
or a leaky roof, but there is a line in the sand (no pun intended) 
that separates our collective history from unbridled 
development. Do we want to cross that line and cave to the 
developers or do we want to keep Pacific Grove “America’s 
Last Hometown”? 

Letter DF
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-37	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	DONNA	FOOTE	(DF)		

Response	to	Comment	DF-1	

The commenter states the project would be good for modernization but suggests Pacific 
Grove’s history will be lost. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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Hotel Durrell 
1 message 

Donna Stewart <donnastewartpg@me.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Laurel, 

Laurel o·Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Sun, Oct 15, 2017 at 9:44 PM 

I have been traveling and out of the loop and I do not have time to numerate all the reasons this plan for Hotel Durrell is a 
bad idea. 

Suffice it to say, this is a bad idea for our historic district. It is over built, will cause traffic nightmares beyond repairability 
and is just not good for 
Pacific Grove. 

I am against this plan for good and sufficient reasons that are well numerated by others who have been tracking it closely. 

It just appears that our City planners are turning eyes away from the essence of our community. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna M. Stewart 
225 Lobos Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Letter DS
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-39	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	DONNA	STEWART	(DS)		

Response	to	Comment	DS-1	

The commenter states the project is bad for the city’s historic district. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for a description of the project’s 
historic context.  

Response	to	Comment	DS-2	

The commenter states the project is over built. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for a discussion of the project’s 
design compatibility with the surrounding area. 

Response	to	Comment	DS-3	

The commenter states the project would cause “traffic nightmares.” 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 
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David Dilworth 
P.O. Box 100, Cannel, CA 93921 (831) 624-6500 

Let me respectfully object to the DEIR on the Proposed Hotel Durrell project and the project itself. 

* The proposed Hotel Durrell project will admittedly cause an increase in traffic. 

DEIR Executive Sunmtary: "[the project] would increase motor vehicle traffic and congestion during the AM 
and PM peak traffic times ... " 

This turns out to be critical to two things. 

l. The traffic increase noted above is a Significant impact due to existing AM & PM Gridlock; period; 
Not a potentially significant impact. 

2. Whether any proposed mitigation measures will actually REDUCE that traffic to less than significant. 

As you should know - no matter how much money is paid, creating crosswalks and stop signs does not. 
DECREASE traffic impacts - they both slow down traffic and INCREASE traffic impacts ! 

Unless you can provide some genuine, valid studies showing creating crosswalks and stop signs reduces peak 
hour gridlock (LOS "F") traffic impacts. 

As background -- You may not be aware that there are only 3 laoes (not 3 roads) of public roads leading out of the 
project site and Pacific Grove in case of an emergency (Lighthouse/Del Monte, and Holman Highway to Route 
l ). 

Nightly gridlock traffic jams on Lighthouse A venue and Holman Highway have become common, especially 
during the summer months on the Monterey Peninsula and the Cannery Row area. According to Monterey police the 
daily gridlock begins as early as 2:00pm and routinely extends to 6:00 pm. 

Cal-Trans' (among many other authorities) standard for a significant impact when an existing intersection is at 
LOS "F" is tlte addition of a shigle vehicle trip. Any activity creating at )east one new vehicle trip during rush 
hour is causing a ~ignificant impact: 

"It is the Department's position that the addition of even one peak hour 
trip in a LOS ("Level of Service") 'F' environment represents a significant impacL" 
(Cal-Trans Jetter dated Nov 18~ 1997 to the Monterey County Planning 
Dept on the September Ranch project.) 

LOS stands for "Level of Service" where the scale ranges from 'A' to 'F'; 
A' means free-flowing, 'F means gridlock - measured as a minimum trip delay of 60 seconds. 

''Peak hour trip" means during rush hour (8 - 9:30 am and 4:00 - 5:30 pm) 

Further, a map prepared by the County Century 21 General Plan Update Team using T AMC data showed the 
Peninsula Roads Gridlocked as of December 2000. 

Those 17 year old maps showed we have gridlock or near gridlock on Highway One past Carmel to Marina, 
Highway 68 from Highway One to Pacific Grove, and Highway 68 to Salinas. Other full roads are the Lighthouse 
Curve leading to the Tunnel, Del Monte Avenue in Monterey, and parts of Carmel Valley Road. 

This data is from 2000 and has generally gotten worse. Further, it does not include increased traffic from events such 
as Golf Townaments or Festivals. 

Letter DD
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What this means is that all your traffic impact findings and mitigations are patently and grossly invalid and 
must be revised with this standard impact threshold. 

For example: for Impact 3.4.1 - there is no mitigation measure prohibiting construction traffic during peak hour 
traffic. You need to add a mitigation measure prohibiting construction traffic during peak hour traffic. 

-David Dilworth 
Environmental Impact Consultant 
Channel, California 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-42	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	DAVID	DILWORTH	(DD)		

Response	to	Comment	DD-1	

The commenter states the project would result in a significant impact due to existing traffic and 
wonders whether any mitigation measure would reduce this traffic impact to less than 
significant.  

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, for additional discussion. 

Response	to	Comment	DD-2	

The commenter states there are “only 3 lanes (not 3 roads) of public roads leading out of the 
project site and Pacific Grove in case of an emergency (Lighthouse/Del Monte, and Holman 
Highway to Route 1.” 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted. 
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October 12, 2017 

Laurel O'Halloran, lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org  

City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Department 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Pacific Grove Hotel 

Durrell project does not mitigate the significant negative impacts which have been raised 

previously. It does not take into account the General Plan protections. This review process 

needs to be thorough and in compliance with the recorded parameters for development which 

are included in the General Plan.  

Here are several concerns that have not been addressed: 

This hotel is way too big for this location. The noise from a hotel of this size as well as the 

unsightly garbage on the backside of the hotel will greatly diminish the quality of this area. 

Pedestrian safety is a serious issue for the children, the elderly and all visitors to this area 

which features the library, the museum and the main city park. (The Library alone has about 

500 visitors per day.) The sidewalks around the proposed hotel need to be wider giving more 

room to people so they don’t feel “pushed” into the street. It’s important also that the EIR 

examine the cumulative impact of this project and the Holman Condo project when assessing 

parking, traffic and water availability.   

The design of the hotel as shown in artist’s sketches is totally out of character with the town 

and the neighborhood. The aesthetic integrity of the area is compromised since the proposed 

architecture is not coordinated with the historical designs of the library, museum and park. 

Arching windows, appropriate colors and materials, and setback have been ignored.  

In sum, this project is completely inappropriate for the location. While I have only outlined a 

few of the problems with the proposal here, I and others in the previous public meeting and 

in written comments have raised other issues which have not been addressed.  

We hope you will value this community input when assessing the impact of this project. 

Sincerely,  

Elizabeth Fisher 

429 Lighthouse Ave. Apt. 2 

Pacific Grove, Ca. 93950 

Home/Office: 831-920-2731 

Letter EF
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-44	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ELIZABETH	FISHER	(EF)		

Response	to	Comment	EF-1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not mitigate previously raised concerns of 
significant impacts for development projects and doesn’t take into account General Plan 
protections. 

Impacts on land use and planning were discussed in the project’s IS/MND, which determined 
there would be no impacts from the project or other development projects in the area. No 
changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	EF-2	

The commenter states that the project is too big for the location and will produce noise impacts 
that will diminish quality of life for residents in the area. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Noise, noise impacts from project construction would be 
short term. Project operation would generate local traffic as a result of hotel guests and staff 
entering and exiting the site. The increase in traffic could increase ambient noise levels at off-site 
locations (such as residential uses) in the project vicinity. However, according to the traffic trip 
generation and operations analysis, the proposed project would generate fewer vehicle trips 
than generated by the existing land uses. The average day-night traffic noise levels associated 
with the project would be slightly lower than the traffic noise levels generated by the existing uses. 
Since noise levels would be reduced with project implementation, operational impacts would 
be less than significant. Also refer to Master Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts. 

Response	to	Comment	EF-3	

The commenter states that pedestrian safety in the area is a concern, especially for visitors to 
the library and the museum. The commenter adds that the sidewalks around the hotel should be 
widened to ensure people don’t feel “pushed into the street.” 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk. 

Response	to	Comment	EF-4	

The commenter states it is important that the EIR examine the cumulative impact of the project 
and the Holman Condo project when assessing parking, traffic, and water availability. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic, Master Response 3: Parking, and Master Response 8: 
Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	EF-5	

The commenter states “the design of the hotel as shown in artist’s sketches is totally out of 
character with the town and the neighborhood. The aesthetic integrity of the area is 
compromised since the proposed architecture is not coordinated with the historical designs of 
the library, museum and park. Arching windows, appropriate colors and materials, and setback 
have been ignored.” 
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2.0-45	

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.<?rg> 

Fwd: THE TIME IS NOW ... to respond to the proposed Hotel Durrell 
3 messages 

Gerald (Jerry) Dieter Griffin <k6md@aol.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 
Cc: clroehouse@aol.com, j-wills@comcast.net, mawhitten@gmail.com 

Sat, Oct 14, 2017 at 10:58 AM 

I agree with Betty Aickelin that the DEIR is flawed,as she describes. It contains 
violations of ordinances and runs af ouf of the Coastal Commission rules. Aside 
from that, the City of Pacific Grove dearly violated its own rules for not naming 
the Central Station as a historic building, when it clearly was buift before the 

Holman Building and served as that building's garage ....... the perceived urge to get 
more $ & tax base & hotel $ for the City is obviously more important than the Hf e 
styles that are being degraded by PG's policies ...... this is insulting and damages the 
citizens of PG, and particularly those who five in the R"etreat. Forest Ave has 
already become an extension of speeders from HWY 68 as they head to Ocean 
View Blvd .... and no pofice help in traffic/speeding control.. .. NONE!!.. .. The DEIR is 
an act to confuse and deceive the PG Citizens,particularly those living in the 
Retreat. It,and the City's policy of 'hospitality trumps lifestyles and resident 
desires' is an affront to those of us who Jong ago chose to live here, and pay 
taxes .... !! We did not elect the city council & mayor to screw us over cmd change 
our lives to satisfy an out of town developer 

I
s greed ...... and the City's out of 

control greed in order to satisfy an • overpromise & under-deliver' policy for City 
employees who are vastly overpaid!.. .... $200k for a police officer?? ... obscene ... H!! 
and particularly true when one reads the police Jogs to see what they do 
masqerading as 'policing· ....... and so, misstating the entrances,the delivery traffic 
impedances, the truck noises, the parking mess---129 rooms and only 80 or 90 
parking spaces asked for?? ... What a bunch of BSU!..Where wiH the hotel guests and 
employees park??? ..... Perhaps they should be directed to park on front of our City 
Council's & Mayor's homes, instead of our neighborhood, leaving no spaces for us 
residents .... ?? .... obviously this project is very problematic ... .for a host of valid 

reasons ...... .. 

Gerald Griffin.MD 

----Original Message----
From: Carolyn Griffin <clroehouse@aol.com > 
To: j_twills <j_twills@comcast.net >; waterthecactus <waterthecactus@yahoo.com >; mawhitten 
<mawhitten@gmail.com >; camm22 <camm22@gmail.com >; baldridge <baldridge@redshift.com >; k6md 
<k6md@aol.com >; ktgriffinhart <ktgriffinhart@aol.com >; lorirolander <lorirolander@gmail.com >; mrmoonsmom 

Letter GDG
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<mrmoonsmom@redshift.com>; luv2read.2025 <luv2read.2025@gmail.com>; safeemail <safeemail@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thu, Oct 12, 201710:22 am 
Subject: Fwd: THE TIME IS NOW ... to respond to the proposed Hotel Durrell 

Please read this email and look at the picture of the hotel. If it is built, it will have a huge impact on our beloved library. 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net > 
Date: October 12, 2017 at 7:03:02 AM PDT 
To: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net> 
Subject: THE TIME IS NOW ... to respond to the proposed Hotel Durrell 

A gentle reminder: 

The clock Is now quickly ticking down to Monday, October 16, 5 pm. 

This is the final deadline for the City to receive residents' comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Hotel Durrell on Central Avenue between 
Fountain and Grand. 

Study the photograph below. 

Read the Summary of the Public Notice below. 

Read the entire Draft Environmental Impact Report here: 

https:/ /www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/defau lt/files/news/draft-eir _ hotel-d urrell_ 8-30-17 .pdf 

Write, right now, o,as soon as possible! 
Remember to request confirmation of the receipt of your Comments. 

Letters should be either hand-delivered to City Hall or else emailed to Laurel O'HalJoran at: 

lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 
If you need more inspiration to write, right now, here's an email I just received from a long-time and well-respected 
Pacific Grove advocate for residents' "quality of life" and historic preseJVation: 

I know I'm preaching to the choir, Sally, but folks need to go 
after this with as much resistance as we mustered to defeat 
Measure F and many other threatening situations here in 
town. 

I have to be honest. This "out front" involvement isn't good 
for my health. At the same time, my health is made vulnerable 
by this proposed Hotel Durrell. 
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This DEIR contains serious problenis, but the City is hoping 
these attempts to erode our General Plan's protections will just 
slide through the review process. 

In hindsight, the current civically-active Pagrovians would 
have been well-served to have meeting and study this DEIR 
line by line. That didn't happen. So all we have left is to 
WRITE our letters! 

Ponder life with (and without) this project at the north end of the Holman Block. 

And then respond! 

Comment on mitigations to potential problems that do not seem reasonable to you. 

Comment on potential problems that are not mentioned-or glossed over. 

Be guided by your heart, your caring, and your instincts. 

This is an opportunity for all of us to make a difference to Pacific Grove's future size, character, 
resources, traffic and parking, and the residential quality of life in our "City of Homes." 

There are thousands of residents in PG who are not on my e-outreach list. 
There are hundreds who won't receive this in the PG Retreat alone. 

So please, spread the word yourselves. 

Share. Forward. Organize. Talk with neighbors. Imagine all possibilities. 
Encourage everyone you know to write! 

Stand on Central Avenue between Fountain and Grand, look at our historic Library and Museum, and ask 
if this hotel is environmentally sound. 

The environmental report includes all impacts-on our aesthetics, history, culture, and resources. 

And if this proposed hotel isn't the right environmental option for Pacific Grove, then resist with all your 
might! 

NOTE: Below you will also find two more examples of wonderful Comments that have been delivered to Laurel 
O'Halloran. These may help you get started on your own. They are. both now part of the Public Record towards 
decision-making on the Final EIR. Thanks v~ry much, Betty and Patsy! 

NOTE: In my last e-outreach sent September 27, I included examples of three letters that have been sent into the 
City responding to the DEIR. I mistakenly attributed the first letter to Andrea Johnson. l should have typed Andrea 
Feri,.andez, Registered Nurse. My apologies to Andrea! 

October 11, 2017 
Laurel O' Halloran City of Pacific Grove 300 Forest Ave. Pacific Grove, CA 
93950 
Ms. O' Halloran, 
I am writing to express concerns and opinions regarding the Draft EIR and proposal(s) 

for the Hotel Durell. 
1. Safety 
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2. Measures of mitigation that are proposed outside of the C-1-T zone but directly 
impact and are within the Coastal Zone 
3. Parking 
4. Traffic 
5. Mass build out regardless of which "alternative development" is considered. 
The proposed project(s) is not only in our neighborhood, the Historic Pacific Grove 
Retreat, but as importantly, adjacent to the Coastal Zone. 
Any proposal(s) should be held to the highest and most thorough degree of scrutiny. 
This proposal(s) will create significantly unsafe, hazardous, out of scale and 
incompatible conditions that degrade and are in conflict with the protections of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
The Draft EIR makes statements regarding crosswalks and public safety that are not 
consistent with the California Vehicle Code, therefore misleading and creating a 
potential hazard. 
Mitigating Measures MM3.4.2a, MM3.4.2b and MM3.4.2c are outside of the C-1-T zone 
and negatively impact the visual and physical characteristics of the neighborhoods and 
will not mitigate the public safety hazard. 
Mitigating Measure MM3.4.2c would physically alter Jewell Park, Grand Avenue and 
the Public Library, all in the Coastal Zone and the Pacific Grove Retreat. 
The proposed project(s) within this Draft EIR should be subject to public hearing by the 
California Coastal Commission. In accordance with the Pacific Grove LUP and the 
Coastal Act. 
The Draft EIR needs to address the current public parking spaces in the surrounding 
area that would be lost as a result of this proposal(s). 
The Draft EIR claims the proposal(s) will have only 19 employees. How many on site 
workers are not employees ( contracted workers) and where will all of these people 
park? 
The Draft EIR indicates Parking Ground Level: 55 spaces Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 
spaces, 55+28=83. Then states it provides 97 parking spaces, 14 of which will be 
shared with the Holman Building. Hasn't the minimum parking requirements for the 
Holman Building been established? It needs to be clarified which of these projects 
(Holman or Durell) the 14 spaces are designated in order to fulfill the minimum 
requirements. Also, where and when has it been determined what the minimum parking 
requirements will be for the multiple alternative projects mentioned in this Draft EIR? 
The proposal(s) contains a pool, spa and fire pit in the courtyard that is open to public 
view, with no mention of concern for public safety, which needs to be addressed. 
The Draft EIR understates the daily traffic impact within the pedestrian neighborhood 
on the whole during and after construction. 
Mitigation Measure MM3.4.1 states that construction traffic for hauling materials in and 
out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. Also, that 
construction traffic shall avoid residential areas in the project area. Both Forest and 
Central Avenues are residential. This does not adequately address the impact. 
It is my opinion that any permit should limit construction times to Monday through 
Friday from 8:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. specifically excluding Saturdays, Sundays and 
Holidays. City permits should also be specific to restricting construction vehicles and 
materials on site. The City needs to be appropriately compensated financially for any 
public right of way that is not available for public use. 
The Draft EIR discards the significant conflict with the compatible historic visual 
character of the complete neighborhood. 
The Pacific Grove General Plan clearly states that the maximums assigned to the 
various land use categories do not constitute an entitlement, nor is there any guarantee 
that any individual project, when tested against the policies of the General Plan, will be 
able to or will be permitted to achieve the maximums indicated. 
Sincerely, 
Betty Aickelin 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-50	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	GERALD	GRIFFIN	(GDG)		

Response	to	Comment	GDG-1	

The commenter states the project violates California Coastal Commission Rules. 

See Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting 

Response	to	Comment	GDG-2	

The commenter states the City of Pacific Grove “clearly violated its own rules for not naming the 
Central Station as a historic building, when it clearly was built before the Holman Building and 
served as that building's garage.” 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	GDG-3	

The commenter states the Draft EIR is an effort to “confuse and deceive” people, especially 
residents of the retreat area. 

The Draft EIR does not recommend project approval or denial. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 
inform decision-makers and the public about potential project impacts. The EIR provides 
information regarding the potential environmental effects of the project, but it does not 
advocate project approval or denial. 

Response	to	Comment	GDG-4	

The commenter states the Draft EIR misstates the adequacy of parking for the project and feels 
the project will take up available public spaces for residents of the neighborhood. 

See Master Response 3: Parking. 
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City of Pacific Grove  
Community & Economic Development Department 
300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor  
Pacific Grove, CA 93950  
 
 
Attention: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 
(lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org) 
 
October 12, 2017 
 
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hotel Durell Project 

Dear Ms. O’Halloran: 

Everyone's Harvest, a 501c3 non-profit organization, operates five certified 
farmers’ markets and is a catalyst for health-related programs across Monterey 
County. Our mission is to provide access to healthy, affordable fruits and 
vegetables through certified farmers’ markets and community food programs. The 
Everyone’s Harvest vision is for every community to have a fair and sustainable 
food system. Everyone’s Harvest, founded in 2002, takes pride in the growing 
community of people who value organic food and rely on Everyone’s Harvest for 
access to local fresh fruits and vegetables. 

Since 2008, Everyone’s Harvest has managed the Pacific Grove Farmers’ Market 
with more than 30 local and small vendors, including minority and women-owned 
farms and businesses. On average, more than 500 Pacific Grove and local 
families attend the Farmers’ Market each week. Last year, in 2016, low income 
families in Pacific Grove spent more than $8,000 on healthy produce at the PG 
Farmers' Market using Electronic Benefit Transfer/CalFresh food stamps and 
other Market Match coupons. Further, over the last nine years Everyone's 
Harvest has conducted dozens of Edible Education workshops teaching 
numerous Pacific Grove families about the benefits of healthy eating and 
preparing meals together at home. 

On February 20, 2008, when the City of Pacific Grove selected Everyone’s 
Harvest as the organization to run their community farmers’ market, it was initially 
at a location specified by the City Council on Lighthouse Avenue. On May 19, 
2010, after continued concerns from businesses on Lighthouse Avenue about the 
weekly street closure for the Farmers’ Market, Everyone’s Harvest willingly 
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participated in a collaborative effort with the City, Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Business 
District, and Sustainable Pacific Grove to identify a preferable location for the weekly market 
and voluntarily agreed to amend its Use Permit to move to a mutually agreeable location at the 
intersection of Central Avenue and Grand Avenue. 

Over the last nine years, the Farmers’ Market has become an integral part of Pacific Grove’s 
civic life. In its current location, the Farmers’ Market, Library, Museum, and Jewell Park create a 
unique opportunity for synergy and community. At no other time in the week is Jewell Park so 
full of kids and families gathering and playing together as they do on Monday afternoons. 
Despite the concerns of the business community in the initial years of the Pacific Grove 
Farmers’ Market on Lighthouse Avenue, since the Market’s re-location in 2010, the City has not 
informed Everyone’s Harvest of any complaints about this important weekly community 
gathering. 

Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 23.64.055, a Use Permit was issued to Everyone’s Harvest on 
June 16, 2008 and amended on June 3, 2010. The Use Permit specifies that the Farmers’ 
Market be held weekly on Monday afternoons throughout the year at the intersection of Grand 
Avenue and Central Avenue, directly adjacent to the proposed Hotel Durell. Portions of Grand 
Avenue and Central Avenue are closed every Monday (as required by the amended Use 
Permit) -- before, during, and after the hours of the Farmers' Market -- to allow for safe and 
smooth set-up and take-down by the vendors.  

Everyone’s Harvest worked closely with the City of Pacific Grove and community to identify the 
current location after originally being permitted to operate the market on Lighthouse Avenue. If 
the proposed Hotel Durell project would result in a modification of the Farmers’ Market Use 
Permit by displacing the portion of the market on Central Avenue between Fountain Avenue and 
Grand Avenue, the Final EIR should clearly describe how this would not be detrimental to the 
market operations. The Draft EIR is not entirely clear whether a change to the current 
configuration of the Farmers’ Market is being proposed. If so, it is our understanding that an 
amendment to Everyone’s Harvest’s Use Permit would be required. Everyone’s Harvest desires 
to continue to work collaboratively with the City for the best outcome, and requests that any 
changes to the Market follow a community process similar to the one in 2010.  

Everyone’s Harvest offers the following additional comments on the proposed Hotel Durell 
Project. Regrettably, the Draft Environmental Impact Report fails to address several of our 
comments submitted on the Initial Study and again during the Notice of Preparation for the 
DEIR. We were disappointed that the specific comments raised by Everyone’s Harvest were not 
noted in the summary of comments received. We continue to ask that significant impacts on the 
farmers’ market be carefully considered as the City evaluates the proposed hotel project and 
alternatives for the lower part of the Holman block. We are concerned about short-term 
construction-related impacts of traffic, noise, air quality, and lighting and that the construction-
related mitigation measures are inadequate to ensure unimpeded operation of the Pacific Grove 
Farmer’s Market. The traffic analysis does not fully consider the permitted road closures on 
Mondays. 

-
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Above all, the Draft EIR's proposed Mitigation Measure 3.4.2c., which calls for a widened 
sidewalk along the eastern margin of Jewell Park, potentially destroys major features of both the 
Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that the community currently 
enjoys and values. We are concerned that placing market vendors along the eastern edge of 
Jewell Park would result in a significant loss of community activity by cutting off pedestrian flow 
through the Market and Jewell Park. Further, the mitigation measure does not consider that 
Grand Avenue is not wide enough to allow for the vendor set-up process concurrently on both 
sides of the street. In other ways also, this proposal lacks detail and is unclear. The enlarged 
sidewalk must come out of Jewell Park? What happens to the Gazebo and the Little House? 
Everyone’s Harvest does not support this measure as appropriate mitigation for displacement of 
a portion of the market area and capacity. 

We also offer the following specific comments: 

• Page 2.0-23 CONSTRUCTION – The DEIR states that, “Construction activities are
anticipated to last approximately 12 to 18 months. Consistent with the City’s Noise
Ordinance, construction would generally occur Monday through Friday and be limited to
the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. No work would take place on Sundays or on federal, state, or local holidays.
Construction activities would consist of demolition of the existing building, site
preparation, including grading, removal of existing asphalt, and construction of new
structures. The construction of the underground, one-level parking garage would require
excavation and -off-hauling of materials. Building materials for the underground parking
lot would be concrete or a type of noncombustible material.”

COMMENT: The use of heavy construction equipment during market operations could
result in noise, air quality, and traffic impacts. Therefore, the City should condition the
Hotel Durell Project to modify the hours of construction to avoid the once a week Market
operation on Mondays when the street is closed.

• Page 2.0-2 SURROUNDING LAND USES – The DEIR states that, “Commercial
buildings are located on the south and east sides of the project site. Multiple-family
residences are located north of the project site. The block directly to the north contains
the City’s Public Library. The Holman Building is located directly east of the project site
across the parking lot. The Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History is located west of
the project site, while Jewell Park is located to the northwest adjacent to the library.”

COMMENT: As a permitted use, this section should also identify the Farmers’ Market as
a surrounding land use.

• p. 20, 157 – The DEIR Mitigation Measure 3.4.2c states that, “The project applicant shall 
pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as determined by the City’s Public Works 
Department, to provide funds to increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern 

2 
cont.
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edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased 
pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as the farmers market.” 

COMMENT: Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 23.64.055, the Farmers’ Market is not a 
“special event;” it is an event occurring multiple times within a twelve-month period and 
has obtained a Use Permit accordingly. At a minimum, any fair share contribution from 
the proposed Hotel Durell project should be required to ensure that any changes to 
Jewell Park or other improvements of the public right-of-way or adjacent public facilities 
would maintain the existing market vendor capacity and ensure market operations 
continue unimpeded. No changes should be made to Jewell Park that would result in a 
net loss of recreational facilities or pedestrian flow between the park and the market. 

• p. 45 – Recreation. The DEIR states that a significance threshold for recreational 
impacts would, “Require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.” It goes on to state that, “… 
despite the proximity of Jewell Park to the project site, the project would not significantly 
increase the number of visitors to the park or cause adverse physical effects, as most 
visitors in Pacific Grove come for the regional attractions.”  

COMMENT: The DEIR notes comments had been made that if the proposed project 
would move the farmers’ market into the nearby park, this would deteriorate the park. As 
described above, the Farmers’ Market provides multiple community benefits and should 
not be considered a recreational activity. As noted above, we are concerned that 
widening of the sidewalk along Jewell Park, as suggested by Mitigation Measure 3.4.2c., 
would have an adverse physical effect on both the park and market.  

• NOISE, Page 3.3-7 Noise Sensitive Receptors – The DEIR states that, “The nearest
sensitive receptors are the City of Pacific Grove Library and the Museum of Natural
History located approximately 65 feet north of the project site, as well as users of Jewell
Park located 55 feet to the northwest and residences located 230 feet to the northeast.”

COMMENT: The Final EIR should explicitly identify the farmers’ market as a noise
sensitive receptor and a mitigation measure should restrict construction noise during
market operations (that is, no construction activity during the market).

• p.142, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 3.4-2 – The DEIR states that, “Everyone’s 
Harvest runs a community farmers market every Monday on Central Avenue between 
Fountain and Forest avenues. The farmers market operates from 3:00 to 7:00 PM. 
Central Avenue between Fountain and Forest avenues is closed to vehicular traffic 
during the farmers market to ensure safety for vendors and customers.” 

COMMENT: This description omits the large part of the Farmers’ Market that is on 
Grand Avenue and should be revised to accurately reflect the market configuration. The 
description should be revised to include the hours of set up and take down from 1pm to 

5 
cont.
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9pm, consistent with the Use Permit. This is a time during which the construction traffic 
should be halted because it would impede set up and take down in the near term (Page 
2.0-23 CONSTRUCTION), but also, hotel traffic would interfere with set up and take 
down over the long term as well (p.142, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 3.4-2).  

• Proposed Mitigation Measure 3.4.1 states, “Project construction traffic for hauling
materials in and out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue.
Construction traffic shall avoid residential areas in the project area.”

COMMENT: This should be revised for construction traffic to utilize Fountain Avenue
instead of Forest Avenue, which is a block west of the project site; construction traffic
from Forest Avenue would result in conflicts with the market.

Lastly, we encourage the project applicant and the City to consider alternatives of a more 
modest height and footprint to reduce impacts on the Farmers’ Market, Museum, Library, Jewell 
Park, and the neighborhood. We hope that this area of downtown can take the opportunity to 
build on the existing civic and public space, including the weekly farmers' market we manage. 
We would like to work with the City to provide wintertime lighting in the market area, better 
permanent signage, a reliable power source to host community groups and live music, and to 
help with other challenges noted here related to any changes in the current market location and 
configuration. Everyone's Harvest believes that all Pacific Grove businesses could benefit from 
the city's inclusion of this weekly community gathering into its efforts to make downtown more 
vital and vibrant. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Hardgrave, President 
Everyone’s Harvest Board of Directors 

Attachment:  

• Pacific Grove Planning Commission Resolution No. 10-14, Use Permit No. 2964-08
• Statement of Support for the Farmers Market (155 signatures)
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-14 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF I>ACIFIC GROVE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ADOPTION OF A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARA TJON FINDING NO SIGNirlCANT 
EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND ArPROV AL Of A USE PERMlT FOR A 
FARMERS' MARK.ET ON CENTRAL A VE. FROM FOUNTAlN A VE. TO FOREST AVE. AND 
ON GRAND A VENUE FROM CENTRAL AVE. TO LIGHTHOUSE AVE. ON MONDAYS 

WHEREAS, the City of Pacific Grove City Council approved Use Permit No. 2964-08 for a 
Farmers' Market on July 16, 2008; and 

\VHEREAS, the City of Pacific Grove Planning Commission held public hearings for a 90-
day and six-month review of Use Permit No. 2964-08, at which time it recommended that the 
City Council consider a location off of Lighthouse Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, on May 19, 2010, the City Council amended the criteria for the farmers' 
market location to Central Avenue from Fountain Avenue to Forest Avenue and on Grand 
Avenue from Central Avenue to Lighthouse Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, Everyone's Harvest proposes to amend its Use Pennit to move the Fanners' 
Market to Central Avenue from Fountain Avenue to Forest Avenue and on Grand Avenue from 
Central Avenue to Lighthouse Avenue, to be held year-round on Mondays, requiring closure of 
the public street right-of-way from no earlier than 1 :00 pm to no later than 9:00 pm; and 

WHEREAS, Municipal Code Section 23.64.055 provides that events occuring multiple 
times in any 12-month period in the public right-of-way shall require a Use Permit, and on June 
2, 2010 the City Council added the Farmers' Market to the list included in the special events 
policy; and 

WHEREAS, no substantial rev1s10n is required to the adopted Mitigated Negative 
Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15073.5 because the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration analyzed the potential effects of public gatherings in the Downtown Neighborhood 
Planning Area, no new, avoidable significant effects have been identified for the new proposed 
market location and no mitigation measures must be added to reduce potential effects to less than 
significance, and 

WHEREAS, mitigation measures identified in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration 
are replaced with equal or more effective measures, and 

WHEREAS, the project location has been revised in response to written and verbal 
comments on the project's effects identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration that are not 
new avoidable significant effects, and 

RECEIVED 

CITY Of l 1i.c11·~,.__ ~1{0Vh 
COMMUNITY DEV DEPT 
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Pla1ming Commission Resolution 10-14 Farmers' Market Use Perm.it Amendment 

WHEREAS, the measures and conditions of approval added after circulation of the negative 
declaration are not required by CEQA, do not create new significant environmental effects, and 
are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect , and 

WHERRAS, the new information provided for the change in market location merely 
clarifies, amplifies, and makes insignificant modifications to the negative declarntion, and 

WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to CBQA conrluded that no 
significant effect on the environment would result from the project, and a Notice of 
Determination was filed on June 23, 2008, and 

WHEREAS, the Community Development Department is the custodian of the entire record 
of the proceedings, and 

WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the Planning Commission's 
independent judgment and analyses, and 

WHEREAS, the proposed market location is within the geographic area (the Downtown 
Neighborhood Planning Area) analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and mitigation 
measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration adequately address the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed market. 

WHEREAS, as conditioned, the relocation of the farmers' market will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in 
the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental or injurious to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the city . 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. The Planning Commission detennines that each of the Findings set forth above is true and 
cmrect, and by this reference incorporates those Findings as an integral part of this 
Resolution. 

2. Pursuant to Section 15074(b) of the Califomia Code of Regulations, on the basis of the whole 
record, including the Mitigated Negative Declaration as amended and comments received, 
there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the 
environment, and therefore the Planning Commission readopts the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

3. The Use Penni t amendment is approved subject to the conditions of approval and the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program, in accord with CEQA Guideline 15074(d). 

4. The Conditions of Approval shall be as set forth below: 

Conditions of Approval: 

Page 2 of5 
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Planning Commission Resolution 10-14 Farmers' Market Use Permit Amendment 

1. This permit shall be revoked if not used within one year from the date of approval. An 
application for extension of this permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

2. This Use Pem1it shall be null and void if not used or extended within one year from the date 
of approval, unless an application of extension is approved. An application for extension of this 
permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. All activities must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 
application(s) for permits, and subject to any special conditions of approval. Any deviation from 
approvals must be reviewed and approved by staff and may require Planning Commission 
approval. 

4. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual; it is the intention of the City Council and the 
permittee to bind all market vendors to these tenns and conditions. 

5. All mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, as amended, are 
incorporated into a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and are included here as 
conditions of approval. 

6. All vendors shall comply with the Market Manager's Rules and Regulations, incorporated by 
reference (Attachment A), as those Rules may be amended from time to time, provided each 
amendment has first received the a<lvauce written approval of the City Community Development 
Department. 

7. Vendors selling prepared foods and other persons shall not dispose of grease or cooking oils 
in sto1m drains or the sanitary sewer system. Grease and cooking oils shall not be disposed of in 
trash receptacles or dumpsters, unless specifically designated. A designated disposal receptacle 
for such wastes shall be provided by the Farmers' Market Manager. City waste receptacles shall 
not be used by any person for product, food or produce disposal. 

8, The Market Manager shall be responsible for cleaning all food preparation, cooking and 
display areas at the conclusion of each event. 

9. All vendors shall comply with the rules. and regulations of the State Board of Equalization 
and County Health Departments, and all other City, State, County and Federal governmental 
agencies that regulate the sales of the Vendor's products. 

10. Traffic re-routing during any street closures for public gatherings in designated areas shall be 
coordinated with the City of Pacific Grove Public Works Department. All barricades,.cones or 
signs to direct traffic shall be in accordance with the Public Works Department approved Traffic 
Control Plan (Attachment B). 

11. The street closure time required for set-up and clean-up of the event shall have a target of 
sixty minutes and be no greater than ninety-minutes. 

Page 3 uf 5 
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Planning Commission Resolution l 0-14 Farmers' Market Use Permit Amendment 

12. For safety purposes, no vehicle shall be allowed to enter the area where the street has been 
closed after the end of the set-up period or before clean-up period commences. Only one vehicle 
shall be allowed per vendor during set-up and clean-up, unless prior approval has been obtained 
from the Market Manager. The Market Manager shall consult with the City of Pacific Grove 
Public Works Department as to the reasons more than one vehicle has been allowed for a specific 
vendor. 

l3. A twenty-foot emergency access way shall be provided in each direction of regular street 
tnffic on Central Avenue and Grand Avenue, unless otherwise approved by the Pacific Grove 
Fire Department. All food booths must comply with the Pacific Grove Fire Department Food 
Booth Fire Safety Requirements, 

14. No encroachments on the sidewalk by vendor booths shall he allowed during the Fan11ers' 
Market. Emergency access and egress to and from adjacent buildings and structures shall be 
retained to provide access to the pedestrian walkway. 

15. No more than thi1iy-two on-street parking spaces may be displaced during the Farmers' 
Market and closure of the public street right-of-way. 

16. The Market Manager shall provide signs that identify parking spaces within the Fanners' 
Market area in advance of the public gathering event. 

17. The Markel Manager shall provide signs to direct traffic to public on-street parking and to 
public parking lots within the vicinity of the Farmers' Market event. 

18. The City of Pacific Grove shall coordinate with Monterey Salinas Transit to notify public 
transportation users of alterations to public transportation routes or services as a result of the 
Fanners' Market 

19. The Market Manager shall provide trash receptacles for each event and vendors shall not use 
city facilities for garbage waste disposal, and shall coordinate with the Public Works Department 
for waste disposal pick-up. The Market Manager shall separately collect and dispose ofrecycled 
materials in dedicated recycled materials receptacles. The Market Manager shalJ ensure that 
sufficient quantities ofreceptacles are available to both venders and the public. 

20. The Market Manager shall coordinate solid waste disposal locations with the City of Pacific 
Grove Public Works Department to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. 

21. This Use Penn.it shall be subject to review if the City Manager detennines that there is 
substantial evidence that one or more significant issues of concern have arisen 
regarding operation of the Farmers' Market. If the concern is in regards to violations of the Use 
Permit conditions of approval or related matters, review shall be conducted by the Planning 
Commission. If the concern is in regards to criteria for the market as established by the City 
Council or related matters, review shall be conducted by the City Council. 
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Planning Conm1ission Resolution 10-I 4 Farmers' Market Use Permit Amendment 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of 
Pacific Grove held on the 7th day of June, 2010, by the following vote: 

AYES: ~a~\e1 , n.-ed..e,--itll~.-Vl, Mt\c 0,•h,dd > 1,1/J ,• I/er 

ABSTAIN: R.~-d d-e II 

ABSENT: t:> i \) h W) l 614 01 t:.-

Please note that this resolution does not take effect until the I 0-day appeal period has 
expired. 

Qr~ 
Cra~ddell, Chairman 

ATTEST: 

The undersigned hereby acknowledge and agree to the approved terms and conditions, and agree 
to fully confonn to and comply with said tem1s and conditions. 

7/z3l/o 
Date 

Pagt: .:> of5 
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RECEIVED 
Everyone'§ Harvest (EH) Certified Farmers' Markets (CFMs) Rules & Regulations 

Updated 8-27~2015 MAR 9 2016 
INSTRUCTIONS 
l) Read EH CFMs Rules and Regulations CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
2) Complete all applicable form(s) available at www.ever:yonesharve§t.org or contact an ~Mlf.qttf~ ~rDEPT' 
3) Return signed fonn(s) with required permits, fann maps, license.sand other documents to Evecyone's '- ' 
www.evei:yonesharvest.org or contact an EH CFM Market Manager. 
4) Return signed fonn(s) with required permits. fann maps, licenses and other documents to: EH P.O. Box 1423 Marina, CA 
93933 

An EH CFM Market Manager will respond to your application within a few weeks after we have received your forms and/or 
documents. 
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1. DEFINITIONS 
Certified Farmers Market (CFM): 
A location authorized by the County 
Agricultural Commissioner where 
certified producers of fresh fruits, 
vegetables, honey, eggs, flowers, 
nursery stock and nuts may sell their 
produce directly to consumers 
exempt from standard pack and 
grading regulations 
Everyone's I-larvest (EH): 
The organization that controls, 
manages, and operates the market. 
EHCFM: 
An individual CFM operated by EH, 
which offers Certified Agricultural 
products, Non-Agricultural products, 
entertainment, events and interactive 
nutritiona] workshops. 
Agreement: A document to be 
submitted by Participant to EH to 
request approval from the Market 
Manager to conduct an activity at the 
Market(s). 
Alisa! Certified Fsrmer's Market: 
An Individual CFM operated by EH. 
Annual Approval Dues: Annual fee 
approved by EH, each Participant is 
required to pay for each EH CFM 
attended by the Participant. 
Applicant; A person or party 
applying to selJ or participate at the 
EHCFM(s) . 

Application: A document to be 
submitted by Participant to EH to 
request approval to sell at the EH 
CFM(s) from the EH Market 
Manager. 
Approved Participant: A person or 
entity whose application to sell has 
been approved by the EH Market 
Manager and who is selling or 
offering for sale at the EH CFM(s) 
approved items and commodities. 
Board of Directors (Board): A 
group of at least three persons 
governing the EH without 
compensation. 
Certified Organic: AU production 
that is in accordance with current 
USDA National Organic Program 
(USDA Organic) requirements. 
Certified Organic Producer: A 
person or entity authorized by the 
United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) or an USDA 
authorized organic certification 
agency to sell certified organic 
agricultural products (fruits, 
vegetables, honey, eggs, flowers, 
nursery products and nuts) directly to 
consumers at a CFM. 
Certified Producer: A person or 
entity authorized by the County 
Agricultural Commissioner to sell 
certified agricultural products (fruits, 
vegetables, honey, eggs, 
flowers, nursery products and nuts) 
directly to consumers at a CFM. 
Products must be produced upon 
land controlled by the Certified 
Producer. 
Certified Producer Certificate: 
Producers of fresh fruits, nuts, 
vegetables, shell eggs, honey, 
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flowers and nursery stock must 
obtain a Certified Producers 
Certificate prior to selling such 
commodities at a CFM. Such 
farms and owns, rents, leases or 
sharecrops. Certificates are issued 
by the County Agricultural 
Commissioner who exempts a 
Producer of fresh fruits, vegetables 
and nuts from the standard size, 
standard pack, container and labeling 
laws, and permits the Certified 
Producer to transport to and sell his/ 
her certifiable agricultural products 
ataCFM(s). 
Charifab!e Party_;_ Non-Profit 
Corporations, Community Groups 
and School Clubs. 
Community Group: A group of two 
or more people from the local region, 
organized together to work on a 
specific need for the benefit of the 
majority of the local community 
members. 
Consumer: A person who purchases 
products for private household use, 
or for non-profit resale or 
distribution, but not a person who 
purchases products for commercial 
sale, or distribution, or processing 
into other food products for resale. 
Source: State Fruit & Vegetable 
Standardization Code, Section 1392. 
2 . An exception has been made for 
restaurants and caterers. 
Contractoni: A person in a contract 
with EH for a specific task/activity 
for the benefit of EH mission. 
Conventional: All production that is 
not in Certified Organic Production~ 
Diredor: An EH employee hired by 
the Board to oversee the functions of 
EH activities. 
Employee: With the exception of 
members of the immediate family, as 
defined above, persons employed by 
the Producer on a regular basis, but 
not including persons whose 
compensation, in whole or in part, is 
based on or consist of a commission 
on sales. (Paraphrase of the State 
Fruit & Vegetable Standardization 
Code, Section 1392.2.) 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

commodities must have been 
produced by the Producer that they 
practice of the agricultural arts upon 
land, which the Producer 
Enforcing Officer: A person 
representing the Fe.deral, County, 
State and/or City Government.· 
EntertaEner: A person or party 
authorized by the Market Manager to 
perform acts at the Market( s) which 
are appropriate to families. 
Entity: A group of two or more 
approved sellers each of whQm is 
joined by either marital status, 
partnership, corporate status, famHy 
farm status, co-op, joint venture or 
other legal status. 
Everyone: Every person; everybody. 
Farmer: A Certified Producer or a 
Producer of non-certifiable 
agricultural products. 
Fisherman: A person or entity who 
catches pelagic fish or shellfish from 
boats which the person or entity 
controls. 
Food Industry Health Permit: 
Permit issued by the County Health 
Department to food processors of 
goods intended for retail sales. This 
permit approves the location where 
food preparation occurs. 
Food Permit Registratinn; Permit 
issued by the State Department of 
Health Services, Food and Drug 
Branch to manufacturers of food 
products intended for wholesale 
distribution. This pennit approves 
the location of food preparation. 
Food Preparatio n : Describes 
processing, assembling, portioning, 
or any act that changes the form, 
flavor, or consistency of food, but 
does not include trimming of 
produce. Source: State Health and 
Safety Code, Section 27522. This 
includes but is not limited to juices, 
jams, flavored nuts, nut butters, 
baked items, dairy products, and 
cleaned fish. 
Food P urveyor: A Participant, who 
through the practice of the culinary 
arts, creates and manufactures 
prepared foods. 

Governmental Law_;_ Any law, 
regulation, policy or requirement by 
the city, state, county or federal 
government. Hawking: The act of a 
person who offers wares by calling 
out in the street. 
Heddilli.g;_ The act of a person 
intemlpting, questioning, or 
commenting very loudly to attract 
other people's attention to 
themselves. 
Hold Harmless Agreement: 
Document required to be signed by 
each Participant, agreeing to defend 
and indemnify EH and to hold said 
party or parties harmless from any 
such liability. 
Immediate Family: "Parents. 
children, grandparents, 
grandchildren, and, in addition, any 
other person regularly residing in the 
Producers househo!d". "Source: 
State Fruit & Vegetable 
Standardization Code, Section 1392 . 
Late: Five minutes after the 
des;gnated time. 
Muil:.s CFM: An individual CFM 
operated by EH. 
Market M-1'inager: A person 
employed by EH and hired by the 
Executive Director or Board to 
manage the farmers' marke ts, 
including but not limited to 
organizing market operations, 
enforcing EH Rules and Regulations 
and collecting market fees, 
Members oftb.e Board: An 
individual who has been voted in by 
EH Board to be a member of and 
represent EH Board. 
Monterey County Health 
Department;_ A county government 
agency that provides a wide variety 
of health-related services and 
requires specific mies and 
regulations to be followed in 
Monterey County pertaining to the 
distribution of produce consumed by 
humans. 
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Non-Certified Producei': A 
Participant who is in the community 
event area of the Market, not in the 
Certified area. 
Non-Pi'ofit Corporation: An 
incorporated organization that has 
attained a not-for-profit status under 
the Internal Revenue Code. Usually 
referred to as a 501 (c) 3 non~profit 
organi:mtion. 
NOP~ National Organic Program 
Nursery Certified Producer 
Permit: Permit issued by the County 
Agricultural Commissioner for 
iransporting plants outside county of 
origin for sale to public. 
Nursery License: License issued by 
the County Agricultural 
Commissioner for growing and 
propagating plants intended for 
outdoors and indoors. 
Officials: Government agents: a 
representative or official of a 
government or administrative 
department of a government. 
Organic_;_ This word is used to 
describe food that was grown 
without the use of harmful chemicals 
such as herbicides, pesticides and 
fungicides. This does not mean 
Certified Organic. 
Organic Certification: Document of 
registration issued by any USDA 
National Organic Program (NOP) 
approved third party Organic
certifying agency. Registration with 
the State of California in the county 
of operation is also needed The 
organic producer is required to 
register as an Organic Producer with 
the Agricultural Commissioner prior 
to the first sale of product labeled 
Organic. This applies to all Organic 
Producers regardless of whether or 
not they are certified per the NOP. 
Pacific Grove CFM: An individual 
CFM operated by EH. 
Participant: A person, party or 
entity authorized by Market Manager 
to offer goods, services, information, 
entertainment or conduct an 
educational workshop at the 
Market( s) managed by EH. 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

Partnership: A legal relationship 
existing between two or more 
persons contractually associated as 
joint principals in a business. 
Party_;, A group of people organized 
for a specific activity. 
PIHt Growet": A person or party 
selling potted plants. 
Pedicide use_;, The use of any 
harmful chemical to humans 
intended for preventing, destroying, 
repelling, or mitigating any pest. 
Poiitieal Campaign; An organized 
effort to influence the decision 
making process within a group. 
Producer: 1. A person or entity who 
produces certifiable and non
certifiable agricultural products by 
practice of the agricultural arts upon 
land, including tilling. planting, 
watering, cultivating, producing, and 
harvesting throughout the whole 
growing cycle, controlled solely by 
the person or entity. This specifically 
disallows agreements that do not 
encompass the whole growing cycle. 
Non·certifiable products may include 
but are not limited to cheeses and 
dairy products, poultry and meat 
products, aquacultural products, 
viticultural products, dried fruits and 
vegetables, juices, jams or other 
processed agricultural products. 
{defined as Fanner) 
2. A person or entity who catches 
pelagic fish or shellfish from boats 
which the person or entity controls. 
( defined as Fishennan) 
Representative: A person 
designated by a Party to stand for the 
Party's mission and activities. 
Resale: The buying and reselling of 
food or products. 
Sanitary Requirements for 
Handling: A document describing 
Monterey County's regulations 
pertaining to handling food in a 
sanitary manner. 
School Club: A group of people (2 
or more) affiliated with a school, 
organized together to work on a 
specific need for the benefit of 
students of the specific school. 

Seafood Broker: A person or entity 
that purchases pelagic fish or 
shellfish from boats or broker 
houses. Seafood Broker is not an 
entity or person who purchases 
pelagic fish or shellfish from a retail 
store. 
Seller Permit: A permit issued by 
the State Board ofEqualiz.ation to 
seU products. 
Seaiority: A privileged status ofone 
Participant over another Participant 
attained by a combination of the 
Participant's length of time at the 
Market and regular attendance of the 
Participant at the Market. 
Spill Out: An open space no more 
than two feet directly in front of 
Participant's stall space that is not in 
the pathway between Participants, 
fire lane, or traffic area. 
Staff: Employees and volunteers. 
State Organic Farm: A fann 
recognized by the State's 
Agricultural Commission in 
accordance with the State's USDA 
Organic Standards. 
Temporary Food Facmty Permit 
Pennit issued by the County of 
Monterey. This pennit approves the 
operating of outside food 
preparation. 
Transitional Organic Farm: 
Fanning systems that are moving in a 
planned way towards organic 
production but have not yet 
completed the transition process. 
Vending Vehicle permit: Permit 
issued by the Health Department in 
the county where the market is held 
to authorize the transport and sale of 
potentially hazardous prepared and 
processed foods (baked goods, fresh 
fish and seafood, dairy products, 
poultry and meats). 
Volunteers: A person or party 
providing their time and effort for 
free to conduct an activity. 
Workshop Educ2tors: A person or 
party authorized by the Market 
Manager to conduct an educational 
workshop at the Market(s) 
appropriate to families. 
2. PURPOS E 
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EH CFMs are established for the 
benefit of both Producers and 
Consumers. It provides Producers 
with direct market outlets at which 
they can sell at prices primarily 
higher than wholesale and 
Consumers with an opportunity to 
buy fresher food at prices normally 
lower than retail. 

Type of Market 
The Market(s) operate in accordance 
with the Food and Agriculture Code, 
Article 5, Division 21, section 58101, 
58101.5, 58103, 58104. 
2. PURPOSE & GOVERNANCE 
The CFM(s) are controlled by EH, a 
501 (c) 3 Non-Profit Corporation. -
EH' s mission is to partner with 
family farmers and local 
communities- including those 
currently underserved - to provide 
fresh, affordable, sustainable produce 
through CFMs, farm stands, and 
community gardens. 
- EH Board has developed policies to 
regulat e the EH CFM(s) operations 
and has adopted the following Rules 
and Reguiations to clarify and 
supplement the Governmental Laws. 
-EH Board reserves the right to 
change, delete or modify 
it's policie s, procedures and Rules 
and Regulations at any time. The 
Board has appointed an EH Market 
Manager whose primary 
responsibilities are to manage. EH 
CFM(s) day and office operations 
and assist the Producers and 
Consumers. The EH Market 
Manager, Executive Director, and 
any Member of EH Board will 
implement and enforce all Rules and 
Regulations pertaining to the . 
operation of the Market(s) under its 
control in a "fair and equitable 
manner". EH Market Manager and 
Executive Director have the right to 
fine any Participant for not following 
EH Rules and Regulations. 
Participant fines can range from $15 
to $ I 50 dollars. Failure to enforce 
any Rule or Regu.fation shaU not 
constitute a waiver of enfon,·_.ment 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

of such Rules and Regulations at 
any future time. Priority shall be 
given to Participants who have both 
accrued seniority and have 
consistently held their site at the EH 
CFM(s). 

3. REQUIRED ACTION AND 
DOCUMENTS BY ALL 
P ARTICWANTS 
* Participants are responsible to 
know and follow all city, state, 
county aTld federal law and all of the 
current EH Rules and Regulations 
including but not limited to 
California Agricultural Code and 
California Health and Safety Code. 
Participants are responsible to 
furnish EH with copies of current 
required documen~ from the city, 
state., county and federal 
government for 2pplicabie 
&ctivitics the Participant conducts 
at the EH CFM(s). !tis the 
responssbmty of evecy Partkipant 
at every E H C!FM to post their 
cunect required documents in the 
front of their stall space-~ Failure of 
a required act or document to be 
stated in the Rules and Regulations 
shall not constitute a waiver for the 
Participant to be responsible to know 
and follow all required actions and 
possess all required current 
documents necessary for each action 
they conduct at the EH CFM(s). * 
Participants shall provide upon 
request, by any Enforcing Officer, 
Market Manager , Director of 
Operations, or Executive Director 
any document or infonnation 
pertaining to the Participant 
conducting their purpose and/or 
activity at the EH CFM(s). It is the 
responsibility of the Participant to 
show at any time that they are 
following all government laws and 
the Rules and Regulations. 
Participant must be able to show 
location and capability of processing 
or, if processing is done by a second 
party, the method used to insure that 
the processed product returned is 1he 
original product submitted by the 

Participant for processing. Receipts, 
volume data, and letters verifying 
methodology may be required 
following CA Agricultural Code CA 
ADC §1392 . 1 (t). 
-It is the responsibility of each 
Participant to accurately record gross 
sales per market on EH CFMs 
paperwork. If Participants' sales are 
not being recorded accurately, it may 
lead to an internal audit of your 
business, as it pertains to EH CFMs. 
* Below is a list of the general 
documents required by the 
government: 

3.1. ALL APPROVE'D SELLERS 
(PARTICIPANTS): Application or 
Agreement and Holdharmless 
Agreement 
3..2. SPECIFIC REQUIRED 
DOCUMENTATION 
DEPENDING ON PARTICIPANT 
(STATE LA VI) 
* All Participants must submit a copy 
of documents to the EH Market 
Manager upon renewal. 

CERTIFIED PRODUCERS 
(Farmer): 
To sell fresh fruits, vegetables and 
nuts at a the Market(s) the Producer 
must hav e a Certified Producer 
Ce rt ific&te issued by the 
Agricultural Commissioner in the 
country of origin of his/her produce 
(state law). The Certified Producer, 
Immediate Famiiy member, or 
her/his Employee must carry at all 
times and post prominently during 
EH CFM(s) selling hours a current 
embossed Certified Producers 
Certificate when participating in EH 
CFM(s). Any fanner, producer, 
owner representative, agent or 
employee whose Certified Producer 
Certificate has been revoked or 
canceled, or who has been expelled 
or suspended from EH CFMs shall 
be denied admission to sell at the EH 
CFM(s) for her/himself or on behalf 
of anv other Producer . Org2nic 
Regi;t ration ~md Certified Org2nic 
Verification; Each year Producers 
claiming "Certified Organic" 
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production must provide proof of 
Organic certification in accordance 
with the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) National 
Organic Program (NOP) laws. All 
Organic (USDA exemption 
candidates only) or Certified Organic 
Producers must be registered within 
their county in the State of 
California. If a farm is Certified 
Organic, the farm must be certified 
by a federally approved third-party 
organization showing current 
certification. Producers must provide 
these Organic Certification 
documents from a Federal/State 
Organic Registration. If a Certified 
Producer loses their organic 
certification while participating in 
one or more CFMs, it may result in 
new limitations on what that 
producer is permitted to sell at the 
markets. If the Producer is selling 
processed agricultural products, the 
Producer must have a Food Industry 
Health Permit from the county 
where the processing is taking place. 
If the Producer is providing samples 
of processed agricultural products, 
the Producer must follow the 
Sanitary requirements for Food 
Handling. Upon request from an EH 
Market Manager. chemical 
registiration documents are 
required. At any time an EH Market 
Manager or Executive Director may 
request documentation on the 
purchase location/boat of pelagic 
fish, seafood or any other product 
that is being sold by both Seafood 
Broker and Fishennan. 

CERTIFIED PRODUCER 
(Fisherman): 
Aquaculture Permit, Fish Hd 
Game or Apiary Registration 
Boat License/ Registration / 
Fishing Ueense and if applicable a 
Pilot License. If fish is cut, the 
Producer must have a Temporary 
Food F1tcnnity PeTmit from 
Monterey County and possess a 
copy of and follow the Sanitary 
requirements for Food Handling. 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

Leases/Conn-acts/ Agreemenas: 
Copies of all partnership contracts, 
agreements, and leases shall be 
submitted to Market Manager. 
SEAFOOD lllROKER: 
Leases/Contracts/ Agreements: 
Copies of all partnership contracts, 
agreements, and leases shall be 
submitted to Market Manager. If fish 
is cut, the Seafood Broker must have 
a Temporary Food F2dlity Permit 
from Monterey County, possess a 
copy of, and follow the Sanitary 
requirements for Food Handling. 
FOOD PURVEYOR: temporary 
Food Facility Permit issued by the 
County of Monterey County, 
possess a copy of, and follow the 
Sanitary requirements for Food 
Handling.Jffood is prepared off the 
Market site( s) the Participant must 
have a Food Industry Health 
Permit: Permit issued by the County 
Health Department to food 
processors of goods int.ended for 
retail sales, This permit approves the 
location where food preparation 
occurs. If applicable: Food 
Registration Permit and Venil!ing 
Vehicle Permit. 

PARTICIPANT: 
Cslifornia Seller's Permit or Re
Sale License. 

PLANT GROWERS; Nursery 
License and if applicable a Nursery 
Certified Producer Pennit 

4. SALES AT THE MARKET 

4.1. WHO MAY SELL: ONLY 
APPLICANTS APPROVED BY AN 
EH MARKET MANAGER 
AND/OR BOARD TO BE 
PARTICIPANTS. 
- CERTIFIED PRODUCERS 
(Farmer and Fisherman): 
Producers and their Immediate 
Family. Employees of Producers 
may sell at Market(s). Producers 
must be practicing agents upon the 
land. All Producers must be in 
control of the land or products and 
must have documentation to verify 

compliance. The actual Producer of 
the product( s) is encouraged to 
attend EH CFM(s) regularly. 
However, an Employee may sell as 
long as no commissions are pa.id to 
or received by the Employee in 
connection with EH CFM(s) sales 
(state law for Certified Producers). 
- SEAFOOD BROKERS: EH takes 
exception with the issue of seafood. 
EH will allow. if approved by EH 
Board or EH Market Manager. the 
sale of Brokered Seafood products. 
- FOOD PURVEYORS: Non
certifiable prepared food adds variety 
and enhances the festive ambiance of 
the market. Although State laws 
regarding Certified Fanners do not 
apply to non.,.certifiable prepared 
foods, the same Producer-to
Consumer philosophy applies for all 
items sold at any EH CFM(s). 
- PARTICIPANTS: Non-certifiable 
products add variety and enhance the 
festive ambiance of the market. 
Although State laws regarding 
Certified Farmers do not apply to 
non-certifiable products, the same 
Producer-to-Consumer philosophy 
applies for all items sold at any EH 
CFM(s). 
- NON-PROm:T 
CORPORATiONS, 
COMMUNITY GROUPS AND 
SCHOOL CLUBS: Any items 
related to or in support of Non-Profit 
Corporations, Community Groups 
and School Clubs for fundraising 
purposes may be sold or given away 
without the approval of the EH 
Market Manager. No items may 
compete with products offered for 
sale by a Certified Producer, 
Fisherman, Seafood Broker, Food 
Purveyor or Participant. Selling 
select products is permitted on a 
limited basis. 

4.2. WHAT MAY BE SOLD AND 
WHERE: Only those commodities 
approved by EH Market Manager 
may be sold by the Participant. Each 
new commodity added to the original 
application must be revised and 
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copies of Producers Certificates must 
be submitted to the EH Market 
Manager for re\iew, possible 
limitation, or denial, by the EH 
Market Manager before any new 
commodities can be sold. No live 
birds or live animals for human 
consumption may be sold at the EH 
CFM(s). No commodity other than 
what is grown by the Participant is 
allowed to be sold at the EH CFM(s). 
Everyone's Harvest has the right to 
limit what Participants specifically 
sell within EH Certified Fanuers' 
Market at any time. 

CFM Area: Only Certified produce 
and plants produced by the Producer 
in California or fish caught in 
California waters may be sold at the 
Market(s) and brokered fish may be 
caught in other U.S. waters. No 
Participants, Non-Profit Corporations 
or Community Groups will be 
permitted in the designated CFM(s) 
area under Section 56181 of the 
Agricultural Code. No resale of any 
commodities will be allowed in the 
CFM area at the Market(s) except for 
Seafood Brokers. 
The following may be offered for 
sale under this designation: 
- Certified Products: fresh fruits , 
vegetables, nuts, eggs, honey, 
nursery and flowers (produced by the 
Producer and an approved second 
certificate Producer if applicable). 
- Non-Certifiable Products: dried 
fruits and vegetables, ju.ices, teas, 
medicinal herbs, wine, cheese, 
pelagic and fresh water fish and 
shellfish, poultry , meats, and other 
agricultural products may be sold if 
produced or caught (as in fish) by the 
Producer selling them. 
Community Event Are$!: Prepar ed 
food, non-certified plants with a 
nursery stock license and new 
products are allowed. No brokered 
produce is allowed in the non
certified (community event area) of 
the EH CFM( s ). 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

4.3 l'i'ORI\1S OF PAYMENT 
THAT CM1 BE ACCEPTED BY 
PARTICIPANTS 
The following are the only forms of 
payment (other than cash) that 
Participants can accept for sales 
within EH CFM( s ). 

-Certified Producers selling fresh 
fns.its, vegetables, and outs: EBT, 
Market Match, WIC, Produce 
Vouchers, Market Vouchers, FPRx 
Vouchers, and Gift Certificates. 
-Certified Prod iccers semng honey: 
EBT, WIC* for seniors, Market 
Vouchers, and Gift Certificates. 
-Certified Producers selling 
flowers: Market vouchers and Gift 
Certificates. 
-Certified Producers seHing eggs 
and meat: EBT, Market Vouchers, 
Gift Certificates. 
-Participants semng non-prepall'ed 
food (bread, baked goods, fresh fruit 
cups, etc): EBT , Market Vouchers, 
Gift Certificates. 
-Participants sening prepared 
foods: Market Vouchers, Gift 
Certificates. 
-Participants selfing products: 
Market Vouchers and Gift 
Certificates. 

*Following WIC rules (2015) : Senior 
WIC can be used to buy honey but 
Women, Infant, and Children WIC 
Farmers Market vouchers cannot be 
used. 

Participants cannot accept the 
incorrect fo1m of payment and will 
not receive reimbursement from EH 
for incorrect fonns of payment 
collected. 

5. PROCESS OF APPROVAL 

5.1. _APPUCATION 
PROCEDURE: Only those who 
have had their application reviewed 
and approved by the EH Market 
Manager and Executive Director may 
sell or participate in the EH CFM(s). 
-After a Participant is approved by 
EH, the Participant has one month 

from approval to pay an annual 
approval fee of$50.00 per each EH 
CFM the Participant attends to sell 
products. 
- Permission to occupy a space at an 
EH CFM{s) is given only after EH 
Market Manager has received copies 
of all required documents and 
confirmed a space reservation for the 
Applicant 
- There may be a review of each 
Participant for quality of products 
and suitability of product for 
consumer base 
- Certified Producers will undergo a 
farm inspection before they can be 
admitted into the CFMs. 
- All Participants must provide 
products for tasting and promotional 
uses when asked by the EH Market 
Manager. 
~ In the event that a Participant entity 
changes its "active Participant" 
designation, including, but not 
limited to change in entity structure, 
death, divorce or retirement, or 
changes to the individual approved 
Participant comprising the original 
Participant entity. then a new 
application for acceptance to attend 
the EH CFM(s) must be flied with 
and approved by the EH Market 
Manager. 
- If a Participant enters EH CFMs a<; 
a certified organic Producer and then 
loses their organic certification EH 
has the right to limit, suspend, or 
terminate their participation in EH 
CFMs. 

All Participants must submit an 
application each ye.ar to ensure 
informatio n is correct and up to date, 
including copies of all certificates 
and permits. 

S.2 APPROVAL: 
-Each Participant must reapply and 
be approved each year for 
participation in each EH CFMs. The 
decision to approve a Participant to 
participate in an EH CFM is made by 
the l\.farket Manager, Executive 
Director or EH Board. Participant's 
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renewal is not guaranteed but is 
subject to the sole discretion of EH. 
After a Participant is approved by 
EH, The Participant has one month 
from approval to pay an Annual 
Approval Due fee of $50.00 per EH 
CFM(s) the Participant attends to 
continue selling at each EH CFM( s ). 
-Once approved by EH to participate 
Participants must start attending EH 
CFM within two weeks or the 
Participants approval will expire. 
-For Participants who already sell at 
EH CFM(s) see below: 
ANNUAL AP.PLICATION 
PROCEDURE (RENEWING 
PARTICIPANTS ONLY) 
- Completed yearly EH CFM 
Applications are due for all renewing 
Participants by Feb, 1st. 
-EH will then review and determine 
approval or disapproval for each 
renewing Participant for the year. 
-Once a Participant is approved by 
EH, Participants must pay their 
Annual Approval Dues per EH CFM 
by March 1 ot. 

- Late applications or Dues will 
require a $50.00 late fee 

5.3 DURATION OF ANNUAL 
CYCLE AND LENGTH OF 
SEASON 
-Approval to participate is not 
guaranteed. The approval cycle will 
commence March 1st of each year 
and end on the last day of February 
of the following year. 
-EH CFM(s) Participants will be 
reevaluated annually. 
-EH Applicants will be notified of 

their acceptance or non-renewal 
status. 
-EH may give notification to any 

Participant ifit is detennined that an 
applicant will not be invited to 
reapply. 
- Participants must provide at least 
one week's notice of their starting 
and ending dates at any EH CFM(s) 
and must receive confirmation from 
EH Market Manager that space is 
available. 
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-Each market operated by EH 
requires individual admission by EH 
-Participation in one EH CFM does 
not entitle or allow participation in 
another EH CFM. All EH CFMs are 
treated individually. 
5.4. RESERVATIONS: Space 
limitations require the EH Market 
Manager to prioritize Participants' 
stall and vehicle space in the EH 
CFM(s). Space for a Participant will 
be configured and detennined by the 
EH Market Manger. The EH Market 
Manager cannot guarantee a regular 
space in any of the EH CFM(s}. 
Reservations for space shall be made 
at least one week prior to EH CFM 
day. 

5.5. W AIT!NG LIST: Existing 
Participant commodity requests are 
considered using the following 
admissions criteria: competitive 
status, year the Applicant made their 
commodity request, Organic status, 
location of operation, scale of 
operation and presentation of 
product/stall. New Applicants that 
are accepted to the wait-list are 
ranked based on the followin~ 
criteria: primary certificate or 
secondary certificate, year the 
Applicant is applying. Organic 
Status, location of operation, scale of 
operation and Participant's 
attendance ~ other markets. 

5.6. RIGHT OF INSPECTION: 
The Participant must grant 
permission to an EH Representative 
being the EH Market Manager, any 
Member of EH Staff or the Board or 
a designated outside contractor of 
EH to enter the Participant's 
premises for the reasonable 
inspection ofland, facilities, proof of 
ownership, partnership agreement, 
land lease and other applicable 
agreements and documents in order 
to detennine whether the Participant 
is in compliance with the 
Governmental Law and the Rules 
and Regulations of EH. The EH 
Representative shall have the right to 

make such inspections without prior 
notice during daylight hours. Refusal 
of such inspections will be 
considered an incident of non
compliance within these Rules and 
Regulations. 
5. 7 INSPECTl!.ON PROCESS: 
Inspection of Participant's land may 
include but is not limited to an EH 
Representative (i) presenting 
photographs of, and/or measurement 
of produce they purchased from the 
Participant's business at an EH CFM 
within five days of the inspection 
date; (ii) asking Participant to 
physically show where the produce 
items presented are located on the 
Participant's land; and (iii) 
inspection of Participant's land for 
any evidence of the produce. 

After inspection, EH staff has the 
right to exclude from the EH CFM(s) 
any commodity being sold by 
Participant which EH staff has a 
good faith belief is not being grown 
by the Participant. Written notice of 
the decision by EH staff to exclude 
any commodity shall be given to the 
Participant. Participant's failure to 
comply with that decision could 
result in the imposition of a separate 
fine on Participant for each 
commodity and for each CFM. EH 
shall also have the right to suspend 
or terminate a Participant from EH 
CFM(s) pursuant to the procedures 
for suspension or tennination in EH 
Bylaws Article 13. 

6. MARKET DAY 

6.1. ASSIGNMENT OF SELLING 
SPACE: The Participant's location, 
space size and other factors of 
assignment of selling space within 
EH CFM( s) shall be at the reasoned 
discretion of the EH Market 
Manager. In making any 
determination in this regard, the EH 
Market Manager shall consider the 
following: 
- Quality of product, display, 
presentation and customer service 
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- The maintenance of good present 
and past Consumer-Producer 
relationships 
- Length of seniority for the space 
- The principles of good Market(s) 
and product promotion 
- The maintenance of good product 
mix and consumer traffic flow in the 
EH CFM(s) 

If a Participant does not attend EH 
CFM(s) week-after-week the 
Participant may lose their specific 
selling space and/or their right to sell 
at the EH CFM(s). 

6.2. PAYMENT OF JFEES: It is the 
responsibility of the Participantto 
find and pay their booth fee to the 
EH Market Manager at each EH 
CFM day or, if paying monthly fees, 
at the first EH CFM day of the 
month. EH Market Managers will 
accept payment and forms no earlier 
than 15 minutes before the close of 
the EH CFM(s). Monthly rates 
secure EH CFM attendance and limit 
administrative costs . No refunds, 
discounts, or credits will be given to 
Participants paying monthly who do 
not attend all EH CFM(s) that month. 

FEE STRUCTURE FOR MARKETS: 
MARCH TH ROUGH THE END OF 
NOVEMBER 
FOR ONE MARKET PAID ON THE 
DAY FOR PAClFIC GROVE AND 
MARINA EH CFM 
5x5-foot space=$25.00 
1 Oxl 0-foot space=$40 .00 
20xl O-foo1 space"--$60.00 
30xl0-foot space=$78.00 
FOR FOUR MARKETS PAID 
MONTHLY FOR PACI F IC GROVE 
AND MARl!NA EE! CFMS: 
5x5-foot space=$95.00 
l Ox.I 0-fuot spac~$145.00 
20xl 0-foot space=$220.00 
30xl0-foot space=$250.00 
FOR FIVE MARKETS PAID 
MONTHLY FOR PG AND MARlNA 
EH C.FMS: 
5x5-foot space=$ I 18.00 
1 Ox10-foot space=$180.00 
20x I 0-foot space = $275 .00 
30xl0-foot space= $312.00 
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FOR ONE MARKET PAID ON THE 
DAY FOR SALINAS EH CFMS 
5x5-foot space= $25.00 
10X10-foot space= $35.00 
20xl0-foot space= $55.00 
30xl0-foot space= $70.00 
FOR FOUR MARKETS PAm 
MONTHLY FOR SAUNAS EH 
CFMS: 
5x5-foot space= $95.00 
lOxlO-foot space= $120.00 
20x 10-foot space = $ 1 80. 00 
30x10-foot space= $220.00 
FOR F!VE MARKETS PAID 
MONTHLY FOR SALINAS EH 
CFM: 
5x5-foot space= $118.75 
lOxl 0-foot space=$150.00 
20x 10-foot space,,,$225 .00 
30xl0-foot space=$275.00 
FEE STRUCTURE FOR MARKETS: 
DECEMBER THROUGH THE END 
OF FEBRUARY-(MARJNA AND 
PACIFIC GROVE CFMS ONLV) 
FOR ONE MARKET PAID ON THE 
DAY OF FOR PACIFIC GROVE 
AND MARINA EH CFMS: 
5x5-foot space=$20.00 
lOxlO-foot space =$35.00 
20xl 0-foot space=$55.00 
30xl 0-foot space=$75.00 
FOR FOUR MARKETS PAID 
MONTHLY FOR PACIFIC 
GROVE AND MAR INA EH 
CFMS: 
5x5-foot space---=$80.00 
IOx IO-foot space=$i 15.00 
20x10-foot space =$180 .00 
30xl O~foot space=$220.00 
FOR 5 r~TS PAID 
MONTHLY FOR MARINA AND 
PG (NO CREDITS FOR NON
ATTEND.A.,.1~CE IF PAID 
MONTHLY) 
5x5-foot space=$100.00 
10x.10-foot space:::$140.00 
20xl0-foot space=$235.00 
30xl0-foot space;$280.00 

If a Participant's check bounces, they 
will be fined $35.00 for each 
bounced check and the EH Market 
Manager will no longer accept 
checks from tbat Participant. Non
profits, community groups, and 
school clubs may receive a free 

booth space to outreach and 
fundraise (not competing with paid 
Participants) given at the EH Market 
Manager's discretion depending on 
space availability. 

6.3 HOURS OF SALE: 
- PG and Marina EH CFM(s) are 
scheduled for closures for only two 
weeks from December 27, 2015 to 
January 4, 2016. 
- Marina EH CFM: Sundays from 
I Oam to 2pm, year round. 
·· Pacific Grove EH CFM: Mondays 
from 3pm to 7pm (3pm-6pm during 
winter), year round. 
- Salinas Valley Memorial 
Healthcare EH Certified Farmer's 
Market: Fridays from 2pm-6pm, 
seasonal. 
• Alisal EH CFM: Tuesdays from 
11am to 4pm, seasonal. 
~ Natividad Medical Center EH 
CFM: Wednesdays from 1 lam to 
3: 30pm., seasonal. 

6.4 SET -UP AND DEPARTURE 
POU C!ES 
- Weather permitting, EH Market 
Manager will close off the market 
site at least one hour before market 
opening time (and address any non
market vehicles parked in market 
area) for Participants to set-up. 
Participants wiH be given at least one 
hour after market to break down. 
- Participant shall arrive at least 30 
minutes before the start of the EH 
CFM(s). Participants with barbeques 
must arrive at least 60 minutes before 
the opening of the market or they 
will not be allowed to sell at the EH 
CFM on that day. Participants that 
fail to be in attendance 30 minutes 
befo re the start of the EH CFM are 
considered late. In tum, the 
Participant's reserved space(s) will 
not be held and the Participant will 
be fined after the Participant arrives 
late more than two times in one 
calendar year. 
- No Participant may leave the EH 
CFM(s) before the EH CFM(s) 
closes without permission . 
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Participants are only allowed to leave 
the EH CFM(s) early with EH 
Market Manager approval and 
assistance. If any Participant leaves 
early (a minute before the closing 
hour) two times in one year they will 
be fined. 
- A Participant is not allowed to enter 
the EH CFM(s) after EH CFM(s) 
starting time without EH Market 
Manager approval and assistance. 
All Participants are required to call 
the EH Market Manager if they are 
going to be late and will not be able 
to enter and set-up their stall before 
the required time. 
- Auto and truck flow must not 
endanger pedestrians. Participants 
entering their vehicle into the EH 
CFM( s) area must drive very 
carefully and always under 3mph. If 
a Participant needs to move any 
cones to get their vehicle in or out of 
the EH CFM area, they must receive 
immediate assistance from the EH 
Market Manager before entering 
their vehicle into the market area. If 
any Participant does not follow the 
procedure directly above, they will 
be fined &nd/or subject to being 
expelled from selling at the EH 
CFM(s), 
- Participants, if parking in the EH 
CFM or outside of the EH CFM, 
must park their vehicles where the 
EH Market Manager designates 
parking for Participants. This assists 
EH in keeping on good tenns with 
neighbors of the EH CFM(s), 

6.SATTENDANCE: AU EH 
CFM(s) run rain or shine. 
-EH CFM Participants are expected 
to attend each consecutive week 
during their respective seasons. Full
y ear or Year-Round Participants are 
expected to attend every week during 
their annual Approval process. -
-Participants that would like to 
schedule an alternating schedule 
must make a formal request in when 
submitting an Application or in 
writing aftetwards. An alternating 
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schedule must be approved by EH 
Market Manager. 
:For all Participants who stop 
attending EH CFM(s) consecutively 
or alternating. it is the Participants 
responsibility to call EH at least a 
week in advance to inquire if there is 
space available for the Participant to 
return to EH CFM. The Participant 
must receive confirmation from EH 
that space is available before 
returning to EH CFM. 

Cancellation Polky 
Cancellations must be submitted by 
phone to (831) 384-6961 at least 48 
hours before the market day, This 
means a Participant calls (831) 3~-
6%1 before for; 
-Marina Friday by 9:30am 
-Pacific Grove Saturday by 3:30pm 
~Alisat Sunday by 10:30am 
-Natividad Monday by 10:30am. 
-Salinas Valley Memorial by 
Wednesday by 1 :OOpm 

-EH CFM Participants who cancel 
more than their allotment of 
cancellations may, in the sole 
discretion of EH, lose its space or 
their right to sell at EH CFM(s) 

-EH CFM(s) Participants that are 
regularly scheduled are permitted 
four (4) cancellations each year, per 
EH CFM, for year round EH CFMs. 
EH CFM Participants who cancel 
more than their allotment of 
cancellations may lose their space or 
their right to sell at EH CFM( s ). 
For each seasonal EH CFMs, 
Participants are only permitted two 
(2) cancellations per season. 

-More than four cancellations or a 
no-show due to a broken-down car, 
illness or family emergency requires 
records of these incidents to be 
submitted to EH Market Manager to 
not accrue a fine. 

-When a Participant calls to cancel, a 
definite commitment must be given 
that the Participant either will or will 
not be at the EH CFM(s). 

-It is the responsibility of the 
Participant to make judgments about 
the weather and detennine his/her 
attendance based on his/her own 
judgments. It is not the responsibility 
of EH to inform each Participant 
about the weather on the day at EH 
CFM site( s) ifit is determined that 
the EH CFM(s) will be open in 
severe weather. 

-Due to the uncertainty of weather 
EH never cancels an EH CFM in 
advance. In case of severe or extreme 
weather, EH Market Manager has the 
right to adjust or cancel an EH CFM 
on the day during the regularly 
scheduled EH CFM hours. 

RAINY DAY POLICY 
In addition to cancellations: 
-Participants will be given three (3) 
free Rainy Day Market Passes (Pass) 
per EH year round CFM per annual 
cycle. Passes can be used when the 
weather is intense or severe at EH 
CFM or the Producer's fann site, 
provided that the Participant provides 
(i) 12 hr. notice prior to the EH CFM 
day or (ii) decides before setting up 
its stall space to not participate due 
to weather and promptly tells EH 
Market Manager they are using a 
"Rainy Day Pass" before they set up, 
-Once a Participant has set up their 
stall space they are required to stay 
the duration of the EH CFM. Ifan 
eligible Participant fails to provide 
notice or show up at an EH CFM for 
which it has been scheduled, the 
Participant cannot use one of its 
Rainy Day Passes. 
-Passes are nonrefundable. 
Participants must attend on a weekly 
basis throughout the year to receive 
their allotment of Passes. EH CFM 
Participants who cancel more than 
their allotment of Rainy Day Pass 
credits may, in the sole discretion of 
EH, lose their space or the right to 
sell at that EH CFM. 
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Rainy Day Discount Fees may be 
reduced only at the EH Market 
Manager's discretion. If a discount is 
given for a rainy day, Participants 
who pay monthly must be present on 
the rainy day to receive the discount. 
The rainy day discount will be 
credited to their next month's EH 
CFM fee payments. 

-When a Participant cancels in 
excess of their allotments for the 
year, a stall fee and fine will be 
applied and will increase if 
cancellations .in excess of allotment 
continue, unless Participant has 
discussed with and re.ceived approval 
from EH Market Manager. 

-A no-show (not calling (831) 384-
6961 at all and not attending an EH 
CFM) will result in a verbal warning, 
stall fee, and fine that will increase 
due to multiple occurrences. 
Exceptions include a broken-down 
car, illness or a fam ily emergency 
with documents submitted to EH. 
Refer to the violation matrix below: 

V!olation 

No-Sh.ow 
w/out notice 

'cimceitations 
in excess of 
allotments 

Violatio~ 
No Show 
w/out notice 

Cancellations 
in excess of 
allotment ~ --

t•t ! 2n<1. Offense 
Offense 

-Warr1ing -Stall Fee 
-$50 

---~-.- - ~·------
-Stall fee -Stall fee 
-$25 fine -$50 Fine 

-

3ro Offense 4th Offense 
-Stall Fee -Expulsion 
-$100 
-Susoension 
-StaU Fee -Expulsion 
-$50 Fine 

6.6 DISPLAY ALL PERMITS 
AND UCENSES: All required 
documents shall be provided and 
must accompany all produce and 
products during transportation. 
During EH CFM(s) selling hours an 
original or certi fled copy of 
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documentation must be displayed 
prominently. 
- Identification Signs: All 
Participants are required to display a 
sign identifying their business name, 
county it is located in, and for 
Certified Producers a statement 
verifying that what is being sold was 
produced by that business. 

6. 7 PARTICIPANT SPACE 
All EH CFM(s) are conducted in 
accordance with state and federal 
laws and local ordinances. 

Drug ~nd Cosmetic Laws 
- Every stall shall have a trash box 
for public use. Remove trash 
accumulation regularly. 
- No display tables may be filled 
over carrying capacity. Items on 
display must be stable. Table legs 
must be secure and must not cave in. 
-Tents and shade set-up must be tied 
down by at least SO pounds on two 
sides to equal a total of J 00 pounds 
at all times distributed throughout the 
tent. All connecting rods of the 
shade set-up a.,:id weights must be 
secure in their fittings. Tarps must be 
securely fastened. 
- A! l boxes and crates of produce and 
other food products must be kept 6 
inches off the ground under Section 
27831 of the State Health & Safety 
Code. 
• If the loca l health authority 
approves, distribution of samples in a 
manner that will ensure safe, 
unadulterated samples for the public 
may be allowed . In such regard, the 
Participant must follow all California 
State health guidelines: 
a. Keep samples in clean covered 
containers approved by the local 
health agency. 
b. Use toothpicks or disposable 
utensils to distribute the samples. 
c. Dispose of pits, peels, food waste 
and rubbish in leak proof garbage 
receptacles with close fitting lids. 
d. Use clean disposable gloves when 
cutting produce for samples. 

e. Produce intended for sampling 
must be washed and cleaned to be 
wholesome and safe for 
consumption. 
f. Utensils and cutting surfaces must 
be washed and sanitized (use a 
chlorine solution of one teaspoon or 
capful of liquid bleach per gallon of 
water). 
g. Cutting surfaces must be smooth, 
non-absorbent and easily cleanable. 
- Smoking is not permitted in 
produce display and immediate sales 
area during EH CFM hours within l 5 
feet of market area (State Health and 
Safety Code) 
~ Auto and truck flow must not 
endanger pedestrians. 
-No live animals, birds or fowls may 
be kept or allowed within 20 feet of 
any area where food is stored or held 
under Section 27831 of the State 
Health & Safety Code. 
- No dogs, bicycling, skating, or 
skateboarding is allowed in the EH 
CFM(s). 
-At least a two feet pathway must 
always exist between Participants' 
stall spaces. No Participant can 
occupy this space at any time. 
- Food preparation (except trimm ing) 
is prohibited without a Monterey 
County Temporary Food Facility 
Permit. 
• Processed foods must be processed 
in an approved facility and properly 
packaged and labeled under clean 
and sanitary conditions. 
- Dried fruit and shelled nuts sold in 
an unpackaged. bulk form must be 
displayed with a cover and conform 
to dispensing methods approved by 
the Monterey County Health 
Department. 
- Participants selling non -Cert ified 
food or products are required to have 
a valid permit from the local 
jurisdiction and are not considered 
part of the EH CFM(s). 
- No poly styrene (Styrofoam) "to
go" containers may be used. 
Sampling utensils, eating utensils 
must be compostable. Food sold and 
not designed to be eaten atthe 
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market can be placed in recyclable 
containers. 

Description of Selling Space 
- Stall Fee is calculated on a lOXlO 
tent of equivalent volwne of selling 
space. If available and pre-approved 
by an EH Market Manager, 
Participants can store items that are 
not for sale (aka: back-stock) without 
charge. Space less than a lOXI 0 
block will be proportionaUy charged. 
- Participant constructed walls may 
not exceed 8 feet high. 
- All Participants must receive 
pennission by the EH Market 
Manager to park their vehicle in the 
EH CFM or near their booth space. 
The EH Market Manager will 
review, limit, deny, or approve a 
Participant to park their vehicle in or 
near their stall space based on 
location, space availability, and 
Participant seniority. 
-Participants must keep their 
vehicles, merchandise and tables 
within their assigned stall space. No 
part of the Participants' vehicle or 
stall set-up may encroach on the 
mandated fire lane. Pedestrian flow 
may not be congested due to a 
Participant set-up. 
- All promotions and sales shall 
occur within the stall space provided. 
- A Participant who rents more than 
one space shall rent them 
contiguously. 
• No electricity or water is provided 
by EH to Participants. It is the 
responsibility of the Participant to be 
prepared with these items for their 
needs. 
• No Participant may assign, share, or 
sublet his/her space without approval 
from the EH Market Manager. 
~ T-shirt plastic bags and Polystyrene 
(Styrofoam) are prohibited from 
distribution at EH CFM(s). 
Encouraging customers to bring their 
own reusable bags, paper bags, and 
bio-bags is recommended. If 
prohibited bags are used during EH 
CFM(s), Participant must 
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immediately stop using the 
prohibited bags. 

Clean Up 
- Participant shall maintain the stall 
space assigned to them in a clean and 
sanitary condition. When vacating 
their space, Participants must remove 
all equipment, product, trimming, 
wrappings, and containers within one 
hour after closing of the EH CFM(s). 
-Participants are responsible for 
cleaning their own stalls and the aisle 
area in front of their stalls. 
-The Participant shall reimburse EH 
for any expenses incurred to return 
the stall space to the condition in 
which it was found (reasonable wear 
and tear excepted). 
- Clean all cooking surfaces regularly 
to prevent the buildup of grease 

Safety Regulatio11s 
- Exits from booth: From within the 
booth, the exit pathway leading to 
the exterior shall not be less than 36 
inches and the width of the exit door. 
There shall be no obstruction of the 
exit door or exit pathway. 
• Fire extinguishers: Any booth using 
any type ofheat flgenerating appliance 
shall have a fire extinguisher that is 
at least 2A lOBC. In some cases. an 
additional fire extinguisher may be 
required. All fire extinguishers new 
or used are required to be serviced 
once a year and have a current tag on 
the extinguisher. Each fire 
extinguisher is tagged by the service 
company as to the extinguisher 
service date. If there is no tag on the 
extinguisher, the unit must be 
serviced. Check the telephone 
directory for licensed fire 
extinguisher service companies. All 
fire extinguishers shall be mounted 
in a visible and accessible location, 
preferably near the exit. Know where 
the fire extinguisher is located at all 
times. 
- Cooking equipment: Any type of 
cooking equipment or process that 
produces uncontrolled flame will not 
be allowed inside the booth. No 

combustible material will be allowed 
directly above uncontrolled flame. 
Any combustible structural 
component of a booth located within 
36 inches of cooking equipment shall 
be protected by a non--absorbing and 
non-combustible material, approved 
by the State Fire Marshal. 
-Gas cylinders: No gas cylinders will 
be allowed within a booth unless the 
cylinder is an intricate part of the 
appliance. Example: gas fired 
barbecue with cylinder attached. Gas 
lines subject to mechanical damage 
shall be protected. All gas cylinders, 
including spares, shall be firmly 
secured in place to prevent accidental 
fa11-over. Every gas-fired appliance 
shall have a gas shutoff valve. 
Maintain a safe distance between 
flammable gas cylinder and any heat 
source. 
- When cooking, an adult shall never 
leave the food cooking unattended 
and must not wear loose-fitting 
clothing. 
- Keep combustibles away from all 
heat sources. 
• All generators must be approved by 
the EH Market Manager before they 
are used at the EH CFM( s ). 
Generators must be very quiet (the 
generator noise level must run under 
64d.B at full load). We encourage the 
use of propane. 
- All Participants must stay within 
their stall space. Participants must 
not extend out into the pathways 
between Participants' stall spaces, 
fire lane, or into traffic area. If space 
is available, Participants can "spill 
out" (less than two feet) in front of 
their stall space without an additional 
stall fee if they do not extend into the 
pathways, fire lane, or traffic area. 

6.8 S!GNAGE AND 
PROMOT!ON 
- Prices must be clearly posted on all 
products. Collusion among 
Participants to change prices or 
exertion of any influence, pressure or 
persuasion to cause a Participant to 
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increase prices is strictly forbidden 
(state law). 
- Packaged products must be labeled 
with the name of the farm or 
Producer, the address and the weight 
of the contents (state law). Co-op 
products and labels are not 
acceptable; use farm/Producer name 
and adding weight and lot numbers 
to verify that the product crune from 
the Producer. 
~ Organic and Conventional 
commodities sold in the same stall 
space need clear, visible and non
confusing signage stating which 
products are Organic and which 
product<i are Conventional. Failure to 
post these signs will result in non
compliance resulting in one warning 
and further non-compliance will 
result in not allowing both types of 
products to be sold in one booth 
space. 
• Any Participant claiming to have 
"Certified Organic" produce or 
products shall grow or process the 
products in accordance with the 
USDA NOP rules and regulations, 
effective October 2002. Participants 
can only claim "Certified Organic " if 
they are certified by an approved 
USDA agency. Organic Hcensing 
must be displayed . 
- Participan ts with gross sales of 
$5000.00 or Jess annually are exempt 
from USDA certification 
requirements. These Participants 
must follow the USDA Organic 
Farming protocols but are not 
required to obtain certification. 
These Participant-s are allowed to 
promote using the word "Organic" 
only. These Participants are not 
allowed to promote using the phrase 
"Certified Organic". These farmers 
may be required to provide 
documentation to verify annual sales 
of $5000.00 or less. 
- "No Spray", "No Chemicals'', ''No 
Pesticides" and other such claims 
shall be affirmed by a Notarized 
affidavit stating, ''at no time during 
the growing season or post-harvest 
handling of this commodity have any 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

synthetic pesticides, herbicides, 
fungicides or other toxic applications 
been used". Upon receipt of 
notarized affidavit, "No Synthetic 
Sprays" shall be the only language 
used to describe the above claims. In 
these cases when synthetic chemical 
fertilizers are used, the signs shall 
also state "Synthetic Fertilizer 
Used". When these claims are made, 
the Pesticide Use sign including the 
notarized affidavit shall be posted at 
the Participant stand. Copies of the 
affidavits must be submitted to the 
EH Market Manager. 

. - Transitional Organic is a term not 
recognized by the State Organic 
Program. You may not use the term. 
~ Identification Sigi!l.s: All 
Participants are required to display a 
sign identifying their business name, 
county it is located in, and for 
Certified Producers a statement 
verifying that what it being sold was 
produced by that business. 

7. EXPECTED BEHAVIOR BY 
ALL 

7.1 Anti-Harassment Policy: 
Harassment will not be tolerated by 
Participants, Employees, Contractors 
or any member of the Board at EH 
CFM( s ), public events or meetings. 
This includes, but is not limited to, 
use of abusive, profane or demeaning 
language and sexual harassment to 
anyone. This also includes 
slandering language regarding others 
that may be heard by Customers or 
other Participants. 

7.2 Eth.ks Code: EH Board believes 
that a code of ethics is basic to the 
conduct of EH CFM(s). All 
Participants, Employees, Contractors 
and am: Member of the Board shall 
condu~t their professional lives in 
accordance with the ethics standards 
stated below: 

"Be civil and respectfid in 
professional interactions, avoiding 

discrimination, based on race, 
gender, sexual orientation, religion, 

or age. Treat everyone fairly and 
with respect. " 

7.3 Standard of Conduct: All 
Participants, Employees, 
Contractors, EH Market Managers 
and Members of the Board at the 
Market(s), public functions and 
meetings must: 
- Be knowledgeable about their 
products (how they are used, grown 
or produced) and clearly 
communicate this to Customers. 
- Be courteous, professional and 
presentable. 
- Display products in a clean, 
presentable and attractive way. 
- Be honest and conduct themselves 
at all times in a courteous and 
business-like manner. 
- Dress and behave in an appropriate 
manner, including wearing shirts and 
shoes. 
- Not use illegal drugs, drink 
alcoholic beverages, yell, heckle, 
swear, name call, make slanderous 
remarks, throw items, fight or 
participate in other offensive 
behavior. 
- Treat others, including Participants, 
Employees, Contractors , Board 
Members , Customers , and Officials, 
with respect. 
-It is the responsibility of all 
Participants to be honest and to 
conduct themselves at all times at EH 
CFMs and outside of EH CFMs 
when communica t ing to EH 
Management in a courteous and 
business -like manner. 
- Refer any matter concerning lack of 
courtesy by Customers to EH Market 
Manager or any Member of the 
Board. 
- Make any complaints about other 
Participants, Employees, 
Contractors, or any Member of the 
Board or EH CFM(s) Rules and 
Regulations to the EH Market 
Manager and/or EH Board. 
- Refrain from using any slanderous 
or defamatory r emarks about anyone. 
These will be subject to legal liability 
for damages caused . 
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- Not sell any stolen or pirated items. 
These are prohibited for sale by any 
Participant at EH CFM(s) 

8 VJOLATIONS OF RULES AND 
REGULATIONS 

8.1 REMEDY FOR VIOLATIONS 
NOT SUBJECT TO IMMEDIATE 
EXCLUSION: First violation will 
result in a verbal and written 
warning. The second violation will 
result in a detennination letter in 
which the EH Market Manager 
and/or Board may choose to fine, 
and/or suspend, or tenninate the 
Participant as prescribed in EH 
Bylaws section 13. l. Participants 
who do not comply with the State 
Direct Marketing Regulations, 
pertinent State and County 
regulations, or the Rules and 
Regulations and Bylaws of EH as set 
forth herein, may be subject to 
Expulsion, Suspension, and/ or 
Tennination of their Participant 
Approval to the EH CFM(s) as per 
EH Bylaws section 13.3. 

8.2 IMMEDIATE EXCLUSION: 
A Participant may be immediately 
excluded from the premises of EH 
CFM(s) if that Participant has failed 
in a serious degree to observe the 
Rules and Regulations or otherwise 
acted in a manner causing 
Immediate threat. imminent threat or 
harm to anyone (Board, EH Market 
Manager, fellow Participants 
including employees, customer or the 
general public). An immediate 
exclusion will be followed by 
suspension and/or tennination of the 
Participant Approval as prescribed in 
EH Bylaws section 13.2. 

8.3 VIOLATIONS AT OTHER 
CFMS 
-Each participant is responsible to 
notify EH Market Manager if they 
receive a violation at another CFM 
outside ofEH's control within a 
month of receiving that violation. 

9. PARTICIPANT CATEGORIES 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

9.1 CERTIFIED PRODUCER 
(FARMER AND FISEERMA.N) 
AND SEAFOOD BROKER 
-All commodities must be reviewed 
and approved by an EH Market 
Manager before a Participant can sell 
that item(s) or add new items to sell. 
- Prepared or processed products 
may be sold under the Producer if the 
Producer produces over 50% of the 
prepared product and is in 
accordance with the State Health and 
Safety Code. 
- Participants can sell both Organic 
and Conventional commodities. 
Refer to Signage and Promotions 
pertaining to requirements with 
sign.age. 
- Fresh produce and fish must be in 
season. Sales of out-of-season 
California produce are allowable 
only to the extent of their normal 
storage life or upon proof that such 
produce was grown in greenhouse 
facilities operated by such Producer. 
-No frozen seafood products are 
allowed at the EH CFM(s). 
- Producers storing both Certified 
and non-Certified products must 
have an effective system of 
documentation for separation of 
products so that there is no 
possibility of confusing Certified and 
non-Certified products with products 
not produced by the Producer. 
-All prodooe is expected to be vine
ripened and fresh. Lower grade fiuits 
and vegetables must be marked as 
such and priced accordingly. 
-EH Market Manager has the 
authority to ask that poor quality 
produce (i.e. bruised. smashed, 
rotting, burnt, wilted, and dirty) be 
removed from sale. 
~ State law prohibits sales to retailers 
( except restaurants) during EH 
CFM(s) hours. Participants whose 
products do not meet minimum 
quality standards are subject to fines, 
suspension and expulsion upon 
recurring violation of these quality 
requirements. 
- Scales shall be approved 
commercial scales and certified by 

the County Sealer and Office of 
Weights and Measures on a renewal 
basis. 
- Load Lists, provided by EH, are to 
be turned in before the end of each 
EH CFM day. It is the sole 
responsibHity of the Certified 
Producer to turn in a completed 
Load List to the EH M»rk.et 
Managell" before lemvfng each EH 
CFM. Load Lists are due after 
each EH CFM. Failure to complete 
andl turn in your Load Lists after 
each EH CFM may result in a fine 
each time it is notturned into the 
EH Market Manager. If the 
Producer fails to tum in the Load 
List more than three times in one 
calendar year they will be subjected 
to additional fines, suspension and/or 
tennination from the EH CFM(s) 
prescribed by EH Board. 
- Certified Producer may sell for only 
one other Certified Producer per 
year. The second certificate will be 
reviewed and approved on a non
competitive annual basis. Approval 
will be based on the following 
conditions: 
a. The second Certificate Producer 
must have signed the Rules and 
Regulations sign off. 
b. No duplication of commodities is 
allowed on both certificates. 
c. The primary Producer has given 
the EH Market Manger a written 
agreement, which verifies consent 
from the second Producer to have 
their products sold at the EH CFM. 
d. The second Producer must be from 
the same or a contiguous county as 
the primary Producer. 
e. Each certified Producer's products 
must be displayed separately and 
identified by individual Producer's 
certificates (state law) and other 
required permits. Over 50% of the 
produce or prpducts displayed for 
sale must be from the primary 
certificate. 
f. The Producer who attends the EH 
CFM(s) is responsible for advising 
EH Market Manager when he/she is 
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selling products from a second 
certificate. 

9.2 FOOD PURVEYOR: Food 
Purveyors and the food they prepare 
and sell at EH CFM(s) must receive 
approval from the EH Market 
Manager. The EH Market Manager 
selects prepared foods that is of high 
quality and does not directly compete 
with the prepared food currently ai 
the EH CFM(s). However, the Food 
Purveyor does not have exclusive 
selling rights to sell food and must 
not compete with food provided by a 
Certified Producer. 

9.3 PARTICIPANT: Products sold 
by a Participant at the EH CFM(s) 
must receive approval from the EH 
Market Manager. The EH Market 
Manager selects products of high 
quality and does not directly compete 
with products cmTently at the EH 
CFM(s).However; participants do not 
have exclusive selling rights of any 
products at the EH CFM(s). 

9.4 A CHARITABLE PARTY may 
apply to receive approval from the 
EH Market Manager tu have a free 
booth space at EH CFM (s) for 
purpose s of outreaching the 
Charitable Party's services and/or 
activities to the local communi ty and 
for fundralsing activities. AJl Parties 
are considered on a weekly and 

EH Rules & Regulations-2015 

rotating basis in order to give all 
interested Parties a fair chance at 
attending EH CFM(s). Upon request 
from EH, the Charitable Group must 
provide proof: the Group is currently 
active and the Representative 
position in the Group is valid with 
publications or minutes from a 
Group's meeting. The Group must 
provide their own tab1e(s), chair(s) 
and Group publications. Walking 
outside of the Participant's 
designated space and passing out 
publications is prohibited. No items 
sold for fundraising activities by the 
Groups may compete with paying 
Participants. EH reserves the right to 
determine if a fundraising activity is 
competing with a paying Participant. 

9.5 ENTERTAINERS AND 
WORKSHOP EDUCATORS may 
apply to receive approval from the 
EH Market Man.ager to have a free 
space to conduct their activity (play 
music, entertain or conduct an 
educational workshop) at EH 
CFM(s). All Entertainers and 
Workshop Educators are to be 
considered on a weekly and rotating 
basis in order to give ail interested 
Participants a fair chance at 
conducting tieir activity at the EH 
CFM(s). If the Participant is unable 
to attend the EH CFM on their 
assigned day in the future, the EH 

Market Manager may deny approval 
for the Participant to return to EH 
CFM(s) to conduct their activity. All 
activities must be suitable for 
families and children. 

9.6. POU:TICA.L CANDIDATE, A 
PROPONENT OF A BALLOT 
MEASURE, OR ADVOCATE:All 
must understand the below 
disclaimer if participating in the 
Markets, and agree to post this 
disclaimer in clear public view at all 
times at your space at EH CFMs. 
Participants must condue,1: their 
activity in their Market designated 
space. Walking outside of the 
Participant's designated space and 
passing out publications is 
prohibited. Publications of political 
candidates and ballot measures are 
not allowed at EH Information 
Booths. 

Disclaimer; EH is proud to provide 
space at its market<; for all political 
candidates and their advocates, and 
proponents and opponents of a ballot 
measure on an equal opportunity and 
non-partisan basis . EH does so only 
as a public service to the people 
attending the markets and by doing 
so it does not endorse or oppose any 
candidate or measure. 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

-~-~------
~?;:·~~-:>· Te¥ f'f11 IL. 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Be~ore the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

[circulated Oct. 9-16, 2017 in Pacific Grove] 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

.f l..6--~,,...., C,-1 "--J J1?__.l1 µ~,,,-;J,. 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Fanners' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR1s proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

A/14 &?1r- ~ (fO v/3"4# 
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Statement of Support for the Farmers' Market 

In support of our regular, weekly Farmers' Market, we ask that the major 
impacts on the Market be carefully considered as the City reviews 
alternatives proposed for the lower part of the Holman block. 

It seems to us that: 

• The Draft EIR's proposed mitigation --- a widened sidewalk along the 
eastern margin of Jewell Park --- potentially destroys major features of both 
the Market and the Park and blocks positive Market-Park interactions that 
the community currently enjoys and values. 

• We would like to see alternatives of a more modest height and footprint to 
reduce impacts on the Farmers' Market, Museum, Library, Jewell Park, and 
the neighborhood and, if possible, to allow the Market to remain in its 
current configuration. 

• Before the City proceeds to a Final EIR, we respectfully request a 
revised Draft EIR that includes such alternatives, affords the public a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed mitigation measures, and 
genuinely addresses public input. 

Thank you for considering this request. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-84	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	EVERYONE’S	HARVEST	(EHARV)		

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-1	

The commenter asks for clarification on whether the project would displace or alter farmers 
market operations, as the proposed configuration for the market during project operations is 
unclear. The commenter further states that an amendment to the Everyone’s Harvest Use Permit 
would be required. 

Thank you for your comment. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
As noted in Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, the City shall determine whether the 
farmers market operations need to be reconfigured or moved at a later date. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-2	

The commenter expresses concern about short-term construction-related impacts of traffic, 
noise, air quality, and lighting and operation of the Pacific Grove Farmers Market. The 
commenter further states that the traffic analysis for the project does not fully consider permitted 
road closures on Mondays. Lastly, the commenter states that the Draft EIR’s proposed mitigation 
measure MM 3.4.2c, which calls for a widened sidewalk on the eastern edge of Jewell Park, 
would result in a number of recreational impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 2: Project Traffic, Master Response 5: 
Widening the Sidewalk, and Master Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-3	

The commenter states, “The use of heavy construction equipment during market operations 
could result in noise, air quality, and traffic impacts. Therefore, the City should condition the 
Hotel Durell project to modify the hours of construction to avoid the once a week Market 
operation on Mondays when the street is closed.” 

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, for the City’s condition of approval 
regarding Monday construction. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-4	

The commenter notes, “As a permitted use, this section should also identify the Farmers’ Market 
as a surrounding land use.” 

The Draft EIR described permanent surrounding land uses. The market is not considered a 
permanent use for purposes of the environmental analysis. No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-5	

The commenter states the Farmers’ Market is an event occurring multiple times within a twelve-
month period and has obtained a Use Permit accordingly.  

As described in Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, the City will determine the location 
of the farmers market at a later date. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-85	

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-6	

The commenter expresses concern about relocating the farmers’ market. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, and Master Response 6: Construction Noise 
Impacts. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-7	

The commenter states, “The Final EIR should explicitly identify the farmers’ market as a noise 
sensitive receptor and a mitigation measure should restrict construction noise during market 
operations (that is, no construction activity during the market).” 

Visitors to the farmers market are considered sensitive receptors for purposes of the 
environmental analysis. Page 3.3-2 in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Noise, describes acoustic and decibel 
sound levels, and how humans respond to noise at typical noise levels. Figure 3.3.1 illustrates 
typical causes of noise and decibel levels from common sources. Analysis of project-generated 
noise in the Draft EIR is based on information and guidance provided by the Federal Transit 
Administration (2006), the Federal Highway Administration (2006a, 2006b), and the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (2004). The analysis takes into account increases in 
noise levels over pre-project noise conditions. Additionally, refer to Master Response 6: 
Construction Noise Impacts, for the City’s condition of approval imposed on the project. 

Based on the vibration levels presented in Table 3.3-6 of the Draft EIR, ground vibration 
generated by heavy-duty equipment would not be anticipated to exceed approximately 
0.09 inches per second peak particle velocity at 25 feet. Therefore, construction equipment 
would most likely not result in a groundborne vibration velocity level above 0.2 inches per 
second and predicted vibration levels at the nearest off-site structures would not exceed 
recommended criteria. Additionally, this impact would be temporary and would cease 
completely when construction ends. Once operational, the project would not be a source of 
groundborne vibration. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-8	

The commenter states, “This description omits the large part of the Farmers’ Market that is on 
Grand Avenue and should be revised to accurately reflect the market operation and 
configuration.  

Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Description, describes existing site conditions and surrounding land 
uses as defined by CEQA. Additionally, refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding 
specific routes for construction equipment. 

Response	to	Comment	EHarv-9	

The commenter requests that the project applicant and the City consider alternatives, which 
include reduced height and footprint to reduce impacts on the farmers market, museum, library, 
Jewell Park, and the neighborhood. 

As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Alternatives, project alternatives have been analyzed in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), which states that “among the factors 
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that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional 
boundaries, and whether the applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have 
access to alternative sites.” The CEQA Guidelines also specify that the alternatives discussion 
should not be remote or speculative; however, the discussions need not be presented in the 
same level of detail as the assessment of the project. The Draft EIR considered alternatives that 
satisfied the CEQA requirements to evaluate alternatives that meet most of the project 
objectives and reduce or avoid the project’s environmental impacts.  
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From: Jeffrey Becom 
217 Hacienda Carmel, Carmel, CA 93923 & 
116 13th Street Pacific Grove, CA, 93950 

To: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 
Community & Economic Development Department 
City of Pacific Grove, 300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

RE: Hotel Durrell, 157 Grand Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
Initial Study / Draft Environmental Impact Review 

October 16, 2017 

Upon reviewing the current EIR proposals and Project Alternatives, I still hold to 
the conclusion that many important issues remain unaddressed.  These are both 
new issues and those that I addressed in my letter of January 31, 2017 that 
reviewed the Initial Study. A copy of that earlier letter is attached below. 

Among the concerns that I originally asked to be addressed that still are not 
adequately mitigated: 

1) The incompatibility of the proposal with the existing historic context of its site.
The proposal is far too large and out of character with the style and scale of 
surrounding historic structures. This is an historic, low rise, very public area at the 
very center of Pacific Grove civic life.  The proposed design has no relationship to 
the nearby buildings or Pacific Grove’s heritage.  To claim that it does requires 
blinders. It is an affront. 

2) The proposal remains too large and too high to accommodate the Carnegie
Library and Natural History Museum gardens and other public uses along this 
portion of Central Avenue. 

3) The proposal remains in conflict with many Architectural Review Guidelines as
listed in my earlier letter. 

Please refer to my earlier letter of January 31, 2017. 

1
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4) The significant increase in use that the project proposes will produce a
dangerous conflict between pedestrian Library, Park, and Museum patrons and the 
Hotel vehicle entrance.   
The idea that a large, 18 foot wide sidewalk between the Library and Jewell Park 
will mitigate these problems instead raises other concerns:  

A) How will this impact pedestrians (groups of school children) who use
Jewell Park, the Natural History Museum, and the Library?

B) How will this impact the Farmer’s Market?
C) How will this impact Fountain Avenue?
D) How many more public parking spaces will be lost?
E) How is this proposed change To Fountain Avenue and Jewel Park in

agreement with the proposed Pacific Grove Local Coastal Plan and our
own public park protections enshrined in the General Plan?

5) How is the inadequate parking that is proposed for the Hotel to be remedied?
The project must provide, at minimum, one dedicated (not shared with the Holman 
Building) parking space for each hotel room.  We do not live in an area adequately 
serviced by public transportation.  Every Hotel patron will arrive by car into the 
foreseeable future.  In addition, adequate number of parking spaces must be 
provided for hotel staff and the patrons and staff of the proposed retail spaces. 

If this parking is not provided, the neighborhood will suffer.  Parking is already at 
a premium.  Hotel guests will naturally park in the neighborhood if they are not 
given a parking space with their room.  And Hotel and retail staff will fill up every 
available space not taken by Hotel guests.  This will lead to a “parking war” with   
preferential parking permits suddenly necessary throughout the city with Hotel and 
retail patrons and staff facing off against neighbors. Please work this foreseeable 
problem out now. Do not kick it down the road. 

6) I ask that the size of the project be reduced.  The current proposed number of
rooms and project size cannot be accommodated within the existing site without 
seriously damaging the existing historic neighborhood and established public uses. 

7) Require a sun study to verify the impact of various alternative proposals on the
Library Garden, Natural History Museum garden, and Jewel Park. 

8) I ask that the developers and the authors of the EIR work together to come up
with a new set of serious alternative proposals to the current project and existing 
list of alternatives.  The EIR’s current list of alternatives is inadequate to address 

2
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valid public concerns.  New alternatives should be made available that will truly 
mitigate the numerous problems that will be created with the Hotel development as 
proposed. Again, refer to my earlier letter of January 31, 2017 just below. 

Thank you for your serious attention. 

Jeffrey Becom 

Earlier letter of 1-31-17: 

January 31, 2017 
Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 
Community & Economic Development Department 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Avenue, 2nd floor 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Comments in response to Durrell Hotel project CEQA Initial Study / 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 

I am writing to express my disagreement with the proposed design of the Durrell Hotel. 
I ask that my concerns be acknowledged in the Initial Study and that changes to the 
proposed design be required to address them. My comments are mainly directed at the 
Incompatibility of the proposal’s mass, scale, and character in its historic neighborhood. 

I make my comments as someone who served for many years as a member on both the 
Pacific Grove Architectural Review Board and the Historic Resources Committees. As 
such, I care deeply about maintaining the historic character of Pacific Grove. I know 
when a proposal is incompatible with its site. The Durrell Hotel proposal is clearly 
incompatible. 

The importance of this site cannot be over-emphasized in the civic identity and visitor 
awareness of Pacific Grove. The site is surrounded by historic, single-story structures on 
three sides: the historic Carnegie Public Library with its gardens, the historic Natural 
History Museum with its gardens, and the rows of small, independent commercial 
buildings lining the side streets. Historic Jewel Park is diagonally adjacent. Even the 
weekly Pacific Grove Farmers’ Market has found a home here along narrow Central 
Avenue. This area is the very heart of the Pagrovian and visitor experience of Pacific 
Grove with commercially and culturally important year-round public events, parades and 
festivals. The importance of the site and its surroundings must be called out in the Initial 
Study and acknowledged in the proposed design. 

The proposed design has several good points: the underground parking, the double wings 
opening onto a central courtyard that spills out onto Central Avenue opposite the Library 
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gardens, and the recessed drop-off for guests. In general I have no problem with more 
traffic in the commercial center of Pacific Grove as this will indicate a vibrant 
commercial zone – as long as the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts with the daily visits from 
children and school groups to the library, museum and park can be handled safely. But 
the elephant in the room, and I do mean elephant, is the inappropriate size of the project 
in this historic, low-rise, very public-oriented neighborhood. 

The design is in direct conflict with many of the primary Architectural Review 
Guidelines that were put in place to assure that our precious heritage is preserved. 

Quoting from the introduction to the ARB Guidelines, their purpose is “to maintain 
harmonious relationships between old and new structures and between buildings and the 
natural environment” and “to protect Pacific Grove’s architectural heritage and natural 
resources.” Therefore, these Guidelines are the ideal guiding force upon which to base 
projects such as the Durrell Hotel. 

Unfortunately, it is clear that the Guidelines have not been utilized in the proposed 
design. Below is my synopsis of the relevant ARB Guidelines that are not being 
respected. The appropriate Guidelines must be called out in the Initial Study and 
acknowledged in revisions to the proposed design. 

Under Section 1, Neighborhood Compatibility: 

A series of styles traditionally present in Pacific Grove are described and illustrated in 
this Section. The style of the proposed hotel is not among these. Any claim that the 
proposed hotel is a Spanish Colonial Revival design is delusional. 

Guideline #1: 
“The mass and height of a new building should blend well with neighboring 
structures and not overwhelm them with disproportionate size or a design that is out of 
character.” 

Guideline #5: 
“Attempt to locate taller sections of buildings where they will not obstruct 
sunlight to adjacent yards, patios, or rooms.” (Specifically, the Library garden.) 

Guideline #16: 
“An effort should be made to preserve significant public view corridors. 
(Specifically, of the historic buildings, gardens, and Jewell Park from the neighborhood 
streets and sidewalks.) 

Under Section 3, Mass and Scale of a Structure: 

Guideline #24: 
“A new structure should appear similar in scale to those seen as traditional in the 
neighborhood.” (The proposed hotel is completely out of scale with its setting.) 
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Guideline #29: 
“Design new roofs to appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally in the 
neighborhood.” (Where did the mansard roof idea come from? It is totally out of 
character with Pacific Grove’s architecture and should be abandoned.) 

Guideline # 32 
“A building should have an overall proportional orientation that is similar to other 
structures in the setting.” (The proposed hotel is much higher and emphasizes verticality 
more than its neighbors on three sides.) 

Each of these major conflicts with the Architectural Review Guidelines must be 
addressed in the final design and called out in the CEQA Initial Study as requiring 
attention. 

In order to fit comfortably within its iconic site, the design for the hotel must be 
significantly lower along Central Avenue and only slowly rise in stages as it approaches 
the height of the Holman Building. Doing so will not only provide access to sun for the 
gardens along Central Avenue and space to appreciate the historic character of the 
surrounding Park and buildings, but would also provide views and terraces for upper 
floor hotel guests. 

I would also propose to retain as much as possible of the original façade of the Durant 
Motor Car Showroom that currently occupies the site. This structure was recently 
evaluated and determined to be ineligible for inclusion on the Historic Resources 
Inventory. But I believed then, as I do now, that this decision was an error. To retain the 
façade of the building would be a step toward retaining the historic character and scale of 
the site. The original large arched openings that are currently blocked off could be 
reopened and would allow for retail display, hotel entrance, auto entry to the site, as well 
as reference the Spanish Colonial style that is prominent in the area. I ask that this 
suggestion also appear in the Initial Study. 

I believe that the entirety of the area—the historic buildings, streetscape, gardens, and 
Park—form a “Cultural Landscape” as defined by the Secretary of the Interior. I ask that 
as part of the Initial Study, a licensed architectural historian investigate this aspect. As a 
“Cultural Landscape” it is not enough to save surrounding buildings; the setting of the 
area also must not be degraded by new development. 

A four-story structure anywhere near the Library, Museum, Park and gardens will be 
wholly out of context with its neighbors. As currently proposed, the new structure will 
overwhelm its historic neighbors and cause the historic buildings and gardens to lose 
their prominence. If built, the proposal will result in a permanent loss to the historic 
character and scale of the neighborhood as well as a loss to the City as a whole. Please 
acknowledge and address this concern in the Initial Study. 

While the materials and colors may be compatible with the neighboring structures, the 
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style and scale are not. The style of proposal holds no references to the established styles 
of architecture in Pacific Grove as described in the Pacific Grove Historic Context 
Statement as well as in the introduction to the ARB Guidelines. There are few if any 
historical references in the design to the Spanish Colonial Revival style of architecture as 
claimed in the proposal. To call it so is an insult to the many quality Spanish Revival 
designs found all along the Coast from our own T.A. Work building to the Osio Cinema 
building in Monterey to large commercial projects in Palo Alto and San Luis Obispo. 

It is not impossible to build a large Spanish Colonial Revival building that will 
complement the neighboring historic structures. But an appropriate design for a hotel that 
is in scale with its neighbors and with the number of rooms currently being proposed may 
very well be impossible to achieve. A significant reduction in the number of guest rooms 
in this hotel should be considered as a necessary component of a revised design. Please 
acknowledge and require changes to the design to be in keeping with the architecture of 
Pacific Grove. 

The proposed hotel design is of a style and scale that would be at home at the end of any 
freeway ramp in the country. It is a non-descript Holiday Inn Express dumped into the 
middle of our historic heart. Do not allow this affront to be approved. 

I urge all involved to rethink the design for this hotel. It is our one chance to 
acknowledge and preserve the legacy of this important part of Pacific Grove into the 
future. 

In conclusion, I ask that the EIR investigate my following summary of both missing 
issues and egregious aspects to this proposed hotel: 

Acknowledge that the design is in conflict with and must meet the Architectural 
Review Guidelines including #1, #5, #16, #24, #29, and #32. 

Require a traffic study and refine the proposed traffic flow so as not to endanger the 
many schoolchildren and tourists visiting the Park, library and Natural History 
Museum. 

Require parking that will accommodate the actual number of vehicles that will be 
utilizing the Hotel. One parking space for every four rooms is ludicrous. These 
rules were set in horse and buggy days and must now be adjusted for current 
conditions. The Initial Study must acknowledge the inadequacy of parking and 
require that adequate parking spaces be provided. 

Require a sun study to verify the proposal’s impact on the library and library 
garden. If built as proposed, the newly renovated garden and the seating areas in 
the entry arcade will be in near constant shadow. This issue must be addressed in 
the Initial Study and a redesign that addresses the problem be required. 

Require that any proposed design reduce the height over much of the site to be 
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compatible with the scale and massing of the existing adjacent historic structures. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Becom  
 jeffreybecom@comcast.net    
tel. 831-224-6110 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JEFFREY	BECOM	(JBECOM)		

Response	to	Comment	JBecom-1	

The commenter notes that the project is incompatible with existing historic context of the project 
site. The commenter adds that the project is too large and high to accommodate the library 
and museum gardens. The commenter further states that the project conflicts with architectural 
review guidelines outlined in the commenter’s letter dated January 31, 2017. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	JBecom-2	

The commenter states that the project will create a “dangerous conflict” between pedestrians 
visiting area public facilities and patrons at the hotel vehicle entrance. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety. 

Response	to	Comment	JBecom-3	

The commenter states that the project does not have adequate parking for the hotel and 
suggests that one parking space be provided for each hotel room with parking not shared with 
the Holman Building. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 
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Jane Haines 
601 OCEAN VIEW BOULEVARD, APT.1, PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 

October 4, 2017 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
Community & Economic Development Department 

Pacific Grove City Hall 
300 Forest Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

janehaines80@gmail.com 
Tel; 831 375-5913 

RECEIVED 

., 0 4 l 7 

PAC flC (1ROVF 
, or 1 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Hotel Durrell Project 

Dear Laurel, 

As an attorney who specialized in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for nearly 
twenty years, I've never before seen a Draft EIR (DEIR) so dismissive of public comments. 

Aesthetic Concerns 

• Fifty-seven comment letters were submitted during January, 2017. Forty-two of the 
fifty-seven (73%) expressed concern about the project's aesthetic impacts, either the 

hotel's stylistic incompatibility with surrounding areas and/or impacts caused by the 
hotel's shadow. See comments from Ciani, Siegfried, Pearse, Pierszalowski, Partridge, 
Kane, Aberg, Volpe, Hiers, Sherburne, Parsons, Heller, Lilley, Broome, Raine, Mason, 
Coletti, Fischer, Conlon, Moore, Varnum, Lehner, Cohen, Sullivan, Haines, Secom, 
Daumer, Zamzow, Pollock, Parrott, Nelson, Foote, Hernandez, Morgan, Kenwood, Bua, 
Rieckers, Sawyer, Griffin, Hall, Bragg, and Davis. 

• The DEIR dismisses those concerns in several sentences, then concludes that the 

project's only potentially significant aesthetic impact is one no one mentioned, the 
aesthetic impact of seeing the project under construction. (DEIR pg. 3.1-15.) 

Project's Effect on the Farmers Market 

• Ten of the fifty-seven letters (17%) expressed concern about the project's effect on the 
weekly farmers market. See comments from Pearse, Everyone's Harvest, Raine, Ciani, 
Fischer, Haines, Become, Kenwood, Sawyer, and Griffen. 
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Without analyzing what environment impacts could result, the DEIR proposes mitigation of 

the adverse effect by increasing "the width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell 
Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during 

special events such as the farmers market. " 

• Widening the sidewalk to 18 feet would necessitate demolition of the Jewell Park Little 
House, partial demolition of the wall displaying plaques identifying donors to Jewell Park, 
and paving over a 13 feet strip of public park grassy space. These actions are inconsistent 
with Pacific Grove General Plan park and recreation policies 1 and 7. 

My five comments follow : 

1. The expert opinion of an architect, in addition to the opinions of seventy-two local 
residents, contend the project will introduce a disharmonious new element in the 
project area resulting in significant adverse impact on scenic views. 

A project that interferes with scenic views has an adverse aesthetic effect on the environment. 

(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water District, 116 Cal. App. 4th 
396, 401.) 

Anthony Ciani, a registered California architect, states his expert opinion that the project will 
cause significant adverse aesthetic impacts in the project area. Mr. Ciani's January 31, 2017 
letter explains: 

4) Aesthetic Quality 

The project's bulk and mass are not compatible with the surrounding areas and relationships 
of the forms and design characteristics of the three streetscapes. The predominant heights 

are one to two stories. The Holman Department Store that increased in height to 4 levels 
should not be the yardstick to measure height. It is a blockbuster, despite its history. The 

proposed project will impose a new order on the Central Avenue corridor that could intrude 
on the light and air space of the public Library and Museum and Museum's native gardens, 

resulting in direct negative impacts to the visual quality and enjoyment of the public areas. 

The proposed architectural style is a fa_(se impression of Pacific Grove's authentic character. 
The question about the aesthetic appearance should be analyzed within the context of the 

environmental review, not if it would pass a compatibility test in the future. It should be 
examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact report to enable 

those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of 
conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of the later project. 

Architectural design based on compliance with the zoning code is not a test of how the 

proposed building will fit into the neighborhood. The maximum height limit is not a judge of 
compatibility with the historical setting and existing scale of the street scape. A 40 foot high, 

four level building at this site will shadow its neighbors and impose four stories where two is 
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the current maximum. An earlier proposal for this site found that: "a project would have a 
significant impact if it would unreasonably block sunlight on neighboring buildings or 
substantially impair the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or 
open space." 

DEIR page 3.1-13 dismisses aesthetic concerns with this conclusory sentence: "The project 
would build a structure that would fit within the existing urban fabric; therefore, the project 

would not degrade the site's visual character or quality and its surroundings." 

This cavalier dismissal of seventy-three comments regarding the project's aesthetic impacts, 
including an expert opinion, cannot be remedied by a Final EIR (FEIR). Significant new 
information about the project's aesthetic impacts must be added to the DEIR, which must then 
be recirculated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 applies. It states in relevant part: 

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term "information" can 
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 
information. New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed 
in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have 
declined to implement. "Significant new information" requiring recirculation include, for 
example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. 
Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies 
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need 
only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified. 

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation 
pursuant to Section 15086. 
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(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record. 

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21092. 1, Public 
Resources Code; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112. 

The August 2017 DEIR must be amended and then recirculated. 

2. Under what authority does the City of Pacific Grove not consider shade and shadow 
impacts under CEQA? 

DEIR page 3.1-14 states "the City of Pacific Grove does not consider shade and shadow 
impacts under CEQA." Please provide the specific authority which allows the City of Pacific 
Grove not to consider shade and shadow impacts under CEQA. 

3. The dappled effect of light and shadows on the front lawn of the Pacific Grove library 

is a scenic resource enjoyed by hundreds of Pacific Grove residents daily. To avoid 
interference with this scenic vista, the hotel must be located sufficiently far from the 
library's front lawn so its shadow will not interfere with the scenic vista shown below. 

The below photo shows the front lawn of the Pacific Grove library dappled with shadows 
caused by sunlight passing between tree branches. It is a view enjoyed daily by hundreds of 
passer-bys. DEi R page 3.1-14 states the hotel's shadow would be "approximately 7 4 feet 
during the winter solstice." Thus, preserving this scenic view requires locating the hotel a 
distance of at least 74 feet from the library lawn's outer edge. 
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4. Mitigation measure 3.4-2c at DEIR page ES-8 states "increase the width of the 
sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to 
accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as the 
farmers market." Widening the sidewalk is inconsistent with Pacific Grove General 
Plan Park and Recreation policies 1 and 7. 

"[T]he propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and development depends 
upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its elements." (Resource Defense Fund 

v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 800, 806.) 

4.a. Widening the sidewalk is inconsistent with Pacific Grove General Plan Parks 
and Recreation Policy 1. 

Pacific Grove General Plan Parks and Recreation Policy 1 states: 

"Establish a standard in acres for combined ne;ghborhood and community park land per 
1,000 residents, and require new development to meet that standard." 

Widening the sidewalk is inconsistent with adding community parkland. Instead of adding 
parkland, it would convert the eastern edge of Jewell Park from grassland to paved sidewalk. 
This subtracts from community parkland. 
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4.b. Mitigation measure 3.4-2c is inconsistent with Pacific Grove General Plan Parks 
and Recreation Policy 7. 

Pacific Grove 
General Plan Parks 
and Recreation 
Policy 7 states: 

Give high priority 
to maintaining, 
improving, and 
rehabilitating 
existing parks. 

Widening the 
sidewalk along 
the eastern edge 
of Jewel Park to 
approximately 18 
feet would 
necessitate 
demolition of the 
community 
meeting place in 
Jewell Park 
known as the 
"Little House." 
The photo to the 
right shows a 
measuring tape 
extended 18 feet 
from the curb to 
the measuring 
tape's red handle. 
The red handle is 
located three feet 
beyond the outer 
edge of the Little 
House. Thus, 
instead of 
maintaining, 
improving and 
rehabilitating 
Jewell Park, 
widening the 
sidewalk to 18 
feet would 
necessitate 
destruction of the 
Little House. 
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5. Figure 3.1-2 in the DEIR misrepresents how Jewell Park would appear after the hotel 

project is complete. 

DEIR Figure 3.1-2 purports to show before project and after project renderings of the east side 
of Jewell Park. However, Figure 3.1-2 omits showing addition of the 18 feet wide sidewalk strip. 

Before 

After 

T;\_CS\WCfk\Padlic Gmve, City ol'-1S3941.,Pacific GR:Ml Ho!ellFig11res 

FIGURE 3.1-2 
Visual Simulation 

Michael Baker 
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Conclusion 

It's been more than ten years since I practiced law. Therefore, I checked all legal authority cited 
in these comments to ensure it still applies. It does. 

Hotel Durrell could be an important and welcome addition to Pacific Grove. First however, the 
City must require the project's potentially significant environmental impacts to be analyzed and 
mitigated in the manner required by CEQA. That is what the preceding five comments request. 

Sincerely, 

Jane Haines 
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City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JANE	HAINES	(JH-A)		

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-1	

The commenter notes the number of public comments submitted regarding the project in 
January 2017. The commenter states that the Draft EIR dismisses concerns addressed in the 
comments and that the Draft EIR does not mention project construction as a potentially 
significant aesthetic impact. 

The project was previously analyzed in both the IS/MND and the Draft EIR; these impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. Refer to Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, and Master 
Response 4: Massing and Visual Character.  

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-2	

The commenter states, “Without analyzing what environment impacts could result, the Draft EIR 
proposes mitigation of the adverse effect by increasing ’the width of the sidewalk along the 
eastern edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased 
pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as the farmers market.’  

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-3	

The commenter states that the project will “introduce a disharmonious new element into the 
project area,” resulting in significant, adverse impacts on scenic views, and offers that the 
project would unreasonably block sunlight on neighboring buildings and open space. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character.  

No new significant impact has been identified that would require recirculating the Draft EIR 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-4	

The commenter states that, as noted in comment 3 above, the Draft EIR must be recirculated 
and available for public review, as a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the EIR after a public notice of availability is published. 

An EIR must only be recirculated under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 as it applies to new 
significant information pertaining to the project. New information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a such a way that it deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement. As applied to this criterion, no new 
information has been introduced to the project that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
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2.0-104	

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-5	

The commenter states that the dappled effect of light and shadow on the front lawn of the 
Pacific Grove Library is a scenic resource; the commenter asks how the City determines that 
shade and shadows are not impacts under CEQA 

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, page 3.1-7: “Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 
23.70.060, in the City’s Zoning Code, establishes architectural review criteria for new 
construction. The code section requires that parking lots be landscaped. Additionally, projects 
must be found to be compatible with the neighborhood, including compatibility of project 
lighting.”  

Figures 2.0-5a through 2.0-5c show the difference between the project’s height and the height 
limitation specified in the City’s Zoning Code. The project has the potential to create shade and 
shadow in the area. Also refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-6	

The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 3.4.2c is inconsistent with Pacific Grove 
General Plan Parks and Recreation Policy 7. 

As described in Master Response 1, Traffic Safety, the project applicant would work with the 
City’s Public Works Department to increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of 
Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity 
during special events such as the farmers market. General Plan Policy 7 gives “high priority to 
maintaining, improving, and rehabilitating existing parks.” Refer to Master Response 5: Widening 
the Sidewalk. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-a-7	

The commenter notes that Figure 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR misrepresents how Jewell Park would 
appear after the project is complete 

Draft EIR Figure 3.1-2 shows existing site conditions versus post-project conditions based on 
anticipated changes in the project area as a result of project implementation. The applicant to 
would work with the City to increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell 
Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during 
special events such as the farmers market. Figure 3.1-2 is meant only to show project design 
features; the final design for widening the sidewalk is subject to final approval by the City’s 
Public Works Department. 
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Jane Haines 
601 OCEAN VIEW BOULEVARD, APT.1, PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 

October 16, 2017 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
Community & Economic Development Department 

Pacific Grove City Hall 
300 Forest Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

janehainesso@gmail com 
Tel ; 831 375-5913 

Re: Supplemental Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR) for Hotel 
Durell Project 1 

Dear laurel, 

The Durell Hotel project DEIR is so deficient in complying with informational requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that it's difficult to know how to begin 
commenting. So I begin by quoting applicable law: 

"An EIR's discussion of alternatives must contain analysis sufficient to allow informed 

decision making. . . . Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the 
courts nor the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process. . . . 'To facilitate 
CEQA's informational role, the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's 
bare conclusions or opinions.' [Citations.] An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable 
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully 
the issues raised by the proposed project." (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents 

of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 404-405.) 

"It is the [agency]'s responsibility to provide an adequate discussion of alternatives. 
(Guidelines, § 15126, subd. (d).) That responsibility is not dependent in the first instance on 
a showing by the public that there are feasible alternatives. If the [agency] concludes there 

are no feasible alternatives, it must explain in meaningful detail in the EIR the basis for that 
conclusion." (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 
supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 405.) Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 
Cal.App.4th 1336 

1 The DEIR spells it "Durrell." However, the Notice of Preparation spells it "Durell" and Sam Farr's speech 
to Congress spells it "Durell." https://www.congress.gov/congressional-record/congressional
record-index/114th-congress/1 st-session/aqha-durell-decker/6737 . On the supposition that Sam 
Farr probably got it right, these comments will spell it "Durell." 

1 of 6 
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The DEIR's analysis of project alternatives does not meet those standards, nor does 
description of the mitigation to "increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of 
Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity 
during special events such as the farmers market" (DEIR pg.ES-8). 

The following comments show: 

I. relocating farmers' market vendors from Central Avenue to Jewell Park will adversely 
affect the Park and nearby residences, 

11. the widened sidewalk mitigation will require a Coastal Development Permit, 
Ill. an environmentally superior project alternative is feasible, and 
IV. CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 requires preparation and recirculation of this Draft EIR. 

lhe amended DEIR must provide "detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its 
preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed 
project." This DEIR fails to meet that standard. 

I. 

Relocating farmers' market vendors from Central Avenue to Jewell 
Park will adversely affect the Park and nearby residences 

1 . The proposal to widen the sidewalk 
along the eastern edge of Jewell 
Park to approximately 18 feet to 
accommodate farmers market 
vendors currently located on Central 
Avenue, will necessitate either 
demolishing the Little House and a 
portion of the donor plaque wall 
(because each is within 18 feet from 
the eastern edge of Jewell Park) or 
else widening the sidewalk along 
only a portion of the eastern edge of 
the Park. The latter is problematic 
because the eastern edge of Jewell 
Park is the exact same length (148 
feet) as the vendors' tables currently 
located along the 500 block of 
Central Avenue. Thus, if the length of 
the extended sidewalk is less than 
148 feet, vendors who cannot fit into the shortened paved area will need to locate along either 
Park Place or Forest Avenue. There are residences there. Having vendors across the street 
from the residences will impact the residences with noise and pedestrian-traffic impacts. 

2 of 6 

1 
cont.
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2. What will happen to the 
Jewell Park Little House 
and donor plaque wall when 
the proposed 18 feet of 
sidewalk along the eastern 
edge of Jewell Park is 
widened to approximately 18 
feet? Will they be moved, 
relocated or demolished? A 
to-scale diagram showing 
the Little House, the wall, 
the extended sidewalk and 
148 total feet of relocated 
vendor space must be 
added to the DEIR. 

3. How far into Grand Avenue 
will the relocated vendor 
tables extend? Will it leave 
sufficient room for fire truck 
access? 

4. Farmers' Market prepared
food trucks currently park on 
Grand Avenue. However, 
there is insufficient room on 
Grand Avenue for the 
prepared-food trucks plus 
the vendor tables plus a fire 
access lane. A to-scale 
diagram showing the 
location of these relocated 
components of the farmers' 
market must be added to the 
DEIR. 

5. The existing prepared-food 
trucks plus existing picnic 
tables plus 148 feet of 
vendor tables will be unable 
to fit along the east side of 
Jewell Park. Thus, they will 
overflow onto either Park 
Place or Forest Avenue. 
However, the portions of 
Park Place and Forest 
Avenue facing Jewell Park 
contain residences. What 
mitigation measures will 
lessen noise and other 
pedestrian-traffic impacts to 
Park Place and Forest 
Avenue residences? 

3 of 6 
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II. 

The proposed mitigation will require a Coastal Development Permit 

The hotel is located outside the Coastal Zone, however Jewell Park is within the Coastal Zone. 
The mitigation to widen the sidewalk on the eastern edge of Jewell Park will therefore require a 
Coastal Development Permit. Expansion of an existing sidewalk is not exempt from Coastal 
Commission jurisdiction because widening the sidewalk is an expansion rather than repair or 
maintenance. Public Resources Code §30610(d) exempts repairs and maintenance from 
Coastal Commission oversight, but it does not exempt expansions. It states the exemption 

applies only to ''repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or 
enlargement or expansion of, the object of those repair or maintenance activities .... " 

The Coastal Commission is unlikely to approve a permit for sidewalk expansion, particularly if 
the Little House and donors plaque wall would need to be demolished since they are located 
less than 18' from the eastern edge of Jewell Park. However, the environmentally superior 
project alternative discussed on the next page would avoid the need to relocate any portion of 
the farmers' market because the vendors would not need to relocate to accommodate the 
hotel entrance. 

ary 

Retreat 
Neighborhood 

~rea 11 

Jewell Park is located in PG's Coastal Zone 
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$ 
I 

Ill. 
An environmentally superior proiect alternative is feasible 

"[P]ublic agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects" of the project. (Public Resources Code, § 21002.) The DEIR proposes 

alternatives that do not lessen the project's significant environmental effect. They are the same 
size and same configuration as the proposed project, so they have the same environmental 
impacts: 

Hotel Durell - 63,775 square feet, 4 stories - entrance on Central Avenue 
Alternative 2 - 63,775 square feet, 4 stories - entrance on Central Avenue 
Alternative 3 - 63,775 square feet, 4 stories - entrance on Central Avenue 

(Table 4.0-1) 
(Table 4.0-2) 

However, relocating the hotel entrance from Central Avenue to Fountain Avenue is a feasible 
alternative that would allow the farmers' market to remain in its current location because 
vendor tables would not interlere with the hotel entrance. Leaving the farmers market in its 
current location would eliminate project-caused impacts to Jewell Park and residences on Park 
Place and Forest Avenue. 

/ b 

;' V 
J ft? 

I I 
:__+• 

4d 
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IV. 
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 requires preparation and recirculation of 

an informationally-adequate Draft EIR 

The comments I submitted on October 4, 2017 quote CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
Section - 15088.5 requires the lead agency to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added. This EIR needs to respond to the issues I and others raise about its 
vague content, not through a Final EIR but through a revised Draft EIR. It must meet the 

standard quoted on page one: "An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did 
not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised 

by the proposed project." (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 404-405). The below issues must be addressed before the 
public can understand and consider meaningfully tho issues raised by the proposed Durell 
Hotel project: 

I. relocating farmers' market vendors from Central Avenue to Jewell Park will adversely 
affect the Park and nearby residences (10/16/17 comments}, 

II. the proposed mitigation of widening the sidewalk will require a Coastal Development 
Permit (10/16/17 comments) 

Ill. an environmentally superior project alternative is feasible (10/16/17 comments} 

IV. the expert opinion of an architect, in addition to the submitted opinions of forty-seven 
local residents, show that the project's bulk and mass are not compatible with the 
surrounding areas (10/4/17 comments), 

V. the DEIR must identify authority for its claim that the City of Pacific Grove "does not 
consider shade and shadow impacts under CEQA" (10/4/17 comments}, 

VI. the Hotel will cause a shadow on the library lawn and roof that will obliterate a scenic 
resource enjoyed by hundreds of Pagrovians daily (10/4/17 comments), 

VII. the sidewalk-widening mitigation measure is inconsistent with Pacific Grove General 
Plan parks and recreation policies 1 and 7 (10/4/17 comments), and 

VIII.DEIR Figure 3.1-2 misrepresents how Jewell Park would look after the hotel project is 
complete (10/4/17 comments). 

An informationally-adequate DEIR must be prepared and recirculated . 

Sincerely, 

6 of 6 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-111	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JANE	HAINES	(JH-B)		

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is deficient in showing feasible alternatives and 
adequate reasoning in the alternatives analysis discussion. 

Refer to Response EHarv-9. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-2	

The commenter states that relocating farmers market vendors from Central Avenue to Jewell 
Park will adversely affect the park and nearby residences, the widened sidewalk mitigation will 
require a Coastal Development Permit, an environmentally superior project alternative is 
feasible, and CEQA Guidelines Chapter 15088.5 requires preparation and recirculation of the 
Draft EIR. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, regarding Jewell Park and Master 
Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting, regarding the Coastal Development Permit.  

With regard to the selection of alternatives for evaluation, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 
states: 

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives, which 
are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives 
for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. 
There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed 
other than the rule of reason.”  

In addition, refer to Response JH-a-4 regarding recirculating a Draft EIR and Response EHarv-9 
regarding alternatives. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-3	

The commenter states that an [amended] Draft EIR must provide “detail sufficient to enable 
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the proposed project” and expresses the opinion that this Draft EIR fails to meet 
that standard. 

The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15080 to 15097. A 
Notice of Preparation was published on March 15, 2017, beginning the 30-day scoping period, 
which ended on April 15, 2017. In addition, comments on the scope of the EIR were received at 
a public scoping meeting on April 4, 2017. The Draft EIR was published on September 11, 2017, 
beginning the 45-day review period that ended on October 26, 2017. The Draft EIR examined 
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the following environmental topics: aesthetics, cultural resources, noise, transportation and 
traffic, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, alternatives to the project, and 
energy consumption, among others. The Draft EIR summarized various technical reports that 
were presented as appendices to the Draft EIR, which provided in-depth information and 
analysis on the project’s potential impacts on environmental resources. Sufficient detail on the 
project and its potential environmental impacts were provided throughout the Draft EIR and 
summarized in the Executive Summary for ease of reading. 

In addition, this comment does not raise a new potentially significant impact not previously 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-4	

The commenter states that relocating the farmers market from Central Avenue to Jewell Park will 
adversely affect the park and nearby residents. The commenter further states that the proposal 
to widen the sidewalk by 18 feet will necessitate demolishing either the “Little House” or a portion 
of the donor plaque wall. 

The project does not propose to demolish the Little House or the wall plaque. See Master 
Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-5	

The commenter states that the mitigation to widen the portion of sidewalk in Jewell Park will 
require a Coastal Development Permit since the park is located within the Coastal Zone. 

Refer to Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting. 

Response	to	Comment	JH-b-6	

The commenter states that an environmentally superior project alternative is feasible. The 
commenter adds that the current project alternatives do not lessen the project’s significant 
environmental effect. Since they are the same as the proposed project in size and configuration, 
they may have the same environmental impacts. 

Refer to Response EHarv-9 regarding alternatives. 
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org:o-

Hotel Durrell Draft EIR 
1 message 

JaneHaines80@gmail.com <janehaines80@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 8:57 AM 
To: Mark Brodeur <mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Cc: O'Halloran Laurel <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Bill Kampe <bkampe@cityofpacificgrove.org>, "huitt@comcast.net 
huitt@comcast.net" <huitt@comcast.net>, Rudy Fischer <rudyfischer@earthlink.net>, Bill Peake 
<bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Ken Cuneo <kencun17@icloud.com>, Garfield Cynthia <cgarfield@cityofpacificgrove.org>, 
Smith Nick <nsmith@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Dear Mark, 

This is the most informationally-deficient EIR I've ever seen, and I've represented the Sierra Club, Resource Defense 
Council and more than a dozen citizens' groups in judicial challenges to El Rs. 

I doubt there will be many public comments because I don't think reviewers can understand this EIR. 

I hope the City will send it back to the consultant with instructions to address the issues I and others raise concerning 
important information missing from this EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Jane 

2 attachments 

~ Oure112_101617.pdf 
426K 

ffl 20171004113939.pdf 
· 524K 

Letter JH-c
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JANE	HAINES	(JH-C)		

Response	to	Comment	JH-c-1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is informationally deficient and hopes the City sends the 
document back to the consultant to address missing information. 

Refer to Response JH-b-3.  
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Hotel Durell 

James Thorsen <jthorsen61@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Ms. O'Halloran, 

Laurel O'Halloran <Johalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 10:47 AM 

I wish to be placed on the record in opposition to the proposed Hotel Durell. I find the city's hypocrisy particularly flagrant 
considering the restrictions the city places on development in the adjacent Retreat and the placement of this abomination 
right next to it. To maintain that all significant impacts can be mitigated to insignificance is ludicrous. A wart cannot be 
mitigated away by calling it a beauty spot. The draft EIR is deficient in many ways that have been detailed by other 
writers, there is no need to repeat them here. Suffice it to say that the city fathers should not ignore them in their mad 
pursuit of tax revenue. 
James Thorsen 
115 Grand Ave. 

Letter JT

1
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2.0-116	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JAMES	THORSEN	(JT)		

Response	to	Comment	JT-1	

The commenter states that he wishes to be placed on record as being in opposition to the 
proposed Hotel Durell, and he questions whether all significant impacts in the Draft EIR can be 
mitigated to less than significant. 

Thank you for your comment. This comment expresses an opinion about the merits of the project 
in general. It does not pertain to the analysis of environmental impacts. 
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hotel Durrell 

Jeffrey Varnum <jvarnum512@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Greetings, 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 11:08 AM 

Looking at the artist drawing of the Hotel it appears that it is 3 stories high and I believe the discloser records it as saying 
4 stories high. Does that mean that there is a 4th story but maybe set back? And the picture is drawn in such a way to 
fool the eye to thing it isn't very high. Four stories high is too high even if set back. Also the picture shows the main drive 
up entrance to check into the Hotel is at the corner of an intersection. The intersection is all ready busy with traffic 
without compounding it with more traffic entering and exiting the drive-up check-in. 

Jeffrey Varnum 
512 16th St 
Pacific Grove, CA 

Letter JV
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hotel Durrell 

Jeffrey Varnum <jvarnum512@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Dear Laurel, 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thu, Sep 28, 2017 at 7:20 AM 

Just a follow up. I'm against Durrall Hotel because of the devastating impact (visually and physically - traffic!) it will have 
for the town of Pacific Grove. Please send a confirmation for my two emails here in. 

Thank you, 
Jeffrey Varnum 
512 16th Street 
Pacific Grove 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Letter JV Continued

1
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-119	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JEFFREY	VARNUM	(JV)		

Response	to	Comment	JV-1	

The commenter states that drawings of the proposed hotel make it appear that the structure is 
three stories, not four, and wonders whether the fourth floor is set back from the rest of the hotel. 

As described in Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed project would be four 
stories. The architectural renderings and the visual simulations incorporate the site’s topography 
and illustrate that the project would be no more than 37 feet in height. In addition, see Figure 
2-1 in Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for another visual simulation of the 
project. 

Response	to	Comment	JV-2	

The commenter notes that drawings of the proposed hotel show the main drive-up entrance is 
at the corner of a busy intersection that will create traffic problems. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding the addition of a four-way stop at the 
intersection of Central and Fountain avenues.  
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To: Laurel O’Halloran, City of Pacific Grove 

I am writing again over my concerns with the Hotel Durell project. I have been living in Pacific 
Grove since 1998. First, I must comment that the City code that allows 1 parking space for four 
hotel rooms needs to be revised immediately so that the Hotel Durell Project parking issues will 
not become a nightmare for the Pacific Grove neighborhoods that surround the proposed 
project. 

I am extremely concerned about parking for the Hotel Durell project. There are 97 parking 
spaces that developer has available but cars for those spaces must be valet parked. Many 
people will not allow a valet to park their car; therefore, those people will use alternate street 
parking. They will park on the already crowded neighborhood city streets. This is made worse by 
limited parking in the downtown area.  

This will also include parking in front of the library so that library patrons will be unable to park. 
The Pacific Grove Public Library is immediately across the street from the proposed Hotel Durell. 
Patrons of the library park around the block of the library every day when the library is open (6 
days a week). I believe that hotel patrons will park in these spaces and people who want to use 
the library will not be able to park. Also, I believe that hotel patrons will utilize parking in the 
adjacent neighborhood thus not allowing homeowners to park at their homes. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer Bicket 

1
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-121	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JENIFER	BICKET	(JBICKET)		

Response	to	Comment	JBicket-1	

The commenter states that there should be an increase in parking spaces for hotel residents 
because some guests will not use the valet parking service and park their own cars off-site.  

Refer to Master Comment 3: Parking. 
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Comments to draft EIR for Durrell Hotel 

John Moore <jmoore052@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Ms.O'halloran: Please file these comments per the law; 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 8:09 AM 

1. I Incorporate my previous comments to the NMD for this project, including my qualifications. 

2. I incorporate the building permit and all conditions for the adjacent Holman project for the construction of 25 
condominiums of about 60,000 sq. ft.and about 40,000 sq. ft. of office and retail. 

USE PERMIT 

The Draft EIR(herein DEIR) fails to provide adequate CEQA review based on the fact that several aspects of the project 
are to be determined by the Planning Commission by its issuance of a use permit, not by zoning rules that would 
otherwise apply. The use pennit requirement is set forth in Chapter 23.31 PGMC "COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 
ZONING DISTRICTS", including this CIT zone.and specifically provides: 

"8. Hotel uses shall be allowed, subject to first securing a use permit in each case, and subject to the building height , 
site coverage, and yard requirements of this chapter. ALL OTHER(emphasis mine) regulations and conditions of approval 
shall be as provided by use permit approved pursuanfto this title. Said regulations and conditions shall include, without 
limitation, provisions for architectural review, land area per unit, neighborhood compatibility, landscaping, parking, traffic 
and accessory buildings. Required parking, if any, may be located on or off the site, the location to be designated by the 
use permit. See also, PGMC 23.31.0s0(b)(1)(A)." 

The three areas that my negative comments relate to from the above rule are neighborhood compatibility, parking and 
traffic. As the provision says: the use permit may control these areas "without limitation." I acknowledge that the 
administration of that provision must be reasonable and not arbitrary. 

Parking is discussed in the DEIR in Section 2.0 Project description"Project Site Parking." Per that section, the project 
would provide 97 valet parking spaces. 14 of those would be dedicated to the adjacent 100,000 sq. ft. Holman condo
office-retail project. The Holman project for 25 condo's and 40,009 sq. ft. of retail and office provided for 25 underground 
parking spaces-one per condo- and the 14 additional spaces located on the Durrell parking lot(so the 14 parking spots 
are counted twice, once for each project). And even worse, of the 55 parking spaces on the Durrell parcel, less 14 for the 
Holman project, the balance of 41 spaces are to be "shared" with Holman users 

Finally, the DEIR said about parking: "The project shall exceed the 32 spaces(or one space per four rooms) required by 
the city. As set forth below, I disagree. 

My comments about Parking: 
1. As set forth in the section on the "use permit", parking is an area to be determined by the Planning Commission, the so 
called "city" criteria do not apply. 
2. The one space per four rooms, actually says "one covered space per four rooms." None of the spaces are covered, so 
even if that standard applied, it is not covered by the project.. 
3. Valet parking should not be allowed, and if so, should not be counted as project parking. Valet parking is a separate 
business: guests at the hotel will pay an extra charge for a hotel parking spot. Other charges may be applied for Valet 
Parking for non-hotel guests. 
4 Both the Durrell and the Holman restrict their parking, but the extreme over-flow after that parking is filled, will take up 
public parking for the library, parks, museum and public parking now available to guests of other businesses. The project 
is about 400 yards from Forest Ave., the main entry and exit from downtown. 
The project is totally dependent on near by public parking in order to provide parking for its customers, but non-customers 
can't use the project parking because it is all restricted. That is unconscionable city planning. 
5. The combined parking for the Durrell and the Homan is a total of 122 parking spaces, none of them available to the 
public. The parking needs of the two projects easily require 250 parking spaces on 60% occupancy days for the Durrell 
and another 75 on 100%occupancy days for the Durrell. Pacific Grove is impacted by numerous "special events" during 
the year, when the whole peninsula "fills up." Those are maximum use periods for the Durrell, not the national charts and 
surveys of the type used in the DEIR regarding traffic, parking and the impact on the residential culture of Pacific Grove. 
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At this density, and in view of the need for a use permit regarding parking and traffic, this part of the DEIR is not relevant 
and the Project requires a severe reduction in density which would provide reasonable parking and traffic and not destroy 
the culture of the area. 

Transportation and Traffic are discussed in Section 3.4 of the DEIR 

My comments about traffic and the divisive cultural impact of the projects on Pacific Grove follow: 
1. The DEIR did not provide expert evidence about parking, traffic and the tendency of the Project to divide the city 
culturally. Instead it referred to models relating to maximum delays for models not related to "special events" that fill the 
town several weeks a year.etc. to arrive at a conclusion that impacts on the three areas is modest and not negative. 
2 In order to appreciate the real time impacts of the projects, it is necessary to set forth a common sense description of 
the impact of the Durrell in a "special events" setting like Pacific Grove, which have special events that fill the town and 
occur several weeks each year Assume it is car week and that as usual the lodging facilities on the peninsula are sold 
out. 
The DEIR estimates 19 staff employees for the hotel. The restaurant will require 20(three meals a day). There will be two 
full shifts so the employees and that creates a need for double parking while one shift arrives and then the other shift 
leaves. Valet parking will require at least 3 employees. So about 40 parking spaces for employees. In addition, the 
Holman is short about 20 parking spaces. 
3. Parking The 125 rooms would be sold out, requiring at least 125 parking spaces(a few will come with no car and a few 
will meet up with each having a car). 
Non hotel guest restaurant customers will require about 20 parking spaces. 
I have not included provision for suppliers for linens, toiletries, meat and other restaurant supplies etc., but still, the 
Durrell, requires 165 parking spaces, but is providing only 83. A short fall of 82 spaces per day for about a ten day period. 
That over flow will steal the near by public parking, creating a free for all for parking. 
4. Traffic. The DEIR again uses charts and studies derived from experiences of places with systemic low and high periods 
of traffic. The estimate of the additional trips to and from the hotel is underestimated by 200 trips a day at peak hours. 
Peak hours for hotels is check in and check out time. The two groups converge about one hour after the other. But for 125 
rooms, that requires 125 trips in and 125 trips out on the same day. Add that to the "special event" traffic and parking 
short fall and there will be grid lock of the highest degree. 

Summary: As shown, by 1-4 above, the severe lack of par1<:ing and the serious traffic gridlock result because the Durrell is 
much to dense at 125 rooms, or, even 90 rooms, described as an alternative. The planning commission has a specific 
responsibility in issuing a use permit, to require a severe down-sizing of the project. Otherwise the traffic and parking 
deficiencies will divide the culture of the community in the area. 

The detrimental impacts are so severe that the project should provide for 50 rooms at the most, and 45 would be even 
better. The future of Pacific Grove as a city of residents is at stake. John M. Moore, resident of Pacific Grove 

Letter JM Continued
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-124	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	20	–	JOHN	MOORE	(JM)		

Response	to	Comment	JM-1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to provide adequate CEQA review because several 
aspects of the project are to be determined by the Planning Commission by its issuance of a use 
permit, not by zoning rules that would otherwise apply.  

Subsection 2.5, in Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Description, lists the permits required for the 
project. Additional permits relating to stormwater management are described in Draft EIR 
Section 3.0, Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant, subsection Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Refer to Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting, regarding the need for a Coastal 
Development Permit. 

Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.77.020, the City’s Community Development 
Director has the authority to determine whether a proposed project may or may not have a 
significant effect on the environment in accordance with CEQA. The Community Development 
Department is authorized to initiate and process the completion of environmental impact 
reports and determinations. Such reports are prepared by the community development 
department in compliance with CEQA guidelines, and no licenses or permits will be issued for a 
project prior to the completion of an environmental impact report and a notice of 
determination as been issued ([Ord. 1803 N.S. Section 1, 1991). 

Response	to	Comment	JM-2	

The commenter lists concerns about parking for the project regarding permitting, the number of 
allotted parking spaces, valet parking, and project impacts to available public parking. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	JM-2a	

The commenter states that the need for a conditional use permit for parking and traffic is not 
relevant as part of the Draft EIR, as the project would require a severe reduction in density to 
provide adequate parking.  

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	JM-2b	

The commenter notes the Draft EIR estimates the hotel would employ approximately 19 full-time 
staff, but does not take into account contractor service workers and vendors. The commenter 
estimates that, during special events, there would be a shortfall of 82 spaces for a 10-day period 
and that the hotel should provide 165 spaces instead of 83. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-125	

Response	to	Comment	JM-3a	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide expert evidence about parking and 
traffic and the “tendency for the project to divide the city culturally.” The commenter opines 
that the Draft EIR should include parking and traffic impacts as they apply to special events 
taking place in Pacific Grove for several weeks during the year. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	JM-3b	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis underestimates peak-hour trips by 
200 trips per day, not including special events days. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic regarding estimates of project trips. In addition, refer 
to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 3: Parking. Additional information for 
the Draft EIR traffic analysis can be found in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, and 
the full transportation impact assessment (TIA) presented as Draft EIR Appendix 6: TRA. 

Response	to	Comment	JM-4	

The commenter summarizes his concerns as follows: the severe lack of parking and the serious 
traffic gridlock result because the Hotel Durell is much too dense at 125 rooms, or, even 90 
rooms, described as an alternative.  

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 3: Parking, and Master Response 4: 
Massing and Visual Character. 
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Draft EIR Durell Hotel 

Maryanne Larson-Spradling <frogmbay@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Laurel o·ttalloran <lohaJloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 2:55 PM 

The hotel is not consistent with the General Plan and is not wanted by the people of Pacific Grove. 
Your photo composite of the hotel is highly misleading, resulting in deceiving the public. Please see page two. 
Please send an email to me regarding receipt of this email. 

Thank you, Maryanne Larson-Spradling 

D Hotel Durell Draft EIR.pages 
858K 

Letter MLS
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-127	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	MARYANNE	LARSON-SPRADLING	(MLS)		

Response	to	Comment	MLS-1	

The commenter states that the hotel is not consistent with the General Plan 

Refer to Response to Comment BA-2. 

Response	to	Comment	MLS-2	

The commenter states the photo composite of the hotel is misleading and refers to page 2 of 
the document. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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Hotel Durrell 

nkillen23@gmail.com <nkillen23@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpaciflcgrove.org> 

Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 2:24 PM 

Having grown up in Pacific Grove and a resident and property owner on the 1st block of Grand Ave., I am saddened to 
see the proposal for this hotel that could belong in any nondescript town. It does not flow with the beauty and history of 
our museum, library and community. 

Understanding the interest in development, I could see a smaller boutique hotel with courtyards and gardens, in keeping 
with the library and museum. 

The traffic flow at that comer is already difficult to cross and I can only imagine the increase of cars with the hotel. 

As we all know, parking is a nightmare sometimes causing me to not leave the house, giving up my spot. On Mondays 
with the farmers market it is extremely difficult with my neighbor having to tow a car blocking her driveway this month. 

I do hope the heartfelt thoughts of our community are listened to. 

Thank you for your time and may I please request a receipt. 

Nina Killen 

Sent from my iPad 

Letter NK
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-129	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	NINA	KILLEN	(NK)		

Response	to	Comment	NK-1	

The commenter states that as a property owner and resident of on the first block of Grand 
Avenue, she is saddened by the project, as it does not reflect the city’s history and beauty. The 
commenter suggests that a smaller boutique-style hotel be built Instead. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required.  

Response	to	Comment	NK-2	

The commenter states that traffic flow will increase with the project. 

See Master Response 2: Project Traffic.  

Response	to	Comment	NK-3	

The commenter states that parking in the area is very difficult and that she sometimes doesn’t 
leave her home in order to preserve her parking spot. 

See Master Response 3: Parking. 
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Hotel Durrell 

Nan Heller <helleman@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Dear Laurel, 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 7:48 AM 
I 

I am writing to comment on the Hotel Durrell project. The architectural design is attractive, of course depending on the 
materials used. I 00 NOT want the hotel project to be approved #1 because we have been crying 'no water' for as many 
years as I have lived here (since 1976) and yet we entertain the possibilities of putting in hotels which take even more 
water. Tourists are not sensitive to our water situation, no matter how many signs are put up in the hotel rooms. #2 there 
are 2 two lane roads leading in and out of Pacific Grove, the traffic created by the guests and staff shifts will accaserbate 
our traffic issues. Our quality of life is already challenged with the amount of cars on our over crowed roads coming in and 
out of town. #3 Pacific Grove has always been different from Monterey, Carmel and Pebble Beach, it is a family oriented 
town. The proposed hotel will change our home town feeling and especially the area in which it boarders. 

Please, DO NOT approve the Hotel Durrell. 

Sincerely, 
Nan Heller 

Letter NH
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-131	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	NAN	HELLER	(NH)	

Response	to	Comment	NH-1	

The commenter notes that the architectural design is attractive and dependent upon materials 
used in construction. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted and does not require revisions to the Draft 
EIR. 

Response	to	Comment	NH-2	

The commenter states she opposes the project because a hotel would use more water 
resources than city residents. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	NH-3	

The commenter states she opposes the project because it would create parking and traffic that 
would affect quality of life. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	NH-4	

The commenter notes that Pacific Grove is different from neighboring coastal communities and 
that the project would change the city’s “hometown feeling.” 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required.  
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Hotel Durrell development 

Peter Bolton <peter@pagroveca.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 
Cc: forthecolors@comcast.net 

Dear Ms O'Halloran, 

Laurel O'Halloran <fohalloran@eityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 12:19 PM 

I was just skimming through the draft EIR for the Hotel Durrell development and there 
was one subject I don't think is adequately addressed: the traffic implications. It's 
becoming increasingly troublesome on we residents to get from Pacific Grove to 
Monterey during late afternoons and early evenings. The sole practical route is 
Lighthouse Avenue and that is often jammed up. (Anecdotally, I once parked my car in 
front of UPS store and walked to downtown Monterey faster than a MST bus.) 

The jam ups are not just occasionally on weekends either nor are they predictable 
(which is really annoying}. My personal sense is they're already occurring 3, sometimes 
4, times per week. Do you have any studies that report on the scope and frequency of 
the congestion? A lot of my neighbors are affected and angry. 

There is nothing in the report that describes the projected increase in traffic unless it's 
supposed to be addressed in Impact 3.4.3. If that's relevant be topic, I think the 
response is insensitive to the current situation. How many vehicles do they project will 
be driving to the hotel? On what days and during what hours do they project it will be 
the most intense? How much will the cars driven by Hotel Durrell patrons affect the 
traffic for PG events, like Good Old Days and Feast of Lanterns? 

Maybe there's no impact; maybe there's a lot. How about someone do some research? 
Traffic's becoming an increasing burden to we residents. Please, let's start paying 
attention to the load, the impact on local businesses, and the impact on our way of life. 

Thank you, 

Peter Bolton 
389 Junipero Ave 

Letter PB
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-133	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	PETER	BOLTON	(PB)		

Response	to	Comment	PB-1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address traffic impacts from 
Pacific Grove to Monterey during the late afternoon and early evening hours. The commenter 
further states that measures to reduce traffic under Impact 3.4.3 are not addressed. The 
commenter asks for data regarding vehicles traveling to and from the project site at various 
days and times.  

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 
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Dear Ms. O’Halloran:


It's once again time to write a letter of protest against the proposed Hotel Durrell which will be 
spitting distance from my home. But I've been thinking, having grown up in Los Angeles, 
wouldn't it be a bit like going home?


I have some ideas to make it even more like L.A. but smack in the middle of Pacific Grove. The 
recent report mentions parking issues for the guests and employees. Well how about turning 
Jewell Park into a parking garage for the hotel overflow? After all, who needs a park?  Think of 
all the money the city will save on mowing and maintenance!  And what's one more dense 
looming structure?


Then there's the library. Does anyone really read books anymore or use the library to do their 
homework?  So how about turning the library into a lounge for the hotel guests? Or perhaps a 
comfy spot to wait for their valet parked cars?  We have all those Little Free Libraries around 
town. Aren't they enough for folks who insist on reading an actual book?


And let's face it, does a library across the street from a hotel really make sense?  I don't think 
the hotel guests will be interested in visiting the library. And that's what we're taking about isn't 
it? What will suit the visitors, not us full time residents.


Now with all the traffic resulting from the hotel, I think a few stoplights in the retreat area should 
do the trick. And signage. We'll need a lot more signs instructing visitors where to go. I'm 
already asked a lot of questions when I'm out walking my dog. Signs would certainly cut down 
on some of that. 


So, in closing, do the powers that be really want to sell out Pacific Grove for the almighty 
dollar? And I'm telling you, people from L.A. will not want to come here if it's just like where 
they came from. The plan will backfire. People want to visit here for the quaint atmosphere, the 
historic nature of our little town, the peace and quiet.  A huge very modern looking hotel simply 
doesn't fit.  Please let Pacific Grove remain the way it is. Please be respectful of those of us 
who actually live full time in the retreat area. 


Sincerely,


Patsy Volpe

126 Grand Avenue

Pacific Grove, CA


P.S. May I please be provided with confirmation that you have received my letter? Thank you. 

Letter PV
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-135	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	PATSY	VOLPE	(PV)		

Response	to	Comment	PV-1	

The commenter states she is writing a letter of protest against the proposed Hotel Durell and 
suggests that the city is turning into Los Angeles. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted and does not require revisions to the Draft 
EIR.  
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October 12, 2017 

Laurel O'Halloran, lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org  

City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Department 

I have several concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 

Pacific Grove Hotel Durrell project: 

The parking identified in the DEIR is not adequate for a four-story, 125-room hotel with 

restaurant and meeting rooms. Consider the number of guests, visitors, employees, and attendees. 

The inevitable congestion would block traffic and become a safety hazard. 

In addition, a survey needs to be done on how this oversized project will affect the occupancy 

rate of the existing B&B’s in Pacific Grove which currently enhance the unique residential 

character of our town. What’s being done to ensure we maintain our quality of life and not put 

them out of business in a similar way that fast food outlets can put an unfair strain on local 

restaurants? 

The cultural and residential resources of Pacific Grove’s Retreat area cannot be ignored. P.G. is a 

“City of Homes.” The unique character of this Retreat area must be preserved. This hotel does 

the opposite. The City General Plan which supports the residential character and preservation of 

the historical flavor has to be honored so that future residents can enjoy our Piney Paradise.  

The design of the hotel looks like a mass-produced building rather than an artistically appointed 

structure. An alternative would be a scaled back hotel (less than 50 rooms) with a unique design 

that fits the personalized look of the majority of overnight accommodations in Pacific Grove.  

This review process needs to be thorough and in compliance with the recorded parameters for 

development which are included in the General Plan. While I have only outlined a few of my 

apprehensions here, I and others have raised many points at the earlier public meeting and in 

written comments. This DEIR does not mitigate the significant negative impacts which have 

been raised previously. It does not take into account the General Plan protections.  

In sum, this building in design, size and impact is totally out of context and should not be built. 

Sincerely,  

Robert Fisher  

429 Lighthouse Ave. Apt 2 

Pacific Grove, Ca. 93950 

(831) 920-2731

Letter RF
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-137	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ROBERT	FISHER	(RF)		

Response	to	Comment	RF-1	

The commenter states that parking identified in the Draft EIR is not adequate for a four-story, 125-
room hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	RF-2	

The commenter requests that a survey be done to determine the hotel’s effect on occupancy 
rates of existing bed and breakfasts in Pacific Grove 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No changes required.  

Response	to	Comment	RF-3	

The commenter notes that cultural and residential resources in Pacific Grove’s Retreat area 
should be preserved in accordance with the City’s General Plan. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	RF-4	

The commenter states the hotel’s design looks like a mass-produced building and suggests a 
scaled back alternative with 50 rooms. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	RF-5	

The commenter states the project review process should be thorough and in compliance with 
the City General Plan. 

Refer to Responses to Comments BA-1 and BA-2 and Response to Comment JH-b-2. 
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Hotel Durell Project 

Bobbie Hall <bobdango@pacbell.net> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

My objections to this project are the following: 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohafloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Fri, Oct 13, 2017 at 9:38 AM 

Size - it is massive in comparison to its surroundings (of course except to the Holman building). 

Resources - where does all the water required for a hotel for consumption! laundering! cleaning, 
bathing, etc., come from to accommodate both a hotel and condominiums on the same block? Not 
to mention the restrictions of usage on the rest of us. 

Traffic - there are only a very few ingress and egress points for this city and they are already 
crowded at certain points in the day. This hotel will exacerbate this issue to the extreme. 

Parking - really? where? Certainly not in underground parking for employees and business 
people. 125 rooms. With any occupancy at all there couldn't possibly be enough spaces for 
guests and staff. Where will there be parking for surrounding businessest including the library? 
Really? 

Quality of life for residents of PG should be a concern for the City. 

And I wonder how the residents of the condominiums are going to feel about the view from 
anyplace except the penthouse units? 

I say No. 

Maybe if the Hotel Bella plans go down the drain, the Hotel Durell could go there! 

Roberta Hall 

228 17th Street 

Pacific Grove 

Letter RH
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-139	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ROBERTA	HALL	(RH)		

Response	to	Comment	RH-1	

The commenter states the project is too large for the surrounding area, with the exception of the 
Holman Building. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	RH-2	

The commenter inquires whether there will be enough water to accommodate the hotel and 
surrounding condominiums in light of water use restrictions in place. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	RH-3	

The commenter states that there are very few ingress and egress points for the city and they are 
very crowded at certain times during the day; the hotel will exacerbate the situation. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic, regarding the additional vehicle trips generated by 
the project. 

Response	to	Comment	RH-4	

The commenter asks how the project would provide enough parking spaces for hotel guests, 
staff, and surrounding businesses. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	RH-5	

The commenter asks how the project will affect views from condominium penthouses. 

As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, private views are not considered a resource under 
CEQA.  

  

Item 8a

Page 160 of 1103



Durrell Hotel 

Nan Heller <he!lernan@gmail.com> 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpaclficgrove.org> 

Wed, Sep 27, 2017 at 6:49 PM 

I am writing to let you know that I am very concerned about additional traffic & parking 
that will be created by adding a 125 room hotel to our beloved hometown, Pacific 
Grove. As we all know getting in & out of P.G. is already very difficult. I have lived here 
since 1971, working as an architect & have been active with the Heritage Society. The 
biggest change I have seen in my time her is the traffic congestion, we can not afford to 
continue to add to the congestion for it erodes our quality of life. 
I am also very concerned about water usage. As an architect I had many clients, going 
back into the 1980's that simply could not add a bathroom to their house as their family 
grew, yet time & time again additional water usage was, & still is granted to businesses 
catering to outside visitors who do not understand our policies for water conservation. 
This practice has to stop until we solve our water shortage issues. 
I oppose the hater project because I love Pacfic Grove and I am very concerned for it's 
future. 

Robert Gunn, 
Architect 

Letter RG
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-141	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	28	–	ROBERT	GUNN	(RG)		

Response	to	Comment	RG-1	

The commenter expressed his concern over increased traffic resulting from the project’s 125-
room hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 

Response	to	Comment	RG-2	

The commenter noted his concern about the project increasing water usage. The commenter 
notes that the City grants water usage to businesses and visitors who don’t understand the City’s 
water usage and conservation policies. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 
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Comments on Draft EIR for Hotel Durrell 

Sarah Diehl <ioniansd@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Sarah Diehl <ioniansd@yahoo.com> 

Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpaclficgrove.org> 

Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 1:25 PM 

To: "lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org" <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Ms. Laurel O'HaJloran 
City of Pacific Grove 
300 Forest Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

October 12, 2017 

Dear Ms. 0' Halloran: 

I want to express concerns regarding the Draft BIR and proposal(s) for the Hotel Durrell; 
the proposed project raises many concerns that cannot be mitigated. The project is in the 
Historic Pacific Grove Retreat neighborhood and adjacent to the Coastal Zone and should be 
given the utmost scrutiny as it affects a critical area of historic, civic and natural resources. 

A four story hotel with 125 rooms will literally and figuratively overshadow the 
historic Carnegie Library, Jewell Park and the Museum, which are the heart of 
Pacific Grove. Several historic churches and Greenwood Park open space are 
also a few blocks away. The hotel will also bring more traffic than that already 
crowded area can manage, particularly as it envisions not only hotel guests and 
the necessary staff (which certainly will be more than the stated 19 employees) 
but also meeting rooms, special events and a restaurant. The proposal does not 
provide enough parking for all the people that will be drawn into the area and the 
overflow would crowd residential streets and the Coastal Zone, which are already 
overburdened, particularly on weekends. Also residents and visitors to the 
Holman Building will draw in more traffic and need for parking once it opens. 

The Draft EIR indicates that the project will provide 83 parking spots, and then 
states it provides 97 parking spaces, 14 of which will be shared with the Holman 
Building. Hasn't the minimum parking requirements for the Holman Building been 
established? It needs to be clarified which of these projects (Holman or Durell) the 
14 spaces are designated in order to fulfill the minimum requirements. Also, is 
that enough parking for 125 guest rooms, all attendant employees, visitors, 
restaurant and meeting patrons? 

Not only would a large hotel ruin the visual character of that area and degrade the 
historical residential areas, it will also increase the noise levels (Impact 3.33) not 
just during the anticipated 18 months of construction but for the lifetime of the 
business. A hotel of that size with an outdoor pool, etc. will add the noise of many 
more vehicles {including staff and delivery vehicles). Also the influx of vehicles in 
a crowded area will add to public safety concerns particularly given the number of 
library and museum visitors crossing Central Avenue. The proposed Mitigating 
Measures MM3.4.2a, MM3.4.2b and MM3.4.2c are outside of the C·1-T zone and 
would hurt the visual and physical characteristics of the neighborhoods while not 
mitigating the public safety hazard. Moreover, Mitigating Measure MM3.4.2c 
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would physically alter Jewell Park, Grand Avenue, and the Carnegie Library, all in 
the Coastal Zone and the Pacific Grove Retreat. 

Given potential harm to the surrounding area, the proposed project(s) within this Draft EIR 
should be subject to public hearing by the California Coastal Commission. 

The proposed construction would be a huge burden on the downtown and adjacent 
residential area. Mitigation Measure Ml\H.4.1 states that construction traffic for hauling 
materials in and out of the project area would use Forest Avenue and Central Avenue, which 
are residential areas. 'Ibe proposal calls for construction six days per week for almost 12 
hours per day on weekdays. 

As cu.11:ently envisioned, he Hotel Durrell is too large and intrusive a project for the heart of 
Pacific Grove. The Pacific Grove General Plan clearly states that the maximums assigned to 
the various land use categories do not constitute an entitlement, nor is there any guarantee 
that any individual project, when tested against the policies of the General Plan, will be able 
to or will be permitted to achieve the maximums indicated. The project places too great a 
burden on the historic, residential and coastal zones of the town, and the proposed 
mitigation measures are not adequate to address the short-term and long-term disruption and 
degradation of private residential and public environments. 

Please confirm that you have received my comments. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Diehl 
431 Spruce Ave 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-144	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SARAH	DIEHL	(SD)		

Response	to	Comment	SD-1a	

The commenter states that a four-story, 125-room hotel will overshadow neighboring buildings, 
including the library, the museum, and Jewell Park. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-1b	

The commenter states the project will ruin the visual character of the area and degrade 
historical residences in the project vicinity. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-2	

The commenter states that the project will create more traffic impacts and believes that the 
hotel will have more than 19 employees in need of parking. 

See Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-3	

The commenter notes the project would provide 83 parking spaces, 14 of which will be shared 
with the Holman Building. The commenter asks for clarification on how the 14 spaces will be 
allocated in order to satisfy minimum parking requirements. 

See Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-4	

The commenter states that noise impacts described in Impact 3.3.3 of the Draft EIR would be in 
effect not just for the 18-month project construction period but for the lifetime of the hotel’s 
operation. 

Refer to Response to Comment EF-2. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-5	

The commenter states that mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c are 
outside of the C-1-T zone and would hurt the visual and physical characteristics of the 
neighborhoods while not mitigating the public safety hazard. 

The mitigation measures and development agreement provisions are found in Draft EIR Section 
3.4, Transportation and Traffic. Development agreement provision 1 pertains to crosswalks at the 
Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at the Fountain Avenue/Central Avenue 
intersection. Development agreement provision 2 pertains to the intersection at Central Avenue 
and Fountain Avenue, while development agreement provision 3 relates to a sidewalk along the 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-145	

eastern edge of Jewell Park. While the park is located in the Coastal Zone and designated as 
open space, all three areas are within the C-1-T zone, as shown on the City’s Zoning Map (2013). 
Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting, for 
additional information. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-6	

The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 3.4.2c would physically alter public resources 
in the area and that the project should be subject to California Coastal Commission hearings. 

Refer to Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-7	

The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 3.4.1 states that construction traffic hauling 
construction materials would use Forest Avenue and Central Avenue in residential areas. The 
commenter adds that project construction would occur 6 days a week for almost 12 hours a day 
during the week. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding construction routes. 

Response	to	Comment	SD-8	

The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan land use 
designation. The commenter adds that the project would place too great a burden on historic, 
residential, and coastal zones in the city. Finally, the commenter states that proposed mitigation 
measures do not adequately address short- and long-term disruption and segregation of the 
surrounding project area. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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Sharon Miller 
442 Lighthouse Ave. 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
831-6010-0403; hbmcclane@juno.com 

Octl2,2017 

Laurel O' Halloran, Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development 
City Hall 
300 Forest A venue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

RE: DURRELL HOTEL EIR 

Dear Ms. O'Ha11oran: 

After reading the draft EIR on the Durrell Hotel project, I am in support of Altetnative 1- No Project. I 
have come to this conclusion because of the project's size and height, its impact on traffic, parking, and 
water, and its degradation Pacific Grove's character as a Victorian hometown. 

SIZE and HEIGHT: The great majority of Pacific Grove homes and businesses are one or two stories. 
The historic Holman Building is an exception, but it was already in place. There is no reason to raze a one
story building to erect a four-story one that will overshadow the library, museum, homes and businesses in 
the vicinity. Even the old El Carmelo Hotel was only three stories, and it occupied the whole block wit11 
only 114 rooms. 

TRAFFIC SAFETY: The project would increase the number of cars and pedestrians in an area used by 
children going to the Ii brary, residents shopping at the Farmers' Market, cyclists getting their exercise, and 
dog-walkers taking a stroll. This is a recipe for disaster, and I don't see how widening the width of the 
sidewalk or putting in crosswaJks is sufficient remediation of the problem. The draft EIR predicts 
increased motor traffic congestion at peak hours. We live in Pacific Grove to avoid traffic jams. 

PARKING: How many parking places will be provided for guests of the 125 rooms and for the 19 staff 
people? 1 counted 55 parking spaces proposed on-site and 28 off-site for a total of 83, aJthough the draft 
BIR says 97. It sounds like library patrons and others will be competing with hotel patrons for on-street 
parking, something I never expected in our hometown. 

WATER: The top priority of water in Pacific Grove is for residents, not tourists. According to the draft 
EIR, water usage on the Durrell site would rise from 1.7 acre-feet per year to 4.08. This does not seem the 
best use of a precious and already scarce resource. We do not currently have sufficient water to serve this 
project, and I don 'L see that changing in the near future. As the draft EIR said, "Small-scale infill 
developments ... would require less water than large-scale developments." 

VICTORIAN HOMETOWN CHARACTER: There are already existing hotels, motels, B&Bs and 
short-tenn rentals in Pacific Grove that afford charmingly unique accommodations to our guests. They are 
dispersed throughout town, and do not pose the problems a large development like the Durrell Hot.el would. 

Thank you for giving me an opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sharon Miller 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-147	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SHARON	MILLER	(SMIL)		

Response	to	Comment	SMil-1	

The commenter supports Draft EIR Alternative 1, No Project, because of project impacts on 
traffic, parking, water, and visual character. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 3: Parking, Master Response 4: 
Massing and Visual Character, and Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	SMil-2	

The commenter expresses concern about the size and height of the project. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	SMil-3	

The commenter states that the project will increase both vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and 
doesn’t think that widening the sidewalk and installing crosswalks is sufficient remediation for 
these impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 2: Project Traffic.  

Response	to	Comment	SMil-4	

The commenter expresses concern about adequate parking for hotel guests and employees, 
stating that residents will be competing with the hotel for parking spaces. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	SMil-5	

The commenter states that water usage for the project would rise from 1.7 acre-feet per year to 
4.8 acre-feet per year, and the hotel is not the best use of a scarce resource. The commenter 
notes, “Small-scale infill developments…would require less water than large-scale 
developments.” 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	SMil-6	

The commenter states that Pacific Grove’s existing guest accommodations dispersed 
throughout the city would not create the problems that a large project like Hotel Durell would. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required. 
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

.-lotel Durell 
1 message 

Sally Moore <sallymoore361@hotmail.com> Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 4:25 PM 
To: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

I just realized today is my last chance to comment on Hotel Durell. 

At the very least I feel that the hotel, as designed, would greatly impact the area by overshadowing 
the museum and library. The height would definitely be out of place. 

Another concern is parking for the very active library. It's almost impossible now to find a spot 
available. The traffic situation at that intersection is quite busy and confusing. Pedestrian traffic is 
difficult and dangerous for those who are already accustomed to fhe situation. Additional vehicle 
traffic from the hotel will only elevate those difficulties. 

Sally Moore 

Virus-free. www.avast.com 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-149	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SALLY	MOORE	(SMOO)		

Response	to	Comment	SMoo-1	

The commenter states that the project as designed would overshadow the museum and library; 
the hotel’s height would be out of place. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character.  

Response	to	Comment	SMoo-2	

The commenter states that vehicular traffic in the area is congested and confusing; pedestrian 
traffic is difficult and dangerous even for those who are used walking in the area. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety. 
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Dear Ms. O'Halloran - 
I have an addition to the note I wrote you on October 4 on the Hotel Durrell project. 

Yesterday morning (Sunday) I drove about the area where the proposed hotel is to be built. I was impressed by 
the high traffic congestion and lack of street parking, with people circling the block looking for spaces, 
especially on Central but also in the tiny tributaries leading into it. There are three churches on Central Avenue 
within walking distance of the proposed hotel. The crowd associated with the Hotel Durrell would compete for 
these places. 
Recall that Pacific Grove was established as a Methodist retreat center, and the spiritual lives of these people 
was so important that they created the beginnings of this town. This is not only a historic aspect of Pacific 
Grove, but part of its present heritage. I do not see what service it is to the individuals who attend these places 
of worship to construct a hotel business in their midst which would complicate their getting there. 

I would propose another site for the Durrell project: that which is currently occupied by Nob Hill Grocery. I 
understand that another supermarket chain might be replacing Nob Hill. Why does Pacific Grove need another 
supermarket? There are probably water credits associated with the Nob Hill site, a sewer system, and the site 
would be more in the tourist region of town, adjacent to the Aquarium, etc. That area is also traffic-congested, 
but this solution gets the congestion away from the direct middle of our town. 

I gather that the severe financial situation in which Pacific Grove finds itself is attributed to past city councils 
approving benefit packages to personnel which the city now cannot afford to cover. Probably these deals were 
made out of the thought that PG needed to compete for the best people to serve our citizenry, and that seemed 
to mean offering these benefit packages. Those city councils probably thought they were working in the town's 
best interest, but then they rotated off and other councils who rotated in continued the pattern, leading to the 
current debacle. My point is this - when you put down a building like the proposed, it is permanent. It will not go 
away and it will affect the tone and life of PG indefinitely. There are aspects other than the financial in 
contemplating this hotel, and in the stress of financial crisis, I fear this council will respond for monetary relief 
and not appreciate the ramifications to the culture and history of Pacific Grove. Then they will rotate off the 
council and their involvement will be forgotten, as has happened with previous boards. 

Sincerely, 

 William L. Siegfried 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-151	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	WILLIAM	L.	SIEGFRIED	(WS-A)		

Response	to	Comment	WS-a	1	

The commenter notes that there are existing high traffic volumes and congestion in the project 
area and that the proposed project would create additional impacts to people attending 
religious services at churches near the hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 

Response	to	Comment	WS-a	2	

The commenter suggests the project be relocated to the Nob Hill grocery store site because it is 
set up for adequate water and sewage service. The site would also be closer to what the 
commenter states is the “tourist region” of the town. The commenter adds that relocating the 
project would move traffic congestion away from the center of town.  

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for a history of the project site. 

Response	to	Comment	WS-a	3	

The commenter notes that the local government officials may have approved the project 
because of the project’s financial incentives without considering how to best serve city residents. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required. 
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thoughts on the Durrell Hotel project 

Will Siegfried <willmsieg@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 4, 2017 at 1 :08 PM 
To: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

I have resided in Pacific Grove for 20 years and my cottage is near downtown, on 17th Street near Pine. I am able to walk 
practically anywhere to get my needs met. I have observed traffic patterns and the level of courtesy among those 
traveling through town for years. 
I oppose the placement for this facility for the following reasons: 
1. Traffic congestion - Central Avenue in the area of the proposed hotel is already one of the few direct arteries into
downtown. Add traffic to and from the hotel for staff and guests, inadequate parking for the hotel's guests (whose cars do
not stay in their garage but will go out into the streets), and the kind of difficulties tourists have in navigating our region,
we locals will have much more difficulty traveling about our town. All this will also confound travel for emergency vehicles.
2. Parking - other writers have noted in detail that coverage for the number of guests and needed hotel staff is
inadequate. A similar statement can be made for the Holman condo project next door. I do not see where the impact of
both projects has been adequately assessed and an effective solution proposed. Already it can be a challenge to find
parking if I have to drive somewhere.
3. Responsible driving - when I first came to PG, I noted that it would be prudent to be careful of two main kinds of drivers
- military personnel, who tended to drive fast, and very elderly drivers, who sometimes became confused or made sudden
unexpected changes in their trajectory. Now I am noting many more tourist vehicles and their drivers - people checking
their directions with hand-held gizmos while at the wheel, doing rolling stops at "stop" signs, and driving with less courtesy
toward pedestrians than we locals are used to. Just a few days ago a van with out of state plates nearly collided with a
car at 17th and Pine by suddenly doing a left turn right in front of them. I would rather have a hotel placed further out on
the periphery of town, if at all, hoping that the added distance would temper their driving.
4. Water - already I am paying double what I paid several months ago. Why should I continue if a water-guzzling hotel is
built in my community? There is no extra water for those new hotel guests, and until there is a solid water supply at a
reasonable price, I am opposed to worsening an already tight situation.
5. Cultural degradation - I have travelled in Europe and various parts of the US where towns have thrown themselves into
depending on influxes of tourists to sustain their budgets. In practically all cases, the town has become a shell of what it
was before - a cutsy version of itself where locals have to put up with incredible inconveniences by large numbers of
blundering part-timers who show up. I don't want PG to become like this and I have been grateful to return here for the
peace and quiet of our town. I do enjoy seeing people strolling about and enjoying themselves, but I believe that hoards
of them would degrade our standard of life.
6. Probable effect on local rents - I expect that if a hotel is built at the proposed location, rents in general in downtown
would rise. I worry about losing local businesses I depend on by being priced out, whether it is shoe repair, fabric and
stationery supplies, groceries, or anything else.
7. Loss of our farmer's market and businesses supplanted by the hotel. This is obvious.

Sincerely, 
William L. Siegfried 

Letter WS-b

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Item 8a

Page 173 of 1103

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line

Akraft
Line



2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-153	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	WILLIAM	SIEGFRIED	(WS-B)		

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	1	

The commenter states that traffic congestion from the hotel will impact emergency vehicle 
access and mobility within the project area. 

As noted in Response to Comment CBua-10, project impacts on public services were analyzed 
in the IS/MND (Draft EIR Appendix 1: IS) and were found to be less than significant.  

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	2	

The commenter states that onsite parking for both the project and the adjacent condominium 
development is inadequate. 

As noted in Master Response 3: Parking, the project would comply with Pacific Grove Municipal 
Code requirements for off street parking and required parking for hotel uses.  

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	3	

The commenter expresses concern about unsafe drivers traveling within the project area and 
would like to see the project relocated to the periphery of Pacific Grove as a solution. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	4	

The commenter states that the water supply in Pacific Grove is inadequate and too expensive 
to accommodate the project. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage which addresses water rates and the City’s process for 
approval projects related to water supply. 

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	5	

The commenter is concerned that the project will contribute to overcrowding in the project area 
and will degrade the quality of life for city residents. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	6	

The commenter believes the hotel development will drive up rents in the project area and is 
concerned that local businesses will suffer. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-154	

Response	to	Comment	WS-b	7	

The commenter is concerned farmers market and local businesses will close as a result of the 
project. 

As noted in Response to Comment CG-3 the project would not require closure of the farmers 
market.   
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Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cltyofpaclficgrove.org> 

Hotel Durrell 

Y Zena Corby <andale@cruzio.com> Mon, Oct 16, 2017 at 4:04 PM 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 
Cc: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net>, Patsy And Mel Volpe <patsymelvin@comcast.net>, Kevin Downey 
<kevtrex68@yahoo.com>, Linda Downey <shumaylinda@yahoo.com>, Rose Mary Downey 
<rosemarydowney1938@gmail.com> 

Dear Ms. Halloran: 

I am writing to add my voice to those such as Sally Aberg and Patsy Volpe regarding the poor design of Hotel Durrell and 
it's accompanying hardships for the homeowners in the neighborhood. 

My family has been based at Grand Avenue since 1972. We currently have two school-age children who are being raised 
there. I plan to live in the house full time as a retiree. So do my brother and sister-in-law. We have a perspective that 
goes far into the future of our family and our town. 

Hotel Durrell appears to be a behemoth, unbefitting a town the size and scale of Pacific Grove. The Holman building and 
block was never an architectural marvel for our little town, and the Durrell takes advantage of it's hideous footprint. Why 
are there no gardens on the sides of the hotel fronting Grand, Central and Fountain? Places where homeowners and 
their families can smell flowers and appreciate a bit of space and shade on a hot day? 

As I understand from others, why isn't the Coastal Commission involved? They were certainly involved when we built our 
house in 1989. 

Why will Durrell parking worsen an already awful parking situation for homeowners in a small town? When it already 
takes inordinately long to enter or exit the town at certain hours, why exacerbate the traffic? 

My family tries to rest and recover on Saturdays, and we eat dinner at 6p on weekdays ... can't we be spared the 
construction noise up the street? 

We walk and ride bicycles here ... will we be safe? 

My eyes hurt when I see the architects' rendering of Durrell. Did the architect ever visit Pacific Grove? 

Hotel Durrell needs to be taken back to the drawing board and edited with a little more compassion, less concern for 
money, and a meaningful look at the character and aesthetic of Pacific Grove. 

Y. Zena Corby 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-156	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	Y.	ZENA	CORBY	(YZC)		

Response	to	Comment	YZC-1	

The commenter states that she is adding her voice to others who have submitted public 
comments regarding the project’s poor design and the hardship the project would place on 
homeowners in the neighborhood. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	YZC-2	

The commenter states that the project is unbefitting a town the size and scale of Pacific Grove. 
The commenter adds that the project takes advantage of the Holman Building’s footprint. 
Finally, the commenter asks why there are no gardens around the hotel. 

As described in subsection 2.3 in Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Description, the project would 
feature a variety of amenities, including a landscaped courtyard area. As described on page 
2.0-10, the project would also feature landscaping design for aesthetics and water conservation. 
Also refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	YZC-3	

The commenter asks why the Coastal Commission isn’t involved with the project. 

See Master Response 7: Coastal Zone Permitting. 

Response	to	Comment	YZC-4	

The commenter states that traffic and parking in the project area will worsen. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 2: Project Traffic, and Master 
Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	YZC-5	

The commenter states that her family will be impacted by construction noise in the area. 

Refer to Master Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts, and Response to Comment Letter EF-2 
for a discussion of noise impacts resulting from project implementation. 

Response	to	Comment	YZC-6	

The commenter asks about bicycle and pedestrian safety measures that will be implemented for 
the project. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety. 
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Response	to	Comment	YZC-7	

The commenter states that the project should be redesigned with a “more meaningful look at 
the character and aesthetic of Pacific Grove.” 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character and Master Response 5: Widening the 
Sidewalk. 
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2.0-161	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	MONTEREY	PENINSULA	WATER	MANAGEMENT	DISTRICT	(MPWMD)		

Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-1	

The commenter notes the project’s main components and states that the MPWMD is submitting 
comments on the project based on current rules and policies which are subject to revision by 
action of the Board of Directors 

The comment is noted. No changes to the DEIR are required. 

Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-2	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include a description of the MPWMD as a 
California Special District and add the project’s requirements for receiving a water permit.  

Pages 3.6-1 and 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR have been revised to include the following text: 

Monterey	Peninsula	Water	Municipal	District	

The Monterey Peninsula Water Municipal District (MPWMD) is a California Special District 
whose boundaries encompass Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific 
Grove, Sand City, Seaside, portions of Monterey County (primarily Carmel Valley, Pebble 
Beach, and the State Route 68 corridor), and the Monterey Peninsula Airport District. 
Each of these jurisdictions regulates land uses within its boundaries. The MPWMD does not 
regulate land uses. Although not a water supplier, the MPWMD has power to regulate 
some aspect of water production and distribution by private purveyors such as California 
American Water, which supplies water to 90 percent of the district's population. One of 
the MPWMD’s responsibilities is to balance water supply and demand through the 
MPWMD Water Allocation Program and to carefully track how much of the allotted 
water has been used by member jurisdictions. Each applicant must receive the 
jurisdiction’s authorization for a specific quantity of water or have sufficient Water Use 
Credits before applying to the district for a Water Permit. The MPWMD will evaluate the 
project’s water demand and issue a Water Permit for the project description as depicted 
on the final construction plans. 

Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-3	

The commenter questions the project’s water demand and requests more information on 
fixtures. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage, for updated information on the project applicant’s 
projected water usage for the project.  

Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-4a	

The commenter states all water fixtures need to be water efficient to comply with the MPWMD’s 
extensive water conservation and water efficiency standards.  

The comment is noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-4b	

The commenter notes that landscaping must comply with California’s Model Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance and district rules.  

The comment is noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response	to	Comment	MPWMD-4c	

The commenter states the project would need individual water meters and that fire suppression 
systems would need to be separately metered from the domestic supply. 

The comment is noted. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Thank you, Laurel. 

I am continuing to prepare my full comments on the DEIR. My earlier question to you was about the page in the 

DEIR that explains that a copy of “each letter” is included in the appendices of the DEIR, when in fact that is not 

the case. Please consider this email to be a formal comment on the DEIR, with more to follow. 

The DEIR for the Hotel Durrell project is confusing and misleading and lacks integrity. How can it summarize 

and respond to public comment when it does not indicate that the consultants reviewed all the public comment? 

Many detailed letters from the public are not contained in Appendix 2 - NOP despite the description on page 

ES-2, Section ES.4, which I am quoting below more fully than in my earlier email. 

The DEIR states in Section ES.4 on page ES-2: 

"A scoping meeting was held on April 4, 2017, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised in response to 

the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and responses by interested parties 

are included in Appendix NOP. 

"The City received numerous comment letters on the project’s Initial Study and NOP. Comments were received 

from three sources: written comments by mail or email, public comments at the project’s scoping meeting, and 

comments on the project’s previously circulated Initial Study. A copy of each letter is included in Appendix NOP 

of this Draft EIR.” 

I am writing to request that a new DEIR be issued after correcting the Appendix 2 - NOP to include ALL the 

public comment letters, consistent with the description in the context provided above, "A copy of each letter is 

included in Appendix NOP of this Draft EIR.” Clearly, “each letter” means “every letter”, not just a random 

assortment. The DEIR does not present a complete document for public review, when it provides some of the 

comment letters from January as well as April, and leaves out MANY other comment letters that are, or should 

be, the basis of the DEIR analysis. 

Specific letters I know to be missing are listed here, based on my records and the City’s CEQA webpage; 

however, except for my own April letter, I don’t know what other April letters may be missing because they are 

not posted on the City’s CEQA webpage: 

Letters from: 

Lisa Ciani      January 30, 2017 (letter emailed 01/31/17) 

Lisa Ciani      April 14, 2017 

Anthony Ciani  January 31, 2017 (2 emailed letters missing; one letter emailed on January 30 is 

included in the Appendix NOP—Anthony Ciani sent 3 letters total in January) 

Anthony Ciani                   April 14, 2017 email 

Jane Haines                     January 30, 2017 

Vicki & John Pearse     January 28, 2017 

Michelle & Jim Raine    January 31, 2017 

Lynn Mason      January 30, 2017 

Luke Coletti      January 31, 2017 

Janet Cohen     January 30, 2017 

Jeffrey Becom   January 31, 2017 

Inge Lorentzen Daumer  January 31, 2017 

Claudia Sawyer          January 31, 2017 

Heidi Zamzow & Ken Pollack  January 31, 2017 

Sarah Hardgrave for Everyone’s Harvest  January 30, 2017 

Letter LCian-a

1
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Also of concern is the fact that there is no "Appendix 1", but instead an "Appendix C - Combined”. When you 

open it, it’s actually titled "Appendix 4 - CUL" and "Appendix C - Cultural Resources” and includes the timeline 

of correspondence with the OCEN Tribal Chairperson, Louise Ramirez, and Council’s 2015 meeting minutes 

re: HRI status of the Holman Garage and the historical report. These should be two separate appendices 

clearly titled to reflect their contents. One is about cultural resources, the other is about tribal cultural resources. 

Neither is about “Combined”. A table of contents is meant to help people find the contents; Appendix C 

obscures the contents. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Letter LCian-a Continued
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	LISA	CIANI	(LCIAN-A)		

Response	to	Comment	LCian-a	1	

The commenter requests specific information on the Draft EIR as it relates to public comments 
included as appendices to the IS/MND. The commenter states that not all of the letters were 
included in that report. 

Appendix C: Updated NOP and Comment Letters of the Final EIR has been updated to include 
all comment letters on the IS/MND. We apologize for the oversight. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-a	2	

The commenter notes that Draft EIR Section ES.4 page 2 states that a scoping meeting was held 
on April 4, 2017, to receive additional comments. The commenter states that not all comment 
letters in Draft EIR Appendix 2: NOP are included.  

See Response to comment LCian-a-1. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-a	3	

The commenter believes the online cultural resources appendices file should split into two 
appendices and clearly titled to reflect their contents.  

For the purposes of simplicity, Draft EIR Appendix 4: CUL includes all historical, archeological, and 
tribal cultural resources material. Appendix CUL is referenced in both Sections 3.2 and 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR. 
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October	26,	2017	

To:	Laurel	O’Halloran	
From:	Lisa	Ciani	
Re:	Draft	EIR	for	Hotel	Durrell—Public	Comment	

The	Draft	EIR	for	Hotel	Durrell	fails	to	respond	to	all	the	information	about	significant	negative	
impacts	the	public	has	provided	during	the	MND	and	NOP	public	comment	periods.	As	
described	in	my	October	24,	2017	comment,	my	January	31,	2017	and	April	14,	2017	comments	
were	not	included	in	the	DEIR	Appendix	2	-	NOP,	and	there	is	no	evidence	of	their	being	
considered	in	preparing	this	document.	Many	other	substantive	public	comments	were	left	out	
of	the	DEIR	appendix.	

1) PROJECT	DESCRIPTION,	Section	2.0:

a) The	project	description	states	in	Existing	Conditions	Section	2.2:	“Pedestrian	access	is
available	via	two	crosswalks,	both	stretching	from	the	Pacific	Grove	Public	Library	to	the
proposed	hotel	site	across	Central	Avenue	at	Grand	Avenue	and	Forest	Avenue.” The project
site	is	accessed	via	crosswalks	at	Grand	Avenue	and	Fountain	Avenue,	not	Forest
Avenue.

b) While	the	“Holman’s	block”	may	have	a	border	along	Lighthouse	Avenue,	the	project
site	does	not.	The	DEIR	states	in	Section	2.2, “The	project	site	is	bordered	by	Lighthouse
Avenue,	Fountain	Avenue,	Central	Avenue,	and	Grand	Avenue	and	is	designated	as	the
“Holman’s	Block”	in	the	City’s	General	Plan.” The fact	that the	Holman’s	block	of	the
downtown	was	approved	for	hotel	use	does	not	place	this	project	site	on	Lighthouse
Avenue.	(General	Plan,	chapter	2	Land	Use,	page	10.)

c) The	Project	Description	fails	to	recognize	that	the	site	is	located	in	the	Historic
Residential	area	described	in	the	General	Plan	(“generally	bounded	by	Junipero	Avenue,	1st
Street,	Ocean	View	Boulevard,	Pacific	Avenue,	and	Alder	Street”).	And	more	specifically,	it	is	in
an	area	of	civic	and	public	assembly	buildings	as	described	in	the	Historic	Context
statement	(pages	184-187,	231-234).

d) The	Project	Description	says	the	project	would	demolish	a	“commercial	building”,	failing
to	acknowledge	that	the	Holman	Garage	building	is	a	historic	building	identified	in	the
Historic	Context	Statement	(page	158-163),	despite	the	questionable	findings	of	the
Historic	Report	attached,	obscurely,	to	the	DEIR	in	Appendix	C-Combined.

e) In	Section	2.4	Project	Objectives,	objectives	#2	and	#6	are	not	valid	objectives.	Object	#2
states,	“Improve	the	pedestrian	environment	in	the	City	through	the	addition	of	street	fronting
uses.”	There	are	no	setbacks	and	the	proposed	hotel	is	four	stories	high	as	compared	to
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2	

the	existing	one-story	building. (Where	are	the	story	poles???)	That	does	not	improve	
the	pedestrian	environment.	Objective	#6	states,	“Removal	of	a	building	in	a	distressed	
state.” The	building	is	in	a	distressed	state	due	to	poor	maintenance	by	the	current	
owner,	which	has	encouraged	demolition	by	neglect. 	

2)AESTHETICS,	Section	3.1

a) The	DEIR	states,	“The	project	site	is	located	in	the	city’s	historic	commercial	core,	which
is	a	tourist	attraction	with	three	nearby	existing	hotels.”	I	assume	those	three	nearby
existing	hotels	are	three	historic	inns	(Centrella,	Gosby	House,	and	Seven	Gables)	which
gives	a	very	different	visual	image	than	“hotels”.	This	primary	description	does	not
emphasize	the	paramount	significant	fact	that	the	site	is	in	an	area	of	civic	and	public
assembly	buildings	as	described	in	the	Historic	Context	Statement,	as	I	mentioned
earlier.	The	DEIR	description	continues,	“…	the	project	site’s	visual	character	is	that	of	a
developed	commercial	property	surrounded	by	a	museum,	a	library,	and	tourist-oriented
uses.” This	description	fails	to	mention	the	surrounding	historic	residential	areas,	and
does	not	adequately	or	appropriately	describe	the	visual	character	of	the	area.

b) The	project	would	substantially	degrade	the	existing	visual	character	or	quality	of	the
site	and	its	surroundings.	Being	next	door	to	the	Holman	Building	does	not	justify
allowing	this	project	to	maximize	its	height	and	bulk.	The	Holman	Building	is	clearly	an
anomaly	in	terms	of	scale,	accepted	for	its	historical	significance,	not	a	building	to	be
used	as	a	model	in	determining	the	appropriate	size	of	the	proposed	hotel	project.	An
additional	aspect	of	this	aesthetic	degradation	created	by	the	height	and	mass	of	the
project	is	the	blocking	of	the	dappled	light	on	the	landscape	in	front	of	the	Library,	as	so
effectively	described	by	Jane	Haines.

c) The	DEIR	fails	to	consider	the	aesthetic	degradation	that	the	intensity	of	use	and
incompatible	design	of	this	project	would	impose	on	Pacific	Grove’s	vital	historic	and
cultural	center.

d) The	project	would	substantially	block	the	public	views	from	the	Museum	garden	and
from	Forest	Avenue	looking	through	the	Museum	garden	toward	Mt	Toro.

e) I	see	no	appreciable	change	in	the	design	since	the	MND.	I’m	including	here	my
description—from	my	two	earlier	letters	(January	30	and	April	14,	2017)	which	the	DEIR
failed	to	include	in	the	Appendix	-	NOP—of	the	inappropriateness	of	the	architectural
design	in	the	context	of	this	very	special	location.	I	am	including	a	discussion	of	cultural
resource	impacts	here	since	they	are	also	part	of	the	aesthetic	impacts:

Regarding	the	AESTHETICS	of	the	design	of	the	proposed	building:	
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3	

First,	the	design	is	not	consistent	with	the	prominent	neighboring	buildings,	the	Library	
(Mission	Revival)	and	the	Museum	(Spanish	Colonial	Revival),	or	with	the	authentic	
historic	buildings	of	the	Retreat.	The	design	may	be	consistent	with	the	commercial	
building	to	the	north,	at	the	SE	corner	of	Fountain	and	Central,	but	that	is	not	in	the	
same	sort	of	focal	location	of	the	project	site	as	seen	from	the	important	public	
buildings	and	park.	The	Architectural	Review	Guidelines	also	state,	“New	construction	
should	appear	similar	in	mass	and	scale	to	other	buildings	seen	as	traditional	in	the	
neighborhood.”	It	doesn’t	look	that	way	on	paper.		

Second,	determination	of	the	project’s	consistency	with	the	Architectural	Review	
Guidelines	in	terms	of	mass	and	scale	of	the	structure,	scale	and	rhythm	of	the	
streetscape,	and	architectural	details	should	not	be	considered	a	foregone	conclusion.	
That	does	not	provide	meaningful	environmental	review.	

Third,	the	project	would	NOT	“match	in	style”	the	existing	historical	Library	and	
Museum	buildings	which	are	set	back	from	the	sidewalk	on	Central	and	have	beautiful	
arches,	architectural	details	and	fenestration,	and	the	clean	lines	of	the	Mission	Revival	
and	Spanish/Mediterranean	Revival	styles.	While	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	architecture	is	
notable	for	its	variety	of	architectural	styles,	this	building	is	not	designed	in	any	
recognized	style,	and	does	not	claim	to	be.	Superior	design	is	exhibited	by	the	Library	
and	the	Museum,	and	the	current	hotel	design	is	not	consistent	with	that.	And	while	the	
Library	and	Museum	are	set	back	from	Central	Avenue	with	drought-tolerant	and/or	
native	plant	gardens,	a	covered	portico	at	the	Library	with	benches,	and	a	plaza	with	a	
life-size	gray	whale	model	in	front	of	the	Museum,	the	hotel	would	be	set	back	only	to	
accommodate	a	driveway	and	outdoor	seating	for	the	restaurant.	

Furthermore,	with	the	site	of	the	proposed	hotel	located	in	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	
cultural	core	in	the	heart	of	the	historic	Retreat	across	the	street	from	the	Library,	the	
PG	Museum	of	Natural	History,	and	Jewell	Park,	and	2	blocks	from	Chautauqua	Hall,	this	
will	be	a	highly	visible	building	for	residents	and	visitors.	There	will	be	significant	
negative	impacts	on	the	Library	and	Museum	in	terms	of	aesthetics,	loss	of	views	(to	Mt.	
Toro	to	the	east	from	the	Museum	garden	and	from	the	sidewalk	on	Forest	Ave.),	loss	of	
light	(shade	and	shadow	likely	at	both	the	Museum	and	Library,	traffic,	and	parking.		

The	negative	visual	impacts	will	NOT	be	limited	to	the	construction	period—the	
completed	project	will	have	long-term	negative	impacts.	While	the	maximum	allowed	
height	limit	is	40	feet,	this	proposed	building	appears	out	of	scale	with	the	adjacent	
streetscapes	of	important	civic	and	public	assembly	buildings.	The	height	needs	to	be	
reduced	and	the	building	needs	to	step	back	in	a	meaningful	way,	in	addition	to	
modification	of	design	features	to	be	compatible	with	the	surrounding	area	(not	with	
the	Holman	Building).	Landscaping	should	make	use	of	California	native	plants.	

What	is	the	mitigation	for	increasing	the	permeable	surface	by	27%?	
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4	

CULTURAL,	Section	3.2	

The	existing	building	has	been	there,	well	used,	since	at	least	1921.	It	would	be	most	
appropriate	to	incorporate	as	much	as	possible	of	the	original	building	into	the	
proposed	structure,	conserving	resources,	and	to	step	back	substantially	from	that	as	
the	height	increases,	to	minimize	the	impact	on	the	streetscape	and	views.	

The	determination	that	the	building	does	not	have	historic	or	architectural	integrity,	is	
not	consistent	with	the	historic	documentation,	and	was	approved	by	City	Council,	not	
the	Historic	Resources	Committee	where	the	review	should	have	taken	place.	The	
historic	significance	of	the	existing	building,	is	described	in	the	Historic	Context	
Statement	(pages	158-163),	quoted	here	in	part:	

“In	1919	Wilford	[Holman]	constructed	a	large	reinforced	concrete	auto	garage,	repair	
and	supply	store	that	spanned	the	entire	block	between	Fountain	and	Grand	Avenues	
south	of	Central	Avenue	(extant).	The	garage	could	hold	90	cars	and	featured	Pacific	
Grove’s	first	gas	station.	

“Construction	of	the	garage	was	the	first	step	toward	the	development	of	a	new	
Holman’s	Department	Store,	which	would	be	much	larger	than	any	of	the	family’s	
previous	operations.”		

On	pages	187-190	of	the	Historic	Context	Statement,	there	is	a	discussion	of	our	
surviving	light	industrial	properties	from	the	period	1903-1926,	“primarily	stables	and	
automobile	garages…indicative	of	the	transition	from	horse	to	automobile	travel”.	The	
connection	of	the	Holman	Garage	to	the	Holman	family	and	to	the	development	of	
Holman’s	Department	Store	adds	significance.	“As	evidenced	by	Sanborn	maps,	the	
construction	of	[garage]	buildings,	parking	lots,	service	stations	and	other	auto-related	
infrastructure	would	have	a	tremendous	impact	on	early	twentieth	century	Pacific	
Grove,	particularly	in	the	central	business	district.	Auto-related	light-industrial	buildings	
such	as	these	may	therefore	be	significant	as	an	example	of	this	important	trend.”	
(Historic	Context	Statement,	page	162)	

In	addition	to	incorporating	elements	of	the	original	building,	the	developer	should	
provide	a	descriptive	plaque	placed	in	a	prominent	location	outside	the	building	for	the	
public	to	read	about	the	history	of	the	Holman	Garage;	and	large	historic	photos	in	the	
lobby	should	be	provided,	accompanied	by	descriptions	of	the	role	of	the	automobile,	
and	garages	such	as	the	Holman	Garage,	in	Pacific	Grove’s	development,	in	this	historic	
core	area	of	the	City.	

3)TRAFFIC/PARKING

a) The	mitigations	providing	for	high-tech	crosswalks	on	Central	at	Fountain	and	Grand,
and	a	4-way	stop	intersection	at	Fountain	and	Central	are	very	good	ideas,	but	they
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need	to	be	provided	as	part	of	the	project,	with	project	completion	(and	opening	for	
business)	dependent	on	those	provisions	being	completed.	Having	the	applicant	
“provide	funds”	is	not	sufficient.	There	is	no	guarantee	when	the	mitigation	will	be	
implemented,	and	at	what	cost	to	the	City.		

b) The	mitigation	providing	for	widening	the	sidewalk	at	Jewell	Park	is	poorly	thought
out,	and	unacceptable.	It	runs	counter	to	the	City’s	adopted	2017	goal	to	upgrade	Jewell
Park.	Taking	away	open	space	park	land	to	accommodate	the	hotel	is	a	bad	idea—and
fails	to	consider	the	requirement	for	a	coastal	development	permit,	as	Jewell	Park	is	in	the
coastal	zone. Furthermore,	it	does	not	solve	any	problem	with	regard	to	relocating	the
Farmers	Market.

c) The	suggestion,	discussed	in	other	public	comments,	of	moving	the	hotel’s
entrance	to	Fountain	Avenue,	sufficiently	uphill	from	the	corner	of	Fountain	and
	Central	to	avoid	congestion	on	the	block	of	Central	between	Fountain	and	Grand,	is	an
alternative	that	merits	serious	consideration.	It	would	relieve	congestion	in	our	well-	

													used	cultural	area,	and	allow	the	Farmers	Market	to	continue	to	operate	successfully	
providing	a	vital	service	to	the	community.	The	Farmers	Market	is	a	continuing	weekly
event—not	an	occasional	special	event,	and	it	needs	to	be	accommodated	generously.
Hotel	automobile	arrival	and	parking	uses	need	to	be	kept	off	of	Central	Avenue.

Additional	concerns	from	my	previous	letters:

Increased	traffic	on	Central,	Fountain,	Grand	due	to	hotel	visitors,	employees,	and
restaurant	patrons	is	not	realistically	assessed	for	its	impacts	on	the	library	and
museum.

The	City’s	requirements	for	off-street	parking	for	the	hotel	are	extremely	inadequate.
One	parking	space	for	every	four	rooms	means	75%	of	the	hotel	visitors	(approximately
94	cars)	will	have	to	park	on	the	street	when	the	hotel	is	at	full	capacity.	In	addition,	the
parking	for	employees,	restaurant	and	bar	patrons,	and	meeting	attendees	who	are	not
staying	at	the	hotel	appears	to	be	significantly	less	than	adequate.	This	has	major
implications	for	people	using	the	Library	and	the	Museum,	both	during	the	day	and	for
evening	programs,	and	likely	will	impact	parking	in	residential	neighborhoods	nearby.
While	the	off-street	parking	spaces	provided	may	be	more	than	the	inexplicably	low
percentage	the	City	requires,	there	is	a	significant	negative	impact	on	the	available
street	parking.	And	why	do	the	numbers	not	add	up?	The	55	on-site	parking	spaces	and
28	off-site	spaces	do	not	add	up	to	the	97	total	spaces	that	are	claimed.	How	does
83=97?

If	the	hotel	uses	the	parking	lot	across	the	street	(Fountain	Ave.),	where	will	the	cars
park	that	currently	use	that	lot?	Last	spring,	at	least	3	spaces	had	signage	reserving
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them	for	the	credit	union.	The	rest	had	signage	reserving	them	for	the	Holman	Building.	
The	parking	impact	is	highly	significant	and	has	not	been	realistically	assessed.	

4) TRIBAL	CULTURAL	RESOURCES

It	would	be	helpful	to	see	the	Tribal	Chairperson’s	acceptance	of	the	mitigation	provided.
Archaeologists	and	the	Ohlone	Costanoan	Esselen	Nation	(OCEN)	are	not	always	in
agreement	about	how	to	deal	with	artifacts	or	tribal	resources.	Ground	disturbance	for
this	site	is	to	be	overseen	by	a	tribal	monitor.

5) ALTERNATIVES
Alternative	#3	is	not	a	valid	alternative	since	it	does	not	reduce	the	out	of	scale	size	of	the
hotel.	Alternative	#2	also	does	not	reduce	the	height,	the	size,	and	most	of	the	negative
impacts.	Reasonable	alternatives	would	be	ones	that	retain	the	quality	of	life	of	our
community	and	its	historic	cultural	center,	use	sustainable	development	practices,
rehabilitate	and	re-use	the	existing	building,	maintain	a	low	profile	(2	stories	or	less,	second
story	could	be	visitor	accommodations),	provide	significant	setbacks	and	native	landscaping
to	attract	pollinators	(hummingbirds,	butterflies,	and	others),	retain	the	existing	retail	and
restaurant	businesses	which	are	well-loved	and	well-used,	provide	patio	dining	and
additional	retail.

If	the	City	allows	the	proposed	project,	it	will	be	ignoring	the	Architectural	Review						
Guidelines,	ignoring	the	impacts	on	cultural	resources,	ignoring	traffic	and	parking	impacts,	
and	it	will	be	ignoring	the	vision	statement	for	Pacific	Grove	adopted	by	the	City	Council	this	
year:	“An	iconic	seaside	community	that	protects	historic	resources,	promotes	sustainable	
development	and	ensures	respect	for	the	environment.”	It	will	also	be	ignoring	the	adopted	
goal	to	“Stimulate	business	within	the	City’s	historic	downtown	while	preserving	its	unique	
‘small-town’	charm	and	feel.” How	will	a	bulky,	imposing,	non-descript	4-story	hotel	in	our	
historic	cultural	core,	with	cars	coming	and	going	immediately	across	the	street	from	the	
Library	and	seriously	inadequate	parking	provisions,	contribute	to	our	small-town	charm	and	
feel?	(Why	haven’t	story	poles	been	provided?	They	should	have	been	in	place	during	the	
public	review	period.) 

Thank	you	for	considering	my	comments.	Please	post	all	comments	online	on	the	City’s	CEQA	
webpage	as	well	as	in	binders	at	the	CEDD	office.	

Lisa	Ciani	
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	LISA	CIANI	(LCIAN-B)		

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	1	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to respond to all information regarding significant 
negative impacts the public provided during the IS/MND and NOP comment periods. The 
commenter refers to her previous letter of October 24, 2017. 

Appendix C: Updated NOP and Comment Letters of the Final EIR has been updated to include 
all comment letters on the IS/MND. We apologize for the oversight. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	2a	

The commenter notes the project site is accessed via crosswalks at Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue, not Forest Avenue. 

Page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

There are two vehicle entrances on Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue. Parallel street 
parking is available on all sides of the proposed hotel site. Pedestrian access is available 
via two crosswalks, both stretching from the Pacific Grove Public Library to the proposed 
hotel site across Central Avenue at Grand Avenue and Forest Fountain Avenue. The 
proposed hotel site is flat and contains no natural vegetation or landscaping. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	2b	

The commenter notes that the project site does not border Lighthouse Avenue. 

Page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The project site and the surrounding area are designated as Commercial-Downtown (D) 
in the City of Pacific Grove General Plan (Pacific Grove 1994). This land use designation 
provides for retail and services uses, offices, restaurants, entertainment and cultural 
facilities, multi-family residential units above the ground floor, gas stations, and similar and 
compatible uses. The project site is bordered by Lighthouse Avenue, Fountain Avenue, 
Central Avenue, and Grand Avenue and is designated as the “Holman’s Block” in the 
City’s General Plan. In 1994, the City Council placed a measure, which was passed by 
voters, to allow the development of condominiums and hotel uses in the Holman’s Block 
(Pacific Grove 1994). 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	2c	

The commenter believes the project site is located in a historic residential area. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	2d	

The commenter states the project description doesn’t acknowledge the Holman Garage as a 
historic building as described in General Plan pages 158–163. 
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Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	2e	

The commenter states that project objectives #2 and #6 [listed in subsection 2.4] are not valid 
objectives.  

As stated on Draft EIR page 2.0-24, objective 2 is intended to “Improve the pedestrian 
environment in the City through the addition of street fronting uses.” Objective 6 states the 
project would include the “Removal of a building in a distressed state.” The California Supreme 
Court has found that a lead agency has broad discretion to formulate project objectives.6 The 
statement of project objectives is closely tied to the evaluation of mitigation measures and 
project alternatives in an EIR. CEQA Guidelines state generally that the mitigation measures and 
alternatives evaluated in an EIR should be capable of being feasibly implemented and, in 
particular, that alternatives should be consistent with attaining most of the basic objectives of 
the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). 

Also refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 4: Massing and Visual 
Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	3a	

The commenter notes the Draft EIR describes the project site as being located in the city’s 
historic commercial core, which is a tourist attraction with three nearby existing hotels. The 
commenter adds that the project description does not emphasize the historic significance of the 
site and fails to adequately describe the visual character of the area. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	3b	

The commenter states the project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	3c	

The commenter states “The Draft EIR fails to consider the aesthetic degradation that the intensity 
of use and incompatible design of this project would impose on Pacific Grove’s vital historic and 
cultural center.” 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

                                                        

6 California Oak Found. v Regents of Univ. of Cal. (2010) 188 CA4th 227, 276. 
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Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	3d	

The commenter states that the project “would substantially block the public views from the 
Museum garden and from Forest Avenue looking through the Museum garden toward Mt Toro.” 

The City does not include Mt. Toro as a scenic vista in the General Plan. As discussed in Master 
Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, Pacific Grove citizens approved the project site for 
C-1-T zoning. Therefore, the project would be within the City’s established height limitations for 
this zoning district. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	3e	

The commenter states the project is incompatible with historic architectural design standards as 
compared to surrounding buildings 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	4	

The commenter inquires, “What is the mitigation for increasing the permeable surface by 27%?” 

This comment refers to CEQA Checklist Hydrology and Water Quality item (c), which asks, 
“Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?” Per Section E.12.e(ii)(d) of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Order No. 2013-
0001-DWQ), off-site flows are not allowed to exceed pre-development conditions for a project. 
On-site measures such as detention basins or storm drainage systems designed to slow the rate 
of off-site flows are intended to prevent alteration of drainage patterns on- or off-site. As such, 
this impact was analyzed both in the project IS/MND and in the Draft EIR. The project would 
include standard construction and design elements and best management practices (BMPs) 
that would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	5	

The commenter would like the project to incorporate as much of the original building as possible 
into the new hotel.  

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	6	

The commenter states mitigation providing sidewalks at Central Avenue and a four-way stop 
intersection at Fountain and Grand are good ideas. However, the commenter states that merely 
providing funds for the mitigation would not guarantee they would be implemented. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding the four-way stop. The applicant will work 
with the City’s Department of Public Works to ensure implementation. 
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Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	7	

The commenter states that sidewalk widening at Jewell Park is poorly thought out and runs 
counter to the City’s adopted 2017 goal to upgrade Jewell Park. The commenter adds that 
taking away parkland to accommodate the hotel is a bad idea and that the mitigation would 
require a Coastal Zone permit. Finally, the commenter states the mitigation would not solve the 
problem of relocating the farmers market. 

The goal to upgrade Jewell Park is not part of the proposed project. Refer to Master Response 1: 
Traffic Safety, Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, and Master Response 7: Coastal Zone 
Permitting. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	8	

The commenter suggests relocating the hotel entrance to Fountain Avenue to alleviate 
congestion. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, the project would not modify the 
existing site circulation plan. It would maintain the same ingress and egress points with 
appropriate signage. The project would not result in any new design features or incompatible 
uses. Although work crews would use existing public roads to transport equipment and haul out 
demolition materials, the work crews would follow traffic laws, would not require special 
permission from local governments, and would not require the use of warning or chase vehicles. 
The project would not require the permanent alteration of any roadways or generate vehicle 
uses incompatible with the existing roadways. Therefore, it would have a less than significant 
impact on road hazards. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	9	

The commenter expresses concern over the lack of parking and increased traffic as a result of 
project implementation. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic, and Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	10	

The commenter states that the tribal chairperson should agree with proposed mitigation for tribal 
cultural resources and that ground disturbance of the site should be monitored by a member of 
the tribe. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.5, Tribal Cultural Resources, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) 
requires that excavation activities be stopped whenever human remains are uncovered and 
that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains. If the county coroner determines that 
the remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
must be contacted within 24 hours. At that time, the lead agency must consult with the 
appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by the NAHC. Section 15064.5 directs 
the lead agency (or the project applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop an 
agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
Mitigation measure MM 3.5.1 addresses treatment of unidentified tribal cultural resources during 
project construction and requires that a Native American monitor certified by the 
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Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN) be present for all ground disturbance. For 
clarification purposes, mitigation measure MM 3.2.2a has been revised as follows: 

MM 3.2.2a Treatment of previously unidentified archaeological or paleontological 
deposits. During project construction, if any archaeological or 
paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are found, the project applicant and/or 
its contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet of the discovery and 
immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic 
Development Director. The project applicant and/or its contractor shall retain 
a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to evaluate the finds and 
recommend appropriate mitigation measures for the inadvertently 
discovered archaeological or paleontological resources. The City and the 
project applicant shall consider the mitigation recommendations and agree 
on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, 
documentation, curation, or other appropriate measures in consultation with 
the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (see mitigation measure MM 3.5.1). 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	11	

The commenter believes Alternative #3 is not a valid alternative since it does not reduce the out 
of scale size of the hotel, and Alternative #2 also does not reduce the height, the size, and most 
of the negative impacts. 

Refer to Response to Comment EHarv-9. 

Response	to	Comment	LCian-b	12	

The commenter summarizes her concerns regarding the project’s impacts on aesthetics, visual 
resources, and parking and traffic. The commenter adds that “story poles” should have been 
installed on the project site. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, analysis of visual impacts from project 
implementation is based on visual simulations showing the existing site conditions and the project 
(Draft EIR Figure 3.1-2, Visual Simulations), architectural elevations, field review of the project 
area, review of topographic conditions, and aerial photographs. The conclusions are 
determined based on anticipated changes in the project area as the result of project 
implementation. The use of story poles as part of the impact analysis is not required under CEQA. 
In addition, see Figure 2-1 in Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	K.	KUBICA	(KB)		

Response	to	Comment	KB-1	

The commenter has concerns about the project’s impacts on parking and traffic, considering 
the number of hotel guests and employees working at the hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	KB-2	

The commenter offers a traffic analysis for peak-hour traffic based on hotel guest check in, 
check out, and mode of transportation to and from the hotel. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic, for regarding methods of analysis and the volume of 
traffic from the project. 

Response	to	Comment	KB-3	

The commenter summarizes offers a parking analysis for the project based on hotel operating 
functions for both guests and employees. 

See Master Response 3: Parking. 
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Oct.25, 2017 

Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Dept. 

RE: Hotel Durrell, 157 Grand Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950, Initial DEIR 

Dear Ms. O’Halloran, 

I have the following concerns: 

1. Construction
A.  Parking impacts 

(1) Parking for workers inadequately addressed 
(2) Parking for heavy equipment and impact on traffic patterns on city roads 

inadequately addressed 
(3) Parking for customers and patrons of neighboring businesses 

B.  Traffic Impacts on area streets during construction 
C.  Proposed Hours of Work during Construction 

Weekdays 8-7 p.m.?  Current code only permits construction until 5 p.m. 
Sat. 9-4 

D.  Noticing of Traffic disruptions not addressed 
E.  Site condition post 1918-1950 era garage and gas station- are there 
environmental hazards.  No indication of any type of survey has been made re. this 
situation.  

2. Design impact of proposed project
A.  No set backs for hotel 
B.  Massing overwhelming for neighborhood area 

Current building 17,650 sq. ft 
Proposed project 84,000 sq. ft and 4 stories (37 feet height) 

City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code states projects must be found to be compatible 
with the neighborhood.  

Where is the compatibility? 

C.  Design features are not in kind or sympathetic with other area buildings 
ie. Stone facing on building, gabled design features, lack of set backs, massing 

D.  Blockage of sun to Natural History Museum, its gardens and Pacific Grove ‘s  
Carnegie Library and its garden.   

Mitigation suggestion - Sun Study and impact of building mass and height 
E.  Entrance into hotel on Central Ave. immediately across from library – impact on 

library patrons, parking and safety inadequately explored 
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F.  Trash area on Grand –waste removal impact on traffic and visual aesthetics 
not addressed and actual trash area not numbered on site plan 

G.  Valet parking on Fountain –Impact of on traffic patterns inadequately explored. 
H.  Additional parking across street via gated entrance – traffic and parking issues 

inadequately addressed –  
(1) impact on traffic flow on Fountain and Central 
(2) impact on nearby neighborhoods and their parking spaces 
(3) impact on local businesses– where will their customers park?  Credit 

Union, Paint store, Monarch knitting, Resale shops, Aqua Terra and other businesses? 
(4) impact on Ricketts Row – traffic pattern and parking 

I.  Increase sidewalks to 18 ft. on east side of Jewell Park. 
(1) Where will that additional footage come from; the street or the park 
(2) What impact would that have on the historic integrity of the park?? 

3. Water availability? No mention of water credits available or arrangements for obtaining
water for such a mammoth undertaking is mentioned except in passing. 

A.  For 125 rooms 
B.  For Lap pool, soaking spa and water feature 
C.  Gym area bathrooms and are showers planned for gym area? 
D.  Hotel laundry 
E.  Landscape 
E.  No potential water usage calculation for a-e is provided. 

4. Inappropriateness of water use in design.  Pacific Grove is constrained by Cal Am Water
in amount of water that can be pumped from the Carmel River—yet this design features a 
lap pool, soaking spa, and water features.  Consider this a poor use of a dwindling resource. 

5. City Waste Water infrastructure –
A.  Is it capable of handing massive increase in waste water?   
B.  Can our current sewage system and sewage pipes handle this increase and 
without further impact on the environment?   

Issue is not adequately addressed. 

6. Parking Issues
A.  Parking for 19 employees??? Feel number of employees was under estimated. 
Where will these employees park?  How will this impact neighborhood parking? 
This was not adequately addressed. 
B.  Inadequate parking spaces for hotel. Impact on neighborhood parking?? 

(1) Parking totals per design for hotel equal 97. 
Underground = 55 
Offsite gated = 28 
Shared with Holman building = 14 (there is an assumption in the 

equation that these spaces will always be available, despite being shared) 
(2) Rooms = 125 + 19 employees = 144 spaces needed.   

PG codes state 1 space per 4 hotel rooms.  This antiquated code makes little sense as 
people drive to the Peninsula and expect adequate parking. 

Letter CS Continued
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7. Impact on historic character of downtown Pacific Grove
A.  Massing of building, not in keeping with historic features of downtown  
B.  Significant detrimental impact on downtown area’s historic visual character and 
quality 
B.  Need to keep structures compatible and in keeping with the designs of the 
historic properties that inhabit downtown Pacific Grove.   

8. Negative Impact on cultural resources
A.  Natural History Museum 
B.  Jewell Park 
C.  Pacific Grove Carnegie Library 

9. Other Issues
A. Does the city of Pacific Grove population 15,624 need a hotel that has 125 rooms? 
B.  Disruption to downtown businesses – and will they recover? Or want to stay in 
Pacific Grove?  
C.  Impact on the flavor and sense of Pacific Grove – we are a destination as we are 

touted as the Last Home town. 

A mixed use project with stepped back or scaled back mass and height would be more 
appropriate for this site and would encourage further revitalization of downtown Pacific 
Grove.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Claudia Sawyer 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	CLAUDIA	SAWYER	(CS)		

Response	to	Comment	CS-1	

The commenter states her concerns regarding traffic and parking impacts as the result of 
project construction. 

See Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-2	

The commenter questions whether the former garage and gas station on the site have left 
hazardous materials. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, a project that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites would create a significant hazard to the public and the environment. As stated in 
Section 4.8 of the IS/MND, the project site is not listed as a hazardous materials storage or release 
site. IS/MND Table 4.8-1 lists hazardous materials sites located within a half mile of the project site. 
The Holman Building Garage at 542 Lighthouse Avenue is not included in this list of sites. 
According to a GeoTracker search, there are no federal superfund sites in Pacific Grove. The 
IS/MND determined there would be no impact on the public or the environment because of 
exposure to hazardous materials. However, if hazardous materials are encountered during 
project construction, implementation of mitigation measure MM HAZ-4 in the IS/MND would 
reduce any impacts to less than significant.  

Response	to	Comment	CS-3	

The commenter expresses concern over design impacts on the proposed project in terms of 
setbacks and massing. The commenter adds that projects must be compatible neighborhoods 
per the City’s Municipal Code. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-4	

The commenter states that the project would block the sun from the museum, gardens, and 
library. The commenter further suggests there should be a “Sun Study” to analyze impacts from 
the project’s building mass and height. 

As noted on page 3.1-8 in Draft EIR, Aesthetics, impact analysis is based on visual simulations 
showing the existing site conditions and the project (see Draft EIR Figure 3.1-2, Visual Simulations), 
architectural elevations, field review of the project area, review of topographic conditions, and 
aerial photographs. The conclusions are determined based on anticipated changes in the 
project area as the result of project implementation. The Draft EIR concludes that project 
implementation would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area. This impact would be less than significant. Refer to 
Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character, for additional information. 
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Response	to	Comment	CS-5a	

The commenter states that the entrance into the hotel on Central Avenue immediately across 
from the library and impacts on library patrons, parking, and safety were inadequately explored. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-5b	

The commenter states that impacts on parking and traffic have not been adequately analyzed. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, and Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-5c		

The commenter states based on the number of hotel rooms and hotel employees, the project 
would require 144 parking spaces. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-6	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not mention water credits available or methods for 
obtaining a water credit. The commenter also asks if the city’s sewer system is adequate to 
handle increased usage without further impacting the environment. 

As stated on page 3.6-4 in Draft EIR Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems, Chapter 11.68 of the 
Pacific Grove Municipal Code establishes rules and procedures for the allocation of water to 
new projects in the city. Water is allocated to the categories of residential, commercial, public, 
and reserve uses. As stated in the Existing Setting subsection, new project applications are 
placed on a waiting list and projects will not be issued a building permit until a water permit is 
issued.  

Page 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR further states, “the City has a system in place to manage its water 
supply availability and to determine water availability prior to approval of a construction permit. 
All new projects in the city requiring new water supplies are placed on a water waiting list. Water 
credits necessary for projects are given through City Council approval. Building permits are 
issued only when there is sufficient water to serve the project. To receive a construction permit, 
project applicants must show that water supplies are available and must complete the CEQA 
process.” 

IS/MND Section 4.17 addresses wastewater and sewer capacity. The City of Pacific Grove 
provides sewer services for residences and commercial businesses. The City owns and operates 
the sewer collection system consisting of approximately 58 miles of pipeline (with pipes varying in 
size from 4 to 18 inches in diameter), 900 manholes, and 7 pump stations. Wastewater collected 
in the city is conveyed to the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) 
Regional Treatment Plant in Marina via an interceptor pipeline located along the coast through 
the cities of Monterey, Seaside, and Marina. The regional treatment plant has a current capacity 
of 29.6 million gallons per day and receives 18.5 million gallons per day. The regional treatment 
plant would be able to accommodate an incremental increase in the number of visitors to the 
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city. The project would result in an incremental increase in wastewater, and no new or 
expanded treatment facilities would be required. 

Response	to	Comment	CS-7	

The commenter expresses concern over the project impacts on historic character, recreation, 
and cultural resources in Pacific Grove. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ANNE	DOWNS	(ADOW)		

Response	to	Comment	ADow-1	

The commenter states that the Holman Building Garage near the project site was a former gas 
and service station, and as such, leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) may still be on the 
property and leaking toxic petroleum.  

See Response to Comment CS-2. 
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Name: Diana Howell 
Email: artemy2001@yahoo.com 

Message: 
Good Morning Council Members, 
My two cents regarding the proposed Hotel Durrell, is that I think the hotel  
project is not appropriate for this town.  First of all, we are still in a 
water crisis, and hotel guests take usually two showers a day, (I do, when I 
travel), plus toilet use.  Why should the people of Pacific Grove suffer 
through un-flushed toilets to provide for this?  Secondly, more hotels and 
condominiums DO NOT coincide with the "Last Hometown" concept. Third, more 
hotels undermines the livelihood of current motel owners, who are never 
filled to capacity unless it is January golf event or August car week. 
Fourth, parking is already a mess in that area, with construction worker 
parking, and it will compromise the use of our wonderful library.  Elderly 
library users, who do not have handicap stickers, mothers with young 
children, will have difficulty finding parking; as well as every other 
library user.  The point of city planning is NOT to cover every available 
parcel with more short term use residents (that is what hotels are); it is to  
create areas beneficial to the residents.  There should be a solid hotel tax 
for all motel, B & B, and short-term rentals; Hawaii has a very high one, and 
NO ONE stops going there.  Finally, for more tax revenue, the city should 
encourage the existing landlords of various downtown retail spots to offer 
more reasonable rents, and not to double and triple rents upon vacancy by a 
business. Look around the downtown area and see how many retail spaces are  
vacant, it is not because businesses do not want to go in, it is because the  
greedy landlords are demanding unreasonable rents.  Perhaps, there should be 
a retail rent control policy, or tax when a retail space is left empty for 6 
months or a year or more. 
Thanks for considering my opinions, 
Diana Howell (a 44 year resident, who knows something about this town) 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	DIANA	HOWELL	(DH)		

Response	to	Comment	DH-1	

The commenter states that the city is still in a water crisis and that hotel guests use more water 
than city residents. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	DH-2	

The commenter states that hotels and condominiums do not coincide with the “Last Hometown” 
concept of Pacific Grove. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Response	to	Comment	DH-3	

The commenter states that more hotels would undermine the livelihood of current hotel owners 
whose rooms are often not filled to capacity. 

Refer to Master Response 9: Other Project Effects. 

Response	to	Comment	DH-4	

The commenter states that the project would make parking in the area more difficult. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	DH-5	

The commenter suggests the City should institute a flat hotel tax on all motels, B&Bs, and short-
term rentals. The commenter also states that City rental policies should be amended so that 
rents are more reasonable. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required. 

  

Item 8a

Page 211 of 1103



Letter JS

1

Item 8a

Page 212 of 1103

acotham
Line



2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-192	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	JOANNA	SMITH	(JS)		

Response	to	Comment	JS-1	

The commenter states that the project will increase an already difficult traffic problem in Pacific 
Grove. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic.  
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	LUCY	STEWART	(LS)		

Response	to	Comment	LS-1	

The commenter states she is favor of the project and is aware that transportation options have 
changed; not everyone drives to hotels. 

The comment is noted. No changes are required in the Draft EIR. 
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Dear Mr. Mark  Brodeur,   Mr. Anastazia Aziz,  Mr. John Kuehl &  Ms. Jessica 
Edwards,  Department of community  Economic Development: 

In regard to the building of Hotel Durell 
why when considering a hotel or condominiums  is not   the full Peninsula 
should be able to vote on a yes or no ... 
The traffic effects the Peninsula not just the town of Pacific Grove, as the 
trafficked flows from Lighthouse to the tunnel to 
 Del Monte Blvd to the exit for Highway 1 going north and south is impacted, 
from 3:30 pm the back up begins  this is daily and when there are events its 
worse. 
Has not the government of PG  driven this area at least 3 x s  a week at this 
hour ?  If not they should 
Monterey Cannery Row wants condominiums built along the street Cannery 
Row near the Chart House 
more traffic... the Tin Cannery wants to sell for a Boutique hotel PG more 
traffic, the first deal fell through. 

Holman Building is almost compete in PG  more traffic 
San City,  has a request for a new Hotel along the Highway 1 near the exit for 
The Target  center off of California ave, Sand City area. 

Fort Ord wanted a race track and hotels retail shops,  more or less the size of 
Carmel by the Sea. 
 this could still happen if not this development company other. 

off Imjim road Marina  is building heavily homes and business the traffic ends 
onto Highway 1 and Gen Jim Moore 
which the traffic is heavy till almost 9:00 am daily  same on the return home. 

Highway 68  is backed up from Salinas to Monterey  highway 1 
the city is looking to put in 12 round about's to help the traffic flow from cars 
entering onto 68 from 
private homes and business. 
all of these roads dump traffic onto Highway 1 north and south   and Del Rey 
Oaks to Fremont and highway 1. 

the traffic on 68 will not be eased  !! 

A NO VOTE FOR ANY NEW HOTELS OR CONDOMINUMS ANY WHERE 
ON THE PENINUSLA 
Shirley Graham 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SHIRLEY	GRAHAM	(SG)		

Response	to	Comment	SG-1	

The commenter states that all communities located along the Peninsula should be allowed to 
vote on hotel and condominium projects. 

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	SG-2	

The commenter states that traffic impacts are not exclusive to Pacific Grove, but along roads in 
the Peninsula. Because of this, the commenter states no new hotel or condominium projects 
should be approved in cities along the Peninsula. The commenter further describes specific 
developments along the Peninsula which increase traffic impacts. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of 
the EIR. No changes required. 
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Anthony A. Ciani  220 Walnut Street Pacific Grove, California 93950 
ARCHITECTURE  -  PLANNING  -  HISTORIC PRESERVATION  -  COASTAL CONSULTANT  

October 25, 2017 

Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 
Community & Economic Development Department 
City Pacific Grove 300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor, 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

RE: HOTEL DURELL 157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/EIR DATED AUGUST 2017 

The Draft IS/EIR does not adequately address the potentially significant adverse 
effects and cumulative impacts to the environment regarding the aesthetic quality, 
intensification of land use, traffic congestion and parking, water quality, community 
resources, social and recreational uses, and public access in the Coastal Zone. The 
alternatives are simplistic and self-serving options that do not provide an analysis of 
meaningful and reasonable solutions that would reduce the impacts below a level of 
significance. The following is an outline of the EIR deficiencies and defects: 

1) ES.3 Project Alternatives Summary

• Alternative 2 – Mixed-Use Development. Under Alternative 2, the
project site would be developed with a four-story mixed-use project
which would include parking, commercial, office, and residential space.

Comment: This alternative could provide housing in the central
business district with commercial retail, restaurants or other pedestrian
(non-office) uses at the ground floor, but in order to address the
building size: mass, bulk, height and scale relative to those elements
prevalent in the existing neighborhood should be limited to a low
profile, two stories at the north increasing to 4 stories at the south
portion. It requires an economic pro forma.

• Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel Capacity. Under Alternative 3, a smaller
hotel would be constructed on the project site.

Comment: This option requires an economic analysis to reduce the
number of rooms and suites to be 60 with a commensurate reduction
in the building
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October 25, 2017  

Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner  

RE: HOTEL DURELL 157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 INITIAL 
STUDY/ EIR August 2017 

Page 2  

size: mass, bulk, height and scale relative to those elements prevalent 
in the existing neighborhood similar to comment 2 above. 

2) TABLE ES-1 PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
MEASURES

• Impact 3.1.2. MM 3.1.2 The project applicant shall install construction
screening, with a design approved by the City of Pacific Grove, during
project construction.

Comment: The proposed mitigation is a screen to camouflage the real
aesthetic issue of the proposed structures failure to be compatible with
the surrounding establish historical character and architectural scale.

• Impact 3.3.3 The project would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project.

Comment: The EIR fails to provide empirical evidence to support this
claim. The main entrance and automobile court drive-through will
substantially increase the noise from the automobile’s wheels, brakes,
engines, slowing, braking, idling, and ignition over the existing
conditions. Drive-thru restaurants and other commercial facilities are
known to change the ambient noise level, and this project’s entrance is
proposed to be located directly across the street from the entrance and
portico to the library.

• Impact 3.4.2 Although the project would result in an overall reduction in
the number of trips, it would increase motor vehicle traffic and
congestion during the AM and PM peak traffic times on roadways used
by transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The project would increase
pedestrian usage in the vicinity of the project site.

Comment: Agreed.

Letter ACian Continued
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• PS MM 3.4.2a The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works Department, to
provide funds for the addition of crosswalks at the Grand
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at the Fountain
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The crosswalks shall be speed
tables (raised crosswalks) with crossing lights embedded in the
pavement and a pedestrian-activated push button on each street
corner.

Comment: The applicant’s project should be responsible to pay for the
entire cost for the engineering studies, design and construction for this
work as a benefit for the entitlement to building the project.

• MM 3.4.2b The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works Department, to
provide funds for the installation of stop signs at the intersection of
Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue to make the intersection a four-
way stop.

Comment: The applicant’s project should be responsible to pay for the
entire cost for the engineering studies, design and construction for this
work as a benefit for the entitlement to building the project.

Further, the project applicant shall pay an appropriate “in-lieu of
developers’ impact fee” to commence a fund to support a free
community shuttle to loop between the east boundary of the City at
Eardley Ave. and Ocean View Blvd./Central gateway, and Asilomar
State Park, including downtown and Hotel Durell.

• MM 3.4.2c The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works Department, to
provide funds to increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern
edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 feet to accommodate
increased pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as the
farmers market.
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Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 

RE: HOTEL DURELL 157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
INITIAL STUDY/ EIR August 2017 
Page 4 

Comment: The applicant’s project should be responsible to pay for the 
entire cost for the engineering studies, design and construction for this 
work as a benefit for the entitlement to building the project, except the 
established Farmer’s Market use of the street shall not be prohibited, 
at all. 

• Impact 3.4.3 Under cumulative traffic conditions, the project would not
increase traffic congestion to a significant level.

Comment: There needs to be a site specific study to support his claim. 
Further, the plans provide a building code analysis for the occupancy 
of all areas to be a total capacity of 533 persons, but the proposed 
parking uses minimum standards per zoning that are not supported by 
empirical evidence. The project should provide free off street parking 
for employees; that total could be 16. The restaurant and assembly 
meeting room could have as many as 113 people, and a ratio of 1 on-
site (off street) parking space to 6 occupants would require 19 spaces. 
Together that’s 35 off street spaces which should be free to employees 
and customers, beyond the hotel guests. The notion that only 1 car will 
be used by guests in four rooms is a statistic that is not supported by 
common practice for the Pacific Grove peninsula resort area. 

The Pacific Grove Downtown Parking Study by Wilbur Smith and 
Associates, revised 12-21-1997, outlines parking issues and potential 
negative impacts, and provides findings and conclusions that should 
be considered as part of the comprehensive analysis of this project’s 
cumulative impact on parking in Pacific Grove. Public parking facilities 
are limited, therefore, on site parking must anticipate the highest range 
of needs.  
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I recommend mitigation of parking impacts must be conditions for 
approval for the project:   
1) The surface parking lot shall be the subject of a shared parking
agreement recorded to run with the land for that property for 99 years; 
and,  
2) a mitigation monitoring reporting program (MMRP) and parking
management plan to be recorded prior to the permit is issued that 
requires the hotel and ancillary uses, annually monitor and report the 
number of patrons who arrive by automobile, and other modes of 
transportation. In particular, if the hotel use determines a rate of more 
than one in four guests have cars, then the owner shall be limited to 
less rooms proportionately, pending acquisition of additional off street 
parking spaces; or, pays an in lie of fee into a City Parking Program to 
provide that parking. (See comment to MM3.4.2b, above) 

Traffic into and out of Pacific Grove is already congested during peak 
commuting hours; additional traffic will exacerbate traffic congestion 
further. I recommend that as a condition of approval, the owners must 
annually fund and conduct additional studies beyond the corners of 
their property to judge the increased traffic from Highway 68/Forest 
Street corridors and Central/ Grand/Lighthouse routes. Those studies 
will assist the City to determine future land use and intensification. If 
the project is determined to result in negative adverse impacts to traffic 
congestion, the owners shall pay transportation impact fees to support 
alternative modes of transportation to and from the hotel, and within 
the community by its patrons.  
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• Impact 3.4.4 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment) 

Comment: There needs to be a site specific study to support his claim. 
The proposed auto ingress and egress conflict with the existing 
patterns of pedestrian and vehicular traffic, including the Farmers 
Market use. This does not reduce the potential adverse effects and 
impacts; worse the proposed mitigation measures transfer the adverse 
impacts to another public area with a high likelihood that the impacts 
will be significant and un-mitigated. 

• Impact 3.6.2 The project, in combination with other existing, planned,
proposed, approved, and reasonably foreseeable development in the
city, would increase the cumulative demand for water supplies and
related infrastructure.

• Comment: The EIR claims there would be “Less Than Cumulatively
Considerable [impacts}” I disagree. Simple arithmetic of past project,
this and other currently anticipated projects, such as the proposed
Hotel Bella, and future projects; many past developments  plus one
more, plus another one, and so forth adds up to potential cumulative
impacts that must be addressed.

• Land Use and Planning. Threshold 2
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

Comment: The EIR wrongly concludes that there will be no such 
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impacts (conflicts) to the land use and planning. The project EIR 
proposes mitigation schemes be implemented in the Coastal Zone 
without any analysis of the potential effects to the public’s recreational 
uses and or public access to and along the shoreline per the California 
Coastal Act of 1976, or the City of Pacific Grove LCP Land Use Plan of 
1989, or the 2017 Draft Update to the City’s LCP. The project may 
have substantial impacts on the ability to carry out those policies which 
the EIR failed to consider. 

Further, the proposed project in conjunction with some past and future 
projects with similar out “maximum” building size will result in the 
intensification of uses and unmitigated, significant direct and 
cumulative adverse impacts to the neighborhood and Pacific Grove 
Land use.  

• Hydrology and Water Quality Threshold 1. Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements. The EIR wrongly
concludes there would be “less than significant impacts” and no
mitigation is required.

Comment:
The EIR fails to consider the cumulative effects on the  Monterey Bay
Area of Sensitive Biological Significance (Urban run off). The project
proposes “DRAINAGE - Rainwater in the city is generally directed to
storm drains located along major roadways in Pacific Grove. The
project site drains to the city’s storm water system.” (MND, Page 4.0-
58). The project’s drainage will enter the ASBS. The project should be
further conditioned to mitigate potential significant direct and
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cumulative adverse impacts to the water quality unless it eliminates 
chemicals and metals from entering the City’s drainage system. The 
proposed metal roof should not be allowed to be copper or any other 
metal roofing material that could harm the ocean and bay environment. 
A permit condition and MMRP to prohibit the use of harmful chemicals 
with any external effects, including those coming from the hotel and 
restaurant uses, gardening and landscaping must be guaranteed. the 
Parking areas and driveways must not be asphalt or oil based 
materials and should be pervious.  

Cultural Resources 

I have submitted evidence of historical significance of the existing structure (Holman 
Garage). I understand the applicant submitted a 2012 report with a different conclusion, 
resulting in a difference of expert opinion, in addition to the opinion of residents that the 
building and property are an important historical landmark. I also understand that the 
City Historic Resources Committee was prevented from making an independent 
decision, and that a piecemeal review of the project’s historical significance and merits 
was conducted contrary to CEQA Guidelines and case law.  

Potential Impacts to Aesthetic Quality 

The project’s bulk and mass are not compatible with the surrounding areas and 
relationships of the forms and design characteristics of the adjacent streetscapes, 
Grand, Central and Fountain. The predominant building heights of nearby structures are 
one and two stories. The Holman Department Store that increased in height to 4 levels 
should not be the yardstick to measure height for the proposed project. It is a 
blockbuster, despite its history. The proposed project will impose a new order on the  
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Central Avenue corridor that could intrude on the light and air space of the public Library 
and Museum and Museum’s native gardens, resulting in direct negative impacts to the 
visual quality and enjoyment of the public areas. Where are the story poles to tell the 
real story that the public and decision makers can observe and use to judge the 
potential impacts? 

The proposed architectural style is a false impression of Pacific Grove’s authentic 
character. The question about the aesthetic appearance should be analyzed within the 
context of the existing setting and the prevailing size, mass, scale and height of the 
established surrounding development, not, if it would pass a compatibility test in the 
future. It should be examined at a sufficient level of detail to enable those effects to be 
mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, or the imposition of special conditions.  

Architectural design based on compliance with the zoning code is not a test of how the 
proposed building will fit into the neighborhood. The maximum height limit is not a judge 
of compatibility with the historical setting and existing scale of the street scape. A 40-
foot-high, four level building at this site will over shadow the public areas of the street 
and its neighbors, and impose four stories where two is the current maximum. An earlier 
proposal for this site found that: “a project would have a significant impact if it would 
unreasonably block sunlight on neighboring buildings or substantially impair the 
beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space.”  

I strongly recommend that the applicant provide an accurate analysis of all reasonable 
project alternatives including, but not limited to, a reduced scope in the magnitude for 
the size of both alternatives 2 and 3, to be a maximum of 1-2 stories within the north 50 
feet of the property and stepping up in height toward the south end. I also recommend 
that the false design narrative be replaced with a design that reflects the immediate 
scale and character of surrounding buildings. 

Sincerely, Anthony A. Ciani 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	ANTHONY	CIANI	(ACIAN)		

Response	to	Comment	ACian-1	

The commenter summarizes his concerns that the Draft EIR does not adequately address 
potentially significant adverse effects and cumulative impacts to the environment regarding 
aesthetic quality, land use, traffic and parking, water quality, recreational and community 
resources, and public access to the Coastal Zone.  

Refer to Response to Comment JH-b-3 regarding the scope of the Draft EIR and Response to 
Comment EHarv-9 regarding alternatives. Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master 
Response 2: Project Traffic, Master Response 3: Parking, Master Response 4: Massing and Visual 
Character, Master Response 5: Widening of Sidewalk and Master Response 7, Coastal Zone 
Permitting for discussion of project design and measures that would mitigate potentially 
significant impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-2a	

The commenter states Draft EIR Alternative 2 could provide housing in the central business district 
with commercial retail, restaurants, or other pedestrian (non-office) uses at the ground floor, but 
that the project should be limited to a low profile, two stories at the north increasing to four 
stories at the south portion.  

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No 
changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-2b	

The commenter states Draft EIR Alternative 3 “requires an economic analysis to reduce the 
number of rooms and suites to be 60 with a commensurate reduction in the building size.” 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. No 
changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3a	

The commenter notes the following in reference to mitigation measure MM 3.1.2: “The proposed 
mitigation is a screen to camouflage the real aesthetic issue of the proposed structure’s failure 
to be compatible with the surrounding established historical character and architectural scale.” 

As described in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 requires the 
project applicant to install construction screening with a design approved by the City to shield 
adjacent land uses from short-term aesthetic impacts. Also refer to Master Response 4: Massing 
and Visual Character, which explains the project’s compatibility with the surrounding established 
historical character and architectural scale. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3b	

The commenter notes that, in reference to Impact 3.3.3, Ambient Noise Levels, the EIR fails to 
provide empirical evidence to support the conclusion that the project would not result in a 
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substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing levels without 
project. 

The major source of ambient noise after project construction is vehicular traffic. Draft EIR 
Appendix 5: NOI includes a table that displays traffic noise levels and noise contours in the 
project area, including traffic volumes and community noise factors for the existing conditions 
and the existing conditions plus project. Since projected total traffic from the proposed project 
would be less than current levels, the analysis concludes there would be no increase in ambient 
noise levels with project implementation. Estimates of project-generated noise is based on 
information and guidance from the Federal Transit Administration (2006), the Federal Highway 
Administration (2006a, 2006b), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (2004). 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3c	

The commenter agrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion for Impact 3.4.2. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3d	

The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 3.4.2a requires the project applicant to pay 
an appropriate fee to provide funds for additional crosswalks and intersections as described in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic. The commenter believes the applicant should be 
responsible to pay for the entire cost for the engineering studies, design and construction for this 
work as a benefit for the entitlement to building the project. 

Please note that the Draft EIR does not recommend project approval or denial, nor does it 
advocate the merits of proposed mitigation measures, which are included to reduce the 
severity of environmental impacts as the result of project implementation. Further, the allocation 
of costs for implementation of mitigation measures is not within the purview of CEQA but may be 
considered by the City Council as part of the decision-making process. The purpose of the Draft 
EIR is to inform decision-makers and the public about potential project impacts. In addition to 
Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation, the commenter is referred to Master Response 1: Traffic 
Safety, as well as Draft EIR Appendix 6: TRA, for additional analysis and recommendations to 
reduce project impacts on traffic.  

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3e	

The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 3.4.2b requires the project applicant to pay 
an appropriate fee to provide funds to install stops signs, but believes the applicant should pay 
the entire cost. 

See Response to Comment ACian-3d. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-3f	

The commenter notes that mitigation measure MM 3.4.2c requires the project applicant to pay 
an appropriate fee to provide funds to increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern 
edge of Jewell Park but believes the applicant should pay for the entire cost.  
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See Response to Comment ACian-3d. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-4	

Regarding Impact 3.4.3, the commenter states that a site-specific study should be done to 
support the analysis taking into account room capacity and minimum zoning standards. The 
commenter adds that the project should provide free off-street parking for employees. 

As described in subsection 3.4.4 in Draft EIR Section 3.4, the roadway network under cumulative 
conditions was assumed to be the same as described for the existing conditions. Traffic volumes 
were estimated by adding approved and pending development projects in Pacific Grove to 
the existing plus project traffic volume trips. The cumulative conditions included two additional 
projects in the project vicinity: the approved Holman Building residential development project 
and the planned Bella Hotel development project. The Holman Building project would replace 
existing commercial space on the upper levels of the building with 25 condominium units and 
replace the basement with 33 parking spaces. The Hotel Bella project would replace the 
American Tin Cannery with a 225-room hotel. For pending projects where a traffic impact 
analysis has not been completed, traffic was estimated using ITE generation rates. This analysis is 
consistent with Pacific Grove General Plan goals and policies for coordinating local and 
regional transportation issues. Also see Master Response 3: Parking, regarding parking impacts. 
Per the CEQA Guidelines, parking demand is not considered an environmental impact. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-5	

The commenter states there needs to be a site-specific study to support the claim made in the 
impact statement for Impact 3.4.4 related to traffic hazards due to design features. 

This CEQA checklist threshold of significance was analyzed in the project’s Initial Study as item 
(d) in subsection 4.16 (Draft EIR Appendix 1: IS), and the project was found to have no impact. 
No further analysis is required in the Draft EIR. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-6	

For Impact 3.6.2, the commenter disagrees that the project would be Less Than Cumulatively 
Considerable. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems, evaluation of potential water 
service impacts was based primarily on the City of Pacific Grove’s water allocation strategy to 
ensure Pacific Grove would have sufficient water for the project. The City has a system in place 
to manage its water supply availability and to determine water availability prior to approval of a 
construction permit. All projects in the city requiring new water supplies are placed on a water 
waiting list. Water credits necessary for projects are given through City Council approval. 
Building permits are issued only when the City has sufficient water credits to serve a project. To 
receive a construction permit, project applicants must show that water supplies are available 
and must complete the CEQA process. While future development projects would be evaluated 
individually for impacts on water resources, these impacts as the result of project 
implementation would be considered less than cumulatively considerable. Also see Master 
Response 8: Water Usage. 

Item 8a

Page 230 of 1103



2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-210	

Response	to	Comment	ACian-7	

The commenter refers to CEQA Checklist threshold 2 and that the EIR wrongly concludes there 
would not be significant impacts or conflicts to land use and planning.  

CEQA Land Use and Planning Checklist item (b) refers to ordinances adopted for the purposes 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Pacific Grove’s land use and planning 
policies for density and intensity are not adopted to avoid an environmental impact. 
Development agreement provision 3 would require the applicant to work with the City to widen 
the sidewalk on the eastern edge of Jewell Park to 18 feet to accommodate increased 
pedestrian activity. Since Jewell Park is in the Coastal Zone, widening the sidewalk would require 
a Coastal Development Permit. Widening the sidewalk would also be required to comply with 
applicable California Coastal Commission standards as discussed in Master Response 7: Coastal 
Zone Permitting. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-8	

The commenter refers to CEQA Checklist threshold 1 for hydrology and water quality and that 
the EIR fails to consider cumulative effects on the Monterey Bay Area of Sensitive Biological 
Significance (ASBS) resulting from urban runoff.  

The commenter is referring to Hydrology and Water Quality significance threshold (a), which 
states that an impact would be potentially significant if a project were to violate any water 
quality standards or waste charge requirement. As discussed in subsection 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, in the project’s Initial Study, Pacific Grove has two major drainage basins, 
including a northeasterly basin which drains into Monterey Bay. While Monterey Bay is 
considered an ASBS, the project site is currently developed and covered with 100 percent 
impermeable surfaces. All project site runoff currently drains to existing city drainage facilities. 

The project would comply with NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Order No. 2013-
0001-DWQ). This permit requires the project site design to achieve an 85 percent capture rate. 
Although some runoff from the project would flow into the city’s existing storm drainage system, 
the amount would not be significant because project design features and requirements for 
capturing stormwater drainage would minimize this impact. Therefore, the project would not 
substantially increase drainage flows entering the city’s drainage system and this impact would 
be less than significant. The project would comply with NPDES Provision C.3, which requires all 
municipal development and redevelopment projects to include appropriate source control, site 
design, and stormwater treatment measures to address both soluble and insoluble stormwater 
runoff pollutant discharges and prevent increases in runoff flows from new development and 
redevelopment projects. This goal is to be accomplished primarily through the implementation 
of low impact development (LID) techniques. This impact was previously analyzed in the IS/MND 
(Draft EIR Appendix 1: IS), which found project impacts on water quality to be less than 
significant.  

Response	to	Comment	ACian-9	

The commenter submitted evidence of historical significance of the existing structure (Holman 
Garage) and believes the City Historic Resources Committee was prevented from making an 
independent decision. 
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, a Phase I Historic Assessment was 
completed for the project site, pursuant to the Pacific Grove Guidelines for Historic Assessments. 
The assessment used property files maintained by the City, historic Sanborn Maps, the City of 
Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement, newspaper files at the Pacific Grove Library, city 
directories, historic photos, and a site visit to evaluate the site. The Phase I Historic Assessment is 
included in Draft EIR Appendix 4: CUL. Because of changes to the building, Holman’s Garage is 
no longer a clear example of commercial architecture from its period of significance. As such, 
the report determined that Holman’s Garage at 156–162 Fountain Avenue (APN 006-173-001-
000) is not eligible for inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (the City Council 
concurred on October 21, 2015), the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National 
Register of Historic Places. Impact 3.2.1 concludes that for the purposes of CEQA, the project site 
would not remove a historic resource. 

Response	to	Comment	ACian-10	

The commenter believes the project’s bulk and mass are not compatible with the surrounding 
areas. The commenter asks for story poles for the project. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. Refer to Response to Comment 
LCian-b-12 regarding story poles. 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	LOUISE	J.	MIRANDA	RAMIREZ	(LMR)		

Response	to	Comment	LMR-1	

The commenter is responding to cultural and tribal resources impacts as a representative of the 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation. The commenter also requests confirmation that an 
archaeological report was completed for the project. 

Refer to Draft EIR Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, and Section 3.6, Tribal Cultural Resources, for a 
discussion of state and local compliance and mitigation measures pertaining to impacts on 
cultural resources resulting from project implementation. Further information on this topic is found 
in Draft EIR Appendix 4: CUL. 
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DeMichele, Paula

From: Craciun, Florentina
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:37 PM
To: DeMichele, Paula
Subject: FW: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Florentina Craciun, AICP | Michael Baker International 
[O] 510‐213‐7915  
fcraciun@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com 

From: Laurel O'Halloran [mailto:lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:59 PM 
To: Craciun, Florentina <fcraciun@mbakerintl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com> 
Date: Thursday, October 26, 2017 
Subject: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org, Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, "Mark J. Brodeur" 
<mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Sandra Kandell <skandell@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Dear Laurel O'Halloran, 
Please include my comments, for the record. 

First off, correction seems to be in order for the description of the 
Holman Bldg. placement in relation to the Proposed Project: 
I would consider the Holman Bldg. to be South of the site, not East. 

"SURROUNDING LAND USES 
Commercial buildings are located on the south and east sides of the 
project site. Multiple‐family 
residences are located north of the project site. The block directly to the 
north contains the 
City’s Public Library. The Holman Building is located directly east of the 
project site across the 
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parking lot. The Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History is located west 
of the project site, while 
Jewell Park is located to the northwest adjacent to the library." 

Since Forest Ave. and Central Ave. are the Only ways to get in or out of 
Pacific Grove, for Everybody, this statement seems pretty silly, 
especially as a Mitigation Measure. 

"MM 3.4.1 Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and 
out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and 
Central Avenue. Construction traffic shall avoid 
residential areas in the project area." 

The design features of the Project are, in no way, compatible with the 
Carnegie Library, Pacific Grove Museum and Jewel Park, which are 
major destinations for Residents.  Traffic and parking needs have been 
grossly underestimated, as well as physically dividing this established 
community. 
The addition of a four‐way stop at the intersection of Fountain and 
Central is  ludicrously inadequate as a  "mitigation measure" for traffic 
and pedestrian Safety at this major hub of downtown P.G. 

This project is just too massive a structure that over‐shadows our 
quaint historic city.  Of course, there is no water, and even when the 
Local Water Project comes on line to water the cemetery and golf 
course, any other potable water, supposedly "freed‐up" will have to go 
back to the Carmel River until the CDO from the State Water Board is 
lifted!    I also don't believe the sewer line is large enough to 
cumulatively handle any, or all of the other projects that are wending 
their way through approvals. 

Noise?  HOTELS NEVER SLEEP!!!! 
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Make it smaller, better design (don't put the entrance on Central Ave.) 
or don't do it at all... 

Sincerely, 

Inge Lorentzen Daumer 
Resident Homeowner, Pacific Grove, CA 

Right-click or tap and hold here to  do wnload pictu
protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automat
this pictu re from the Internet.

Virus-free. www.avg.com  

‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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DeMichele, Paula

From: Craciun, Florentina
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:37 PM
To: DeMichele, Paula
Subject: FW: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Florentina Craciun, AICP | Michael Baker International 
[O] 510‐213‐7915  
fcraciun@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com 

From: Laurel O'Halloran [mailto:lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:59 PM 
To: Craciun, Florentina <fcraciun@mbakerintl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com> 
Date: Thursday, October 26, 2017 
Subject: HOTEL DURELL DRAFT EIR PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org, Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, "Mark J. Brodeur" 
<mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Sandra Kandell <skandell@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Dear Laurel O'Halloran, 
Please include my comments, for the record. 

First off, correction seems to be in order for the description of the 
Holman Bldg. placement in relation to the Proposed Project: 
I would consider the Holman Bldg. to be South of the site, not East. 

"SURROUNDING LAND USES 
Commercial buildings are located on the south and east sides of the 
project site. Multiple‐family 
residences are located north of the project site. The block directly to the 
north contains the 
City’s Public Library. The Holman Building is located directly east of the 
project site across the 
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parking lot. The Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History is located west 
of the project site, while 
Jewell Park is located to the northwest adjacent to the library." 

Since Forest Ave. and Central Ave. are the Only ways to get in or out of 
Pacific Grove, for Everybody, this statement seems pretty silly, 
especially as a Mitigation Measure. 

"MM 3.4.1 Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and 
out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and 
Central Avenue. Construction traffic shall avoid 
residential areas in the project area." 

The design features of the Project are, in no way, compatible with the 
Carnegie Library, Pacific Grove Museum and Jewel Park, which are 
major destinations for Residents.  Traffic and parking needs have been 
grossly underestimated, as well as physically dividing this established 
community. 
The addition of a four‐way stop at the intersection of Fountain and 
Central is  ludicrously inadequate as a  "mitigation measure" for traffic 
and pedestrian Safety at this major hub of downtown P.G. 

This project is just too massive a structure that over‐shadows our 
quaint historic city.  Of course, there is no water, and even when the 
Local Water Project comes on line to water the cemetery and golf 
course, any other potable water, supposedly "freed‐up" will have to go 
back to the Carmel River until the CDO from the State Water Board is 
lifted!    I also don't believe the sewer line is large enough to 
cumulatively handle any, or all of the other projects that are wending 
their way through approvals. 

Noise?  HOTELS NEVER SLEEP!!!! 
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Make it smaller, better design (don't put the entrance on Central Ave.) 
or don't do it at all... 

Sincerely, 

Inge Lorentzen Daumer 
Resident Homeowner, Pacific Grove, CA 

Right-click or tap and hold here to  do wnload pictu
protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automat
this pictu re from the Internet.

Virus-free. www.avg.com  

‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	INGE	LORENTZEN	DAUMER	(ILD)		

Response	to	Comment	ILD-1	

The commenter states that the description of the Holman Building placement in relation to the 
project site is to the south of the site and not to the east as in the Project Description. 

Page 2.0-2 in Draft EIR Section 2.2, Project Description, describes the Holman Building as follows: 
“The Holman Building is located directly east of the project site across the parking lot. The Pacific 
Grove Museum of Natural History is located west of the project site, while Jewell Park is located 
to the northwest adjacent to the library.” Draft EIR Figure 2.0-2, Project Location, shows a satellite 
view of the project site with the Holman Building located east of the project site. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-2	

The commenter takes issue with mitigation measure MM 3.4.1. The commenter notes that Forest 
Avenue and Central Avenue are the only ways to get in and out of Pacific Grove. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding specific construction routes. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-3	

The commenter objects to the project’s compatibility with nearby public facilities, resulting traffic 
and parking impacts, and infers that the project would physically divide an established 
community. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, Master Response 3: Parking, and Master Response 4: 
Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-4	

The commenter states that the addition of a four-way stop as a mitigation measure is 
inadequate for traffic and pedestrian safety. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety, regarding the four-way stop. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-5	

The commenter believes the project is too massive and would over-shadow our quaint historic 
city. 

See Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-6	

The commenter states there is not enough water in the city to accommodate the project given 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) restrictions on water usage, as well as other 
pending projects awaiting approval. 

See Master Response 8: Water Usage. 
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Response	to	Comment	ILD-7	

The commenter surmises the project would result in noise issues. 

Refer to Master Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts and Response to Comment EHarv-7. 

Response	to	Comment	ILD-8	

The commenter requests a smaller, better design that would also relocate the hotel entrance off 
Central Avenue. 

Refer to Response to comment EHarv-9 regarding alternatives. 
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DeMichele, Paula

From: Craciun, Florentina
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:38 PM
To: DeMichele, Paula
Subject: FW: Comments Hotel Durell Project

Florentina Craciun, AICP | Michael Baker International 
[O] 510‐213‐7915  
fcraciun@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com 

From: Laurel O'Halloran [mailto:lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:59 PM 
To: Craciun, Florentina <fcraciun@mbakerintl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Comments Hotel Durell Project 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Luke Coletti <ljc@groknet.net> 
Date: Thursday, October 26, 2017 
Subject: Comments Hotel Durell Project 
To: lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Laurel, 

I am submitting comments towards the EIR for the Hotel Durell Project: 

Section 3.6.1 of the EIR mentions the following: "The Monterey Peninsula area, including Pacific Grove, is currently 
experiencing a water shortage, and new water meter connections are currently limited by a Cease and Desist Order 
(CDO) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009. The CDO limits California American Water’s ability to 
install water meters for new projects that would increase withdrawals from the Carmel River." 

Comment (1): The EIR fails to mention that an increase in water meter size would also violate the SWRCB/CPUC 
moratorium on new meters within Cal‐Am's Monterey service area. The hotel will require a larger water meter and if 
installed during the CDO enforcement period would violate the moratorium. An increase in water meter size needs to be 
clearly identified as a project restriction. 

Section 3.6.1 of the EIR also mentions the following: "However, there is a potential that water entitlements may be 
recognized which would provide a source of water notwithstanding the CDO. Such entitlements would require legislative 
authorization by both the City and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District." 

Comment (2): The EIR is introducing speculation, which can not be evaluated. Further, the EIR fails to describe exactly 
which "water entitlements may be recognized which would provide a source of water notwithstanding the CDO". If the 
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author is referring to entitlements based on the freed up potable water from the Pacific Grove Local Water Project 
(PGLWP) then the author should say so. Otherwise, this highly speculative statement should be removed. (See also 
Comment 7 below). 

Section 3.6.3 of the EIR mentions the following: "The project’s water use would be approximately 5.78 acre‐feet per 
year. As such, the increase in water use for the project would be approximately 4.08 acre‐feet per year." 

Comment (3): It’s unclear as to what the author means by “current water usage”. Cal‐Am billing records would 
determine water usage, however, that has no relevance as regards to the site’s water allocation, which the MPWMD 
describes as a “capacity to use water”. The site’s allocation is used by the MPWMD for permitting purposes. As recorded 
on the C‐1‐T parcel map, this site (APN 006‐173‐003) currently has a 1.4 acre‐foot allocation.  The project could require 
as much as 13‐20 additional acre‐feet. 

Comment (4): Here’s a first order approximation (likely an underestimation) of the required water, per MPWMD TABLE 2 
“use factors” (used in the permitting process), as found in MPWMD Rule 24: 

1. Rooms: 125 rooms * 0.13 AF/room = 16.25 AF (with tub > 55 gals)
2. Rooms: 125 rooms * 0.10 AF/room = 12.50 AF (with tub < 55 gals)
3. Restaurant: 73 seats * 0.02 AF/seat = 1.46 AF
4. Banquet Room: 596 sq‐ft * 0.00053 AF/sq‐ft = 0.31588 AF
5. Lobby (Group I): 1897 sq‐ft * 0.00007 AF/sq‐ft = 0.13279 AF
6. Pool: 485 sq‐ft * 0.02 AF/100 sq‐ft = 0.097 AF
7. Spa: = 0.05 AF
8. Landscape (ETWU): = 0.2 AF (estimate)

Estimated Total min/max = 14.75567 AF (min) / 18.50567 AF (max) 

Incidentally, 18.50567 acre‐feet per year represents 1.56% of the City’s total consumption, as recorded in Water Year 
2015‐16. The EIR must use relevant metrics for accessing the water allocation for this project. The fact that the author 
has already been told this during the IS/MND comment period makes me believe the author is deliberately avoiding 
analysis of the impacts on water supply. Please address the MPWMD permitting requirements, not your own fanciful 
estimates. 

Section 3.6.3 of the EIR mentions the following: "Currently, the proposed project is awaiting planning permit approval in 
order to be placed on the City’s water waiting list. The City of Pacific Grove does not currently have sufficient water 
supplies available at this time to serve the project. Because the City does not currently have sufficient water supplies to 
serve the project, this impact is potentially significant and mitigation measure MM 3.6.1 would be required. The 
mitigation measure would prohibit the project applicant from proceeding with any project implementation activities 
until necessary water supplies are secured. With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, project impacts on 
water availability would be less than significant." 

Comment (5): By only analyzing "project impacts on water availability" the EIR is deliberately avoiding a complete 
evaluation of the project's impacts on a yet to be determined water supply. The use of mitigation measure MM 3.6.1 is 
nothing more than trickery to fragment (and therefore avoid) the CEQA review process. Mitigation measures providing 
for the curtailment of development should water sources not materialize or be delayed is an appropriate tool under 
CEQA, but is not a substitute for an adequate impact analysis. When will the impact analysis on the yet to be developed 
water supply take place? Is the city proposing a supplemental analysis at a later date? The EIR must make provisions for 
a later evaluation of water supply impacts once they become available. 

Section 3.6.3 of the EIR mentions the following: "Additionally, as discussed in the Existing Setting subsection, California 
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American Water has undertaken the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project to meet water demands in the project 
area. The Water Supply Project was undertaken to serve the service area as a whole and not as a result of the proposed 
project." 

Comment (6): The EIR for the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project has not been finalized or certified and therefore 
this EIR is relying on yet to be finalized environmental analysis. Further, water sources must bear a likelihood of actually 
proving available, and speculative sources or unrealistic amounts (“paper water”) will not be sufficient bases for 
decisions under CEQA. (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 
Cal.App.4th 715.) This EIR identifies the Monteery Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP) and the Pacific Grove Local 
Water Project (PGLWP) as "new water supplies". However both the MPWSP and the PGLWP are speculative sources of 
water for this project. Again, the EIR must make provisions for a later evaluation of water supply impacts once they 
become available. 

Section 3.6.3 of the EIR also mentions the following: "The Pacific Grove Local Water Project consists of the construction 
and operation of a new satellite recycled water treatment plant (SRWTP) to recycle a portion of Pacific Grove’s 
municipal wastewater. Recycled water produced at the SRWTP, located at the retired Point Pinos Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, during the first phase, would be used primarily for landscape irrigation at the Pacific Grove Golf Links 
and El Carmelo Cemetery, owned by the City of Pacific Grove and located adjacent to the SRWTP. Future phases include 
extension of the recycled water system to other parts of the city to provide recycled water for landscaping purposes. 
Replacement of the irrigation demand with non‐potable supplies will create a new offset of potable water for use by 
California American Water in meeting its obligations to find replacement supplies. As such, the project would have a less 
than significant impact." 

Comment (7): Should the Pacific Grove Local Water Project be successful there would be a new offset of potable water 
created, however, this offset is meant to reduce Cal‐Am's illegal diversions from the Carmel River by the same amount 
(1:1), not create a new supply for use by this and other projects (see Section 19.2 of SWRCB WRO 2009‐0060). The 
author appears to be talking out of both sides of their mouth when they claim the PGLWP will help Cal‐Am to meet their 
"obligations to find replacement supplies" while at the same time mentioning "there is a potential that water 
entitlements may be recognized which would provide a source of water notwithstanding the CDO". Both the city and the 
author are well aware that Condition 4b of SWRCB Resolution 2015‐0070 (text and link below) specifically prohibits the 
reuse of any of the saved potable water ("ensuing demand reductions"). 

SWRCB Condition 4b: "The City shall apply recycled water produced by the Project to service of existing uses and shall 
use the ensuing demand reductions to offset deliveries from Cal‐Am until such time as the City receives consent from 
the State Water Board’s Executive Director to apply the Project’s recycled water and associated demand reductions to 
new service connections or to increased use at existing service addresses resulting from a change in zoning or use." 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2015/rs2015_0070.pdf 

Comment (8): The EIR must make clear that both the MPWSP and PGLWP are both speculative supplies and that the 
PGLWP project is currently under a SWRCB financing condition that restricts access to any freed up potable water. 
Further, the EIR must make provisions for a later evaluation of water supply impacts once these (or other) supplies 
become available. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Luke Coletti 
Pacific Grove 
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‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-223	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	LUKE	COLETTI	(LC)		

Response	to	Comment	LC-1	

The commenter states that the EIR fails to mention that an increase in water meter size would 
also violate the SWRCB/CPUC moratorium on new meters in Cal-Am’s Monterey service area. 
The hotel will require a larger water meter and if installed during the Cease and Desist (CDO) 
enforcement period would violate the moratorium. An increase in water meter size needs to be 
clearly identified as a project restriction. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. In addition, whether the project requires a larger 
meter does not pertain to the CEQA analysis and no changes are required to the Draft EIR. The 
project’s meter would be obtained once water is available and the project water permits 
applied for. 

Response	to	Comment	LC-2	

The commenter believes Section 3.6.1 includes speculation which cannot be evaluated. Further, 
the commenter states the EIR fails to describe which water entitlements would be recognized 
which would provide a source of water notwithstanding the CDO.  

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. In addition, California American Water has 
undertaken the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project to meet water demands in the project 
area. The Water Supply Project was undertaken to serve the service area as a whole and not as 
a result of the proposed project. Uses such as the project are considered in the EIR for the 
Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project. Project construction would not begin until water is 
available; the project is not linked to the construction of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply 
Project. 

Response	to	Comment	LC-3	

The commenter states it is unclear what the EIR authors mean by “current water usage” and that 
current billing records are irrelevant to future water usage for the project. The commenter notes 
that the current property has a 1.4-acre-foot water allocation but the project could require as 
much as 13–20 additional acre-feet. 

The water calculations were provided by the applicant and represent an estimate of project 
water usage in the future. Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage for revisions to page 3.6-5, 
paragraph 10, of the Draft EIR, water calculations. 

Response	to	Comment	LC-4	

The commenter lists approximate water usage rates for the project based on MPWMD use 
factors (Table 2, Rule 24). The commenter states that the EIR must use relevant metrics for 
assessing the water allocation for the project. 

Draft EIR Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems, provides detail on water allocation and usage 
rates. These allocations must comply with state and local legislation and ordinances. Refer to 
Master Response 7: Water Usage regarding Rule 24. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-224	

Response	to	Comment	LC-5	

Since the City does not have sufficient water supplies available at this time to serve the project, 
the commenter states that by only analyzing the project’s impacts on water availability, the EIR 
avoids the project’s impacts on a yet-to-be determined water supply. Further, the EIR must make 
provisions for a later evaluation of water supply impacts once they become available. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage and Response to Comment LC-2.  

Response	to	Comment	LC-6	

Regarding text in subsection 3.6.3 [page 3.6-6], the commenter states that the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Supply Project has not been finalized or certified, and therefore, the EIR is relying 
on speculation in its analysis and is insufficient under CEQA. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. The Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project will 
undertake its own CEQA analysis and will impose mitigation measures as appropriate. Project 
construction would not begin until water is available; the project is not linked to the construction 
of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project. 

Response	to	Comment	LC-7	

The commenter notes the Pacific Grove Local Water Project would replace existing irrigation 
demand with non-potable water supplies. The commenter adds that Condition 4b of SWRCB 
Resolution 2015-0070 specifically prohibits the reuse of any of the saved potable water. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	LC-8	

The commenter states, “The EIR must make clear that both the MPWSP and PGLWP are both 
speculative supplies and that the PGLWP project is currently under a SWRCB financing condition 
that restricts access to any freed up potable water. Further, the EIR must make provisions for a 
later evaluation of water supply impacts once these (or other) supplies become available.” 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage, for further analysis. The project cannot move forward 
until the City determines there is adequate water supply to accommodate the project. Further, 
other pending projects would be evaluated based on their own merits and were not considered 
in the Draft EIR.  
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DeMichele, Paula

From: Craciun, Florentina
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 5:39 PM
To: DeMichele, Paula
Subject: FW: Please confirm receipt of these Comments on the DRAFT Environmental Impact Report for the 

Hotel Durrell

Florentina Craciun, AICP | Michael Baker International 
[O] 510‐213‐7915  
fcraciun@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com 

From: Laurel O'Halloran [mailto:lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:58 PM 
To: Craciun, Florentina <fcraciun@mbakerintl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Please confirm receipt of these Comments on the DRAFT Environmental Impact Report for the Hotel 
Durrell 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Date: Thursday, October 26, 2017 
Subject: Please confirm receipt of these Comments on the DRAFT Environmental Impact Report for the Hotel Durrell 
To: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com> 
Cc: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@ci.pg.ca.us>, Mark Brodeur <mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thank you 

On Thursday, October 26, 2017, Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com> wrote: 

Comments on the DRAFT Environmental Impact Report for the Hotel Durrell 

The following email was received by Mark Brodeur, Community & Economic Development Director and Laurel O'Halloran, 
Associate Planner on  10/23/17.   This DEIR Public Comment Period was not extended nor has there has been a correction 
of the posted public notification for it.   Is this process legally compliant?  Does it meet hoped for standards? 

Hi Mark, 

I went by the Holman Garage today.  I believe  the Hotel Durell DEIR public comment period should be extended beyond 10/26,  because the 
building is still posted with 10/16  as the final day to comment.  It's entirely possible that some residents, having seen or having been informed of 
that after the 16th,  will not comment because they think they are no longer allowed to.  I suppose it should be extended for some period beyond 
whatever date the the new posting goes up.  

Thank you, 
Cosmo 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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I disagree with Executive Summary Conclusion that  "Project implementation would not generate any significant and 
unavoidable impacts." 

General Statement 

In comment after comment, both verbal and written, the sentiment is near universal:   This project is too big for the 
site, too big for the neighborhood, and too big for the Last Home Town.   No analysis, whatever statistics are 
incorporated, can change the fact that the vast majority of the input from residents is that this project is not 
compatible with Pacific Grove.  It is so opposed in character as to be incapable of existing together with the town as 
known and loved by residents. How exactly does this EIR measure  small town charm ?  Forcing the Hotel Durell into 
such a culture‐defining area of town will irreparably damage Pacific Grove. This is the common understanding.  

The DEIR has not adequately dealt with concerns raised in the process proceeding the DEIR. 

I did not see where many quite specific comments and questions were addressed in this EIR.  We are referred to the 
NOP Appendix which only provides the public input, no individualized responses. The DEIR also states, "... for detailed 
discussions of these environmental impacts, refer to the appropriate environmental topic section of this Draft EIR (i.e., 
Sections 3.1 through 3.6 and Section 5.0)."   But, Many questions and concerns are left unanswered. Instead, referral 
is made to the general analysis. 

The Alternatives studied are insufficient,  

because there is no consideration of an Alternative which is reduced significantly enough to be compatible, especially 
aesthetically, with the immediate area, or the larger neighborhood,  surrounding the development site.  The reduced 
alternative studied ‐ "with 90 rooms, as well as all project site improvements proposed" ‐ is much to large to fit this 
requirement.    

From the EIR: "Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel Capacity. Under Alternative 3, a smaller hotel would be constructed on the project 
site, with 90 rooms, as well as all project site improvements proposed under the project"  

The NOP stated: "Alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR will be defined based on their potential to reduce or eliminate significant 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. The specific alternatives may include, but are not limited to the “No 
Project” alternative as required by CEQA and a reduced capacity alternative" 

A Reduced Hotel Capacity Alternative should reduce the project by at least half ‐ Capacity, Mass, and Height. 

Aesthetic Impact 

will be very significant 
‐ on the cherished buildings and the park adjacent by vastly over shadowing them, thereby changing their context and 
so the appropriateness, cohesion, and considerable, current, effective influence of their designs.  The great mass alone 
will do this, but the design will cause the same. 

‐ damaging the character of the entire neighborhood.  Changing it from Pacific Grove "Last Home Town" Residential to 
overwhelmingly Commercial.  And this, a Commercial Area without distinction or cohesion ‐ It could be anywhere. 

Impact 3.1.2  Project implementation would introduce a new element in the project area, which would modify the area’s visual 
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character and quality. The EIR admits to and only concerns itself with the temporary modification of the 
area’s visual character and quality.   The suggested mitigation is also temporary. 

Currently, on exiting the Library one is struck by the view, through and above the trees in its front garden, of the 
beauty and spaciousness of the sky.  This dependably available Impact of aesthetic pleasure will be entirely destroyed 
by the gigantic Hotel Durrell building completely blocking the sky.   The loss of this sky is a loss of open space, and it is a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.  

The EIR is incorrect.   Impact 3.1.1  "Project implementation would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista."  

3.3.3  Permanent increase in ambient noise levels:  Less than significant:    I disagree.   While I am neither a machine 
capable of measuring decibels, nor a scientist,  I believe I can state with absolute certainty that the "ambient noise 
level'  around it  will be significantly impacted by the addition of a 4 story, 125 room hotel where now exist only small 
businesses, intermittently visited.  The definition of "substantial" can be argued, but the addition of this hotel will meet 
the criteria established in this report:  "substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project."   (Definition of ambient:  "of or relating to the immediate surroundings of 
something")  

Parking 

The City standard of one parking space for every four hotel rooms should be changed, not just quoted and blindly 
followed.  In this case,  the project's 83 parking spaces to service 125 rooms, other meeting rooms, restaurant, bar, and 
special events, and for 19 staff members is inadequate.  Every occupied hotel room will need a parking space ‐ guests 
are not going to walk or take public transport to and from Pacific Grove.  The other functions of the hotel will need to 
be accommodated as will the staff.  This insufficient parking will impact the rest of the neighborhood and downtown. 

The EIR does not concern itself with the uses and importance of particular parking spaces.   For one example, the 5 
parking spaces on Central across from the library are to be eliminated.  These spaces are constantly in use by library, 
museum, and park patrons.  This will make using these facilities more difficult, probably even hamper their use because 
of the reduced access ‐ in other words, their capacities will be reduced. Loss of these particular parking spaces is likely 
also to impact the surrounding residential neighborhood. 

Traffic 

Impact 3.4.2   "Although the project would result in an overall reduction in the number of trips,..." 

This is nonsensical.  It is incontestable that the addition of a 4 story, 125 room hotel where now exist only small 
businesses, intermittently visited  will result in an overall increase in the number of trips.  (Is this reduction assertion 
one of those "Alternative Facts" so much in the news?)  

Impact 3.4.4   "Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature ..."  

A Hazardous Condition will be created here.  Having the hotel's drive‐in entrance on Central is likely to be a hazard 
both to pedestrians attempting to walk on that side of the street and to drivers attempting to drive by, because hotel 
customers waiting for valets and other assistance in the "drop off driveway" are certain to form a line of cars in this 
driveway which will back up  onto Central during peak comings and goings from the hotel.  An entrance of this sort 
should not be on Central.  
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 " Emergency Response   Public Services  (TRAFFIC) Threshold 1:  environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities." 

The EIR states the project, "would increase motor vehicle traffic and congestion during the AM and PM peak traffic 
times on roadways used by transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians."   Emergency response will be affected  (Fire trucks 
from Monterey, etc.)    

Cumulative Impacts 

I have not seen where the cumulative impacts on traffic, parking, noise, and light which result when this projects 
contributes to the effects created by the redevelopment of the Holman Building  have been evaluated.  Where are the 
environmental impacts of the Holman Building redevelopment listed and evaluated together with the Hotel Durrell's 
impacts?  

From the DEIR: "CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that EIRs include an analysis of the project’s cumulative 
impacts to determine if the project’s effect is considered cumulatively considerable. The cumulative effects of the 
project and other potential development in Pacific Grove and the determination as to whether impact are 
cumulatively considerable (i.e., a significant effect) are contained in each technical section."  

Recreation  

Guests, especially because of the Durrell's large capacity, are likely to reduce the availability of Jewel Park for many of 
the recreational uses now enjoyed by residents.  The space is bound to be overwhelmed by this out‐of‐scale 
recreational use. 

Concern has been expressed that substantial increased recreational use of Jewel Park, shoreline parks, and the 
recreation coastal trail would result from this development and would harm those environments. .Where have these 
potentially significant  environmental impacts on these various individual resources been evaluated?  

"Threshold Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated" 

Farmers Market  

I did not see how the weekly farmers market would be maintained after the addition of the Hotel Durrell, nor any analysis 
of impacts on Jewel Park if it was to be relocated there.    

Affordable Housing 

Has the effect of introducing these new low wage jobs on Pacific Grove's already insufficient affordable housing been 
calculated.  What about the environmental effects of required (by demand and by the State) new building on the overall 
environment of Pacific Grove? 

------------------------------------------------------- 

Comments on the Hotel Durrell Project INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

This project will have potentially significant impacts that cannot be avoided or mitigated 
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Please consider these comments on the following areas of concern: 

Aesthetics: 

The project would significantly degrade the existing visual character of its surroundings. As the report 
states, "The City's General Plan highlights the City's goal to promote a 'sense of place' in the 
community".   The sense of place and visual character now existing in this immediate area is of small 
town residential and of resident serving places and activities.  The size and appearance of this 4 story 
Hotel - and the number of people it will daily deposit - will completely overwhelm the neighborhood's 
ambiance.  This large a Hotel and its activities will redefine the identity of the entire area as commercial. 

Further, the surroundings generally present a gentle receding affect.  The library and the museum both 
are significantly set back from the street and with character contributing landscaping.  Jewel Park is 
completely open, green and welcoming.  The shops across Fountain are small and single story and they 
attempt to fit in with the neighborhood atmosphere.  The Center for Spiritual Awakening appears situated 
well back because of the large intersection of Fountain and Central and has significant landscaping 
between it and the street.  This busy commercial project will come right out to the sidewalk 4 stories high 
on 2 1/2 sides with minimal landscaping. 

Because of the building's great mass for its context, including especially its height, there will be 
significantly less feeling of open space and sky in its vicinity.  This will be quite a loss to the perception 
and feel of the area particularly from the perspective of the library.   The hotel's lighting will contribute to 
this loss; I don't agree that the hotel's lighting would blend in with that of the surrounding buildings and 
traffic.    

Air Quality 

I disagree.  The extra transportation pollution associated with this hotel will definitely affect the 
immediately local air quality.  

Cultural Resources 

There will be a significant and permanent negative impact on the quality of the experience available to 
patrons of the Natural History Museum, the Public Library, and Jewel Park from the presence and activity 
of this large hotel. 

This project will also displace the Farmer's Market which has become a very popular Pacific Grove 
cultural institution - and is perfect where it is. 

Noise 

I disagree. There would certainly be a substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise levels in the 
hotel's vicinity from its functioning.  This hustle and bustle will be almost constant noise and disturbance.

Public Services 

There would definitely be a significant impact on the availability of Jewel Park for resident use.  Currently 
the park is almost always completely available for any spontaneous use.  Hotel visitors can be expected 
to make the park less convenient for resident use. 
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Parking 

The standard of one parking space for every four hotel rooms should be changed.  This projects 83 
parking spaces to service 125 rooms, other meeting rooms, restaurant, bar, and special events, and for 
19 staff members is inadequate.  Every occupied hotel room will need a parking space - guests are not 
going to walk or take public transport to and from Pacific Grove.  The other functions of the hotel will 
need to be accommodated as will the staff.  This insufficient parking will impact the rest of the 
neighborhood and downtown. 

Also, this project is eliminating 5 parking spaces on Central across from the library.  These spaces are 
constantly in use by library, museum, and park patrons.  This will make using these facilities more difficult 
and possibly impact he surrounding residential neighborhood.   

Traffic 

The drop off driveway for the Central entry is supposed to accommodate 6 cars.  I'm doubtful of 
this.  Regardless, there are bound to routinely be busy times when cars are backed up onto Central - 
stopping one of Pacific Grove's most used exits.  

I also believe the traffic study has underestimated the traffic to be generated by all hotel guests and staff 
coming and and going at least once each day. There will also be restaurant, bar, meeting rooms and 
special events patrons coming and going. 

‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-232	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	COSMO	BUA	(CBUA)		

Response	to	Comment	CBua-1	

The commenter disagrees with the Executive Summary conclusion that “Project implementation 
would not generate any significant and unavoidable impacts.” 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-2	

The commenter states that the project is too big for the neighborhood and the city and that no 
amount of analysis will change the perception that the project is not compatible with Pacific 
Grove. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-3	

The commenter states that the Draft EIR has not adequately dealt with concerns raised. The 
commenter adds that the NOP appendix provides public input but not individualized responses. 
The commenter further states that readers of the Draft EIR are referred to appropriate sections 
for discussion of specific impacts but that many public comments are left unanswered. 

See Response to comment JH-b-3 regarding the adequacy and scope of the Draft EIR. The 
comment does not specify which environmental resources were not addressed in the Draft EIR. 
Appendix C: Updated NOP and Comment Letters of the Final EIR has been updated to include 
all comment letters on the IS/MND. We apologize for the oversight. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-4	

The commenter states alternatives studied in the Draft EIR are insufficient because there is no 
alternative that significantly reduces aesthetic and mass incompatibility. The commenter also 
believes the project is too large and should be reduced to half its proposed size and capacity. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-5	

The commenter notes that the project would introduce a new element to the project area 
which would modify the area’s visual character and quality. The commenter states the project 
would completely block the sky. 

Mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 would require the project applicant to install construction 
screening, which would be temporary; screening would not be necessary during the stage when 
architectural coatings would be applied. The project would not block public views of the sky. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-233	

Response	to	Comment	CBua-6	

The commenter states that he disagrees with the conclusion discussed in Impact 3.3.3. The 
commenter notes that the addition of a four-story, 125-room hotel would cause a significant 
noise impact to the area. 

See Response to Comment EHarv-7. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-7	

The commenter states that the project does not provide adequate parking and that the Draft 
EIR does not address parking. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-8	

The commenter comments on Impact 3.4.2 that the project would result in an overall reduction 
in the number of trips. 

Refer to Master Response 2: Project Traffic.  

Response	to	Comment	CBua-9	

The commenter states having the hotel’s drive-in entrance on Central is likely to be a hazard 
both to pedestrians and drivers, and that an entrance should not be on Central Avenue. 

See Master Response 1: Traffic Safety. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-10	

The commenter states that the project would affect emergency response services to and from 
the area. 

Thank you for your response. Project impacts on public services were analyzed in the IS/MND 
(Draft EIR Appendix 1: IS) and were found to be less than significant.  

Response	to	Comment	CBua-11	

The commenter notes that CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR analyze 
cumulative impacts. The commenter inquires where the impacts of the Holman Building 
redevelopment are evaluated with the Hotel Durell project. 

Cumulative impact analyses are contained at the end of each resource section of the Draft EIR. 
As described in Draft EIR Section 3.2, the Holman’s Garage was evaluated for inclusion in the 
Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical Resources, and the 
National Register of Historic Places. The Phase I historic assessment concluded that the building 
lacks historical integrity due to cosmetic and structural changes and would not meet the 
minimum eligibility standards established by the 2011 City of Pacific Grove Historic Context 
Statement, or integrity standards of the CRHR and the NRHP. Because the building is not 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-234	

recommended for inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or the National Register of Historic Places, it is not a historical 
resource for purposes of CEQA. Therefore, the project would not impact the Holman’s Garage. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-12	

The commenter mentions the substantial increased recreational use of Jewel Park, shoreline 
parks, and the recreation coastal trail would result from the project. 

The project at full capacity could introduce 250 to 375 visitors to Pacific Grove, assuming two to 
three people per room. Not all visitors would frequent Jewel Park, shoreline parks and the 
coastal trail; therefore, the project would not result in substantial deterioration of those facilities 
such that additional facilities would be required. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-13	

The commenter wonders about impacts on the farmers market and Jewel Park. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk, regarding impacts on Jewell Park and 
relocating the farmers market. 

Response	to	Comment	CBua-14	

The commenter asks about insufficient affordable housing in the City. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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DeMichele, Paula

From: Craciun, Florentina
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 12:09 PM
To: DeMichele, Paula
Subject: FW: Hotel Durant

Florentina Craciun, AICP | Michael Baker International 
[O] 510‐213‐7915  
fcraciun@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com 

From: Laurel O'Halloran [mailto:lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 9:45 AM 
To: Craciun, Florentina <fcraciun@mbakerintl.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Hotel Durant 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Date: Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 9:40 AM 
Subject: Re: Hotel Durant 
To: Debreon Bigelow <debreon@gmail.com> 
Cc: Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 

Thank you. 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Principal Planner 
City of Pacific Grove | Community & Economic Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
T:  831-648-3192  Main Reception:  831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org
Planning website:  https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community‐economic‐development/planning 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
The information contained in this email may be privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. The information is intended only for the 
use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message 
in error, or are not the named recipient(s), please notify the sender immediately by reply email and delete this message from your computer. Thank you 

On Tue, Oct 31, 2017 at 8:59 AM, Debreon Bigelow <debreon@gmail.com> wrote: 

I did not comment on the proposed Hotel Durant by the 26th.  However, if comments still count, I have a few. 

1. I doubt we need a hotel in the center of town.
2. We really don't need a  4 story hotel that makes down town look more dense.
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Please consider these thoughts. 

Debreon Bigelow 

‐‐  
Thank you, 
Laurel 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

T: (831)648-3127| Main Reception: 831-648-3183 

www.cityofpacificgrove.org 

Please visit the City's comprehensive Planning website for information regarding zoning for specific properties or long-term advance 

planning projects. 
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

City	of	Pacific	Grove	 Hotel	Durell	
February	2018	 Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	

2.0-237	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	DEBREON	BIGELOW	(DBIG)		

Response	to	Comment	DBig-1	

The commenter expresses an opinion about the need for a hotel in the center of town. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 

Response	to	Comment	DBig-2	

The commenter expresses an opinion about the need for a four-story hotel that makes 
downtown look more dense. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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<mrmoonsmom@redshift.com>; luv2read.2025 <luv2read.2025@gmail.com>; safeemail <safeemail@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thu, Oct 12, 2017 10:22 am 
Subject: Fwd: THE TIME IS NOW ... to respond to the proposed Hotel Durrell 

Please read this email and look at the picture of the hotel. If it is built, it will have a huge impact on our beloved library. 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net> 
Date: October 12, 2017 at 7:03:02 AM PDT 
To: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net> 
Subject: THE TIME IS NOW ... to respond to the proposed Hotel Durrell 

A gentle reminder: 

The clock is now quickly ticking down to Monday, October 16, 5 pm. 

This is the final deadline for the City to receive residents' comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Hotel Durrell on Central Avenue between 
Fountain and Grand. 

Study the photograph below. 

Read the Summary of the Public Notice below. 

Read the entire Draft Environmental Impact Report here: 

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/news/draft-eir_hotel-durrell_8-30-17.pdf 

Write. right now, or as soon as possible!

Remember to request confirmation of the receipt of your Comments. 

Letters should be either hand-delivered to City Hall or else emailed to Laurel O 'Halloran at: 

lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 
If you need more inspiration to write, right now, here's an email I just received from a long-time and well-respected 
Pacific Grove advocate for residents' "quality oflife" and historic preservation: 

I know I'm preaching to the choir, Sally, but folks need to go 
after this with as much resistance as we mustered to defeat 
Measure F and many other threatening situations here in 
town. 

I have to be honest. This "out front" involvement isn't good 
for my health. At the same time, my health is made vulnerable 
by this proposed Hotel Durrell. 
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.This DEIR contains serious problems, but the City is hoping 
these attempts to erode our General Plan's protections will just 
slide through the review process. 

In hindsight, the current civically-active Pagrovians would 
have been well-served to have meeting and study this DEIR 
line by line. That didn't happen. So all we have left is to 
WRITE our letters! 

Ponder life with (and without} this project at the north end of the Holman Block. 

And then respond! 

Comment on mitigations to potential problems that do not seem reasonable to you. 

Comment on potential problems that are not mentioned-or glossed over. 

Be guided by your heart, your caring, and your instincts. 

This is an opportunity for all of us to make a difference to Pacific Grove's future size, character, 
resources, traffic and parking, and the residential quality of life in our "City of Homes." 

There are thousands of residents in PG who are not on my e-outreach list. 
There are hundreds who won't receive this in the PG Retreat alone. 

So please, spread the word yourselves. 

Share. Forward. Organize. Talk with neighbors. Imagine all possibilities. 
Encourage everyone you know to write! 

Stand on Central Avenue between Fountain and Grand, look at our historic Library and Museum, and ask 
if this hotel is environmentally sound. 

The environmental report includes all impacts-on our aesthetics, history, culture, and resources. 

And if this proposed hotel isn't the right environmental option for Pacific Grove, then resist with all your 
might! 

NOTE: Below you will also find two more examples of wonderful Comments that have been delivered to Laurel 

O'Halloran. These may help you get started on your own. They are both now part of the Public Record towards 

decision-making on the Final EIR. Thanks very much, Betty and Patsy! 

NOTE: In my last e-outreach sent September 27, I included examples of three letters that have been sent into the 

City responding to the DEIR. I mistakenly attributed the first letter to Andrea Johnson. I should have typed Andrea 

Fer�andez, Registered Nurse. My apologies to Andrea! 

October 11 , 2017 

' ' / 

Laurel O' Halloran City of Pacific Grove 300 Forest Ave. Pacific Grove, CA 
93950 
Ms. O' Halloran, 
I am writing to express concerns and opinions regarding the Draft EIR and proposal(s) 

for the Hotel Durell. 
1. Safety
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-240	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SALLY	ABERG	(SABERG)		

Response	to	Comment	SAberg-1	

The comment letter is an email sent to residents urging them to submit comments on the DEIR 
within the CEQA review period. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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Oct.26, 2017 

3:15 p.m. 

Laurel O'Halloran 

Associate Planner 

City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Dept. 

RE: Hotel Durrell 157 Grand Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

Initial DEIR 

Dear Ms. O'Halloran, 

page 1 of 3 

In review of this project plans to date I have many concerns which seem to many in the 

Pacific Grove Community to be common sense critiques of this project. My observations 

include: 

1. Construction: During building calendar of a year and half to two years:

A. Parking impacts

(1) Parking for construction trade workers inadequately addressed

(2) Parking for heavy equipment and impact on traffic patterns on city

roads inadequately addressed

(3) Parking for customers and patrons of neighboring businesses

B. Traffic Impacts on area streets during construction

C. Proposed Hours of Work during Construction

Weekdays 8 a.m. -7 p.m. when the current code only permits construction 

only until 5 p.m. weekdays and Saturday 9a.m. -4 p.m. 

D. Noticing of Traffic disruptions not addressed --- When, Where & How Long?

E. Site condition post 1918-1950 era garage and gas station potential clean-up

environmental hazards. No indication of any type of survey has been made

regarding this situation.

2. Design impact of proposed project

A. No minimum Set Backs for hotel structure

B. Building Massing appears overwhelming for neighborhood:

Current building 17,650 sq. ft 

Proposed project 84,000 sq. ft and 4 stories (37 feet height) 

City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code states projects must be found to be compatible 

with the neighborhood. 

How is this just from a visual significance compatible? 

1 
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C. Design features/ detailing are not in kind or sympathetic with other area

Buildings i.e. Stone facing on building, confusing design features

D. Sun Space will block Natural History Museum, its gardens and

Carnegie Library and its garden.

Mitigation suggestion - Revisit Sun Study and impact of building height & mass

E. Entrance into hotel on Central Ave. immediately across from library -

impact on library patrons, parking and safety inadequately explored

F. Trash area on Grand -waste removal impact on traffic and visual aesthetics

not addressed and actual trash area needed size & not numbered on site plan

G. Valet parking on Fountain -Impact of on traffic patterns inadequately

reviewed.

H. Additional parking across street via gated entrance - traffic and parking

issues inadequately addressed -

(1) impact on traffic flow on Fountain and Central

(2) impact on nearby neighborhoods and their parking spaces

(3) impact on local businesses-where will their customers park? Credit

Union, Kidwell's store, Monarch knitting, Resale shops, Aqua Terra

and other businesses?

(4) impact on Ricketts Row - traffic pattern and parking

I. Increase sidewalks to 18 ft. on east side of Jewell Park.

(1) Where will that additional footage come from; the street or the park

(2) What impact would that have on the historic integrity of the park??

J. Water availability?

(1) No mention of water credits available or

arrangements for obtaining water

• For 125 rooms

• For Lap pool, soaking spa and water feature

• Gym area bathrooms and are showers planned for gym area?

• Hotel laundry

• Landscape

• No potential water usage calculation for a-e is provided.

(2) Inappropriate water uses in design. Pacific Grove is constrained by

Cal Am Water in amount of water that can be pumped from the

Carmel River-yet this design features a lap pool, soaking spa, and

water features. Over use of a dwindling resource.

K. City Waste Water infrastructure - Issue is not adequately addressed.

(1) Is it capable of handling massive increase in waste water?

(2) Will current sewage system and sewage pipes handle this increase and

without further impact on the environment?

2 

Letter SHall Continued

4
cont.
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L. Parking Issues

(1) Parking for 19 employees. Number to run 24 operations is under

estimated.

(2) Where will these employees park? How will this impact

neighbor hood?

parking? This was not adequately addressed. 

(3) Inadequate parking spaces for hotel.

(4) Impact on neighborhood parking??

(5) Parking totals per design for hotel equal 97.

• Underground= 55

• Offsite gated = 28

• Shared with Holman building= 14 (an assumption in the

equation that these spaces will always be available, despite

being shared)

(6) Rooms = 125 + 19 employees = 144 spaces needed.

PG codes state 1 space per 4 hotel rooms. This

antiquated code makes little sense as 

Peninsula and expect adequate parking. 

people drive to the 

M. Impact on historic character of downtown Pacific Grove

(1) Massing of building, not in keeping with historic features

(2) Significant impact on downtown area1s historic visual

character and unity

(3) Need to keep structures compatible and in keeping with the designs of

the historic properties that inhabit downtown Pacific Grove.

N. Negative Impact on cultural resources

(1) Natural History Museum

(2) Jewell Park

(3) Pacific Grove Carnegie Library

0. Other Issues

(1) Does the City of Pacific Grove population 15,624 need a hotel that has

125 rooms?

A mixed-use project with stepped & scaled back from the street mass and height 

would be more appropriate for this site and would encourage further revitalization of 

downtown Pacific Grove. 

Respectful Regards, 

3 

Letter SHall Continued
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12
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2.0	RESPONSES	TO	COMMENTS	

Hotel	Durell	 City	of	Pacific	Grove	
Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	 February	2018	

2.0-244	

RESPONSE	TO	LETTER	SCOTT	HALL	(SHALL)		

Response	to	Comment	SHall-1	

The commenter states that parking for construction-related vehicles, equipment, and 
construction workers is not adequately addressed. 

Construction staging would occur on the project site, or would be located on private property 
under agreement with that property owner. No construction equipment would be staged in the 
public right-of-way. In addition, refer to Master Response 3: Parking, regarding employee 
parking.  

Response	to	Comment	SHall-2	

The commenter states that hours for construction work would not comply with Pacific Grove 
Municipal Code. 

As noted in DEIR Section 3.3 page 3.3-10, construction activities, as well as delivery and removal 
of materials and equipment, are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday, and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. As noted in Master 
Response 6: Construction Noise Impacts, the City has added a Condition of Approval to the 
project which limits construction work on the Grand Avenue side of the project site on Mondays 
during the hours of 1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-3	

The commenter states that no surveys have been conducted for the property adjacent to the 
project site (Holman Building Garage) as a potential cleanup site for hazardous waste 

As noted in IS/MND Section 4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (page 4.0-29), a database 
search revealed eight hazardous materials sites located within a half-mile of the project site. The 
Holman Garage property is not listed on either the California Department of Toxic Substances or 
the State Regional Water Quality Control Board databases as a hazardous site. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-4	

The commenter states that Pacific Grove Municipal Code requires projects to be visually 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and further suggests a sun study be performed 
to analyze building height and mass impacts for the project. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-5	

The commenter states that the proposed hotel entrance on Central Avenue will pose parking 
and safety hazards. 

Refer to Master Response 1: Traffic Safety and Master Response 3: Parking. 
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2.0-245	

Response	to	Comment	SHall-6	

The commenter states that waste removal impacts on traffic and visual aesthetics were not 
addressed in the DEIR. 

As shown in Draft EIR Appendix 3: Plans, page 9 (Ground Floor Plan), the project proposes to 
locate a trash enclosure on the site’s south side, in compliance with City standards. In addition, 
the project would be serviced by GreenWaste on its regular commercial pick up times and 
routes. Also, refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-7	

The commenter states that parking impacts from the project were not adequately addressed in 
the DEIR. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-8	

The commenter is concerned about project impacts on Jewell Park. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Widening the Sidewalk. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-9	

The commenter is concerned about project impacts water usage for the project. 

Refer to Master Response 8: Water Usage. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-10	

The commenter is states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address project impacts on 
wastewater and sewage treatment systems. 

Refer to Response to Comment Letter CS-6 regarding wastewater treatment and sewer 
capacity requirement for Pacific Grove residents and businesses. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-11	

The commenter states that parking impacts from the project were not adequately addressed in 
the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Master Response 3: Parking. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-12	

The commenter is concerned about the project’s impacts on the historic character of 
Downtown Pacific Grove. 

Refer to Master Response 4: Massing and Visual Character. 
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2.0-246	

Response	to	Comment	SHall-13	

The commenter is concerned the project will have a negative impact on cultural resources 
within the near the project site. 

Refer to Response to Comment ACian-9, which states that the project would not remove an 
historic or cultural resource. 

Response	to	Comment	SHall-14	

The commenter asks if Pacific Grove needs a 125-room hotel. 

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No changes required. 
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3.0 AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  

February 2018 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-1 

3.1 AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

In the revised text below, please note that additions are underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikeout. 

AMENDMENTS TO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, TABLE ES-1 

TABLE ES-1 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 

Resulting 

Level of 

Significance 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 3.4.2  Although the project would result 

in an overall reduction in the 

number of trips, it would increase 

motor vehicle traffic and 

congestion during the AM and PM 

peak traffic times on roadways 

used by transit, bicyclists, and 

pedestrians. The project would 

increase pedestrian usage in the 

vicinity of the project site. 

LS None required. LS 

 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

There are two vehicle entrances on Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue. Parallel street 

parking is available on all sides of the proposed hotel site. Pedestrian access is available 

via two crosswalks, both stretching from the Pacific Grove Public Library to the proposed 

hotel site across Central Avenue at Grand Avenue and Forest Fountain Avenue. The 

proposed hotel site is flat and contains no natural vegetation or landscaping. 

Page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The project site and the surrounding area are designated as Commercial-Downtown (D) 

in the City of Pacific Grove General Plan (Pacific Grove 1994). This land use designation 

provides for retail and services uses, offices, restaurants, entertainment and cultural 

facilities, multi-family residential units above the ground floor, gas stations, and similar and 

compatible uses. The project site is bordered by Lighthouse Avenue, Fountain Avenue, 

Central Avenue, and Grand Avenue and is designated as the “Holman’s Block” in the 

City’s General Plan. In 1994, the City Council placed a measure, which was passed by 

voters, to allow the development of condominiums and hotel uses in the Holman’s Block 

(Pacific Grove 1994). 
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3.0 AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Hotel Durell City of Pacific Grove 

Final Environmental Impact Report February 2018 

3.0-2 

Page 2.0-24 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

As the lead agency, the City of Pacific Grove has the ultimate authority for project approval or 

denial. The Hotel Durell project may require the following discretionary approvals and permits by 

the City for actions proposed as part of the project: 

• Certification of the Environmental Impact Report  

• Project approval (Use Permit and Development Agreement) 

• Approval of the final architectural designs and landscape plans 

• Grading and building permits 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3.2, CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.2.2a Treatment of previously unidentified archaeological or paleontological 

deposits. During project construction, if any archaeological or paleontological 

resources (i.e., fossils) are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor 

shall cease all work within 25 feet of the discovery and immediately notify the 

City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Director. The 

project applicant and/or its contractor shall retain a qualified archaeologist or 

paleontologist to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate mitigation 

measures for the inadvertently discovered archaeological or paleontological 

resources. The City and the project applicant shall consider the mitigation 

recommendations and agree on implementation of the measure(s) that are 

feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, 

preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, or other 

appropriate measures in consultation with the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen 

Nation (see mitigation measure MM 3.5.1). 
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3.0 AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  

February 2018 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-3 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3.4, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  

Page 3.4-17 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian 

Facilities (Standard of Significance 6) 

Impact 3.4.2 Although the project would result in an overall reduction in the number of trips, 

it would increase motor vehicle traffic and congestion during the AM and PM 

peak traffic times on roadways used by transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The 

project would increase pedestrian usage in the vicinity of the project site. 

However, the applicant would implement improvements through 

development agreement provisions that would reduce impacts on pedestrian 

safety. Therefore, impacts would be potentiallyless than significant.  

Page 3.4-18 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Because the project would increase the number of pedestrians in an area with inadequate 

pedestrian facilities, it would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

pedestrian safety. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. As such, mitigation 

measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c would be required. Mitigation measure MM 3.4.2a 

would include new crosswalks as shown in Figure 3.4-4, Project Crosswalk Mitigation. Additionally, 

as part of mitigation measure MM 3.4.2b, the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue 

would become a four-way stop, improving pedestrian safety. Mitigation measure MM 3.4.2c 

would require the widening of the sidewalk on the eastern border of Jewell Park to accommodate 

additional pedestrian capacity during special events. However, the applicant would work with 

the City as part of its development agreement to do the following: 

Mitigation MeasuresDevelopment Agreement Provisions 

1. MM 3.4.2a The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as 

determined by work with the City’s Public Works Department to provide funds for the 

addition of add crosswalks at the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at 

the Fountain Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The crosswalks shall be speed 

tables (raised crosswalks) with crossing lights embedded in the pavement and a 

pedestrian-activated push button on each street corner. Proposed crosswalk 

improvements are shown in Figure 3.4-4 Project Crosswalk Improvements. 

2. MM 3.4.2b The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as 

determined bywork with the City’s Public Works Department to provide funds for the 

installation of stop signs at the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue to 

make the intersection a four-way stop.  

3. MM 3.4.2c The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as 

determined bywork with the City’s Public Works Department to provide funds to 

increase the width of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell Park to 

approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during 

special events such as the farmers market.  
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3.0-4 

In addition, the applicant would help the City work with the Farmer’s Market organizers to relocate 

the market. With implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 

3.4.2cthese development agreement provisions, project impacts on pedestrian facilities would be 

less than significant. 

Page 3.4-21 Figure Title Revised: Figure 3.4-4 Project Crosswalk Mitigation Improvements 

  

Item 8a

Page 275 of 1103



 Grove  April 21, 2017 
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FIGURE 3.4-4
Project Crosswalk Improvements

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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3.0 AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
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February 2018 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-7 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3.6, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Pages 3.6-1 and 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR have been revised to include the following new text: 

Monterey Peninsula Water Municipal District 

The Monterey Peninsula Water Municipal District (MPWMD) is a California Special District 

whose boundaries encompass Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific 

Grove, Sand City, Seaside, portions of Monterey County (primarily Carmel Valley, Pebble 

Beach, and the State Route 68 corridor), and the Monterey Peninsula Airport District. Each 

of these jurisdictions regulates land uses within its boundaries. The MPWMD does not 

regulate land uses. Although not a water supplier, the MPWMD has power to regulate 

some aspect of water production and distribution by private purveyors such as California 

American Water, which supplies water to 90 percent of the district's population. One of 

the MPWMD’s responsibilities is to balance water supply and demand through the MPWMD 

Water Allocation Program and to carefully track how much of the allotted water has been 

used by member jurisdictions. Each applicant must receive the jurisdiction's authorization 

for a specific quantity of water or have sufficient Water Use Credits before applying to the 

district for a Water Permit. The MPWMD will evaluate the project’s water demand and issue 

a Water Permit for the project as depicted on the final construction plans. 

Page 3.6-5, paragraph 10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Water use was calculated using water use rates in the Pacific Institute’s Waste Not, Want 

Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California, Appendices D and E, 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District’s (MPWMD) Rule 24, Calculation of Water 

Use Capacity, Table 1: Residential Fixture Unit Count Values and Table 2: Non-Residential 

Water Use Factors (MPWMD 2012). which detail water use for commercial and industrial 

uses. The calculation is included as Appendix UTL. Current water usage on the site is 1.7 

acre-feet per year. According to the MPWMD, the project’s water use would be 

approximately 5.78 at least 12.5 acre-feet per year. As such, the increase in water use for 

the project would be approximately 4.08 at least 10.8 acre-feet per year. 

AMENDMENT TO DRAFT EIR APPENDICES 

Appendix C: Updated NOP and Comment Letters of the Final EIR has been updated to include all 

comment letters on the IS/MND. We apologize for the oversight. 
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4.1 DOCUMENTS REFERENCED IN EIR AND/OR INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE  

The following documents were used to support the preparation of this Final Environmental 

Impact Report. Compliance with federal, state, and local laws is assumed. 

BOE (California Board of Equalization). 2016. Net Taxable Gasoline Sales. 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/sptaxprog/reports/mvf_10_year_report.pdf. 

Brandi, Richard. 2012. Phase I Report on Holman’s Garage.  

California Air Resources Board. 2014. EMFAC2014 Emissions Model. 

California American Water. 2012. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the Central Division – 

Monterey County District. 

———. 2017. About Us. http://www.montereywaterinfo.org/about-us/your-water-supplier/. 

Cal OES (California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services). 2016. Official Tsunami Inundation 

Maps. http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps.  

Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2002. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 

Impact Studies. 

———. 2012. IS/EA Annotated Outline. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec4/ch31ea/chap31ea.htm. 

———. 2013a. Officially Designated State Scenic Highways. Accessed August 12, 2016. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/schwy.htm. 

———. 2016. Highway Design Manual. http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm.html. 

CGS (California Geological Survey). 2015. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning. Accessed July 

11, 2016. http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/pages/index.aspx.  

Clark, Joseph, William R. Dupré, and Lewis I. Rosenberg. 1997. Geologic Map of the Monterey 

and Seaside 7.5-Minute Quadrangles, Monterey County, California: A Digital Database. 

https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/1997/0030/report.pdf. 

Climate Registry. 2016. General Reporting Protocol for the Voluntary Reporting Program, Version 

2.1. 

DOC (California Department of Conservation). 2015. Division of Land Resource Protection, 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Monterey County Important Farmland 2012 

[map]. 

———. 2014. California Water Plan Update 2013. 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterplan/cwpu2013/final/. 

ECDMS (California Energy Consumption Data Management System). 2017. Electricity and 

Natural Gas Consumption by County. http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/. 

Item 8a

Page 280 of 1103



4.0 REFERENCES 

Hotel Durell City of Pacific Grove 

Final Environmental Impact Report February 2018 

4.0-2 

EIA (US Energy Information Administration). 2017. California State Profile and Energy Estimates. 

http://www.eia.gov/state/data.cfm?sid=CA#ConsumptionExpenditures. 

FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 

06053C0170G. 

FHWA (Federal Highway Administration). 2011. Effective Noise Control During Nighttime 
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FTA (Federal Transit Administration). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.  

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2017. Hotel Durell Development Traffic Impact Analysis. 

ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers). 2012. Trip Generation Manual, 9th ed. 

Holman Building. 2016. Website. Accessed August 16. http://theholman.com/.  

MBUAPCD (Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District). 2008a. 2008 Air Quality 

Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region. 

———. 2008b. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Adopted October 1995, revised February 1997, 

August 1998, December 1999, September 2000, September 2002, June 2004, and 

February 2008. 

———. 2013. Triennial Plan Revision 2009–2011.  

———. 2017a. Aquifer Storage and Recovery. http://www.mpwmd.net/water-supply/aquifer-

storage-recovery/.  

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) 2012. Rule 24, Calculation of Water 

Use Capacity and Capacity Fees. http://www.mpwmd.net/rules/Rule24.pdf 

MPWSP (Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project). 2017. Project Description. 

https://www.watersupplyproject.org/about.  

NRCS (US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service). 2016. Web Soil 

Survey. Accessed July 12. http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app /WebSoilSurvey.aspx. 

OPR (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research). 2017. Proposed Updates to the CEQA 

Guidelines, November 2017. 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20171127_Comprehensive_CEQA_Guidelines_Package_Nov_201

7.pdf 
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http://www.ci.pg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=96. 
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PUBLIC DRAFT EIR AND APPENDICES 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  

December 2017 Final Environmental Impact Report 

B-1 

PACIFIC GROVE HOTEL DURELL PROJECT FINAL EIR MITIGATION 

1. STATUTORY REQUIREMENT 

When a lead agency makes findings on significant environmental effects identified in an 

environmental impact report (EIR), the agency must also adopt a “reporting or monitoring 

program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of approval 

in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Public Resources Code 

Section 21081.6(a) and California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 

Section 15097). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is implemented to 

ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR are implemented. 

Therefore, the MMRP must include all changes in the proposed project either adopted by the 

project proponent or made conditions of approval by the lead agency or a responsible agency. 

2. ADMINISTRATION OF THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The City of Pacific Grove (City) is the lead agency responsible for the adoption of the MMRP. The 

City, as the lead agency, is responsible for implementing, verifying, and documenting 

compliance with the MMRP, in coordination with other identified agencies. According to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15097(a), a public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring 

responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity that accepts the delegation. 

However, until mitigation measures have been completed, the lead agency remains responsible 

for ensuring that implementation of the measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

Verification of mitigation compliance and responsibility for compliance is the responsibility of the 

city project manager. The project manager will be responsible for coordinating plan reviews and 

field verification with the appropriate city staff or outside agencies. 

3. MITIGATION MEASURES AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Table B-1 is structured to enable quick reference to mitigation measures and the associated 

monitoring program based on the environmental resource. The numbering of mitigation 

measures correlates with the numbering of measures found in the Impact Analysis chapters of 

the Draft EIR.  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
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MMRP-B-3 

TABLE B-1 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation 

Measure 
Requirements 

Compliance 

Method 
Verification/Timing Responsible Party 

Aesthetics 

MM 3.1.2 The contractor shall install construction screening, with a design 

approved by the City of Pacific Grove, during project construction to 

shield adjacent uses from aesthetics impacts. The construction 

screening shall remain in place during demolition of the existing 

building, site preparation activities, and new building construction. The 

screening shall not be necessary during the stage of construction 

when architectural coatings are being applied. 

• Site inspection • During 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Contractor 

Biological Resources 

MM BIO-1 A qualified biologist shall perform a bat survey between March 1 and 

July 31 prior to the removal of any structures. If the survey does not 

identify the presence or evidence of occupied roosts, no additional 

mitigation measures are required. 

If non-breeding roosts occupied by special-status bat species are 

documented within disturbance areas, a qualified biologist shall safely 

flush the bats from the sites where roosting habitat will be removed 

prior to the month of March and prior to the onset of disturbance 

activities. The removal of the roosting sites shall occur during the time 

of day when the roost is unoccupied. 

If a maternity colony is detected, a qualified biologist shall establish a 

100-foot no-activity setback around the roost site which will remain in 

place until it has been determined by a qualified biologist that the 

nursery is no longer active. Removal of maternity roosts shall be 

restricted to between March 1 and April 15 or between August 15 and 

October 15 to avoid interfering with an active nursery. 

• Site survey • During 

preconstruction 

surveys 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Contractor  

• Qualified biologist 

Cultural Resources 

MM 3.2.2a During project construction, if any archaeological or paleontological 

resources (i.e., fossils) are found, the project applicant and/or its 

contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet of the discovery and 

• Worker 

education  

• Prior to 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 
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MMRP-B-4 

Mitigation 

Measure 
Requirements 

Compliance 

Method 
Verification/Timing Responsible Party 

immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic 

Development Director. The project applicant and/or its contractor shall 

retain a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to evaluate the finds 

and recommend appropriate mitigation measures for the inadvertently 

discovered archaeological or paleontological resources. The City and 

the project applicant shall consider the mitigation recommendations 

and agree on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and 

appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, preservation in 

place, excavation, or other appropriate measures, in consultation with 

the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (see mitigation measure MM 

3.5.1) 

• Contractor 

• Qualified 

archaeologist  

MM 3.2.2b During project construction, if human remains are discovered, the 

project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all work within 25 

feet of the find and notify the City of Pacific Grove Planning Division 

and the county coroner, per the requirements of California Health and 

Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be 

Native American, the coroner shall notify the Native American 

Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC shall 

designate a most likely descendant who will be authorized to provide 

recommendations for management of the Native American human 

remains. (See California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and 

Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.) 

• Site inspection • During 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Contractor 

• Qualified 

archaeologist  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM HAZ-1 The project applicant shall employ a California Division of 

Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) registered asbestos 

contractor to remove any asbestos-containing materials encountered 

during demolition to ensure safety to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Construction 

demolition 

measure 

• During 

construction 

demolition 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Contractor 

• Cal/OSHA 

contractor 

MM HAZ-2 To prevent accidental release of lead-based paint, the contractor shall 

use the following techniques during construction: 

• Stabilize loose and flaky paint prior to demolition. 

• Require all workers to wear OSHA-level protective material 

• Site inspection 

• Worker 

education 

• Prior to 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Contractor 
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MMRP-B-5 

Mitigation 

Measure 
Requirements 

Compliance 

Method 
Verification/Timing Responsible Party 

for handling lead-based paint per federal Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements for lead in 

construction. 

• Remove all lead-based paint materials to a scrap yard or 

landfill that can accept lead-based paint materials. 

MM HAZ-3 To prevent accidental release of PCBs, the contractor shall remove all 

fluorescent light tubes prior to demolition. If a “no PCB” sticker on the 

fluorescent fixture ballasts cannot be located, ballasts shall be 

removed as PCB containing. 

• Site safety 

measure 

• Prior to 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

MM HAZ-4 If hazardous materials are encountered during construction or 

accidentally released as a result of construction activities, the 

contractor shall implement the following procedures:  

• Stop all work within 25 feet of any discovered contamination 

or release. 

• Identify the scope and immediacy of the problem.  

• Coordinate with responsible agencies (California Department 

of Toxic Substances Control, Central Coast Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, or US Environmental Protection 

Agency). 

• Conduct the necessary investigation and remediation 

activities to resolve the situation before continuing 

construction work. 

• Stop work 

• Site remediation 

• During 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Applicable 

responsible agency 

Transportation and Traffic  

MM 3.4.1 Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and out of the 

project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. 

Construction traffic shall avoid residential areas in the project area. 

• Construction 

limitations 

• During 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

MM 3.5.1 During project construction, a Native American monitor certified by 

the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN) will be present for all 

ground disturbance. If any tribal cultural resources are found, the 

project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all work within 50 

• Stop work within 

50 feet of 

discovery 

• During 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 

• Qualified 
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MMRP-B-6 

Mitigation 

Measure 
Requirements 

Compliance 

Method 
Verification/Timing Responsible Party 

feet of the discovery and immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove 

Planning Division. The OCEN-certified Native American monitor will 

contact the OCEN Tribal Chair and in consultation with the City and an 

archeologist evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate 

mitigation measures for the inadvertently discovered tribal cultural 

resource. The City shall consider the mitigation recommendations and 

agree on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and 

appropriate. Such measures may include reburial of any ancestral 

remains, avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, 

or other appropriate measures. 

archeologist 

Utilities and Service Systems 

MM 3.6.1 Prior to the City issuing a building permit, the project applicant shall 

complete all steps and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water 

allocation system, as outlined in Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove 

Municipal Code. Additionally, no preliminary steps for project 

completion or initiation shall occur before water supplies are secured 

and deemed sufficient to serve the project. 

• Permit 

requirements 

• Prior to 

construction 

• Pacific Grove project 

manager 
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Hotel Durell  Page 1 

Notice of Preparation of  
an Environmental Impact Report 

 
Date: March 16, 2017 

To: Responsible Agencies, Agencies with Jurisdiction by Law, Trustee 
Agencies, Involved Federal Agencies, and Agencies/People Requesting 
Notice 

From: City of Pacific Grove 
 300 Forest Avenue  
 Pacific Grove, CA  93950 
 
Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) for Hotel Durell Project 
The City of Pacific Grove (lead agency) will prepare an EIR for the proposed Hotel Durell 
Project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being distributed to applicable responsible 
agencies, trustee agencies, and interested parties as required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Comments from interested agencies are requested as 
to the scope and content of the environmental information that is pertinent to each agency’s 
statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. The project location and 
description are summarized below. An Initial Study is available at 
http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-development/planning/ceqa-
california-environmental-quality-act. 

Project Location: The project site is located in the City of Pacific Grove, California (Figure 
1). Pacific Grove is a coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula in Monterey 
County. The project site is located at 157 Grand Avenue, bounded by Central Avenue, 
Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue, as shown in Figure 2. The site is located on the 
northwest side of Pacific Grove, three blocks south of the Monterey Bay coast. 

Project Characteristics: The Hotel Durell Project would construct a four level, 125-room 
hotel (Figure 3). The project site is adjacent to the Holman Building. Guest rooms would 
range in size from 320 to 400 square feet. The site currently consists of a surface parking 
lot and a commercial building that contains retail and restaurant uses. The site would be 
graded and the buildings demolished prior to project construction. The hotel would include 
a swimming pool, soaking spa, landscaped courtyard area, meeting rooms, restaurant, 
central vending area on each floor of guest rooms, valet parking, lobby/reception/check-in 
and reservation desk, guest luggage storage, and exercise room/gym. Vehicle access would 
be from Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue.  

EIR Sections: Based on the project description and the City’s understanding of the 
environmental issues associated with the project, the following topics will be analyzed in 
detail in the EIR: 
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 Aesthetics – This section will analyze post construction conditions and would 
emphasize whether the project would impact aesthetic resources or neighborhood 
character.  

 Cultural Resources – Although the structures located on the project site are not 
located on the City’s historic register, the EIR will determine the structure’s eligibility 
for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources, assess internal and 
external features, and propose mitigation measures as needed.  

 Transportation/Traffic – This section will discuss impacts from project traffic based 
on technical studies prepared for the project. Mitigation measures will be developed 
as needed.   

 Tribal Cultural Resources – This section will discuss impacts from project 
implementation to tribal resources. It will outline the Assembly Bill 52 consultation 
process and will require mitigation measures as needed.  

 Utilities/Service Systems – This section will discuss the project’s water needs and 
water availability in the City of Pacific Grove.  

Based on the project’s short construction duration and its limited scale, the following 
resource areas will not be addressed in detail in the EIR: 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 
 Geology/Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 
 Noise 
 Population and Housing  
 Public Services 
 Recreation 

 

Alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR will be defined based on their potential to reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. The 
specific alternatives may include, but are not limited to, the “No Project” alternative as 
required by CEQA and a reduced capacity alternative.  

NOP Notice: The City solicits comments regarding the scope and content of the EIR from 
all interested parties requesting notice, responsible agencies, agencies with jurisdiction by 
law, trustee agencies, and involved agencies. In accordance with the time limits established 
by CEQA, please send your response at the earliest possible date, but no later than 30 days 
after receipt of this notice. The scoping period is March 15 through April 15, 2017.  

Please send your written/typed comments (including a name, telephone number, and 
contact information) to the following: 
 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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FIGURE 1 
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FIGURE 2 
Project Location
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Vehicular Entry
3. Hotel Drop-O�
4. Valet/Garage Entry
5. Driveway Ramp
6. Outdoor Dining
7. Hotel Entry
8. Restaurant Entry
9. Existing Building
10. Walkway(s)
11. Patio
12. Trash Enclosure
13. Water Feature
14. Garden Arbor
15. Unpaved Area
16. Jacuzzi/Spa Pool
17. Pool Deck Furniture
18. Lap Pool
19. Fire Pit and Lounge Furniture
20. Balcony Overhang Above, See Sheets 

A.6 Ground Floor Plan and A.12 
Section 3 for dimensions

21. Accessible Path of Travel
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 1 

City of Pacific Grove 
City Hall 

300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 
 
 
 
ATTN: Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner 
Department: Community and Economic Development 
(831) 648-3127 

 

RE: The Hotel Durell Project: 

      

     I have lived in Pacific Grove for more than 30-years and on this Peninsula most of my 
life.  I realize Pacific Grove is seeking new ways to generate much needed revenue. 
However, I am against this project for several important reasons: 

DESIGN:   

     First, this future hotel is totally out of character with the surrounding historic 
neighborhood.  And it will certainly change the character of our downtown.  A new four-
story hotel with 125-rooms, carports, etc., is definitely not in keeping with a small town 
Victorian image.  After all, it really is just a somewhat glorified Hilton Garden Inn, (*see 
below).   

     A “Hilton Garden Inn” would take away from the charm of Pacific Grove.  Besides, 
“Hilton Garden Inns” are usually built just off busy freeways, definitely not in the center 
of a historic and artistic downtown with its overflowing one and two-story cottage-like 
homes. So I don’t believe a “Hilton Garden Inn” belongs in downtown Pacific Grove. 

      *[“In May, the P.G. City Council agreed to subdivide the property at 542 Lighthouse Avenue into two 

parcels: the Holman Building; …and the Grand Central Station behind it, which Agha plans to redevelop 

into a Hilton Garden Inn”], (Kera Abraham Jun 25, 2015, Monterey County Now). 

      

CURRENT PROJECTS WITHIN PACIFIC GROVE:  
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 Holman Building: 25-condos, plus 18,000 sq. of retail space, etc.   

     The new Holman Building’s exterior has tried to maintain some of the historic design 
of the original Holman Building.  Hotel Durrell’s current design does not respect Pacific 
Grove’s historic architecture. 

 If Project Bella moves forward it will replace what is now the American Tin 
Cannery, etc., with 160-hotel rooms, meeting rooms, restaurant(s) and much 
more. 

WATER:  

     Second, and most important, where are the water credits coming from, to build this 
hotel?  There are many areas of California that are still determined to be in a drought.  
We already have these two aforementioned projects and they too will be consuming our 
water.  Growth needs to be sensible, but Hotel Durell is not sensible development.  

TRAFFIC AND LOSS OF MUCH NEEDED PARKING: 

          Third, Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue are both very busy streets.  To 
increase traffic entering and exiting onto Fountain, (with a minimum of 125 extra-cars, 
during full occupancy, plus employee parking), has the potential of putting both drivers 
and pedestrians at serious risk. 

Parking spaces:  Library and Museum: 

     Many residents rely on finding parking near the library and/or Museum, especially 
residents that need closer parking, for mobility issues, etc.  Parking is currently at a 
minimum, for those wanting to access one or both of these two local treasures.  With 
this development there will be much less parking available.   

     Also, these limited parking spaces are likewise shared with office personnel and 
businesses.  We need to develop creative ideas for more parking, not less, for Pacific 
Grove residents and visitors. 

     Finally, tourists come to Pacific Grove for its tremendous scenic beauty, ocean 
habitat, wildlife, and its small town Victorian charm.  We must maintain it.  Likewise 
today, many small cities have designed alternative ways to generate revenue, (besides 
hotel taxes), in order to maintain and keep their small town allure.  The farmer’s market, 
art walk, Good Old Days, etc., are all creative ways to get people to the downtown area.  
Of course, we need more options. 

    I personally know individuals, who have started businesses in Pacific Grove.  But 
landlord issues and skyrocketing rents have sent quite a few running, to other areas.  So 
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as some businesses have sadly left our downtown area, I can understand why the rising 
hotel-occupancy taxes can be an alluring revenue source, for our City. 

    However, residents here have a strong desire and willingness to maintain the small-
town character and resort-town charm.  And that is why we live here and why tourists 
come here to visit.   And the reason why many of these tourists fall in love with the area 
and are buying their second-homes here, to live and retire in Pacific Grove.  Why?  
Because of the quality of life we are fortunate enough to have. But Hotel Durell with its 
current design and concerns does not merge into that quality of life.  

     This hotel will be an environmental nightmare, in our historic downtown. Tourists will 
come and take their photos of our amazing wildlife, scenery, historic downtown, 
Victorian homes, small town cottages, etc., but certainly not this hotel.  

    My suggestion:  Change the design of this building and make it more environmental 
friendly, by incorporating an environmental sustainable strategy that embraces the 
“Last Hometown” feel. 

Sincerely, 

 

Deborah Kenwood 
1104 Austin Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 

 

Item 8a

Page 310 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 311 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 312 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 313 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 314 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 315 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 316 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 317 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 318 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 319 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 320 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 321 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 322 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 323 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 324 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 325 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 326 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 327 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 328 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 329 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 330 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 331 of 1103

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert



Item 8a

Page 332 of 1103

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert

Drake.Hebert
Sticky Note
Marked set by Drake.Hebert



Item 8a

Page 333 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 334 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 335 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 336 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 337 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 338 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 339 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 340 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 341 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 342 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 343 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 344 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 345 of 1103



From: john moore <jmerton99@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 11, 2017 at 11:31 AM 
Subject: Comment 3 re EIR for Durrell project and response to M.Brodeur e-mail to me dated 
April 7, 2017 
To: Mark Brodeur <mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Bill Kampe 
<bkampe@cityofpacificgrove.org>, "K. Cuneo" <kencun17@sbcglobal.net>, Rudy Fischer 
<rudyfischer@earthlink.net>, Huitt <huitt@comcast.net>, Bill Peake 
<bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Nicholas Smith <nicksmith20@gmail.com>, Cynthia 
Garfield <cjgarfield@sbcglobal.net>, Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Cc: Marge Jameson <editor@cedarstreettimes.com>, Mtry Herald 
<mheditor@montereyherald.com>, Kelly Nix <kelly@carmelpinecone.com>, Mary Duan 
<mary@mcweekly.com>, The Carmel Pine Cone <paul@carmelpinecone.com> 

To Laurel O'Halloran: 
Please accept this as my comment three to the proposed EIR for the Durrell. 
 
To M. Brodeur: This is my response to your April 7 e-mail to me about the City General Plan and Zoning 
law(Attachment #1). 
     1.In your e-mail you said:  "The zoning ordinance is not a mere recommendation as in the General 
Plan. In the case of a conflict concerning land use between the comprehensive plan and the zoning 
ordinance, the zoning ordinance controls." According to section 1.2 of the city general plan(attachment 
#2), the general plan "Serves as the City's "constitution" for land use and community development (all 
zoning,subdivision,and public facilities, ordinances, decisions, and projects must be consistent with the 
General Plan." 
 
     2. Notice that all "projects" must be "consistent with the general plan." This is where you and I 
disagree: You favor a 125 room Durrell with a pool restaurant, conference room and only 88 parking 
spaces. That clearly is inconsistent with the General Plan. See attachments 3and 4. 
      
      3.The Durrell project is inconsistent with the General Plan because it clearly lacks adequate parking. 
See attachment 5. 
 
      4.According to the General Plan, the Durrell will exceed acceptable traffic impacts by a large margin. 
See Attachment 6. 
 
I do not understand how you as our "chief planner" can be so oblivious to the inconsistencies with the 
general plan that I have summarized herein. As for your claim that the Zoning ordinances control over the 
General Plan, in most communities that would get you fired. Ill health deters me from further analysis, but 
your motives in all of this is very very troubling.John M. Moore 
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�  Anthony A. Ciani     220 Walnut Street     Pacific Grove, California 93950

January 31, 2017

Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner
Community & Economic Development Department
City Pacific Grove 300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor, 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950

RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Dear Ms. O’Halloran

I wrote earlier regarding this matter, that he Initial Study and proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is insufficient to fully address the key issues and potential significant 
adverse direct and cumulative impacts to the environment regarding the intensification of land 
use, traffic congestion and parking, water quality, cultural resources and aesthetic quality.  The 
following is a list of those issues:

1) Traffic Congestion and Parking 
The plans provide a building code analysis for the occupancy of all areas to be a total 

capacity of 533 persons, but the proposed parking uses minimum standards per zoning that are 
not supported by empirical evidence. The project should provide free off street parking for 
employees; that total could be 16. The restaurant and assembly meeting room could have as 
many as 113 people, and a ratio of 1 on-site (off street) parking space to 6 occupants would 
require 19 spaces. Together that’s 35 off street spaces which should be free to employees and 
customers, beyond the hotel guests. The notion that only 1 car will be used by guests in four 
rooms is a statistic that is not supported by common practice for the Pacific Grove peninsula 
resort area.

The Pacific Grove Downtown Parking Study by Wilbur Smith and Associates, revised 
12-21-1997, outlines parking issues and potential negative impacts, and provides findings and 
conclusions that should be considered as part of the comprehensive analysis of this project’s 
cumulative impact on parking in Pacific Grove. Public parking facilities are is limited, therefore, 
on site parking must anticipate the highest range of needs. Therefore, I recommend mitigation of 
parking impacts, conditions of approval for the project:

a) The surface parking lot be subject of a shared parking agreement recorded to run with 
the land for that property for 99 years; and,

b) a mitigation monitoring reporting program (MMRP) and parking management plan to 
be recorded prior to the permit is issued that requires the hotel and ancillary uses, annually  
monitor and report the number of patrons who arrive by automobile, and other modes of 
transportation. In particular, if the hotel use determines a rate of more than one in four guests 
have cars, then the owner shall be limited to less rooms proportionately, pending acquisition of 
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Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner

RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Page 2

additional off street parking spaces; or, pays an in lie of fee into a City Parking Program to 
provide that parking.

Traffic into and out of Pacific Grove is already congested during peak commuting hours; 
additional traffic will exacerbate traffic congestion further. I recommend that as a condition of 
approval, the owners must annually fund and conduct additional studies  beyond the corners of 
their property to judge the increased traffic from Highway 68/Forest Street corridors and Central/ 
Grand/Lighhouse routes. those studies will assist the City to determine future land use and 
intensification. If the project is determined to result in negative adverse impacts to traffic 
congestion, the owners shall pay transportation impact fees to support alternative modes of 
transportation to and from the hotel, and within the community by its patrons.

2) Water Quality 
Monterey Bay Area of Sensitive Biological Significance (Urban run off) The project 

proposes “DRAINAGE - Rainwater in the city is generally directed to storm drains located along 
major roadways in Pacific Grove. The project site drains to the city’s stormwater system.” (Page 
4.0-58). The project’s drainage will enter the ASBS. The project should be further conditioned to 
mitigate potential significant direct and cumulative adverse impacts to the water quality unless it 
eliminates chemicals and metals from entering the City’s drainage system. The proposed metal 
roof should not be allowed to be copper or any other metal roofing material that could harm the 
ocean and bay environment. A permit condition and MMRP to prohibit the use of harmful 
chemicals with any external effects, including those coming from the hotel and restaurant uses, 
gardening and landscaping must be guaranteed. the Parking areas and driveways must not be 
asphalt or oil based materials and should be pervious.

3) Cultural Resources

Under separate cover, I submitted evidence of historical significance of the existing 
structure (Holman Garage). I understand the applicant submitted a 2012 report with a different 
conclusion, resulting in a difference of expert opinion, in addition to the opinion of residents that 
the building and property are an important historical landmark. I also understand that the City 
Historic Resources Committee was prevented from making an independent decision, and that a 
piecemeal review of the project’s historical significance and merits was conducted contrary to 
CEQA Guidelines and case law.
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January 31, 2017

Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner

RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Page 3

4) Aesthetic Quality 

The project’s bulk and mass are not compatible with the surrounding areas and 
relationships of the forms and design characteristics of the three streetscapes.  The predominant 
heights are one to two stories. The Holman Department Store that increased in height to 4 levels 
should not be the yardstick to measure height. It is a blockbuster, despite its history. The 
proposed project will impose a new order on the Central Avenue corridor that could intrude on 
the light and air space of the public Library and Museum and Museum’s native gardens, resulting 
in direct negative impacts to the visual quality and enjoyment of the public areas. 

The proposed architectural style is a false impression of Pacific Grove’s authentic 
character. The question about the aesthetic appearance should be analyzed within the context of 
the environmental review, not if  it would pass a compatibility test in the future. It should be 
examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact report to enable those 
effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by 
other means in connection with the approval of the later project. 

Architectural design based on compliance with the zoning code is not  a test of how the 
proposed building will fit into the neighborhood. The maximum height limit is not a judge of 
compatibility with the historical setting and existing scale of the street scape. A 40 foot high, four 
level building at this site will shadow its neighbors and impose four stories where two is the 
current maximum. An earlier proposal for this site found that: “a project would have a significant 
impact if it would unreasonably block sunlight on neighboring buildings or substantially impair 
the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space.” 

5) Land Use

The proposed project in conjunction with some past and future projects with similar out 
“maximum” building size will result in the intensification of uses and unmitigated, significant 
direct and cumulative adverse impacts to the neighborhood and Pacific Grove Land use. I believe 
a full EIR is necessary to address the controversy regarding the history and merits of the project.  

Respectfully submitted,

Tony Ciani, Architect
Historic Preservation Consultant
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Project Name: Hotel Durell 
 
Attn:  Laurel O’Halloran  
 
Date:  January 31, 2017 
 
 
 
 
The proposed 125-room, four-level Hotel Durell in the heart of downtown Pacific Grove 
is not consistent with the historic character of the existing neighborhood and will dwarf 
and overshadow the historic library and museum which are both adjacent to it.  It will be 
located kitty-corner from Jewell Park and all the historic cottage homes that surround 
that park.  The design is overlarge and blockish and extends to the full extent of the lot 
with a zero clearance except for the front driveway entrance for “valet only” parking and 
an alley between it and the Holman Building.  The size and design of the building is not 
consistent with the historic nature of the location and the current historic homes and 
buildings and use of same.  The valet only parking is of insufficient space to allow for 
necessary off street space during check-in and out without using or clogging on-street 
parking areas.  I would like to see some artists renderings of the project in relation to the 
historic library and museum and see how they would look adjacent to this project.  I do 
not think it will be good.  
 
The report alleges that most of the proposed buildings’ footprint would be the same as 
the existing buildings, which would be demolished, but it does not mention in that 
description that it also encompasses the existing parking lot for the Holman Building. 
The project is too large for the existing lot and destroys parking that currently exists for 
local businesses.  It does not include parking sufficient for this large hotel (55 on site 
and 28 in a Fountain Ave lot) and will impinge on the parking for the existing local 
businesses and both the library and museum.  They do not account for any employee 
parking or the problem with delivery trucks on the narrow and one-way streets adjoining 
this location.  At least another 100 parking spaces should be required for a 125 room 
hotel and they should account for some employee parking as well with a business of 
this size.  They have not accounted for any parking for people who are not guests who 
would frequent the restaurant in the hotel either.  
 
The hotel’s entrance would face the Pacific Grove Library along Central Avenue, the 
site of the city’s popular Monday night Farmer’s Market.   What are the plans for the 
Farmer’s Market?  Traffic waiting to get into the hotel and make use of the “valet only” 
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parking would clog the streets and would negatively impact traffic and parking for use of 
the public library. 
 
A traffic study conducted last June determined that the current mix of retail, offices and 
a restaurant generates 786 trips per day.  This has got to be some estimate from a book 
and not the actual existing mix on this site and I believe those numbers are totally 
incorrect, based on the low use of the existing retail office and restaurant businesses. 
Using generalized formulas for determining existing and projected traffic gives a totally 
inaccurate picture of the existing traffic and the traffic this particular project as described 
would generate, with the existing narrow and one-lane roads and “valet-only” parking.  I 
think all of the traffic studies need to consider actual determinations of existing numbers 
and a more realistic evaluation of impacts on existing roads, public buildings and 
conflicts with those uses.  I do not believe that these studies will verify that the number 
of vehicle trips per day is expected to be less than they currently are, as alleged by 
Pacific Grove’s director of community and economic development, Mark Brodeur and 
one of the main reasons city planners did not require an EIR.  
 
Traffic “waits” at the surrounding four intersections have been underestimated and the 
water demands of 5.47 acre-feet per year for this hotel have been vastly understated 
and both need further study and amended reports.   Sufficient water is not available for 
this project even with the lower (and incorrect) water estimates.  When is this water 
going to be available?  Until water is available, this project should not be permitted and 
certainly not without an impact report.  
 
This project as proposed should not be allowed to file a negative impact declaration and 
proceed.  Either this project should be reduced to a fifty room boutique hotel with 
revised plans and permitting or a full EIR should be prepared with public notice so that a 
full inquiry can be had.   This project was resoundingly rejected when it was proposed 
as one large project.  Just by splitting it up, you haven’t changed much except the 
height on one side of the building.  Why do the voters keep having to come back 
repeatedly to object to these overbuilt projects?  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michelle and Jim Raine 
1310 Buena Vista Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA  93950  
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January	30,	2017	
	
To:	Laurel	O’Halloran	
From:	Lisa	Ciani,	220	Walnut	St,	Pacific	Grove,	CA	93950	
Re:	Hotel	Durrell—Mitigated	Negative	Declaration	
	
	
The	Mitigated	Negative	Declaration	for	Hotel	Durell	is	based	on	incomplete	information	and	
several	faulty	statements	and	conclusions.	I	am	particularly	concerned	about	Aesthetics,	
Cultural	Resources,	Traffic	(and	parking),	and	water	use.	I	do	NOT	agree	that	project	revisions	
have	mitigated	significant	negative	impacts.	
	
1)	AESTHETICS:	

In	describing	the	Setting,	the	MND	states	that	the	site	is	located	in	the	Historic	Downtown	area	
(page	4.0-2)	as	described	in	the	General	Plan	(“along	Lighthouse	Avenue	between	Cypress	
Avenue	and	12th	Street,	and	on	Forest	Avenue	between	Central	and	Pine	avenues”).	That	is	not	
accurate.	The	project	is	not	“along	Lighthouse”	or	Forest	Avenue.	

In	reality,	the	site	is	located	in	the	Historic	Residential	area	described	in	the	General	Plan	
(“generally	bounded	by	Junipero	Avenue,	1st	Street,	Ocean	View	Boulevard,	Pacific	Avenue,	
and	Alder	Street”).		

And	more	specifically,	it	is	in	an	area	of	civic	and	public	assembly	buildings	as	described	in	the	
Historic	Context	statement	(pages	184-187,	231-234).	

	
The	“low	visual	quality”	(page	4.0-3)	that	is	attributed	to	the	current	building	on	the	site	is	due	
to	neglect	by	the	owner,	not	the	inherent	quality	of	the	building	which	has	been	there,	well	
used,	since	at	least	1921.	Whether	or	not	the	building	has	historic	(architectural)	integrity,	the	
historic	significance	of	the	existing	building,	as	described	in	the	Historic	Context	Statement	
(pages	158-163),	remains.	At	the	very	least,	the	developer	should	be	providing	a	descriptive	
plaque	placed	in	a	prominent	location	outside	the	building	for	the	public	to	read	about	the	
history	of	the	building	that	will	have	to	be	demolished	for	construction	of	the	hotel;	and	in	
addition,	large	historic	photos	in	the	lobby	should	be	provided,	accompanied	by	descriptions	of	
the	role	of	the	automobile,	and	garages	such	as	the	Holman	Garage,	in	Pacific	Grove’s	
development,	in	this	historic	core	area	of	the	City.	
	

The	MND	makes	some	illogical	and	unsubstantiated	statements	in	the	first	5	sentences	of	the	
4th	paragraph	on	page	4.0-3:  
(I	have	bulleted	each	sentence	for	ease	of	noticing	their	lack	of	both	logic	and	substantiation,	
and	I’ve	provided	explanation	following	the	bulleted	sentences.) 
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• The design of the new building would be consistent with the existing surrounding 
buildings.  

• The materials and colors chosen for the project would be consistent with surrounding 
buildings (Appendix A, Sheet A.16).  

• Because the project would undergo the City review process for congruency with the 
City’s design vision it would be consistent with the City’s development standards and 
aesthetic guidelines.  

• By complying with said guidelines the project would incorporate into the current visual 
character of the area.  

• The project would match in style the existing City of Pacific Grove Library and Museum of 
Natural History.  

First,	the	design	is	not	consistent	with	the	prominent	neighboring	buildings,	the	Library	
(Mission	Revival)	and	the	Museum	(Spanish	Colonial	Revival),	or	with	the	authentic	historic	
buildings	of	the	Retreat.	The	design	may	be	consistent	with	the	commercial	building	to	the	
north,	at	the	SE	corner	of	Fountain	and	Central,	but	that	is	not	in	the	same	sort	of	focal	
location	of	the	project	site	as	seen	from	the	important	public	buildings	and	park.	The	
Architectural	Review	Guidelines	also	state,	“New	construction	should	appear	similar	in	mass	
and	scale	to	other	buildings	seen	as	traditional	in	the	neighborhood.”	It	doesn’t	look	that	
way	on	paper.	Where	are	the	story	poles?	Story	poles	should	be	part	of	the	environmental	
review	process.	

Second,	the	materials	and	colors	may	or	may	not	be	“consistent	with	surrounding	
buildings”.	Those	features	are	just	two	factors,	not	the	major	determining	factors	in	
assessing	design	compatibility.	

Third,	determination	of	the	project’s	consistency	with	the	Architectural	Review	Guidelines	
in	terms	of	mass	and	scale	of	the	structure,	scale	and	rhythm	of	the	streetscape,	and	
architectural	details	should	not	be	considered	a	foregone	conclusion.	That	does	not	provide	
meaningful	environmental	review.	

Fourth,	the	hotel	building	as	already	discussed	above	would	NOT	fit	into	the	“current	visual	
character	of	the	area”.	

Fifth,	the	project	would	NOT	“match	in	style”	the	existing	historical	Library	and	Museum	
buildings	which	are	set	back	from	the	sidewalk	on	Central	and	have	beautiful	arches,	
architectural	details	and	fenestration,	and	the	clean	lines	of	the	Mission	Revival	and	
Spanish/Mediterranean	Revival	styles.	While	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	architecture	is	notable	
for	its	variety	of	architectural	styles,	this	building	is	not	designed	in	any	recognized	style,	
and	does	not	claim	to	be.	Superior	design	is	exhibited	by	the	Library	and	the	Museum,	and	
the	current	hotel	design	is	not	consistent	with	that.	And	while	the	Library	and	Museum	are	
set	back	from	Central	Avenue	with	drought-tolerant	and/or	native	plant	gardens,	a	covered	
portico	at	the	Library	with	benches,	and	a	plaza	with	a	life-size	gray	whale	model	in	front	of	
the	Museum,	the	hotel	will	be	set	back	only	to	accommodate	a	driveway	and	outdoor	
seating	for	the	restaurant.	
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The	paragraph	concludes,	“the	project	would	not	damage	the	project	area’s	surrounding	visual	
character	and	quality	during	operation	and	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact.”	That	is	
NOT	substantiated	in	the	document.		

Furthermore,	with	the	site	of	the	proposed	hotel	located	in	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	cultural	core	
in	the	heart	of	the	historic	Retreat	across	the	street	from	the	Library,	the	PG	Museum	of	
Natural	History,	and	Jewell	Park,	and	2	blocks	from	Chautauqua	Hall,	this	will	be	a	highly	visible	
building	for	residents	and	visitors.	There	will	be	significant	negative	impacts	on	the	Library	and	
Museum	in	terms	of	aesthetics,	loss	of	views	(to	Mt.	Toro	to	the	east	from	the	Museum	garden	
and	from	the	sidewalk	on	Forest	Ave.),	loss	of	light	(shade	and	shadow	likely	at	both	the	
Museum	and	Library—the	light	and	shadow	shown	on	the	drawings	is	not	accurate),	traffic,	and	
parking.	The	document	states	cryptically,	“Users	of	other	public	facilities	would	not	be	impacts	
because	uses	of	the	city’s	library	and	museum	are	mainly	indoor.” I	believe	the	intent	is	to	say	
that	due	to	distance,	new	shadows	would	only	minimally	impact	Jewell	Park,	which	has	outdoor	
use;	and	it	assumes	that	use	of	the	Library	and	Museum	are	mainly	indoor,	ignoring	the	well-
used	benches	in	the	Library’s	portico	facing	the	garden	(and	the	project	site),	and	the	
Museum’s	native	plant	garden	and	planned	butterfly	pavilion.	

	

The	negative	visual	impacts	will	NOT	be	limited	to	the	construction	period—the	completed	
project	will	have	long-term	negative	impacts.	While	the	maximum	allowed	height	limit	is	40	
feet,	this	proposed	building	appears	out	of	scale	with	the	adjacent	streetscapes	of	important	
civic	and	public	assembly	buildings.	The	impact	of	the	height	needs	to	be	reduced	by	providing	
relief.	This	may	be	accomplished	by	stepping	back,	and	perhaps	other	design	features,	to	be	
compatible	with	the	surrounding	area	(not	with	the	Holman	Building).	Landscaping	should	
make	use	of	California	native	plants.		

	
2)TRAFFIC/PARKING	
	
Increased	traffic	on	Central,	Fountain,	Grand	due	to	hotel	visitors,	employees,	and	restaurant	
patrons	is	not	realistically	assessed.	
	
The	City’s	requirements	for	off-street	parking	for	the	hotel	are	extremely	inadequate.	One	
parking	space	for	every	four	rooms	means	75%	of	the	hotel	visitors	(approximately	94	cars)	will	
have	to	park	on	the	street	when	the	hotel	is	at	full	capacity.	In	addition,	the	parking	for	
employees,	restaurant	and	bar	patrons,	and	meeting*	attendees	who	are	not	staying	at	the	
hotel	appears	to	be	significantly	less	than	adequate.	This	has	major	implications	for	people	
using	the	Library	and	the	Museum,	both	during	the	day	and	for	evening	programs,	and	likely	
will	impact	parking	in	residential	neighborhoods	nearby.	While	the	off-street	parking	spaces	
provided	may	be	more	than	what	the	City	requires,	there	is	a	significant	negative	impact	on	the	
available	street	parking.	(*The	“Project	Characteristics”	and	plans	include	a	meeting	room.	
(Page	3.0-2)	The	“Operation”	section	says	it	does	not	include	meeting	rooms.	(Page	3.0-8))	
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If	the	hotel	uses	the	parking	lot	across	the	street	(Fountain	Ave.),	where	will	the	cars	park	that	
currently	use	that	lot?	At	least	3	spaces	have	signage	reserving	them	for	the	credit	union.	The	
rest	have	signage	reserving	them	for	the	Holman	Building.		
	
	
	
3)	There	is	no	mention	of	Pacific	Grove’s	Farmer’s	Market.	What	alternate	plan	is	there	for	that	
very	popular	and	sustainable	weekly	event	that	is	held	on	Central	Avenue	in	front	of	the	project	
site?	
	
4)	The	provision	of	a	lap	pool	and	spa	in	what	may	be	a	totally	shaded	area,	with	approximately	
40-foot	walls	on	three	sides,	open	to	the	NW	wind,	appears	to	be	a	poor	plan,	disregarding	our	
scarce	water	supply.	
	
	
Respectfully,	
Lisa	Ciani	
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        January 31, 2017 
 
 
Re: Comments - Hotel Durell IS/MND. 
 
4.17 (d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (see pp 3-
5, attached).  
 
(1) The MND does not analyze the impacts of supplying water to the project. Instead, the 
MND seeks to “mitigate” this CEQA requirement (Mitigation Measure MM UTL-1) by placing 
the project on the City’s water wait list.  PGMC 11.68 states that a project must obtain  
“proofs of readiness” before it can be considered for the City’s water wait list.  
 
California American Water (Cal-Am), the water purveyor for the City of Pacific Grove, is 
currently under a State issued Cease and Desist Order (CDO) that requires it to cease all 
unlawful water diversions from the Carmel River by 2021. The City/project does not have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources. Further, a new water supply must be developed prior to the CDO being “lifted”.  
 
The City can not “precommit” to a project so far in advance of the new replacement water 
supply being available (5 yr away). In so doing the City improperly avoids meaningful CEQA 
review. Further,  “piecemeal” review of a project also avoids meaningful CEQA review. The 
MND is incorrect in determining that 4.17(d) does not have a Potentially Significant Impact. 
 
(2) The MND states: “The water deficit would be addressed either by Cal Am Water 
resources or through the development of a dual well system that would include potable and 
non-potable water use”. 
  
In Vineyard, the California Supreme Court stated, "[t]he ultimate question under CEQA ? is 
not whether an EIR establishes a likely source of water, but whether it adequately 
addresses the reasonably foreseeable impacts of supplying water to the project."  

The MND does not adequately address the impacts of supplying water to the project and 
since the new replacement (lawful) water supply is not yet ready such an analysis is 
impossible to make and thus this MND is premature and flawed. Further, an EIR, not a MND 
would be necessary to perform such an analysis. Again, the MND is incorrect in determining 
that 4.17(d) does not have a Potentially Significant Impact. 
 
(3) The MND states: “the applicant is on the City’s water wait list for the proposed hotel”. 
This is not true; the applicant/project is not currently on the City’s water wait list.  
 
(4) The MND states: “Current water usage on the site is 1.7 acre-feet per year. As such, the 
net new water use about be approximately 4.09 acre-feet per year”. It’s unclear as to what 
the author means by “current water usage”. Cal-Am billing records would determine water 
usage, however, that has no importance in regards to the site’s water allocation, which the 
MPWMD describes as a “capacity to use water”. The site’s allocation is used by the MPWMD 
for permitting purposes. As recorded on the C-1-T parcel map (see p. 6, attached) this site 
(APN 006-173-003) currently has a 1.4 acre-foot allocation.  The project could require as 
much as 13-20 additional acre-feet (see comment #5 below). 
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(5) The MND states: “the projected water use for the project would be approximately 5.47 
acre-feet per year”. I’m not sure where this value comes from but it’s not even remotely 
accurate. Instead, here’s a first order approximation (likely an underestimation) of the 
required water, per MPWMD TABLE 2 “use factors” (used in the permitting process), as 
found in MPWMD Rule 24: 
 

1. Rooms: 125 rooms * 0.13 AF/room = 16.25 AF (with tub > 55 gals) 
2. Rooms: 125 rooms * 0.10 AF/room = 12.50 AF (with tub < 55 gals) 
3. Restaurant: 73 seats * 0.02 AF/seat = 1.46 AF 
4. Banquet Room: 596 sq-ft * 0.00053   AF/sq-ft = 0.31588 AF 
5. Lobby (Group I): 1897 sq-ft * 0.00007  AF/sq-ft = 0.13279 AF 
6. Pool: 485 sq-ft   * 0.02 AF/100 sq-ft = 0.097 AF 
7. Spa: = 0.05 AF 
8. Landscape (ETWU): = 0.2 AF (estimate) 

 
Estimated Total min/max = 14.75567 AF (min) / 18.50567 AF (max) 
 

Incidentally, 18.50567 acre-feet per year represents 1.56% of the City’s total consumption, 
as recorded in Water Year 2015-16 (see p. 7, attached).  Again, the MND is incorrect in 
determining that 4.17(d) does not have a Potentially Significant Impact. 

 
 
4.1 (d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? (see pp. 8-10, attached). 
 
(6) The City should supply a credible “sun study”, similar to the one prepared for the 
Measure F MND (see p. 11, attached), before determining that 4.1(d) has a Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

 
 
Additional comments: 
 
(7) The City did not submit this project to the State Clearing House for review: 
 
http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/QueryForm.asp 
 
 
 
 
 
        Luke Coletti 
        Pacific Grove, CA 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Hotel Durell City of Pacific Grove 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  January 2017 

4.0-58 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 

stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 

the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 

needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider that serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 

project’s projected demand, in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 
    

SETTING 

WASTEWATER 

The City of Pacific Grove provides sewer services for residences and commercial businesses. The 
City owns and operates the sewer collection system consisting of approximately 58 miles of 
pipeline (with pipes varying in size from 4 to 18 inches in diameter), 900 manholes, and 7 pump 
stations. Wastewater collected in the city is conveyed to the Monterey Regional Water Pollution 
Control Agency (MRWPCA) Regional Treatment Plant in Marina via an interceptor pipeline 
located along the coast through the cities of Monterey, Seaside, and Marina. The regional 
treatment plant treats and recycles approximately 60 percent of wastewater collected in the 
MRWPCA service area for reuse by the agricultural industry in northern Monterey County. The 
remaining 40 percent of treated wastewater is discharged into the Monterey Bay. 

WATER 

The City of Pacific Grove receives water services from the California American Water Company. 
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District regulates potable water on the Monterey 
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would result in an incremental increase in wastewater, and no new or expanded 

treatment facilities would be required. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue e) in subsection 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The project would increase the amount of permeable surface and decrease site 

coverage, thus facilitating more groundwater infiltration and reducing runoff from the 

project site. The project would not increase the need for stormwater facilities. As such, the 

project would have a less than significant impact. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The projected water use for the 

project would be approximately 5.47 acre-feet per year. Current water usage on the site 

is 1.7 acre-feet per year. As such, the net new water use about be approximately 4.09 

acre-feet per year. The water deficit would be addressed either by Cal Am Water 

resources or through the development of a dual well system that would include potable 

and non-potable water use.  

Nonetheless, the City of Pacific Grove does not currently have sufficient water supplies 

available at this time to serve the project. To manage its water supply availability the City 

of Pacific Grove has a process in place to help it determine water availability prior to 

approving a construction permit. All new projects in the City, requiring new water supplied, 

are placed on a water wait list. Building permits are issued only when the City has sufficient 

water credits to serve the projects. Water credits are given through City Council approval. 

To receive a construction permit, all project applicant must show that water supplies are 

available and must complete the CEQA process.  

Currently, the applicant is on the City’s water wait list for the proposed hotel. Because 

there are not currently sufficient water supplies to serve the project this impact is potentially 

significant and Mitigation Measure MM UTL-1 shall be required. With implementation of MM 

UTL-1 project impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

e) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue b).  

f) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would demolish existing structures on the project 

site and construct a new hotel. During project construction, materials would be hauled off-

site and would be handled in accordance with state and local regulations as they relate 

to building material waste. Any fill material would be used on-site as possible to minimize 

waste.  

Solid waste generated by project operations would be hauled to the WM Material 

Recovery Facility in Castroville. The project would result in the development of 125 hotel 

units and hotel facilities for a total of 84,000 square feet. Based on a standard rate of 2 

lbs/per day/per room the project would generate approximately 91,250 lbs/per room/per 

year or 45 tons per year (CalRecycle, 2016).   

All waste would be diverted to the Monterey Regional Waste Management District facility, 

Monterey Peninsula Landfill, which has a program in place to reduce waste from 

commercial businesses. The program includes diverting organic waste, recycling and 

diversion of construction and demolition debris. The Solid Waste Facility Permit for the 

District operation states that the peak traffic volume for incoming waste materials shall not 

exceed 2,000 trips per day, and the peak tonnage of incoming waste shall not exceed 

3,500 tons per day. The MPL currently receives approximately 300,000 tons per year (less 

than 1,000 tons per day) of municipal solid waste for disposal. Additionally, MPL has a 

design airspace (volume of available airspace for placement of waste and 
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daily/intermediate/final cover soil) of approximately 84 million cubic yards (CY). The 
remaining landfill waste capacity is approximately 71 million CY, or 48 million tons 
(assuming an Airspace Utilization Factor of 0.676 tons per CY). The MPL is projected to 
reach its full capacity in the year 2161 (MRWMD 2016). Therefore, the facility would have 
sufficient space to accommodate the project’s solid waste.  

The City of Pacific Grove also implements recycling programs that would apply to the 
project. With the implementation of existing recycling programs in the city and due to 
existing capacity at MPL, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

g) No Impact. The project would comply with all applicable solid waste regulations including 
standards for the location and screening of waste container enclosures in Pacific Grove. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

MM UTL-1  Prior to obtaining a building permit, the project applicant shall complete all steps 
and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water allocation system. Additionally, 
no preliminary steps for project completion or initiation, like demolition of current 
structures, site clearance and grading shall occur before water supplies are secure 
and deemed sufficient to serve the project.  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4.1 AESTHETICS. Would the project:  

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

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

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings?     

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

    

SETTING 

Pacific Grove is a small coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula, bordered by 
Pebble Beach to the southwest, the City of Monterey to the southeast, the Monterey Bay to the 
northeast, and the Pacific Ocean to the northwest. Pacific Grove is characterized by its historic 
buildings, quaint neighborhoods, rugged coastline and dramatic ocean views. The City’s General 
Plan highlights the City’s goal to promote a “sense of place” in the community through 
enhancement of the existing urban landscape, including the preservation of the city’s historic 
buildings and attractive natural environment. 

There are two main vehicular entrances to the city: State Route 68 (Holman Highway) from the 
south and Central Avenue from the east. David Avenue, Prescott Lane, and Ocean View 
Boulevard are the other major entrances from Monterey. 

Per Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 8, Urban Structure and Design, the city is divided into 
seven areas. Each area is relatively homogenous geographically with three dominant factors: 
dominant landscape or seascape, topography, and predominant land use. The areas are as 
follows:  

x The Coastal Corridor: Approximately 4 linear miles of the coastal corridor extend west 
along Ocean View Boulevard from the city boundary near David Avenue to Point Pinos 
and continue south along Sunset Drive to the southern end of the Asilomar State Beach 
and Conference Grounds. 

x Forest Lands: Much of the area is located east of Asilomar Avenue and west of 17 Mile 
Drive. 

x Lawns and Golf Course: Confined primarily to the Municipal Golf Course, the cemetery, 
school playing fields, and a number of small parks including Jewell Park, Berwick Park, 
Caledonia Park, and Lovers Point Park. 

x Historic Downtown: Pacific Grove’s downtown is located along Lighthouse Avenue, 
between Cypress Avenue and 12th Street, and on Forest Avenue between Central and 
Pine avenues. 
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lot use. The site layout is of low visual quality, and the site does not contain any unique 
architectural features or landscaping. The visual character of the surrounding project area 
is that of a well-maintained, built-up historic seaside downtown with turn of the century 
cottages and Victorian buildings. Although the project site is occupied by the Holman 
Garage, according to cultural resources evaluation, the garage does not maintain its 
historic integrity and thus is not considered a historic resources. As such, the existing 
structures on the project site do not add to the current visual character of the project area, 
as a built up area with historic structures.  

The project would demolish the existing buildings on the project site, construct a four-story 
hotel building, renovate the parking, and add landscaping. Project construction would 
take place over a period of 12 months and would include demolition of existing structures, 
site preparation and grading and construction of new building. Because of the density in 
the project area and the sensitive uses located adjacent to it, like the Pacific Grove Library 
and Museum of Natural History, the project would have a potentially significant impact on 
the project area’s visual character during construction. As such, Mitigation Measure MM 
AES-1 shall be required. With implementation of MM AES-1, which requires construction 
fencing be installed for the duration of project construction, project impacts during 
construction would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Site improvements would remove over 8,000 square feet of impervious surfaces and 
reduce the total site coverage by 25 percent. The project would be consistent with the 
City’s General Plan goals and is subject to the architectural review process, as outlined in 
Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.70.060. The architectural review process involves 
consideration of the project’s location and design, including color schemes and building 
materials, to ensure the project is visually harmonious with surrounding development, 
landforms, and vegetation (Pacific Grove 2015). 

The design of the new building would be consistent with the existing surrounding buildings. 
The materials and colors chosen for the project would be consistent with surrounding 
buildings (Appendix A, Sheet A.16). Because the project would undergo the City review 
process for congruency with the City’s design vision it would be consistent with the City’s 
development standards and aesthetic guidelines. By complying with said guidelines the 
project would incorporate into the current visual character of the area. The project would 
match in style the existing City of Pacific Grove Library and Museum of Natural History. 
Additionally, the project would provide coverage for the back of the Holman Building, thus 
adding to the aesthetic cohesiveness of the project area by masking an element that 
does not fit in with the overall aesthetic.  As such, the project would not damage the 
project area’s surrounding visual character and quality during operation and would have 
a less than significant impact. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site does not currently generate any significant 
source of nighttime light or glare. The light on the site is currently typical of small 
commercial development and parking lot–type lighting. As previously stated, the project 
would be subject to the City’s architectural review process, which would ensure the 
project’s consistency with the City’s design guidelines, as established in the City’s 
Municipal Code. Compliance with existing lighting standards would minimize lighting 
impacts on adjacent properties and would reduce potential effects on the night sky. 
Additionally, although the project would add new lighting in the project area it would be 
similar to current lighting on the site. Light emitted from the proposed project would blend 
in with the light emitted from the surrounding residences and street traffic from the four 
local streets surrounding the project site.  
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The project would introduce a new four story building to the project area and replace the 
existing one story building. This has the potential to introduce a new element of shadow in 
the project area. Prolonged periods of shade and shadow during the middle of the day 
can adversely affect parks and other public gathering areas, which would be considered 
a significant impact under CEQA. Shade and shadow effects are limited in the City of 
Pacific Grove because of building height limits enforced by the City. Under the current 
zoning the project’s maximum allowed height is 40 feet. The project’s proposed building 
would be 37 feet at its tallest point, therefore lower than the allowed height.    

The length and direction of shadows cast from buildings and other structures are a function 
of building height and sun angle. Sun angle is, in turn, a function of latitude, season, and 
time of day. In Pacific Grove, because of its latitude in the northern hemisphere, the sun 
casts shadows only on the north side of structures. Shadows move clockwise during the 
day, beginning in a northwesterly direction (as the sun rises in the southeast) and rotating 
to a northeasterly direction (as the sun sets in the southwest). The public space that would 
be most impacted by new shadow impacts located near the project area is Jewell Park. 
Users of other public facilities would not be impacts because uses of the city’s library and 
museum are mainly indoor. Jewell Park is located approximately 348 feet from the project 
site. The longest shadow a 37 foot building would cast would be approximately 74 feet 
during the Winter Solstice (suncalc.org). Because of the project’s location and the casting 
of shadow being limited the project would not impact public facilities located in the 
project area.   

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

AES -1  The project applicant shall install construction fencing during the project 
construction to provide an aesthetic shield to the adjacent uses. The fencing shall 
remain in place during demolition of existing building, site preparation activities 
and new building construction. The fencing shall not be necessary during the 
application of architectural coating stage of construction. The fencing shall be 
enhanced with public art as directed by the City.  

  

Item 8a

Page 406 of 1103



Regular Agenda Item No. 13A
Attachment 4

Item 8a

Page 407 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 408 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 409 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 410 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 411 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 412 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 413 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 414 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 415 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 416 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 417 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 418 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 419 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 420 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 421 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 422 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 423 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 424 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 425 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 426 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 427 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 428 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 429 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 430 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 431 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 432 of 1103



January	  31,	  2017	  

Laurel	  O’Halloran,	  Associate	  Planner	  	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Community	  &	  Economic	  Development	  Department	  	  	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
City	  of	  Pacific	  Grove	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
300	  Forest	  Avenue,	  2nd	  floor	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  
Pacific	  Grove,	  CA	  93950	  

Comments in response to Durrell Hotel project CEQA Initial Study / Mitigated Negative 
Declaration  

I am writing to express my disagreement with the proposed design of the Durrell Hotel.   
I ask that my concerns be acknowledged in the Initial Study and that changes to the 
proposed design be required to address them. My comments are mainly directed at the 
incompatibility of the proposal’s mass, scale, and character in its historic neighborhood.   

I make my comments as someone who served for many years as a member on both the 
Pacific Grove Architectural Review Board and the Historic Resources Committees. As 
such, I care deeply about maintaining the historic character of Pacific Grove. I know 
when a proposal is incompatible with its site. The Durrell Hotel proposal is clearly 
incompatible. 

The importance of this site cannot be over-emphasized in the civic identity and visitor 
awareness of Pacific Grove. The site is surrounded by historic, single-story structures on 
three sides: the historic Carnegie Public Library with its gardens, the historic Natural 
History Museum with its gardens, and the rows of small, independent commercial 
buildings lining the side streets. Historic Jewel Park is diagonally adjacent. Even the 
weekly Pacific Grove Farmers’ Market has found a home here along narrow Central 
Avenue. This area is the very heart of the Pagrovian and visitor experience of Pacific 
Grove with commercially and culturally important year-round public events, parades and 
festivals. The importance of the site and its surroundings must be called out in the Initial 
Study and acknowledged in the proposed design. 

The proposed design has several good points: the underground parking, the double wings 
opening onto a central courtyard that spills out onto Central Avenue opposite the Library 
gardens, and the recessed drop-off for guests. In general I have no problem with more 
traffic in the commercial center of Pacific Grove as this will indicate a vibrant 
commercial zone – as long as the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts with the daily visits from 
children and school groups to the library, museum and park can be handled safely. But 
the elephant in the room, and I do mean elephant, is the inappropriate size of the project 
in this historic, low-rise, very public-oriented neighborhood.  

The design is in direct conflict with many of the primary Architectural Review 
Guidelines that were put in place to assure that our precious heritage is preserved.  

Quoting from the introduction to the ARB Guidelines, their purpose is “to maintain 
harmonious relationships between old and new structures and between buildings and the 
natural environment” and “to protect Pacific Grove’s architectural heritage and natural 
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resources.” Therefore, these Guidelines are the ideal guiding force upon which to base 
projects such as the Durrell Hotel.  

Unfortunately, it is clear that the Guidelines have not been utilized in the proposed 
design. Below is my synopsis of the relevant ARB Guidelines that are not being 
respected. The appropriate Guidelines must be called out in the Initial Study and 
acknowledged in revisions to the proposed design. 

Under Section 1, Neighborhood Compatibility: 

A series of styles traditionally present in Pacific Grove are described and illustrated in 
this Section.  The style of the proposed hotel is not among these. Any claim that the 
proposed hotel is a Spanish Colonial Revival design is delusional. 

Guideline #1:  

 “The mass and height of a new building should blend well with neighboring 
structures and not overwhelm them with disproportionate size or a design that is out of 
character.”  

Guideline #5: 

 “Attempt to locate taller sections of buildings where they will not obstruct 
sunlight to adjacent yards, patios, or rooms.” (Specifically, the Library garden.) 

Guideline #16: 

  “An effort should be made to preserve significant public view corridors. 
(Specifically, of the historic buildings, gardens, and Jewell Park from the neighborhood 
streets and sidewalks.) 

Under Section 3, Mass and Scale of a Structure: 

Guideline #24:  

 “A new structure should appear similar in scale to those seen as traditional in the 
neighborhood.” (The proposed hotel is completely out of scale with its setting.) 

Guideline #29: 

 “Design new roofs to appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally in the 
neighborhood.” (Where did the mansard roof idea come from? It is totally out of 
character with Pacific Grove’s architecture and should be abandoned.) 

Guideline # 32 

 “A building should have an overall proportional orientation that is similar to other 
structures in the setting.” (The proposed hotel is much higher and emphasizes verticality 
more than its neighbors on three sides.)  
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Each of these major conflicts with the Architectural Review Guidelines must be 
addressed in the final design and called out in the CEQA Initial Study as requiring 
attention. 

In order to fit comfortably within its iconic site, the design for the hotel must be 
significantly lower along Central Avenue and only slowly rise in stages as it approaches 
the height of the Holman Building. Doing so will not only provide access to sun for the 
gardens along Central Avenue and space to appreciate the historic character of the 
surrounding Park and buildings, but would also provide views and terraces for upper 
floor hotel guests.   

I would also propose to retain as much as possible of the original façade of the Durant 
Motor Car Showroom that currently occupies the site. This structure was recently 
evaluated and determined to be ineligible for inclusion on the Historic Resources 
Inventory. But I believed then, as I do now, that this decision was an error. To retain the 
façade of the building would be a step toward retaining the historic character and scale of 
the site. The original large arched openings that are currently blocked off could be 
reopened and would allow for retail display, hotel entrance, auto entry to the site, as well 
as reference the Spanish Colonial style that is prominent in the area. I ask that this 
suggestion also appear in the Initial Study. 

I believe that the entirety of the area—the historic buildings, streetscape, gardens, and 
Park—form a “Cultural Landscape” as defined by the Secretary of the Interior. I ask that 
as part of the Initial Study, a licensed architectural historian investigate this aspect. As a 
“Cultural Landscape” it is not enough to save surrounding buildings; the setting of the 
area also must not be degraded by new development.   

A four-story structure anywhere near the Library, Museum, Park and gardens will be 
wholly out of context with its neighbors. As currently proposed, the new structure will 
overwhelm its historic neighbors and cause the historic buildings and gardens to lose 
their prominence. If built, the proposal will result in a permanent loss to the historic 
character and scale of the neighborhood as well as a loss to the City as a whole. Please 
acknowledge and address this concern in the Initial Study.   

While the materials and colors may be compatible with the neighboring structures, the 
style and scale are not. The style of proposal holds no references to the established styles 
of architecture in Pacific Grove as described in the Pacific Grove Historic Context 
Statement as well as in the introduction to the ARB Guidelines. There are few if any 
historical references in the design to the Spanish Colonial Revival style of architecture as 
claimed in the proposal. To call it so is an insult to the many quality Spanish Revival 
designs found all along the Coast from our own T.A. Work building to the Osio Cinema 
building in Monterey to large commercial projects in Palo Alto and San Luis Obispo. 

It is not impossible to build a large Spanish Colonial Revival building that will 
complement the neighboring historic structures. But an appropriate design for a hotel that 
is in scale with its neighbors and with the number of rooms currently being proposed may 
very well be impossible to achieve. A significant reduction in the number of guest rooms 
in this hotel should be considered as a necessary component of a revised design. Please 
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acknowledge and require changes to the design to be in keeping with the architecture of 
Pacific Grove. 

The proposed hotel design is of a style and scale that would be at home at the end of any 
freeway ramp in the country. It is a non-descript Holiday Inn Express dumped into the 
middle of our historic heart. Do not allow this affront to be approved. 

I urge all involved to rethink the design for this hotel. It is our one chance to 
acknowledge and preserve the legacy of this important part of Pacific Grove into the 
future. 

In conclusion, I ask that the EIR investigate my following summary of both missing 
issues and egregious aspects to this proposed hotel: 

Acknowledge that the design is in conflict with and must meet the Architectural 
Review Guidelines including #1, #5, #16, #24, #29, and #32. 

Require a traffic study and refine the proposed traffic flow so as not to endanger the 
many schoolchildren and tourists visiting the Park, library and Natural History 
Museum. 

Require parking that will accommodate the actual number of vehicles that will be 
utilizing the Hotel.  One parking space for every four rooms is ludicrous.  These 
rules were set in horse and buggy days and must now be adjusted for current 
conditions.  The Initial Study must acknowledge the inadequacy of parking and 
require that adequate parking spaces be provided. 

Require a sun study to verify the proposal’s impact on the library and library 
garden.  If built as proposed, the newly renovated garden and the seating areas in 
the entry arcade will be in near constant shadow.  This issue must be addressed in 
the Initial Study and a redesign that addresses the problem be required.  

Require that any proposed design reduce the height over much of the site to be 
compatible with the scale and massing of the existing adjacent historic structures.  

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Becom 

jeffreybecom@comcast.net 

Tel. 831-224-6110 
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January 31, 2017 
 
To: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner, City of Pacific Grove 
RE: Proposed Hotel Durell Project 
 
Dear Ms. O’Halloran: 
 
We request that you consider the cumulative impact of the hotel, along with the many 
other development projects (such as the Holman condos and Project Bella) currently 
being considered for Pacific Grove. We are concerned that the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Initial Study are insufficient to ensure that the impacts of this project on 
traffic, water, architectural aesthetics and character, and local economic and 
recreational activities such as the museum, library, and our weekly Farmer’s Market 
have been thoroughly considered. Please exercise the due diligence that is incumbent 
upon your office and obtain a full EIR. 
 
Traffic in PG already crawls to a standstill during summer, holidays, and large events; 
there have been times our family could not even get to the grocery store let alone 
restaurants or shops. Egress on Central Avenue currently provides some relief from the 
congestion on Lighthouse, and the proposed hotel would have a significant impact on 
this route, particularly during morning and evening commute hours when guests would 
likely be checking in and out. 
 
Similarly, water use continues to be a serious issue; when residents are already 
restricted in their water use, they do not look kindly on proposed projects such as these 
which are extremely water intensive. We need to be looking for ways to reduce our 
water consumption, not simply maintain the status quo. The project’s proposed 
swimming pool and large soaking spa, for instance, are inconsistent with sustainable 
development in the new reality of climate change and the inevitable recurring 
droughts that will result. We must make decisions that demonstrate responsible 
stewardship for future generations of Pagrovians as well as current ones. 
 
As citizens who live, work, shop, vote, own homes, pay taxes, volunteer, and serve and 
support the schools, museum, library, and other parts of the City, we ask that first 
consideration be given to the well-being and quality of life of longstanding residents 
when exploring ways to develop and improve our economy.  Our family is heavily 
invested in this community and have worked hard to make it beautiful, safe, clean, 
quaint, peaceful but active, and interesting to locals and visitors alike. Tourists come 
here because of these qualities; in the attempt to provide opportunities for them to enjoy 
our town and bring additional economic vitality, let us take every precaution to ensure 
we do not destroy the unique elements which brought them here in the first place. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Heidi Zamzow and Ken Pollock 
240 Walcott Way 
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City of Pacific Grove 
City Hall 

300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 
 
 
 
ATTN: Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner 
Department: Community and Economic Development 
(831) 648-3127 

 

RE: The Hotel Durell Project: 

      

     I have lived in Pacific Grove for more than 30-years and on this Peninsula most of my 
life.  I realize Pacific Grove is seeking new ways to generate much needed revenue. 
However, I am against this project for several important reasons: 

DESIGN:   

     First, this future hotel is totally out of character with the surrounding historic 
neighborhood.  And it will certainly change the character of our downtown.  A new four-
story hotel with 125-rooms, carports, etc., is definitely not in keeping with a small town 
Victorian image.  After all, it really is just a somewhat glorified Hilton Garden Inn, (*see 
below).   

     A “Hilton Garden Inn” would take away from the charm of Pacific Grove.  Besides, 
“Hilton Garden Inns” are usually built just off busy freeways, definitely not in the center 
of a historic and artistic downtown with its overflowing one and two-story cottage-like 
homes. So I don’t believe a “Hilton Garden Inn” belongs in downtown Pacific Grove. 

      *[“In May, the P.G. City Council agreed to subdivide the property at 542 Lighthouse Avenue into two 

parcels: the Holman Building; …and the Grand Central Station behind it, which Agha plans to redevelop 

into a Hilton Garden Inn”], (Kera Abraham Jun 25, 2015, Monterey County Now). 

      

CURRENT PROJECTS WITHIN PACIFIC GROVE:  
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 Holman Building: 25-condos, plus 18,000 sq. of retail space, etc.   

     The new Holman Building’s exterior has tried to maintain some of the historic design 
of the original Holman Building.  Hotel Durrell’s current design does not respect Pacific 
Grove’s historic architecture. 

 If Project Bella moves forward it will replace what is now the American Tin 
Cannery, etc., with 160-hotel rooms, meeting rooms, restaurant(s) and much 
more. 

WATER:  

     Second, and most important, where are the water credits coming from, to build this 
hotel?  There are many areas of California that are still determined to be in a drought.  
We already have these two aforementioned projects and they too will be consuming our 
water.  Growth needs to be sensible, but Hotel Durell is not sensible development.  

TRAFFIC AND LOSS OF MUCH NEEDED PARKING: 

          Third, Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue are both very busy streets.  To 
increase traffic entering and exiting onto Fountain, (with a minimum of 125 extra-cars, 
during full occupancy, plus employee parking), has the potential of putting both drivers 
and pedestrians at serious risk. 

Parking spaces:  Library and Museum: 

     Many residents rely on finding parking near the library and/or Museum, especially 
residents that need closer parking, for mobility issues, etc.  Parking is currently at a 
minimum, for those wanting to access one or both of these two local treasures.  With 
this development there will be much less parking available.   

     Also, these limited parking spaces are likewise shared with office personnel and 
businesses.  We need to develop creative ideas for more parking, not less, for Pacific 
Grove residents and visitors. 

     Finally, tourists come to Pacific Grove for its tremendous scenic beauty, ocean 
habitat, wildlife, and its small town Victorian charm.  We must maintain it.  Likewise 
today, many small cities have designed alternative ways to generate revenue, (besides 
hotel taxes), in order to maintain and keep their small town allure.  The farmer’s market, 
art walk, Good Old Days, etc., are all creative ways to get people to the downtown area.  
Of course, we need more options. 

    I personally know individuals, who have started businesses in Pacific Grove.  But 
landlord issues and skyrocketing rents have sent quite a few running, to other areas.  So 
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as some businesses have sadly left our downtown area, I can understand why the rising 
hotel-occupancy taxes can be an alluring revenue source, for our City. 

    However, residents here have a strong desire and willingness to maintain the small-
town character and resort-town charm.  And that is why we live here and why tourists 
come here to visit.   And the reason why many of these tourists fall in love with the area 
and are buying their second-homes here, to live and retire in Pacific Grove.  Why?  
Because of the quality of life we are fortunate enough to have. But Hotel Durell with its 
current design and concerns does not merge into that quality of life.  

     This hotel will be an environmental nightmare, in our historic downtown. Tourists will 
come and take their photos of our amazing wildlife, scenery, historic downtown, 
Victorian homes, small town cottages, etc., but certainly not this hotel.  

    My suggestion:  Change the design of this building and make it more environmental 
friendly, by incorporating an environmental sustainable strategy that embraces the 
“Last Hometown” feel. 

Sincerely, 

 

Deborah Kenwood 
1104 Austin Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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Jan. 31, 2017 
 
 
 
Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Dept. 
 
Re.: Proposed Hotel at Holman Garage Site 
 
 
Dear Ms. O’Halloran, 
 
I have grave concerns regarding this project.  They are as follows: 
 
1.  Traffic impacts on area  
 a)Significant impact on downtown area with traffic during construction and  after 
 building completed 
 b) Impact on neighborhoods around site that have limited parking 
2.  Parking issues for that many guest rooms and staff – the proposed amount of 
 parking does not take this total into consideration. 85 spaces for over 100 rooms 
 and staff?? Numbers do not compute. 
3.  Entrance into hotel located across from Library. Concerns re. the impact on that area 
 and the venerable historic building 
4.  Where’s the water?? That is a huge issue. 
5.  Design wrong for the area. Too big, not appropriate for historic downtown.  Need to 
 keep structures complimentary and in keeping with the designs of the historic 
 properties that inhabit downtown Pacific Grove.  Honor our past!!  It is what makes 
 us unique. 
6.  Inappropriate action by the council in deciding the historic designation of the Holman 
 Garage. Was CEQA followed?? 
7.  Please review HRC minutes re. this building Sept. 12, 2012 and Nov. 14, 2012  
8.  Lack of accurate information in the Historic Assessment, original and amended reports. 
 See #7. 
9.  Design casts huge shadows, which would affect the library, Natural History Museum and 
 Jewell Park.  This is not acceptable. 
10.  What about the effect on local businesses?  This may drive them away.  And the effect 
on library patrons and the local Farmers Market. 
 
Too big, too much for this area.  And to tear down a historic building that has been 
part of the landscape of downtown Pacific Grove since 1918?  Not acceptable in my 
opinion.  Let’s keep Pacific Grove’s charming small town character intact, it makes us 
unique. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Claudia Sawyer 
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�  Anthony A. Ciani     220 Walnut Street     Pacific Grove, California 93950

January 31, 2017

Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner
Community & Economic Development Department
City Pacific Grove 300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor, 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950

RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration incorrectly determined that the 
Holman Garage building is not historically significant. That decision appears to be based upon piecemeal 
review of the historical importance and the “Phase I Report on Holman’s Garage” prepared by Richard 
Brandi, dated August 2, 2012, in the MND Appendix C. I respectfully disagree with the findings and con-
clusions of that report. It is my professional opinion that the building is historically significant for the fol-
lowing reasons:

1) It is associated with a person significant to the community’s historical past. The Holman Garage was 
constructed for Wilford R. Holman, a person of historical importance to Pacific Grove sue to his busi-
nesses including the Holman Department Store and the garage.  The above referenced report mistak-
enly degrades the importance of the Mr. Holman’s association with the garage because “the building 
should be compared to other associated properties to identify which property(s) “best” represent that 
person’s achievements or reasons for significance.” I strongly disagree with the notion that a property 
must be the “best” in order to convey an association and feeling of a historical place, event or person.

2) The Holman Garage is associated with an important event and period in our nation’s history regarding 
the automobile industry and the popular movement that responded to owning automobiles. The 
garage building represents a small but important part of that industry’s influence locally and the tour-
ing motorists of that era that made Pacific Grove a destination.

3) The Holman Garage is representative of the type and style of similar structures built during the 
growth of the automobile industry. As such, it is an important resource part of a larger thematic dis-
trict of period garages that convey a strong impression of early Pacific Grove.

4) The Holman Building retains sufficient integrity of its original characteristics from the historical peri-
od of its significance to Pacific Grove’s past. 

5) In support of my professional opinion, I submit the record enclosed in the attached email that is evi-
dent of substantial public opinion that the Holman Building is a significant historical property.

I disagree with the conclusions of 2012 report that the building must possess high artist value, or that it 
must be of the same type and style of the nearby library and museum. It does not need to be a heroic ex-
ample of a particular type, period or style. It does not need to be the design of a master architect, such as 
Bernard Maybeck’s Packard automobile showrooms in Oakland and Los Angeles. The Holman Garage 
alone, or as part of the larger context, is historically significant the local level. 

Respectfully,

Anthony A. Ciani, Architect
Historic Preservation Consultant, CHRIS  [Enclosed: Sally Aberg email dated July 15, 2015]
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January 31, 2017
City of Pacific Grove
RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Page 2

Enclosure:
“From: Sally Aberg <forthecolors@comcast.net>
Date: July 15, 2015 at 10:50:53 PDT
To: vmontgomery@rrmdesign.com
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Michael Dawson <mike@dawsonmon-
terey.com>, David Van Sunder <david@vansunder.com>, Maureen Mason <maureen@mau-
reenmason.com>, Rudy Fischer <rudyfischer@earthlink.net>
Subject: Follow up on the Grand Central Station in Pacific Grove

Good morning, Mr. Montgomery.

As you know, last night the PG Architectural Review Board had the opportunity to take an initial 
look at your firm's first proposed design for a 137-room, 40 foot tall hotel at the "library" end of 
the Holman Block.

I was the resident who expressed dismay that this proposed design didn't seem to reflect any 
knowledge of the history of the Grand Central Station—a structure which would completely dis-
appear to make way for the hotel you've put forward.

I couldn't believe that the City and your client wouldn't have turned over all of the information 
your firm will need to be aware of—especially for a project that the City and land owner wish to 
speed along.

Below you'll find the documents I referred to when I spoke yesterday.

In my opinion, both the Historic Assessment written by architectural historian Richard Brandi of 
San Francisco for review by the Historic Resources Committee on September 12, 2012  and Mr. 
Brandi's revised Historic Assessment reviewed by the HRC on November 14, 2012 were incom-
plete, faulty, and thus came to inaccurate conclusions. This was a report-for-hire. The historian 
either missed all of the significant history or else buried it during his research—until HRC mem-
bers themselves brought this history into the light. 

In both instances and by unanimous votes (5/0 and 7/0), the HRC members rejected the reports' 
conclusions that the building is not historic based on, as Mr. Brandi wrote, "lack of historic in-
tegrity."

On November 14 the HRC ultimately continued their further hearing on the Grand Central Sta-
tion's historic designation status to a "date uncertain."

That date has never come.
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January 31, 2017
City of Pacific Grove
RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Page 3

“In between the two HRC hearings, Measure F, which called for increased height and density of 
the entire Holman Block, failed at the polls. The people of Pacific Grove spoke. This ended the 
developer Drake Leddy's plans to develop the Holman Block and demolish the Grand Central 
Station in the process.

I'm relieved that your colleague Mr. Rossum is aware that the structure requires historic assess-
ment and determination.

But it seems to me that your client coming to ARB yesterday with a proposed design is putting 
the cart before the horse.

If the structure is upheld as historic and thus the building's history needs to be preserved and in-
corporated into the new hotel's design, then yesterday's time and energy on many people's parts 
was an exercise in futility.

Before returning to the ARB with refinements to your current plans, I hope you will take this 
project before HRC to get a decision on the historic significance of the Grand Central Station. 

We Pagrovians take our historic resources very seriously.

Below please find (with gratitude to a Pagrovian for locating within less than one hour what the 
City apparently couldn't provide you with at all, which I simply cannot understand):

Minutes from Sept. 12, 2012  http://www.ci.pg.ca.us/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=2685 

Agenda and minutes from the November 14, 2012 HRC meeting.  It is divided into two parts be-
cause it is so large.

Agenda:    http://38.106.5.85/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=3355 

Minutes:   http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4158

Sincerely,
Sally Aberg
forthecolors@comcast.net
cc: City Community Development, President of the Alliance of Monterey Area Preservation-
ists, President of PG Heritage Society, Chair of PG Historic Resources Committee, PG City 
Council ARB Liaison”
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Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 

City Pacific Grove Community & Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 

     (831) 648-3127 

     lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

 

Dear Ms. O’Halloran, 

 

I am writing to you in opposition to approval of the proposed Hotel Durrell on the site at 157 

Grand Avenue. I have a number of concerns, some of which the City has chosen to declare as not 

applicable to this issue. Notwithstanding the City’s view that the building on the property is not 

historically significant, many of us in the community feel that it is. Further, the City has declared 

that traffic is not an issue, and has come up with figures that support a claim that the traffic will 

be lessened in the area. Many of us disagree with that assertion as well. 

 

Accordingly, I would like to focus on the issues of parking and the imposing massing of the 

proposed structure. 

 

Parking - I was in attendance at a presentation to the Architectural Review Board a year or so 

ago. I don’t recall the exact numbers of street parking spaces proposed, but I do recall some 

sleight-of-hand in the reporting of the numbers of spaces. Some of the spaces that were 

represented as dedicated to the hotel project were actually already allocated to the Holman 

Building development project. (As an aside, the City’s ratio of one parking space for four hotel 

rooms is absurd: In large cities with developed public transit infrastructure those figures may 

make sense, but in Pacific Grove, it makes none.) The presentation documents available from the 

City continue to list some of the Holman Building parking spaces as allocated to the Hotel 

Durrell project. With hotel patrons and employees seeking parking, there is no way that it will 

not impose an additional load on the area’s street parking. 

 

In particular, the planned hotel is immediately adjacent to the two principal Pacific Grove 

education facilities outside of the school system, the Library and the Museum. As it stands now, 

street parking for these facilities is adequate, though neither have a dedicated parking area for 

patrons. I fear that adding additional load on the street parking in the vicinity of these facilities 

would impose upon the respective patrons. 

 

Massing of the Structure - Currently, the building on the property is one story on the Central 

Street elevation. The proposed four-story facade would put the library across the street in 

shadowed darkness for much of the year. I assume the proposed structure is designed within the 

height and massing strictures allowed by the Zoning Code, but I would ask the Planners to 

consider the impact on our public facilities. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I understand that the economics of 

managing a city budget require a balance of residential and commercial interests, but I feel that 

approval and development of this particular hotel on this particular location will seriously 

degrade Pacific Grove’s hometown character that so many of us cherish. 
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Sincerely, 

 

Allen Davis 

119 Grand Avenue 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950  
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April	14,	2017	
	
To:	Laurel	O’Halloran	
From:	Lisa	Ciani,	220	Walnut	St,	Pacific	Grove,	CA	93950	
Re:	Hotel	Durrell	Project—	CEQA	Review	comment	
	
	
The	Mitigated	Negative	Declaration	for	Hotel	Durell	is	based	on	incomplete	information	and	
several	faulty	statements	and	conclusions.	I	am	particularly	concerned	about	Aesthetics,	
Cultural	Resources,	Traffic	(and	parking),	and	water	use.	I	do	NOT	agree	that	project	revisions	
have	mitigated	significant	negative	impacts.	
	
1)	AESTHETICS/CULTURAL/HISTORIC	RESOURCES:	

I’m	addressing	these	resource	impacts	together,	because	they	overlap.	In	describing	the	
Setting,	the	MND	states	that	the	site	is	located	in	the	Historic	Downtown	area	(page	4.0-2)	as	
described	in	the	General	Plan	(“along	Lighthouse	Avenue	between	Cypress	Avenue	and	12th	
Street,	and	on	Forest	Avenue	between	Central	and	Pine	avenues”).	That	is	not	accurate.	The	
project	is	not	“along	Lighthouse”	or	Forest	Avenue.	

In	reality,	the	site	is	located	in	the	Historic	Residential	area	described	in	the	General	Plan	
(“generally	bounded	by	Junipero	Avenue,	1st	Street,	Ocean	View	Boulevard,	Pacific	Avenue,	
and	Alder	Street”),	NOT	the	Historic	Downtown	area.		

And	more	specifically,	it	is	in	an	area	of	civic	and	public	assembly	buildings	as	described	in	the	
Historic	Context	statement	(pages	184-187,	231-234).	

	
The	“low	visual	quality”	(page	4.0-3)	that	is	attributed	to	the	current	building	on	the	site	is	due	
to	neglect	by	the	owner,	not	the	inherent	quality	of	the	building	which	has	been	there,	well	
used,	since	at	least	1921.	It	would	be	most	appropriate	to	incorporate	as	much	as	possible	of	
the	original	building	into	the	proposed	structure,	conserving	resources,	and	to	step	back	
substantially	from	that	as	the	height	increases,	to	minimize	the	impact	on	the	streetscape	and	
views.	
	
The	determination	that	the	building	does	not	have	historic	or	architectural	integrity,	is	not	
consistent	with	the	historic	documentation,	and	was	approved	by	City	Council,	not	the	Historic	
Resources	Committee	where	the	review	should	have	taken	place.	The	historic	significance	of	
the	existing	building,	is	described	in	the	Historic	Context	Statement	(pages	158-163),	quoted	
here	in	part:	
	

“In	1919	Wilford	[Holman]	constructed	a	large	reinforced	concrete	auto	garage,	repair	
and	supply	store	that	spanned	the	entire	block	between	Fountain	and	Grand	Avenues	
south	of	Central	Avenue	(extant).	The	garage	could	hold	90	cars	and	featured	Pacific	
Grove’s	first	gas	station.	
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“Construction	of	the	garage	was	the	first	step	toward	the	development	of	a	new	
Holman’s	Department	Store,	which	would	be	much	larger	than	any	of	the	family’s	
previous	operations.”		
	

On	pages	187-190	of	the	Historic	Context	Statement,	there	is	a	discussion	of	our	surviving	light	
industrial	properties	from	the	period	1903-1926,	“primarily	stables	and	automobile	
garages…indicative	of	the	transition	from	horse	to	automobile	travel”.	The	connection	of	the	
Holman	Garage	to	the	Holman	family	and	to	the	development	of	Holman’s	Department	Store	
adds	significance.	“As	evidenced	by	Sanborn	maps,	the	construction	of	[garage]	buildings,	
parking	lots,	service	stations	and	other	auto-related	infrastructure	would	have	a	tremendous	
impact	on	early	twentieth	century	Pacific	Grove,	particularly	in	the	central	business	district.	
Auto-related	light-industrial	buildings	such	as	these	may	therefore	be	significant	as	an	example	
of	this	important	trend.”	(Historic	Context	Statement,	page	162)	
	
In	addition	to	incorporating	elements	of	the	original	building,	the	developer	should	provide	a	
descriptive	plaque	placed	in	a	prominent	location	outside	the	building	for	the	public	to	read	
about	the	history	of	the	Holman	Garage;	and	large	historic	photos	in	the	lobby	should	be	
provided,	accompanied	by	descriptions	of	the	role	of	the	automobile,	and	garages	such	as	the	
Holman	Garage,	in	Pacific	Grove’s	development,	in	this	historic	core	area	of	the	City.	
	

The	MND	makes	some	illogical	and	unsubstantiated	statements	in	the	first	5	sentences	of	the	
4th	paragraph	on	page	4.0-3:  
(I	have	bulleted	each	sentence	for	ease	of	noticing	their	lack	of	both	logic	and	substantiation,	
and	I’ve	provided	explanation	following	the	bulleted	sentences.) 

• The design of the new building would be consistent with the existing surrounding 
buildings.  

• The materials and colors chosen for the project would be consistent with surrounding 
buildings (Appendix A, Sheet A.16).  

• Because the project would undergo the City review process for congruency with the 
City’s design vision it would be consistent with the City’s development standards and 
aesthetic guidelines.  

• By complying with said guidelines the project would incorporate into the current visual 
character of the area.  

• The project would match in style the existing City of Pacific Grove Library and Museum of 
Natural History.  

First,	the	design	is	not	consistent	with	the	prominent	neighboring	buildings,	the	Library	
(Mission	Revival)	and	the	Museum	(Spanish	Colonial	Revival),	or	with	the	authentic	historic	
buildings	of	the	Retreat.	The	design	may	be	consistent	with	the	commercial	building	to	the	
north,	at	the	SE	corner	of	Fountain	and	Central,	but	that	is	not	in	the	same	sort	of	focal	
location	of	the	project	site	as	seen	from	the	important	public	buildings	and	park.	The	
Architectural	Review	Guidelines	also	state,	“New	construction	should	appear	similar	in	mass	
and	scale	to	other	buildings	seen	as	traditional	in	the	neighborhood.”	It	doesn’t	look	that	
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way	on	paper.	Where	are	the	story	poles?	Story	poles	should	be	part	of	the	environmental	
review	process.	

Second,	the	materials	and	colors	may	or	may	not	be	“consistent	with	surrounding	
buildings”.	Those	features	are	just	two	factors,	not	the	major	determining	factors	in	
assessing	design	compatibility.	

Third,	determination	of	the	project’s	consistency	with	the	Architectural	Review	Guidelines	
in	terms	of	mass	and	scale	of	the	structure,	scale	and	rhythm	of	the	streetscape,	and	
architectural	details	should	not	be	considered	a	foregone	conclusion.	That	does	not	provide	
meaningful	environmental	review.	

Fourth,	the	hotel	building	as	already	discussed	above	would	NOT	fit	into	the	“current	visual	
character	of	the	area”.	

Fifth,	the	project	would	NOT	“match	in	style”	the	existing	historical	Library	and	Museum	
buildings	which	are	set	back	from	the	sidewalk	on	Central	and	have	beautiful	arches,	
architectural	details	and	fenestration,	and	the	clean	lines	of	the	Mission	Revival	and	
Spanish/Mediterranean	Revival	styles.	While	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	architecture	is	notable	
for	its	variety	of	architectural	styles,	this	building	is	not	designed	in	any	recognized	style,	
and	does	not	claim	to	be.	Superior	design	is	exhibited	by	the	Library	and	the	Museum,	and	
the	current	hotel	design	is	not	consistent	with	that.	And	while	the	Library	and	Museum	are	
set	back	from	Central	Avenue	with	drought-tolerant	and/or	native	plant	gardens,	a	covered	
portico	at	the	Library	with	benches,	and	a	plaza	with	a	life-size	gray	whale	model	in	front	of	
the	Museum,	the	hotel	will	be	set	back	only	to	accommodate	a	driveway	and	outdoor	
seating	for	the	restaurant.	

The	paragraph	concludes,	“the	project	would	not	damage	the	project	area’s	surrounding	visual	
character	and	quality	during	operation	and	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact.”	That	is	
NOT	substantiated	in	the	document.		

Furthermore,	with	the	site	of	the	proposed	hotel	located	in	Pacific	Grove’s	historic	cultural	core	
in	the	heart	of	the	historic	Retreat	across	the	street	from	the	Library,	the	PG	Museum	of	
Natural	History,	and	Jewell	Park,	and	2	blocks	from	Chautauqua	Hall,	this	will	be	a	highly	visible	
building	for	residents	and	visitors.	There	will	be	significant	negative	impacts	on	the	Library	and	
Museum	in	terms	of	aesthetics,	loss	of	views	(to	Mt.	Toro	to	the	east	from	the	Museum	garden	
and	from	the	sidewalk	on	Forest	Ave.),	loss	of	light	(shade	and	shadow	likely	at	both	the	
Museum	and	Library—the	light	and	shadow	shown	on	the	drawings	is	not	accurate),	traffic,	and	
parking.	The	document	states	cryptically,	“Users	of	other	public	facilities	would	not	be	impacts	
because	uses	of	the	city’s	library	and	museum	are	mainly	indoor.” I	believe	the	intent	is	to	say	
that	due	to	distance,	new	shadows	would	only	minimally	impact	Jewell	Park,	which	has	outdoor	
use;	and	it	assumes	that	use	of	the	Library	and	Museum	are	mainly	indoor,	ignoring	the	well-
used	benches	in	the	Library’s	portico	facing	the	garden	(and	the	project	site),	and	the	
Museum’s	native	plant	garden	and	planned	butterfly	pavilion.	
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The	negative	visual	impacts	will	NOT	be	limited	to	the	construction	period—the	completed	
project	will	have	long-term	negative	impacts.	While	the	maximum	allowed	height	limit	is	40	
feet,	this	proposed	building	appears	out	of	scale	with	the	adjacent	streetscapes	of	important	
civic	and	public	assembly	buildings.	The	impact	of	the	height	needs	to	be	reduced	by	providing	
relief.	This	may	be	accomplished	by	stepping	back,	and	perhaps	other	design	features,	to	be	
compatible	with	the	surrounding	area	(not	with	the	Holman	Building).	Landscaping	should	
make	use	of	California	native	plants.		

	
2)TRAFFIC/PARKING	
	
Increased	traffic	on	Central,	Fountain,	Grand	due	to	hotel	visitors,	employees,	and	restaurant	
patrons	is	not	realistically	assessed.	
	
The	City’s	requirements	for	off-street	parking	for	the	hotel	are	extremely	inadequate.	One	
parking	space	for	every	four	rooms	means	75%	of	the	hotel	visitors	(approximately	94	cars)	will	
have	to	park	on	the	street	when	the	hotel	is	at	full	capacity.	In	addition,	the	parking	for	
employees,	restaurant	and	bar	patrons,	and	meeting*	attendees	who	are	not	staying	at	the	
hotel	appears	to	be	significantly	less	than	adequate.	This	has	major	implications	for	people	
using	the	Library	and	the	Museum,	both	during	the	day	and	for	evening	programs,	and	likely	
will	impact	parking	in	residential	neighborhoods	nearby.	While	the	off-street	parking	spaces	
provided	may	be	more	than	what	the	City	requires,	there	is	a	significant	negative	impact	on	the	
available	street	parking.	(*The	“Project	Characteristics”	and	plans	include	a	meeting	room.	
(Page	3.0-2)	The	“Operation”	section	says	it	does	not	include	meeting	rooms.	(Page	3.0-8))	
	
	
If	the	hotel	uses	the	parking	lot	across	the	street	(Fountain	Ave.),	where	will	the	cars	park	that	
currently	use	that	lot?	At	least	3	spaces	have	signage	reserving	them	for	the	credit	union.	The	
rest	have	signage	reserving	them	for	the	Holman	Building.		
	
	
3)	There	is	no	mention	of	Pacific	Grove’s	Farmer’s	Market.	What	alternate	plan	is	there	for	that	
very	popular	and	sustainable	weekly	event	that	is	held	on	Central	Avenue	in	front	of	the	project	
site?	
	
4)	The	provision	of	a	lap	pool	and	spa	in	what	may	be	a	totally	shaded	area,	with	approximately	
40-foot	walls	on	three	sides,	open	to	the	NW	wind,	appears	to	be	a	poor	plan,	disregarding	our	
scarce	water	supply.	
	
	
Respectfully,	
Lisa	Ciani	
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This section summarizes the Hotel Durell project in Pacific Grove, identifies the alternatives 
evaluated in this Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), and summarizes the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

ES.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This Draft EIR analyzes the potential physical environmental effects associated with project 
implementation, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000–21177). 
The analysis focuses on the physical environmental impacts that could arise from project 
implementation and construction of Hotel Durell. This Draft EIR is an environmental impact report 
focusing on resources as determined by the Initial Study, per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063(c)(3). 

ES.2  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The proposed project would demolish the existing commercial building and construct a four-story, 
125-room hotel in its place. The project would construct an off-site parking lot on of the opposite 
side of Fountain Avenue from the hotel site. The hotel’s ground floor would accommodate the 
hotel lobby, restaurant, kitchen, laundry room, meeting room, and on-site parking. The remaining 
three floors would accommodate hotel rooms, which would range in size from 320 to 400 square 
feet. The hotel site would include a variety of amenities including a swimming pool, soaking spa, 
landscaped courtyard area, meeting rooms, restaurant, central vending area on each guest 
room floor, valet parking, lobby and reservation desk, guest luggage storage, and exercise room. 
The project would employ a total of 19 staff.  
The Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T) zoning allows a maximum site 
coverage of 75 percent. The hotel building would cover approximately 73 percent of the total 
site. The project would decrease the amount of impermeable surface on the project site by 
approximately 27 percent.  
The four-story hotel building would be constructed in a U shape, with a lap pool, spa, and fire pit 
in the open center. The building would directly abut the property lines along Fountain Avenue 
and Grand Avenue. The hotel entrance would be on Central Avenue and would consist of a 
pick-up/drop-off area. Along Grand Avenue, the buildings would stand at approximately 37 
feet, with similar elevations along Central Avenue and throughout the project site.  

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 12 to 18 months. Consistent with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, construction would generally occur Monday through Friday and be 
limited to the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. No work would take place on Sundays or on federal, state, or local holidays.  
Construction activities would consist of demolition of the existing building, site preparation, 
including grading, removal of existing asphalt, and construction of new structures. The 
construction of the underground, one-level parking garage would require excavation and off-
hauling of materials. Building materials for the underground parking lot would be concrete or a 
type of noncombustible material.  
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The project would remove 21,025 square feet of existing asphalt and would require site 
preparation. Construction equipment would include heavy equipment such as a bulldozer, 
scrapers, backhoes, excavators, loaders, compactors, rollers, and a paving machine. The 
construction crew would vary in size and would comprise approximately 10 to 25 people.  

ES.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and 
avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e) requires that a “no project” alternative be evaluated in an EIR. The Draft EIR 
evaluates the following alternatives: 
Three alternatives were identified for examination and analysis in this Draft EIR: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change 
to the project site. The existing surface parking lot and 17,650-square-foot commercial 
building would remain, with similar uses.  

 Alternative 2 – Mixed-Use Development. Under Alternative 2, the project site would be 
developed with a four-story mixed-use project which would include parking, 
commercial, office, and residential space.  

 Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel Capacity. Under Alternative 3, a smaller hotel would be 
constructed on the project site, with 90 rooms, as well as all project site improvements 
proposed under the project.  

ES.4 NOTICE OF PREPARATION  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR on March 16, 2017. The City was identified as the lead agency for the proposed 
project. The notice was circulated to the public, local and state agencies, and other interested 
parties to solicit comments on the proposed project. The scoping period ended on April 17, 2017. 
A scoping meeting was held on April 4, 2017, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised 
in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and 
responses by interested parties are included in Appendix NOP. 

The City received numerous comment letters on the project’s Initial Study and NOP. Comments 
were received from three sources: written comments by mail or email, public comments at the 
project’s scoping meeting, and comments on the project’s previously circulated Initial Study. A 
copy of each letter is included in Appendix NOP of this Draft EIR.  

ES.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table ES-1 displays a summary of project impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would 
avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance is indicated both 
before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure, as applicable.  
For detailed discussions of these environmental impacts, refer to the appropriate environmental 
topic section of this Draft EIR (i.e., Sections 3.1 through 3.6 and Section 5.0). Project 
implementation would not generate any significant and unavoidable impacts.  
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The table also includes a summary of project impacts that were found to be less than significant 
during the Initial Study process and which are summarized in Section 3.0 of this Draft EIR. 
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TABLE ES-1 
PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Aesthetics  

Impact 3.1.1 Project implementation would 
not have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista.   

LS None required. LS 

Impact 3.1.2 Project implementation would 
introduce a new element in the 
project area, which would 
modify the area’s visual 
character and quality. 
Construction of the project 
would temporarily degrade the 
visual character and quality of 
the project site during 
demolition and renovation 
activities.  

PS MM 3.1.2 The project applicant shall install construction 
screening, with a design approved by the City of Pacific 
Grove, during project construction to shield adjacent 
uses from aesthetics impacts. The construction 
screening shall remain in place during demolition of 
the existing building, site preparation activities, and 
new building construction. The screening shall not be 
necessary during the stage of construction when 
architectural coatings are being applied 

LS 

Impact 3.1.3 Project implementation would 
not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area.  

LS None required. LS 

Impact 3.1.4 Project implementation would 
not result in a significant 
contribution to the cumulative 
conversion of open space.  

LCC None required. LCC 

Damage scenic resources in a state scenic 
highway 

N N/A N 

Cultural Resources  

Impact 3.2.1 The project would not result in 
a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical 

LS None required.  LS 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

resource as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 
21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5.  

Impact 3.2.2 Project implementation could 
indirectly result in the potential 
disturbance of undiscovered 
cultural resources (i.e., 
prehistoric sites, historic sites, 
and isolated artifacts and 
features), paleontological 
resources ((i.e., fossils and fossil 
formations), and unrecorded 
human remains. 

PS MM 3.2.2a Treatment of previously unidentified archaeological or 
paleontological deposits. During project construction, if 
any archaeological or paleontological resources (i.e., 
fossils) are found, the project applicant and/or its 
contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet of the 
discovery and immediately notify the City of Pacific 
Grove Community & Economic Development Director  
The project applicant and/or its contractor shall retain a 
qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to evaluate the 
finds and recommend appropriate mitigation measures 
for the inadvertently discovered archaeological or 
paleontological resources. The City and the project 
applicant shall consider the mitigation 
recommendations and agree on implementation of the 
measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, 
excavation, documentation, curation, or other 
appropriate measures. 

MM 3.2.2b Treatment of previously unidentified human remains. 
During project construction, if human remains are 
discovered, the project applicant and/or its contractor 
shall cease all work within 25 feet of the find and notify 
the City of Pacific Grove Planning Division and the 
county coroner, per the requirements of California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the remains 
are determined to be Native American, the coroner 
shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC shall designate a 
most likely descendant who will be authorized to 
provide recommendations for management of the 
Native American human remains. (See California Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5.) 

LS 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 3.2.3 The project, in addition to 
existing, approved, proposed, 
and reasonably foreseeable 
development in the region, 
could result in cumulative 
impacts on cultural resources. 

LCC None required.  LCC 

Noise 

Impact 3.3.1 The project would not expose 
people to noise levels in excess 
of local noise standards. 

LS None required. LS 

Impact 3.3.2 The project would not involve 
the long-term use of any 
equipment or processes that 
would result in potentially 
significant levels of 
groundborne vibration. 
Predicted groundborne 
vibration levels associated with 
short-term construction activities 
would not be anticipated to 
exceed applicable thresholds. 

LS None required.  LS 

Impact 3.3.3 The project would not result in 
a substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project. 

LS None required.  N 

Impact 3.3.4 Project operation would not 
result in a substantial 
contribution to cumulative noise 
levels. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Exposure to noise from public airports N None required. N 

Exposure to noise from private airports N None required. N 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 3.4.1 Based on project site circulation 
patterns and potential conflicts, 
the project would have a less 
than significant impact on 
applicable plans and congestion 
management programs due to 
project construction. The 
project’s impact would be 
potentially significant due to 
project operation on applicable 
plans, ordinances, or policies 
establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system. 

PS MM 3.4.1 Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and 
out of the project area shall utilize Forest Avenue and 
Central Avenue. Construction traffic shall avoid 
residential areas in the project area. 

LS 

Impact 3.4.2  Although the project would 
result in an overall reduction in 
the number of trips, it would 
increase motor vehicle traffic 
and congestion during the AM 
and PM peak traffic times on 
roadways used by transit, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. The 
project would increase 
pedestrian usage in the vicinity 
of the project site. 

PS MM 3.4.2a The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair 
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works 
Department, to provide funds for the addition of 
crosswalks at the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue 
intersection and at the Fountain Avenue/Central 
Avenue intersection. The crosswalks shall be speed 
tables (raised crosswalks) with crossing lights 
embedded in the pavement and a pedestrian-activated 
push button on each street corner. 

MM 3.4.2b The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair 
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works 
Department, to provide funds for the installation of stop 
signs at the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue to make the intersection a four-way stop. 

MM 3.4.2c The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair 
share), as determined by the City’s Public Works 
Department, to provide funds to increase the width of 
the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell Park to 
approximately 18 feet to accommodate increased 
pedestrian/vendor activity during special events such as 
the farmers market. 

LS 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 3.4.3  Under cumulative traffic 
conditions, the project would 
not increase traffic congestion to 
a significant level. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Impact 3.4.4 Substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment).  

N N/A N 

Change in air traffic patterns  N N/A N 

Increase of road hazards due to a design feature 
or incompatible use  

N N/A  N 

Result in inadequate emergency access N N/A N 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impact 3.5.1 The project could indirectly 
result in the disturbance of 
undiscovered tribal cultural 
resources (i.e., site, feature, 
place, or cultural landscape 
with cultural value). 

PS MM 3.5.1  Treatment of previously unidentified tribal cultural 
resources. During project construction, a Native 
American monitor certified by the Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation (OCEN) will be present for all ground 
disturbance. If any tribal cultural resources are found, 
the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all 
work within 250 feet of the discovery and immediately 
notify the City of Pacific Grove Planning Division. The 
OCEN-certified Native American monitor will contact 
the OCEN Tribal Chair and in consultation with the 
City and an archeologist evaluate the finds and 
recommend appropriate mitigation measures for the 
inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resource. The 
City and the project applicant shall consider the 
mitigation recommendations and agree on 
implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and 
appropriate. Such measures may include reburial of any 
ancestral remains, avoidance, preservation in place, 
excavation, documentation, curation, or other 
appropriate measures. 

LS 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Without Mitigation Mitigation Measure Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 3.5.2 The project, in addition to 
existing, approved, proposed, 
and reasonably foreseeable 
development in the region, 
could result in cumulative 
impacts on tribal cultural 
resources. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact 3.6.1 The project would increase the 
demand for water in the city.  

PS MM 3.6.1 Prior to the City issuing a building permit, the project 
applicant shall complete all steps and demonstrate 
compliance with the City’s water allocation system, as 
outlined in Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove 
Municipal Code. Additionally, no preliminary steps for 
project completion or initiation, shall occur before 
water supplies are secure and deemed sufficient to 
serve the project. 

LS 

Impact 3.6.2 The project, in combination 
with other existing, planned, 
proposed, approved, and 
reasonably foreseeable 
development in the city, would 
increase the cumulative demand 
for water supplies and related 
infrastructure. 

LCC None required.  LCC 

Wastewater treatment N N/A N 

Construction or expansion of stormwater 
drainage facilities 

N N/A  N 

Adequate wastewater treatment capacity N N/A N 

Landfill capacity N N/A N 

Solid waste statutes N N/A N 
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IMPACTS NOT DISCUSSED IN SECTION 3.0 OF THE DRAFT EIR  

Agriculture and Forestry 

Threshold 1 Convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to 
nonagricultural use. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 2 Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 3 Conflict with existing zoning 
for, or cause rezoning of, 
forestland (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 
51104(g)). 

N None required. N 

Threshold 4 Result in the loss of forestland 
or conversion of forestland to 
non-forest use. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 5 Involve other changes in the 
existing environment, which, 
due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of 
Farmland to nonagricultural use 
or conversion of forestland to 
non-forest use. 

N None required. N 
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Cumulative agriculture and forestry impacts N None required. N 

Air Quality  

Threshold 1 Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. 

N None required.  N 

Threshold 2 Violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 3 Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is in nonattainment 
under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors). 

LS None required. 

 

LS 

Threshold 4 Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 5 Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of 
people. 

LS None required. LS 

Cumulative air quality impacts LCC None required. LCC 

Biological Resources 

Threshold 1 Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or 

PS MM BIO-1 A qualified biologist shall perform a bat survey between 
March 1 and July 31 prior to the removal of any 
structures. If the survey does not identify the presence 
or evidence of occupied roosts, no additional mitigation 
measures are required. 

 If non-breeding roosts occupied by special-status bat 

LS 
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regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) or the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

species are documented within disturbance areas, a 
qualified biologist shall safely flush the bats from the 
sites where roosting habitat will be removed prior to 
the month of March and prior to the onset of 
disturbance activities. The removal of the roosting sites 
shall occur during the time of day when the roost is 
unoccupied. 

 If a maternity colony is detected, a qualified biologist 
shall establish a 100-foot no-activity setback around the 
roost site which will remain in place until it has been 
determined by a qualified biologist that the nursery is 
no longer active. Removal of maternity roosts shall be 
restricted to between March 1 and April 15 or between 
August 15 and October 15 to avoid interfering with an 
active nursery. 

Threshold 2 Have a substantial adverse effect 
on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the CDFW or USFWS.  

N None required. N 

Threshold 3 Have a substantial adverse effect 
on federally protected wetlands, 
as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal wetlands, etc.), 
through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or 
other means.  

N None required.  N 

Threshold 4 Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with 
established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or 

N None required. N 
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of Significance 

impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites. 

Threshold 5 Conflict with any local policies 
or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or 
ordinance. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 6 Conflict with the provisions of 
an adopted habitat conservation 
plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 7 Substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of an 
endangered, rare, or threatened 
plant or animal species or biotic 
community, thereby causing the 
species or community to drop 
below self-sustaining levels. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative biological resources impacts  CC Implement mitigation measure MM BIO-1 identified above. LCC 

Geology and Soils 

Threshold 1 Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving 
rupture of a known earthquake 
fault; strong seismic ground 
shaking; seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction; 
or landslides.  

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 2 Result in substantial soil erosion 
or the loss of topsoil. 

LS None required. LS 
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Threshold 3 Be located on a geologic unit or 
soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 4 Be located on expansive soils, 
as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code 
(1994) and in ASTM D4829-11, 
creating substantial risk to life or 
property.   

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 5  Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative geology and soils impacts LCC None required. LCC 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions   

Threshold 1 Generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment.  

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 2 Conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 

LS None required. LS 

Cumulative climate change impacts LCC None required. LCC 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Threshold 1 Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

PS MM HAZ-1 The project applicant shall employ a California Division 
of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) 
registered asbestos contractor to remove any asbestos-
containing materials encountered during demolition to 
ensure safety to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

MM HAZ-2 To prevent accidental release of lead-based paint, the 
contractor shall use the following techniques during 
construction:  
  Stabilize loose and flaky paint prior to demolition.  
  Require all workers to wear OSHA-level protective 

material for handling lead-based paint per federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) requirements for lead in construction. 

  Remove all lead-based paint materials to a scrap 
yard or landfill that can accept lead-based paint 
materials. 

MM HAZ-3 To prevent accidental release of PCBs, the contractor 
shall remove all fluorescent light tubes prior to 
demolition. If a “no PCB” sticker on the fluorescent 
fixture ballasts cannot be located, ballasts shall be 
removed as PCB containing.  

MM HAZ-4  If hazardous materials are encountered during 
construction or accidentally released as a result of 
construction activities, the contractor shall implement 
the following procedures:  
  Stop all work within 25 feet of any discovered 

contamination or release. 
  Identify the scope and immediacy of the problem.  
  Coordinate with responsible agencies (California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control, Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, or 
US Environmental Protection Agency). 

  Conduct the necessary investigation and 
remediation activities to resolve the situation 
before continuing construction work. 

LS 
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Threshold 2 Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

S Implement mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4 as 
identified above. 

LS 

Threshold 3 Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed 
school..  

N None required. N 

Threshold 4 Be located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment. 

S Implement mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4 as 
identified above. 

LS 

Threshold 5 For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use 
airport, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working 
in the project area. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 6 For a project in the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area. 

N None required. N 
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Threshold 7 Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation 
plan. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 8 Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts 

CC Implement mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 as identified 
above. 

LCC 

Hydrology and Water Quality  

Threshold 1 Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 2 Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted). 

LS None required. LS 
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Threshold 3 Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner 
which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 4 Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner 
which would in substantial 
flooding on- or off-site. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 5 Create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 6 Otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality. 

LS None required LS 

Threshold 7 Place housing within a 100-year 
flood hazard area as mapped on 
a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance 
Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 8 Place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures that 
would impede or redirect flood 
flows. 

N None required. N 
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Threshold 9 Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of 
a failure of a levee or dam. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts LCC None required. LCC 

Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 1 Physically divide an established 
community. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 2 Conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental 
effect. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 3 Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation 
plan. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative land use and planning impacts LCC None required. LCC 

Mineral Resources 

Threshold 1 Result in the loss of availability 
of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the 
state. 

N None required. N 
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Threshold 2 Result in the loss of availability 
of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative mineral resources impacts N None required. N 

Population and Housing 

Threshold 1 Induce substantial population 
growth in an area, either 
directly (e.g., by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through 
extension of roads or other 
infrastructure). 

N None required. N 

Threshold 2 Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

N None required. N 

Threshold 3 Displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

N None required. N 

Cumulative population and housing impacts LCC None required. B 

Public Services 

Threshold 1 Result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 

LS None required. LS 
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environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any 
of the following public services: 
fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or 
other public facilities. 

Cumulative public services impacts LCC None required. LCC 

Recreation 

Threshold 1 Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be 
accelerated. 

LS None required. LS 

Threshold 2 Require the construction or 
expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the 
environment. 

LS None required. LS 

Cumulative recreation impacts LCC None required. LCC 
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1.0-1 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was prepared in accordance with and in 
fulfillment of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. As 
described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an environmental impact report (EIR) is a public 
informational document that assesses the potentially significant environmental impacts of a 
project. CEQA requires that an EIR be prepared by the agency with primary responsibility over 
the approval of a project (the lead agency). The City of Pacific Grove (City) is the lead agency 
for the proposed Hotel Durell project (the project). Public agencies are charged with the duty to 
consider and minimize environmental impacts of proposed development where feasible and 
have the obligation to balance economic, environmental, and social factors. 

1.1 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The Hotel Durell Draft EIR is an environmental impact report focusing on resources as determined 
by the Initial Study. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c)(3): 

The purpose of an Initial Study is to: 
(3) Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by:  

(A) Focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant, 
(B) Identifying the effects considered not to be significant,  
(C) Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would 

not be significant, and 
(D) Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering or another appropriate process.  

The City prepared and published an Initial Study for the project. The analysis presented in the 
Initial Study found that the project may result in potentially significant impacts related to 
aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems from project implementation. As such, 
the City determined that an EIR should be prepared. All other resources were found to have no 
impact or a less than significant impact as a result of project implementation, as discussed in the 
Initial Study (Appendix IS).  

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR prior to approving any project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. The City has determined that the Hotel Durell project is a 
project under CEQA. 
This Draft EIR provides a review of the environmental effects of project implementation. The City 
has prepared this Draft EIR for the following purposes: 

 To satisfy the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21178) and 
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 4, Chapter 14, Sections 15000–
15387). 

 To inform the general public, the local community, and responsible and interested public 
agencies of the project nature, its possible environmental effects, recommended 
measures to mitigate those effects, and alternatives to the project. 

 To evaluate the project’s potential significant environmental effects.  
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The determination that the City is the lead agency is made in accordance with Sections 15051 
and 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, which define the lead agency as the agency that has the 
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. This Draft EIR reflects the City’s 
independent judgment regarding the potential environmental impacts, the level of significance 
of the impacts both before and after mitigation, and the mitigation measures proposed to 
reduce impacts. 
The City is responsible for certifying that the EIR for the Hotel Durell project satisfies the 
requirements of CEQA. Once certified, the EIR will serve as the base environmental document 
for the project and will be used as a basis for decisions on site development.  
This Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
defines the standards for EIR adequacy as follows: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

1.3  INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 

This Draft EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of project implementation and 
to help decision-makers in the project approval process. The EIR in its final form may also be 
considered in the review of any subsequent permit actions, if any, to facilitate the project. 

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15122 through 15132 identify content requirements for Draft and Final 
EIRs. An EIR must include a description of the environmental setting, an environmental impact 
analysis, mitigation measures, alternatives, significant irreversible environmental changes, 
growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The environmental issues addressed in the 
Draft EIR were established through review of environmental documentation developed for the 
project, environmental documentation for nearby projects, and responses to the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) and public scoping meeting comments. This Draft EIR is organized in the 
following sections: 

SECTION ES – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This section provides a project narrative and identifies environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures through a summary matrix consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15123. 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

This section provides an overview that describes the intended uses of the EIR, as well as the 
review and certification process. 
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SECTION 2.0 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section provides a detailed description of the project and project objectives, along with 
background information and physical characteristics consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124. 

SECTION 3.0 – ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section contains analyses relative to each environmental topic. Included in this section is a 
comprehensive analysis related to impacts and mitigation measures that correspond to project 
implementation. Each subsection contains a description of the existing setting of the project 
area. The environmental topics considered in the Draft EIR are as follows: 

 Aesthetics 
 Cultural Resources 
 Noise 
 Transportation and Traffic  
 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Utilities and Service Systems  

SECTION 4.0 – ALTERNATIVES 

This section discusses alternatives to the project, including the CEQA mandatory “No Project” 
alternative. The alternatives are intended to avoid or reduce significant project environmental 
impacts. 

SECTION 5.0 – OTHER CEQA ANALYSIS 

This section contains discussions of significant irreversible environmental changes that would be 
involved in the project should it be implemented as well as significant unavoidable 
environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of 
insignificance.  

SECTION 6.0 – REPORT PREPARERS 

This section lists all authors and agencies that assisted in the preparation of the report by name, 
title, and company or agency affiliation. 

SECTION 7.0 – REFERENCES 

This section contains a list of references used during preparation of the EIR.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that EIRs include an analysis of the project’s cumulative 
impacts to determine if the project’s effect is considered cumulatively considerable. The 
cumulative effects of the project and other potential development in Pacific Grove and the 
determination as to whether impacts are cumulatively considerable (i.e., a significant effect) are 
contained in each technical section.  
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TECHNICAL APPENDICES 

The appendices contain all technical material prepared to support the analyses. 

1.5  PROJECT IMPACTS EVALUATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) requires that an EIR include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the project vicinity as they exist at the time the Notice of 
Preparation is published and the environmental analysis is begun. The CEQA Guidelines also 
specify that this description of the physical environmental conditions is to serve as the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether the impacts of a project are 
considered significant. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Sections 3.1 through 3.6 of this Draft EIR contain a detailed description of current setting 
conditions (including the applicable regulatory setting) and an evaluation of direct and indirect 
environmental effects resulting from project implementation. Sections 3.1 through 3.6 identify 
feasible mitigation measures and whether significant environmental effects of the project would 
remain after application of feasible mitigation measures, as needed.  
The individual technical sections of the Draft EIR include the following information: 

Existing Setting 

This subsection includes a description of the physical setting associated with the technical area 
of discussion, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. As previously identified, the existing 
setting is based on conditions as they existed when the NOP for the project was released on 
March 16, 2017. 

Regulatory Framework 

This subsection identifies applicable federal, state, regional, and local plans, policies, laws, and 
regulations that apply to the technical area of discussion. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This subsection identifies direct and indirect environmental effects associated with project 
implementation. Standards of significance are identified and used to determine whether the 
environmental effects are considered significant and require the application of mitigation 
measures. Each environmental impact analysis is identified numerically (e.g., Impact 3.1.1, 
Aesthetics) and is supported by substantial evidence. Mitigation measures for the project were 
developed through a review of the project’s environmental effects by consultants with technical 
expertise and by environmental professionals. The mitigation measures consist of performance 
standards that identify clear requirements to avoid or minimize significant environmental effects 
(the use of performance standard-based mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a) and is supported by case law in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano ([1st 
Dist. 1992] 5 Cal. App. 4th at pp. 371, 375–376 [7 Cal. Rptr. 2d 307]). 
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Consideration of Cumulative Impacts 

Each technical section in the Draft EIR considers whether the project’s effect on anticipated 
cumulative setting conditions is cumulatively considerable (i.e., a significant effect). 
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
significant when viewed in connection with effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065[a][3]). 
Cumulative impacts are based on analysis of the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact 
as compared with the cumulative baseline condition. The determination of whether the 
project’s impact on cumulative conditions is considerable is based on a number of factors, 
including consideration of applicable public agency standards, consultation with public 
agencies, and expert opinion.  

1.6 COMMON TERMINOLOGY USED IN THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe the environmental effects of the project: 
Less Than Significant Impact: A less than significant impact would cause negligible or no 
substantial change in the physical condition of the environment (mitigation measures would not 
be required for project effects to be less than significant). 
Significant Impact: A significant impact would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
physical conditions of the environment. Significant impacts are identified by the evaluation of 
project effects using specified standards of significance provided in each technical section of 
the Draft EIR. Identified significant impacts are those where the project would result in an impact 
that can be measured or quantified. Mitigation measures and/or project alternatives are 
identified to avoid or reduce project effects to the environment to a less than significant level. 
Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A significant and unavoidable impact would result in a 
substantial adverse change in the environment that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less 
than significant level if the project is implemented. 
Less Than Cumulatively Considerable Impact: A less than cumulatively considerable impact 
would cause negligible or no substantial change in the physical condition of the environment 
under cumulative conditions. 
Cumulatively Considerable Impact: A cumulatively considerable impact would result when the 
incremental effects of an individual project result in a significant adverse physical impact on the 
environment under cumulative conditions. 
Standards of Significance: A set of significance criteria to determine at what level or “threshold” 
an impact would be considered significant. Significance criteria used in this EIR include the 
CEQA Guidelines; factual or scientific information; regulatory performance standards of local, 
state, and federal agencies; and City goals, objectives, and policies. Specified significance 
criteria used by the City of Pacific Grove are identified at the beginning of the impact analyses 
in each technical section of the Draft EIR. 
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1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The review and certification process for the EIR will involve the following general procedural 
steps: 

INITIAL STUDY 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the City prepared an Initial Study for the 
project. The Initial Study concluded that the project could have a potentially significant impact 
on aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. All impacts were mitigated below a 
level of significance. However, this EIR was prepared as a result of public concern regarding the 
project. The City determined the need for an EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063(c)(3).  

NOTICE OF PREPARATION  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City prepared a Notice of Preparation 
of an EIR on March 16, 2017. The City was identified as the lead agency for the project. The 
notice was circulated to the public, local and state agencies, and other interested parties to 
solicit comments on the project. The scoping period ended on April 17, 2017. A scoping meeting 
was held on April 4, 2017, to receive additional comments. Concerns raised in response to the 
NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and responses by interested 
parties are presented in Appendix NOP.  

DRAFT EIR 

This document constitutes the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR contains a project description, an 
environmental setting description, identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for 
impacts found to be significant. An analysis of project alternatives is also included. Upon 
completion of the Draft EIR, the City will file the Notice of Completion (NOC) with the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period (Public Resources Code 
Section 21161). 

PUBLIC NOTICE/PUBLIC REVIEW 

Concurrent with the NOC, the City will provide public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for 
public review and will invite comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and 
other interested parties. The public review and comment period is required to be a minimum of 
30 days. Public comment on the Draft EIR will be accepted in written form at public hearings 
and by email or mail. Notice of the time and location of the hearing will be published prior to the 
hearing. All comments or questions regarding the Draft EIR should be addressed to: 

City of Pacific Grove 
Community & Economic Development Department 

300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor  
Pacific Grove, CA  94806 

Attention: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR 

Following the public review period, a Final EIR will be prepared. The Final EIR will respond to 
written comments received during the public review period. 

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION 

The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is “adequate and 
complete,” the City may certify the Final EIR. Upon Final EIR review and consideration, the City 
may act upon the project. A decision to approve the project must be accompanied by written 
findings in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, as applicable. The City 
is also required to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as described below, 
for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into or imposed on the project to reduce 
or avoid significant effects on the environment. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program will be designed to ensure that these measures are carried out during project 
implementation. 

MITIGATION MONITORING 

CEQA Section 21081.6(a) requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program to describe measures which have been adopted or made a condition of project 
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The specific 
“reporting or monitoring” program required by CEQA is not required to be included in the EIR; 
however, it will be presented to the decision-making body for adoption and incorporation into 
the project.  

1.8 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The City received numerous comment letters on the project’s Initial Study and NOP. Comments 
were received from three sources: written comments by mail or email, public comments at the 
project’s scoping meeting, and comments on the project’s previously circulated Initial Study. A 
copy of each letter is included in Appendix NOP of this Draft EIR. The following issues were raised 
during the comment period:  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources (see EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics)  

 Comments indicating that the project scope and scale would not fit with the existing 
visual character of the city’s downtown area. 

 Comments stating that the height, massing, and lack of setback from the street may 
change the neighborhood’s ambiance. 

 Concerns that the project is too large to fit in the residential and small-town feel of 
Pacific Grove. 

 Concerns that the project would create visual impacts on the Pacific Grove Museum of 
Natural History, the Pacific Grove Public Library, and Jewell Park, all of which are located 
across the street from the project.   

 Concerns that the project would disrupt the city’s skyline with the addition of a four-story 
building. 
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 The project’s impacts on sunlight: 
 Concerns that the height of the project would block sunlight from hitting Jewell Park.  
 Concerns that the height of the project would block sunlight from hitting the Pacific 

Grove Library, which would reduce dappling on the roof and impact the scenic vista 
of the library.  

 A request that the City should perform a sun study similar to the one prepared for the 
Measure F Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). 

Air Quality (see EIR Section 3.0, Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant)  

 A question asking whether extra transportation pollution would affect local air quality.  

Cultural Resources (see EIR Section 3.2, Cultural Resources) 

 Comments on the demolition of an existing historic building. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (see EIR Section 3.0 Impacts Found to Be Less Thank 
Significant.) 

 Concerns regarding the past presence of a gas station and garage on the project site; 
with an inquiry as to whether the environmental document has taken this into account.  

Land Use and Planning (see EIR Section 3.0, Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant) 

 Comments on the consistency of the project under the City’s Zoning Code and General 
Plan.  

 Comments that the size of the hotel, including the number of rooms, is too large for the 
size of the lot. 

 Comments stating that a mixed-use development on the project site would be 
acceptable. 

 Comments regarding the use permit and the City’s ability to limit the size of the 
development due to conditions placed on the use permit. 

Noise (see EIR Section 3.3, Noise)  

 Concerns that there would be a substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise 
levels in the hotel’s vicinity.  

Population and Housing (see EIR Section 3.0, Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant) 

 An indication that the hotel would provide jobs and that the newly hired persons would 
require affordable housing, with a question as to how much housing would be needed 
for hotel employees and how much is available in Pacific Grove. 
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Recreation (see EIR Section 3.0, Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant)  

 Concern that recreational uses of shoreline parks and the recreation coastal trail would 
increase. 

 Inquiry as to how the weekly farmers market would not be impacted by the new hotel, 
with an opinion that if the project would move the farmers market into the nearby park, 
this would deteriorate the park.   

Transportation and Traffic (see EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic) 

 Comment regarding the location of project access, noting that the NOP text said entry 
would be from Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue, but the site plan only shows 
entrance from Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue.  

 Concerns about the volume of traffic: 
 Generated by the project on local streets. 
 Safety concerns near the library, park, and museum. 
 Inquiry regarding how a 125-room hotel would not increase traffic.  

 Concerns about the cumulative impact of the project, the proposed condos at the 
Holman Building, and the Bella Hotel on traffic impacts in downtown Pacific Grove. 

Utilities and Service Systems (see EIR Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems) 

 California American Water is under a cease and desist order to prevent unlawful water 
diversions from the Carmel River, and the City should not start an EIR until there is a new 
replacement water supply. 

 Concerns pertinent to the availability of water supplies to support the project. 
 An opinion that a swimming pool is not acceptable due to the lack of water. 

CEQA Process 

 A comment expressing that the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is inadequate 
and fails to consider potentially significant impacts to the environment. 

 A recommendation that an EIR should be prepared to analyze the environmental 
impacts in greater detail. 

 An observation that the historical/architectural significance of existing structures on the 
project site was conducted prior to the current environmental review of the subject 
property, while CEQA requires procedures that “to the maximum extent feasible, are to 
run concurrently, not consecutively.”  
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Other Project Concerns  

 Concerns regarding parking for the hotel: 
 Sufficient parking spots for the number of hotel rooms, the restaurant, and the 

conference rooms. 
 Overflow parking would land on nearby streets used for the public library and nearby 

residential areas. 
 Monterey’s parking requirement for hotel uses requires more parking than Pacific 

Grove’s requirement.  
 Question whether underground parking would be available to the public. 
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This section contains the proposed Hotel Durell project description. The project description’s 
purpose is to present the project in a way that is meaningful to the public, reviewing agencies, 
and decision-makers. As described in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15124, a complete project description must contain the following information but is not 
required to supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 
environmental impacts: (1) the location and boundaries of the project on a regional and detail 
map; (2) a statement of objectives sought by the project; (3) a general description of the 
project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics; and (4) a statement briefly 
describing the intended uses of the EIR.  

2.1 REGIONAL AND LOCAL SETTING 

The project site is located in Pacific Grove, California (Figure 2.0-1). Pacific Grove is a coastal 
community located on the Monterey Peninsula in Monterey County. The city was established in 
the late 1800s as a Methodist Retreat Center and incorporated in 1889. Pacific Grove is 
characterized by the historic downtown and residential neighborhoods and dramatic ocean 
views. The city covers 2.8 square miles and is bounded by Pebble Beach to the southwest, 
Monterey to the southeast, the Monterey Bay to the northeast, and the Pacific Ocean to the 
northwest. Pacific Grove is located approximately 15 miles to the southwest of Salinas and 50 
miles to the southwest of San Jose. 
Pacific Grove currently has a population of 15,624, with a median household income of $79,740 
(US Census Bureau 2016). The city is known for over 1,200 historic homes, with a large percentage 
of homes (25.9 percent) built before 1939. The city is fully built out and has limited vacant, 
appropriately zoned   land available for future development. Most development in the city takes 
place on infill lots and in the form of redevelopment.  
Two sites—the proposed hotel site and the off-site parking lot—make up the project site (Figure 
2.0-2). The proposed hotel site is located at 157 Grand Avenue, bounded by Central Avenue, 
Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue, as shown in Figure 2.0-2. The proposed hotel site is 
located on the northwest side of Pacific Grove, three blocks south of the Monterey Bay coast. 
The proposed off-site parking lot is located across Fountain Avenue from the proposed hotel site 
and is bounded by Fountain Avenue to the northwest and 15th Street to the southeast. 

2.2  EXISTING CONDITIONS 

PROJECT SITE  

Proposed Hotel Site 

The proposed hotel site is approximately 0.78 acre (33,827 square feet) and is currently occupied 
by surface parking and a single-story 17,650-square-foot commercial building. The parcel’s 
Assessor’s Parcel Number is APN 006-173-001. The commercial building is occupied by a fabric 
store, an antique shop, and a Mexican restaurant.  
There are two vehicle entrances on Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue. Parallel street parking 
is available on all sides of the proposed hotel site. Pedestrian access is available via two 
crosswalks, both stretching from the Pacific Grove Public Library to the proposed hotel site across 
Central Avenue at Grand Avenue and Forest Avenue. The proposed hotel site is flat and 
contains no natural vegetation or landscaping.  
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Off-Site Parking Lot 

The dedicated off-site parking lot is approximately 8,427 square feet and is currently used as a 
surface parking lot. The parking lot covers three parcels with the APNs 006-174-011, 006-174-012, 
and 006-174-003.  

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND ZONING 

The project site and the surrounding area are designated as Commercial-Downtown (D) in the 
City of Pacific Grove General Plan (Pacific Grove 1994). This land use designation provides for 
retail and services uses, offices, restaurants, entertainment and cultural facilities, multi-family 
residential units above the ground floor, gas stations, and similar and compatible uses. The 
project site is bordered by Lighthouse Avenue, Fountain Avenue, Central Avenue, and Grand 
Avenue and is designated as the “Holman’s Block” in the City’s General Plan. In 1994, the City 
Council placed a measure, which was passed by voters, to allow the development of 
condominiums and hotel uses in the Holman’s Block (Pacific Grove 1994). 
Per the Pacific Grove Zoning Map, the current zoning for the hotel site is Light Commercial, Hotel, 
Condominium District (C-1-T) and the zoning for the off-site parking lot is Downtown Commercial 
(C-D). The C-1-T zoning designation is intended to preserve Pacific Grove’s downtown character 
as a historic district and perpetuate a balance of land uses that are compatible in a downtown 
environment. The C-1-T zoning district was enacted by citizen initiative. The intent of the people 
was to establish a zone district in the City’s downtown area where hotel use is permitted, as are 
all other uses listed in the C-1 District. The C-D zoning is intended to provide for a range of uses 
including retail, restaurants, services, entertainment, upper-floor residential, and other uses that 
enhance the vitality and character of the city’s historic commercial core.  
SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Commercial buildings are located on the south and east sides of the project site. Multiple-family 
residences are located north of the project site. The block directly to the north contains the 
City’s Public Library. The Holman Building is located directly east of the project site across the 
parking lot. The Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History is located west of the project site, while 
Jewell Park is located to the northwest adjacent to the library.  

2.3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The project would demolish the existing commercial building and construct a four-story, 125-room 
hotel in its place. The project would construct an off-site parking lot on of the opposite side of 
Fountain Avenue from the hotel site. The hotel’s ground floor would accommodate the hotel 
lobby, restaurant, kitchen, laundry room, meeting room, and on-site parking (Figure 2.0-3). The 
remaining three floors would accommodate hotel rooms, which would range in size from 320 to 
400 square feet. The hotel site would include a variety of amenities including a swimming pool, 
soaking spa, landscaped courtyard area, meeting room, restaurant, central vending area on 
each guest room floor, valet parking, lobby and reservation desk, and a guest luggage storage. 
The project would employ a total of 19 staff.  
The C-1-T zoning allows a maximum site coverage of 75 percent. The hotel building would cover 
approximately 73 percent of the total site. The project would increase the amount of permeable 
surface on the project site by approximately 27 percent. Table 2.0-1 outlines the project’s 
building specifications.  
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FIGURE 2.0-1
Regional Location
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FIGURE 2.0-2
Project Location
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TABLE 2.0-1 
HOTEL DURELL PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS 

Gross Building Area 

Hotel 

Ground Floor – Common: 1,685 sq. ft. 

Ground Floor – Main: 2,230 sq. ft. 

Second Floor: 15,810 sq. ft. 

Third Floor: 22,341 sq. ft.  

Fourth Floor: 21,709 sq. ft. 

Total: 63,775 sq. ft. 

Restaurant Ground Level: 4,625 sq. ft. 

Parking 
Ground Level: 55 spaces (15,590 sq. ft.) 

Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 spaces (8,427 sq. ft.) 

Hotel Rooms 

Unit Count 

Second Floor: 31  

Third Floor: 48  

Fourth Floor: 46  

Total: 125  

Lot Size 

Permeable Surfaces 

Pavers: 3,270 sq. ft. 

Landscaping: 4,803 sq. ft. 

Deck: 585 sq. ft. 

Total: 8,658 sq. ft. 

Non-Permeable Surfaces 

Building Footprint: 24,130 sq. ft. 

Pool: 485 sq. ft. 

Spa: 142 sq. ft. 

Water Feature: 43 sq. ft. 

Landscape Wall: 417 sq. ft. 

Total: 25,217 sq. ft. 

Total Lot Size Total: 33,875 sq. ft. 

Source: RRM Design Group 2015, Hotel Durell Architectural Drawings (Appendix Plans) 
Note: sq. ft. = square feet 

Project Site Layout and Architectural Design  

The four-story hotel building would be constructed in a U shape, with a lap pool, spa, and fire pit 
in the open center. The building would directly abut the property lines along Fountain Avenue 
and Grand Avenue (Figure 2.0-4). The hotel entrance would be on Central Avenue and would 
consist of a pick-up/drop-off area. The building elevations are shown in Figures 2.0-5a, 2.0-5b, 
and 2.0-5c. Along Grand Avenue, the buildings would stand at approximately 37 feet, with 
similar elevations along Central Avenue and throughout the project site.  
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The project would use architectural materials matching the surrounding buildings in color and 
style, as shown in Figure 2.0-6. The project plans would be subject to review by the City’s 
Architectural Review Board. The review process would include consideration of the use of mass 
and detail, materials and colors, and architectural character and harmony with adjacent 
structures.  

Landscaping 

As shown in Figure 2.0-4, landscaping on the project site would include low shrubs near the hotel 
entrance and surrounding the pool and fire pit, and a few trees along Fountain Avenue and 
Grand Avenue. The landscaping would be irrigated and would comply with local and state 
water conservation requirements. Trees and potted plants would be irrigated by bubblers, and 
all other landscaping would use drip irrigation. A conceptual planting plan is included in 
Appendix Plans.  

Project Site Circulation 

The short term arrival, departure, and luggage loading vehicle parking entrance/exit would be 
located off of Central Avenue. The subterranean valet parking would enter/exit on Fountain 
Avenue as shown in Figure 2.0-3. The entrance driveway would be paved using pervious pavers. 

Project Stormwater Control  

The project would include landscape and permeable pavers, approximately 8,400 sq. ft., to pre-
treat runoff from proposed impervious surfaces before being captured by the subsurface 
infiltration and detention basin. If the proposed storage is at capacity (3,200 cu ft) the storm 
drain system outlets into the existing inlet at the corner of Fountain Ave and Central Ave. The 
project would include an underground storage (via Stormtech MC-4500 chambers) and 
detention facility to capture and infiltrate the 95th percentile storms. 

Project Site Parking  

The project would provide a total of 97 parking spaces. Parking would only be available via 
valet, with no self-parking available. The parking would include 55 parking spaces on the same 
parcel as the proposed hotel and 28 spaces in the off-site parking lot, across Fountain Avenue. 
As shown in Figures 2.0-5a, 2.0-5b, and 2.0-5c, the parking lot entrance for the on-site valet 
parking would be located on Fountain Avenue and would be gated. The parking along the 
alleyway would be located aboveground and would also accommodate Holman Building 
users. The on-site parking spaces would be shared with the Holman Building, which would have 
14 dedicated parking spaces. The rest of the parking on the project site would be constructed 
below the current grade.  
The location of the on-site and off-site valet parking is shown in Figure 2.0-7. The project would 
exceed the 32 spaces (or one space per four rooms) required by the City. 

Project Emergency Access 

The proposed buildings would be separated from the existing Holman Building by an access 
driveway and parking area. The driveway would also serve as an emergency access route to 
the proposed hotel buildings. The emergency access lane would be approximately 24 feet 
wide. Emergency access would also be available directly from Grand Avenue, Fountain 
Avenue, and Central Avenue. Emergency services would be provided by the Pacific Grove 
Police Department and the Monterey City Fire Department. 
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FIGURE 2.0-4
Central Avenue Frontage 

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 
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HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF CENTRAL AVE. AND FOUNTAIN AVE.
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FIGURE 2.0-5a
Building Elevations
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FIGURE 2.0-5b
Building Elevations
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Source: RRM Design Group 
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FIGURE 2.0-5c
Building Elevations
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FIGURE 2.0-6
Architectural Details 
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Source: RRM Design Group 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-23 

Project Utilities  

The City of Pacific Grove would provide sewer collection, distribution, and treatment services via 
existing systems and facilities. Water service would be provided by California American Water 
(Cal Am). The City of Pacific Grove would provide sewer service for the project. Solid waste 
removal would be provided by the Monterey Regional Waste Management District.  

CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 12 to 18 months. Consistent with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, construction would generally occur Monday through Friday and be 
limited to the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. No work would take place on Sundays or on federal, state, or local holidays.  
Construction activities would consist of demolition of the existing building, site preparation, 
including grading, removal of existing asphalt, and construction of new structures. The 
construction of the underground, one-level parking garage would require excavation and off-
hauling of materials. Building materials for the underground parking lot would be concrete or a 
type of noncombustible material.  
The project would remove 21,025 square feet of existing asphalt and would require site 
preparation. Construction equipment would include heavy equipment such as a bulldozer, 
scrapers, backhoes, excavators, loaders, compactors, rollers, and a paving machine. The 
construction crew would vary in size and would comprise approximately 10 to 25 people.  

OPERATION 

The hotel would operate year-round, with no shared ownership or residential uses. It would be 
geared toward visitors and would provide restaurant and bar uses on site. The restaurant would 
also include space for occasional social events. The hotel would not provide space for 
conferences, as it does not include any significant meeting rooms or other gathering spaces. As 
mentioned above, parking would be valet only, and no self-parking would be available.  

2.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES  

The City of Pacific Grove has identified several objectives or goals to be achieved through 
project implementation: 

1) Create new opportunities for tourist oriented uses in the Holman Block area to further 
revitalize the downtown core.   

2) Improve the pedestrian environment in the City through the addition of street fronting 
uses.  

3) Improve traffic safety through the addition of a four way stop sign in the project vicinity. 
4) Create new economic opportunities to facilitate continued growth in the City.  
5) Enhance city revenues through the collection of Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT). 
6) Removal of a building in a distressed state. 
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2.0-24 

2.5 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS 

As the lead agency, the City of Pacific Grove has the ultimate authority for project approval or 
denial. The Hotel Durell project may require the following discretionary approvals and permits by 
the City for actions proposed as part of the project: 

 Certification of the Environmental Impact Report  
 Project approval (Use Permit) 
 Approval of the final architectural designs and landscape plans 
 Grading and building permits 

2.6  RELATIONSHIP OF PROJECT TO OTHER PLANS 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE GENERAL PLAN  

The General Plan was adopted in 1994 and represents the City’s vision for guiding future 
conservation and development in Pacific Grove. The General Plan is organized in the following 
chapters: Land Use, Housing, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, Natural Resources, Historic 
and Archaeological Resources, Urban Structure and Design, Public Facilities, and Health and 
Safety. The project would be in compliance with the General Plan goals of supporting growth in 
an organized manner. The site is not located in the city’s Coastal Zone, and the project uses are 
in compliance with the existing General Plan land use designation.  

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE ZONING CODE 

The Hotel Durell project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code, including 
the Zoning Code. The project would be in compliance with existing regulations regarding site 
coverage, setbacks, height limitations, parking, and design. 
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3.0 IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-1 

In the course of evaluating the Hotel Durell project, certain impact areas included in the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appendix G checklist were found to have a less 
than significant impact or no impact. As allowed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, this 
section discusses why impacts to these environmental topics were determined to have a less 
than significant impact or no impact and are therefore not discussed in detail in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) sections. For a more in-depth analysis of each of these topics, 
see the Initial Study in Appendix IS. 

3.0.1  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, agricultural and forestry resource impacts are 
considered to be significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use. 

2) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. 
3) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public 

Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104(g)).  

4) Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use.  
5) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, 

could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forestland 
to non-forest use. 

According to the Monterey County Important Farmland map (DOC 2015), the project site and 
all adjacent properties are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land. The project site does not 
contain any agricultural uses. 
The project site is not used for any type of agricultural or forestry use, nor is it zoned for agriculture 
or forestland. As such, the site is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. The project site does 
not meet the definition of forestland in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) and is located in 
an urbanized and developed area. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural or forestland, nor would it convert agricultural land to nonagricultural uses or 
forestland to non-forest use. Therefore, the project would have no impact on agriculture and 
forestry resources.  

Cumulative Impacts  

There is no agricultural land or forestland on the project site. Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to the cumulative conversion of agricultural land or forestland in the area. Project 
impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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AIR QUALITY  

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts are considered to be 
significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
2) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation. 
3) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors). 

4) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
5) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

The CEQA Guidelines state that, where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon in making 
the determinations. 

Impact Analysis 

The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which comprises a single 
air district, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). The MBUAPCD 
prepared the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region (the AQMP) and 
continues to prepare updates (Triennial Plan Revision 2009–2011) to the AQMP to attain state 
and federal ambient air quality standards in the air basin. The project would not construct 
permanent residences and therefore would not have a direct impact on population growth. The 
project would potentially increase the number of jobs in the city, which could affect Pacific 
Grove’s population if the employment demand requires employees from outside the city. 
However, the new jobs would likely include nontechnical service jobs. Thus, it is unlikely that the 
jobs created by the project would require personnel from outside the community. Therefore, the 
project would have no impact on air quality plans.  
The project would introduce additional construction, mobile, and stationary sources of emissions, 
which would adversely affect regional air quality. Short- and long-term operational emissions 
associated with the project were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) land use emissions model (see Appendix IS). Construction activity would result in 
emissions but on a limited scale that would not adversely affect criteria pollutant concentrations. 
Since the area of disturbance would be limited, construction would not result in exceedance of 
MBUAPCD thresholds for particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). 
Therefore, the project’s construction emissions impact would be less than significant. The 
project’s net operational emissions would also not exceed MBUAPCD thresholds, resulting in a 
less than significant impact related to long-term operational air quality impacts. 
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The project could create a significant hazard to surrounding residents and other sensitive 
receptors through exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations such as particulate matter 
during construction activities and/or other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The project site is 
located adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Sources of construction-related air toxics 
potentially affecting the sensitive receptors include off-road diesel-powered equipment. 
Construction would result in the generation of diesel particulate matter emissions from the use of 
off-road diesel equipment required for grading and excavation, paving, and other construction 
activities. The use of diesel-powered construction equipment would be temporary and episodic 
and would occur over several locations isolated from one another. The duration of exposure 
would be short, and exhaust from construction equipment dissipates rapidly. The project would 
not result in the development of any sources of TACs, and no sources of TACs currently exist in 
the project area. The project would therefore have a less than significant impact on sensitive 
receptors. 
Project construction would entail the use of gasoline- and diesel-powered equipment that 
would emit exhaust fumes which may be considered odorous. Exhaust fumes, particularly diesel 
exhaust, may be considered objectionable by some people. Construction-generated emissions 
would occur intermittently throughout the workday and would dissipate rapidly with increasing 
distance from the source. In terms of operational odor impacts, the project is not considered to 
be an emissions source that would result in objectionable odors. The project would have a less 
than significant impact on objectionable odors. 

Cumulative Impacts 

By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The MBUAPCD has provided 
guidance on the subject of cumulative impacts. In accordance with the MBUAPCD (2008b) 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, project emissions which are not consistent with the AQMP would be 
considered to have a cumulative regional air quality impact. In addition, projects that would 
result in a significant regional air quality impact at the project level would also be considered to 
have a cumulative air quality impact. The project is consistent with the AQMP and would not 
result in a regional air quality impact at the project level. Therefore, project impacts would be 
less than cumulatively considerable. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, biological resources impacts are considered to 
be significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) or the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

2) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or 
USFWS. 

3) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands, as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal wetlands, etc.), through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. 
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4) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

5) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

6) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

7) Substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or 
threatened plant or animal species or biotic community, thereby causing the species or 
community to drop below self-sustaining levels. 

Impact Analysis 

Pacific Grove is located in the Central California Coast ecological section of the California 
Coastal Chaparral Forest and Shrub ecological province (USFS 2007). Based on the results of 
database queries and historic records, as well as known regional occurrences, special-status 
bats, including the Townsend’s big-eared bat, are the only species with the potential to occur 
on the project site. The project site provides suitable roosting habitat for special-status bats in the 
form of existing structures. The project has the potential to adversely impact bats, including 
direct mortalities due to building removal. Disturbance of bats would be a potentially significant 
impact. However, the project would implement mitigation measure MM BIO-1 requiring bat 
surveys prior to the demolition of any structures if demolition would occur between March 1 and 
July 31 and implementing measures to prevent impacts if bats are present. Implementation of 
mitigation measure MM BIO-1 would reduce the project’s impacts on special-status bats to less 
than significant. Further details can be found in the project’s Initial Study (Appendix IS). 
The project site is urban and developed, with no sensitive natural communities, wetlands, or 
other jurisdictional waters on-site. The project would have no impact on these resources. Wildlife 
corridors refer to established migration routes commonly used by resident and migratory species 
for passage from one geographic location to another. No wildlife corridors exist on or near the 
project site; thus, the project would have no impact on wildlife corridors.  
The project would not remove any trees. Therefore, the project would not conflict with City of 
Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 11.48 and Chapter 12, which include provisions about the 
removal of trees, mitigation for the removal of protected trees, and measures for trees removed 
within 100 yards of a designated monarch butterfly sanctuary. The project site is not within an 
adopted or proposed habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the project would have 
no impact on local policies or ordinances or with the requirements of a habitat conservation 
plan.   

Cumulative Impacts 

As described above, the project site is developed, and there are no sensitive natural 
communities, wetlands, or other jurisdictional waters on-site. The project would not conflict with 
local policies or ordinances or with the requirements of a habitat conservation plan. 
Construction-related impacts to special-status bats would be mitigated to a less than significant 
level with mitigation measure MM BIO-1. Therefore, project impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

Item 8a

Page 555 of 1103



3.0 IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-5 

Mitigation Measures  

MM BIO-1 A qualified biologist shall perform a bat survey between March 1 and July 31 
prior to the removal of any structures. If the survey does not identify the 
presence or evidence of occupied roosts, no additional mitigation measures 
are required. 
If non-breeding roosts occupied by special-status bat species are 
documented within disturbance areas, a qualified biologist shall safely flush 
the bats from the sites where roosting habitat will be removed prior to the 
month of March and prior to the onset of disturbance activities. The removal 
of the roosting sites shall occur during the time of day when the roost is 
unoccupied. 
If a maternity colony is detected, a qualified biologist shall establish a 100-foot 
no-activity setback around the roost site which will remain in place until it has 
been determined by a qualified biologist that the nursery is no longer active. 
Removal of maternity roosts shall be restricted to between March 1 and 
April 15 or between August 15 and October 15 to avoid interfering with an 
active nursery. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, geology and soils impacts are considered to be 
significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence or other substantial evidence of a known 
fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking. 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
iv. Landslides. 

2) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 
3) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 

a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

4) Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994) and in ASTM D4829-11, creating substantial risk to life or property.  

5) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater. 
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Impact Analysis 

Monterey County is situated in a seismically active area with a number of faults traversing the 
county near the Monterey Peninsula. The region has historically experienced strong ground 
shaking from large earthquakes and will continue to do so in the future. While exposed to seismic 
hazards, Pacific Grove is situated in a relatively stable area of granitic bedrock and has 
historically sustained little damage from ground shaking and seismic events (Pacific Grove 1994). 
The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (known as Special 
Studies Zones prior to January 1, 1994) per the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone map (CGS 
2015).   
As mentioned above, the project is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The 
project would be subject to the California Building Code (CBC) seismic design force standards 
for the Monterey County area, per Chapter 18.04 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. 
Compliance with these standards would ensure that the structures and associated 
improvements are designed and constructed to withstand expected seismic activity and 
associated potential hazards, including strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-induced 
ground failure (i.e., liquefaction, lateral spreading, landslide, subsidence, and collapse), thereby 
minimizing risk to the public and property. The project impacts related to earthquake faults and 
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 
Additionally, as shown in the Geologic Map of Monterey County 7.5-Minute Quadrangles, the 
project site is flat and located on the Baywood sand soil type (Clark, Dupré, and Rosenberg 
1997). The Baywood series consists of deep, well-drained soils that formed in old sand dunes near 
the coast. Exposure to landslides, ground failure, and liquefaction would be minimal. This impact 
would be less than significant.  
Soil erosion potential or susceptibility is partially defined by a soil’s “K factor,” which is an 
indication of a soil’s inherent susceptibility to erosion, without accounting for slope and 
groundcover factors. Values of K range from 0.02 to 0.69. The higher the value, the more 
susceptible the soil is to sheet erosion by water. Project site soils have a very low erosion potential 
with a K factor of 0.02 (NRCS 2016).The project area would be revegetated and developed to 
prevent future soil loss. The project would not expose the site to wind or water erosion, and the 
impact in regard to soil erosion would be less than significant. 
According to the US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS 
2016), project site soils are entirely classified as Baywood sand, with 2 to 15 percent slopes. The 
soils are classified as well draining with very low runoff potential. Project site soils have a low 
shrink-swell potential with a 1.5 percent linear extensibility (NRCS 2016). Risks associated with 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and collapse are low. In addition, project 
site soils are not classified as expansive. Impacts from soil instability or expansion would be less 
than significant.  
The project does not include any septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
Therefore, it would have no impact related to soils incapable of supporting an alternative 
wastewater disposal system.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

As described above, the project would be required to comply with standards outlined in the 
CBC to reduce impacts related to faults, ground shaking, and ground failure. Further, all future 
development would comply with City of Pacific Grove, county, and state requirements 
regarding soil erosion and geological hazards. The project would not expose the site to wind or 
water erosion, and the project site would be revegetated and developed to prevent future soil 
loss. Therefore, project impacts related to geological hazards and soil erosion would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impact is considered 
significant if the project would result in one or more of the following: 

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

2) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.  

Impact Analysis 

Project GHG emissions would occur over the short term from construction activities, consisting 
primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust. There would also be long-term regional emissions 
associated with project-related new vehicular trips and indirect source emissions, such as 
electricity usage for lighting.  
Significance thresholds for GHG emissions resulting from land use development projects have not 
been established in Monterey County. In the absence of any GHG emissions significance 
thresholds, the projected emissions are compared to the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control 
District’s recommended threshold of 1,150 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 
annually. While significance thresholds used in San Luis Obispo County are not binding on the 
City of Pacific Grove, they are instructive for comparison purposes. 
The operational GHG emissions resulting from the project are identified in Table 4.7-1 in the Initial 
Study prepared for the project (see Appendix IS). Projected operational emissions were 
compared to the existing baseline, which includes the current operation of 17,650 square feet of 
commercial uses. The project would not exceed any threshold. Therefore, the impact would be 
less than significant.  
The project is subject to compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which is designed to reduce 
statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. As identified above, project-generated 
greenhouse gas emissions would not surpass GHG significance thresholds, which were prepared 
with the purpose of complying with the requirements of and achieving the goals of AB 32. 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with the state goals listed in AB 32 or in any preceding 
state policies adopted to reduce GHG emissions. The project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases and therefore represents a less than significant impact.  
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Cumulative Impacts  

The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not precisely known; 
suffice it to say the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone would measurably 
contribute to a noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature or to global, 
local, or microclimates. From the standpoint of CEQA, greenhouse gas impacts to global 
climate change are inherently cumulative.  
As described above, the project would not exceed any emissions threshold or conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
Therefore, project impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a hazards and hazardous materials impact is considered 
significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

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

2) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment. 

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

4) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

5) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area. 

6) For a project in the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area. 

7) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

8) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. 

Impact Analysis 

The existing building on the project site could contain asbestos-containing materials, lead-based 
paints, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The project would remove a parking lot that could 
contain unknown contamination. Demolition would involve the transport, use, and disposal of 
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hazardous materials in the project area and could lead to the accidental release of such 
materials. Implementation of mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4 would reduce 
impacts to less than significant.  
The project site is not located within 0.25 mile of a school and therefore would have no impact 
on schools due to the release of hazardous materials. The project site is not listed as a hazardous 
materials storage or release site; therefore, project implementation would have no impact 
related to the creation of a safety hazard to the public or the environment from a listed site. The 
project site is more than 2 miles from a public or private airport. The project would have no 
impact related to airport hazards. 
The project would not require any road closures, and the addition of project traffic would not 
clog roads or intersections in a way that impairs an emergency response plan. Therefore, the 
project would have no impact. 

The project site is not in an area identified as having a high potential for wildland fire. Therefore, 
the project would have no impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death from wildland fire.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Hazardous materials impacts are generally site-specific and subject to federal, state, and local 
regulations requiring appropriate handling and cleanup. Other land uses in the area are 
required to comply with the same regulations. The project may result in impacts related to 
hazardous materials contamination; however, with implementation of mitigation measures MM 
HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4 and adherence to existing regulations, the project’s contribution 
would be less than cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM HAZ-1 The project applicant shall employ a California Division of Occupational 
Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) registered asbestos contractor to remove any 
asbestos-containing materials encountered during demolition to ensure safety 
to the surrounding neighborhoods.  

MM HAZ-2 To prevent accidental release of lead-based paint, the contractor shall use 
the following techniques during construction:  
 Stabilize loose and flaky paint prior to demolition.  
 Require all workers to wear OSHA-level protective material for handling 

lead-based paint per federal Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) requirements for lead in construction. 

 Remove all lead-based paint materials to a scrap yard or landfill that can 
accept lead-based paint materials. 

MM HAZ-3 To prevent accidental release of PCBs, the contractor shall remove all 
fluorescent light tubes prior to demolition. If a “no PCB” sticker on the 
fluorescent fixture ballasts cannot be located, ballasts shall be removed as 
PCB containing.  
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MM HAZ-4  If hazardous materials are encountered during construction or accidentally 
released as a result of construction activities, the contractor shall implement 
the following procedures:  
 Stop all work within 25 feet of any discovered contamination or release. 
 Identify the scope and immediacy of the problem.  
 Coordinate with responsible agencies (California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
or US Environmental Protection Agency). 

 Conduct the necessary investigation and remediation activities to resolve 
the situation before continuing construction work. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a hydrology or water quality impact is considered 
significant if the project would result in one or more of the following: 

1) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  
2) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted). 

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

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

5) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. 

6) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
7) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.  
8) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood 

flows. 
9) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of a failure of a levee or dam.  
10) Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  
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Impact Analysis 

Construction activities would include demolition, grading, and excavation, which could disturb 
and expose soils to water erosion, potentially increasing the amount of silt and debris entering 
downstream waterways. However, the project applicant and its construction contractor would 
be required to implement construction best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in the 
City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (NPDES Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 Requirements). Strict compliance 
with the stormwater pollution prevention plan, coupled with the use of appropriate BMPs, would 
reduce potential water quality impacts during construction activities to less than significant.  
Project operation could also contribute pollutants, such as oil, grease, and debris, to stormwater 
drainage flowing over the parking areas and entering the city’s stormwater system. The project 
would connect to the city’s existing storm drainage and sewer facilities. The Monterey Regional 
Water Pollution Control Agency would treat wastewater from the project site. The district’s 
treatment plant currently meets all applicable water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements. The project would have a less than significant impact associated with wastewater 
or stormwater discharge. 
The project site is located in a developed urban area. The project area primarily consists of 
impervious surfaces such as buildings, sidewalks, and asphalt parking areas. Because the site is 
currently 100 percent impervious surfaces, recharge opportunities are not available on the site. 
The project would develop approximately 74 percent of the project site with non-permeable 
surfaces. The remaining approximately 26 percent of the site would be developed with 
permeable surfaces. These areas include the landscaped areas and permeable paving stones. 
Because of the reduction in the amount of impermeable surfaces on the site, the project would 
improve groundwater recharge opportunities at the project site. The project would be served by 
municipal water supplies, and no groundwater pumping is proposed. Therefore, the project 
would not use groundwater resources or substantially deplete groundwater supplies. The impact 
would be less than significant.   
Further, in compliance with existing water quality regulations, the project would be required to 
implement construction and post-construction BMPs to minimize erosion and sedimentation. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
otherwise result in substantial erosion or siltation. This impact would be less than significant.  
Project site runoff would be collected and conveyed to the city’s storm drainage system via the 
existing on-site drainage system. The project would be required to comply with the development 
runoff requirements of the City’s NPDES permit, including the management of any increases in 
runoff volume and flows. Therefore, the project would not substantially increase drainage flows 
entering the city’s drainage system. This impact would be less than significant.  
The project site is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA; 2009) as 
Zone X, indicating minimal risk of flooding. In addition, the project does not propose the 
construction of permanent housing. Therefore, there would be no impact. The project would not 
place any structures within a 100-year flood hazard area and would have no impact. The 
project is located 0.2 mile away from the city’s tsunami inundation or seiche inundation area 
(Cal OES 2016). The site is not subject to mudflow. The project would have no impact related to 
tsunami, seiche, or mudflow.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

As described above, project construction and operation activities may contribute to water 
quality degradation. The project and all future development would be required to implement 
construction best management practices (BMPs) during construction as outlined in the City’s 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit issued by the State Water Resources 
Control Board. The project would not use groundwater resources or substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies. Project site runoff would be collected and conveyed to the city’s storm 
drainage system via the existing on-site drainage system. Therefore, project impacts would be 
less than cumulatively considerable. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a land use and planning impact is considered significant 
if the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Physically divide an established community. 
2) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. 

3) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

The site is surrounded by urban land uses, including other visitor accommodations, lodging, and 
residential neighborhoods. The project would not divide the community. Therefore, the project 
would have no impact. 
The project would comply with the City’s zoning regulations and General Plan regarding building 
on the Holman Block. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local regulations, land 
use plans, or any plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. 
The project would have no impact on land use plans. 
The project site is located in an established urban area. No habitat or natural community 
conservation plans have been adopted for the project area. Therefore, the project would have 
no impact related to habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans.  

Cumulative Impacts 

As identified above, the project would not physically divide an established community, conflict 
with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations, or conflict with a habitat conservation 
plans or natural community conservation plans. Therefore, project impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES  

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a mineral resources impact is considered significant if the 
project would result in any of the following: 

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

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

Impact Analysis 

The project area is classified as MRZ-3, areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of 
which cannot be evaluated from available data (Pacific Grove 1994). Because the city is nearly 
built out, mineral extraction is not available in Pacific Grove or on the project site.  
Development of the project would not result in significant grading or topsoil loss. Site 
improvements would have no effect on mineral resources. The project does not involve the loss 
of an available known mineral resource that would be of value to the region. In addition, there 
are no locally important mineral resources delineated in the Pacific Grove General Plan within or 
adjacent to the project site. The project would have no impact on mineral resources. 

Cumulative Impacts 

As identified above, the project site does not contain any known mineral resources and the 
project would not result in the loss of any locally important mineral resources. Project impacts 
would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a population and housing impact is considered 
significant if the project would result in any of the following: 

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

2) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

3) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 
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Impact Analysis 

The project does not include the construction of any new homes. The project would only 
minimally increase the number of employees at the project site and temporarily increase the 
city’s population through the addition of hotel guests. As such, the project would not add a 
substantial number of residents who would require additional housing. The project site is currently 
developed for commercial use and does not contain residences. Therefore, the project would 
not displace any housing or people. The project would have no impact on population and 
housing.  

Cumulative Impacts 

As identified above, the project would not result in significant growth inducement or displace 
any existing housing or people. Project impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

PUBLIC SERVICES  

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a public services impact is considered significant if the 
project would result in any of the following: 

1) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public services:  
 Fire protection 
 Police protection 
 Schools 
 Parks  
 Other public facilities 

Impact Analysis 

The project would construct a 125-room hotel. Therefore, project development could 
incrementally increase the number of visitors to Pacific Grove. The project area is currently 
served by sufficient fire and police services. Police and fire services staffing is adequate in the 
area. The increase in visitors from the project would be temporary and minimal and would not 
increase the need for police and fire services in the project area. The project does not include 
any housing, would not increase the number of school-age children in the city, and would not 
increase the need for any other public facilities. The project would have a less than significant 
impact on public services.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

As identified above, the project would not require an increase in fire or police services or the 
construction of new police or fire facilities. Additionally, the project would not require new 
schools, parks, or other public facilities. The project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of public services, nor would it increase the use of 
existing public services. Project impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.   

RECREATION 

Standards of Significance 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a recreation impact is considered significant if the 
project would result in any of the following: 

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

2) Require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment. 

Impact Analysis 

The project would marginally increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities. 
Assuming an average year-round hotel occupancy rate of 70 percent, the project could add 
175 to 263 daily visitors to existing area parks. However, despite the proximity of Jewell Park to 
the project site, the project would not significantly increase the number of visitors to the park or 
cause adverse physical effects, as most visitors in Pacific Grove come for the regional 
attractions. The project would have a less than significant impact on recreation   

Cumulative Impacts 

The project would marginally increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities. 
However, the project would not significantly increase the number of visitors to Jewell Park. 
Therefore, project impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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This section describes the project area’s existing visual character and resources and discusses 
the potential impacts associated with project implementation.  
A summary of the impact conclusions of visual resources and aesthetics is provided below.  

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.1.1 Degrade the quality of a scenic vista Less than significant 

3.1.2 Degrade visual character or quality Less than significant with mitigation 

3.1.3 Creation of light or glare Less than significant 

3.1.4 Cumulative impacts to visual resources and aesthetics Less than cumulatively considerable 

N/A Damage scenic resources in a state scenic highway No impact 

 

3.1.1 EXISTING SETTING 

PROJECT AREA VISUAL CHARACTER 

Pacific Grove is a small coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula, bordered by 
Pebble Beach to the southwest, Monterey to the southeast, the Monterey Bay to the northeast, 
and the Pacific Ocean to the northwest. Pacific Grove is characterized by its historic buildings, 
quaint neighborhoods, rugged coastline, and dramatic ocean views. The City’s General Plan 
highlights the City’s goal to promote a “sense of place” in the community through 
enhancement of the existing urban landscape, including the preservation of the city’s historic 
buildings and attractive natural environment. 
There are two main vehicular entrances to the City of Pacific Grove: State Route 68 (Holman 
Highway) from the south and Central Avenue from the east. David Avenue, Prescott Lane, and 
Ocean View Boulevard are the other major entrances from Monterey. 
Per Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 8, Urban Structure and Design, the city is divided into 
seven areas. Each area is relatively homogenous geographically with three dominant factors: 
dominant landscape or seascape, topography, and predominant land use. The areas are as 
follows:  

 Coastal Corridor: The coastal corridor extends approximately 4 linear miles west along 
Ocean View Boulevard from the city boundary near David Avenue to Point Pinos, and 
continues south along Sunset Drive to the southern end of the Asilomar State Beach and 
Conference Grounds. 

 Forest Lands: Much of the area is located east of Asilomar Avenue and west of 17 Mile 
Drive. 

 Lawns and Golf Course: Confined primarily to the Municipal Golf Course, the cemetery, 
school playing fields, and a number of small parks including Jewell Park, Berwick Park, 
Caledonia Park, and Lovers Point Park. 

 Historic Downtown: Pacific Grove’s downtown is located along Lighthouse Avenue, 
between Cypress Avenue and 12th Street, and on Forest Avenue between Central and 
Pine avenues. 
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 Historic Residential: Although homes of historic value are found throughout the city, the 
majority are located near the historic commercial core. The historic residential area is 
generally bounded by Junipero Avenue, 1st Street, Ocean View Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, 
and Alder Street. 

 Non-historic Commercial Areas: Pacific Grove has four non-historic commercial areas. Two 
of these area are located at the city’s major entrances. Another non-historic commercial 
area is on Sunset Drive between 17 Mile Drive and Asilomar Avenue. The fourth is located 
along Presidio Boulevard and Austin Avenue. 

 Non-historic Residential Areas: The majority of Pacific Grove’s housing falls into this 
classification. It includes most of the residential development south of Junipero Avenue and 
west of Alder Street, and the residential development both north and south of the Municipal 
Golf Course. 

PROJECT SITE VISUAL CHARACTER 

The project site is located in the city’s historic commercial core, which is a tourist attraction with 
three nearby existing hotels.  
The project site’s current visual character is that of a developed commercial parcel with retail, 
restaurant, and parking lot use. The building on the property is one story with partial parapet 
walls on its Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue frontages. The project site does not include any 
landscaping or trees and is characterized by its commercial uses.  
According to a cultural resources evaluation, the building (also known as the Holman garage) 
does not maintain its historic integrity, which is consistent with the other character-degrading 
modifications made to the building. As such, the project site’s defining character is not that of a 
historic building. Per Council Resolution Number 15-056, the City Council determined from 
application materials and the analysis and conclusions of Phase I Report, that the building was 
not historic. 
Sidewalks on Central Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue are located next to the 
building. Business patrons enter the building from sidewalks on Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue. There is also pedestrian access from the building’s Central Avenue frontage. 
The project site is surrounded by the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History on the west, Jewell 
Park on the northwest, and the Pacific Grove Public Library on the north. Commercial buildings 
are located on the south and east sides of the project site. Buildings adjacent to the project site 
are currently (2017) under construction, as the historic Holman Building is undergoing renovations 
to accommodate 25 luxury condos (Holman Building 2016).  
As such, the project site’s visual character is that of a developed commercial property 
surrounded by a museum, a library, and tourist-oriented uses. 

Item 8a

Page 571 of 1103



3.1 AESTHETICS 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.1-3 

PROJECT SITE VIEWS  

Casual views of the site are available to motorists on Central Avenue, Grand Avenue, and 
Fountain Avenue, while more permanent views are available to users of adjacent commercial 
and institutional buildings. Residential uses are located west of the project site, starting at the 
intersection of Forest Avenue and Central Avenue (approximately 250 feet away). Project site 
views from these residences are mostly interrupted by trees and vegetation in Jewell Park. 
Residences to the north on Fountain Avenue (approximately 250 feet way) do not have direct 
views of the project site and are not located directly adjacent to the project site. 
Public ocean views are available along city street view corridors. Fountain Avenue and Grand 
Avenue are the two streets adjacent to the project site with views of the ocean. Views of the 
Pacific Ocean from the project site and the surrounding historic downtown area are to the 
northeast and northwest. The area is developed; as such, existing buildings block views to the 
ocean from the project site itself.  

SCENIC VISTAS 

The project site is slightly over 200 feet from the Lighthouse Avenue portion of the city’s historic 
downtown. This portion of the downtown is approximately a quarter of a mile from the ocean 
shore and has views of the Monterey Bay. The downtown is dominated by historic single and 
multistory buildings. The buildings are built at high densities and oriented toward Lighthouse 
Avenue, with their rear elevations facing the ocean but offering only limited public ocean views. 
The Holman Building blocks public views of the ocean from Lighthouse Avenue, except from the 
viewing corridors of Fountain Avenue and Grand Avenue. 
Ocean views are not available from the existing commercial building on the project site. 
However, because of its higher grade and height, ocean views are available from the Holman 
Building, which is being renovated to be used for private residences. Such views are considered 
private views and as such are not considered a resource under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  

SCENIC HIGHWAYS 

Highway 1 traveling south from Monterey along the coast (2 miles away) and State Route 68 
heading east of Monterey to the Salinas River (over 5 miles away) are designated scenic 
highways (Caltrans 2013a). The project site is not visible from either highway. 
The Pacific Grove General Plan designates two scenic drives in the city: Ocean View Boulevard 
(over 500 feet away) and Sunset Drive between Ocean View Boulevard and Asilomar Avenue 
(over a mile away). The project site is not visible from either of these scenic drives. 

PREVIOUS USES 

The El Carmelo Hotel (later renamed the Pacific Grove Hotel) was previously located on the 
project site. Opened in 1887, the hotel was three stories high with an attic above and contained 
114 rooms (Pacific Grove Heritage Society 2002). The hotel took up the entire block between 
Lighthouse, Grand, Fountain, and Central avenues. It was oriented toward Lighthouse Avenue 
but set back behind a large lawn. The hotel closed in the early 1900s and was dismantled in 
1918. It was subsequently replaced by the Holman Department Store and an auto repair garage 
and parts store (located at the project site). An early 1900s photo of the hotel is included in 
Figure 3.1-1, Historic Pacific Grove Hotel. 
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FIGURE 3.1-1
Historic Pacific Grove Hotel

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: “The Board And Batten” Newsletter of the Pacific Grove Heritage Society, 2002
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3.1.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

LOCAL 

City of Pacific Grove General Plan  

The Urban Structure and Design chapter of the General Plan addresses the quality of the city’s 
physical environment in both the public and private realms. This chapter establishes design 
policies and action statements to emphasize and promote the overall visual style of Pacific 
Grove. There are four overall goals:  

 Goal 1: Emphasize and promote the overall visual attractiveness of Pacific Grove. 
 Goal 2: Enhance the relationship between the city and the Pacific Ocean and Monterey 

Bay. 
 Goal 3: Maintain and enhance the quality of the city’s landscape and streetscape. 
 Goal 4: Encourage public art in Pacific Grove. 

City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code 

Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.70.060, in the City’s Zoning Code, establishes 
architectural review criteria for new construction. The code section requires that parking lots be 
landscaped. Additionally, projects must be found to be compatible with the neighborhood, 
including compatibility of project lighting. 

3.1.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, aesthetics impacts are considered to be 
significant if implementation of the project would result in any of the following:  

1) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
2) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 
3) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings. 
4) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area. 
Standard of Significance 2 was analyzed in the project’s Initial Study (Appendix IS) and was 
found to have no impact. This standard of significance is not discussed further in this EIR. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The following impact analysis is based on visual simulations showing the existing site conditions 
and the project (Figure 3.1-2, Visual Simulations), architectural elevations, field review of the 
project area, review of topographic conditions, and aerial photographs. The conclusions are 
determined based on anticipated changes in the project area as the result of project 
implementation. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Degrade the Quality of a Scenic Vista (Standard of Significance 1) 

Impact 3.1.1 Project implementation would not have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista. This impact would be less than significant. 

Goal 2 of the Pacific Grove General Plan Urban Structure and Design chapter calls for 
enhancement of the relationship between the city and the Pacific Ocean and Monterey Bay. To 
accomplish this goal, the General Plan indicates that public views of the ocean and bay should 
be retained. Because the project would not obstruct public views of the ocean and bay, the 
General Plan chapter’s Goal 2 would be achieved. 
Public ocean views are available adjacent to the project site from Fountain Avenue and Grand 
Avenue. Project operation would not obstruct these views because the project would not 
encroach into the existing right-of-way. Private views of the ocean are available from the top 
floors of the Holman Building, but the impacts on private views are not considered an impact 
under CEQA. While the project would block some future residents’ private views of the ocean, 
the project would not degrade the relationship between the city and the Pacific Ocean and 
Monterey Bay. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Degrade Visual Character or Quality (Standard of Significance 3) 

Impact 3.1.2 Project implementation would introduce a new element in the project area, 
which would modify the area’s visual character and quality. Construction of 
the project would temporarily degrade the visual character and quality of the 
project site during demolition and renovation activities. This impact would be 
potentially significant. 

Visual character is the overall perceptible aesthetic quality of an area created by its unique 
combination of visual features such as form, bulk, scale, texture, color, and viewing range. 
Generally, the key factors in determining the potential adverse impact on visual character are 
(1) substantial changes to the existing physical features of the landscape that are characteristic 
of the region or locale; or (2) the introduction of new features to the physical landscape that are 
perceptibly uncharacteristic of the region or locale or that become visually dominant from 
common view points. 
As described in the Existing Setting subsection, the site as a whole does not contain any unique 
architectural features or landscaping, resulting in site development that is of low visual quality. 
The visual character of the surrounding area has some similarities as well as some properties that 
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have been/are being redeveloped. The project vicinity includes the nearby historic downtown 
commercial area with turn of the century cottages and Victorian buildings. The El Carmelo Hotel 
was previously located on the project site, but it was dismantled in 1918. 
The project would demolish the existing building on the project site, construct a four-story hotel 
building, add ground-level parking enclosed within the building footprint, and add landscaping. 
Site improvements would remove over 8,000 square feet of impervious surfaces and reduce the 
total site coverage by 25 percent. 
Existing multistory structures are prevalent in the vicinity of the project site, and the project would 
not redefine the fabric of the existing historic downtown. The project consists of infill 
development on a site with no native Monterey pine or oak trees. 

Project Construction 

Project construction would take place approximately 12 to 18 months and would include 
demolition of existing structures, site preparation and grading, and construction of a new 
building. The project area is surrounded by facilities with a high volume of local and tourist uses. 
Jewell Park is located northwest of the project site, while the Pacific Gove Museum of Natural 
History is located immediately west of the project site, and the Pacific Grove Public Library is 
located directly north of the project site. The library’s main entrance faces the project site. As 
such, construction-related impacts to the area’s visual character and quality would be 
potentially significant. Therefore, mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 which requires the installation of 
construction screening for the duration of project construction, is necessary.  

Project Operation 

The project would be located outside of Pacific Grove’s primary downtown streets (Lighthouse 
Avenue and Forest Avenue), in a commercial area that separates the downtown from ocean-
fronting residential. The land slopes down from Lighthouse Avenue to the project site and then to 
the ocean. The project would not be visible from Lighthouse Avenue because of the presence 
of the Holman Building, which reaches a maximum height of five stories on its downslope and is 
four stories at Lighthouse Avenue. Visual simulations that show before and after images of the 
project are included in Figure 3.1-2, Visual Simulation.  
Located adjacent to Jewell Park, the Pacific Grove Public Library, and the Pacific Grove 
Museum of Natural History, the project site is in an area that is readily visible to members of the 
public. The surrounding area consists primarily of one- and two-story commercial buildings. The 
four-story Holman Building, which increases in height as is slopes down toward Central Avenue, is 
located to the south of the property. The project site is adjacent to one- and two-story buildings 
to the east and proximate to the three-story building at 562 Lighthouse Avenue to the southwest. 
Both the Holman Building and the adjacent building at 562 Lighthouse Avenue have 
architectural details along their Lighthouse Avenue frontages that do not carry over to their side 
and rear elevations. The project would utilize a design approach similar to that used on the 
Holman Building and the building 562 Lighthouse Avenue, offering architectural features that 
articulate its primary frontage on Central Avenue, but having long, repetitive design features on 
its other elevations, as shown in Figures 2.0-5a through 2.0-5c, Building Elevations. These 
elevations, however, would not be within the standard viewing areas for members of the public 
accessing Jewell Park, the Pacific Grove Public Library, and the Pacific Grove Museum of 
Natural History. Therefore, the project design would be compatible with the existing buildings in 
the area. 
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FIGURE 3.1-2
Visual Simulation

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: Michael Baker International, 2017
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Members of the public would primarily be exposed to the project’s Central Avenue frontage. 
This elevation would be set back from the street, incorporate a central courtyard, and have a 
well-articulated façade. The façade would contain upper levels that are set back from the 
building’s ground level and use columns that allow the building to step down to the street at a 
pedestrian scale. Decorative building and landscape features, such as ornamental siding and 
outdoor dining space, would further serve to achieve a pedestrian-oriented design that is in 
scale with the building’s surroundings and inviting to the public. Therefore, the project would not 
substantially degrade the area’s visual character from public view points. 
The massing and neighborhood compatibility of the proposed building are subject to review by 
the City’s Architectural Review Board pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 
23.70.060. The project applicant has been with the Architectural Review Board to conceptually 
review the exterior architecture of the structure. The City’s architectural review process involves 
consideration of the project’s mass and detail, use of material and colors, architectural 
character, and harmony with adjacent structures (Pacific Grove 2015).  
Zero lot line setbacks are typical on properties in downtown Pacific Grove and on properties 
adjacent to the project site. Multistory buildings are also common in downtown Pacific Grove, 
including the 64-foot tall Holman Building immediately south of the project site. Many of the 
multistory structures in downtown Pacific Grove are two stories and include architectural details 
that serve as articulation along their primary frontage, preventing structures from appearing too 
massive. The project would build a structure that would fit within the existing urban fabric; 
therefore, the project would not degrade the site’s visual character or quality and its 
surroundings. 
The City’s architectural review process allows for public input and local, expert review to confirm 
that project massing and neighborhood compatibility would not degrade the visual character 
or quality of the project area. Long-term visual impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.1.2  The project applicant shall install construction screening, with a design 
approved by the City of Pacific Grove, during project construction to shield 
adjacent uses from aesthetics impacts. The construction screening shall 
remain in place during demolition of the existing building, site preparation 
activities, and new building construction. The screening shall not be necessary 
during the stage of construction when architectural coatings are being 
applied. 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.1.2, which requires construction screening to 
be installed for the duration of project construction, project impacts during construction would 
be less than significant. 

Creation of Light or Glare (Standard of Significance 4) 

Impact 3.1.3 Project implementation would not create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. This 
impact would be less than significant. 
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Lighting and Glare 

Light and glare are currently generated from multiple sources on the project site. The site 
currently has parking lot lighting, a sidewalk streetlamp along Fountain Avenue, and pedestrian 
lighting that is mounted under the eaves along the building’s retail frontages. All of the existing 
lighting, except the streetlamp, is down-directed, but most of it is not shielded.  
The existing parking lot light posts would be removed as part of the project. The sidewalk 
streetlamp would remain but would need to meet City lighting requirements as part of the 
project architectural review. New lighting would be pedestrian-oriented, down-directed, and 
shielded to prevent spillover. Building materials would include metal roofing and painted 
horizontal siding. 
Pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.70.060, the project would be subject to 
review by the City’s Architectural Review Board, which would review the details and 
specifications of the project’s lighting to ensure the project’s consistency with the City’s design 
objectives. Lighting impacts would be less than significant. Building materials would be reviewed 
to ensure that any approved materials would not create a new source of glare. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

Shade and Shadows 

The project would replace an existing one-story building and construct a new four-story building. 
The project’s proposed building would be 37 feet at its tallest point, lower than the allowed 
height (40’) under the site’s zoning. Figures 2.0-5a through 2.0-5c show the difference between 
the project’s height and the height limitation specified in the City’s Zoning Code. The project has 
the potential to create shade and shadow in the area.  
Prolonged periods of shade and shadow can adversely affect parks and other public gathering 
areas. The project site is surrounded by the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History on the west, 
Jewell Park on the northwest, and the Pacific Grove Public Library on the north. Although the 
City of Pacific Grove does not consider shade and shadow impacts under CEQA, this discussion 
is included for informational purposes. Shade and shadow effects are limited in Pacific Grove 
because of building height limits enforced by the City. Under the current zoning, the project’s 
maximum allowed height is 40 feet (Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.31.040). 
The length and direction of shadows cast from buildings and other structures are a function of 
building height and sun angle. Sun angle is, in turn, a function of latitude, season, and time of 
day. In Pacific Grove, because of its latitude in the northern hemisphere, the sun casts shadows 
only on the north side of structures. Shadows move clockwise during the day, beginning in a 
northwesterly direction (as the sun rises in the southeast) and rotating to a northeasterly direction 
(as the sun sets in the southwest). The public space that could potentially be most impacted by 
new shadow impacts located near the project site is Jewell Park. Users of other public facilities 
would not be impacted because uses of the city’s library and museum are mainly indoors. 
Jewell Park is located approximately 348 feet from the project site. The longest shadow cast by a 
37-foot building would be approximately 74 feet during the winter solstice (suncalc.org). 
Because of the project’s location and the limited casting of shadow, the project would not 
adversely impact any public facilities in the project area.   

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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3.1.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The project area for cumulative aesthetics impacts is Pacific Grove as a whole. The cumulative 
setting for the project considers the project, in conjunction with buildout of the project area, as 
well as buildout of the surrounding community of Pacific Grove.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Cumulative Impacts to Visual Resources and Aesthetics 

Impact 3.1.4 Project implementation would not result in a significant contribution to the 
cumulative conversion of open space. This impact would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

The project would demolish an existing commercial building and construct a new hotel on the 
project site. As discussed above, the project would only impact the area’s visual character 
during construction. Mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. The project would construct a new commercial building in an existing urbanized 
area and would complement existing developed conditions. Further, the project would be 
consistent with Pacific Grove General Plan goals and is subject to the City’s architectural review 
process to ensure the project is visually harmonious with surrounding development. As such, the 
project’s cumulative impact on visual resources and aesthetics would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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This section considers and evaluates the project’s potential impacts on cultural resources. 
Cultural resources include historic buildings and structures, historic districts, historic resource sites, 
prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, and other prehistoric and historic objects and 
artifacts. Paleontological resources include vertebrate, invertebrate, and plant fossils.  
The following definitions are common terms used to discuss the regulatory requirements and 
treatment of cultural resources: 

 Cultural resources is the term used to describe several different types of properties: 
prehistoric and historical archaeological sites; architectural properties such as buildings, 
bridges, and infrastructure; and resources of importance to Native Americans. 

 Historic properties is a term defined by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as 
any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included on, or eligible 
for inclusion on, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including artifacts, 
records, and material remains related to such property. 

 Historical resource is a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) term that includes 
buildings, sites, structures, objects, or districts, each of which may have historical, 
prehistoric, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance and is eligible 
for listing or is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). 

 Paleontological resource is defined as including fossilized remains of vertebrate and 
invertebrate organisms, fossil tracks and trackways, and plant fossils. A unique 
paleontological site would include a known area of fossil-bearing rock strata. 

The information in this section is based on the results of a records search conducted at the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) by Michael Baker International staff and the Phase I Report 
on Holman’s Garage by Richard Brandi (2012), both included in Appendix CUL. 
A summary of the impact conclusions for cultural and paleontological resources is provided 
below. 

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.2.1 Historic resources Less than significant   

3.2.2 Archaeological resources, paleontological resources, 
and human remains Less than significant with mitigation 

3.2.3 Cumulative impacts on cultural resources, 
paleontological resources, and human remains Less than cumulatively considerable 

 

3.2.1 EXISTING SETTING 

PREHISTORY AND ETHNOGRAPHY 

The project site is located in the Monterey Bay area, which was previously occupied by three 
major cultural groups: Native Americans of the Central Coast region, Spanish-Mexicans, and 
Northern Europeans (Pacific Grove 1994). The City of Pacific Grove adopted a Historic Context 
Statement in 2011, which looked at the history of the city, its historical resources and historic-
period resources, and the delineation of its neighborhoods. The main periods of settlement are 
described below. 
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Native American and Mission Periods (pre-1820)  

Monterey Bay, an area with abundant sea life and agricultural land, was a preferred location for 
settlement by native peoples (Pacific Grove 2011). Anthropological studies indicate that the 
Monterey area represented a border area between two Native American linguistic groups: the 
Hokan-speaking Esselen people to the south and the Ohlone-speaking Rumsen people, whose 
territory included the present-day cities of Monterey, Carmel, and Salinas (Pacific Grove 2011).  
Numerous small, likely seasonal archaeological sites have been recorded along the shoreline of 
Pacific Grove. At least one site is known to have included a human burial, and evidence of prior 
digging or artifact collecting—known as “pothunting”—is known at several sites. These sites 
could have also been associated with visiting tribes (Pacific Grove 2011). For more information 
regarding Native American resources, please see Section 3.5, Tribal Cultural Resources.   
HISTORIC CONTEXT 

Spanish Period (pre-1820s) 

The first European to see Monterey Bay was likely Juan Rodrigues Cabrillo in 1542. Cabrillo 
reached the waters of Northern California, passing the entrance to San Francisco Bay without 
noticing it. A series of storms and cold weather soon forced the expedition to return south, and in 
mid-November, Cabrillo appears to have passed Monterey Bay, naming it Bahia de los Pinos, or 
“Bay of the Pines,” as well as sighting “Cabo de Pinos,” today’s Point Pinos (Pacific Grove 2011).   
Sixty years would pass before the next expedition to Monterey Bay in 1602. Sebastián Vizcaíno 
received a commission from the Spanish Viceroy in Mexico, the Comde de Monterrey, to 
investigate the California coast. Vizcaíno’s fleet entered the bay on December 16, naming it 
Monterey in honor of their benefactor (Pacific Grove 2011).  
In May 1770, a ship with Father Serra aboard landed in Monterey Bay. A year after its arrival, a 
mission was relocated from Monterey Bay along the Carmel River and was officially known as 
San Carlos Borromero. In 1795, the population living at the Carmel Mission reached a peak of 
approximately 900, but over the coming decades that number would fall to less than 400. The 
only formally documented activity in Pacific Grove during the Spanish period was the 
construction of a small auxiliary fortification at Point Pinos (Pacific Grove 2011).  
Mexican and Early American Period (1821–1872) 

Following a decade-long conflict, Mexico gained independence from Spain in 1821. Monterey 
was established as the capital of the new Mexican “Alta California” territory. In 1846, war broke 
out between the United States and Mexico, and on July 7 naval forces of the Pacific Squadron 
commanded by Commodore John Sloat occupied Monterey and raised the American flag. In 
February 1848, the Mexican-American War ended with the signing of the treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo, which required Mexico to cede California to the United States (Pacific Grove 2011).  
Around the same time, news of the discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in the Sierra Nevada foothills 
reached Monterey. Anxious to consolidate its new territory, the United States government quickly 
embarked on a program to bring about California statehood. A constitutional convention was 
held in Monterey at Colton Hall In September 1849. Although Monterey had for a time been a 
whirlwind of activity, it was soon eclipsed by San Francisco as the most important settlement in 
Northern California. Besides the Point Pinos Lighthouse (1854), there are no known physical 
remnants from the Mexican and Early American Period in Pacific Grove. However, the themes 
from this era set the stage for the city’s later development (Pacific Grove 2011). 
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Development of Pacific Grove (1873–Present) 

Pacific Grove was originally established as a religious retreat. Attendees of the 1872 California 
Annual Conference of the Methodist Church formally started discussing establishing a West 
Coast campground, and in 1874, a committee was created to investigate the formation of a 
retreat on the West Coast. Subsequently, on June 15, 1875, the Methodist Episcopal Church filed 
articles of incorporation for the Pacific Grove Retreat Association. In July 1875, a survey map of 
the Pacific Grove Retreat was filed with the Monterey County Recorder’s Office (Pacific Grove 
2011). 
Development continued in the area with David Jacks, the original landowner of the subdivision, 
continuing with land improvements such as bridges over gulches, clearing avenues, and 
building fences and sites. In 1874—around the same time those negotiations began for the 
formation of the Pacific Grove Retreat—David Jacks and Salinas landowner Carlisle S. Abbott 
organized the Monterey & Salinas Valley Railroad. This was an important step in the formation of 
the City of Pacific Grove. Development continued for the next 45 years to transform the land 
from a religious retreat to a summer retreat to a city (Pacific Grove 2011). 
In some respects, 1889 might be considered the watershed year of the period, as it marked the 
incorporation of the city and the arrival of the Southern Pacific Railroad. Pacific Grove first 
began to develop with houses for year-round occupancy in the mid-1880s, and the city 
continued to grow through the turn of the century in a fairly steady arc with late Victorian 
architectural styles predominating. Starting in 1902, a dramatic redevelopment of the beach 
area at Lovers Point with expanded tourist facilities and the introduction of new architectural 
styles and building materials—particularly in commercial buildingstook place. The next major 
additions to the city were not made until 1905 and 1907, respectively (Pacific Grove 2011). 
This growth period established the residential and commercial development patterns that would 
guide the city’s development through the mid-twentieth century. The overwhelming majority of 
surviving buildings from this period are residential, primarily consisting of single-family residences, 
with only a handful of multi-family buildings. Residential architecture of the period encompasses 
a wide range of Victorian-era styles. Because of the city’s start as a retreat, most residences are 
vernacular in nature and may loosely be grouped under the heading of Folk Victorian. 
Commercial properties, civic and public assembly properties, and cultural landscape elements 
associated with the significant themes of the “Early Development of Pacific Grove” period are 
also present. Although a handful of light industrial properties existed during this period, none 
appear to be extant today (Pacific Grove 2011). 

KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE 

Records Search 

Michael Baker International conducted a records search at the Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) at Sonoma State University on September 14, 2016 (NWIC File No. 16-0347). Previous 
archaeological survey coverage maps, resource location maps, survey reports, and resource 
records were inspected for the Monterey quadrangle. The Historic Property Directory, 
maintained by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), was reviewed, which includes 
all properties listed and determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and those 
listed on the California Register of Historic Places, California Historic Landmarks, and California 
Points of Historical Interest.  
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The records search did not identify archaeological resources or built environment resources on 
the project site; however, there are several previously identified archaeological resources and 
built environment resources adjacent to the project site. The project area is highly sensitive for 
the occurrence of prehistoric and historic period archaeological resources (Pacific Grove 1994). 
These resources are described below. Locations and descriptions of archaeological resources 
are confidential and are not presented. 

Built Environment Resources 

The City of Pacific Grove (2017a) maintains a Historic Resources Inventory listing landmarks, 
streets, and individual structures of local importance. A number of buildings in Pacific Grove are 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places and are historical resources for purposes of CEQA. 
Because of Pacific Grove’s rich history and local preservation efforts, the City’s inventory 
contains an extensive list of individual resources located throughout the city. Many resources are 
located close to the project site, including but not limited to the following:  

 The Holman Building, located adjacent to the project site at 542 Lighthouse Avenue. This 
building was constructed in 1925 with a Victorian architectural style. It was originally a full-
scale department store. 

 Chautauqua Hall, located approximately 500 feet to the west of the project site at 16th 
Street and Central Avenue. It was constructed in 1881 and is a designated California 
Historical Landmark. It is one of the most significant buildings in Pacific Grove, surviving 
from the earliest years of the retreat’s development. During summer encampments, it 
was a venue for services and Sunday schools. The hall served as the primary meeting 
venue in the city until 1889. 

 The J. O. Johnson Commercial Row, located at 221, 216, 213, and 211 Grand Avenue, 
which is across Lighthouse Avenue from the project site. This building was built in 1889 
and has a vernacular architectural style.  

 The Winston Hotel, located at 602 Lighthouse Avenue and opened in 1904. 
 The Todd House, located at 127 Grand Avenue and built in 1883.  
 The Mitchell House, located at 125 Grand Avenue and built in 1899.  
 The Gosby House, located at 643 Lighthouse Avenue and built in 1887. 

Other resources are located throughout Pacific Grove and can be found listed in the City’s 
Historic Resources Inventory. 
The City’s (1994) General Plan identifies several areas in the city as containing historical 
resources and historic-period resources. The Historic Downtown is located along Lighthouse 
Avenue, between Cypress Avenue and 12th Street, and on Forest Avenue between Central and 
Pine avenues. In addition, the Historic Residential area contains structures built during the late 
1800s and early 1900s. The Historic Residential area is generally bounded by Junipero Avenue, 1st 
Street, Ocean View Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and Alder Street (Pacific Grove 1994).  
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Evaluation of Holman’s Garage 

A Phase I Historic Assessment (Brandi 2012; Appendix CUL) was completed for the project site 
pursuant to the Pacific Grove Guidelines for Historic Assessments. The assessment used property 
files maintained by the City, historic Sanborn Maps, the City of Pacific Grove Historic Context 
Statement, newspaper files at the Pacific Grove Library, city directories, historic photos, and a 
site visit to evaluate the site. The report’s findings are summarized below.     
Holman’s Garage was constructed around 1919 or 1921 as part of the trend to capitalize on the 
rise of the automobile. Over the years, the building underwent several changes; it was used as a 
garage, a warehouse for Holman Department Store, and a Ford Department Store. In the late 
1980s, the Grand Avenue side of the building was altered when it was subdivided into a series of 
professional offices and shops. During this alteration, the Grand Avenue façade was changed 
with the insertion of a new personnel entrance in the middle of the façade. The automobile 
door, loading dock, and existing personnel entrances were removed and replaced with new 
windows. The building largely maintains its form from the 1980s, with multiple commercial uses 
with separate entrances.  
Due to the changes to the building, Holman’s Garage is no longer a clear example of 
commercial architecture from its period of significance. As such, the report determined that 
Holman’s Garage at 156–162 Fountain Avenue (APN 006-173-001-000) is not eligible for inclusion 
in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (the City Council concurred on October 21, 
2015), the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National Register of Historic Places 
(Brandi 2012).  

3.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Federal regulations for cultural resources are primarily governed by Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, which applies to actions taken by federal agencies. The goal of 
the Section 106 review process is to offer a measure of protection to sites that are determined 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The criteria for determining NRHP 
eligibility are found in Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60. Section 106 of the NHPA 
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic 
properties and affords the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The council’s implementing regulations, 
“Protection of Historic Properties,” are found in Title 36 CFR Part 800. 
Archaeological site evaluation assesses the potential of each site to meet one or more of the 
criteria for NRHP eligibility based on visual surface and subsurface evidence (if available) at 
each site’s location, information gathered during the literature and records searches, and the 
researcher’s knowledge of and familiarity with the historic or prehistoric context associated with 
each site. 

STATE 

Under CEQA, public agencies must consider the effects of their actions on both historical 
resources and unique archaeological resources.  
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Historic Resources 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21084.1, a “project that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.” Section 21083.2 requires agencies to determine whether 
projects would have effects on unique archaeological resources.   
Historical resource is a term with a defined statutory meaning (Public Resources Code Section 
21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a], [b]). The term embraces any resource listed in 
or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR. The CRHR is administered through the 
California Office of Historic Preservation and includes resources listed in or formally determined 
eligible for listing in the NRHP, as well as some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical 
Interest. 
Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local preservation 
ordinance (local landmarks or landmark districts) or that have been identified in a local historical 
resources inventory may be eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be historical 
resources for the purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise 
(Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 
4850). Unless a resource listed in a survey has been demolished, lost substantial integrity, or there 
is a preponderance of evidence indicating that it is otherwise not eligible for listing, a lead 
agency should consider the resource to be potentially eligible for the CRHR.  
In addition to assessing whether historical resources potentially impacted by a project are listed 
or have been identified in a survey process (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1[g]), lead 
agencies have a responsibility to evaluate them against the CRHR criteria prior to making a 
finding as to a project’s impacts to historical resources (Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][3]). Following CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), a 
historical resource is defined as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or 
manuscript that: 

 Is historically or archeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural 
annals of California; and 

 Meets any of the following criteria: 
 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 
 Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values; or 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
Archaeological resources may also qualify as historical resources, and Public Resources Code 
Section 5024 requires consultation with the Office of Historic Preservation when a project may 
impact historical resources located on State-owned land. 
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For historic structures, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) indicates that a project which 
follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, or the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings is to mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant. Potential eligibility also rests on 
the integrity of the resource. Integrity is defined as the retention of the resource’s physical 
identity that existed during its period of significance. Integrity is determined by considering the 
setting, design, workmanship, materials, location, feeling, and association of the resource. 

Archaeological Resources 

As noted above, CEQA also requires lead agencies to consider whether projects will impact 
unique archaeological resources, as outlined in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g).  
Treatment options under Section 21083.2 include activities that preserve such resources in place 
in an undisturbed state. Other acceptable methods of mitigation under Section 21083.2 include 
excavation and curation or study in place without excavation and curation (if the study finds 
that the artifacts would not meet one or more of the criteria for defining a unique 
archaeological resource). 
Advice on procedures to identify cultural resources, evaluate their importance, and estimate 
potential effects is available in several agency publications such as the series produced by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). The technical advice series produced by the 
OPR strongly recommends that Native American concerns and the concerns of other interested 
persons and corporate entities, including but not limited to museums, historical commissions, 
associations, and societies, be solicited as part of the process of cultural resources inventory. In 
addition, California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated 
grave goods regardless of their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition 
of those remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b) specifies protocol when 
human remains are discovered.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) requires that excavation activities be stopped whenever 
human remains are uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains. If 
the county coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted within 24 hours. At that time, the 
lead agency must consult with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by 
the NAHC. Section 15064.5 directs the lead agency (or the project applicant), under certain 
circumstances, to develop an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 
In addition to the mitigation provisions pertaining to accidental discovery of human remains, the 
CEQA Guidelines also require that a lead agency make provisions for the accidental discovery 
of historical or archaeological resources generally. Pursuant to Section 15064.5(f), these 
provisions should include an immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist. If the 
find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding 
and a time allotment sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or 
appropriate mitigation should be available. Work could continue on other parts of the project 
site while historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place. 
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Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources are classified as nonrenewable scientific resources and are protected 
by state statute (Public Resources Code Chapter 1.7, Archaeological, Paleontological, and 
Historical Sites, Section 5097.5, and Appendix G). No state or local agencies have specific 
jurisdiction over paleontological resources. No state or local agency requires a paleontological 
collecting permit to allow for the recovery of fossil remains discovered as a result of construction-
related earth-moving on state or private land on a project site. 
LOCAL 

City of Pacific Grove General Plan  

Chapter 7, Historic and Archaeological Resources, of the Pacific Grove General Plan describes 
the city’s history, the different historic sites and buildings, its architectural styles, and historic 
preservation goals, policies, and programs.  
City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code  

The City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 23.76, Historic Preservation) 
establishes criteria for protecting, enhancing, and perpetuating the use of historic structures and 
neighborhoods in the city. The City has a Historic Resources Committee, which consists of seven 
appointed members. The committee makes determinations regarding additions and deletions to 
the City’s historic inventory and any other duties outlined in the Municipal Code chapter. The 
Pacific Grove criteria for historic resources are as follows:  

a) Whether the structure has significant character, interest or value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city of Pacific Grove, the state of 
California, or the United States; 

b) Whether it is the site of a significant historic event;  
c) Whether it is strongly identified with a person who, or an organization which, significantly 

contributed to the culture, history or development of the city of Pacific Grove;  
d) Whether it is a particularly good example of a period or style;  
e) Whether it is one of the few remaining examples in the city of Pacific Grove possessing 

distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type or specimen;  
f) Whether it is a notable work of an architect or master builder whose individual work has 

significantly influenced the development of the city of Pacific Grove;  
g) Whether it embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials or craftsmanship 

that represent a significant architectural innovation;  
h) Whether it has a unique location or singular physical characteristics representing an 

established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community, or of the city of 
Pacific Grove;  

i) Whether it retains the integrity of the original design;  
j) Whether it contributes to the architectural aesthetics and continuity of the street;  
k) Whether it is located within a geographically definable area possessing a concentration 

of historic properties which visually contribute to each other and are unified aesthetically. 
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Section 23.74.040 allows the City Council to call up for review any action or decision of the 
Planning Commission or any other review authority, including the Historical Resources 
Committee, to make their own decision on the matter.  
3.2.3  IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Based on Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1, and Section 15064.5 and 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, cultural resource impacts are considered to be significant 
if implementation of the project would result in any of the following:   

1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
respectively. 

2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

3) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature. 

4) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines substantial adverse change as physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource is materially impaired. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(b)(2) defines materially impaired for purposes of the definition of substantial adverse 
change as follows: 

The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 

historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of 
the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the 
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the 
resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes 
of CEQA. 

CEQA requires that if a project would result in an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource or would cause significant effects on a unique 
archaeological resource, then alternative plans or mitigation measures must be considered. 
Therefore, prior to assessing effects or developing mitigation measures, the significance of 
cultural resources must first be determined. The steps that are normally taken in a cultural 
resources investigation for CEQA compliance are as follows: 

 Identify potential historical resources and unique archaeological resources. 
 Evaluate the eligibility of historical resources. 
 Evaluate the effects of the project on eligible historical resources. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The following impact analysis is based on a review of the City of Pacific Grove’s Historic 
Resources Inventory as well as a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
records search conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC File No. 16-0347) on 
September 14, 2016.  
A report on the existing project site structure’s historical significance was compiled by Richard 
Brandi, who holds a master of arts in historic preservation from Goucher College, Maryland, and 
a bachelor of arts from the University of California, Berkeley (Appendix CUL). The structure is not 
eligible for listing on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (the City Council concurred 
on October 21, 2015), the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Historic Resources (Standard of Significance 1) 

Impact 3.2.1 The project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

The project would demolish an existing building on the project site, the Holman’s Garage, to 
allow for construction of the proposed hotel. As described above, the Holman’s Garage was 
evaluated for inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register 
of Historical Resources, and the National Register of Historic Places. The Phase I historic 
assessment concluded that the building lacks historical integrity due to cosmetic and structural 
changes and would not meet the minimum eligibility standards established by the 2011 City of 
Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement, or integrity standards of the CRHR and the NRHP 
(Brandi 2012). Because the building is not recommended for inclusion in the Pacific Grove 
Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National 
Register of Historic Places, it is not a historical resource for purposes of CEQA.  
The project site is located adjacent to the Holman Building, which is listed on the City’s Historic 
Resources Inventory. The project site is behind the Holman Building, and the building’s historic 
façade is not visible from the project site. Although the project would introduce a new element 
in the Holman Building’s visual reach, this change would not impact the Holman Building’s 
eligibility, as it would not change the building’s façade or any of its historic elements. Item (k) of 
the City’s criteria for historic resources (listed above) protects groups of historic buildings. 
Buildings are eligible for listing if they are located in a geographically definable area with a 
concentration of historic properties which visually contribute to each other. Buildings in the area 
vary in age, appearance, and architectural style. The environment around the Holman Building 
has changed over time and does not meet this criteria.  
Additionally, the Holman Building is undergoing updates and being transformed into a mixed use 
project with 25 condominium units , thus changing the visual character of the building itself. 
Because the project would not impact historical resources on or near the project site, the project 
would have a less than significant impact on historical resources. 
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Mitigation Measures 

None required.  
Archaeological Resources, Paleontological Resources, and Human Remains (Standards of 
Significance 2, 3, and 4) 

Impacts 3.2.2 Project implementation could indirectly result in the potential disturbance of 
undiscovered cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and 
isolated artifacts and features), paleontological resources ((i.e., fossils and 
fossil formations), and unrecorded human remains. This impact would be 
potentially significant. 

Project construction would involve ground-disturbing activities that could result in unanticipated 
or accidental discovery of archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human 
remains. As noted above, there are several previously identified archaeological resources and 
built environment resources adjacent to the project site. As such, the project area is highly 
sensitive for the occurrence of prehistoric and historic period archaeological resources (Pacific 
Grove 1994). Because of ground disturbance activities project impacts would be potentially 
significant, as it relates to unknown archeological resources, paleontological resources, and 
human remains, and implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and MM 3.2.2b would 
be required.  
Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.2.2a Treatment of previously unidentified archaeological or paleontological 
deposits. During project construction, if any archaeological or 
paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are found, the project applicant and/or 
its contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet of the discovery and 
immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove Community & Economic 
Development Director . The project applicant and/or its contractor shall retain 
a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to evaluate the finds and 
recommend appropriate mitigation measures for the inadvertently 
discovered archaeological or paleontological resources. The City and the 
project applicant shall consider the mitigation recommendations and agree 
on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, 
documentation, curation, or other appropriate measures. 

MM 3.2.2b Treatment of previously unidentified human remains. During project 
construction, if human remains are discovered, the project applicant and/or 
its contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet of the find and notify the City 
of Pacific Grove Planning Division and the county coroner, per the 
requirements of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC 
shall designate a most likely descendant who will be authorized to provide 
recommendations for management of the Native American human remains. 
(See California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5.) 

Implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and 3.2.2b would mitigate potentially 
significant impacts on archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains 
to less than significant.   
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3.2.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The project’s cumulative setting is the project site, the cities of Pacific Grove and Monterey, and 
the surrounding areas in Monterey County. Most cultural resources impacts as described in 
CEQA Appendix G are generally site-specific and not cumulative in nature, as impacts generally 
vary by site characteristics and site history. However, continued growth in the region would 
contribute to potential conflicts with cultural and paleontological resources. Cultural resources 
include archaeological resources associated with Native American activities and historic 
resources associated with settlement, farming, and economic development.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Cumulative Impacts on Cultural Resources, Paleontological Resources, and Human Remains  

Impact 3.2.3 The project, in addition to existing, approved, proposed, and reasonably 
foreseeable development in the region, could result in cumulative impacts on 
cultural resources. This impact would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Project implementation, in combination with other development in the city, could result in a 
cumulative loss of known and previously undiscovered cultural resources and paleontological 
resources in the region.  
As discussed under Impacts 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, no historical resources, archaeological resources, or 
paleontological resources were identified on the project site. However, project construction has 
the potential to disturb undiscovered cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historical resources, 
isolated artifacts and features), paleontological resources (i.e., fossils and fossil formations), and 
unrecorded human remains. With implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and MM 
3.2.2b, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources in the region would 
be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required.  
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This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and the potential for the 
project to result in noise impacts exceeding applicable noise level criteria. A summary of the 
impact conclusions related to noise is provided below.  

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.3.1 Exposure to noise levels in excess of standards Less than significant  
3.3.2 Exposure to groundborne vibration Less than significant  
3.3.3 Permanent increase in ambient noise levels  Less than significant 

3.3.4 Temporary increase in ambient noise levels Less than significant 

3.3.5 Cumulative noise impacts Less than cumulatively considerable 

N/A Exposure to noise from public airport operations No impact 

N/A Exposure to noise from private airport operations No impact 

 

FUNDAMENTALS OF SOUND AND ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The 
standard unit of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a 
logarithmic scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations which make up 
any sound. The pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Because 
the human ear is not equally sensitive to a given sound level at all frequencies, a special 
frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The 
A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by discriminating against 
frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 
Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound because of its potential to 
disrupt sleep, interfere with speech communication, and damage hearing. A typical noise 
environment consists of a base of steady “background” noise that is the sum of many distant 
and indistinguishable noise sources. Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from 
individual local sources. These sources can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to 
virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a major highway.  

AMPLITUDE 

Amplitude is the difference between ambient air pressure and the peak pressure of the sound 
wave. Amplitude is measured in decibels on a logarithmic scale. Laboratory measurements 
correlate a 10 dB increase in amplitude with a perceived doubling of loudness and establish a 
3 dB change in amplitude as the minimum audible difference perceptible to the average person. 

FREQUENCY 

Frequency is the number of fluctuations of the pressure wave per second. The unit of frequency 
is the hertz. One hertz equals one cycle per second. The human ear is not equally sensitive to 
sound of different frequencies. To approximate this sensitivity, environmental sound is usually 
measured in A-weighted decibels. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends 
from about 10 dBA to about 140 dBA. Common community noise sources and associated noise 
levels, in dBA, are depicted in Figure 3.3-1, Typical Community Noise Levels. 
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ADDITION OF DECIBELS 

Because decibels are logarithmic units, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted through 
ordinary arithmetic. Under the decibel scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dB 
increase. In other words, when two identical sources are each producing sound of the same 
loudness, the resulting sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than one source 
under the same conditions. Under the decibel scale, three sources of equal loudness together 
would produce an increase of 5 dB. 
SOUND PROPAGATION AND ATTENUATION 

Sound spreads (propagates) uniformly outward in a spherical pattern, and the sound level 
decreases (attenuates) at a rate of approximately 6 dB for each doubling of distance from a 
stationary or point source. Sound from a line source, such as a highway, propagates outward in 
a cylindrical pattern, often referred to as cylindrical spreading. Sound levels attenuate at a rate 
of approximately 3 dB for each doubling of distance from a line source, such as a roadway, 
depending on ground surface characteristics (FHWA 2011). No excess attenuation is assumed for 
hard surfaces like a parking lot or a body of water. Soft surfaces, such as soft dirt or grass, can 
absorb sound, so an excess ground-attenuation value of 1.5 dB per doubling of distance is 
normally assumed. For line sources, an overall attenuation rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance 
is assumed (FHWA 2011). 
Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures. Generally, a single row of buildings 
between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a 
solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (FHWA 2006b). The manner in which older 
homes in California were constructed generally reduces exterior-to-interior noise levels by about 
20 to 25 dBA with closed windows. The exterior-to-interior reduction in newer residential units is 
generally 30 dBA or more. 
NOISE DESCRIPTORS 

The decibel scale alone does not adequately characterize how humans perceive noise. The 
dominant frequencies of a sound have a substantial effect on the human response to that 
sound. Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community 
noise on people. Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that 
the effect of noise on people is largely dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the 
noise, as well as the time of day when the noise occurs. The Leq is a measure of ambient noise, 
while the Ldn and CNEL are measures of community noise. Each is applicable to this analysis and 
defined in Table 3.3-1, Definitions of Acoustical Terms. 
The A-weighted decibel sound level scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to 
which the human ear is most sensitive. Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short 
period of time, a method for describing either the average character of the sound or the 
statistical behavior of the variations must be utilized. Most commonly, environmental sounds are 
described in terms of an average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation 
of all the time-varying events.  
The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter. These meters can 
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. Various 
computer models are used to predict environmental noise levels from sources such as roadways 
and airports. The accuracy of the predicted models depends on the distance between the 
receptor and the noise source. Close to the noise source, the models are accurate to within 
about plus or minus 1 to 2 dBA. 
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FIGURE 3.3-1 
TYPICAL COMMUNITY NOISE LEVELS 

 
Source: Caltrans 2012 
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TABLE 3.3-1 
DEFINITIONS OF ACOUSTICAL TERMS 

Term Definitions 

Decibel, dB 
A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 
10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure. The 
reference pressure for air is 20. 

Sound Pressure Level 

Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micropascals (or 
20 micronewtons per square meter), where 1 pascal is the pressure resulting from a 
force of 1 newton exerted over an area of 1 square meter. The sound pressure level is 
expressed in decibels as 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the 
pressures exerted by the sound to a reference sound pressure (e.g., 20 micropascals). 
Sound pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured by a sound level meter. 

Frequency, Hz 
The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below 
atmospheric pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz. 
Infrasonic sound are below 20 Hz and ultrasonic sounds are above 20,000 Hz. 

A-Weighted Sound Level, dBA 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the 
A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very 
high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response 
of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.  

Equivalent Noise Level, Leq  

The average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time. Thus, the Leq 
of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if they deliver the same 
acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. For evaluating community impacts, this 
rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or the 
night. 

Lmax, Lmin The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 

L01, L10, L50, L90 The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% of the time 
during the measurement period. 

Day/Night Noise Level, Ldn or 
DNL 

A 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “weighting” added to noise during the hours of 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the nighttime. The 
logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a 
measurement of 66.4 dBA Ldn. 

Community Noise Equivalent 
Level, CNEL 

A 24-hour average Leq with a 5 dBA “weighting” during the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 
p.m. and a 10 dBA “weighting” added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime, respectively. The 
logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a 
measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL. 

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of 
environmental noise at a given location. 

Intrusive 

That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given 
location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends on its amplitude, duration, 
frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or informational content as well as the 
prevailing ambient noise level. 
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HUMAN RESPONSE TO NOISE  

The human response to environmental noise is subjective and varies considerably from individual 
to individual. Noise in the community has often been cited as a health problem, not in terms of 
actual physiological damage, such as hearing impairment, but in terms of inhibiting general 
well-being and contributing to undue stress and annoyance. The health effects of noise in the 
community arise from interference with human activities, including sleep, speech, recreation, 
and tasks that demand concentration or coordination. Hearing loss can occur at the highest 
noise intensity levels.  
Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by 
median noise levels during the day or night or over a 24-hour period. Environmental noise levels 
are generally considered low when the CNEL is below 60 dBA, moderate in the range between 
60 to 70 dBA, and high above 70 dBA. Examples of low daytime levels are isolated, natural 
settings with noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residential streets with noise levels 
around 40 dBA. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. Examples of moderate-
level noise environments are urban residential or semi-commercial areas (typically 55 to 60 dBA) 
and commercial locations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder environments 
adverse, but most will accept the higher levels associated with more noisy urban residential or 
residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas (65 to 80 dBA). 
Regarding increases in A-weighted noise levels (dBA), the following relationships should be 
noted for understanding this analysis: 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be 
perceived by humans. 

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference. 
 A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in 

community response would be expected. An increase of 5 dBA is typically considered 
substantial. 

 A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and 
would almost certainly cause an adverse change in community response. 

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON PEOPLE 

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has a noise exposure standard that 
is set at the noise threshold where hearing loss may occur from long-term exposure. The 
maximum allowable level is 90 dBA averaged over 8 hours. If the noise is above 90 dBA, the 
allowable exposure time is correspondingly shorter. 

Annoyance 

Attitude surveys are used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises intruding 
into homes or affecting outdoor activity areas. In these surveys, it was determined that causes 
for annoyance include interference with speech, radio and television, house vibrations, and 
interference with sleep and rest. The Ldn as a measure of noise has been found to provide a valid 
correlation of noise level and the percentage of people annoyed. People have been asked to 
judge the annoyance caused by aircraft noise and ground transportation noise. There continues 
to be disagreement about the relative annoyance of these different sources. For ground 
vehicles, a noise level of about 55 dBA Ldn is the threshold at which a substantial percentage of 
people begin to report annoyance. 
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FUNDAMENTALS OF ENVIRONMENTAL GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION 

Sources of earthborne vibrations include natural phenomena (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
sea waves, landslides, etc.) or man-made causes (explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, 
construction equipment, etc.). Vibration sources may be continuous (e.g., factory machinery) or 
transient (e.g., explosions).  
Ground vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of 
zero. Several different methods are typically used to quantify vibration amplitude. One is the 
peak particle velocity (PPV); another is the root mean square (RMS) velocity. The PPV is defined 
as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration wave. The RMS 
velocity is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. The PPV and RMS 
vibration velocity amplitudes are used to evaluate human response to vibration.  
For the purposes of this analysis, a PPV descriptor with units of inches per second is used to evaluate 
construction-generated vibration for building damage and human complaints. Table 3.3-2, Human 
Reaction and Damage to Buildings for Continuous or Frequent Intermittent Vibration Levels, 
displays the reactions of people and the effects on buildings produced by continuous vibration 
levels. The annoyance levels shown in the table should be interpreted with care since vibration may 
be found to be annoying at much lower levels than those shown, depending on the level of activity 
or the sensitivity of the individual. To sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of 
perception can be annoying. Low-level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration, 
such as a slight rattling of windows, doors, or stacked dishes. The rattling sound can give rise to 
exaggerated vibration complaints, even though there is very little risk of actual structural damage. 
In high noise environments, which are more prevalent where groundborne vibration approaches 
perceptible levels, this rattling phenomenon may also be produced by loud airborne 
environmental noise causing induced vibration in exterior doors and windows.  

TABLE 3.3-2 
HUMAN REACTION AND DAMAGE TO BUILDINGS FOR CONTINUOUS OR FREQUENT INTERMITTENT VIBRATION LEVELS 

Peak Particle Velocity 
(inches per second) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.006–0.019 Range of threshold of perception Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of 
any type 

0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible 
Recommended upper level to which 
ruins and ancient monuments should be 
subjected 

0.1 
Level at which continuous vibrations may begin 
to annoy people, particularly those involved in 
vibration sensitive activities 

Virtually no risk of architectural damage 
to normal buildings 

0.2 Vibrations may begin to annoy people in 
buildings 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
architectural damage to normal 
dwellings 

0.4–0.6 
Vibrations considered unpleasant by people 
subjected to continuous vibrations and 
unacceptable to some people walking on bridges 

Architectural damage and possibly 
minor structural damage 

Source: Caltrans 2004 

Item 8a

Page 607 of 1103



3.3 NOISE 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.3-7 

3.3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

The major sources of noise in Pacific Grove are related to vehicular traffic, including automobile 
and truck traffic on major streets and State Route (SR) 68, and airport operations at the 
Monterey Regional Airport. Schools, construction sites, and the Mission Linen Service Plant may 
also generate noise during the day. A community noise survey was conducted for the Pacific 
Grove General Plan to document noise exposure in areas containing noise-sensitive land uses: 
all residential uses, schools, and long-term care medical facilities (such as hospitals and nursing 
homes). The community noise survey results indicate that noise levels in Pacific Grove are 
generally typical of a quiet suburban community with estimated Ldn values ranging from 39 to 61 
dB. Maximum noise levels are generally caused by local traffic or intermittent aircraft overflights 
(Pacific Grove 1994). 

NOISE-SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

In single-family residential communities, ambient noise or “background noise” is often created 
by vehicle traffic, airplanes, trains, and noises from human activity.  
The majority of Pacific Grove’s roads function as collector and scenic roads, which tend to have 
lower travel speeds and less vehicle noise than larger, higher volume arterial streets. There are no 
rail lines within the city. The project site is located 3.75 miles from the Monterey Regional Airport, 
which subjects Pacific Grove to intermittent aircraft overflights. Pacific Grove is almost fully built 
out, and the city largely consists of residences, parks, and open spaces. This mix of land uses and 
activities result in a quiet suburban community (Pacific Grove 1994). 
The nearest sensitive receptors are the City of Pacific Grove Library and the Museum of Natural 
History located approximately 65 feet north of the project site, as well as users of Jewell Park 
located 55 feet to the northwest and residences located 230 feet to the northeast.   

3.3.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

LOCAL 

City of Pacific Grove General Plan 

Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 10, Health and Safety, outlines criteria and guiding policies 
for establishing acceptable noise levels (Pacific Grove 1994). Figure 10-6 in the chapter shows 
acceptable noise levels for specific land uses, including an acceptable noise limit of 60 decibels 
over the day-night average (Ldn) in residential neighborhoods and in areas with transient 
lodging.  

City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code 

Municipal Code Section 11.96.040 

Per Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, Construction Noise Time Limits, the City regulates 
construction time periods to protect neighbors and the community from excessive noise. All 
noise-generating construction activities, as well as delivery and removal of materials and 
equipment, are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, 
and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays.   
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3.3.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, noise 
impacts are considered to be significant if implementation of the project would result in any of 
the following:   

1) Exposure of persons to or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or of applicable standards of other agencies.  

2) Exposure of persons to or generation of an excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise level. 

3) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

4) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

5) For a project located within an airport land use plan area or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or a public use airport, exposure of 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

6) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Standards of Significance 5 and 6 were analyzed in the project’s Initial Study (Appendix IS) and 
were found to have no impact. These Standards of Significance are not discussed further in this 
Draft EIR. 

METHODOLOGY 

This analysis of project-generated noise is based on information and guidance provided by the 
Federal Transit Administration (2006), the Federal Highway Administration (2006a, 2006b), and the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (2004). The analysis takes into account the 
increases in noise levels over pre-project noise conditions. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of Standards (Standard of 
Significance 1 and 4) 

Impact 3.3.1  The project would not expose people to noise levels in excess of local noise 
standards. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts depend on the noise generated by various pieces of construction 
equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance between 
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors. Construction noise impacts primarily result when 
activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime 
hours), when construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, or 
when construction lasts over extended periods of time.  
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Major noise-generating construction activities would include demolition of the existing building; 
site preparation, including grading; removal of existing asphalt; and construction of new 
structures. The construction of the underground, one-level parking garage would require 
excavation and off-hauling of materials. The highest noise levels would be generated during the 
demolition of existing structures when impact tools are used (e.g., bulldozer, scrapers, backhoes) 
and during the construction of building foundations. Site grading and excavation activities 
would also generate high noise levels, as these phases often require the simultaneous use of 
multiple pieces of heavy equipment such as dozers, excavators, scrapers, and loaders. Lower 
noise levels would result from building construction activities, as less heavy equipment is required 
to complete construction tasks than demolition and grading tasks. Construction equipment 
anticipated for the project is listed in Table 3.3-4, Maximum Noise Levels Generated by 
Construction Equipment, along with noise levels associated with each type of equipment. 
Operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2 minutes of full 
power operation followed by 3 to 4 minutes at lower power settings. Other primary sources of 
acoustical disturbance would be due to random incidents, which would last less than 1 minute 
(such as dropping large pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery lifts). 

TABLE 3.3-4 
MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS GENERATED BY CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Use Factor1 

(percent) 

Maximum Noise 
(Lmax) at  

50 Feet (dBA) 

Maximum 8-Hour 
Noise (Leq) at  
50 Feet (dBA) 

Crane 16 81 72.6 

Dozer 40 82 77.7 

Excavator 40 81 76.7 

Generator 50 81 77.6 

Grader 40 85 81.0 

Other Equipment (greater than 5 horsepower) 50 85 82.0 

Paver 50 77 74.2 

Roller 20 80 73.0 

Tractor 40 84 80.0 

Truck 40 75 71.0 

Concrete Pump Truck 40 81 74.4 

Welder 40 74 70.0 

Source: FHWA 2006a 

1. Acoustical use factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is operating at full power (i.e., its 
loudest condition) during a construction operation. 

As shown in Table 3.3-4, noise levels associated with individual construction equipment used for 
typical construction projects can reach levels of up to approximately 82 dBA Leq over an 8-hour 
period and 85 dBA Lmax (FHWA 2006a). This noise level is below the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) standard of 85 dBA for more than 8 hours per day.  
Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, Construction Noise Time Limits, the City 
regulates construction time periods to protect neighbors and the community from excessive noise. 
All noise-generating construction activities, as well as delivery and removal of materials and 
equipment, are limited to the hours are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday, and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. Additionally, 
according to the General Plan Health and Safety chapter, due to the temporary nature of such 
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activities, construction is exempt from noise requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in 
a substantial impact from construction noise, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Noise 

The major noise sources associated with the project would be vehicle traffic and pedestrian 
activity. The noise level of a normal human voice from 3 feet away is 70 decibels (Figure 3.3-1). 
Sound attenuates over distance at a rate of approximately 6 dB for each doubling of distance 
from a stationary or point source. Additionally, sound levels are reduced by intervening 
structures, so pedestrian noise from the proposed use will at times be reduced by intervening 
structures. Because the project is buffered from surrounding sensitive receptors by adjacent 30-
foot-wide roadways, human voices from the project would not result in an Ldn above 60.   
As stated above, the acceptable noise limit in the project vicinity is 60 dBA Ldn and the analysis 
takes into account the increases in noise levels over pre-project noise conditions. Project 
operation would generate local traffic as a result of hotel guests and staff entering and exiting the 
site. The increase in traffic could increase the ambient noise levels at off-site locations (such as 
residential uses) in the project vicinity. However, according to the Pacific Grove Hotel 
Development Trip Generation and Operations Analysis memorandum (Hexagon 2017), the project 
would generate fewer traffic trips than generated by the existing land use. Table 3.3-5, Summary 
of Modeled Traffic Noise Level Changes in the Project Vicinity, shows the calculated roadway 
noise level comparison between the project and the current operations at the site.  

TABLE 3.3-5 
SUMMARY OF MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVEL CHANGES IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Roadway Segment 
Ldn at 35 Feet, dBA 

Existing Conditions  Project Conditions  Total Change 

Central Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 58.4 58.4 0.0 

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue 58.4 58.4 0.0 

East of Fountain Avenue 59.0 59.0 0.0 

Grand Avenue 

North of Central Avenue 48.4 48.4 0.0 

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse 
Avenue 48.4 48.4 0.0 

South of Lighthouse Avenue 52.4 52.4 0.0 

Fountain Avenue 

North of Central Avenue 50.5 50.5 0.0 

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse 
Avenue 54.7 54.9 0.2 

South of Lighthouse Avenue 53.0 53.0 0.0 

Lighthouse Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 59.8 59.8 0 

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue 59.7 59.7 0 

East of Fountain Avenue 58.9 58.9 0 

Source: FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108); see Appendix NOI 
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As shown, the average day-night traffic noise levels associated with project would actually only 
increase slightly along one road segment when compared with traffic noise levels currently 
generated by the existing land use on the site. Since an increase of 0.2 dBA is not perceptible by 
the human ear, operational impacts would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Exposure to Groundborne Vibration (Standard of Significance 2) 

Impact 3.3.2 The project would not involve the long-term use of any equipment or 
processes that would result in potentially significant levels of groundborne 
vibration. Predicted groundborne vibration levels associated with short-term 
construction activities would not be anticipated to exceed applicable 
thresholds. This impact would be less than significant. 

This analysis of the project uses the Caltrans vibration impact threshold for sensitive buildings and 
residences. Increases in groundborne vibration levels attributable to the project would be primarily 
associated with short-term construction-related activities. Construction activities associated with 
the project would likely require the use of various equipment, such as tractors and haul trucks. For 
structural damage, Caltrans uses a vibration limit of 0.2 inches per second peak particle velocity 
(PPV) for older residential buildings (see Table 3.3-2). If this groundborne vibration level threshold is 
exceeded, the result may be “architectural” damage to normal dwellings.  
The Holman Building, listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, is located approximately 
120 feet from the project site. However, construction activities would occur throughout the 
project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the nearest structure. 
Additionally, the Holman Building is undergoing construction and renovation activities for its 
transformation to a mixed use condominium building (Holman Building 2016). Such construction 
would include retrofits and bringing the building up to California Building Code standards.  
Construction activities associated with the project would require the use of off-road equipment 
such as tractors, jackhammers, and haul trucks. Groundborne vibration levels associated with 
representative construction equipment are summarized in Table 3.3-6, Representative Vibration 
Source Levels for Construction Equipment.  

TABLE 3.3-6 
REPRESENTATIVE VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment Peak Particle Velocity  
at 25 Feet (inches/second) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 

Rock Breaker 0.059 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small Bulldozer/Tractors 0.003 

Source: FTA 2006; Caltrans 2004 
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Based on the vibration levels presented in Table 3.3-6, ground vibration generated by heavy-
duty equipment would not be anticipated to exceed approximately 0.09 inches per second PPV 
at 25 feet. Therefore, construction equipment would most likely not result in a groundborne 
vibration velocity level above 0.2 inches per second, and predicted vibration levels at the 
nearest off-site structures would not exceed recommended criteria. Additionally, this impact 
would be temporary and would cease completely when construction ends. Once operational, 
the project would not be a source of groundborne vibration. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels (Standard of Significance 3) 

Impact 3.3.3  The project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. This 
impact would be less than significant. 

The major noise sources associated with the project would be vehicle traffic and pedestrian 
activity (mostly human voices). As noted in Impact 3.3.1, the project would not increase ambient 
noise levels above existing conditions during operations, while any increases from construction 
activities would be temporary. Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 10, Health and Safety, 
outlines criteria and guiding policies for establishing acceptable noise levels. General Plan Figure 
10-6 recommends acceptable noise levels for specific land uses, including an acceptable noise 
limit of 60 decibels in residential neighborhoods and in areas with transient lodging. The project 
proposes transient lodging, and the project site is located near residential land uses. 
The project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

3.3.5 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The geographic extent of the cumulative setting for noise consists of the project site and vicinity. 
The project does not propose any General Plan land use or zoning changes. No major stationary 
sources of noise have been identified in the project vicinity, and ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity are primarily affected by vehicle traffic on nearby area roadways. The primary 
factor for cumulative noise impact analysis is the consideration of future traffic noise levels along 
area roadways; therefore, the cumulative analysis is based on the traffic volumes cited in the 
traffic impact analysis.  
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts 

Impact 3.3.4 Project operation would not result in a substantial contribution to cumulative 
noise levels. This impact would be considered less than cumulatively 
considerable.  

A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant 
when the combined effect exceeds perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold. The 
combined effect compares the Cumulative with Project condition to Existing conditions. This 
comparison accounts for the traffic noise increase generated by the project combined with the 
traffic noise increase generated by projects in the cumulative project list.  
Cumulative traffic-generated noise impacts were assessed based on the project’s contribution 
to the future cumulative base traffic volumes in the project vicinity. The noise levels associated 
with cumulative base traffic volumes without the project and with the project are identified in 
Table 3.3-7, Predicted Increases in Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels and Noise Contours.  

TABLE 3.3-7 
PREDICTED INCREASES IN CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE CONTOURS 

Roadway Segment 
Ldn at 35 Feet, dBA 

Existing Conditions  Cumulative With 
Project Conditions  

Total Change 

Central Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 58.4 58.4 0.0 

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue 58.4 58.4 0.0 

East of Fountain Avenue 59.0 59.1 +0.1 

Grand Avenue 

North of Central Avenue 48.4 48.4 0.0 

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse 
Avenue 48.4 48.4 0.0 

South of Lighthouse Avenue 52.4 52.4 0.0 

Fountain Avenue 

North of Central Avenue 50.5 50.5 0.0 

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse 
Avenue 54.7 55.2 +0.5 

South of Lighthouse Avenue 53.0 53.1 +0.1 

Lighthouse Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 59.8 60.2 +0.4 

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue 59.7 60.1 +0.4 

East of Fountain Avenue 58.9 59.3 +0.4 

Notes: Traffic noise levels were calculated using the FHWA roadway noise prediction model based on data obtained from the traffic 
impact study prepared for the project (Appendix TRA). 

For purposes of this analysis, a substantial increase in noise levels is defined as an increase of 3.0 dB or greater.  
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As indicated in Table 3.3-7, the project would not result in long-term mobile noise impacts based 
on project-generated traffic and cumulative and incremental noise levels. The greatest increase 
in traffic noise occurred along the Fountain Avenue between Central Avenue and Lighthouse 
Avenue, and resulted in an increase of 0.5 dBA. This increase is not perceptible by the human 
ear; thus, none of the roadway segments would be significantly impacted. This impact would be 
less than cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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This section describes the existing transportation systems in Pacific Grove, including different 
modes of transportation, discusses the adopted transportation plan and policies pertinent to 
traffic and circulation in the area, and discusses the effects on transportation associated with 
the project. Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate project impacts identified as significant 
are included where feasible and necessary.  
This section is based on the analysis prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants (2016). 
Appendix TRA includes the full transportation impact assessment (TIA) and its appendices. Please 
see the TIA chapters, figures, tables, and appendices for more detailed discussion.  

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.4.1 
Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
or with an applicable congestion management 
program 

Less than significant with mitigation 

3.4.2 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities Less than significant with mitigation 

3.4.3 Cumulative traffic impacts Less than cumulatively considerable 

N/A Change in air traffic patterns  No impact 

N/A Increase of road hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible use No impact 

N/A Result in inadequate emergency access No impact 

 
3.4.1 EXISTING SETTING 

EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK 

Pacific Grove is located on the northern tip of the Monterey Peninsula. The three most heavily 
traveled corridors into Pacific Grove are the Holman Highway (State Route [SR] 68), which 
becomes Forest Avenue in the city, Central Avenue from Monterey, and High and Taylor streets 
to Prescott Lane. Typical secondary entrances are from the Del Monte Forest, from the Presidio 
of Monterey, or from new Monterey.  
Pacific Grove has three categories of roads: local streets, collectors, and arterials. Local streets 
provide immediate access to properties. Collectors carry traffic between local streets and the 
rest of the circulation system. Arterials are fed by local streets and collectors and connect to 
regional roadways.  
The project site is surrounded by Grand Avenue, Fountain Avenue, and Central Avenue. The 
Holman Building is located immediately south of the project site, which is on Lighthouse Avenue. 
Lighthouse Avenue and Central Avenue are classified as arterials in the Pacific Grove General 
Plan. Fountain Avenue is classified as an arterial in the vicinity of the project site. Grand Avenue 
is classified as a local street. 

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

Pedestrian facilities in the form of sidewalks are located along the project site frontage on 
Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue. Crosswalks are available at the 
Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections as 
shown in Figure 3.4-1, Pedestrian and Transit Facilities.   
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Everyone’s Harvest runs a community farmers market every Monday on Central Avenue 
between Fountain and Forest avenues. The farmers market operates from 3:00 to 7:00 PM. 
Central Avenue between Fountain and Forest avenues is closed to vehicular traffic during the 
farmers market to ensure safety for vendors and customers.    

BICYCLE FACILITIES 

Bikeway planning and design in California typically rely on guidelines and design standards 
established by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the Highway Design 
Manual (2016), specifically in Chapter 1000: Bicycle Transportation Design. The manual describes 
three distinct types of bikeway facilities, as listed below. 

 Class I bikeways (bike paths) provide a completely separate right-of-way and are 
designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians, with vehicle and pedestrian 
cross-flow minimized. In general, bike paths serve corridors not served by streets and 
highways or where sufficient right-of-way exists to allow such facilities to be constructed 
away from the influence of parallel streets and vehicle conflicts. 

 Class II bikeways (bike lanes) are lanes for bicyclists generally adjacent to the outer 
vehicle travel lanes. These lanes have special lane markings, pavement legends, and 
signage. Bicycle lanes are generally 5 feet wide. Adjacent vehicle parking and 
vehicle/pedestrian cross-flow are permitted.  

 Class III bikeways (bike routes) are designated by signs or pavement markings for shared 
use with pedestrians or motor vehicles, but have no separated bike right-of-way or lane 
striping. Bike routes serve either to provide continuity to other bicycle facilities or to 
designate preferred routes through high-demand corridors. 

The only bicycle facilities in the area are Class III bike routes. None of the roadways in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site provide Class II bicycle facilities. No Class I bike lanes are 
located in the project area.  

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

Existing transit service is provided by Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST). Two bus routes (1 and 2) 
serve the project vicinity. The bus stops closest to the project site are located near the 
intersection of Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue. Route 1 operates between Asilomar 
and Monterey via Lighthouse Avenue. Route 2 operates between Pacific Grove and Carmel via 
Fountain Avenue. Both bus routes operate with 1-hour headways.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAFFIC CIRCULATION  

Level of Service 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative term that represents the conditions a driver will experience 
while traveling on a particular street or at an intersection during a specific time interval. Level of 
service is described using a series of letter designations ranging from A to F; LOS A represents 
very little congestion and LOS F represents long delays and congestion. Table 3.4-1, Unsignalized 
Intersection Level of Service Definitions, describes the qualitative attributes of each level of 
service as well as the control delay ranges for unsignalized intersections. LOS ranges for an 
intersection with a stop light (signalized) are different from LOS ranges for intersections without a 
stop light (unsignalized). The project’s impacts on traffic were analyzed by modeling the effects 
of project traffic on level of service. No study intersections are signalized.    
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TABLE 3.4-1 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

LOS Description Average Control Delay Per 
Vehicle (seconds) 

A Operations with very low delays occurring with favorable progression Up to10.0 

B Operations with low delays occurring with good progression  10.1 to 15.0 

C Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression  15.1 to 25.0 

D Operation with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable 
progression of high V/C ratios  25.1 to 35.0 

E Operation with high delay values indicating poor progression and high V/C 
ratios. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay 35.1 to 50.0 

F Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to 
oversaturation and poor progression Greater than 50.0 

Source: Transportation Research Board 2010 
Note: Level of service is measured as the average control delay in seconds per vehicle. Control delay is the portion of the total delay 
experienced by drivers at intersections that is attributable to traffic signal operation. Similarly, unsignalized intersections measure the 
effectiveness of an unsignalized intersection average control delay. However, the delay is reported for the worst-case approach of the 
intersections. 

Existing Intersection Levels of Service 

Based on the analysis methodology described in the TIA, the existing weekday AM and PM 
peak-hour traffic volumes were analyzed using Synchro software and the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) 2010 methodology for computing level of service at intersections. Table 3.4-2, 
Existing Intersection LOS, presents the results of the existing intersection LOS analysis for the 
weekday AM and PM peak hours. Figure 3.4-2, Project Location and Study Intersections, shows 
the location of these intersections. The LOS calculation sheets are included in Appendix TRA.  

TABLE 3.4-2  
EXISTING INTERSECTION LOS 

ID Intersection 

Existing Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue 10.5 B 10.5 B 

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue 11.9 B 12.5 B 

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 10.8 B 13.0 B 

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 10.6 B 11.1 B 

Source: Hexagon 2016 
Notes: Signalized intersections analyzed in Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology; unsignalized and Caltrans ramp 
intersections analyzed in Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology. ICU LOS based on volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio, and HCM 
LOS based on vehicle control delay. 
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3.4.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

Titles I, II, III, and V of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) have been codified in Title 42 of 
the United States Code, beginning at Section 12101. Title III prohibits discrimination on the basis 
of disability in places of public accommodation (businesses and nonprofit agencies that serve 
the public) and commercial facilities (other businesses). The regulation includes Appendix A to 
Part 36 (Standards for Accessible Design) establishing minimum standards for ensuring 
accessibility when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an existing facility. ADA 
regulations were updated and published in 2011 and amend the 1991 Title II regulation (state 
and local governments), 28 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 35, and the 1991 Title III 
regulation (public accommodations), 28 CFR Part 36.  
Examples of key guidelines include detectable warnings for pedestrians entering traffic where 
there is no curb, a clear zone of 48 inches for the pedestrian travel way, and a vibration-free 
zone for pedestrians. 

Federal Highway Administration  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is a major agency of the US Department of 
Transportation. In partnership with state and local agencies, the FHWA carries out federal 
highway programs to meet the nation’s transportation needs. The FHWA administers and 
oversees federal highway programs to ensure federal funds are used efficiently. 

STATE 

California Department of Transportation  

Caltrans has authority over the state highway system, including freeways, interchanges, and 
arterial state routes. Caltrans approves the planning, design, and construction of improvements 
for all state-controlled facilities. The department’s requirements are described in the Caltrans 
(2002a) Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, which covers the information 
needed for Caltrans to review the impacts on state highway facilities, including freeway 
segments. 

LOCAL 

City of Pacific Grove General Plan  

Chapter 4, Transportation, of the City’s General Plan discusses Pacific Grove’s transportation 
system and services and sets goals and policies regarding transportation in the city. As stated in 
the chapter, the level of service on arterial and collector streets in the city should be no worse 
than LOS C. However, LOS D is acceptable during weekday peak periods at intersections that 
are close to or at the limits of LOS D on arterial routes outside the downtown area. The chapter 
does not establish guidelines regarding acceptable level of service on roadways in the 
downtown area.  
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Site Location and Study Intersections FIGURE 3.4-2

Site Location and Study Intersections
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Monterey County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan  

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
in Monterey County (TAMC 2011). The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the 
administrator for bicycle- and pedestrian-related funding and will use the plan to prioritize 
project funding. The plan envisions a sustainable transportation system that supports active living 
including bicycling and walking as a part of daily life.  

3.4.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
transportation impacts are considered to be significant if implementation of the project would 
result in any of the following:   

1) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.  

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

3) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

4) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).  

5) Result in inadequate emergency access.  
6) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  
Standards of Significance 3, 4, and 5 were analyzed in the project’s Initial Study (Appendix IS), 
and the project was found to have no impact. These standards of significance are not discussed 
further in this EIR. 

METHODOLOGY 

Study Scenarios 

The traffic study focused on traffic operations at intersections in the immediate area of the 
project site (Figure 3.4-2, Project Location and Study Intersections). The analysis includes an 
evaluation of peak-hour intersection level of service at the following four study intersections: 

 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue 
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 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue 
 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 
 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 

These study intersections were selected based on the estimated number of project trips added 
to each intersection and to surrounding intersections (10 or more trips per lane per hour). Any 
intersections outside of the selected study intersections to which the project would not add 10 or 
more trips per lane per hour were not studied because the addition of project traffic would not 
be sufficient to result in the degradation of intersection levels of service. Traffic conditions were 
evaluated for the following scenarios: 

 Existing Conditions. Existing conditions represent the existing peak-hour traffic volumes on 
the existing roadway network. Existing traffic volumes were obtained from new peak-hour 
turning movement counts conducted in June 2016. June was chosen to reflect traffic 
conditions while local schools were still in session.  

 Existing plus Project Conditions. Project-generated traffic volumes were added to existing 
traffic volumes to estimate existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project conditions 
were evaluated relative to existing conditions to determine the effects the project would 
have on the existing roadway network.  

 Cumulative Conditions. Cumulative conditions were represented by future traffic 
volumes, at the date of project occupancy, on the roadway network. Traffic volumes 
under cumulative conditions were estimated by adding traffic generated by the project 
and other approved or planned projects to existing traffic volumes at study intersections.  

The study prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants is included as Appendix TRA. 

Project Trip Generation 

Data was collected that quantifies the amount of traffic produced by common land uses. Thus, 
standard trip generation rates can be applied to predict the future traffic increases resulting 
from a new development. The magnitude of traffic added to the roadway system by a 
particular development is estimated by multiplying the applicable trip generation rates by the 
size of the development. The trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation, 9th edition, were used to estimate trips generated by the proposed land 
use. 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The amount of traffic added to the roadway system by the project was estimated using a three-
step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip assignment. The first step 
estimates the amount of traffic added to the roadway network. The second step estimates the 
direction of travel to and from the project site. The new trips are assigned to specific street 
segments and intersection turning movements during the third step. The results of the process for 
the project are described in the following paragraphs. 
Peak-hour project traffic was distributed to the transportation network based on existing travel 
patterns on the surrounding roadway system and the locations of complementary land uses. The 
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peak-hour trips generated by the project were assigned to the roadway network in accordance 
with the project trip distribution pattern.  

Impact Criteria 

Intersections 

Chapter 4, Transportation, of the Pacific Grove General Plan (1994) includes goals and policies 
regarding the transportation network and the acceptable level of service for city roadways. The 
level of service on arterial and collector streets in Pacific Grove should be no worse than LOS C. 
Outside of the downtown area, LOS D is acceptable on arterials during the AM and PM peak 
hours at intersections that are close to or at limits of LOS D (per 1994 conditions). The chapter 
does not establish guidelines regarding acceptable LOS on roadways in the downtown area. 
According to the Transportation chapter, a level of service analysis of downtown streets would 
not be meaningful because congestion and parking problems are expected to occur in the 
downtown area. The congestion and parking problems cannot be completely mitigated without 
destroying the elements that make downtown desirable. However, to determine impacts from 
the project, the LOS C limit was used as the City standard.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Impact Criteria 

Pedestrian and bicycle impacts are considered significant if the project would potentially disrupt 
existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities, eliminate existing pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities, 
interfere with planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities, increase conflicts between drivers, 
pedestrians, and/or bicyclists, or create inconsistencies or conflicts with adopted pedestrian and 
bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.  

Transit Impact Criteria 

Transit impacts are considered significant if the project conflicts with existing or planned transit 
facilities, generates potential transit trips in excess of available capacity, increases transit delay, 
or does not provide adequate facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists to access transit routes and 
stops.  

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or Policy (Standard of Significance 1) or with an 
Applicable Congestion Management Program (Standard of Significance 2) 

Impact 3.4.1  Based on project site circulation patterns and potential conflicts, the project 
would have a less than significant impact on applicable plans and 
congestion management programs due to project construction. The project’s 
impact would be potentially significant due to project operation on 
applicable plans, ordinances, or policies establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. 

The existing arterial roadways that serve Pacific Grove are described in the City’s General Plan 
Transportation chapter, including their level of service and road capacity. The City’s General 
Plan found that most roadways in the city function at acceptable levels of service.  
General Plan Chapter 4, Transportation, establishes measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system and takes into account all modes of transportation, 
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including mass transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit. The project would not modify the existing transportation infrastructure and 
therefore would not conflict with the General Plan Transportation chapter. 

Project Construction  

Traffic impacts from construction activities would be short term and temporary. Construction 
crews would constitute approximately 10 to 25 people. If each crew member arrived in a 
separate vehicle, this would add a total of approximately 10 to 25 one-way employee commute 
trips to the local roadways, or 20 to 50 round trips. It is possible that at least some crew members 
may arrive together in the same vehicle and the total number of trips could be lower. The 
temporary addition of vehicles in the project area during construction would be negligible and 
would have no discernible effect on level of service on local streets and at intersections. 
Therefore, during construction, there would be no substantial change in the level of service on 
local roadways or at intersections due to the small number of construction vehicles needed. This 
impact would be less than significant. 
Materials delivery and hauling (e.g., equipment, hauling of demolition materials) would be 
intermittent in terms of traffic volume. Additionally, no street closures are planned. Construction 
traffic would be temporary and would cease after construction is complete. Nonetheless, the 
project area is surrounded by residential streets and truck traffic could potentially impact traffic 
on residential streets. As such, this impact is potentially significant and mitigation measure MM 
3.4.1 is required.  

Existing plus Project Conditions (Project Operation)  

The vehicle trips generated by the project were estimated using the ITE trip generation rates for 
hotels. Through empirical research, data has been collected that quantifies the amount of traffic 
produced by common land uses. The magnitude of traffic added to the roadway system by a 
particular development is estimated by multiplying the applicable trip generation rates by the 
size of the development. Based on the ITE trip generation rates, it is estimated that the proposed 
hotel would generate 746 daily trips, with 66 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 75 trips 
occurring during the PM peak hour.  
Trips associated with the existing uses on the project site are subtracted from the estimated trips 
to be generated by the project since the site uses were occupied at the time of the collection 
of traffic counts. Therefore, traffic associated with the existing site uses is included in existing 
traffic data. The existing 17,650 square feet of retail/restaurant uses on the project site include a 
martial arts studio, a window and door store, a fabric store, an antique store, a treasure shop, 
and a restaurant. As was done for the project, traffic generated by the existing uses was 
calculated using ITE generation rates. Based on the ITE trip rates, the existing site uses are 
estimated to currently generate 786 daily trips, with 20 trips occurring during the AM peak hour 
and 63 trips occurring during the PM peak hour. 
Based on the application of ITE trip generation rates for hotel uses and credit for existing uses on 
the project site, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a 
net additional 46 AM peak-hour trips and 12 PM peak-hour trips. The project trip generation 
estimates are presented in Table 3.4-3, Trip Generation Estimates. Figure 3.4-3, Existing plus 
Project Traffic Conditions, shows how the project-generated traffic was distributed across the 
transportation network.  
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Figure 7
Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.;2017
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TABLE 3.4-3 
TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Land Use Size Unit 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Rate Trips Rate In % In Out Total Rate In % In Out Total 

Proposed Development 

Hotel1 125 room 5.97 746 0.53 59% 39 27 66 0.60 51% 38 37 75 

Existing Land Use 

Retail/ 
Restaurant2 17.50 ksf -44.91 (786) 1.14 62% (12) (8) (20) 3.60 44% (28) (35) (63) 

Net 
Project 
Trips 

   (40)   27 19 46   10 2 12 

Source: Hexagon 2016 
Notes: All rates are from Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th edition. ksf = thousand square feet 

1. Trips were calculated based on the hotel (Land Use 310) trip rates. Fitted curve equation was used for daily trips; average rates were 
used for AM and PM peak-hour trips because fitted curve equation is not available. 

2. Daily and PM peak-hour trips were calculated based on the special retail center (Land Use 826) trip rates. AM peak-hour trips were 
calculated based on the shopping center (Land use 826) trip rate because the AM peak-hour trip rate for specialty retail center is not 
available. Fitted curve equations were used to calculate daily and peak-hour trips. 

Intersection level of service results show that all four study intersections are currently operating at 
LOS B, as shown below in Table 3.4-4, Existing plus Project LOS Summary. As discussed above, the 
net change in traffic conditions during the peak-hour travel times was a net increase of 46 AM 
peak-hour trips and 12 PM peak-hour trips. These additional trips would not result in the 
degradation of level of service or an increase in average delay on the stop-controlled 
approaches by more than 1.0 second during each of the peak hours analyzed. Additionally, the 
project trips would not meet the volumes necessary to require a stop light at the intersections. 
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on intersection levels of service. 

TABLE 3.4-4 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT LOS SUMMARY 

ID Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing Existing + Project 

Avg. Delay 1 LOS Avg. Delay 1 LOS 

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue AM 

PM 

10.5 

10.5 

B 

B 

10.5 

10.5 

B 

B 

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue  AM 

PM 

11.9 

12.5 

B 

B 

12.2 

12.6 

B 

B 

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue AM 

PM 

10.8 

13.0 

B 

B 

11.1 

13.1 

B 

B 

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue AM 

PM 

10.6 

11.1 

B 

B 

10.6 

11.1 

B 

B 

Source: Hexagon 2016 
Note: 
1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street stop-controlled intersections. 
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Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.4.1 Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and out of the project area 
shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. Construction traffic shall avoid 
residential areas in the project area. 

Impacts would be minor and temporary, and implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.4.1 
would mitigate potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Public Transit, Bicycle, or 
Pedestrian Facilities (Standard of Significance 6) 

Impact 3.4.2 Although the project would result in an overall reduction in the number of 
trips, it would increase motor vehicle traffic and congestion during the AM 
and PM peak traffic times on roadways used by transit, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians. The project would increase pedestrian usage in the vicinity of the 
project site. Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Transit Facilities 

The project would generate up to two new transit riders during the AM and PM peak hours. 
These riders would be accommodated by the available capacity of the two local bus routes 
that have stops located within walking distance of the site. Pedestrian access between the site 
and nearby bus stops is provided by the existing sidewalks and crosswalks. Additionally, as 
described above in Impact 3.4.1, the project would not increase traffic delays by more than 1.0 
second during peak travel times. As such, the project would not impact travel times on the 
transit routes in the project area. Therefore, no improvements are necessary to existing transit 
facilities and the project would have a less than significant impact on transit. 

Bicycle Facilities  

The roadways in the project vicinity do not provide Class II bicycle facilities (striped bike lanes). 
As discussed above, the project would introduce a higher number of car trips during the AM and 
PM peak hours, although it would generate an overall lower number of trips than the existing 
uses. The project would include a driveway, with the entrance located off Central Avenue and 
the exit onto Fountain Avenue. Cars would enter the on-site parking lot from Fountain Avenue 
(see Figure 2.0-3). The driveways would be clearly marked and would be visible to both motorists 
and bicyclists. Because the project would not modify any roads in the project area and would 
not increase the overall number of vehicle trips in the area, project impacts on bicycle facilities 
would be less than significant.  

Pedestrian Facilities  

Pedestrian facilities in the project area consist primarily of sidewalks along the streets in most 
residential and commercial areas in the project vicinity, including Central Avenue, Lighthouse 
Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue. Crosswalks are provided on all approaches at 
the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. 
However, crosswalks do not exist across Grand Avenue at the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue 
intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. 
The project would add pedestrians to the existing pedestrian system. Because there are no 
crosswalks currently available near the project’s pedestrian ingress and egress points, potentially 
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unsafe conditions would be created. Additionally, the project would increase the number of 
pedestrians present during special events at Jewell Park.  
Because the project would increase the number of pedestrians in an area with inadequate 
pedestrian facilities, it would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
pedestrian safety. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. As such, mitigation 
measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c would be required. Mitigation measure MM 
3.4.2a would include new crosswalks as shown in Figure 3.4-4, Project Crosswalk Mitigation. 
Additionally, as part of mitigation measure MM 3.4.2b, the intersection of Central Avenue and 
Fountain Avenue would become a four-way stop, improving pedestrian safety. Mitigation 
measure MM 3.4.2c would require the widening of the sidewalk on the eastern border of Jewell 
Park to accommodate additional pedestrian capacity during special events.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM 3.4.2a The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as determined 
by the City’s Public Works Department, to provide funds for the addition of 
crosswalks at the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at the 
Fountain Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The crosswalks shall be speed 
tables (raised crosswalks) with crossing lights embedded in the pavement and 
a pedestrian-activated push button on each street corner.  

MM 3.4.2b The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as determined 
by the City’s Public Works Department, to provide funds for the installation of 
stop signs at the intersection of Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue to 
make the intersection a four-way stop.  

MM 3.4.2c The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee (fair share), as determined 
by the City’s Public Works Department, to provide funds to increase the width 
of the sidewalk along the eastern edge of Jewell Park to approximately 18 
feet to accommodate increased pedestrian/vendor activity during special 
events such as the farmers market.  

With implementation of mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c, project 
impacts on pedestrian facilities would be less than significant.  
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3.4.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The roadway network under cumulative conditions was assumed to be the same as described 
under the existing conditions above. Traffic volumes were estimated by adding approved and 
pending development projects in Pacific Grove to the existing plus project traffic volume trips. 
The cumulative conditions included two additional projects in the project vicinity: the approved 
Holman Building residential development project and the planned Bella Hotel development 
project. The Holman Building project would replace existing commercial space on the upper 
levels of the building with 25 condominium units and replace the basement with 33 parking 
spaces. The Bella Hotel project would replace the American Tin Cannery with a 225-room hotel. 
For pending projects where a traffic impact analysis has not been completed, traffic was 
estimated using ITE generation rates. 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts  

Impact 3.4.3  Under cumulative traffic conditions, the project would not increase traffic 
congestion to a significant level. Therefore, the project would have a less 
than cumulatively considerable impact on cumulative traffic conditions.  

Cumulative plus Project Conditions  

Traffic volumes under cumulative conditions were estimated by adding trips from approved and 
pending development projects to the existing plus project traffic volumes. Figure 3.4-5, 
Cumulative plus Project Traffic Conditions, shows how the trips were distributed across the study 
intersections. The results of the intersection level of service analysis, shown in Table 3.4-5 
Cumulative Conditions Intersection LOS, show that the cumulative growth in traffic volumes 
would not result in the degradation of the level of service at any of the study intersections. Each 
intersection is projected to continue to operate at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours. 
Additionally, the cumulative conditions would not meet the volumes necessary to require a stop 
light at the intersections. Because the project would not result in the degradation of level of 
service or an increase in average delay by more than 1.0 second, cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant and the project would have a less than cumulatively considerable 
contribution on cumulative traffic conditions.  

TABLE 3.4-5 
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS INTERSECTION LOS 

ID Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Avg. Delay 1 LOS Avg. Delay 1 LOS 

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue AM 
PM 

10.5 
10.5 

B 
B 

10.5 
10.5 

B 
B 

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue  AM 
PM 

11.9 
12.5 

B 
B 

12.3 
12.8 

B 
B 

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue AM 
PM 

10.8 
13.0 

B 
B 

11.4 
13.8 

B 
B 

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue AM 
PM 

10.6 
11.1 

B 
B 

10.6 
11.4 

B 
B 

Source: Hexagon 2016 
Note: 
1 The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street stop-controlled intersections. 
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Figure 8
Cumulative Traffic Volumes

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.;2017
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Cumulative Plus Project Traffic ConditionsNot To Scale Not To Scale
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This section considers and evaluates the project’s potential impacts on tribal cultural resources 
and identifies feasible mitigation measures to lessen significant impacts, where necessary. 
Tribal cultural resources is the term used to describe a site feature, place, cultural landscape, 
sacred place, or object which is of cultural value to a tribe and is either on or eligible for the 
California Register of Historical Resources or a local historic register, or which the lead agency 
chooses to treat as a tribal cultural resource.  
The information in this section is based on the results of a records search conducted at the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) by Michael Baker International staff and the results of 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 Native American consultation conducted by the City of Pacific Grove 
(Appendix CUL).  
A summary of the Hotel Durell project impact conclusions related to tribal cultural resources is 
provided below. 

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.5.1 Adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource Less than significant with mitigation 

3.5.2 Cumulative tribal cultural resources impacts   Less than cumulatively considerable 

 
3.5.1 EXISTING SETTING 

REGIONAL CONTEXT: PREHISTORY AND ETHNOGRAPHY 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, the project site is located in the Monterey Bay 
area, which was previously occupied by three major cultural groups: Native Americans of the 
Central Coast region, Spanish-Mexicans, and Northern Europeans (Pacific Grove 1994). The 
setting of Monterey Bay, in an area with abundant sea life and agricultural land, made it a 
preferred location for settlement by native peoples (Pacific Grove 2011). At the time of 
settlement, sea levels were lower; Monterey Bay would not assume its current appearance until 
sea levels stabilized approximately 7,000 years ago. Anthropological studies indicate that the 
Monterey area represented a border area between two Native American linguistic groups: the 
Hokan-speaking Esselen people to the south and the Ohlone-speaking Rumsen people, whose 
territory included the present-day cities of Monterey, Carmel, and Salinas (Pacific Grove 2011).  
Their material cultures included stone or bone arrows; knives for hunting and butchering; 
winnowing baskets; mortars and pestles for preparing acorn flour; hemp cordage for snares; 
willow and rush baskets for transporting and storing goods; sea otter, duck, and rabbit skins for 
blankets; shells and feathers for jewelry and decoration; and tule reeds for mats, shelters, and 
rafts (Pacific Grove 2011).   
The tribes previously present in the project site lived in semi-permanent villages, and construction 
at the time was of conical or spherical shelters from willow poles woven with tule reeds and 
rushes. The presence of fresh water and easy access to food resources influenced the location 
of these settlements in the Monterey Bay area. Areas of relative high ground adjacent to 
streams or rivers were highly prized, as were areas that abounded in shellfish. In many coastal 
areas of California, accumulations of piles of discarded shells known as middens, or shell 
mounds, are frequent markers for archaeological sites. Similarly, evidence of native occupation 
is also frequently noted by the presence of mortars or bedrock mortar sites used to crush acorns 
and other nuts (Pacific Grove 2011).  
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Numerous small, likely seasonal archaeological sites have been recorded along the shoreline of 
Pacific Grove. At least one site is known to have included a human burial, and evidence of prior 
digging or artifact collecting—known as “pothunting”—is known at several sites. These sites 
could have also been associated with visiting tribes (Pacific Grove 2011). 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

The Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN) requested consultation with the City in 
accordance with Assembly Bill 52 (Appendix CUL). The City’s AB 52 consultation is summarized 
below. 

AB 52 Consultation Log 

On August 24, 2016, the City sent a letter to OCEN stating that the City was requesting the 
initiation of AB 52 consultation for the environmental documentation for the Pacific Grove Hotel 
Project. 
On August 26, 2016, the City received a letter from OCEN requesting a consultation for this 
project. On October 4, 2016, Louise Ramirez of the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, Laurel 
O’Halloran, Associate Planner, and Anastazia Aziz, Senior Planner, of the City of Pacific Grove, 
and Florentina Craciun and Nichole Jordan Davis of Michael Baker International met to discuss 
the project and OCEN concerns. OCEN was not aware of tribal cultural resources or 
archaeological resources within the project site but described the project site as sensitive for the 
occurrence of prehistoric archaeological materials. Prior to the inclusion of additional mitigation 
measures, the City requested that the OCEN representative confirm the presence of tribal 
resources on the site. This request was made on October 29, 2016. Staff further consulted with 
OCEN representatives on May 23, 2017, June 21, 2017, and August 22, 2017.  

KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES ON THE PROJECT SITE 

Records Search  

As stated in Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, Michael Baker International conducted a records 
search for the project at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS) at Sonoma State University.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Based on information provided by the NWIC, there are no known archaeological resources 
within the project site; however, there are several previously identified archaeological resources 
adjacent to the project area and along the shoreline.  
To date, the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation has not identified tribal cultural resources (as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074) within or adjacent to the project site. The 
project site is highly sensitive for the occurrence of prehistoric resources and tribal cultural 
resources. 

Item 8a

Page 645 of 1103



3.5 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.5-3 

3.5.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Title 42 United States Code Section 1996, protects 
Native American religious practices, ethnic heritage sites, and land uses. The act requires all 
governmental policies to eliminate interference with the free exercise of Native American 
religion, based on the First Amendment, and to accommodate access to and use of religious 
sites. 

STATE 

Tribal Resources 

Advice on procedures to identify cultural resources, evaluate their importance, and estimate 
potential effects is available in several agency publications such as the series produced by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). The technical advice series produced by the 
OPR strongly recommends that Native American concerns and the concerns of other interested 
persons and corporate entities, including but not limited to museums, historical commissions, 
associations, and societies, be solicited as part of the process of cultural resources inventory. In 
addition, California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated 
grave goods regardless of their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition 
of those remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b) specifies protocol when 
human remains are discovered.  
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) requires that 
excavation activities be stopped whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county 
coroner be called in to assess the remains. If the county coroner determines that the remains are 
those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be 
contacted within 24 hours. At that time, the lead agency must consult with the appropriate 
Native Americans, if any, as timely identified by the NAHC. Section 15064.5 directs the lead 
agency (or the project applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop an agreement with 
the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the remains.   

Assembly Bill 52 

As of July 1, 2015, AB 52 specifies that a project under CEQA that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. AB 52 requires the lead agency for a project to formally 
consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the geographic area in which the project is located. The NAHC is required to provide each 
California Native American tribe with a list of public agencies and their contact information 
within the tribe’s geographic area for the purposes of requesting consultation.  

3.5.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, tribal cultural resource impacts are considered to 
be significant if implementation of the project would result in any of the following:   
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1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, features, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe and that is: 
a) A listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 

local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k), or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(k), or 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines substantial adverse change as physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource is materially impaired. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(b)(2) defines materially impaired for purposes of the definition of substantial adverse 
change as follows: 

The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 

historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of 
the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the 
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the 
resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes 
of CEQA. 

CEQA requires that if a project would result in an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource, then alternative plans or mitigation measures 
must be considered. Therefore, prior to assessing effects or developing mitigation measures, the 
significance of cultural resources must first be determined. The steps that are normally taken in a 
cultural resources investigation for CEQA compliance are as follows: 

 Identify potential historical resources and unique archaeological resources. 
 Evaluate the eligibility of historical resources. 
 Evaluate the effects of the project on eligible historical resources. 

Item 8a

Page 647 of 1103



3.5 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.5-5 

METHODOLOGY 

The following impact analysis is based on a historical records search for the project at the NWIC 
at Sonoma State University and AB 52 consultation with local Native American tribes. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Adverse Effect on a Tribal Cultural Resource (Standard of Significance 1) 

Impacts 3.5.1 The project could indirectly result in the disturbance of undiscovered tribal 
cultural resources (i.e., site, feature, place, or cultural landscape with cultural 
value). This impact would be potentially significant. 

As described in the Existing Setting subsection, the records search and AB 52 Native American 
consultation did not identify any site, feature, place, or cultural landscape with cultural value to 
a California Native American tribe in the project area. However, based on the information 
collected and reviewed for the cultural resources report and the project’s location in an area 
with a long history of Native American habitation, there is the potential for unidentified tribal 
cultural resources to be encountered during project construction. Therefore, project 
construction has the potential to impact undiscovered tribal cultural resources. This impact is 
potentially significant, and mitigation measure MM 3.5.1 is required.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.5.1  Treatment of previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. During project 
construction, a Native American monitor certified by the Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation (OCEN) will be present for all ground disturbance. If any tribal 
cultural resources are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall 
cease all work within 50 feet of the discovery and immediately notify the City 
of Pacific Grove Planning Division. The OCEN-certified Native American 
monitor will contact the OCEN Tribal Chair and in consultation with the City 
and an archeologist evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate 
mitigation measures for the inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resource. 
The City shall consider the mitigation recommendations and agree on 
implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such 
measures may include reburial of any ancestral remains, avoidance, 
preservation in place, excavation, documentation, or other appropriate 
measures.  

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.5.1 would reduce impacts on tribal cultural 
resources to less than significant. 

3.5.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The cumulative setting associated with the project includes the project area and Pacific Grove 
as a whole. Most tribal cultural resources impacts are generally site-specific and not cumulative 
in nature, as impacts generally vary by site characteristics and site history. However, continued 
growth in the region would contribute to potential conflicts with tribal cultural resources. These 
resources include archaeological resources associated with Native American activities. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Cumulative Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Impact 3.5.2 The project, in addition to existing, approved, proposed, and reasonably 
foreseeable development in the region, could result in cumulative impacts on 
tribal cultural resources. This impact would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 

As discussed in Impact 3.5.1, no tribal cultural resources were identified on the project site 
through either the records search or the cultural resources survey. However, the project has the 
potential to disturb undiscovered tribal cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historical 
resources, isolated artifacts and features) and unrecorded human remains during grading or 
excavation activities. With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.5.1, the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources in the region would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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This section includes an evaluation of water supply in the project area. Each subsection includes 
a description of existing facilities and infrastructure, applicable service goals, and environmental 
impacts potentially resulting from the project.  
A summary of the impact conclusions related to utilities is provided below.  

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

3.6.1 Water supply demand Less than significant with mitigation 

3.6.2 Cumulative water supply impacts Less than cumulatively considerable 

N/A Wastewater treatment  No impact 

N/A Construction or expansion of stormwater drainage facilities No impact 

N/A Adequate wastewater treatment capacity No impact 

N/A Landfill capacity No impact 

N/A Solid waste statutes No impact 

3.6.1 EXISTING SETTING 

WATER 

The City of Pacific Grove receives water services from California American Water, which also 
supplies water to the neighboring communities of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Pebble Beach, Monterey, 
Seaside, and others. The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District regulates potable water 
on the Monterey Peninsula, along with local governments. Unlike most areas in California, the 
Monterey Peninsula has no access to imported water. Local communities are totally dependent 
on local rainfall for their water supply. The two major sources of water are the Carmel River and 
the Seaside Basin. The Carmel River drains a 255-square-mile watershed and runs 36 miles from its 
source in the Santa Lucia Mountains to the sea. The Seaside Basin is the groundwater basin 
underlying the area (California American Water 2017).  
The State of California has limited the amount of water that can be drawn from both the Carmel 
River and the Seaside Basin. Withdrawals of water from the Carmel River have been limited to 
protect threatened species that live in the river. The Seaside Basin is under a court-ordered 
reduction schedule limiting groundwater withdrawals. Groundwater pumping is limited to protect 
the basin from overuse and to prevent saltwater intrusion into the aquifer, which would 
contaminate the freshwater supply (MPWSP 2017).  
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District undertakes an aquifer storage and recovery 
program, which diverts excess winter flows in the Carmel River into the Seaside Basin. Water is only 
diverted when flows are high. Water can then be pumped back to the surface for use during drier 
summer months (MPWMD 2017a). However, the State-imposed limitations on water withdrawals 
from these two sources cannot be met without a replacement source of water.  
To provide a replacement source to meet water demands, California American Water has filed 
Application A 12-04-019 with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) seeking approval to 
undertake the proposed Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP). The main 
components of this proposed project are a desalination plant to create a new source of water 
for the Monterrey Peninsula and expansion of the aquifer storage and recovery project. The 
proposed desalination plant would create a new source of water for the peninsula; if approved 
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by the CPUC, the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project is scheduled to open in late 2019 or 
early 2020. Additional wells would be constructed to inject excess water into the aquifer, which 
would add an annual average capacity of 900 acre-feet (MPWSP 2017).   
Because of the limited water supply in the area, Pacific Grove Municipal Code Chapter 11.68 
regulates water allocation in the city. As of August 1, 1995, all remaining water allocated to the 
city by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and all water becoming available 
after that date, is allocated, in amounts and percentages determined by the City Council, to four 
allocation categories: residential, commercial, government, and community reserve. Before 
obtaining a building permit from the City of Pacific Grove, projects must obtain a water permit 
from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.  
Per Municipal Code Chapter 11.68, building permit applications for projects for which there is no 
available water will not be accepted or processed. The Municipal Code establishes a prioritized 
waiting list for each of the four allocation categories. Hotels and projects in the downtown 
commercial area are a priority use in the commercial water category. Projects are placed on a 
waiting list according to the order of receipt of proof of readiness to apply for a building permit.  
The Monterey Peninsula area, including Pacific Grove, is currently experiencing a water shortage, 
and new water meter connections are currently limited by a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) issued 
by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009. The CDO limits California American Water’s 
ability to install water meters for new projects that would increase withdrawals from the Carmel 
River. However, there is a potential that water entitlements may be recognized which would 
provide a source of water notwithstanding the CDO. Such entitlements would require legislative 
authorization by both the City and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. 

3.6.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

Congress passed the Safe Drinking Water Act in 1974 to protect public health by regulating the 
nation’s public drinking water supply. The law was amended in 1986 and 1996 and requires many 
actions to protect drinking water and its sources: rivers, lakes, reservoirs, springs, and groundwater 
wells. The act applies to every public water system in the United States but does not regulate 
private wells that serve fewer than 25 individuals. 
The act authorizes the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set national health-based 
standards for drinking water to protect against both naturally occurring and man-made 
contaminants that may be found in drinking water. Originally, the Safe Drinking Water Act focused 
primarily on treatment as the means of providing safe drinking water at the tap. The 1996 
amendments changed the existing law by recognizing source water protection, operator training, 
funding for water system improvements, and public information as important components of safe 
drinking water. This approach is intended to ensure the quality of drinking water by protecting it 
from source to tap. 
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STATE 

California Water Plan  

The California Water Plan is the state’s blueprint for integrated water management and 
sustainability. The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) updates the Water Plan 
approximately every five years. California Water Plan Update 2013 is the latest edition of the water 
plan. The plan provides a framework and resource management strategies promoting two major 
initiatives: integrated regional water management that enables regions to implement strategies 
appropriate for their own needs and helps them become more self-sufficient, and improved 
statewide water management systems that provide for upgrades to large physical facilities, such as 
the State Water Project, and statewide management programs essential to California’s economy. 
California Water Plan Update 2013 also contains a first-of-its-kind finance plan (DWR 2014).  

Urban Water Management Planning Act 

In 1983, the California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water 
Code Sections 10610–10656). The act states that every urban water supplier that provides water 
to 3,000 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 acre-feet of water annually, should make 
every effort to ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the 
needs of its various categories of customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The act 
describes the contents of urban water management plans as well as how urban water suppliers 
should adopt and implement the plans. It is the intention of the act to permit levels of water 
management planning commensurate with the numbers of customers served and the volume of 
water supplied.  

Senate Bill 610  

Senate Bill (SB) 610 (Water Code Section 10910(c)(2)) makes changes to the Urban Water 
Management Planning Act to require additional information in Urban Water Management Plans if 
groundwater is identified as a source available to the supplier. A key provision in SB 610 requires the 
preparation of a specified water supply assessment for any project subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) supplied with water from a public water system, except as 
specified in the law. Water supply assessments are required under SB 610 for projects that include 500 
units of residential development (would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, 
the amount of water required by a project with 500 dwelling units) or a project that would increase 
the number of the public water system’s existing service connections by 10 percent. 
Required information includes a copy of any groundwater management plan adopted by the 
supplier, a copy of the adjudication order or decree for adjudicated basins, and if 
nonadjudicated, whether the basin has been identified as being overdrafted or projected to be 
overdrafted in the most current DWR publication on that basin. If the basin is in overdraft, the plan 
must include current efforts to eliminate any long-term overdraft.  

Assembly Bill 901 

Assembly Bill (AB) 901 requires Urban Water Management Plans to include information relating to 
the quality of existing sources of water available to an urban water supplier over given time 
periods and the manner in which water quality affects water management strategies and supply. 
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Assembly Bill 1420 

Effective January 1, 2009, AB 1420 amended the Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water 
Code Section 10610 et seq.) to require that water management grants or loans made to urban 
water suppliers and awarded or administered by the DWR, the State Water Resources Control 
Board, or the California Bay-Delta Authority or its successor agency be conditioned on 
implementation of the water demand management measures. 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Recycled Water Policy 

To establish uniform requirements for the use of recycled water, the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) adopted a statewide Recycled Water Policy on February 3, 2009. The policy’s 
purpose is to increase the use of recycled water from municipal wastewater sources that meets 
the definition in Water Code Section 13050(n) in a manner that implements state and federal 
water quality laws. The policy describes permitting criteria that are intended to streamline the 
permitting of the vast majority of recycled water projects. The intent of this streamlined permit 
process is to expedite the implementation of recycled water projects in a manner that implements 
state and federal water quality laws while allowing the Regional Water Quality Control Boards to 
focus on projects that require substantial regulatory review because of unique site-specific 
conditions. 

LOCAL 

City of Pacific Grove Water Allocation Regulations 

Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove establishes rules and procedures for the allocation of water to 
new projects in the city. Water is allocated to the categories of residential, commercial, public, 
and reserve uses. As stated in the Existing Setting subsection, new project applications are placed 
on a waiting list and will not be issued a building permit until a water permit is issued.   

Monterey County Urban Water Management Plan 

California American Water (2012) prepared the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the 
Central Division – Monterey County District to help guide the area’s future water management 
efforts. The 2010 plan builds on the 2005 UWMP to address water supply and demand in the 
Monterey area, water conservation programs and water shortage contingency plans, and 
demand management measures.    

3.6.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, utility and service systems impacts are considered 
to be significant if implementation of the project would result in any of the following: 

1) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 
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2) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

3) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

4) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or necessitate new or expanded entitlements. 

5) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

6) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. 

7) Not be in compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. 

Standards of Significance 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were analyzed in the project’s Initial Study 
(Appendix IS) and were found to have less than significant impacts. These Standards of 
Significance are not discussed further in this Draft EIR. 

METHODOLOGY 

Water Services 

Evaluation of potential water service impacts was based primarily on the City of Pacific Grove’s 
water allocation strategy to ensure Pacific Grove would have sufficient water for the project.   

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Water Supply Demand (Standard of Significance 4) 

Impact 3.6.1 The project would increase the demand for water in the city. This impact would 
be potentially significant.  

Water use was calculated using water use rates in the Pacific Institute’s Waste Not, Want Not: The 
Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California, Appendices D and E, which detail water use 
for commercial and industrial uses. The calculation is included as Appendix UTL. Current water 
usage on the site is 1.7 acre-feet per year. The project’s water use would be approximately 5.78 
acre-feet per year. As such, the increase in water use for the project would be approximately 4.08 
acre-feet per year.  
As outlined above the Existing Setting subsection, the City has a system in place to manage its 
water supply availability and to determine water availability prior to approval of a construction 
permit. All new projects in the city requiring new water supplies are placed on a water waiting list. 
Water credits necessary for projects are given through City Council approval. Building permits are 
issued only when the City has sufficient water credits to serve the project. To receive a construction 
permit, project applicants must show that water supplies are available and must complete the 
CEQA process.  
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Currently, the proposed project is awaiting planning permit approval in order to be placed on the 
City’s water waiting list. The City of Pacific Grove does not currently have sufficient water supplies 
available at this time to serve the project. Because the City does not currently have sufficient 
water supplies to serve the project, this impact is potentially significant and mitigation measure 
MM 3.6.1 would be required. The mitigation measure would prohibit the project applicant from 
proceeding with any project implementation activities until necessary water supplies are secured. 
With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, project impacts on water availability would 
be less than significant.  
Additionally, as discussed in the Existing Setting subsection, California American Water has 
undertaken the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project to meet water demands in the project 
area. The Water Supply Project was undertaken to serve the service area as a whole and not as 
a result of the proposed project. The Pacific Grove Local Water Project consists of the construction 
and operation of a new satellite recycled water treatment plant (SRWTP) to recycle a portion of 
Pacific Grove’s municipal wastewater. Recycled water produced at the SRWTP, located at the 
retired Point Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plant, during the first phase, would be used primarily for 
landscape irrigation at the Pacific Grove Golf Links and El Carmelo Cemetery, owned by the City 
of Pacific Grove and located adjacent to the SRWTP. Future phases include extension of the 
recycled water system to other parts of the city to provide recycled water for landscaping 
purposes. Replacement of the irrigation demand with non-potable supplies will create a new 
offset of potable water for use by California American Water in meeting its obligations to find 
replacement supplies. As such, the project would have a less than significant impact.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM 3.6.1 Prior to the City issuing a building permit, the project applicant shall complete 
all steps and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water allocation system, 
as outlined in Chapter 11.68 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code. Additionally, 
no preliminary steps for project completion or initiation shall occur before water 
supplies are secured and deemed sufficient to serve the project.  

3.6.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

The cumulative setting for water services, including supplies and related infrastructure, consists of 
the proposed project and other existing, planned, proposed, approved, and reasonably 
foreseeable development in the surrounding area. 

Cumulative Water Supply Impacts (Standards of Significance 4) 

Impact 3.6.2 The project, in combination with other existing, planned, proposed, approved, 
and reasonably foreseeable development in the city, would increase the 
cumulative demand for water supplies and related infrastructure. The project’s 
contribution to cumulative water supply and infrastructure impacts would be 
less than cumulatively considerable. 

Based on Pacific Grove’s water allocation system, new construction projects cannot be built if 
water is not available for them. Additionally, because of the city’s developed nature, all projects 
anticipated in the city would be small-scale infill developments, which would require less water 
than large-scale developments. The project applicant would implement mitigation measure MM 
3.6.1 to lessen any potential project impacts on water supply availability.  
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As discussed above, California American Water has undertaken the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Supply Project to meet projected water demands in its service area. The City has also 
implemented the Local Water Project. As such, the proposed project’s contribution to water 
supply and new facilities to accommodate water supply needs would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) is to describe and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives 
to a project. These alternatives should feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives while 
avoiding or substantially lessening one or more of the significant environmental impacts of the 
project. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to 
consider alternatives that are infeasible. The discussion of alternatives must 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 degree or would be more costly 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]). Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an 
EIR to include an analysis of the No Project Alternative. Evaluation of this alternative allows 
decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not 
approving it. 
According to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need only examine in detail those alternatives that 
could feasibly meet most of the project objectives. When addressing feasibility, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that “among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant 
can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites.” The CEQA 
Guidelines also specify that the alternatives discussion should not be remote or speculative; 
however, the discussions need not be presented in the same level of detail as the assessment of 
the project. 
The CEQA Guidelines indicate that several factors need to be considered in determining the 
range of alternatives to be analyzed and the level of analytical detail which should be provided 
for each alternative. These factors include (1) the nature of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project; (2) the ability of alternatives to avoid or lessen the project’s significant 
impacts; (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet the project objectives; and (4) the feasibility of 
the alternatives. These factors would be unique for each project. 
The project’s significant environmental impacts that the alternatives seek to eliminate or reduce 
were determined and based on the findings contained in each technical section evaluated in 
Sections 3.1 through 3.6 of this Draft EIR.   

4.2 ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION 

Three alternatives were identified for examination and analysis in this Draft EIR: 
• Alternative 1 – No Project  
• Alternative 2 – Mixed-Use Development  
• Alternative 3 – Reduced Hotel Capacity  

These alternatives constitute an adequate range of reasonable alternatives as required under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires an EIR to identify alternatives that were considered 
by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible. The project site is owned by the project 
applicant and the site was purchased by the applicant with the intent to construct a land use 
that is consistent with the zoning on the site. Per the Pacific Grove Zoning Map, the current 
zoning for the hotel site is Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T). The C-1-T zoning 
district was enacted by citizen initiative through a ballot initiative with the intent of establishing a 
zone district in the City’s downtown area where hotel use is permitted, as are all other uses listed 
in the C-1 District. The C-1-T zone applies only to the project site and the adjacent Holman 
Building Lot. The Holman Building is currently being transformed into condominiums, with the 
project site as the only site available for hotel uses.  As such, a hotel use is the preferred use for 
the project site and would meet the project objectives outlined in Section 2.0 Project 
Description. There are no other alternatives that were considered but not selected for analysis. 

4.3 ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change to the project site. The existing 
surface parking lot and 17,650-square-foot commercial building would remain, with similar uses. 
The project site would not be developed with a hotel use or any ancillary uses, like a pool and 
spa or an underground parking lot.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The following analysis is based on the significant environmental impacts identified in Sections 3.1 
through 3.6 of this Draft EIR.  

Aesthetics 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel, including, among other amenities, a restaurant, a 
meeting room, and on-site parking. The project site would retain its visual character with a 
commercial building and parking lot. Alternative 1 would not block any scenic vistas, including 
public views of the Pacific Ocean and other scenic resources. Therefore, there would be no 
impact, which would be incrementally less than the project’s less than significant impact.  
Similar to the project, Alternative 1 would have no impact on scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway because the project site is not located near a state scenic highway. As 
discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, project construction impacts on the area’s visual character 
and quality would be potentially significant, and mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 would be 
required. With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.1.2, project impacts would be less 
than significant. Because Alternative 1 would not require any construction, this impact would be 
less than under the project.  
Under Alternative 1, there would be no changes to the existing nighttime lighting or to shade 
and shadow. This impact would be incrementally less than the project’s less than significant 
impact.  
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Because Alternative 1 would not entail any construction and there would be no changes to the 
project site, the alternative would have fewer impacts related to aesthetics compared to the 
project. As such, Alternative 1 would not result in any changes to the area’s aesthetics and visual 
character and would have no impact on aesthetic resources.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.1.1 Degrade the quality of a scenic vista No impact Less than significant  

3.1.2  Degrade visual character or quality No impact Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.1.3 Creation of light or glare No impact Less than significant  

3.1.4 Cumulative impacts to visual 
resources and aesthetics No impact Less than cumulatively 

considerable 

N/A Damage scenic resources in a state 
scenic highway No impact  No impact 

 
Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel requiring excavation. Alternative 1 would have no 
impact on cultural resources, as there would be no excavation at the project site. The existing 
parking lot and commercial building would remain. There would be no soil disturbance, and no 
impact on historic resources, archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human 
remains would occur.  
As discussed in Section 3.2, Cultural Resources, the project could have a significant impact if 
unknown archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains are 
discovered during construction. Mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and MM 3.2.2b would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level. The commercial building on the project site was 
evaluated for inclusion on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory and was found not to 
be eligible for listing. The project would therefore have a less than significant impact on historic 
resources.  
Because Alternative 1 would not entail any ground disturbance, it would have fewer impacts to 
cultural resources compared with the project.   

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.2.1 Historic resources No impact Less than significant   

3.2.2 
Archaeological resources, 
paleontological resources, and human 
remains 

No impact Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.2.3 
Cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, 
and human remains 

No impact Less than cumulatively 
considerable 
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Noise 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel. The existing commercial building and parking lot 
would remain, and therefore noise levels in the project area would not change. As such, there 
would be no impacts due to construction or operational noise, since Alternative 1 would not 
require any construction and would not increase the number of users at the project site. 
As discussed in Section 3.3, Noise, the project would have a less than significant impact due to 
construction and operational noise. Project construction would abide by existing City regulations 
and therefore impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, project operation would not 
increase ambient noise levels over acceptable levels and project impacts would be less than 
significant.  
Because Alternative 1 would not entail any construction and would not change current uses at 
the site, thus maintaining the current ambient noise levels, it would have lower impacts related 
to noise compared to the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.3.1 Exposure to noise levels in excess of 
standards No impact Less than significant  

3.3.2 Exposure to groundborne vibration No impact Less than significant  
3.3.3 Permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels  No impact Less than significant 

3.3.4 Temporary increase in ambient noise 
levels No impact Less than significant 

3.3.5 Cumulative noise impacts No impact Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Exposure to noise from airport 
operations No impact No impact 

N/A Exposure to noise from private airport 
operations No impact No impact 

 
Transportation and Traffic  

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel. The existing commercial building and parking lot 
would remain, and therefore Alternative 1 would generate more daily traffic than the project. 
Nonetheless, this would not be a change from the current existing traffic; thus, Alternative 1 
impacts would be less than significant.  
As discussed in Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic, the project could have a significant 
impact due to construction period traffic. As such, mitigation measure MM 3.4.1 would limit 
materials hauling in and out of the project site to large streets and would prohibit the use of 
residential streets. Additionally, the project would create potentially significant pedestrian 
impacts due to missing crosswalks and interference with the Pacific Grove farmers market. As 
such, mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.3c would be required.  
With implementation of the mitigation measures, the project would have a less than significant 
impact on transportation and traffic.  
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Because Alternative 1 would not require construction and would not result in a change in the 
pedestrian environment, it would have minimally fewer impacts to transportation and traffic 
compared to the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.4.1 
Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy or applicable 
congestion management program 

No impact Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.2 
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

No impact Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.3 Cumulative traffic impacts No impact Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Change in air traffic patterns No impact No impact 

N/A Increase of road hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use No impact No impact 

N/A Result in inadequate emergency 
access No impact No impact 

 
Tribal Cultural Resources  

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel or excavation at the project site. The existing parking 
lot and commercial building would remain. There would be no soil disturbance, and no impact 
on tribal cultural resources would occur since Alternative 1 would not require any construction at 
the project site.  
As discussed in Section 3.5, Tribal Cultural Resources, the project could have a significant impact 
if unknown tribal cultural resources are discovered during construction. As such, the project 
applicant would implement mitigation measure MM 3.5.1, which would reduce project impacts 
to a less than significant level.  
Because Alternative 1 would not require any ground-disturbing activities, it would have fewer 
impacts to tribal cultural resources compared with the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.5.1 Adverse effect on a tribal cultural 
resource No impact Less than significant with 

mitigation 

3.5.2 Cumulative tribal cultural resources 
impacts   No impact Less than cumulatively 

considerable 

 
Utilities and Service Systems 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no demolition of the existing commercial building and no 
construction of a four-story, 125-room hotel. As such, there would be no change to the project 
area’s utilities and service system demands, as there would be no increase in demand for water 
on the project site. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no impacts on utilities and service 
systems.  
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As discussed in Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems, the project could have a significant 
impact due to a potential lack of water to supply the project. Mitigation measure MM 3.6.1 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level because it would not allow any 
construction until all necessary water supplies are secured.  
Because Alternative 1 would not require additional water allocations, it would have fewer 
impacts to utilities and service systems compared with the project. 

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 1  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.6.1 Water supply demand No impact Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.6.2 Cumulative water supply impacts No impact Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Wastewater treatment No impact No impact 

N/A Construction or expansion of 
stormwater drainage facilities No impact No impact 

N/A Adequate wastewater treatment 
capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Landfill capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Solid waste statutes No impact No impact 

 
4.4 ALTERNATIVE 2 – MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 2 would construct a new four-story mixed-use development on the project site. 
Alternative 2 would include commercial and office space, along with residential units, as shown 
in Table 4.0-1. Alternative 2 would include underground parking, but it would not include some 
of the hotel amenities, like a pool and spa, as proposed under the project. Similar to the project, 
Alternative 2 would be limited to 40 feet in height. The building site coverage area under this 
alternative would be 75 percent, which would be higher than the project’s 73 percent.  
Alternative 2 would entail demolition of the existing structures and excavation of the 
underground parking. Construction under Alternative 2 would be the same in scope and 
duration as the project, lasting approximately 12 to 18 months. 
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TABLE 4.0-1 
PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE 2 SPECIFICATIONS 

Component Alternative 2 Gross Building Area  Project Gross Building Area 

Hotel 

Ground Floor – Commercial: 8,500 sq. ft. Ground Floor – Common: 1,685 sq. ft. 

 Ground Floor – Main: 2,230 sq. ft. 

Second Floor: Office Space 8,400 sq. ft. Second Floor: 15,810 sq. ft. 

Third Floor: 22,341 sq. ft.  Third Floor: 22,341 sq. ft.  

Fourth Floor: 21,709 sq. ft. Fourth Floor: 21,709 sq. ft. 

Total: 63,775 sq. ft. Total: 63,775 sq. ft. 

Restaurant N/A Ground Level: 4,625 sq. ft. 

Parking 

Ground Level: 64 spaces (increase in sq. 
ft.) Ground Level: 55 spaces (15,590 sq. ft.) 

Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 spaces (8,427 
sq. ft.) 

Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 spaces (8,427 
sq. ft.) 

Rooms/Units Total: 50 residential units Total: 125 rooms 

Non-Permeable Surfaces 

Building Footprint: 24,130 sq. ft. Building Footprint: 24,130 sq. ft. 

N/A Pool: 485 sq. ft. 

N/A Spa: 142 sq. ft. 

N/A Water Feature: 43 sq. ft. 

Landscape Wall: 417 sq. ft. Landscape Wall: 417 sq. ft. 
Source: RRM Design Group 2015, Hotel Durell Architectural Drawings (Appendix Plans) 
Note: sq. ft. = square feet 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The following analysis is based on the significant environmental impacts identified in Sections 3.1 
through 3.6 of this Draft EIR.  

Aesthetics 

Alternative 2 would entail the construction of a structure similar in size and height to the project. 
Similar to the project, this alternative would comply with City of Pacific Grove General Plan and 
Municipal Code regulations regarding building massing, materials, and City approvals. 
Alternative 2 would not block any scenic vistas, including public views of the Pacific Ocean and 
other scenic resources. Therefore, it would have a less than significant impact, similar to the 
project.  
Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would have no impact on scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway because the project site is not located near such a highway. As discussed in 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics, project construction impacts on the area’s visual character and quality 
would be potentially significant, and mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 would be required. With 
implementation of this mitigation measure, project impacts would be less than significant. 
Alternative 2 would also be required to implement mitigation measure MM 3.1.2, and this impact 
would be similar to the project.  
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Under Alternative 2, there would be similar changes to existing nighttime lighting or to shade and 
shadow as compared to the project. This alternative’s impact would be similar to the project’s 
impact in that it would be less than significant.  
Because Alternative 2 would construct a structure similar in size and height to the project, the 
alternative impacts on aesthetic resources would be similar to the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 2  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.1.1 Degrade the quality of a scenic vista Less than significant  Less than significant  

3.1.2  Degrade visual character or quality Less than significant 
with mitigation  

Less than significant with 
mitigation  

3.1.3 Creation of light or glare Less than significant Less than significant impact  

3.1.4 Cumulative impacts to visual 
resources and aesthetics 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Damage scenic resources in a state 
scenic highway No impact No impact 

 
Cultural Resources 

Alternative 2 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a similar 
structure on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-1. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project. Demolition of existing 
structures would also take place under Alternative 2. Similar to the project, and as described in 
Section 3.2 of this Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would not impact any historic resources on the project 
site because none are present.  
Similar to the project, parking garage excavation associated with Alternative 2 would have the 
potential to disturb unknown archaeological and paleontological resources and human 
remains. This alternative would require mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and MM 3.2.2b, similar to 
the project. With implementation of these measures, Alternative 2 would have a less than 
significant impact on cultural resources, similar to the project.  
Because Alternative 2 would require the same amount of excavation as the project, it would 
have a similar impact on cultural resources compared to the project.   

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 2 

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.2.1 Historic resources Less than significant   Less than significant   

3.2.2 
Archaeological resources, 
paleontological resources, and human 
remains 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.2.3 
Cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, 
and human remains 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 
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Noise  

Alternative 2 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a mixed-use 
development on the site, as outlined in Table 4.0-1. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project and would last 
approximately 12 to 18 months. Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, 
Construction Noise Time Limits, the City regulates construction time periods to protect neighbors 
and the community from excessive noise. All noise-generating construction activities, as well as 
delivery and removal of materials and equipment, are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. 
and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. 
Additionally, according to the General Plan Health and Safety chapter, due to the temporary 
nature of such activities, construction is exempt from noise requirements. Therefore, Alternative 2 
would not result in a substantial impact from construction noise, and impacts would be less than 
significant, similar to the project. 
Project trips for Alternative 2 were estimated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
publication entitled Trip Generation Manual (2012) and are based on projects of similar scope 
and scale. As such, it is assumed that Alternative 2 would generate approximately 342 daily 
vehicle trips a day for the residential component, approximately 790 daily trips for the 
commercial component, and approximately 30 trips during the peak hours for the office 
component. As such, Alternative 2 would generate 416 more trips than the daily trips (746) that 
the hotel project would generate. 
According to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, a doubling in the number of trips would generate 
a potentially significant impact on ambient noise levels. As such, Alternative 2 would have the 
potential to increase ambient noise levels over acceptable levels on Grand Avenue and on 
Fountain Avenue north of Central Avenue where the number of average daily trips ranges from 
390 to 620. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a potentially significant impact on ambient noise 
levels in the project area.  
Under Alternative 2, project construction would be similar in size and scope to the project. As 
outlined in Section 3.3 of this Draft EIR, there would be no impacts due to groundborne vibration. 
Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would therefore have a less than significant impact due to 
groundborne vibration.   
Because Alternative 2 would increase traffic more than the project and would double traffic 
volumes on some arterials, it would have potentially significant impacts on ambient noise levels. 
As such, Alternative 2 would have a greater impact related to noise compared to the project.   

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 2  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.3.1 Exposure to noise levels in excess of 
standards Potentially significant  Less than significant  

3.3.2 Exposure to groundborne vibration Less than significant Less than significant  
3.3.3 Permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels  
Potentially significant Less than significant 

3.3.4 Temporary increase in ambient noise 
levels Less than significant Less than significant 

3.3.5 Cumulative noise impacts Potentially significant Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Exposure to noise from airport 
operations No impact No impact 

N/A Exposure to noise from private airport 
operations No impact No impact 
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Transportation and Traffic 

Alternative 2 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a mixed-use 
development on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-1. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project and would last 
approximately 12 to 18 months. As described in Section 3.4 of this Draft EIR, construction crews 
would constitute approximately 10 to 25 people. If each crew member arrived in a separate 
vehicle, a total of approximately 10 to 25 one-way employee commute trips would be added to 
the local roadways, or 20 to 50 round trips. Materials delivery and hauling (e.g., equipment, 
hauling of demolition materials) would be intermittent in terms of traffic volume. Additionally, no 
street closures are planned. Construction traffic would be temporary and would cease after 
construction is complete. Nonetheless, the project area is surrounded by residential streets and 
truck traffic could potentially impact traffic on residential streets. Similar to the project, 
Alternative 2 would require mitigation measure MM 3.4.1. With implementation of this mitigation 
measure, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant impact due to construction and would 
be similar in scope to the project.  
Project trips for Alternative 2 were estimated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual (2012) to 
estimate development trips and are based on projects of similar scope and scale. It is assumed 
that Alternative 2 would generate approximately 342 daily vehicle trips a day for the residential 
component, approximately 790 daily trips for the commercial component, and approximately 
over 30 trips during the peak hours for the office component. As such, this alternative would 
generate more trips than the 746 daily trips the project would generate. Because Alternative 2 
would generate more trips than the proposed project, it would increase traffic on adjacent 
roadways and would have a greater impact to transportation and traffic than the project. This 
impact would be potentially significant.  
Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would also increase pedestrian use of local sidewalks. As 
such, similar to the project, mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c would be 
required for this alternative. With implementation of these measures, Alternative 2 would have a 
less than significant impact related to pedestrian use.  
Due to the potentially significant traffic impacts, Alternative 2 would have greater impacts to 
transportation and traffic than the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 2  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.4.1 
Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy or applicable 
congestion management program 

Potentially significant  Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.2 
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.3 Cumulative traffic impacts Potentially significant Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Change in air traffic patterns No impact No impact 

N/A Increase of road hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use No impact No impact 

N/A Result in inadequate emergency 
access No impact No impact 

Item 8a

Page 671 of 1103



4.0 ALTERNATIVES 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

4.0-11 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Alternative 2 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a similar 
structure on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-1. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project. Like the project, this 
alternative could have a significant impact if unknown tribal cultural resources are discovered 
during construction. Alternative 2 would therefore implement mitigation measure MM 3.5.1, 
which would reduce impacts to a less than significant level, similar to the project.  
Because Alternative 2 would require similar amounts of ground disturbance as the project, it 
would have similar impacts to tribal cultural resources compared with the project.     

Draft EIR Impact 
Number Impact Topic Alterative 2 

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.5.1 Adverse effect on a tribal cultural 
resource 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.5.2 Cumulative tribal cultural resources 
impacts   

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

 
Utilities and Service Systems  

Alternative 2 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a mixed-use 
development on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-1. Similar to the project, Alternative 2 
would require water allocation from the City of Pacific Grove. Mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, 
which requires a water allocation from the City prior to the issuance of a building permit and 
commencement of any project construction activities, would also be required for this 
alternative. With implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, Alternative 2 would have a 
less than significant impact on utilities and water service systems.  
Nonetheless, Alternative 2 would include residential uses, which have higher water usage rates 
than hotel uses, thereby potentially requiring more water credits. As such, Alternative 2 would 
have a higher incremental impact on utilities and water service systems than the proposed 
project. 

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 2  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.6.1 Water supply demand Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.6.2 Cumulative water supply impacts Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Wastewater treatment No impact No impact 

N/A Construction or expansion of 
stormwater drainage facilities No impact No impact 

N/A Adequate wastewater treatment 
capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Landfill capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Solid waste statutes No impact No impact 
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ADDITIONAL IMPACTS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE EIR 

Alternative 2 could significantly impact the following resource areas, on which the proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact.  

Air Quality 

Alternative 2 would generate more vehicle trips than the project. As such, this alternative’s 
impacts on the air quality management plan and exposure of sensitive receptors to carbon 
monoxide, toxic air contaminants, and odors could be a potentially significant impact that 
would not occur with the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Alternative 2 would generate more vehicle trips than the project. Therefore, greenhouse gas 
emissions would be potentially significant under this alternative. This would be a potentially 
significant impact that would not occur with the proposed project.  

4.5 ALTERNATIVE 3 – REDUCED HOTEL CAPACITY  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 3 would construct a hotel that would accommodate 90 hotel rooms, which would be 
a 28 percent reduction from the project that proposes 125 hotel rooms. Although Alternative 3 
would include fewer hotel rooms, they would be a blend of typical hotel rooms and suite-type 
accommodations, thus having a similar building footprint as the project. Alternative 3 would 
include all project site improvements as described in Section 2.0, Project Description, and would 
have the same dimensions as the project, as shown in Table 4.0-2. Construction under 
Alternative 3 would be the same in scope and duration as the project, lasting approximately 12 
to 18 months, and would include the demolition of existing structures.  

Item 8a

Page 673 of 1103



4.0 ALTERNATIVES 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  
August 2017 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

4.0-13 

TABLE 4.0-2 
PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE 3 SPECIFICATIONS 

Component Alternative 3 Gross Building Area Project Gross Building Area 

Hotel 

Ground Floor – Common: 1,685 sq. ft. Ground Floor – Common: 1,685 sq. ft. 

Ground Floor – Main: 2,230 sq. ft. Ground Floor – Main: 2,230 sq. ft. 

Second Floor: 15,810 sq. ft. Second Floor: 15,810 sq. ft. 

Third Floor: 22,341 sq. ft.  Third Floor: 22,341 sq. ft.  

Fourth Floor: 21,709 sq. ft. Fourth Floor: 21,709 sq. ft. 

Total: 63,775 sq. ft. Total: 63,775 sq. ft. 

Restaurant Ground Level: 4,625 sq. ft. Ground Level: 4,625 sq. ft. 

Parking 

Required: 23  

Proposed: Ground Level: 55 spaces 
(15,590 sq. ft.) 

Required: 31 

Proposed: Ground Level: 55 spaces 
(15,590 sq. ft.) 

Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 spaces (8,427 
sq. ft.) 

Dedicated Off-Site Lot: 28 spaces (8,427 
sq. ft.) 

Hotel Rooms Total: 90 rooms  Total: 125 rooms 

Permeable Surfaces 

Pavers: 3,270 sq. ft. Pavers: 3,270 sq. ft. 

Landscaping: 4,803 sq. ft. Landscaping: 4,803 sq. ft. 

Deck: 585 sq. ft. Deck: 585 sq. ft. 

Total: 8,658 sq. ft. Total: 8,658 sq. ft. 

Non-Permeable Surfaces 

Building Footprint: 24,130 sq. ft. Building Footprint: 24,130 sq. ft. 

Pool: 485 sq. ft. Pool: 485 sq. ft. 

Spa: 142 sq. ft. Spa: 142 sq. ft. 

Water Feature: 43 sq. ft. Water Feature: 43 sq. ft. 

Landscape Wall: 417 sq. ft. Landscape Wall: 417 sq. ft. 

Total: 25,217 sq. ft. Total: 25,217 sq. ft. 

Total Lot Size Total: 33,875 sq. ft. Total: 33,875 sq. ft. 

Source: RRM Design Group 2015, Hotel Durell Architectural Drawings (Appendix Plans) 
Note: sq. ft. = square feet 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The following analysis is based on the significant environmental impacts identified in Sections 3.1 
through 3.6 of this Draft EIR.  
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Aesthetics 

Alternative 3 would entail the construction of a structure similar in size and height to the project. 
Similar to the project, this alternative would comply with City of Pacific Grove General Plan and 
Municipal Code regulations regarding building massing, materials, and City approvals. 
Alternative 3 would not block any scenic vistas, including public views of the Pacific Ocean and 
other scenic resources. Therefore, it would have a less than significant impact, similar to the 
project.  
Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would have no impact on scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway because the project site is not located near such a highway. As discussed in 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics, project construction impacts on the area’s visual character and quality 
would be potentially significant, and mitigation measure MM 3.1.2 would be required. With 
implementation of this mitigation measure, project impacts would be less than significant. 
Alternative 3 would also be required to implement mitigation measure MM 3.1.2, and this impact 
would be similar to the project.  
Under Alternative 3, there would be similar changes to existing nighttime lighting or to shade and 
shadow as compared to the project. This alternative’s impact would be similar to the project’s 
impact because it would have a less than significant impact.  
Because Alternative 3 would construct a structure similar in size and height to the project, this 
alternative’s impacts on aesthetic resources would be similar to the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.1.1 Degrade the quality of a scenic vista Less than significant 
impact 

Less than significant impact 

3.1.2 Degrade visual character or quality Less than significant 
with mitigation  

Less than significant with 
mitigation  

3.1.3 Creation of light or glare Less than significant  Less than significant 

3.1.4 Cumulative impacts to visual 
resources and aesthetics 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Damage scenic resources in a state 
scenic highway No impact No impact 

 
Cultural Resources 

Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a similar 
structure on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-2. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project. Demolition of existing 
structures would take place under Alternative 3. Similar to the project, and as described in 
Section 3.2 of this Draft EIR, Alternative 3 would not impact any historic resources on the project 
site because none are present.  
Similar to the project, parking garage excavation associated with Alternative 3 would have the 
potential to disturb unknown archaeological and paleontological resources and human 
remains. This alternative would require mitigation measures MM 3.2.2a and MM 3.2.2b, similar to 
the project. With implementation of these measures, Alternative 3 would have a less than 
significant impact on cultural resources, similar to the project.  
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Because Alternative 3 would require the same amount of excavation as the project, it would 
have a similar impact on cultural resources compared to the project.   

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3 

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.2.1 Historic resources Less than significant   Less than significant   

3.2.2 
Archaeological resources, 
paleontological resources, or human 
remains 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.2.3 
Cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, 
and human remains 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

 
Noise  

Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a 90-room 
hotel on the site, as outlined in Table 4.0-2. As such, construction activities like demolition, site 
preparation, and grading would be similar to the project and would last approximately 12 to 18 
months. Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 11.96.040, Construction Noise Time Limits, the 
City regulates construction time periods to protect neighbors and the community from excessive 
noise. All noise-generating construction activities, as well as delivery and removal of materials 
and equipment, are limited to the hours are limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. Monday through Saturday, and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Sundays. 
Additionally, according to the General Plan Health and Safety chapter, due to the temporary 
nature of such activities, construction is exempt from noise requirements. Therefore, Alternative 3 
would not result in a substantial impact from construction noise, and impacts would be less than 
significant, similar to the project. 
Daily trips for Alternative 3 were estimated by reducing total project trips by the corresponding 
reduction in hotel units (28 percent). As such, Alternative 3 would generate 208 fewer daily trips, 
for a total of 538 daily trips. According to the ITE Trip Generation Manual (2012), a doubling in the 
number of trips would generate a potentially significant impact on ambient noise levels. 
Because Alternative 3 would not double the number of trips on any of the adjacent streets and 
would generate less traffic than the project, it would have a lesser impact on ambient noise 
levels as compared to the project.  
Under Alternative 3, project construction would be similar in size and scope to the project. As 
outlined in Section 3.3 of this Draft EIR, there would be no impacts due to groundborne vibration.  
Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would therefore have a less than significant impact due to 
groundborne vibration.   
Because of the reduction in the number of hotel rooms, Alternative 3 would have a lesser impact 
on noise compared to the project.   
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Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.3.1 Exposure to noise levels in excess of 
standards Less than significant Less than significant  

3.3.2 Exposure to groundborne vibration Less than significant Less than significant  
3.3.3 Permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels  Potentially significant Less than significant 

3.3.4 Temporary increase in ambient noise 
levels Less than significant Less than significant 

3.3.5 Cumulative noise impacts Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Exposure to noise from airport 
operations No impact No impact 

N/A Exposure to noise from private airport 
operations No impact No Impact 

 
Transportation and Traffic 

Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a 90-room 
hotel on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-2. As such, construction activities like demolition, 
site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project and would last approximately 12 to 
18 months. As described in Section 3.4 of this Draft EIR, construction crews would constitute 
approximately 10 to 25 people. If each crew member arrived in a separate vehicle, a total of 
approximately 10 to 25 one-way employee commute trips would be added to the local 
roadways, or 20 to 50 round trips. Materials delivery and hauling (e.g., equipment, hauling of 
demolition materials) would be intermittent in terms of traffic volume. Additionally, no street 
closures are planned. Construction traffic would be temporary and would cease after 
construction is complete. Nonetheless, the project area is surrounded by residential streets and 
truck traffic could potentially impact traffic on residential streets. Similar to the project, 
Alternative 2 would require mitigation measure MM 3.4.1. With implementation of this mitigation 
measure, Alternative 3 would have a less than significant impact due to construction and would 
be similar in scope to the project.  
Daily trips for Alternative 3 were estimated by reducing project trips by the corresponding 
reduction in hotel units (28 percent). As such, Alternative 3 would generate 208 fewer daily trips 
for a total of 538 daily trips. Alternative 3 would generate less daily trips than the proposed 
project and would have less impact on the existing roadway network than the project.   
Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would also increase pedestrian use of local sidewalks. As 
such, similar to the project, mitigation measures MM 3.4.2a, MM 3.4.2b, and MM 3.4.2c would be 
required for this alternative. With implementation of these measures, Alternative 3 would have a 
less than significant impact related to pedestrian use.  
Overall, Alternative 3 would lower impacts on transportation and traffic compared with the 
proposed project. However, both would have a less than significant impact and both would 
require similar mitigation. 
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Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.4.1 
Conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy or applicable 
congestion management program 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.2 
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.4.3 Cumulative traffic impacts Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Change in air traffic patterns No impact No impact 

N/A Increase of road hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use No impact No impact 

N/A Result in inadequate emergency 
access No impact No impact 

 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing building and construction of a similar 
structure on the project site, as outlined in Table 4.0-2. As such, construction activities like 
demolition, site preparation, and grading would be similar to the project. Like the project, this 
alternative could have a significant impact if unknown tribal cultural resources are discovered 
during construction. Alternative 3 would therefore implement mitigation measure MM 3.5.1, 
which would reduce impacts to a less than significant level, similar to the project 
Because Alternative 3 would require similar amounts of ground disturbance as the project, it 
would have similar impacts to tribal cultural resources compared with the project.     

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.5.1 Adverse effect on a tribal cultural 
resource 

Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.5.2 Cumulative tribal cultural resources 
impacts   

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

 
Utilities and Service Systems  

Under Alternative 3, a similar hotel use would be developed, with 90 hotel rooms as compared 
to the project’s 125. Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would require water allocation from the 
City of Pacific Grove. Based on a 28 percent reduction in the number of rooms, Alternative 3 
would require 2.46 (deducting 1.7 acre feet) acre-feet per year of potable water, which is less 
than the 4.08 (deducting 1.7 acre feet) acre-feet the project would require.   
Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would undergo the same water approval process as the 
project and would implement mitigation measure MM 3.6.1, which requires water allocation 
from the City prior to the issuance of a building permit. With implementation of mitigation 
measure MM 3.6.1, Alternative 3 would have a less than significant impact on utilities and water 
service systems.   
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Because it would require less water than the project, Alternative 3 would have lower impacts on 
water availability compared to the project.  

Draft EIR 
Impact Number Impact Topic Alternative 3  

Impact Significance 
Project  

Impact Significance 

3.6.1 Water supply demand Less than significant 
with mitigation 

Less than significant with 
mitigation 

3.6.2 Cumulative water supply impacts Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

Less than cumulatively 
considerable 

N/A Wastewater treatment No impact No impact 

N/A Construction or expansion of 
stormwater drainage facilities No impact No impact 

N/A Adequate wastewater treatment 
capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Landfill capacity No impact No impact 

N/A Solid waste statutes No impact No impact 

 
4.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 4.0-3 summarizes the potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this section, as 
compared with the project’s impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), an 
environmentally superior alternative must be identified from among the other alternatives if the 
“no project” alternative would otherwise be the environmentally superior alternative. The 
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would result in the fewest or least 
significant environmental impacts. As described above, under the no Project Alternative 
(Alternative 1), there would be no impact, as conditions would not change from the existing 
baseline. Therefore, the project’s less than significant impacts with mitigation would be avoided 
under the No Project Alternative and this would be the environmentally superior alternative.  
Among the build alternatives, Alternative 3, Reduced Hotel Capacity, would be the 
environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 3 would result in fewer environmental impacts 
due to a reduction in the number of hotel rooms. Alternative 3 would reduce project impacts by 
approximately 28 percent and thus would result in fewer overall environmental impacts. 
However, since the proposed project would not cause any significant and unavoidable impacts, 
Alternative 3 would not avoid or substantially lessen any such impacts. Likewise, Alternative 3 
would not avoid or substantially lessen any significant but mitigable environmental impacts, and 
all mitigation measures required for the project to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less 
than significant level would be required for Alternative 3. Alternative 2, Mixed-Use Development, 
would potentially result in more environmental impacts as they relate to air quality, greenhouse 
gas emissions, noise, traffic, and utilities. Further, Alternative 2 would generate more daily AM 
peak-hour and PM peak-hour vehicle trips than the project and thus would have significant 
impacts on circulation systems and congestion management policies.  
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TABLE 4.0-3 
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES  

Resource Category Project Alternative 1 
No Project 

Alternative 2 
Mixed-Use 

Development 

Alternative 3 
Reduced Hotel 

Capacity  

Aesthetics LTSM NI LTSM LTSM 

Cultural Resources LTSM NI LTSM LTSM 

Noise LTS NI PS LTS 

Transportation and Traffic LTSM NI PS LTSM 

Tribal Cultural Resources  LTSM NI LTSM LTSM 

Utilities and Service Systems LTSM NI LTSM LTSM 

Notes: 
PS: Potentially Significant 
LTSM: Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
LTS: Less Than Significant 
NI: NO IMPACT 
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This section discusses significant unavoidable impacts and growth-inducing effects associated 
with the Hotel Durell project (project).  

5.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an 
environmental impact report (EIR) to discuss unavoidable significant environmental effects, 
including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. In addition, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a) allows the decision-making agency to determine whether the 
benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of 
implementing the project. The City of Pacific Grove can approve a project with unavoidable 
adverse impacts if it prepares a Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the specific 
reasons for making such a judgment.  
No significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the EIR; therefore, no Statement of 
Overriding Conditions is necessary.  

5.2 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts 
of a proposed action. A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as: 

The way in which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. 
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth.  

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. For example, direct 
growth inducement potential would result if a project involved construction of new housing. A 
project would have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new 
permanent employment opportunities or if it involved a construction effort with substantial short-
term employment opportunities that would indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing 
and services to support the new employment demand (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. 
Napa County Board of Supervisors). Similarly, a project would indirectly induce growth if it 
removed an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on 
a required public service. A project providing an increased water supply in an area where water 
service historically limited growth could be considered growth-inducing.  
The CEQA Guidelines further explain that the environmental effects of induced growth are 
considered indirect impacts of the project. These indirect impacts or secondary effects of 
growth may result in significant, adverse environmental impacts. Potential secondary effects of 
growth include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, 
increased traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts such as degradation of air and 
water quality, degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and conversion of agricultural 
and open space land to developed uses.  
Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with, or 
accommodated by, the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the 
area affected. Local land use plans define land use development patterns and growth policies 
that allow the orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban public 
services, such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste service.   
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GROWTH EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Direct Growth Effects 

The project would demolish an existing commercial building and develop the lot with a new 
hotel. The project would not include any housing and would have no direct growth effects.  

Indirect Growth Effects 

Project construction is expected to last approximately 12 to 18 months with no long-term 
employment opportunities. The construction crew would vary in size and would be 
approximately 10 to 25 people. The crew would not require the construction of additional 
housing or facilities. Construction traffic would be temporary and short in duration.  
During operation, the project would employ approximately 8 hotel staff and 11 restaurant staff 
for a total of 19 employees. This total constitutes a minimal increase over the existing conditions 
on the project site. The project would not add a substantial number of residents who would 
require additional housing. The project does not involve any other growth-inducing effects, such 
as a road extension. As such, the project would have no indirect growth effects during 
construction or operation.  

5.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) describes irreversible environmental changes in the 
following manner: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 
project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 
consumption is justified. 

Development of the project would irretrievably commit building materials and energy to the 
construction and maintenance of buildings and infrastructure. Renewable, nonrenewable, and 
limited resources that would likely be consumed as part of the development of the project 
would include but are not limited to oil, gasoline, lumber, sand and gravel, asphalt, water, steel, 
and similar materials. However, development of the project would not result in significantly 
increased demand on public services and utilities (see Section 3.6, Utilities and Service Systems).  
Development in the project area would be required by law to comply with California Code of 
Regulations Title 24 and would not be expected to use energy or any other resources in a 
wasteful manner. 

5.4 ENERGY CONSUMPTION  

Energy consumption is analyzed in this Draft EIR due to the potential direct and indirect 
environmental impacts associated with the project. Such impacts include the depletion of 
nonrenewable resources (oil, natural gas, coal, etc.) and emissions of pollutants during both the 
construction and long-term operational phases.  
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A summary of the impact conclusions related to energy is provided below. 

Impact Number Impact Topic Impact Significance 

5.4.1 Wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption 
of energy  Less than significant 

5.4.2 Cumulative wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy Less than cumulatively considerable  

 

ELECTRICITY/NATURAL GAS SERVICES 

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electrical and natural gas services to 
the Pacific Grove area through state-regulated public utility contracts. PG&E’s ability to provide 
its services concurrently for each project is evaluated during the development review process. 
The utility company is bound by contract to update its systems to meet any additional demand. 
PG&E’s Electric and Gas Rules 15 and 16 establish guidelines for the extension of distribution lines 
necessary to furnish permanent services to customers. PG&E also outlines responsibilities for 
installation and extension allowances, as well as financial contributions by project applicants. 

ENERGY USAGE 

Energy usage is typically quantified using the British thermal unit (BTU). Total energy usage in 
California was 7,620 trillion BTUs in 2014 (the most recent year for which this specific data is 
available), which equates to an average of 196 million BTUs per capita. Of California’s total 
energy usage, the breakdown by sector is 39 percent transportation, 24 percent industrial, 19 
percent commercial, and 18 percent residential. Electricity and natural gas in California are 
generally consumed by stationary users such as residences and commercial and industrial 
facilities, whereas petroleum consumption is generally accounted for by transportation-related 
energy use (EIA 2017). In 2014, taxable gasoline sales (including aviation gasoline) in California 
accounted for about 14.6 billion gallons of gasoline (BOE 2016).  
The electricity consumption attributable to nonresidential land uses in Monterey County from 
2012 to 2015 is shown in Table 5.0-1, Nonresidential Electricity Consumption in Monterey County 
2012–2015. As indicated, demand has been increasing since 2012. 

TABLE 5.0-1 
NONRESIDENTIAL ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION IN MONTEREY COUNTY 2012–2015 

Year Nonresidential Electricity Consumption 
(in millions of kilowatt-hours) 

2015 1,964.16 

2014 1,929.55 

2013 1,911.39 

2012 1,877.22 

Source: ECDMS 2017 
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The natural gas consumption attributable to nonresidential land uses in Monterey County from 
2012 to 2015 is shown in Table 5.0-2, Nonresidential Natural Gas Consumption in Monterey 
County 2012–2015. The nonresidential demand has steadily decreased since 2012. 

TABLE 5.0-2 
NONRESIDENTIAL NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION IN MONTEREY COUNTY 2012–2015 

Year Nonresidential Natural Gas Consumption 
(in millions of therms) 

2015 55.64 

2014 53.35 

2013 54.02 

2012 52.86 

Source: ECDMS 2017 

Daily automotive fuel consumption in the county from 2012 to 2017 is shown in Table 5.0-3, 
Annual Automotive Fuel Consumption in Monterey County 2012–2017.  

TABLE 5.0-3 
ANNUAL AUTOMOTIVE FUEL CONSUMPTION IN MONTEREY COUNTY 2012–2017 

 Fuel Consumption (gallons) 

Year On-Road Automotive  Off-Road Automotive (construction equipment) 

2017 (projected) 180,020,437 24,082,314 

2016 181,992,700 23,892,915 

2015 182,729,408 23,434,941 

2014 183,341,102 22,991,912 

2013 183,069,418 22,955,815 

2012 182,541,246 22,892,735 

Source: California Air Resources Board, EMFAC2014 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

State 

California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24) 

Title 24, California’s energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings, was 
established by the California Energy Commission (CEC) in 1978 in response to a legislative 
mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption and 
provide energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. In 2013, the CEC 
updated Title 24 standards with more stringent requirements. The 2013 standards are expected 
to substantially reduce the growth in electricity and natural gas use. Additional savings result 
from the application of the standards to building alterations. For example, requirements for cool 
roofs, lighting, and air distribution ducts are expected to save additional electricity. These 
savings are cumulative, doubling as years go by. The 2016 standards were approved and went 
into effect on January 1, 2017. California’s energy efficiency standards are updated on an 
approximate three-year cycle.   
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California Green Building Standards  

The California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11), 
commonly referred to as the CALGreen Code, is a statewide mandatory construction code that 
was developed and adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development. The CALGreen standards 
require new commercial and residential buildings to comply with mandatory measures under 
the topics of planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, 
material conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental quality. CALGreen also has 
voluntary tiers and measures that local governments may adopt which encourage or require 
additional measures in the five green building topics. The most recent update to the CALGreen 
Code was adopted in 2013 and went into effect July 1, 2014. 

Recent CEQA Litigation 

In California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, the court 
observed that CEQA Guidelines Appendix F lists environmental impacts and mitigation measures 
that an EIR may include. Potential impacts requiring EIR discussion include: 

1) The project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel 
type for each stage of the project including construction, operation, maintenance, 
and/or removal. If appropriate, the energy intensiveness of materials may be discussed. 

2) The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies and on requirements for 
additional capacity. 

3) The effects of the project on peak and base period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy. 

4) The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards. 
5) The effects of the project on energy resources. 
6) The project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of 

efficient transportation alternatives. 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Significance Criteria 

Based on Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, energy impacts are considered to be significant if 
the project would result in any of the following:  

1) Develop land uses and patterns that cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy or construct new or retrofitted buildings that would have 
excessive energy requirements for daily operation. 

The impact analysis focuses on the three sources of energy that are relevant to the project: 
electricity, natural gas, and the fuel necessary for project construction. 
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The analysis of electricity/natural gas usage is based on California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) modeling, which quantifies energy use for occupancy. The results of the CalEEMod 
modeling are included in Appendix GHG of this Draft EIR. Modeling was based primarily on the 
default settings in the computer program for Monterey County, as well as on the traffic impact 
analysis prepared for the project (Appendix TRA). The amount of operational automotive fuel 
use was estimated using the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 computer program, 
which provides projections for typical daily fuel usage in Monterey County. The amount of total 
construction-related fuel use was estimated using ratios provided in the Climate Registry (2016) 
General Reporting Protocol for the Voluntary Reporting Program, Version 2.1. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Wasteful, Inefficient, and Unnecessary Consumption of Energy 

Impact 5.4.1  The project would not use energy in a wasteful manner. The impact would be 
less than significant.  

Energy consumption associated with the project is summarized in Table 5.0-4, Project Energy 
Consumption. 
Energy consumption associated with the project is summarized in Table 5.0-4, Project Energy 
Consumption. 

TABLE 5.0-4 
PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

Energy Type Annual Energy Consumption Percentage Increase Countywide 

Electricity Consumption1 509,733 kilowatt-hours 0.03% 

Natural Gas Consumption1 28,377 therms  0.05% 

Automotive Fuel Consumption2 

Project Construction 9,415 gallons 0.04 % 

Project Operations 115,224 gallons 0.06% 

Sources:  
1. California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod v. 2016.3.1) 
2. California Air Resources Board, EMFAC2014 

The project would consume energy for interior and exterior lighting, heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC), refrigeration, electronics systems, appliances, and security systems, among 
other things. The project would be required to comply with Title 24 building energy efficiency 
standards, which establish minimum efficiency standards related to various building features, 
including appliances, water and space heating and cooling equipment, building insulation and 
roofing, and lighting. Implementation of the Title 24 standards significantly reduces energy 
usage. As depicted in Table 5.0-4, the project-related building energy would represent a 0.03 
percent increase in electricity consumption and a 0.05 percent increase in natural gas 
consumption over the current countywide usage. The project would adhere to all federal, state, 
and local requirements for energy efficiency, including the Title 24 standards. The project would 
not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy.  
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As indicated, the project’s fuel consumption during construction is estimated to be 9,415 gallons, 
which would increase fuel use in the county by 0.4 percent. No unusual project characteristics 
would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at 
comparable construction sites in the region or the state. Therefore, it is expected that 
construction fuel consumption associated with the project would not be any more inefficient, 
wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar development projects of this nature.  
As indicated in Table 5.0-4, project operation is estimated to consume approximately 115,224 
gallons of fuel per year, which would increase countywide automotive fuel consumption by 0.0 6 
percent. The amount of operational fuel use was estimated using the California Air Resources 
Board’s EMFAC2014 computer program, which provides projections for typical daily fuel usage in 
Monterey County. The project would not result in any unusual characteristics that would result in 
excessive long-term operational fuel consumption. Fuel consumption associated with vehicle 
trips generated by the project would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in 
comparison to other similar developments in the region. 
The project would not cause a substantial increase in demand or transmission service that would 
result in the need for new or expanded sources of energy supply or new or expanded energy 
delivery systems or infrastructure. This impact would continue to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Wasteful, Inefficient, and Unnecessary Consumption of Energy 

Impact 5.4.2  The project, combined with other related cumulative projects, would not 
develop land uses and patterns that cause wasteful, inefficient, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy or construct new or retrofitted buildings 
that would have excessive energy requirements for daily operation. The 
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Subsequent Project Impacts 

Quantifying and/or analyzing energy consumption by cumulative projects in the area would be 
speculative in nature, as the proposed land use types, intensities, and sizes of all projects are 
unknown at this time. However, each cumulative project would require separate discretionary 
approval and CEQA assessment, which would address potential energy consumption impacts 
and identify necessary mitigation measures, where appropriate.   
As noted in Impact 5.4.1, the project would not result in significant energy consumption impacts 
and would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary with regard to energy. Thus, 
the project’s contribution would continue to be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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7.1 DOCUMENTS REFERENCED IN EIR AND/OR INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE  

The following documents were used to support the preparation of this Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. Compliance with federal, state, and local laws is assumed in all projects. 
BOE (California Board of Equalization). 2016. Net Taxable Gasoline Sales. 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/sptaxprog/reports/mvf_10_year_report.pdf. 
Brandi, Richard. 2012. Phase I Report on Holman’s Garage.  
California Air Resources Board. 2014. EMFAC2014 Emissions Model. 
California American Water. 2012. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the Central Division – 
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Cal OES (California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services). 2016. Official Tsunami Inundation 
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Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2002a. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 

Impact Studies. 
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———. 2012. IS/EA Annotated Outline. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec4/ch31ea/chap31ea.htm. 

———. 2013a. Officially Designated State Scenic Highways. Accessed August 12, 2016. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/schwy.htm. 

———. 2016. Highway Design Manual. http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm.html. 
CGS (California Geological Survey). 2015. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning. Accessed July 

11, 2016. http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/pages/index.aspx.  
Clark, Joseph, William R. Dupré, and Lewis I. Rosenberg. 1997. Geologic Map of the Monterey 

and Seaside 7.5-Minute Quadrangles, Monterey County, California: A Digital Database. 
https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/1997/0030/report.pdf. 

Climate Registry. 2016. General Reporting Protocol for the Voluntary Reporting Program, Version 
2.1. 

DOC (California Department of Conservation). 2015. Division of Land Resource Protection, 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Monterey County Important Farmland 2012 
[map]. 

———. 2014. California Water Plan Update 2013. 
http://www.water.ca.gov/waterplan/cwpu2013/final/. 

ECDMS (California Energy Consumption Data Management System). 2017. Electricity and 
Natural Gas Consumption by County. http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/. 
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FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 
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Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region. 
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Pacific Grove, City of. 1994. City of Pacific Grove General Plan. 

http://www.ci.pg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=96. 
———. 2011. City of Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement.  
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RRM Design Group. 2015. Hotel Durell – Pacific Grove.  
TAMC (Transportation Agency for Monterey County). 2011. Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. 

Transportation Research Board. 2010. Highway Capacity Manual.  
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1.1  INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE 

This document contains an initial study, with supporting environmental studies, which concludes 

that a mitigated negative declaration is the appropriate California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) document for the Hotel Durell Project (proposed project). This Mitigated Negative 

Declaration has been prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. 

and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.  

An initial study is conducted by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a 

significant effect on the environment. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, an 

environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared if an initial study indicates that the proposed 

project under review may have a potentially significant impact on the environment that cannot 

be initially avoided or mitigated to a level that is less than significant. A negative declaration may 

be prepared if the lead agency also prepares a written statement describing the reasons why the 

proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, why it 

does not require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15371). According to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15070, a negative declaration shall be prepared for a project subject to CEQA 

when either: 

a) The initial study shows there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record 

before the agency, that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the 

environment, or 

b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 

1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant 

before the proposed negative declaration is released for public review would avoid 

the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would 

occur; and 

2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that 

the proposed project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. 

If revisions are adopted in the proposed project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15070(b), including the adoption of mitigation measures included in this document, a mitigated 

negative declaration can be prepared. 

1.2 LEAD AGENCY 

The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over a proposed project. Where 

two or more public agencies will be involved with a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15051 

provides criteria for identifying the lead agency. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powers, 

such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.” Based on the 

criteria above, the City of Pacific Grove (City) is the lead agency for the proposed project. 

1.3 PURPOSE AND DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 

The purpose of this Initial Study is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 

project. This document is divided into the following sections: 
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1.0 Introduction – This section provides an introduction and describes the purpose and 

organization of the document. 

2.0 Project Information – This section provides general information regarding the project, including 

the project title, lead agency and address, contact person, brief description of the project 

location, General Plan land use designation, and zoning district, identification of surrounding land 

uses, and identification of other public agencies whose review, approval, and/or permits may be 

required. Also listed in this section is a checklist of the environmental factors that are potentially 

affected by the project. 

3.0 Project Description – This section describes the proposed project in detail. 

4.0 Environmental Checklist – This section describes the environmental setting and overview for 

each of the environmental subject areas. It evaluates a range of impacts classified as “no 

impact,” “less than significant impact,” “less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated,” 

and “potentially significant impact” in response to the environmental checklist.  

5.0 References – This section lists documents, websites, people, and other sources consulted during 

the preparation of this Initial Study. 

1.4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Section 4.0, Environmental Checklist, is the analysis portion of this Initial Study. The section 

evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the project. Section 4.0 includes 18 

environmental issue subsections, including CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance. The 

environmental issue subsections, numbered 1 through 18, consist of the following: 

 1. Aesthetics    10. Land Use and Planning 

 2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 11. Mineral Resources  

 3. Air Quality    12. Noise  

 4. Biological Resources   13. Population and Housing  

 5. Cultural Resources   14. Public Services  

 6. Geology and Soils   15. Recreation  

 7.  Greenhouse Gases   16. Transportation/Traffic  

 8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 17. Utilities and Service Systems  

 9. Hydrology and Water Quality  18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Each environmental issue subsection is organized in the following manner: 

The Setting summarizes the existing conditions at the regional, subregional, and local levels, as 

appropriate, and identifies applicable plans and technical information for the particular issue 

area.   

The Discussion of Impacts provides a detailed discussion of each environmental issue checklist 

question. The level of significance for each topic is determined by considering the predicted 

magnitude of the impact. Four levels of impact significance are evaluated in this Initial Study: 
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No Impact: No project-related impact on the environment would occur with project 

development. 

Less Than Significant Impact: The impact would not result in a substantial adverse change in 

the environment. This impact level does not require mitigation measures. 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that may have a 

“substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 

the area affected by the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382). However, the 

incorporation of mitigation measures that are specified after analysis would reduce the 

project-related impact to a less than significant level.  

Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that is potentially significant but for which mitigation 

measures cannot be immediately suggested or the effectiveness of potential mitigation 

measures cannot be determined with certainty, because more in-depth analysis of the issue 

and potential impact is needed. In such cases, an EIR is required. 
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1. Project title: Hotel Durell  

2. Lead agency name and address: City of Pacific Grove 

  300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor 

  Pacific Grove, CA  94806 

3.  Contact person and phone number: Laurel O’Halloran, Associate Planner 

Community & Economic Development Department 

  (831) 648-3189 

4. Project location: The project site is located at 157 Grand Avenue on 

the northeast side of Pacific Grove, three blocks 

south of the Monterey Bay coastline. The project site 

is located at the intersection of Central Avenue, 

Fountain Avenue, and Grand Avenue, one block 

north of Lighthouse Avenue.  

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: Randy Russom 

  RRM Design Group 

  157 Grand Avenue 

  Pacific Grove, CA 93950  

6. General Plan designation: Commercial-Downtown (D) 

7. Zoning: Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District 

(C-1-T), Downtown Commercial (C-D) 

8. Project Description:  The Hotel Durell Project would construct a four level, 

125-room hotel. The project site is adjacent to the 

Holman Building. Guest rooms would range in size 

from 320 to 400 square feet. The site currently consists 

of a surface parking lot and a commercial building 

that contains retail and restaurant uses. The site 

would be graded and the buildings demolished prior 

to project construction. The hotel would include a 

swimming pool, soaking spa, landscaped courtyard 

area, meeting rooms, restaurant, central vending 

area on each floor of guest rooms, valet parking, 

lobby/reception/check-in and reservation desk, 

guest luggage storage, and exercise room/gym. 

Vehicle access would be from Grand Avenue and 

Fountain Avenue.  

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: The project site is separated from the Holman block 

by the existing parking lot. Other landmarks in the 

project vicinity include the Pacific Grove Museum of 

Natural History on the west side, Jewell Park to the 

northwest, and the Pacific Grove Public Library 

directly north. Commercial buildings are located on 

the south and east sides of the project site. North of 

the site are multiple-family residences.   
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10. Environmental factors potentially affected: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 

at least one impact that is a “potentially significant impact” as indicated by the checklist on the 

following pages. 

 Aesthetics   
Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources  
 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gases  
Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 
 

Hydrology and Water 

Quality  

 
Land Use and 

Planning 
 Mineral Resources   Noise  

 
Population and 

Housing 
 Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  
Utilities and Service 

Systems 
 

Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
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11. Determination: (To be completed by the lead agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 

project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 

an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 

“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 

effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 

legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 

analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 

required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 

adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 

standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 

upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

 

    

Signature    Date 

 

Mark Brodeur  City of Pacific Grove  

Printed Name  Lead Agency 

 

Director, Community & Economic Development  

Title 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 

January 2017 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

3.0-1 

3.1  PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located in the City of Pacific Grove, California (Figure 3.0-1). Pacific Grove is a 

coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula in Monterey County. The city was 

established in the late 1800s as a Methodist Retreat Center and incorporated in 1889. Pacific 

Grove is characterized by the historic downtown and residential neighborhoods and dramatic 

ocean views. The city covers 2.8 square miles and is bounded by Pebble Beach to the southwest, 

Monterey to the southeast, the Monterey Bay to the northeast, and the Pacific Ocean to the 

northwest. Pacific Grove is located approximately 15 miles to the southwest of Salinas and 50 miles 

to the southwest of San Jose. 

Pacific Grove currently has a population of 15,674, with a median household income of $50,254 

(Census 2015). The city is known for over 1,200 historic homes, with a large percentage of homes 

(25.9 percent) built before 1939. The city is mainly built out with little open space for future 

development. Most development in the city takes place on infill lots and in the form of 

redevelopment.  

The project site is located at 157 Grand Avenue, bounded by Central Avenue, Grand Avenue, 

and Fountain Avenue, as shown in Figure 3.0-2. The site is located on the northwest side of Pacific 

Grove, three blocks south of the Monterey Bay coast.  

3.2  EXISTING SETTING 

The project site is approximately 34,000 square feet and is currently occupied by a surface parking 

lot (APN 006-174-003) and a 17,650-square-foot commercial building (APN 006-173-001). The 

commercial building is occupied by retail and restaurant uses: a fabric store, an antique shop, 

and a Mexican restaurant.  

The existing parking lot provides 26 parking spaces. The main vehicle entrances are on Grand 

Avenue and Fountain Avenue. Parallel street parking is available on all sides of the project site. 

Pedestrian access is provided by two crosswalks, both stretching from the Pacific Grove Public 

Library to the project site across Central Avenue at Grand Avenue and Forest Avenue. The project 

site is flat and contains no natural vegetation or landscaping.  

The entire project area is designated as Commercial-Downtown (D) in the City of Pacific Grove 

General Plan (Pacific Grove 1994). The current zoning for the commercial lot is Light Commercial, 

Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T) and for the parking lot is Downtown Commercial (C-D) (Pacific 

Grove 2015).   

SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Commercial buildings are located on the south and east sides of the project site. Multiple-family 

residences are located north of the project site. The block directly to the north contains the City’s 

public library. The Holman Building is located directly east of the project site across the parking lot. 

The Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History is located west of the project site, while Jewell Park 

is located to the northwest adjacent to the library.  
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3.3  PROPOSED PROJECT  

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The project would construct a four-story, 125-room hotel adjacent. The ground floor would 

accommodate the onsite parking, the hotel lobby, a restaurant, kitchen, laundry and meeting 

room. The remaining three floors would accommodate hotel rooms, which would range in size 

from 320 to 400 square feet. The hotel would include a variety of amenities: swimming pool, soaking 

spa, landscaped courtyard area, meeting rooms, restaurant, central vending area on each floor of 

guest rooms, valet parking, lobby/reception/check-in and reservation desk, guest luggage storage, 

and exercise room/gym. The project would employ a total of 19 staff.  

The proposed project would be approximately 84,000 square feet, which would include hotel 

facilities, as well as parking, and outdoor common space. The building would cover approximately 

73 percent of the total site, which is below the allowable 75 percent. The project would decrease 

the amount of impermeable surface on the project site by approximately 27 percent. Table 3.0-1 

outlines the proposed project’s building specifications.  

TABLE 3.0-1 

HOTEL DURELL BUILDING SPECIFICATIONS 

Gross Building Area 

Hotel: 125 rooms 

Ground Floor – Common: 1,685 SF 

Ground Floor – Main: 2,230 SF 

Second Floor: 15,810 SF 

Third Floor: 22,341 SF  

Fourth Floor: 21,709 SF 

Total: 63,775 SF 

Restaurant Ground Level: 4,625 SF 

Parking 
Ground Level: 15,590 SF 

Dedicated Lot: 8,427 SF 

Unit Count 

Second Floor: 31 Rooms 

Third Floor: 48 Rooms 

Fourth Floor: 46 Rooms 

Total: 125 Rooms 

Lot Size Total: 33,875 SF 

Permeable Surfaces 

Pavers: 3,270 SF 

Landscape: 4,803 SF 

Deck: 585 SF 

Total: 8,658 SF 

Non-Permeable Surfaces 

Building Footprint: 24,130 SF 

Pool: 485 SF 

Spa: 142 SF 

Water Feature: 43 SF 

Landscape Wall: 417 SF 

Total: 25,217 SF 

Note: SF = square feet 
Source: Hotel Durell Architectural Drawings, 2015 (Appendix A) 
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FIGURE 3.0-1
Regional Location
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FIGURE 3.0-2
Project Location
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Project Site Layout and Architectural Design  

The hotel’s proposed main entrance would be located off Central Avenue, with an entry and exit 

driveway as shown in Figure 3.0-3. The hotel would be divided into two wings, with hotel buildings 

located along Fountain Avenue and Grand Avenue, separated by hotel amenities such as the 

lap pool, the spa, and the fire pit. Most of the proposed buildings’ footprint would be the same as 

the existing buildings, which would be demolished.  

As shown in Figure 3.0-4, the hotel’s entrance would have landscaping and pedestrian facilities. 

The proposed building elevations are shown in Figures 3.0-5a, b, and c. Along Grand Avenue, the 

buildings would stand at approximately 37 feet, with similar elevations along Central Avenue. . 

These elevations would be mirrored throughout the project site.  

The project would use architectural materials matching the surrounding buildings in color and 

style, as shown in Figure 3.0-6.  

Project Site Circulation 

The vehicle entrance would be located off Central Avenue, with the exit onto Fountain Avenue, 

as shown in Figure 3.0-3. Short-term arrival, departure, and luggage loading vehicle parking would 

accommodate up to six arriving/departing vehicles. The entrance driveway would be paved 

using pervious pavers.  

Project Site Parking  

The project would provide 97 parking spaces. Parking would only be available via valet 

operations, and there would be no self-parking available. The parking would include 55 parking 

spaces on the same parcel as the proposed hotel and 28 spaces off site, across Fountain Avenue. 

As shown in Figures 3.0-5a, b, and c the parking lot entrance for the on-site parking would be 

located on Fountain Avenue and would be gated. The parking along the alleyway would be 

located above ground and would also accommodate Holman Building users. The rest of the 

parking located on the project site would be constructed below the current grade.  

The location of the off-site parking, where cars would be parked by hotel valet services, is shown 

in Figure 3.0-7. The project would exceed the number of parking spaces required by the City, 

which would be 32 spaces (or one space per four rooms). The on-site parking spaces would be 

shared with the Holman Building, which will have 14 dedicated parking spaces.  

Project Emergency Access 

The proposed buildings would be separated from the existing Holman Building by an access 

driveway and parking area. The driveway would provide an emergency access route to the 

proposed hotel buildings. The emergency access lane would be approximately 24 feet wide. 

Emergency access would also be available directly from Grand Avenue, Fountain Avenue, and 

Central Avenue.  

Project Utilities  

The City of Pacific Grove would provide sewer collection, distribution, and treatment services via 

existing systems and facilities. Water services would be provided by California American Water 

(Cal Am). 

Item 8a

Page 732 of 1103



3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Hotel Durell City of Pacific Grove 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration January 2017 

3.0-8 

Emergency Services 

Emergency services would be provided by the Pacific Grove Police Department and the 

Monterey City Fire Department. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 12 to 18 months. Consistent with the 

City’s Noise Ordinance, construction would generally occur Monday through Friday and be 

limited to the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on 

Saturdays. No work would take place on Sundays or on federal, state, or local holidays.  

Construction activities would consist of demolition of the existing building, site preparation, 

including grading, removal of existing asphalt, and construction of new structures. The 

construction of the underground, one level, parking garage would require excavation and off 

hauling of materials. Building materials for the underground parking lot would be concrete or a 

type of non-combustible material.   

The project would remove 21,025 square feet of existing asphalt and would require extensive site 

preparation. Construction equipment would include heavy equipment such as a bulldozer, 

scrapers, backhoes, excavators, loaders, compactors, rollers, and a paving machine. The 

construction crew would vary in size and would be approximately 10 to 25 people.  

OPERATION 

The hotel would operate year round, with no shared ownership or residential uses. It would be 

geared toward visitors and would provide restaurant and bar uses on site. The restaurant would 

provide space for occasional social events. The hotel would not provide space for conferences as 

it does not include meeting rooms or other gathering spaces. As mentioned above, parking would 

be valet only and there would be no self-parking available.  

3.4  PROJECT APPROVALS 

As the lead agency, the City of Pacific Grove has the ultimate authority for project approval or 

denial. The Hotel Durell Project may require the following discretionary approvals and permits by 

the City for actions proposed as part of the project: 

 Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 Approval of the final Architectural Designs and landscape plans 

 Approval from the Planning Commission for a Use Permit 

 Grading and Building Permits 
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3.5  RELATIONSHIP OF PROJECT TO OTHER PLANS 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE GENERAL PLAN  

The City’s General Plan was adopted in 1994 and represents the City’s vision for guiding future 

conservation and development in Pacific Grove. The General Plan is organized in the following 

chapters: Land Use, Housing, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, Natural Resources, Historic and 

Archaeological Resources, Urban Structure and Design, Public Facilities, and Health and Safety. 

The project would be in compliance with General Plan goals of supporting growth in an organized 

manner. The site is not located within the City’s Coastal Zone and the proposed project uses are 

in compliance with the existing General Plan land use designation.  

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE ZONING CODE 

The Hotel Durell Project would be in compliance with the Municipal Code, including the Zoning 

Code. The project would be in compliance with existing regulations regarding site coverage, 

setbacks, height limitations, parking, and design. 

Both the General Plan and the Zoning Code have been incorporated by reference in this Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
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FIGURE 3.1-2
Visual Simulation

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: Michael Baker International, 2017
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FIGURE 3.0-4
Central Avenue Frontage 

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 

Not To Scale

HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF CENTRAL AVE. AND FOUNTAIN AVE.
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FIGURE 3.0-5A
Building Elevations

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 

Not To Scale

1. FOUNTAIN AVE. ELEVATION

2.  CENTRAL AVE. ELEVATION

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Signage
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line

1

2

7

8

7

3

5 1

62

6 5

8

4
4

64
’2

”

73
’6

”

9’
4”

BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’

Item 8a

Page 741 of 1103



Item 8a

Page 742 of 1103



FIGURE 3.0-5B
Building Elevations

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 
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FIGURE 3.0-5C
Building Elevations

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 
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FIGURE 3.0-6
Architectural Details 

T:\_CS\Work\Pacific Grove, City of\153941_Pacific Grove Hotel\Figures

Source: RRM Design Group 
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Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4.1 AESTHETICS. Would the project:  

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character 

or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 

that would adversely affect day or nighttime views 

in the area? 

    

SETTING 

Pacific Grove is a small coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula, bordered by 

Pebble Beach to the southwest, the City of Monterey to the southeast, the Monterey Bay to the 

northeast, and the Pacific Ocean to the northwest. Pacific Grove is characterized by its historic 

buildings, quaint neighborhoods, rugged coastline and dramatic ocean views. The City’s General 

Plan highlights the City’s goal to promote a “sense of place” in the community through 
enhancement of the existing urban landscape, including the preservation of the city’s historic 
buildings and attractive natural environment. 

There are two main vehicular entrances to the city: State Route 68 (Holman Highway) from the 

south and Central Avenue from the east. David Avenue, Prescott Lane, and Ocean View 

Boulevard are the other major entrances from Monterey. 

Per Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 8, Urban Structure and Design, the city is divided into 

seven areas. Each area is relatively homogenous geographically with three dominant factors: 

dominant landscape or seascape, topography, and predominant land use. The areas are as 

follows:  

 The Coastal Corridor: Approximately 4 linear miles of the coastal corridor extend west 

along Ocean View Boulevard from the city boundary near David Avenue to Point Pinos 

and continue south along Sunset Drive to the southern end of the Asilomar State Beach 

and Conference Grounds. 

 Forest Lands: Much of the area is located east of Asilomar Avenue and west of 17 Mile 

Drive. 

 Lawns and Golf Course: Confined primarily to the Municipal Golf Course, the cemetery, 

school playing fields, and a number of small parks including Jewell Park, Berwick Park, 

Caledonia Park, and Lovers Point Park. 

 Historic Downtown: Pacific Grove’s downtown is located along Lighthouse Avenue, 
between Cypress Avenue and 12th Street, and on Forest Avenue between Central and 

Pine avenues. 
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 Historic Residential: Although homes of historic value are found throughout the city, the 

majority are located near the historic commercial core. The historic residential area is 

generally bounded by Junipero Avenue, 1st Street, Ocean View Boulevard, Pacific 

Avenue, and Alder Street. 

The project site is located in the Historic Downtown area. It is currently developed with 

restaurant/retail use and parking. The Holman Building is located in the same block, just south of 

the project site. The Holman Building is currently undergoing construction and will be renovated 

into 25 luxury condo units and retail space by 2017 (Holman Building 2016). The Holman Building is 

located on the City of Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory and would maintain its status on 

the historic resources inventory post construction. Construction is currently ongoing on the Holman 

Building with a 2017 expected date of completion.  

The project site does not currently include any landscaping or trees. Casual views of the site are 

available to motorists on surrounding streets, while more permanent views are available to users 

of adjacent commercials and institutional buildings. The project site is surrounded by the Pacific 

Grove Museum of Natural History on the west side, Jewell Park on the northwest, and the Pacific 

Grove Public Library on north. Commercial buildings are located on the south and east sides of 

the site. Residential uses are located at the intersection of Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. 

Project site views from residential users are mostly interrupted by trees and vegetation located in 

Jewell Park. Residences located along Fountain Avenue do not have direct views of the project 

site, and are not located directly adjacent to the project area.  

The project site provides opportunities for ocean views from adjacent streets, with well-defined 

view corridors. Ocean views are not available from the existing commercial building located on 

the project site. However, because of its higher grade and height, ocean views are available from 

the Holman Building. Such views are considered private views and as such are not considered a 

resource under CEQA.  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. While not specifically defined by CEQA scenic vistas are 

typically defined as areas of natural beauty with features such as topography, 

watercourses, rock outcrops, and natural vegetation that contribute to the quality of the 

landscape. There are no clearly identifiable scenic vistas on the project site itself. Direct 

public ocean views are available from the streets adjacent to the project site. Private views 

of the ocean are available from the Holman Building. Such views would be protected to 

the greatest extent possible, and the impact on private views is not considered an impact 

under CEQA. The project would maintain existing view corridors along Grand and Fountain 

Avenues as it does not proposed any uses within the public right of way. Because the 

project would not impact public views of the ocean available from adjacent streets this 

impact would be less than significant.  

b) No Impact. According to the California Department of Transportation (2013a), Highway 1 

traveling south from Monterey along the coast and State Route (SR) 68 heading east of 

Monterey to the Salinas River are designated scenic highways. However, the two highways 

are not visible from the project site, as they begin at the interchange of Highway 1 and SR 

68 in the city of Monterey and are located approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the project 

site. Because there are no scenic highways in the project area, the project would have no 

impact. 

c) Less Than Significant  with Mitigation Incorporated Impact. The project site’s current visual 
character is that of a commercial parcel developed with retail, restaurant, and parking 
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lot use. The site layout is of low visual quality, and the site does not contain any unique 

architectural features or landscaping. The visual character of the surrounding project area 

is that of a well-maintained, built-up historic seaside downtown with turn of the century 

cottages and Victorian buildings. Although the project site is occupied by the Holman 

Garage, according to cultural resources evaluation, the garage does not maintain its 

historic integrity and thus is not considered a historic resources. As such, the existing 

structures on the project site do not add to the current visual character of the project area, 

as a built up area with historic structures.  

The project would demolish the existing buildings on the project site, construct a four-story 

hotel building, renovate the parking, and add landscaping. Project construction would 

take place over a period of 12 months and would include demolition of existing structures, 

site preparation and grading and construction of new building. Because of the density in 

the project area and the sensitive uses located adjacent to it, like the Pacific Grove Library 

and Museum of Natural History, the project would have a potentially significant impact on 

the project area’s visual character during construction. As such, Mitigation Measure MM 

AES-1 shall be required. With implementation of MM AES-1, which requires construction 

fencing be installed for the duration of project construction, project impacts during 

construction would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Site improvements would remove over 8,000 square feet of impervious surfaces and 

reduce the total site coverage by 25 percent. The project would be consistent with the 

City’s General Plan goals and is subject to the architectural review process, as outlined in 

Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.70.060. The architectural review process involves 

consideration of the project’s location and design, including color schemes and building 
materials, to ensure the project is visually harmonious with surrounding development, 

landforms, and vegetation (Pacific Grove 2015). 

The design of the new building would be consistent with the existing surrounding buildings. 

The materials and colors chosen for the project would be consistent with surrounding 

buildings (Appendix A, Sheet A.16). Because the project would undergo the City review 

process for congruency with the City’s design vision it would be consistent with the City’s 
development standards and aesthetic guidelines. By complying with said guidelines the 

project would incorporate into the current visual character of the area. The project would 

match in style the existing City of Pacific Grove Library and Museum of Natural History. 

Additionally, the project would provide coverage for the back of the Holman Building, thus 

adding to the aesthetic cohesiveness of the project area by masking an element that 

does not fit in with the overall aesthetic.  As such, the project would not damage the 

project area’s surrounding visual character and quality during operation and would have 

a less than significant impact. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site does not currently generate any significant 

source of nighttime light or glare. The light on the site is currently typical of small 

commercial development and parking lot–type lighting. As previously stated, the project 

would be subject to the City’s architectural review process, which would ensure the 
project’s consistency with the City’s design guidelines, as established in the City’s 
Municipal Code. Compliance with existing lighting standards would minimize lighting 

impacts on adjacent properties and would reduce potential effects on the night sky. 

Additionally, although the project would add new lighting in the project area it would be 

similar to current lighting on the site. Light emitted from the proposed project would blend 

in with the light emitted from the surrounding residences and street traffic from the four 

local streets surrounding the project site.  
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The project would introduce a new four story building to the project area and replace the 

existing one story building. This has the potential to introduce a new element of shadow in 

the project area. Prolonged periods of shade and shadow during the middle of the day 

can adversely affect parks and other public gathering areas, which would be considered 

a significant impact under CEQA. Shade and shadow effects are limited in the City of 

Pacific Grove because of building height limits enforced by the City. Under the current 

zoning the project’s maximum allowed height is 40 feet. The project’s proposed building 
would be 37 feet at its tallest point, therefore lower than the allowed height.    

The length and direction of shadows cast from buildings and other structures are a function 

of building height and sun angle. Sun angle is, in turn, a function of latitude, season, and 

time of day. In Pacific Grove, because of its latitude in the northern hemisphere, the sun 

casts shadows only on the north side of structures. Shadows move clockwise during the 

day, beginning in a northwesterly direction (as the sun rises in the southeast) and rotating 

to a northeasterly direction (as the sun sets in the southwest). The public space that would 

be most impacted by new shadow impacts located near the project area is Jewell Park. 

Users of other public facilities would not be impacts because uses of the city’s library and 
museum are mainly indoor. Jewell Park is located approximately 348 feet from the project 

site. The longest shadow a 37 foot building would cast would be approximately 74 feet 

during the Winter Solstice (suncalc.org). Because of the project’s location and the casting 
of shadow being limited the project would not impact public facilities located in the 

project area.   

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

AES -1  The project applicant shall install construction fencing during the project 

construction to provide an aesthetic shield to the adjacent uses. The fencing shall 

remain in place during demolition of existing building, site preparation activities 

and new building construction. The fencing shall not be necessary during the 

application of architectural coating stage of construction. The fencing shall be 

enhanced with public art as directed by the City.  
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4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural 

resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997), prepared by the California Department of 

Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the 

project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 

the California Resources Agency, to 

nonagricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 

or a Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to 

nonagricultural use?  

    

d) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public 

Resources Code Section 12220(g), timberland (as 

defined in Public Resources Code Section 4526), 

or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 

defined in Public Resources Code Section 

51104(g))?  

    

e) Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of 

forestland to non-forest use? 

    

SETTING 

According to the 2012 Important Farmland map for Monterey County (DOC 2014), the project site 

and all adjacent properties are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land. The project site does not 

contain any agricultural or forest land. 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a–e)  No Impact. The project site is not used for any type of agricultural or forestry use, nor is it 

zoned for agriculture or forestland. As such, the site is not subject to a Williamson Act 

contract. The project site does not meet the definition of forestland in Public Resources 

Code Section 12220(g) due to its location in an urbanized and developed area, which 

would preclude the management of forest resources. Therefore, the project would not 

conflict with existing zoning or convert forestland to non-forest use and would have no 

impact on agricultural resources.  

Item 8a

Page 757 of 1103



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Hotel Durell City of Pacific Grove 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  January 2017 

4.0-6 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.3 AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 

of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is in nonattainment under an applicable 

federal or state ambient air quality standard 

(including releasing emissions that exceed 

quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people? 

    

SETTING 

The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The NCCAB comprises a 

single air district, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD), which 

encompasses Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey counties.  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) No Impact. The MBUAPCD prepared the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and 

continues to prepare triennial updates (Triennial Plan Revision 2009–2011) to the AQMP to 

attain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the air basin. The AQMP and 

updates accommodate growth by projecting the growth in emissions based on different 

indicators. For example, population forecasts adopted by the Association of Monterey Bay 

Area Governments (AMBAG) are used to forecast population-related emissions. Through 

the planning process, emissions growth is offset by basin-wide controls on stationary, area, 

and transportation sources of air pollution.  

Projects that are not consistent with the AQMP have not been accommodated in the plan 

and would have a significant cumulative impact on regional air quality unless emissions 

are completely offset. The MBUAPCD developed a consistency determination process for 

local jurisdictions to identify whether proposed residential land uses are consistent with the 

AQMP (the air district considers new residential units to be the closest indicator to 

predicting population growth). Specifically, the MBUAPCD consistency determination 

process demonstrates whether the population associated with growth is considered in the 

AQMP, since AMBAG’s regional forecasts for population and dwelling units are embedded 
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in the emissions inventory projections used in the AQMP. Projects that are consistent with 

AMBAG’s regional forecasts have been accommodated in the AQMP and therefore are 
consistent with the plan.  

The project would not construct permanent residences and therefore would not have a 

direct impact on population growth. The project would potentially increase the number of 

jobs, which could affect population in the city if the employment demand requires 

employees from outside the city. However, the new jobs would likely include nontechnical 

service jobs. Thus, it is unlikely that the jobs created by the project would require personnel 

from outside the community. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on 

the AQMP. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would introduce additional construction, mobile, 

and stationary sources of emissions, which would adversely affect regional air quality. 

Short- and long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project were 

quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) land use emissions 

model (see Appendix B for model data outputs). These quantified emissions projections 

were then compared with the significance thresholds established in the MBUAPCD’s 
(2008b) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  

Short-Term Construction Emissions 

Construction-generated emissions are short term and of temporary duration, lasting only 

as long as construction activities occur, but have the potential to represent a significant 

air quality impact. Project construction would result in temporary emissions from site 

preparation and excavation, as well as from motor vehicle exhaust associated with 

construction equipment and the movement of equipment across unpaved surfaces, 

worker trips, etc. Emissions of airborne particulate matter are largely dependent on the 

amount of ground disturbance associated with site preparation activities. 

The MBUAPCD’s construction-related pollutant of concern is particulate matter smaller 

than 10 microns in diameter (PM10); the district’s threshold for PM10 is 82 pounds per day. 

The MBUAPCD establishes screening thresholds to determine whether construction 

activities could exceed this threshold. According to the air district, construction activities 

that involve minimal earth moving over an area of 8.1 acres or more could result in 

potentially significant temporary air quality impacts if not mitigated. Construction activities 

that require more extensive site preparation (e.g., grading and excavation) may result in 

significant unmitigated impacts if the area of disturbance exceeds 2.2 acres per day.  

The project would remove 21,025 square feet of existing asphalt and therefore would require 

extensive site preparation. The site is 0.97 acre including the dedicated parking lot (42,302 

square feet). Thus, project construction would require earth moving and ground disturbance 

over an area that is smaller than the 2.2-acre screening threshold.  

Construction activity would result in emissions but on a limited scale that would not 

adversely affect criteria pollutant concentrations. Since the area of disturbance would be 

limited, construction would not result in exceedance of MBUAPCD thresholds for PM10. 

Therefore, construction emissions would be less than significant.  
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Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Project-generated increases in emissions would be predominantly associated with motor 

vehicle use. To a lesser extent, area sources, such as the use of natural-gas-fired 

appliances and architectural coatings, would also contribute to overall increases in 

emissions. The project’s long-term operational emissions are summarized in Table 4.3-1. 

Projected operational emissions are compared to the existing baseline, which includes the 

current operation of 17,650 square feet of commercial uses. 

TABLE 4.3-1 

LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – UNMITIGATED POUNDS PER DAY 

Source 

Reactive 

Organic 

Gases 

(ROG) 

Nitrogen 

Oxide 

(NOX) 

Carbon 

Monoxide 

(CO) 

Sulfur 

Dioxide 

(SO2) 

Coarse  

Particulate 

Matter 

(PM10) 

Fine  

Particulate 

Matter 

(PM2.5) 

Proposed Project – Summer Emissions 

Proposed Project 5.35 6.77 28.44 0.05 3.14 0.94 

Existing Baseline 3.74 5.24 25.20 0.04 2.62 0.74 

Difference +1.61 +1.53 +3.24 +0.01 +0.52 +0.20 

Proposed Project – Winter Emissions 

Proposed Project 5.62 7.56 34.16 0.05 3.14 0.94 

Existing Baseline 4.03 5.94 31.46 0.03 2.62 0.74 

Difference +1.59 +1.62 +2.70 +0.02 +0.52 +0.20 

MBUAPCD Potentially 

Significant Impact Threshold 
137  137  550 150 82  None 

Exceed MBUAPCD Threshold? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. Refer to Appendix B for model data outputs.  

As shown in the table, the project’s net emissions would not exceed MBUAPCD thresholds. 
Therefore, the long-term operational air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. In accordance with the MBUAPCD’s (2008b) CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines, project emissions that are not consistent with the AQMP would have a 

cumulative regional air quality impact. As identified under Issue a) above, the project 

would be consistent with the regional air pollutant forecasts in the AQMP. In addition, as 

noted in Issue b) above, neither the project’s construction-related emissions nor its long-

term operational emissions (as mitigated) would exceed MBUAPCD significance 

thresholds. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project could create a significant hazard to surrounding 

residents and other sensitive receptors through exposure to substantial pollutant 

concentrations such as particulate matter during construction activities and/or other toxic 

air contaminants (TACs). 

Construction TACs  

The project site is located adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Sources of construction-

related air toxics potentially affecting the sensitive receptors include off-road diesel-
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powered equipment. Construction would result in the generation of diesel particulate 

matter (diesel PM) emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment required for grading 

and excavation, paving, and other construction activities.  

The use of diesel-powered construction equipment would be temporary and episodic and 

would occur over several locations isolated from one another. The duration of exposure 

would be short and exhaust from construction equipment dissipates rapidly. Additionally, 

construction activities would occur in an area of less than 1 acre. Construction projects 

contained in a site of such size are generally considered by the California Air Resources 

Board to represent less than significant health risk impacts due to (1) limitations on the off-

road diesel equipment able to operate and thus a reduced amount of generated diesel 

PM, (2) the reduced amount of dust-generating ground disturbance possible compared 

to larger construction sites, and (3) the reduced duration of construction activities 

compared to the development of larger sites. Additionally, construction would be subject 

to and would comply with California regulations limiting the idling of vehicles to no more 

than 5 minutes, which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptors’ exposure to 
temporary and variable diesel PM emissions.   

For these reasons, diesel PM generated by construction activities, in and of itself, would not 

be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial amounts of air toxics.  

Operational TACs 

The project would not result in the development of any sources of TACs. Furthermore, no 

major existing sources of TACs would affect sensitive receptors identified in the project 

vicinity (CHAPIS 2015).  

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 

Typically, substantial pollutant concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) are associated 

with mobile sources (e.g., vehicle idling time). Localized concentrations of CO are 

associated with congested roadways or signalized intersections operating at poor levels 

of service (LOS E or lower). High concentrations of CO may negatively affect local sensitive 

receptors (e.g., residents). Surrounding the project site are sensitive receptors consisting of 

existing residential uses and an existing network of roadways with vehicle traffic controlled 

by stop signs. As stated in subsection 4.16, Transportation/Traffic, the project would not 

create any significant impacts at any of the study intersections under existing plus project 

conditions. Therefore, project operation would not result in CO hot-spot impacts on 

sensitive receptors, and impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction would use a variety of gasoline- or diesel-

powered equipment that would emit exhaust fumes. While exhaust fumes, particularly 

diesel exhaust, may be considered objectionable by some people, construction-

generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout the workday and would 

dissipate rapidly within increasing distance from the source. In terms of operational odor 

impacts, the proposed project is not considered to be an emissions source that would 

result in objectionable odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures  

None required.  
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-

status species in local or regional plans, policies, 

or regulations, or by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited 

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal wetlands, etc.), 

through direct removal, filling, hydrological 

interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 

conservation plan, natural community 

conservation plan, or other approved local, 

regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

 

SETTING 

Pacific Grove is located in the Central California Coast ecological section of the California 

Coastal Chaparral Forest and Shrub ecological province (USFS 2007). The climate is modified 

greatly by marine influences. The regional landscape around the city consists of parallel ranges 

and valleys associated with the southern Coast Ranges of California with elevations ranging from 

sea level to 3,800 feet (1,160 meters) above mean sea level (USFS 2007). Rock formations are 

derived from a mix of marine and nonmarine sedimentary rocks and alluvial deposits as well as 

granitic and ultramafic rocks. Common natural communities in the region include oak woodland, 

grassland, chaparral, and coniferous forest (USFS 2007). Saltwater marshes occur along the coast, 

and numerous slow- and fast-moving streams are found in the region. The Central California Coast 
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section is subdivided into 12 subsections, including the North Coastal Santa Lucia Range 

subsection. 

Pacific Grove is located in the North Coastal Santa Lucia Range ecological subsection, 

comprising the northern part of the Santa Lucia Range, specifically on the coastal side of the 

range between the Salinas Valley and the Pacific Ocean. Soils are predominantly well drained. 

Natural vegetation communities include a mix of coniferous forest, oak woodland, chaparral, and 

grassland. The climate is hot to temperate and subhumid to humid, characterized by mean 

annual temperatures between 50° and 58° Fahrenheit and 16–60 inches of precipitation annually 

that falls as rain. Runoff is rapid, and many streams are generally dry during summer. 

As described in the Chapter 6, Natural Resources, of the Pacific Grove General Plan, the city 

contains numerous endangered, special-status, and protected species. The General Plan 

contains several policies to protect endangered species as well as goals to protect the city’s 
biological resources and diversity. Additionally, the City’s (2016) Local Coastal Program Land Use 

Plan includes an area designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESHA).  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the results of 

database queries and historic records, as well as known regional occurrences, special-

status bats, including the Townsend’s big-eared bat, are the only species with the potential 

to occur on the project site. Given the site’s heavily disturbed and developed nature, no 

special-status plants or other special-status animals have the potential to occur on the 

project site.  

The project site provides suitable roosting habitat for special-status bats in the form of 

existing structures. The project has the potential to adversely impact bats, including direct 

mortalities due to building removal. In addition, indirect impacts such as loss/modification 

of suitable roosting and foraging habitat may occur as a result of project construction. 

Therefore, mitigation measure MM BIO-1 would be required. Its implementation would 

reduce impacts on special-status bats to a less than significant level.  

b, c) No Impact. Sensitive habitats include (a) areas of special concern to resource agencies; 

(b) areas protected under CEQA; (c) areas designated as sensitive natural communities 

by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); (d) areas outlined in Section 1600 

of the California Fish and Game Code; (e) areas regulated under Section 404 of the 

federal Clean Water Act; and (f) areas protected under local regulations and policies.  

No sensitive natural communities, wetlands, or other jurisdictional waters occur on-site. The 

project site is in a developed commercial area. Thus, no sensitive natural communities or 

federally protected waters occur within the site, and no impact would occur as a result of 

the project. 

d) No Impact. Wildlife corridors refer to established migration routes commonly used by 

resident and migratory species for passage from one geographic location to another. 

Movement corridors may provide favorable locations for wildlife to travel between 

different habitat areas, such as foraging sites, breeding sites, cover areas, and preferred 

summer and winter range locations. They may also function as dispersal corridors allowing 

animals to move between various locations within their range. No wildlife corridors occur 

on or near the project site; thus, the project would have no impact.   
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e) No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with City of Pacific Grove Municipal 

Code Section 11.48 and Chapter 12. These provisions of the code require permits, seasonal 

restrictions, and mitigation for protected trees, and include additional measures for trees 

within 100 yards of a designated monarch butterfly sanctuary. The project site is not 

located within 100 yards of a monarch butterfly sanctuary and would not remove any 

trees. Therefore, the project would have no impact.  

f) No Impact. No adopted or proposed habitat conservation plans, natural community 

conservation plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans 

are applicable to the proposed project. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

MM BIO-1 A qualified biologist shall perform a bat survey between March 1 and July 31 prior 

to the removal of any structures. If the survey does not identify the presence or 

evidence of occupied roosts, no additional mitigation measures are required. 

If non-breeding roosts occupied by special-status bat species are documented 

within disturbance areas, a qualified biologist shall safely flush the bats from the 

sites where roosting habitat will be removed prior to May and prior to the onset of 

disturbance activities. The removal of the roosting sites shall occur during the time 

of day when the roost is unoccupied. 

If a maternity colony is detected, a qualified biologist shall establish a 100-foot no-

activity setback around the roost site which will remain in place until it has been 

determined by a qualified biologist that the nursery is no longer active. Removal of 

maternity roosts shall be restricted to between March 1 and April 15 or between 

August 15 and October 15 to avoid interfering with an active nursery. 
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4.5 CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined 

in Section 15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

d) Would the project cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource as defined in Public Resources Code 

Section 21074? 

    

This section provides definitions for Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources.  

Cultural resources include archaeological and built environment resources. Definitions provided 

in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and adopted by the California Office 

of Historic Preservation (OHP) are provided below.  

Archaeological resources are defined as sites in the National Register and by OHP. These 

resources are subsurface human cultural remains that are over 50 years old. 

Archaeological resources in the region are generally divided into two temporal 

categories: prehistoric (12,000 years ago – 1541) and historic-period (1542 – 50 years ago). 

Site: A site is the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation 

or activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where 

the location itself possesses historic, cultural, or archaeological value regardless of 

the value of any existing structure.  

Built Environment resources are defined as buildings, structures, objects, and districts in the 

National Register and by OHP.  

Buildings: A building, such as a house, barn, church, hotel, or similar construction, 

is created principally to shelter any form of human activity. "Building" may also be 

used to refer to a historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse 

and jail or a house and barn. 

Structures: “Structure” means a functional construction made for purposes other 
than creating human shelter. Examples include bridges, tunnels, roadways, 

windmills, and railroad grades. 

Objects: The term "object" is used to distinguish from buildings and structures those 

constructions that are primarily artistic in nature or are relatively small in scale and 

simply constructed. Although it may be, by nature or design, movable, an object 

is associated with a specific setting or environment. 
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Districts: A district possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of 

sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or 

physical development. 

Historical resource: As described in CEQA, historical resources include buildings, sites, 

structures, objects, or districts, each of which may have historical, prehistoric, architectural, 

archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance and are eligible for listing or are listed in 

the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) or a local register of 

historical resources. The California Register includes resources listed in, or formally 

determined eligible for listing in, the National Register, as well as some California State 

Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. If a project would impact a historical resource, 

the project would impact the environment.  

Tribal Cultural Resources are defined within CEQA as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, 

sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, which may 

include non-unique archeological resources. If a project would impact a Tribal Cultural Resource, 

the project would impact the environment. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Michael Baker International conducted a records search at the Northwest Information Center 

(NWIC). No previously identified cultural resources are within the project area; however, there are 

several previously identified archaeological resources adjacent to the project area and there are 

built environment resources within and adjacent to the project area. While a built environment 

resource is present within the project area, it has been evaluated for inclusion in the Pacific Grove 

Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the National Register 

of Historic Places and was not recommended eligible for inclusion. The project area is highly 

sensitive for the occurrence of prehistoric and historic period archaeological resources and Tribal 

Cultural Resources. These resources are described below and the locations and descriptions of 

archaeological resources are confidential and are not presented here.  

BUILT ENVIRONMENT RESOURCES 

Pacific Grove was originally established as a religious retreat. Attendees of the 1872 California 

Annual Conference of the Methodist Church formally started discussing establishing a West Coast 

campground and in 1874, a committee was created to investigate the formation of a retreat on 

the West Coast. Subsequently, on June 15, 1875, the Methodist Episcopal Church filed articles of 

incorporation for the Pacific Grove Retreat Association. In July 1875, a survey map of the Pacific 

Grove Retreat was filed with the Monterey County Recorder’s Office (Pacific Grove 2011).  

The City of Pacific Grove maintains a Historic Resources Inventory listing landmarks, streets, and 

individual structures of local importance. A number of buildings in Pacific Grove are listed in the 

National Register of Historic Places and are historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Because of 

Pacific Grove’s rich history and preservation efforts, the City’s inventory contains an extensive list 
of individual resources.  

The City’s General Plan identifies several areas in the city as containing historical resources and 

historic-period resources. The Historic Downtown is located along Lighthouse Avenue, between 

Cypress Avenue and 12th Street, and on Forest Avenue between Central and Pine avenues. In 

addition, the Historic Residential area contains structures built during the late 1800s and early 

1900s. The Historic Residential area is generally bounded by Junipero Avenue, 1st Street, Ocean 

View Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and Alder Street (Pacific Grove 1994).  
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The City of Pacific Grove adopted a Historic Context Statement in 2011, which looked at the history 

of the city, its historical resources and historic-period resources, and the delineation of its 

neighborhoods. The document describes the city in terms of four periods of development: 

 Development of the Retreat (1873–1902) 

 PG Comes of Age (1903–1926) 

 City of Homes (1927–1945) 

 Expanding into the Hills (1946–1966) 

Built Environment Evaluation and Built Environment History of the Project Site 

Brandi 2012, recommends the building on site (Holman’s Garage at 156-162 Fountain Avenue 

(APN 006-173-001-000) is not eligible for inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory 

(City concurred on October 21, 2015), the California Register of Historical Resources, or the 

National Register of Historic Places (Appendix C).  

The building on site was constructed around 1919 or 1921, as part of the trend to capitalize on the 

rise of the automobile. Throughout the years the building underwent several changes and it was 

used as a garage, a warehouse for Holman Department Store as well as Ford Department Store. 

In the late 1980s, the Grand Avenue side of the building was altered when it was subdivided into 

a series of professional offices and shops. During this alteration, the Grand Avenue façade was 

changed with the insertion of a new personnel entrance in the middle of the façade. The 

automobile door, loading dock, and existing personnel entrances were removed and replaced 

with new windows. The building largely maintains its form from 1980s, with multiple commercial 

uses with separate entrances.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Based on information provided by the NWIC, there are no known archaeological resources within 

the project area; however, there are several previously identified archaeological resources 

adjacent to the project area and along the shoreline. The archaeological sensitivity of the project 

area is high for the occurrence of prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources.  

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

To date, the OCEN have not identified Tribal Cultural Resources (as defined in Public Resources 

Code Section 21074) within or adjacent to the project area.  The Tribal Cultural Resource sensitivity 

of the project area is high for the occurrence of Tribal Cultural Resources. 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

The Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN) requested consultation with the City in 

accordance with Assembly Bill 52 (Appendix C). A summary of AB 52 consultation is provided 

below:  

AB 52 CONSULTATION LOG 

On August 24, 2016 the City sent a letter OCEN stating that the City is requesting the initiation of 

AB 52 consultation on the Environmental Documentation for the Pacific Grove Hotel Project 
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On August 26, 2016 the City received a letter from OCEN requesting a consultation for this 

proposed project. On October 4, 2016, Louise Ramirez of the OCEN, Laurel O'Halloran, Associate 

Planner and Anastzia Aziz, Senior Planner of the City, Florentina Craciun and Nichole Jordan Davis 

of Michael Baker International met to discuss the project and OCEN concerns. OCEN did not 

identify Tribal Cultural Resources or archaeological resources within the project area but 

described the project area as sensitive for the occurrence of prehistoric archaeological materials. 

They City requested that prior to including additional mitigation measures the OCEN 

representative confirm the presence of tribal resources on the site. This request was made on 

September 39, 2016. A response was not received within 30 days and the City considers Tribal 

consultation concluded.   

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The architectural resource on the project site was evaluated 

for inclusion in the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of 

Historical Resources, and the National Register of Historic Places. The report (Appendix C) 

concluded that the building lacks historical integrity, due to cosmetic and structural 

changes, to meet the minimum eligibility standards established by the 2011 Historic 

Context Statement for Pacific Grove, and integrity standards of the California Register and 

National Register. Because the building is not recommended for inclusion in the Pacific 

Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the 

National Register of Historic Places, it is not a historical resource for purposes of CEQA.  

The project site is located adjacent to the Holman Building, which is listed on the City’s 
Historic Resources Inventory. The project site is behind the Holman Building, and the 

Holman’s historic façade is not visible from the project site. Although the project would 
introduce a new element in the Holman Building’s visual reach, this change would not 
impact the Holman Building’s eligibility, as it would not change the building’s façade or 
any of its historic elements. The environment around the Holman building has changed 

over time as buildings have been updated  

Additionally, the Holman Building is undergoing updates and being transformed into a 

condo building, thus changing the visual character of the building itself. Because the 

project would not impact historical resources in the project area, the project would have 

a less than significant impact on historical resources.  

b, c) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Project construction would 

involve ground-disturbing activities that could result in unanticipated or accidental 

discovery of archaeological resources, Tribal Cultural Resources. This would be a significant 

impact, and implementation of mitigation measures MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 would be 

required. With implementation of these mitigation measures, project impacts would be less 

than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known Tribal 

Cultural Resources (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074) within the project 

area. However, should Tribal Cultural Resources be identified within the project area during 

construction monitoring, mitigation measures MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2 and MM CUL-3 would 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measures 

MM CUL-1  Treatment of previously unidentified archaeological deposits. During project 

construction, if any archaeological or paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are 

found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all work within 25 feet 

of the discovery and immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove Planning Division. 

The project applicant and/or its contractor shall retain a qualified archaeologist or 

paleontologist to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate mitigation 

measures for the inadvertently discovered archaeological or paleontological 

resources. The City and the project applicant shall consider the mitigation 

recommendations and agree on implementation of the measure(s) that are 

feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, preservation in 

place, excavation, documentation, curation, or other appropriate measures. 

MM CUL-2 Treatment of previously unidentified human remains. During project construction, if 

human remains are discovered, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall 

cease all work within 25 feet of the find and notify the City of Pacific Grove Planning 

Division and the county coroner, per California Health and Safety Code Section 

7050.5. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall 

notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours. 

MM CUL-3  Treatment of previously unidentified Tribal Cultural Resources. If any Tribal Cultural 

Resources are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all 

work within 25 feet of the discovery and immediately notify the City of Pacific 

Grove Planning Division. An OCEN certified Native American monitor will evaluate 

the finds and recommend appropriate mitigation measures for the inadvertently 

discovered Tribal Cultural resource. The City and the project applicant shall 

consider the mitigation recommendations and agree on implementation of the 

measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include 

avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, or other 

appropriate measures. 
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death, involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 

State Geologist for the area or based on other 

substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 

to Division of Mines and Geology Special 

Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the project, and potentially result in on- 

or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?  

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 

18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 

disposal systems where sewers are not available 

for the disposal of wastewater? 

    

SETTING 

REGIONAL AND SITE GEOLOGY 

With the notable exception of rock outcrops, soils in Pacific Grove are all sand or sandy loam. The 

permeability of the soil varies, as does the runoff rate. Erosion hazard is high along the coastline’s 
rock outcroppings. Beach and sand dune areas are particularly susceptible to disturbance. The 

trampling of dune vegetation causes blowouts, in which the destabilized sand is carried away by 

the wind. Soil hazards to development are discussed in General Plan Chapter 10, Health and 

Safety, Sections 10.1 and 10.2 (Pacific Grove 1994). 
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SITE TOPOGRAPHY 

The project site has an elevation of approximately 150 feet above mean sea level, and it slopes 

towards the ocean, with the highest point being the Holman building on the project site’s north 
end.  

SEISMICITY 

Monterey County is situated in a seismically active area with a number of faults traversing the 

county near the Monterey Peninsula. The region has historically experienced strong ground 

shaking from large earthquakes and will continue to do so in the future. In addition, permanent 

ground displacement, liquefaction, land sliding, lurching, and other types of ground movement 

can occur as a result of an earthquake.  

The San Andreas Fault runs approximately 28 miles east of Pacific Grove and is the predominant 

fault system in California, responsible for generating some of the largest and most destructive 

earthquakes in history. There are two other active fault zones affecting Pacific Grove: the 

Monterey Bay and the Palo Colorado-San Gregorio. The Monterey Bay Fault Zone is situated 

offshore in the northern and southern areas of Monterey Bay, while the Palo Colorado-San 

Gregorio Fault Zone is a northwest-trending zone located 6 miles west and south of the city (Pacific 

Grove 1994).  

The San Andreas, Monterey Bay, and Palo Colorado-San Gregorio faults have been determined 

by the US Geological Survey to be capable of producing earthquake magnitudes between 6.5 

and 8.5 on the Richter Scale, with the Monterey Bay Fault the weakest of the three and the San 

Andreas Fault the most threatening. In addition to these three active fault zones, there are another 

15 potentially active faults in Monterey County. Because of the city’s proximity to active fault zones 

such as the San Andreas Fault, the City adopted a Seismic Hazards Identification Program as part 

of its building and construction standards, outlined in Chapter 18.40 of the Municipal Code. The 

program’s purpose is to identify buildings in the city that exhibit structural deficiencies and to 

evaluate their potential threat to public safety in the event of a strong ground-shaking event. 

Enforcement of this program minimizes the risks related to earthquakes and seismic activity.  

While exposed to seismic hazards, Pacific Grove is situated in a relatively stable area of granitic 

bedrock and has historically sustained little damage from ground shaking and seismic events 

(Pacific Grove 1994). The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone 

(known as Special Studies Zones prior to January 1, 1994) per the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zone map (CGS 2015). Additionally, the project would comply with General Plan Chapter 10, 

Section 10.2, Goal 1 and its associated policies and programs.  

SOILS AND SOIL EROSION 

Project Site Soils 

According to the US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS 

2016), project site soils are entirely classified as Baywood sand, with 2 to 15 percent slopes. The 

soils are classified as well draining with very low runoff potential.  

Expansive Soils 

Expansive soils possess a “shrink-swell” characteristic. Project site soils have a low shrink-swell 

potential with a linear extensibility percent of 1.5 percent (NRCS 2016). 
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Soil Erosion 

Soil erosion is a process whereby soil materials are worn away and transported to another area by 

either wind or water. Rates of erosion can vary depending on the soil material and structure, 

placement, and human activity.  

Soil erosion potential or susceptibility is partially defined by a soil’s “K factor,” which is an indication 

of a soil’s inherent susceptibility to erosion, without accounting for slope and groundcover factors. 

Values of K range from 0.02 to 0.69. The higher the value, the more susceptible the soil is to sheet 

erosion by water. Project site soils have a very low erosion potential with a K factor or 0.02 (NRCS 

2016). 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a)  The project would not result in an increased risk of landslides, earthquakes, erosion, or 

liquefaction.  

i. Less Than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the project is not within an 

earthquake fault zone and therefore would not be subject to fault rupture. The project 

is also not in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS 2015). The project would be 

consistent with the City’s building, zoning, and safety codes and with the California 

Building Code (CBC) seismic design force standards. Therefore, this impact would be 

less than significant.  

ii. Less Than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the project is located in a 

seismically active zone. The project would be subject to the CBC seismic design force 

standards for the Monterey County area, per Chapter 18.04 of the Pacific Grove 

Municipal Code. Compliance with these standards would ensure that the structures 

and associated improvements are designed and constructed to withstand expected 

seismic activity and associated potential hazards, including strong seismic ground 

shaking and seismic-induced ground failure (i.e., liquefaction, lateral spreading, 

landslide, subsidence, and collapse), thereby minimizing risk to the public and 

property. The project impact would be less than significant. 

iii. Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue a.ii). 

iv. Less Than Significant Impact. As shown in the Geologic Map of Monterey County 7.5-

Minute Quadrangles, the project site is flat and located on the Baywood sand soil type 

(Clark 1997). The Baywood series consists of deep, well-drained soils that formed in old 

sand dunes near the coast. Exposure to landslides, ground failure, and liquefaction 

would be minimal. This impact would be less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would demolish the existing building 

and construct a four-story building, replace parking areas, and add landscaping. All 

construction activities would be subject to the standards of California Building Code 

Chapter 70, which include implementation of appropriate measures during any grading 

activities to reduce soil erosion. The project would not include significant earthwork or soil 

disturbance. In addition, project site soils have low erosion potential (NRCS 2016). The 

project would comply with all conditions outlined in the City of Pacific Grove’s General 
Plan regarding grading and any City permits required, which would minimize soil loss. The 

project area would be revegetated and developed to prevent future soil loss. The project 
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would not expose the site to wind or water erosion, and the impact would be less than 

significant.  

c)  Less Than Significant Impact. Based on regional soils data from the NRCS (2016), project 

site soils are classified as Baywood sand. According to the City’s General Plan, the 

potential for liquefaction exists primarily in beach and sand dune areas and infill areas 

close to the shoreline. This potential is greatest in the Spanish Bay and Asilomar areas, 

approximately 1.5 miles west of the project site (Pacific Grove 1994). Project site soils have 

a low shrink-swell potential (Pacific Grove 1994). Thus, risks associated with landslide, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and collapse are low. Project impacts would be less 

than significant.   

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Based on NRCS (2016) regional soils data, project site soils are 

classified as Baywood sand. These soils are not expansive and have a low shrink-swell 

potential. Thus, risks associated with expansive soils are low. Impacts would be less than 

significant.  

e) No Impact. The project does not include any septic tanks or alternative wastewater 

disposal systems. The project would be connected to the City’s existing sewer system. 

Therefore, the project would have no impact.  

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GASES. Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of greenhouse gasses? 

    

SETTING 

Greenhouse gases (GHG) are released as byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, 

energy use, land-use changes, and other human activities. This release of gases, such as carbon 

dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O), and chlorofluorocarbons, creates a 

blanket around the earth that allows light to pass through but traps heat at the surface preventing 

its escape into space. CO2, CH4, and N2O are described below: 

 CO2 is released to the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), 

and wood and wood products are burned. 

 CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane 

emissions also result from the decomposition of organic waste in solid waste landfills, and 

the raising of livestock. 

 N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during combustion of 

solid waste and fossil fuels. 

Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or 

persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. CH4 traps over 25 times more heat per 

molecule than CO2, and N2O absorbs 298 times more heat per molecule than CO2. Often, 

estimates of GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which weight 

each gas by its global warming potential (GWP). Expressing GHG emissions in carbon dioxide 

equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and converts 

them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted. 

The adoption of legislation such as Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the State’s Global Warming Solutions 
Act, Senate Bill 97, Senate Bill 350, and CEQA guidelines for analysis of GHG has provided a clear 

mandate that climate change must be included in an environmental review for a project subject 

to CEQA. 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Project GHG emissions would occur over the short term from 

construction activities, consisting primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust. There 

would also be long-term regional emissions associated with project-related new vehicular 

trips and indirect source emissions, such as electricity usage for lighting.  
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Thresholds of significance illustrate the extent of an impact and are a basis from which to 

determine the appropriate definition of “negligible” GHG emissions. Significance 

thresholds for GHG emissions resulting from land use development projects have not been 

established in Monterey County. In the absence of any GHG emissions significance 

thresholds, the projected emissions are compared to the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution 

Control District (SLOAPCD) recommended threshold of 1,150 metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent (CO2e) annually. While significance thresholds used in San Luis Obispo County 

are not binding on the City of Pacific Grove, they are instructive for comparison purposes. 

In accordance with the SLOAPCD threshold determination, projected GHGs from site 

preparation (i.e., vegetation removal, grubbing) and construction activities have been 

quantified and amortized over the life of the project (30 years). The amortized site 

preparation and construction emissions are added to the annual average operational 

emissions. The project operational GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project are 

identified in Table 4.7-1. Projected operational emissions are compared to the existing 

baseline, which includes the current operation of 17,650 square feet of commercial uses. 

The project would not exceed any threshold therefore, the impact would be less than 

significant.  
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TABLE 4.7-1 

UNMITIGATED PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – PROJECT OPERATION (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emissions Source CO2e 

Proposed Project 

Construction & Vegetation Removal Amortized over 30 Years 14 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 0 

Energy 383 

Mobile 643 

Waste 34 

Water 12 

Total 1,086 

Existing Baseline 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 0 

Energy 68 

Mobile 554 

Waste 8 

Water 5 

Total 635 

Difference 

Construction & Vegetation Removal Amortized over 30 Years +14 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) -- 

Energy +315 

Mobile +89 

Waste +26 

Water +7 

Total +451 

Potentially Significant Impact Threshold 1,150 

Exceed Threshold? No 

Source: CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. Refer to Appendix B for model data outputs.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. California has adopted several policies and regulations for 

the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. On December 11, 2008, the California Air 

Resources Board adopted the AB 32 Scoping Plan to achieve the goals of AB 32. The 

Scoping Plan establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to 

reduce California’s GHG emissions. The project is subject to compliance with AB 32, which 

is designed to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. As identified above, 

the project-generated GHG emissions would not surpass GHG significance thresholds, 

which were prepared with the purpose of complying with the requirements of and achieving 

the goals of AB 32. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the state goals listed in AB 

32 or in any preceding state policies adopted to reduce GHG emissions.  
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The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG emissions and therefore represents a less 

than significant impact.  

Mitigation Measures  

None required. 

  

Item 8a

Page 778 of 1103



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  

January 2017 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

4.0-27 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 

and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 

school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 

result, would it create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan area or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or a 

public use airport, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the 

project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 

with, an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to 

urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wildlands?  

    

SETTING 

Both the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the US Department of Transportation 

(DOT) regulate the transport of hazardous waste and materials, including transport via highway. 

The EPA administers permitting, tracking, reporting, and operations requirements established by 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The DOT regulates the transportation of hazardous 

materials through implementation of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act. This act 

administers container design and labeling, and driver training requirements. These established 

regulations are intended to track and manage the safe interstate transportation of hazardous 
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materials and waste. Additionally, state and local agencies enforce the application of these acts 

and provide coordination of safety and mitigation responses in the case that accidents involving 

hazardous materials occur. 

HAZARDOUS SITES 

A search of the EnviroStor database, maintained by the California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control, and the GeoTracker database, maintained by the State Water Resources 

Control Board, revealed eight sites, including one active site within half a mile of the project site, 

as shown in Table 4.8-1. 

TABLE 4.8-1 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES LOCATED WITHIN A HALF MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE 

Site Name Global ID Type Status Address 

Cypress Cleaners T0605300093 LUST Completed – Case Closed 230 Grand Ave 

Grove Laundry T0605300309 Cleanup Program Open – Remediation 472 Lighthouse Ave 

Pacific Grove Apts. T0605358497 Cleanup Program Completed – Case Closed 1012 Pacific Grove Lane 

Pacific Grove Fire 

Department 
T0605300358 LUST Completed – Case Closed 600 Pine Ave 

Pacific Grove Naval 

Reserve Center  
T0605349361 Military Site Completed – Case Closed 98 Asilomar Ave 

Shell T0605399981 LUST Completed – Case Closed 687 Lighthouse Ave 

The General Store T0605300025 LUST Completed – Case Closed 617 Lighthouse Ave 

Unocal Service 

Station #3342 
T0605300296 LUST Completed – Case Closed 650 Lighthouse Ave 

Source: SWRCB 2016; DTSC 2016 

Grove Laundry 

The Grove Laundry hazardous materials site is located 0.2 mile southeast of the project site. Grove 

Laundry has been re-opened for remediation since July 2007. In 1989, ten cubic yards of 

contaminated soil were removed from the site, but more removal work was required. Heating oil, 

fuel oil, and petroleum are contaminants of concern. Indoor air, groundwater, soil, and surface 

water are potential concerns. Contamination to the Salinas Monterey Peninsula Watershed is still 

being investigated by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (SWRCB 2016). The 

site is currently an open remediation site. 

AIRPORTS 

There are no public or private airports or airstrips within 2 miles of the project site. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

The City of Pacific Grove currently participates in the Monterey County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard 

Mitigation Plan. The plan sets forth mitigation measures as well as plan maintenance procedures. 

The process underlines by the plan includes measures for coordination in case of an emergency. 
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The Monterey City Fire Department and the Pacific Grove Police Department are responsible for 

emergency response in the city.  

WILDLAND FIRE 

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (Cal Fire) (2007) Fire 

Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas map, the project site is identified as a Local 

Responsibility Area Non-VHFHSZ (Non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone). The city’s downtown is 
at greatest risk for fire due to its wood-frame commercial buildings and masonry buildings without 

firewall suppressants between properties. These types of buildings are located approximately half 

a mile from the project site.  

ASBESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIALS 

The EPA defines asbestos-containing materials as those containing more than 1 percent asbestos 

as determined by a Polarized Light Microscopy test. The California Division of Occupational Safety 

and Health (Cal/OSHA) classifies any materials as having greater than 0.1 percent asbestos as 

asbestos-containing materials. These materials can be considered friable or non-friable. Friability 

refers to the likelihood of the material to release airborne fibers when disturbed. Materials found 

to contain trace level of asbestos, below 1 percent, must either be assumed to be asbestos-

containing materials or be further analyzed by a more precise method to confirm asbestos traces. 

LEAD-BASED PAINTS  

Lead-based paints are of concern both as a source of direct exposure through ingestion of paint 

chips and as a contributor to lead interior dust and exterior soil. Lead was widely used as a major 

ingredient in most interior and exterior oil-based paints prior to the 1950s. Today for purposes of 

lead paint inspection, the EPA defines lead-based paints as paint containing greater than 0.5 

percent lead by weight or greater than 1.0 milligrams per square centimeter by surface area.  

In 2010, the EPA enacted the Renovation, Repair, and Painting Rule, which states that unless testing 

has proven otherwise, paints must be considered lead-based paints in pre-1978 housing, childcare 

facilities, schools, or other locations frequented by children. For employee protection, the federal 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) does not define a lower “safe” lead content 
in a material; rather, it implies that any level of lead has the potential to negatively impact a worker’s 
health, depending on the task being performed and the work’s duration.  

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are a group of chlorinated, aromatic hydrocarbons that are 

toxic to the liver and are linked to cancer. PCBs were manufactured in the United States from 1929 

to 1979 for use in electrical products. Principal uses were oil-insulated transformers, capacitors, and 

fluorescent light ballasts. The use of PCBs in transformers and ballasts was banned after July 1, 

1979, but it is not always clear as to the production date and/or content of the oil in those products 

that have been withdrawn from use. 
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HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE 

The Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD) provides a Household Hazardous 

Waste (HHW) Collection Program from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. Tuesday through Saturday in Marina, 15 

miles north of the project site. Small businesses or operations can drop off 220 pounds of hazardous 

materials per month (MRWMD 2016).  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.  

Construction 

Project construction could lead to accidental leaking or spills of hazardous materials. 

Project construction would include refueling and minor maintenance of construction 

equipment on-site, which could lead to minor fuel and oil spills. The use and handling of 

hazardous materials during construction would occur in accordance with applicable 

federal, state, and local laws, including Cal/OSHA requirements. All construction activities 

would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

process that requires the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), 

which would be reviewed and approved by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. With compliance with existing regulations, project construction would have 

a less than significant impact.  

The project would demolish structures that could have asbestos-containing materials, 

lead-based paints, and PCBs, such as PCB-containing fluorescent light tubes. The project 

would remove a parking lot that could contain unknown contamination. Demolition would 

involve the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials in the project area and 

could lead to the accidental release of such materials. Those activities would continue to 

be regulated under existing law to protect public health. However, this impact could be 

significant because of the project’s proximity to residences. Mitigation measures MM HAZ-

1 through MM HAZ-4 would prevent release of hazardous materials within the project area, 

so as to not pose a safety hazard.  

Implementation of mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-4 and compliance 

with other applicable hazardous materials regulations would reduce project impacts to 

less than significant. 

Operation 

Project operation would involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials in small quantities as they relate to hotel/commercial use. All hazardous materials 

on the site would be handled in accordance with city and state regulations.   

Any hazardous materials used for operations would be in small quantities, long‐term 

impacts associated with handling, storing, and disposing of hazardous materials from 

project operation would be less than significant. 

c) No Impact. The project site is not located within 0.25 mile of a public school. The closest 

school to the project site is Robert Down Elementary School, located 0.4 mile to the south. 

Therefore, the project would have no impact on schools due to the release of hazardous 

materials.  
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d) No Impact. The project site is not listed as a hazardous materials storage or release site 

((SWRCB 2016)). According to a GeoTracker search, there are no federal superfund sites 

in Pacific Grove (SWRCB 2016). Therefore, the project would have no impact.   

e, f) No Impact. The project site is more than 2 miles from a public or private airport. The project 

would have no impact.  

g) No Impact. The project would not require any road closures. As discussed in subsection 4.16, 

Transportation/Traffic, the addition of project traffic would not clog roads or intersections in 

a way that impairs an emergency response plan (Hexagon 2016). Therefore, the proposed 

project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with the City’s adopted 
emergency response plan. The project would have no impact.  

h)  No Impact. The project site is not in an area identified as having a high potential for 

wildland fire (Cal Fire 2014). The project site is located in an urbanized area and would 

have no impact related to wildfires.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM HAZ-1 The project applicant shall employ a Cal/OSHA-registered asbestos contractor 

to remove any asbestos-contaminated materials encountered during 

demolition to ensure safety to the surrounding neighborhoods.  

MM HAZ-2 To prevent accidental release of lead-based paint, the contractor shall use the 

following techniques during construction:  

 Stabilize loose and flaky paint prior to demolition.  

 Require all workers to wear OSHA-level protective material for handling 

lead-based paint per OSHA requirements for lead in construction. 

 Remove all lead-based paint materials to a scrap yard or landfill that can 

accept lead-based paint materials. 

MM HAZ-3 To prevent accidental release of PCBs, the contractor shall remove all 

fluorescent light tubes prior to demolition. If a “no PCB” sticker on the 
fluorescent fixture ballasts cannot be located, ballasts shall be removed as PCB 

containing.  

MM HAZ-4  If hazardous materials are encountered during construction or accidentally 

released as a result of construction activities, the contractor shall implement 

the following procedures:  

 Stop all work within 25 feet of any discovered contamination or release. 

 Identify the scope and immediacy of the problem.  

 Coordinate with responsible agencies (Department of Toxic Substances 

Control, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, or EPA). 

 Conduct the necessary investigation and remediation activities to resolve 

the situation before continuing construction work.  
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements? 
    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 

volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 

table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 

nearby wells would drop to a level which would 

not support existing land uses or planned uses for 

which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 

the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 

would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 

or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 

the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, or substantially 

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 

manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 

as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 

Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 

delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 

structures that would impede or redirect flood 

flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of a failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      

Item 8a

Page 784 of 1103



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell  

January 2017 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

4.0-33 

SETTING 

SURFACE WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY 

Pacific Grove obtains its water supply from surface water in Carmel Valley and from groundwater 

resources in the Carmel Valley and Seaside Coastal aquifers. Withdrawals from this system are 

governed by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The California 

American Water Company supplies water to the residents and businesses of Pacific Grove. The 

water is obtained from the San Clemente and Los Padres reservoirs on the Carmel River and from 

a number of wells in Carmel Valley and Seaside. 

The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency treats Pacific Grove’s wastewater at the 

regional treatment plant in Marina. The treated water meets and exceeds all state discharge 

requirements. 

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY 

The Carmel River Basin, which provides about 70 percent of domestic water, supplies surface 

water and groundwater are provided to the Monterey Peninsula, Carmel Bay, and South 

Monterey region. To meet municipal demand above the level that can be supplied from the 

Carmel River Basin, water is pumped from a well in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. However, 

groundwater in the Seaside Basin is limited in order to prevent over-pumping in the basin (MPWMD 

2007). 

Depth to groundwater measurements are performed in coastal wells each August to determine 

the location and extent of groundwater pumping depressions or “troughs.” These troughs are 

caused by withdrawal of groundwater at rates in excess of the rate of aquifer recharge. The 

August troughs are formed when the water levels in wells decline steeply during summer pumping 

and are significantly below sea level. Annual groundwater elevation measurements and contour 

maps are available on the Monterey County Water Resources Agency’s (2016) website. The 

troughs are indicated by the lowest elevation contours. The greater the negative value, the farther 

below sea level the surface water is located (MCWRA 2016).  

Trough occurrence is more serious near the coast where replenishment occurs both from the 

inland sources and from the ocean to fill the trough. The flow from the ocean is evidenced by 

seawater intrusion into the groundwater aquifer, contaminating the aquifer and making it 

unusable for most purposes. For this reason, the location and depth of the troughs are an 

indication of the potential for the inland advance of seawater intrusion. Changes in pumping 

stress and recharge conditions cause the troughs to vary in location and depth from year to year 

(MCWRA 2016). Because of the conditions at the project site and its vicinity to the ocean, there is 

potential for a high groundwater table to be located in the project area. 

DRAINAGE  

Pacific Grove has two major drainage basins, each of which drains approximately half of the city. 

The northeasterly basin drains northerly into Monterey Bay. The southwesterly basin drains westerly 

into the Pacific Ocean. The drainage flows on the surface on private properties and public streets 

and in underground culverts. Although no rivers or major streams flow through the city, there are 

underground springs and subsurface drainage flows.  
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The project site is currently developed and covered with 100 percent impermeable surfaces. All 

project site runoff currently drains to existing city drainage facilities. The project site is on a slight 

slope with the lower elevations toward Central Avenue and thus drains in a westerly direction.  

FLOODING  

According to the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 

Map (FIRM) No. 06053C0170G, the project site is located in Zone X, indicating that there is minimal 

risk of flooding (FEMA 2009). 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction 

Construction activities would include demolition, grading, and excavation, which could 

disturb and expose soils to water erosion, potentially increasing the amount of silt and 

debris entering downstream waterways. In addition, refueling and parking of construction 

equipment and other vehicles on-site could result in oil, grease, and other related pollutant 

leaks and spills that could enter runoff. However, the project applicant would be required 

to implement construction best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in the City’s 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit issued by the State Water Resources 

Control Board (NPDES Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 Requirements).  

Examples of typical construction BMPs include but are not limited to storing materials and 

equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or surface water; 

developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; and installing sediment 

control devices such as gravel bags to reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants 

from discharging to the drainage system or receiving waters. BMPs are recognized as 

effective methods to prevent or minimize the potential releases of pollutants into drainages, 

surface water, or groundwater. Strict compliance with the stormwater pollution prevention 

plan, coupled with the use of appropriate BMPs, would reduce potential water quality 

impacts during construction activities to less than significant.  

If high groundwater is encountered during project excavation, dewatering may be 

necessary. Project dewatering would be considered a Small Temporary Dewatering 

Project. Per Order No 2003-003-DWQ from the State Water Resources Control Board, 

Attachment 1: “Small Temporary Dewatering Projects are projects that discharge 
groundwater to land from small construction projects, excavation projects, or dewatering 

of underground utility vaults.” The excavation contractor would need to file a Notice of 
Intent per Order No 2003-003-DWQ and comply with any monitoring requirements. 

Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on water quality or 

wastewater discharge requirements during construction. 

Operation 

Project operation could also contribute pollutants, such as oil, grease, and debris, to 

stormwater drainage flowing over the parking areas and entering the city’s stormwater 
system. The project would connect to the city’s existing storm drainage and sewer facilities. 
The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency would treat wastewater from the 

project site. The district’s treatment plant currently meets all applicable water quality 
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standards and waste discharge requirements. The project would have a less than 

significant impact associated with wastewater or stormwater discharge. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a developed urban area. The 

project area primarily consists of impervious surfaces such as roadways. Because the site is 

currently 100 percent impervious surfaces, recharge opportunities are not available on the 

site. The project proposes to replace approximately 73 percent of the impermeable 

surface. Therefore, the project would improve groundwater recharge opportunities at the 

project site. Further, project construction would not require the use of groundwater. 

However, dewatering may be required during excavation. Because the project area is 

smaller than 1 acre, it is unlikely that the amount of groundwater removed from the aquifer 

as a result of dewatering activities would adversely impact neighboring wells. Water would 

be supplied to the project site by California American Water for project operations. 

Therefore, the project would not use groundwater resources or substantially deplete 

groundwater supplies. The impact would be less than significant.   

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Runoff from the project site currently drains to the city’s 
stormwater system. Because the project site is currently developed with pavement and 

100 percent of the site is covered with impermeable surfaces, erosion from runoff flowing 

over the site is minimal. The proposed project would demolish existing structures and 

existing paved areas and would increase the amount of permeable surface on the project 

site. The project would also include a stormwater treatment area planned on the north 

side of the project site, shown in Appendix A (Sheet A.2).   

Further, in compliance with existing water quality regulations, the project would be 

required to implement construction and post-construction BMPs to minimize erosion and 

sedimentation, as discussed in subsection, 4.17 Utilities. Post-construction BMPs could 

include posting signs at drainage inlets to discourage dumping; posting signs at trash 

enclosures to discourage disposal of hazardous materials; secondary containment rooftop 

equipment which may produce pollutants; and regular cleaning and maintenance of 

sidewalks, driveways, and parking lots to prevent accumulation of litter and debris. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or otherwise result in substantial erosion or siltation. This impact would be less 

than significant.   

d) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue b). The project site is currently developed and drains 

to the city’s stormwater system. The project would not substantially alter this existing 

drainage pattern, nor would it substantially increase runoff. The project would increase the 

amount of permeable surface on the project area and thus decrease the rate and 

amount of surface runoff by allowing opportunities for water filtration and absorption. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in on- or off-site flooding, and this impact 

would be less than significant. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issues a) and b). Project site runoff would be collected 

and conveyed to the city’s storm drainage system via the existing on-site drainage system. 

The project would be required to comply with the development runoff requirements of the 

City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, including the management 

of any increases in runoff volume and flows. The project’s storm drainage system would be 
designed to comply with Section E.12.e(ii)(d) of the NPDES General Permit for Waste 

Discharge Requirements for Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer Systems (Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ). This permit requires the project site design to 

achieve an 85 percent capture rate. Although a portion of the project’s stormwater would 
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flow into the city’s existing storm drainage system, because of requirements and project 

features intended to capture runoff, this would not be a significant amount. Therefore, the 

project would not substantially increase drainage flows entering the city’s drainage 

system. This impact would be less than significant.  

f) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue a). 

g) No Impact. As described previously, the project site is designated by FEMA as Zone X, 

indicating minimal risk of flooding. In addition, the project does not propose the 

construction of permanent housing. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

h) No Impact. See Issue f). The proposed project would not place any structures within a 100-

year flood hazard area and would have no impact. 

i) No Impact. There are no levees in the project vicinity, and the project is not located in a 

dam inundation area. Therefore, the project would have no impact.  

j) No Impact. The project is located 0.2 miles away from the City’s tsunami inundation or 

seiche inundation area (Cal OES 2016). The site is not subject to mudflow. The project 

would have no impact related to tsunami, seiche, or mudflow.  

Mitigation Measures  

None required. 
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4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 

the project (including, but not limited to, the 

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 

plan or natural community conservation plan? 
    

SETTING 

The basis for land use and planning in the city is the Pacific Grove General Plan, adopted in 1994. 

Chapter 2, Land Use, provides the primary guidance on issues related to land use, land use 

intensity, and design. In concert with the General Plan, Title 23, Zoning, of the Pacific Grove 

Municipal Code establishes zoning districts in the city and specifies allowable uses and 

development standards for each district.  

The City most recently updated its Zoning Code in August 2015. As shown on the General Plan 

Map, the project site is designated as Commercial-Downtown. Under the current Zoning Code, 

the site is zoned Light Commercial, Hotel, Condominium District (C-1-T), Commercial Downtown 

(C-D). Pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 23.52, structures with a density of at least 

1 unit to 1.5 acres are permitted on site, with common examples including residential, industrial, 

commercial, institutional, and open space uses. Hotels are permitted uses in C-1-T and C-D zones.  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) No Impact. The site is surrounded by urban land uses, including other visitor 

accommodations, lodging, and residential neighborhoods. The project would not divide 

the community. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any local regulations, land use 

plans, or any plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental 

effects. As stated in General Plan Chapter 2, Land Use, in 1994 the City Council placed a 

measure on the ballot to allow condominiums and hotel use in the Holman block, which 

includes the project site. The measure was passed by city voters. The proposed project 

would comply with zoning regulations and the General Plan regarding building on the 

Holman Block, as outlined in Section 3.0, Project Description. The proposed project would 

be consistent with local land use plans, policies, and regulations stated in the Zoning Code 

and General Plan. The project would have no impact on land use plans. 
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c) No Impact. The proposed project is located in an established urban area. No habitat or 

natural community conservation area has been designated for the project area; thus, the 

proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

natural community conservation plan. There would be no impact on habitat conservation 

plans or natural community plans. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and 

the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 

important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or 

other land use plan?  

    

SETTING 

The project area is classified as MRZ-3, areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which 

cannot be evaluated from available data (Pacific Grove 1994). Because the city is nearly built 

out, mineral extraction is not available in the city or on the project site. 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) No Impact. Development of the project would not result in significant grading or topsoil 

loss. Site improvements would have no effect on mineral resources. The project does not 

involve the loss of an available known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and would have no impact. 

b) No Impact. There are no locally important mineral resources delineated in the Pacific 

Grove General Plan within or adjacent to the project site. The project would have no 

impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

None required.  
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4.12 NOISE. Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the 

local general plan or noise ordinance or of 

applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan area or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or a 

public use airport, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to 

excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise 

levels?  

    

SETTING 

The major sources of noise in Pacific Grove are related to vehicular traffic, including automobile 

and truck traffic on major streets and State Route (SR) 68, and airport operations at the Monterey 

Peninsula Airport. Schools, construction sites, and the Mission Linen Service Plant may also 

generate noise during the day.  

NOISE FUNDAMENTALS 

Noise is generally defined as sound that is loud, disagreeable, or unexpected. The selection of a 

proper noise descriptor for a specific source is dependent on the spatial and temporal distribution, 

duration, and fluctuation of the noise. The noise descriptors most often encountered when dealing 

with traffic, community, and environmental noise include an overall frequency-weighted sound 

level in decibels that approximates the frequency response of the human ear (A-weighted 

decibels or dBA).  

Noise can be generated by a number of sources, including mobile sources, such as automobiles, 

trucks, and airplanes, and stationary sources, such as construction sites, machinery, and industrial 

operations. The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects between 

the noise source and the receiver. Mobile transportation sources, such as highways, and hard and 
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flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, have an attenuation rate of 3.0 dBA per doubling of 

distance. Soft surfaces, such as uneven or vegetated terrain, have an attenuation rate of about 

4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source. Noise generated by stationary sources typically 

attenuates at a rate of approximately 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source 

(EPA 1971).  

Sound levels can be reduced by placing barriers between the noise source and the receiver. In 

general, barriers contribute to decreasing noise levels only when the structure breaks the “line of 
sight” between the source and the receiver. Buildings, concrete walls, and berms can all act as 
effective noise barriers. Wooden fences or broad areas of dense foliage can also reduce noise, 

but are less effective than solid barriers. 

Criteria for Acceptable Noise Exposure 

Pacific Grove General Plan Chapter 10, Health and Safety, outlines criteria and guiding policies 

for establishing acceptable noise levels (Pacific Grove 1994). Figure 10-6 in the chapter shows 

acceptable noise levels for specific land uses, including an acceptable noise limit of 60 decibels 

over the day-night average (Ldn) in residential neighborhoods and in areas with transient lodging. 

The project proposes transient lodging, and the project site is located near residential land uses. 

The analysis takes into account the increases in noise levels over pre-project noise conditions. 

Traffic Noise Prediction Methodology 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-

108) was used to predict traffic noise levels at the project site. The model calculates the average 

noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, 

and site environmental conditions. The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) used in the 

FHWA model have been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for California 

by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The Caltrans data shows that California 

automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher than national levels and that medium and heavy truck 

noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower than national levels. 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Short Term 

Short-term noise levels related to project construction would temporarily increase noise 

levels in the project vicinity. The nearest sensitive receptors entail City of Pacific Grove 

Library and the Museum of Natural History patrons located approximately 65 feet north of 

the project site, as well users of Jewell Park 55 feet northwest and residences located 230 

feet to the northeast. Site preparation activities, which include demolition, excavation, 

and grading, tend to generate the highest noise levels because earth-moving equipment 

is the noisiest construction equipment. Earth-moving equipment includes excavating 

machinery such as backhoes, bulldozers, front loaders, and earth-moving and 

compacting equipment, which includes compactors, scrapers, and graders. Typical 

operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2 minutes of 

full power operation followed by 3 to 4 minutes at lower power settings.  

During project construction, noise levels could affect the nearest existing sensitive receivers 

in the project vicinity. However, this would be a temporary impact and would cease 
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completely when construction is complete. Proposed grading and construction activities 

would increase ambient noise levels in the project area for approximately 12 months.  

According to the General Plan Health and Safety General Plan chapter, due to the 

temporary nature of such activities, construction is exempt from noise requirements. 

Therefore, project construction noise would have a less than significant impact.  

Long Term 

As stated above, the acceptable noise limit in the project vicinity is 60 dBA Ldn and the 

analysis takes into account the increases in noise levels over pre-project noise conditions. 

Project operation would generate local traffic as a result of hotel guests and staff entering 

and exiting the site. The increase in traffic could increase the ambient noise levels at off-site 

locations (such as residential uses) in the project vicinity. However, according to the traffic 

trip generation and operations analysis (Hexagon 2016), the proposed project would 

generate fewer traffic trips than generated by the existing land use. Table 4.12-1 shows the 

calculated roadway noise level comparison between the proposed project and the current 

operations at the site.  

TABLE 4.12-1 

SUMMARY OF MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVEL CHANGES IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Roadway Segment 
Ldn at 35 Feet, dBA* 

Existing Conditions  Project Conditions  Total Change 

Central Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 45.7 45.5 -0.2 

East of Fountain Avenue 45.7 45.5 -0.2 

Forest Avenue 

South of Central Avenue 45.7 45.5 -0.2 

Lighthouse Avenue 

West of Grand Avenue 43.9 43.7 -0.2 

East of Fountain Avenue 43.9 43.7 -0.2 

Source: FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108); see Appendix D 

As shown, the average day-night traffic noise levels associated with the proposed project 

would actually be slightly lower than the traffic noise levels currently generated by the 

existing land use on the site. Since noise levels would be reduced with project 

implementation, operational impacts would be less than significant.   

b) Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction would have the potential to result in 

varying degrees of temporary groundborne vibration, depending on the specific 

construction equipment used and the operations involved. Vibration generated by 

construction equipment spreads through the ground and diminishes in magnitude with 

increases in distance. This impact discussion uses Caltrans’s (2002) recommended 

standard of 0.2 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) with respect to the 

prevention of structural damage for normal buildings. Table 4.12-2 displays vibration levels 

for typical construction equipment.  
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TABLE 4.12-2 

TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT VIBRATION LEVELS 

Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity  

at 25 Feet (inches/second) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 

Rock Breaker 0.059 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small Bulldozer/Tractors 0.003 

Source: FTA 2006; Caltrans 2004 

The nearest structure to the project site is on the property line, located approximately 120 

feet away. However, construction activities would occur throughout the project site and 

would not be concentrated at the point closest to the nearest structure. Additionally, the 

Holman Building would undergo construction and renovation activities for its 

transformation to a high-end condominium building (Holman Building 2016). Such 

construction would include retrofits and bringing the building up to California Building 

Code requirements.  

Based on the vibration levels presented in Table 4.12-2, ground vibration generated by 

heavy-duty equipment would not be anticipated to exceed approximately 0.09 in/sec 

PPV at 25 feet. Therefore, construction equipment would most likely not result in a 

groundborne vibration velocity level above 0.2 in/sec and predicted vibration levels at the 

nearest off-site structures would not exceed recommended criteria. Additionally, this 

impact would be temporary and would cease completely when construction ends. Once 

operational, the project would not be a source of groundborne vibration. Impacts would 

be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue a). 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest noise-sensitive land uses in the project area are 

residential dwellings. Project construction would result in temporary noise impacts on 

adjacent land uses. Nonetheless, project construction would be of short duration and 

therefore the impacts would be temporary and short term. For this reason, City General 

Plan Program PP exempts construction activity from noise requirements. This impact would 

be less than significant. 

e) No Impact. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area because it 

is more than 2 miles from a public or private airport. The project would have no impact.  

f) No Impact. The project site is not located near a private airstrip. The project would have 

no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and 

businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension 

of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

    

SETTING 

Pacific Grove has experienced minimal population change over the past 30 years. According to 

the California Department of Finance (2015), the population of the city was 15,504 in 1985 and 

15,527 in 2000. The population was 15,674 as of the last recorded date of July 1, 2015(Census 2015). 

The city is mostly built out, and most development consists of urban infill.  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project does not include the construction of any new 

homes. Employment opportunities would be limited to construction workers during the 

construction period and hotel/restaurant employees. As stated in Section 3.0, the project 

would employ approximately 8 hotel staff and 11 restaurant staff, for a total of 19 

employees total. The project would only minimally increase the number of employees at 

the project site and temporarily increase the city’s population through the addition of hotel 

guests. As such, the project would not add a substantial number of residents who would 

require additional housing or the extension of roads or infrastructure. The project would not 

result in significant population growth and this impact would be less than significant. 

b) No Impact. The project site is currently developed for commercial use and does not 

contain residences. Therefore, the project would not displace any housing or people and 

would have no impact. 

c) No Impact. See Issue b). 

Mitigation Measures  

None required.  
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4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 

the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 

order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any 

of the following public services: 

a) Fire protection?     

b) Police protection?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?     

e) Other public facilities?      

SETTING  

FIRE PROTECTION  

In December 2008, the Pacific Grove Fire Department merged with the Monterey City Fire 

Department, creating a 67-person, four-station department with enhanced operational 

capability and depth of resources to better provide a broad spectrum of services to both 

communities at a lower overall cost than maintaining two separate departments. Pacific Grove 

Station #4 protects a geographical area of 2.5 square miles with a full-time population of 15,500 

residents. Station #4 responds to an average of 1,450 calls a year. 

POLICE PROTECTION  

Pacific Grove is served by the Pacific Grove Police Department with 21 officers and 9 support 

professionals. The department is located at 580 Pine Avenue in Pacific Grove, 1.2 miles south of 

the project site.  

SCHOOLS  

The Pacific Grove Unified School District serves the population of the city. The district serves a 

population of approximately 2,050 students in five schools: two elementary schools, one middle 

school, one high school, and one continuation school. 

RECREATION 

See subsection 4.15, Recreation.  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Project development could increase the number of visitors to 

Pacific Grove. The project area is currently served by sufficient fire protection services. The 

increase in visitors would be minimal and would not substantially increase the need for fire 
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services in the project area. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant 

impact.   

b) Less Than Significant Impact. Project development could incrementally increase the 

number of visitors to Pacific Grove. The project area is currently served by sufficient police 

protection services. The increase in visitors would be minimal and nonpermanent and 

would not substantially increase the need for police protection services in the project area. 

Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on police services.   

c) No Impact. The project does not include any permanent housing. The project would 

increase the number of hotel units in Pacific Grove. The hotel would not house any school-

age children who would enroll in schools. Therefore, the project would have no impact on 

schools. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Please see subsection 4.15, Recreation.  

e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not increase the need for fire, police, 

schools, or recreation services. Further, the project would not accommodate permanent 

residents. Therefore, the project would not increase the need for any other public facilities 

and would have a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

None required. 
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4.15 RECREATION.  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical 

deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities, or 

require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities, which might have an 

adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

SETTING 

ON-SITE AMENITIES 

The project would include landscaped areas, outdoor seating with a fire pit and lounge furniture, 

and recreational facilities such as a pool and spa that hotel guests would use without leaving the 

project site. 

LOCAL PARKS AND FACILITIES 

The Pacific Grove Recreation Board currently maintains 28 community and neighborhood parks 

and eight recreational facilities (Pacific Grove 1994). The Public Works Department is responsible 

for maintenance of parks and grounds of all City properties, including structure repairs, lawn and 

tree maintenance, and amenities repair (Pacific Grove 1994). General Plan Chapter 5, Parks and 

Recreation, outlines the existing parks and recreation facilities as well as goals and policies for 

preservation of green space in the city.  

There are five parks less than a half-mile walk from the project site. The closest park is Jewell Park, 

located 0.1 mile northwest of the project site. Caledonia Park is 0.2 mile west, Chase Park is 0.3 

mile northwest, Greenwood Park is located 0.1 mile east, Berwick Park is 0.3 miles northwest, and 

Andy Jacobsen Park is 0.4 mile northwest of the project site. Andy Jacobsen Park contains the 

Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail, which winds along the coastline of Pacific Grove. George 

Washington Park is the largest of Pacific Grove’s city parks at 20 acres and is approximately 0.8 

mile from the project site. In total, the city has 450 acres of parks and recreational facilities, 

comprising nearly 20 percent of the land in Pacific Grove.  

Other significant tourist attractions in Pacific Grove are Pebble Beach, the Monterey Bay 

Aquarium, Fisherman’s Wharf, and the Del Monte Forest. The most popular attraction in Pacific 

Grove is the Monterey Bay Aquarium, with approximately 2 million tourists per year (Monterey 

County Convention & Visitors Bureau 2016) 
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REGIONAL PARKS 

Regional parks within 25 miles of the project site include Laguna Grande Regional Park, Monterey 

Peninsula Regional Park, Palo Corona Regional Park, Jack’s Peak Park, Point Lobos State Natural 

Reserve, and Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park. The latter receives the most tourists, with 3 million visitors 

per year. There are over 12,000 total hotel rooms in Monterey County. Monterey County has 8.4 

million visitors per year (Monterey County Convention & Visitors Bureau 2016).  

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact. Although the project would attract more visitors to project 

vicinity, it would only incrementally increase the use of existing parks and recreational 

facilities. Assuming an average year-round hotel occupancy rate of 70 percent, the 

project could add 175 to 263 visitors to existing parks.  

Despite the proximity of Jewell Park to the project site, the project would not significantly 

increase the number of visitors to the park or cause adverse physical effects, as most visitors 

in Pacific Grove come for the regional attractions. Tourists would visit the larger parks in 

Pacific Grove such as George Washington Park and Andy Jacobsen Park, and regional 

parks such as Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park. The project would incrementally add to the millions 

of tourists that visit Monterey County each year. The project would not permanently 

increase the resident population in Pacific Grove, and many visitors would use hotel 

recreational facilities and travel out of the city to regional attractions. Therefore, no new 

or expanded facilities would be required. The project would have a less than significant 

impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

None required. 
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4.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation 

to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 

system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 

number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio 

on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the county congestion 

management agency for designated roads or 

highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 

location that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

    

SETTING 

The traffic study focused on traffic operations at intersections in the immediate area of the project 

site (Figure 4.16-1). The analysis includes an evaluation of peak-hour intersection level of service 

analysis at the following four study intersections: 

 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue 

 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue 

 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 

 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 

Traffic conditions were evaluated for the following scenarios: 

Existing Conditions. Existing conditions were represented by existing peak-hour traffic volumes on 

the existing roadway network. Existing traffic volumes were obtained from new peak-hour turning-

movement counts conducted in June 2016. 

Existing Plus Project Conditions. Existing plus project peak-hour traffic volumes were estimated by 

adding to existing traffic volumes the additional traffic generated by the project. Existing plus 

project conditions were evaluated relative to existing conditions to determine the effects the 

project would have on the existing roadway network.  

The study prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., is included as Appendix E. 
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TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Parking for the existing buildings is provided in the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface 

parking lot across Fountain Avenue. Trip generation counts were conducted at each of the four 

driveways of the on-site surface parking lot on June 1, 2016, for the purpose of estimating the trips 

generated by the existing uses. Based on the counts, 15 AM peak-hour trips and 32 PM peak-hour 

trips are generated at the on-site parking lot driveways. However, site observations indicated that 

the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface parking lot are shared by the project site 

uses, the Holman Building to the south of the project on Lighthouse Avenue, and the Monterey 

Credit Union on Fountain Avenue next to the off-site parking lot.  

Site observations also indicated that a portion of the on-site parking lot is currently used as the 

staging area for the construction of the Holman Building, and some customers of the project site 

parked on the streets instead of in the parking lots. Because of the shared parking, construction 

staging, and use of on-street parking, the driveway counts at the on-site parking lot do not 

accurately reflect the vehicle trips generated by existing uses on the project site. Therefore, the 

vehicle trips generated by the existing uses on-site were estimated using the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates for specialty retail centers. Based on the ITE trip 

rates, the existing uses are estimated to generate 20 AM peak-hour trips and 63 PM peak-hour 

trips. 

TRANSIT SERVICES 

Existing transit service is provided by Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST). Two bus routes (1 and 2) serve 

the project vicinity. The bus stops closest to the project site are located near the intersection of 

Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue. Route 1 operates between Asilomar and Monterey via 

Lighthouse Avenue. Route 2 operates between Pacific Grove and Carmel via Fountain Avenue. 

Both bus routes operate with 1-hour headways.  

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 

Pedestrian access between the project site and the nearby bus stops is available on the existing 

sidewalks on Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue and crosswalks at the 

Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections, as 

shown in Figure 4.16-2.  

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A, or 

free-flow conditions with little or no delay, to LOS F, or jammed conditions with excessive delays. 

The intersections were analyzed using Synchro software and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 

2010 methodology for computing the level of service at intersections. All of the study intersections 

are side-street stop-controlled intersections. For two-way stops or T-intersections, operations are 

determined by the average control delay for vehicles entering the intersection from the stop-

controlled approaches on minor streets or from left-turn approaches on major streets during the 

peak hour. LOS is reported based on the average control delay for the worst approach (i.e., the 

stop-controlled approach with the highest delay). 

Traffic conditions were analyzed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. The weekday AM peak 

hour of traffic is generally between 7:00 and 9:00 AM, and the weekday PM peak hour is typically 

between 4:00 and 6:00 PM. It is during these periods that the most congested traffic conditions 

occur on a typical weekday. Existing traffic volumes were obtained from new peak-hour 

intersection turning movement counts completed on June 1, 2016. Intersection lane 

configurations were verified in the field by Hexagon Transportation Consultants. 
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Figure 1  
Site Location, Study Intersections, Project Trip Distributions, and Project Trip Assignments 
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Figure 3  
Pedestrian and Transit Facilities 
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a, b) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated Impact. The existing arterial roads that 

serve Pacific Grove are described in the City’s General Plan Transportation Element, 
including respective level of service and road capacity. The City’s General Plan found that 
most roadways in the city function at acceptable levels of service.  

General Plan Chapter 4, Transportation, establishes measures of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system and takes into account all modes of transportation, 

including mass transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the 

circulation system, including intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 

bicycle paths, and mass transit. The project would not modify the existing transportation 

infrastructure and therefore would not conflict with the General Plan Transportation 

chapter. 

Construction 

Traffic impacts from construction activities would be short term and temporary. 

Construction crews would constitute approximately 10 to 25 people. If each crew member 

arrived in a separate vehicle, this would add a total of approximately 10 to 25 one-way 

employee commute trips to the local roadways, or 20 to 50 round trips. It is possible that at 

least some crew members may arrive together in the same vehicle and the total number 

of trips could be lower. The temporary addition of vehicles in the project area during 

construction would be negligible and would have no discernible effect on level of service 

on local streets and intersections.  

Materials delivery and hauling (e.g., equipment, hauling of demolition materials) would be 

intermittent in terms of traffic volume. No street closures are planned. Construction traffic 

would be temporary and would cease after construction is complete. Nonetheless, the 

project area is surrounded by residential streets and truck traffic could potentially impact 

traffic on smaller streets. As such, this impact is potentially significant and mitigation 

measure MM TRA-1 shall be required. Limiting traffic to Forest and Central avenue would 

mitigated this impact to less than significant.  

During construction, there would be no substantial change in level of service on local 

roadways or at intersections, due to the small number of construction vehicles needed. 

Impacts would be minor and temporary and would be less than significant.  

Operation 

The vehicle trips generated by the proposed hotel were estimated using the ITE trip 

generation rates for hotels. Trips associated with the existing uses were subtracted from the 

project-generated traffic to derive the net project-generated trips. After applying the 

existing trip credits, the proposed 125-room hotel would generate an additional 46 AM 

peak-hour trips and 12 PM peak-hour trips, shown in Table 4.16-1.     
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TABLE 4.16-1 

TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Land Use Size Unit 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Rate Trips Rate In% In Out Total Rate In% In Out Total 

Proposed Development 

Hotel1 125 room 5.97 746 0.53 59% 39 27 66 0.60 51% 38 37 75 

Existing Land Use 

Retail/ 

Restaurant2 17.50 ksf -44.91 (786) 1.14 62% (12) (8) (20) 3.60 44% (28) (35) (63) 

Net Project 

Trips 
   (40)   27 19 46   10 2 12 

Notes: 

All rates are from: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition 

1. Trips were calculated based on the hotel (Land Use 310) trip rates. Fitted curve equation was used for daily trips; average rates 
were used for AM and PM peak-hour trips because fitted curve equation is not available. 

2. Daily and PM peak-hour trips were calculated based on the special retail center (Land Use 826) trip rates. AM peak-hour trips 
were calculated based on the shopping center (Land use 826) trip rate because the AM peak-hour trip rate for specialty retail 
center is not available. Fitted curve equations were used to calculate daily and peak-hour trips. 

Source: Hexagon 2016 

Intersection level of service results show that all four study intersections are currently 

operating at LOS B conditions, as shown below in Table 4.16-2. 

TABLE 4.16-2 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

ID Intersection Peak Hour Count Date 

Existing Existing + Project 

Avg. Delay 1 LOS Avg. Delay 1 LOS 

1 Grand Avenue and 

Central Avenue 

AM 

PM 

6/1/16 

6/1/16 

10.5 

10.5 

B 

B 

10.5 

10.5 

B 

B 

2 Fountain Avenue and 

Central Avenue  

AM 

PM 

6/1/16 

6/1/16 

11.9 

12.5 

B 

B 

12.2 

12.6 

B 

B 

3 Fountain Avenue and 

Lighthouse Avenue 

AM 

PM 

6/1/16 

6/1/16 

10.8 

13.0 

B 

B 

11.1 

13.1 

B 

B 

4 Grand Avenue and 

Lighthouse Avenue 

AM 

PM 

6/1/16 

6/1/16 

10.6 

11.1 

B 

B 

10.6 

11.1 

B 

B 

Note: 

1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street stop-controlled 
intersections. 

Source: Hexagon 2016 

As shown, the addition of project traffic would not result in the degradation of level of 

service or increase in average delay on the stop-controlled approaches by more than 1.0 

second during each of the peak hours analyzed. Therefore, the project would have a less 

than significant impact on intersection levels of service. 

c) No Impact. The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns and would 

therefore have no impact. 
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d) No Impact. The project would not modify the existing site circulation plan. It would 

maintain the same ingress and egress points with appropriate signage. The project would 

not result in any new design features or incompatible uses. Although work crews would use 

existing public roads to transport equipment and haul out demolition materials, the work 

crews would follow traffic laws, would not require special permission from local 

governments, and would not require the use of warning or chase vehicles. The project 

would not require the permanent alteration of any roadways or generate vehicle uses 

incompatible with the existing roadways. Therefore, it would have no impact on road 

hazards. 

e)  No Impact. Emergency access would not be impacted by the proposed project. No 

streets or intersections would be closed. Access to and from the project site would be 

maintained throughout the project, and the project would not modify the existing site’s 
circulation system. Thus, the project would have no impact.  

f)  Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. None of the roadways in the 

project vicinity provide Class II bicycle facilities (striped bike lanes). Further, transit access 

would be maintained and the project would not modify the existing site’s circulation 
system. 

Pedestrian facilities in the project area consist primarily of sidewalks along the streets in 

most residential and commercial areas in the project vicinity including Central Avenue, 

Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue. Crosswalks are provided on all 

approaches at the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand Avenue/Lighthouse 

Avenue intersections. However, crosswalks are not provided across Grand Avenue at the 

Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain 

Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The project would add pedestrians to the existing 

pedestrian system. Because there are no crosswalks currently available near the project’s 
pedestrian ingress and egress points, potentially unsafe conditions would be created. Thus, 

the project would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding pedestrian 

facilities and this impact would be potentially significant. As such, mitigation measure MM 

TRA-2 is required. With implementation of the mitigation measure, project impacts would 

be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures  

MM TRA-1  Project construction traffic for hauling materials in and out of the project area 

shall utilize Forest Avenue and Central Avenue. Construction traffic shall avoid 

residential areas in the project area.  

MM TRA-2  The project applicant shall pay an appropriate fee, as determined by the City’s 
Department of Public Works, to provide funds for the addition of crosswalks at 

the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and at the Fountain 

Avenue/Central Avenue intersection to ensure pedestrian safety in the project 

area. 
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 

stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 

the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 

needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider that serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 

project’s projected demand, in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 
    

SETTING 

WASTEWATER 

The City of Pacific Grove provides sewer services for residences and commercial businesses. The 

City owns and operates the sewer collection system consisting of approximately 58 miles of 

pipeline (with pipes varying in size from 4 to 18 inches in diameter), 900 manholes, and 7 pump 

stations. Wastewater collected in the city is conveyed to the Monterey Regional Water Pollution 

Control Agency (MRWPCA) Regional Treatment Plant in Marina via an interceptor pipeline 

located along the coast through the cities of Monterey, Seaside, and Marina. The regional 

treatment plant treats and recycles approximately 60 percent of wastewater collected in the 

MRWPCA service area for reuse by the agricultural industry in northern Monterey County. The 

remaining 40 percent of treated wastewater is discharged into the Monterey Bay. 

WATER 

The City of Pacific Grove receives water services from the California American Water Company. 

The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District regulates potable water on the Monterey 
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Peninsula along with local governments. Effective August 1, 1995, all remaining water allocated 

to the City by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, and all water becoming 

available after that date, is allocated, in amounts and percentages determined by the City 

Council, to four allocation categories: residential, commercial, government, and community 

reserve. Building permit applications for projects for which there is no available water will not be 

accepted or processed. However, the Municipal Code establishes a prioritized waiting list for each 

allocation category. Projects are placed on a waiting list according to order of receipt of proof 

of readiness to apply for a building permit. The City is currently experiencing a water shortage, 

and new water meter connections are given out based on the City Water list and project 

application completion. 

DRAINAGE 

Rainwater in the city is generally directed to storm drains located along major roadways in Pacific 

Grove. The project site drains to the city’s stormwater system.  

SOLID WASTE 

The Monterey Regional Waste Management District manages solid waste in the Monterey 

Peninsula region. The district’s role includes the recovery of recyclable materials, including 

cardboard, glass, wood, yard waste, plastics, metal, sheetrock, concrete, asphalt, reusable 

building materials, and resale items. 

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater generated by the proposed project would be 

conveyed to the MRWPCA’s Regional Treatment Plant. The plant currently meets all 

applicable water quality standards and waste discharge requirements. The plant has a 

current capacity of 29.6 million gallons per day and receives 18.5 million gallons per day. 

The regional treatment plant would be able to accommodate an incremental increase in 

the number of visitors to the city. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an 

exceedance of any wastewater treatment requirements and would have a less than 

significant impact on wastewater. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Water 

The project would increase the number of visitors to the city. The project would only be 

occupied at full capacity during peak tourist season, which is approximately three months 

a year. The project also includes the construction of a lap pool and spa. As discussed in 

subsection 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be subject to the NPDES 

permit and required to comply with water management requirements outlined under the 

State Water Resources Control Board’s Construction General Permit. As shown in Appendix 

A (Sheet A.2), the site plan includes a tentative location of stormwater control for the 

Monterey Regional Storm Water Management Program.  

Wastewater 

The regional treatment plant has a current capacity of 29.6 million gallons per day and 

receives 18.5 million gallons per day. The regional treatment plant would be able to 

accommodate an incremental increase in the number of visitors to the city. The project 
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would result in an incremental increase in wastewater, and no new or expanded 

treatment facilities would be required. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue e) in subsection 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The project would increase the amount of permeable surface and decrease site 

coverage, thus facilitating more groundwater infiltration and reducing runoff from the 

project site. The project would not increase the need for stormwater facilities. As such, the 

project would have a less than significant impact. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The projected water use for the 

project would be approximately 5.47 acre-feet per year. Current water usage on the site 

is 1.7 acre-feet per year. As such, the net new water use about be approximately 4.09 

acre-feet per year. The water deficit would be addressed either by Cal Am Water 

resources or through the development of a dual well system that would include potable 

and non-potable water use.  

Nonetheless, the City of Pacific Grove does not currently have sufficient water supplies 

available at this time to serve the project. To manage its water supply availability the City 

of Pacific Grove has a process in place to help it determine water availability prior to 

approving a construction permit. All new projects in the City, requiring new water supplied, 

are placed on a water wait list. Building permits are issued only when the City has sufficient 

water credits to serve the projects. Water credits are given through City Council approval. 

To receive a construction permit, all project applicant must show that water supplies are 

available and must complete the CEQA process.  

Currently, the applicant is on the City’s water wait list for the proposed hotel. Because 

there are not currently sufficient water supplies to serve the project this impact is potentially 

significant and Mitigation Measure MM UTL-1 shall be required. With implementation of MM 

UTL-1 project impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

e) Less Than Significant Impact. See Issue b).  

f) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would demolish existing structures on the project 

site and construct a new hotel. During project construction, materials would be hauled off-

site and would be handled in accordance with state and local regulations as they relate 

to building material waste. Any fill material would be used on-site as possible to minimize 

waste.  

Solid waste generated by project operations would be hauled to the WM Material 

Recovery Facility in Castroville. The project would result in the development of 125 hotel 

units and hotel facilities for a total of 84,000 square feet. Based on a standard rate of 2 

lbs/per day/per room the project would generate approximately 91,250 lbs/per room/per 

year or 45 tons per year (CalRecycle, 2016).   

All waste would be diverted to the Monterey Regional Waste Management District facility, 

Monterey Peninsula Landfill, which has a program in place to reduce waste from 

commercial businesses. The program includes diverting organic waste, recycling and 

diversion of construction and demolition debris. The Solid Waste Facility Permit for the 

District operation states that the peak traffic volume for incoming waste materials shall not 

exceed 2,000 trips per day, and the peak tonnage of incoming waste shall not exceed 

3,500 tons per day. The MPL currently receives approximately 300,000 tons per year (less 

than 1,000 tons per day) of municipal solid waste for disposal. Additionally, MPL has a 

design airspace (volume of available airspace for placement of waste and 
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daily/intermediate/final cover soil) of approximately 84 million cubic yards (CY). The 

remaining landfill waste capacity is approximately 71 million CY, or 48 million tons 

(assuming an Airspace Utilization Factor of 0.676 tons per CY). The MPL is projected to 

reach its full capacity in the year 2161 (MRWMD 2016). Therefore, the facility would have 

sufficient space to accommodate the project’s solid waste.  

The City of Pacific Grove also implements recycling programs that would apply to the 

project. With the implementation of existing recycling programs in the city and due to 

existing capacity at MPL, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

g) No Impact. The project would comply with all applicable solid waste regulations including 

standards for the location and screening of waste container enclosures in Pacific Grove. 

Therefore, there would be no impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

MM UTL-1  Prior to obtaining a building permit, the project applicant shall complete all steps 

and demonstrate compliance with the City’s water allocation system. Additionally, 

no preliminary steps for project completion or initiation, like demolition of current 

structures, site clearance and grading shall occur before water supplies are secure 

and deemed sufficient to serve the project.  
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4.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce 

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 

animal community, reduce the number or restrict 

the range of rare or endangered plants or animals, 

or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? “Cumulatively considerable” 

means that the incremental effects of a project are 

considerable when viewed in connection with 

the effects of past projects, the effects of other 

current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects. 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects that 

will cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

a) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. None of the project’s impacts 

identified have the potential to degrade habitat or wetlands. Mitigation measures MM 

BIO-1 would reduce impacts on special-status species to less than significant levels. 

Compliance with General Plan policies related to cultural resources would minimize 

impacts on California history or prehistory. Additionally, implementation of mitigation 

measures MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 would reduce potential cultural resource impacts to 

less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in any potentially 

significant impacts; therefore, the potential for project cumulative effects in combination 

with other planned or anticipated improvements is low. In general, individual greenhouse 

gas emissions do not have a large impact on climate change. However, once added with 

all other GHG emissions in the past and present, they combine to create a perceptible 

change to climate. Because of the extended amount of time that GHGs remain in the 

atmosphere, any amount of GHG emissions can be reasonably expected to contribute to 

future climate change impacts. The amount of CO2 emissions from the project, although 

measurable, would be minor. On a global scale, the project would contribute a negligible 

amount to global cumulative effects to climate change due to its small increase in guest 

(hotel) units and its urban location. Therefore, the project’s contribution to GHG emissions 

would not be cumulatively considerable, and this would be a less than significant impact.  

A new hotel is currently being planned for the City of Pacific Grove and is currently 

undergoing CEQA analysis. The hotel would accommodate a larger number of visitors 

compared with the Hotel Durell. Both projects would comply with existing applicable 
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regulations intended to reduce environmental impacts. As shown in this Initial Study, the 

project’s impacts would be less than significant; therefore, the project would have a less 

than cumulatively significant impact on the environment.  

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the findings of this Initial Study, the project would 

not have a substantial impact on human beings.  
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5.1 DOCUMENTS REFERENCED IN INITIAL STUDY AND/OR INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE  

The following documents were used to support the preparation of this Initial Study. Compliance 

with federal, state, and local laws is assumed in all projects. 

BallotPedia (Encyclopedia of American Politics). 2012. City of Pacific Grove Building Height 

Restrictions, Measure F. Accessed August 17, 2016. 

https://ballotpedia.org/City_of_Pacific_Grove_Building_Height_Restrictions,_Measure_F_(

November_2012).  

Cal Fire (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection). 2007. Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Areas. 

California Department of Finance. 2015. E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the 

State — January 1, 2015 and 2016. 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-1/.  

Cal OES (California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services). 2016. Official Tsunami Inundation 

Maps. http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps.  

CalRecycle. 2016. https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates 

Accessed December 1, 2016.  

Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2002. Transportation Related Earthborne 

Vibrations.  

———. 2004. Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. 

———. 2013a. Officially Designated State Scenic Highways. Accessed August 12, 2016. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/schwy.htm. 

———. 2013b. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/.   

CDFW (California Department of Fish and Wildlife). 2015. California Natural Diversity Database 

QuickView Tool in BIOS 5. Sacramento: CDFW Biogeographic Data Branch. 

https://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/mapsanddata.asp. 

CGS (California Geological Survey). 2015. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning. Accessed July 

11, 2016. http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/pages/index.aspx.  

CHAPIS (Community Health Air Pollution Information System). 2015. CHAPIS Emissions Maps. 

Accessed October 29, 2015. https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/chapis1/chapis1.htm.  

Clark, Joseph, et al. 1997. Geologic Map of the Monterey and Seaside 7.5-Minute Quadrangles, 

Monterey County, California: A Digital Database. Accessed August 15, 2016.  

CNPS (California Native Plant Society). 2015. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online 

edition, v8-01a). http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/. 
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DOC (California Department of Conservation). 2014. Division of Land Resource Protection, 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 2012 Important Farmland in Monterey 

County Map. 

DTSC (California Department of Toxic Substances Control). 2016. EnviroStor. Accessed August 12, 

2016. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. 

EPA (US Environmental Protection Agency). 1971. Noise from Construction Equipment and 

Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances. 

FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 

06053C0170G. 

FTA (Federal Transit Administration). 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. 

Washington, DC. 

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2016. Pacific Grove Hotel Development Trip 

Generation and Operations Analysis. 

Holman Building. 2016. Website. Accessed August 16. http://theholman.com/.  

MBUAPCD (Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District). 2008a. 2008 Air Quality 

Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region. 

———.  2008b. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Adopted October 1995, revised February 1997, 

August 1998, December 1999, September 2000, September 2002, June 2004, and 

February 2008. 

———. 2013a. Triennial Plan Revision 2009–2011.  

———. 2013b. NCCAB Area Designations and Attainment Status.  

MCWRA (Monterey County Water Resources Agency). 2016. August Groundwater Level 

Monitoring. Accessed August 15. 

http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/groundwater_level_monitoring/august_groundwa

ter_level_monitoring.php.  

MPWMD (Monterey Peninsula Water Management District). 2016. http://www.mpwmd.net/who-

we-are/about-mpwmd/ 

Monterey, County of. 2016. Monterey Regional Stormwater Management Plan. Accessed 

August 15. http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-

management-agency/environmental-services/stormwater-management-

program/mrswmp. 

Monterey County Convention & Visitors Bureau. 2016. Monterey Visitor Statistics. Accessed 

August 17. http://www.seemonterey.com/media/visitor-stats/#tourism.  

MPWMD (Monterey Peninsular Water Management District). 2007. Monterey Peninsula, Carmel 

Bay, and South Monterey Bay Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. 
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MRWMD (Monterey Regional Waste Management District). 2016. Household Hazardous Waste 

(HHW) Collection Program. Accessed August 15. http://www.mrwmd.org/programs-

services/household-hazardous-waste/.  

 2016. http://www.mrwmd.org/programs-services/disposal/monterey-peninsula-landfill/. 

Accessed December 1, 2016.  

NRCS (US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service). 2016. Web Soil 

Survey. Accessed July 12. 2016. http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app 

/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. 

Pacific Grove, City of. 1994. City of Pacific Grove General Plan. 

http://www.ci.pg.ca.us/index.aspx?page=96. 

———. 2011. City of Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement.  

———. 2015. City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code.  

———. 2016. Revised Final Land Use Plan. 

SWRCB (State Water Resources Control Board). 2016. GeoTracker. Accessed July 12. 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. 

USFS (US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service). 2007. Description of Ecological Subregions: 

Sections of the Conterminous United States.  

USFWS (US Fish and Wildlife Service). 2015a. Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office’s Species Lists. 

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists-form.cfm. 

———. 2015b. Critical Habitat Portal (online edition). http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/crithab. 
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Notice of Preparation of  
an Environmental Impact Report 

 
Date: March 16, 2017 

To: Responsible Agencies, Agencies with Jurisdiction by Law, Trustee 
Agencies, Involved Federal Agencies, and Agencies/People Requesting 
Notice 

From: City of Pacific Grove 
 300 Forest Avenue  
 Pacific Grove, CA  93950 
 
Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) for Hotel Durell Project 
The City of Pacific Grove (lead agency) will prepare an EIR for the proposed Hotel Durell 
Project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being distributed to applicable responsible 
agencies, trustee agencies, and interested parties as required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Comments from interested agencies are requested as 
to the scope and content of the environmental information that is pertinent to each agency’s 
statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. The project location and 
description are summarized below. An Initial Study is available at 
http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-development/planning/ceqa-
california-environmental-quality-act. 

Project Location: The project site is located in the City of Pacific Grove, California (Figure 
1). Pacific Grove is a coastal community located on the Monterey Peninsula in Monterey 
County. The project site is located at 157 Grand Avenue, bounded by Central Avenue, 
Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue, as shown in Figure 2. The site is located on the 
northwest side of Pacific Grove, three blocks south of the Monterey Bay coast. 

Project Characteristics: The Hotel Durell Project would construct a four level, 125-room 
hotel (Figure 3). The project site is adjacent to the Holman Building. Guest rooms would 
range in size from 320 to 400 square feet. The site currently consists of a surface parking 
lot and a commercial building that contains retail and restaurant uses. The site would be 
graded and the buildings demolished prior to project construction. The hotel would include 
a swimming pool, soaking spa, landscaped courtyard area, meeting rooms, restaurant, 
central vending area on each floor of guest rooms, valet parking, lobby/reception/check-in 
and reservation desk, guest luggage storage, and exercise room/gym. Vehicle access would 
be from Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue.  

EIR Sections: Based on the project description and the City’s understanding of the 
environmental issues associated with the project, the following topics will be analyzed in 
detail in the EIR: 
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 Aesthetics – This section will analyze post construction conditions and would 
emphasize whether the project would impact aesthetic resources or neighborhood 
character.  

 Cultural Resources – Although the structures located on the project site are not 
located on the City’s historic register, the EIR will determine the structure’s eligibility 
for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources, assess internal and 
external features, and propose mitigation measures as needed.  

 Transportation/Traffic – This section will discuss impacts from project traffic based 
on technical studies prepared for the project. Mitigation measures will be developed 
as needed.   

 Tribal Cultural Resources – This section will discuss impacts from project 
implementation to tribal resources. It will outline the Assembly Bill 52 consultation 
process and will require mitigation measures as needed.  

 Utilities/Service Systems – This section will discuss the project’s water needs and 
water availability in the City of Pacific Grove.  

Based on the project’s short construction duration and its limited scale, the following 
resource areas will not be addressed in detail in the EIR: 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 
 Geology/Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning 
 Mineral Resources 
 Noise 
 Population and Housing  
 Public Services 
 Recreation 

 

Alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR will be defined based on their potential to reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. The 
specific alternatives may include, but are not limited to, the “No Project” alternative as 
required by CEQA and a reduced capacity alternative.  

NOP Notice: The City solicits comments regarding the scope and content of the EIR from 
all interested parties requesting notice, responsible agencies, agencies with jurisdiction by 
law, trustee agencies, and involved agencies. In accordance with the time limits established 
by CEQA, please send your response at the earliest possible date, but no later than 30 days 
after receipt of this notice. The scoping period is March 15 through April 15, 2017.  

Please send your written/typed comments (including a name, telephone number, and 
contact information) to the following: 
 

Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner 
City of Pacific Grove, Community and Economic Development Department 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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Or via e-mail to lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org 

Scoping Meeting: A public scoping meeting will be held on April 4, 2017 at 6 pm:  

City of Pacific Grove Community Center 
515 Junipero Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA  93950 

ALL INTERESTED PARTIES ARE INVITED TO SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS ON 
THE SCOPE OF THE EIR TO ASSIST IN IDENTIFYING ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED 
IN THE EIR.  

For additional information, please contact Laurel O’Halloran at (831) 648-3127. 

 

____________________________________ Date:  _________ 

Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner  
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Figure 1 Regional and Project Site Location 
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City of Pacific Grove 
City Hall 

300 Forest Ave. 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

 
 
 
 
ATTN: Laurel O’Halloran 
Associate Planner 
Department: Community and Economic Development 
(831) 648-3127 

 

RE: The Hotel Durell Project: 

      

     I have lived in Pacific Grove for more than 30-years and on this Peninsula most of my 
life.  I realize Pacific Grove is seeking new ways to generate much needed revenue. 
However, I am against this project for several important reasons: 

DESIGN:   

     First, this future hotel is totally out of character with the surrounding historic 
neighborhood.  And it will certainly change the character of our downtown.  A new four-
story hotel with 125-rooms, carports, etc., is definitely not in keeping with a small town 
Victorian image.  After all, it really is just a somewhat glorified Hilton Garden Inn, (*see 
below).   

     A “Hilton Garden Inn” would take away from the charm of Pacific Grove.  Besides, 
“Hilton Garden Inns” are usually built just off busy freeways, definitely not in the center 
of a historic and artistic downtown with its overflowing one and two-story cottage-like 
homes. So I don’t believe a “Hilton Garden Inn” belongs in downtown Pacific Grove. 

      *[“In May, the P.G. City Council agreed to subdivide the property at 542 Lighthouse Avenue into two 

parcels: the Holman Building; …and the Grand Central Station behind it, which Agha plans to redevelop 

into a Hilton Garden Inn”], (Kera Abraham Jun 25, 2015, Monterey County Now). 

      

CURRENT PROJECTS WITHIN PACIFIC GROVE:  
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 Holman Building: 25-condos, plus 18,000 sq. of retail space, etc.   

     The new Holman Building’s exterior has tried to maintain some of the historic design 
of the original Holman Building.  Hotel Durrell’s current design does not respect Pacific 
Grove’s historic architecture. 

 If Project Bella moves forward it will replace what is now the American Tin 
Cannery, etc., with 160-hotel rooms, meeting rooms, restaurant(s) and much 
more. 

WATER:  

     Second, and most important, where are the water credits coming from, to build this 
hotel?  There are many areas of California that are still determined to be in a drought.  
We already have these two aforementioned projects and they too will be consuming our 
water.  Growth needs to be sensible, but Hotel Durell is not sensible development.  

TRAFFIC AND LOSS OF MUCH NEEDED PARKING: 

          Third, Central Avenue and Fountain Avenue are both very busy streets.  To 
increase traffic entering and exiting onto Fountain, (with a minimum of 125 extra-cars, 
during full occupancy, plus employee parking), has the potential of putting both drivers 
and pedestrians at serious risk. 

Parking spaces:  Library and Museum: 

     Many residents rely on finding parking near the library and/or Museum, especially 
residents that need closer parking, for mobility issues, etc.  Parking is currently at a 
minimum, for those wanting to access one or both of these two local treasures.  With 
this development there will be much less parking available.   

     Also, these limited parking spaces are likewise shared with office personnel and 
businesses.  We need to develop creative ideas for more parking, not less, for Pacific 
Grove residents and visitors. 

     Finally, tourists come to Pacific Grove for its tremendous scenic beauty, ocean 
habitat, wildlife, and its small town Victorian charm.  We must maintain it.  Likewise 
today, many small cities have designed alternative ways to generate revenue, (besides 
hotel taxes), in order to maintain and keep their small town allure.  The farmer’s market, 
art walk, Good Old Days, etc., are all creative ways to get people to the downtown area.  
Of course, we need more options. 

    I personally know individuals, who have started businesses in Pacific Grove.  But 
landlord issues and skyrocketing rents have sent quite a few running, to other areas.  So 
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as some businesses have sadly left our downtown area, I can understand why the rising 
hotel-occupancy taxes can be an alluring revenue source, for our City. 

    However, residents here have a strong desire and willingness to maintain the small-
town character and resort-town charm.  And that is why we live here and why tourists 
come here to visit.   And the reason why many of these tourists fall in love with the area 
and are buying their second-homes here, to live and retire in Pacific Grove.  Why?  
Because of the quality of life we are fortunate enough to have. But Hotel Durell with its 
current design and concerns does not merge into that quality of life.  

     This hotel will be an environmental nightmare, in our historic downtown. Tourists will 
come and take their photos of our amazing wildlife, scenery, historic downtown, 
Victorian homes, small town cottages, etc., but certainly not this hotel.  

    My suggestion:  Change the design of this building and make it more environmental 
friendly, by incorporating an environmental sustainable strategy that embraces the 
“Last Hometown” feel. 

Sincerely, 

 

Deborah Kenwood 
1104 Austin Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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From: john moore <jmerton99@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 11, 2017 at 11:31 AM 
Subject: Comment 3 re EIR for Durrell project and response to M.Brodeur e-mail to me dated 
April 7, 2017 
To: Mark Brodeur <mbrodeur@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Bill Kampe 
<bkampe@cityofpacificgrove.org>, "K. Cuneo" <kencun17@sbcglobal.net>, Rudy Fischer 
<rudyfischer@earthlink.net>, Huitt <huitt@comcast.net>, Bill Peake 
<bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Nicholas Smith <nicksmith20@gmail.com>, Cynthia 
Garfield <cjgarfield@sbcglobal.net>, Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpacificgrove.org> 
Cc: Marge Jameson <editor@cedarstreettimes.com>, Mtry Herald 
<mheditor@montereyherald.com>, Kelly Nix <kelly@carmelpinecone.com>, Mary Duan 
<mary@mcweekly.com>, The Carmel Pine Cone <paul@carmelpinecone.com> 

To Laurel O'Halloran: 
Please accept this as my comment three to the proposed EIR for the Durrell. 
 
To M. Brodeur: This is my response to your April 7 e-mail to me about the City General Plan and Zoning 
law(Attachment #1). 
     1.In your e-mail you said:  "The zoning ordinance is not a mere recommendation as in the General 
Plan. In the case of a conflict concerning land use between the comprehensive plan and the zoning 
ordinance, the zoning ordinance controls." According to section 1.2 of the city general plan(attachment 
#2), the general plan "Serves as the City's "constitution" for land use and community development (all 
zoning,subdivision,and public facilities, ordinances, decisions, and projects must be consistent with the 
General Plan." 
 
     2. Notice that all "projects" must be "consistent with the general plan." This is where you and I 
disagree: You favor a 125 room Durrell with a pool restaurant, conference room and only 88 parking 
spaces. That clearly is inconsistent with the General Plan. See attachments 3and 4. 
      
      3.The Durrell project is inconsistent with the General Plan because it clearly lacks adequate parking. 
See attachment 5. 
 
      4.According to the General Plan, the Durrell will exceed acceptable traffic impacts by a large margin. 
See Attachment 6. 
 
I do not understand how you as our "chief planner" can be so oblivious to the inconsistencies with the 
general plan that I have summarized herein. As for your claim that the Zoning ordinances control over the 
General Plan, in most communities that would get you fired. Ill health deters me from further analysis, but 
your motives in all of this is very very troubling.John M. Moore 
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OWNER:
 MR. NADER AGHA
 449 ALVARADO STREET
 MONTEREY, CA 93490

ARCHITECT:
 VICTOR MONTGOMERY AIA
 RRM DESIGN GROUP
 3765 SOUTH HIGUERA STREET 
 SUITE 102
 SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401

SITE INFORMATION:
 STREET ADDRESS:157 GRAND AVE.
 APN: 006-173-001
 ZONING: C-1-T

PROJECT INFORMATION 
A.1 TITLE SHEET
A.2 ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
A.3 DEMOLITION PLAN
A.4 OFF-SITE PARKING SITE PLAN
A.5 HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
C.1 GRADING AND DRAINAGE
L.1 CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
L.2 CONCEPTUAL PLANTING PLAN
A.6 GROUND FLOOR PLAN
A.7 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A.8 THIRD FLOOR PLAN
A.9 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
A.10 ROOF PLAN
A.11 EGRESS PLANS
A.12 BUILDING SECTIONS
A.13 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.14 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.15 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.16 ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS
A.17 CENTRAL AVE. & GRAND AVE. PERSPECTIVE
A.18 COLORS AND MATERIALS

SHEET INDEX 
GROSS BUILDING AREA

HOTEL: 125 ROOMS
 GROUND FLOOR - COMMON:. 1,685 SF
GROUND FLOOR - MAINT.: . . . . 2,230 SF
 SECOND FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 15,810 SF
 THIRD FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 22,341 SF
 FOURTH FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 21,709 SF
 TOTAL:. . . . . . . . 63,775 SF
RESTAURANT: 
 GROUND LEVEL:  . . . . . . . 4,625 SF
PARKING: 
 GROUND LEVEL:. . . . . . . . 15,590 SF
 (DEDICATED LOT:  . . . . . . . 8,427 SF)

           TOTAL GROSS AREA. . . . . . . . . . 83,990 SF

UNIT COUNT
 SECOND FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 31 ROOMS
 THIRD FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 48 ROOMS
 FOURTH FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 46 ROOMS
 TOTAL:. . . . . . . . 125 ROOMS

LOT SIZE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF

LANDSCAPE AREAS
 PAVERS:. . . . . . . . 3,270 SF
 LANDSCAPE:. . . . . . . . 4,803 SF
 DECK:. . . . . . . . 585 SF
 TOTAL PROVIDED:. . . . . . . . 8,658 SF

BUILDING INFORMATION 
PARKING CALCULATIONS:

Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code
Section 23.64.190 (g)

Parking space required for other uses allowed 
in any district and not set forth above shall be 
determined by the planning commission and 
set forth as a condition to the granting of the 
use of permit for such use.

Section 23.64.190 (e)
Not less than one parking space for each four 
guest rooms in any hotel

PARKING REQUIRED
EMPLOYEE .............................................................................5
1 / 4 GUEST ROOMS .............. 125 ROOMS ........................32
1 / 150 SF MEETING ............... 931 SF ....................................6
1 / 300 SF KITCHEN ................ 875 SF ....................................3
1 / 50 SF DINING .................... 1,600 SF ...............................32

TOTAL: 78
DEDICATED HOLMAN SPACES           14
 TOTAL REQUIRED        92

PARKING PROVIDED
On-Site Valet     55
On-Site Holman Dedicated   14
Off-Site Valet . . . . . . .     28
TOTAL 97

ZONING CODE ANALYSIS 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 157 Grand Avenue
APN: 006-173-001
GENERAL PLANNING AREA:
ZONING DESIGNATION: C-1-T
ITEM PERMITTED / REQUIRED PROVIDED 
Lot Area. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . As per development permit . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF
Building Height Limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40’ From Ext. Grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40’
 (With site coverage < 75%)
Front Yard Setback (Street X) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Street Side yard Setback(STREET Y&Z) . . . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Rear Yard Setback (New Property Line) . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Parking Spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83

SITE  COVERAGE                                                       
LOT AREA. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF 
ALLOWED COVERAGE (PER 23.31.040) . . . . . . 25,406 SF      (ALLOWED 75%)

BUILDING FOOTPRINT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,130 SF
POOL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 485 SF
SPA. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 SF
WATER FEATURE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 SF
WALLS AND NON PERMIABLE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 417 SF
TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,217 SF

ALLOWABLE EXCLUSIONS
DRIVEWAY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -400 SF
WALKWAY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -60 SF
ADJUSTED TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,759 SF      (PROPOSED 73%)

BUILDING CODE ANALYSIS 
REFERENCE CODES
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE

OCCUPANCY USE AND CLASSIFICATION
SECTION 310 & 311

THE PROPOSED BUILDING CONSISTS OF 3 
STORIES OF HOTEL OVER 1 STORY OF VALET 
PARKING

LEVEL 0 (GROUND LEVEL)
PARKING. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S-2

LEVELS 1-3
HOTEL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . R-1

CONSTRUCTION TYPE
SECTION 602

Parking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
Hotel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A

TABLE 601
Structural Frame, Bearing Walls  
& Floor Construction: . . . . . . . . 1-Hour Rating
Interior non-load 
bearing partitions: . . . . . . . . . . . . .No Protection
 Required
Roof Construction: . . . . . . . . . . 1-Hour rating

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT AND AREA
SECTION 503

HOTEL
CONSTRUCTION TYPE . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
OCCUPANCY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE R-1
BASIC ALLOWABLE AREA . . . . . 12,000 SF
 PER STORY
BASIC ALLOWABLE HEIGHT . . . . 3 STORIES 

PARKING
CONSTRUCTION TYPE . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
OCCUPANCY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE S-2
BASIC ALLOWABLE AREA . . . . . 21,000 SF
BASIC ALLOWABLE HEIGHT . . . . 4 STORIES

ACTUAL BUILDING HEIGHT
HOTEL (R-1): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . THREE LEVELS;
 MAXIMUM   
 HEIGHT > 40 FT
PARKING (S-2): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ONE LEVEL

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM
SECTION 903.2.1

AN AUTOMATIC FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM IS 
REQUIRED AND PROVIDED 

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM INCREASE 
MODIFICATION
SECTION 506.3

THE AREAS LIMITED BY TABLE 503 MAY BE 
INCREASED BY AN ADDITIONAL 200% FOR 
BUILDINGS WITH MORE THAN ONE STORY 
ABOVE GRADE PLANE

 MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE AREA WITH INCREASE
 36,000 SF PER FLOOR
FIRE RESISTANCE
FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE: WALLS
TABLE 602

5 < x < 10 ft. = 1 hour
x > 10 ft. = 0 hours

FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE: OPENINGS
TABLE 705.8

3 ft. < x < 5 ft. = 15% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

5 ft. < x < 10 ft. = 25% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

10 ft. < x < 15 ft. = 45% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

ACCESSIBILITY
Per California Building Code
Section 1111B.4.3
Required: 7 Fully Accessible Rooms 

    (2 require roll-in showers)
 5 Hearing Impaired Accessible Rooms

Provided: 7 Fully Accessible Rooms 
    (2 with roll-in showers)
 5 Hearing Impaired Accessible Rooms

VICINITY MAP  
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CENTRAL AVENUE

FO
RE

ST
 A

VE
N

UE
G

RA
N

D
 A

VE
N

UE
FO

UN
TA

IN
 A

VE
N

UE

15
TH
 S

TR
EE

T
14

TH
 S

TR
EE

T

16
TH
 S

TR
EE

T

17
TH
 S

TR
EE

T

18
TH
 S

TR
EE

T

PROJECT SITE

RESTAURANT AND PLAZA PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF GRAND AVE. AND CENTRAL AVE. 
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SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”

EXISTING BUILDING 
FOOTPRINT (TO BE 
DEMOLISHED)

EXISTING 
HOLMAN 
BUILDING

UNDERGROUND 
STORMWATER 

STORAGE
SEE SHEET C.1

SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”

PROPOSED BUILDING 
FOOTPRINT

HOLMAN BUILDING
TYPE: COMMERCIAL
NO. OF STORIES: 4

7

21

1

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Vehicular Entry
3. Hotel Drop-Off
4. Valet/Garage Entry
5. Driveway Ramp
6. Outdoor Dining
7. Hotel Entry
8. Restaurant Entry
9. Existing Building
10. Walkway(s)
11. Patio
12. Trash Enclosure
13. Water Feature
14. Garden Arbor
15. Unpaved Area
16. Jacuzzi/Spa Pool
17. Pool Deck Furniture
18. Lap Pool
19. Fire Pit and Lounge Furniture
20. Balcony Overhang Above, 3’-9” Max. 

projection over right of way, See Sheets 
A.6 Ground Floor Plan and A.12 
Section 3 

21. Accessible Path of Travel

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

A.20123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE
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EXISTING BUILDING 
TO BE DEMOLISHED 
(17,650 SF RETAIL)

(545’ EXTERIOR LATERAL WALL LENGTH)EXISTING 
HOLMAN 
BUILDING

A.30123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

DEMOLITION PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
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A.40123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE
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OFF-SITE PARKING SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1”=20’
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A.50123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF CENTRAL AVE. AND FOUNTAIN AVE.
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HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE
SCALE: 1”=10’

C.1
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POOL - 485sf

SPA - 142sf

DECORATIVE VEHICULAR PERMEABLE
PAVERS, TYP.

DECORATIVE PEDESTRIAN PERMEABLE
PAVERS, TYP.

PLANTING, TYP. SEE PLANTING LEGEND.

FIRE TABLE

WOODEN DECKING WITH LOUNGE
SEATING

WATER WALL FOUNTAIN WITH BUILT IN
SEATING

LANDSCAPE PLANTER WALL, TYP.

DECORATIVE OVERHEAD ARBOR WITH
VINES IN POTS AT BASE

POTTERY, TYP.

SEATING AT DOUBLE SIDED FIREPLACE

CITY APPROVED STREET TREE AND TREE
GRATE, TYP.

DECORATIVE FENCING AND EGRESS GATE

HOTEL LOBBY

RESTAURANTHOTEL AMENITIES

1
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IRRIGATION DESIGN CRITERIA:
THE IRRIGATION DESIGN WILL COMPLY
WITH THE LOCAL AND THE STATE WATER
CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS. THE
WATER CONSERVATION METHOD FOR THE
NEW LANDSCAPE PLANT MATERIAL HAS A
LOW TO MEDIUM WATER USE.

A WEATHER SENSING, 'SMART
CONTROLLER' WILL BE USED TO MONITOR
THE IRRIGATION WATER AND MANAGE
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION TO THE
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR EACH
HYDROZONE.

ALL TREES, POTTERY, SHRUB AND
GROUNDCOVER AREAS WILL BE IRRIGATED
ON SEPARATE HYDROZONES, SO THAT
ONCE ESTABLISHED, WATER CAN BE
REGULATED IN A MORE EFFICIENT
MANNER.

TREES AND POTTERY WILL BE IRRIGATED BY
BUBBLERS. ALL OTHER PLANTING WILL
RECEIVE DRIP IRRIGATION.

LANDSCAPE PLAN KEY:

FOUNTAIN AVENUE

GRAND AVENUE
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0123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE
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CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
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TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME CONT

                            MAGNOLIA X SOULANGIANA SAUCER MAGNOLIA MULTI-TRUNK 36"BOX

                            OLEA EUROPAEA `SWAN HILL` TM SWAN HILL OLIVE FIELD GROWN

                            PYRUS CALLERYANA `CHANTICLEER` CHANTICLEER PEAR 24"BOX

SHRUBS BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME CONT

                            ALPINIA ZERUMBET `VARIEGATA` VARIEGATED SHELL GINGER 5 GAL

                            ANIGOZANTHOS SPECIES KANGAROO PAW 5 GAL

                            CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER` FEATHER REED GRASS 5 GAL

                            CAREX DIVULSA BERKELEY SEDGE 1 GAL

                            CHONDROPETALUM TECTORUM `EL CAMPO` CAPE RUSH 5 GAL

                            DIANELLA CAERULEA `CASSA BLUE` CASSA BLUE FLAX LILY 3 GAL

                            FICUS PUMILA `VARIEGATA` VARIEGATED CREEPING FIG 5 GAL

                            HARDENBERGIA VIOLACEA LILAC VINE 15GA STAKED

                            HEUCHERA SANGUINEA CORAL BELLS 1 GAL

                            HYDRANGEA QUERCIFOLIA `SNOW QUEEN` SNOW QUEEN OAKLEAF HYDRANGEA 5 GAL

                            LEUCADENDRON X `WILSON`S WONDER` CONEBUSH 5 GAL

                            LOMANDRA LONGIFOLIA `BREEZE` DWARF MAT RUSH 5 GAL

                            LOROPETALUM CHINENSE `PETITE DELIGHT` PETITE DELIGHT FRINGE 5 GAL

                            NEPHROLEPIS CORDIFOLIA TUBEROUS SWORD FERN 5 GAL

                            PHORMIUM X `SEA JADE` NEW ZEALAND FLAX 5 GAL

                            PHORMIUM X `SHIRAZ` NEW ZEALAND FLAX 5 GAL

                            POLYGALA FRUTICOSA `PETITE BUTTERFLY` SWEET PEA SHRUB 5 GAL

                            SOLANUM JASMINOIDES POTATO VINE 15GA STAKED

                            WOODWARDIA FIMBRIATA GIANT CHAIN FERN 5 GAL

PLANT SCHEDULE

HOTEL LOBBY

RESTAURANTHOTEL AMENITIES

PROPOSED PLANT SCHEDULE:

FOUNTAIN AVENUE

GRAND AVENUE

C
EN
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A
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A

V
EN

UE

0123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE
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CONCEPTUAL PLANTING PLAN
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Vehicular Entry
3. Hotel Drop-Off
4. Valet/Garage Entry
5. Driveway Ramp
6. Outdoor Dining
7. Hotel Entry
8. Restaurant Entry
9. Existing Building
10. Walkway(s)
11. Patio
12. Trash Enclosure
13. Tandem Stall Valet Parking Area
14. Valet Aisle Parking Spaces (Compact)
15.  Balcony Overhang Above
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

2

1

5

5

1

1

3

3

2

4

4

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
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A.70123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016
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SCALE: 1/8”=1’
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THIRD FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
2. Exit Stairway
3. Elevator
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FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

3

2

4

5

5

2

3

4

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
2. Exit Stairway
3. Elevator
4. Ice Machine
5. Accessible Room
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KEYED NOTES                                     
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A.110123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

0 8 16 32 48

EGRESS PLANS
SCALE: 1/16”=1’
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
3. Existing Grade
4. Holman Building Parking
5. Hotel Drop Off
6. Hotel Room Balcony
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A.120123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

BUILDING SECTIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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1. FOUNTAIN AVE. ELEVATION

2.  CENTRAL AVE. ELEVATION

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Signage
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line
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7

8
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5 1

62
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4
4
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A.130123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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1. GRAND AVE. ELEVATION

2.  ALLEYWAY ELEVATION

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Signage
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line
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5 1

62

8
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2

A.140123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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TENTATIVE LOCATION OF 
STORM WATER CONTROL

TENTATIVE LOCATION OF 
STORM WATER CONTROL

1. COURTYARD ELEVATION

2.  COURTYARD ELEVATION
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A.150123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing 

grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Exterior Fireplace
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line
9. Dedicated Holman Parking
10. Valet Parking
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BAY WINDOWBALCONY RAILING TYPICAL WINDOW TRIM

STOREFRONT AWNING CORNICE DETAIL BALCONY ROOF
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A.160123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS

KEYED NOTES                                     
(Materials per sheet A.18)

1. 6” Cement Fiber Lap Horizontal Siding
2. Stone Veneer 
3. Metal Roofing
4. Painted Trim and Paneling
5. Fabric Awnings
6. White aluminum window and Door 

Frames
7. Pre-Molded cornice detail painted to 

match trim and paneling 
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A.170123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

CENTRAL AVE. & GRAND AVE. PERSPECTIVE
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1. HORIZONTAL SIDING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
SVELTE SAGE SW6165

2. HORIZONTAL SIDING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
MUSLIN SW6133

3. TRIM, FACIA AND 
PANELING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
PURE WHITE SW7005

4. STONE:
EL DORADO STONE
RUSTIC LEDGE IN PINETOP

5. AWNINGS:
SUNBRELLA FABRICS IN COCOA

6. METAL ROOFING:
STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF
AEP SPAN IN PARCHMENT 

7. WINDOW FRAMES:
WHITE ALUMINUM WINDOWS

5
1

2

63

7

4

A.180123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

COLOR MATERIALS
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APPENDIX C – CULTURAL RESOURCES 
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Appendix C 

Chronology of Contacts with Native American Governments 
1. August 26th, 2016: Request for City-wide project notification, per AB52 received from Esselen 

Nation. 

2. September 1st, 2016: Letter from City to Louise J. Miranda Ramirez, Chairman, Ohlone/Costanoan-

Esselen Nation providing project notification. 

3. October 4th, 2016: In person meeting with City and Esselen Nation representatives to discuss project 

and potential impacts. Meeting took place at the City of Pacific Grove City Hall.  

4. October 29th, 2016: City sent follow-up email to Louise J. Miranda Ramirez, Chairman, 

Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation requesting additional information to conclude Tribal consultation 

5. No response to date was received and consultation is considered closed.  
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Senior Planner 

MEETING DATE: October 21, 2015 

SUBJECT: 
Historic Determination HD 12-0171 for 157 Grand Ave – 159 Fountain 

Ave. 

CEQA STATUS: Not a project 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt findings and determine that the Holman Garage, at 157 Grand Ave – 159 Fountain Ave. is 

ineligible for inclusion on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory. 

 

BACKGROUND 

An Initial Historic Screening was conducted on May 9, 2012 by the Historic Resources Committee 

(HRC), and a determination of ineligible for the Historic Resources Inventory could not be made. More 

information was requested.  A Phase 1 Historic Report by Richard Brandi dated August 2, 2012 and 

revised (per request by the Historic Resources Committee) on October 5, 2012 determined the structure 

is ineligible for the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical 

Resources, and the National Register of Historic Places.  

 

At the November 14, 2012 Historic Resources Committee meeting, the item was discussed and 

continued to a date uncertain. 

 

At the September 30, 2015 Historic Resources Committee meeting, the item was again discussed and on 

a motion made by Member Covell, seconded by member Hines, the Committee voted 2-2-0 (Mason and 

Sawyer opposed) to accept a Phase 1 Historic Report and to not add the property to the Historic 

Resources Inventory.  As the motion failed to gain a majority, the motion did not pass. 

 

On a motion by Chairperson Mason, seconded by Member Sawyer, the board then voted 4-0-0 to 

continue the item to the October 28
th

, 2015 HRC Meeting when the HRC was expected to have five 

Members. 

 

At the October 7, 2014 City Council meeting, it was announced that, based on PGMC Chapter 

23.74.040, Councilmembers Miller, Fischer, and Cuneo had called this item up for Council 

consideration. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Applicable General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs 

Goal 1 of Chapter 7, Historic and Archaeological Resources, seeks to “provide for the identification, 

protection, preservation, and restoration of Pacific Grove’s heritage of Victorian and other late 
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 2 

 

 

nineteenth century and early twentieth century historically and architecturally significant resources.”  

The historic determination process implements this goal in evaluating resources for historicity. 

 

Applicable Zoning Code Regulations 

Pursuant to § 23.76.030, the Historic Resources Committee has the authority to determine whether or 

not the structure should be historic or not, based on the criteria listed in § 23.76.025. As concluded by 

the Phase 1 Historic Assessment, the property does not meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the 

Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, the California Register of Historical Resources, and the 

National Register of Historic Places. 

 

CEQA 

This action is not a project under CEQA pursuant to S. 21065 in the CEQA Statute and Guidelines. 

 

OPTIONS 

1. Take no action. 

2. Determine that the structure is historic and will be added to the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, 

citing specific findings and conditions. 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Draft Resolution 

2. Historic Resources Committee November 14, 2012 Agenda Report 

3. September 30, 2015 HRC meeting minutes 

4. Relative public comments 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: Reviewed by: 

 

  
_______________________________ _____________________________ 

Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Senior Planner THOMAS FRUTCHEY, City Manager 
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MEETING MINUTES 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 

SPECIAL MEETING 
Wednesday, October 2 1,20 15, 5:00 P.M. 

Council Chamber - City Hall - 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

CALL TO ORDER 
Mayor Kampe called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. Present: Mayor Kampe, Mayor Pro 
Tem Huitt, Councilmembers Cuneo, Fischer, Lucius, Miller, and Peake. 

CLOSED SESSION 
A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Threatened Litigation, (Gov. Code 

§54956.9(d)) 
One Case 
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Pacific Grove City Council Minutes Page 2 of 7 
October 21,2015 

MEETING MINUTES 

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 

REGULAR MEETING 
Wednesday, October 2 1,20 15,600 P.M. 

Council Chamber - City Hall - 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 

CALL TO ORDER 
Mayor Kampe called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. Present: Mayor Kampe, Mayor Pro Tern 
Huitt, Councilmembers Cuneo, Fischer, Lucius, Miller, and Peake. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Kampe led the pledge of allegiance. 

1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Upon motion by Councilmember Cuneo, the City Council voted 7-0 to approve the 
agenda. 

2. PRESENTATIONS 
None. 

3. COUNCIL AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only) 
A. Report on Closed Session by City Attorney 
City Attorney Dave Laredo reported Council met during the special meeting to consider 
one item of threatened litigation. The Council did discuss issues and a threat of litigation 
to the proposed Admission Tax that have been expressed in meetings and in writing by 
the Attorneys representing the Monterey Bay Aquarium. No specific conclusion or 
reportable action was taken by Council. 

Council and staff made general announcements. 

City Manager Tom Frutchey announced those selected for the Short Terrn Vacation 
Rental Adhoc Task Force as Robin Aeschliman, Tom Akeman, Alka Joshi, Jan Leasure 
and Ahnalisa Miller. 

4. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
Public comment was received from the following: Jill Kleiss, Jay Spingam, Jane Haines, 
Sam Rashkin, Pastor Jim Nelson, Tia Sukin, Lee Willoughby, Maureen Mason, Lynn 
Bohnen, Robert Sanukjian, Steve Thomas, Jeff Beckham, Marge Bergediere, and Kim 
Wowell. 
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Pacific Grove City Council Minutes 
October 21,2015 

Page 3 of 7 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Action: Consent Agenda Item No. 6A was pulled and considered as Agenda Item 12B. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Cuneo, Council voted 7-0 to approve the 
reminder of the Consent Agenda. 
Action: Upon a second motion by Councilmember Cuneo, Council voted 7-0 to include 
approval of the amended Minutes referenced via Errata. 

5. APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
A. Minutes of the October 7, 2015 City Council Special and Regular Meetings 

Action: Approved Minutes. 

6. RESOLUTIONS 
A. Contract Amendment with Elizabeth Schalau for Human Resources Services This 

item was pulled and considered as item 12B. 
Reference: Thomas Frutchey, City Manager 
Recommended Action: Adopt a resolution approving Amendment No. 2 to an 
existing contract with Elizabeth Schalau for human resources services. 

7. ORDINANCES 
A. Condominium Ordinance for the C- 1 -T (Light Commercial/Hotel/ Condominium 

District 
Action: Held second reading and adopted Condominium Ordinance 15-01 9 for the 
C-1 -T District (Holman Building) as required by the voters in their approval of 
Measure E in June, 1994. 

8. REPORTS - INFORMATION ONLY 
A. Status of the City's MPWMD Water Allocation 

Action: Received a report on the status of the City's water reserves per the August 
20 15 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) monthly 
allocation report. 

9. REPORTS - REQUIRING ACTION 
A. Adopt a Resolution Amending Council Policies 400-5 Investments and 400-6 

Budget and Financial Management; and Establishing Council Policies 400-7 City 
Credit Curd and 400-8 Cash Handling 
Action: Adopted Resolution No. 15-055 Amending Council Policies 400-5 
Investnzenfs and 400-6 Budget and Financial Munclgement; and Establishing 
Council Policies 400-7 City Credit Cclrd and 400-8 Cush HcuzcNi~zg 

B. Pacific Grove Pony Baseball/Sofiball request to host a movie at Muni Softball 
Park, on November 6,20 15 
Action: Approved Pacific Grove Pony League's request to show a *'Movie in the 
Park" at the Municipal Ballpark on Friday, November 6'", 2015. 
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Pacific Grove City Council Minutes 
October 21.2015 

Page 4 of 7 

10. MEETING MINUTES OF COMMISSIONS, BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES 
A. Business Improvement District Committee Meeting Minutes: August 5, 201 5 and 

October 7,20 15 
Action: Received Minutes. 

B. Beautification and Natural Resources Commission Meeting Minutes: September 
15,2015 
Action: Received Minutes. 

C. Economic Development Commission Meeting Minutes: September 15,20 15 
Action: Received Minutes. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

1 1. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
A. Historic Determination (HD) 12-0 171 for 157 Grand Ave - 159 Fountain Ave. 

Mayor Kampe took the vote of Councilmembers for Call-up: Councilmembers 
Miller, Cuneo, and Fischer with each outlining their reason for call-up. City 
Attorney determined call-up reasons were adequate. 
Victor Montgomery and Richard Brandi spoke on behalf of the Applicant. 
Public comment was received from the following: Don Murphy, Jeff Beckham, 
Moe Ammar, and Cosmo Bua. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Huitt, the Council voted 3-4, 
Councilmembers Cuneo, Lucius, Fischer and Miller dissenting, to take no action 
tonight and refer the matter back to the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) to 
allow the HRC to take final action at their October 28, 201 5 meeting, which they 
have committed to do. Motion failed. 
Action: Upon a second motion by Councilmember Lucius, the Council voted 5-2, 
Councilmembers Huitt and Peake dissenting, to adopt Resolution No. 15-056, 
adopt findings and determine that the Holman Garage, at 157 Grand Ave - 159 
Fountain Ave, is ineligible for inclusion in the City's Historic Resources Inventory. 

B. Cal-Am Pump House Historic Demolition Permit, 260 Sinex Avenue 
Mayor Kampe took the vote of Councilmembers for Call-up: Councilmembers 
Miller, Cuneo, and Fischer with each outlining their reason for call-up. 
City Attorney determined call-up reasons were adequate. 
Public comment was received from the following: Cal-Am Representative Ian 
Crooks, Jeff Beckham, Sally Moore, Lynn Mason, Cosmo Bua, Barbara Thomas, 
and Lynn Bohnen. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Fischer, the Council voted 6-1, 
Councilmember Miller dissenting, to 
1. Hold a public hearing certifying the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Pump 
House; 
2. Adopt Resolution No. 15-057, including the recommended Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations; 
3. Approye a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and approve the 
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project; 
4. Direct the City Manager or designee to approve the Historic Demolition Permit 
(HDP14-405) to demolish the Pump House. Given the historic importance of the 
site, require Cal-Am to install a memorial plaque approved by the City, install 
landscaping approved by the City, install one or more above-ground, non-working 
valves or other demonstrative aids, approved by the City, to assist the public in 
visualizing the nature of the pump house infrastructure; and donate the land and 
improvements to the City. City approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
5. Direct City staff to explore enforcement actions for Cal-Am's non-compliance 
with the Historic Preservation Ordinance, as it neglected to perfom the 
maintenance necessary to protect an historic resource. 
6. Authorize the City Manager to amend these documents and actions, as 
appropriate, in order to best achieve the Council's intent. 

Upon motion by Councilmember Cuneo, the Council voted 7-0 to change the order of the 
Agenda as follows: 12A, 1 ID, 1 1 C, and 12B, to ensure that the highest urgency items were 
addressed. 

12. UNFINISHED AND ONGOING BUSINESS 
A. Polling and outreach services contract award; preliminary fiscal health analysis 

report; report on unanticipated extraordinary expenditures; and update on revenue 
measure options 
Public comment was received from the following: Don Murphy. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Fischer, the Council voted 6- 1, 
Councilmember Miller dissenting, to: 
1. Adopt Resolution No. 15-058 to authorizethe City Manager to execute a 

contract with the Lew Edwards Group in conjunction with Fairbank, Maslin, 
Maullin, Metz & Associates for polling and outreach services in an amount not 
to exceed $70,625; 

, 2. Receive a preliminary Fiscal Health Diagnostic Report; , 

3. Receive a report of unanticipated extraordinary expenditures for FY 20 15- 1 6; 
4. Receive an update on revenue measure options 

11. D. Ordinance amending the classification schedule for the Human Resources Manager 
position 
No public comment was received. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Fischer, the Council voted 6-1, 
Councilmember Miller dissenting, to introduce and hold first reading of an 
ordinance to amend the classification schedule for the Human Resources Manager 
position and direct that publication of the ordinance will be satisfied by publication 
of a summary, approved by the City Attorney. 

12. B. Contract Amendment with Elizabeth Schalau for Human Resources Services This 
item was pulled from Consent Item Agenda 6A. 
No public comment was received. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Cuneo, the Council voted 6-1, 
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Councilmember Miller dissenting, to adopt Resolution No. 15-054 approving 
Amendment No. 2 to an existing contract with Elizabeth Schalau for human 
resources services. 

Short Term Vacation Rentals (STVR) Fees 
Reference: Tem C. Schaeffer, Housing Program CoordinatorICode Compliance 
Officer 
Public comment was received from the following: Thom Akeman, Robert 
Sanukjian, Barbara Thomas, Evan Ollinger, and Joy Colangelo. 
Action: Upon motion by Councilmember Lucius, the Council voted 6-1, 
councilmember Peake dissenting, that this matter be tabled until afier the newly 
formed Short Term Vacation Rental Task Force has an opportunity to meet and 
review this matter. 

13. NEW BUSINESS 
None. 

14. FULL PRESENTATIONS 
None. 

15. REPORTS OF COUNCIL MEMBERS AND OTHER CITY REPRESENTATIVES 
A. Meeting Report: League of California Cities Annual Conference, September 30 - 

October 2,20 15 
Action: Received report. 

B. Meeting Report: League of California Cities Annual Conference, September 30 - 
October 2, 20 15 
Action: Received report. 

C. Meeting Report: League of California Cities Annual Conference, September 30 - 
October 2, 20 15 
Action: Received report. 

D. Community Human Services Minutes of Regular Meeting: September 17,20 15 
Action: Received report. 

E. Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Summary of Recent Actions: 
October 20 15 
Action: Received report. 

F. Preventing Alcohol Related Traumas on the Peninsula (PARTS) Coalition Meeting: 
October 15, 20 15 
Action: Received report. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
Council adjourned the regular meeting at 955  p.m. 

Respegthlly Submitted, 

Deputy City Clerk 

Approved by Mayor: 

Attest by City Manager: Date [ l c b ~ 1 5  
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Phase I Report on Holman’s Garage  

 

Summary  

 

This report represents a Phase I Historic Assessment pursuant to the Pacific Grove 

Guidelines for Historic Assessments dated March 24, 2008 and amended April 2, 2009.  

This report concludes that Holman’s Garage at 156-162 Fountain Avenue (APN 006-173-

001-000) is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, California Register 

of Historical Resources, or Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory.   

 

Methods  

 

This review was conducted by Richard Brandi who holds an M.A. in Historic 

Preservation from Goucher College, Maryland and a B.A. from U.C. Berkeley.  He is 

listed as a qualified historian with the City of Pacific Grove, the County of Monterey, and 

the California Historical Resources Information System. With over 10 years of 

professional experience in architectural history and historic preservation, Mr. Brandi 

meets the requirements of a Qualified Professional as set forth by the Secretary of the 

Interior. 

 

The sources used for this report are the property file maintained by the City of Pacific 

Grove Community Development Department, historic Sanborn maps, the Historic 

Context Statement for the City of Pacific Grove, newspaper files at the Pacific Grove 

Library reference section, city directories, Pat Hathaway’s California Views Historical 

Photo Collection, and the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History photo collection.  A 

site visit was made to the building on June 19, 2012. 

 

 
 

 

Holman’s Garage.   
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Historic Context   

 

Holman’s Garage was build for Wilford R. Holman, a prominent Pacific Grove developer 

and businessman, during the period that the Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement 

calls, “Pacific Grove Comes of Age” (1903-1926). During this period, intense building 

took place in Pacific Grove’s business district. Holman was the son of R.L. Holman, a 

wealthy businessman who died in 1909. Wilford Holman built a department store and a 

garage on the site of the former El Carmelo Hotel. This department store replaced an 

earlier store built in 1904 on Lighthouse Avenue (no longer extant). 
1
  

 

During the 1920s, a number of new shops, markets, theaters and social halls were built 

along Lighthouse Avenue. Two buildings set the tone for new architectural styles and 

construction techniques that would guide future commercial development, E. C. Smith’s 

neoclassical two-story bank at 569 Lighthouse Avenue in 1916 (extant) and the 

reinforced concrete Holman’s department store in 1924. Holman’s department store was 

heralded as one of the largest between San Francisco and Los Angeles. In 1931, a third 

floor and fourth floor solarium were added.  In 1919, Wilford had constructed a large 

reinforced concrete auto garage, repair and supply store that spanned the entire block 

between Fountain and Grand Avenues south of Central Avenue (extant but altered).
2
    

 

After the turn of the 20
th

 century and particularly with the introduction of Ford’s Model T 

in 1908, the automobile quickly gained popularity. Echoing a national trend, many 

parking lots, service stations and other auto-related buildings were constructed during the 

1910s and 1920s in Pacific Grove. For example, Thomas A. Work constructed a two-

story, reinforced concrete auto garage and salesroom at 174 Grand Avenue behind his 

buildings on Lighthouse Avenue (extant). By 1914, another large reinforced concrete 

auto garage had been built on the site of the old Mammoth Stable building, spanning the 

entire block between Fountain and Grand (extant). A former store at 307 Forest Avenue 

was also enlarged around this time and converted to an auto garage and repair shop. As 

more automobiles appeared in the city, old stable buildings were converted to garages.
3
   

 

Holman’s garage was part of the trend to capitalize on the demands of the early 

automobile.  Many cars were built using wood bodies and some had canvas or open tops 

that were vulnerable to the rain. Few houses at the time had garages and public garages 

were used to store and service automobiles and were rented on a daily or monthly basis.
4
  

Holman’s Garage was designed and used for this purpose and not as a place to park while 

shopping at Holman’s department store. There was ample parking on the street or in the 

vacant lot between the department store and garage.  

 

Construction and Use History  

 

The construction history of the building is incomplete but the salient changes can be 

ascertained.  The original construction permit has not been located. Construction of the 

garage was completed in 1919 or 1921.
5
  The rectangular-shaped, one-story building has 

a gable roof with false fronts on Fountain and Grand Avenues. The building occupies the 
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corner end of the block formed by Fountain, Central and Grand Avenues.  The building 

walls are reinforced concrete and the roof is made up of wood trusses. The area south of 

the building is vacant. The building is visible from all four sides. The garage originally 

was designed to hold 90 cars according to Sanborn maps. It also served as an automobile 

showroom for Durant automobiles in 1922.
6
   

 

A 1923 photo shows the building with eight identical skylights. The false fronts consisted 

of stepped parapets on both the Fountain and Grand Avenues façades. The parapets were 

divided into four parts with recessed panels separated with a raised central portion and 

terminated with a cornice. Shed roofs were located on each façade above the windows 

and were clad with sheet metal shingles. The Fountain Street façade had five large plate 

glass windows and a single automobile door near the corner of Center Avenue.  The 

corner of the building was angled to allow an automobile to drive up to a gasoline pump.  

Horizontal light stands projected over the façade.  Although the building had similar 

looking façades on Fountain and Grand Avenues, the primary façade was on Fountain 

Avenue. See Appendix, Figures 1, 2.  

 

The 1926 Sanborn map shows a gas and oil station on the corner with an address of 150 

Fountain. It shows the former auto display area as an auto supplier with an address of 60 

Fountain.  See Appendix, Figure 3.   

 

Historic photos could not be found for the Grand Avenue façade, but a 1987 photo shows 

a large automobile door and loading dock in the left bay, two personnel doors and four 

multiple pane windows in the other bays. The 1926 Sanborn map shows the loading dock 

with an address of 151 Grand Ave. See Appendix, Figure 4. 

 

The south façade facing the parking lot had eight similar size windows. The Central 

Avenue façade had 10 windows. Doors are not evident on either façade. See Appendix, 

Figures 1and 2. 

 

Alterations 

 

In 1931, the corner of the garage at Fountain and Central Avenues was altered by cutting 

four arched openings into the Central Avenue façade to provide for automobile entrances 

as part of a remodeling for an enlarged service station. See Appendix, Figure 5. 

 

In 1938, a shed was added to the south side of the building on Fountain Avenue. This 

alteration is believed to be the restaurant shown on the 1962 Sanborn map which is now 

Mando’s cafe. This original shed building was extended rearward to its present length 

sometime after 1937.  
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Records indicate a number of permits were issued for the building although further 

details are not available:
7
  

 

Permit  Date Location  Description of Work on 

Permit 

502 1/12/1931  SW corner Fountain and 

Central  

Remodel bdg and service 

station to make 63’x26’ service 

station 

1360 12/15/1938 156 Fountain  Addition for storage 

2817 11/12/1947 162 Fountain  Change store front  

3711 5/22/1950 Left hand Grand  Cut door rear store  

1191 11/1/1952 Central and Fountain  Remodel  

1492 1/19/1957 Fountain and Central  Sign 

2471 11/30/1960 162 Fountain  Remodel  

2497 1/2/1961 152 Fountain  Sign 

 

The 1962 Sanborn map shows that a store has been inserted into what had been the auto 

entrance on Fountain Avenue. The permits do not indicate when this change occurred. 

See Appendix, Figure 6. 

 

The building was used as a garage until it became a warehouse for Holman’s department 

store at an unknown date. It was later used by Ford’s department store as a warehouse. 

The portion of the building along Fountain Avenue was occupied by retail store fronts for 

many years.   

 

At some point, the shed roofs were reclad with wood shingles. Also the recessed panels 

on the stepped parapet on the Fountain Avenue façade were removed.  Many additional 

skylights were added on the roof. A series of alterations were made to the south façade so 

that only one window now remains. The arched openings for automobiles on Central 

Avenue were filled in and replaced with windows.  

 

In the late 1980s, the Grand Avenue side of the building was altered when it was 

subdivided into a series of professional offices and shops.  During this alteration, the 

Grand Avenue façade was changed with the insertion of a new personnel entrance in the 

middle of the façade. The automobile door, loading dock, and existing personnel 

entrances were removed and replaced with new windows.
8
  

 

The cumulative effect of these alterations is to significantly alter the appearance of the 

building from the time when it was used as an automobile garage. The building had a 

relatively simple design and the removal of most of the original detailing compromises 

the building’s integrity as explained below. See Appendix, Figures 7, 8, 9, 10. 
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Period of Significance  

 

Based on the construction history, the appropriate period of significance corresponds to 

the time when the building was used as a garage. Available permits do not indicate when 

it ceased to be used as a garage but they suggest that it could have occurred between 1947 

and 1960. The building is therefore assigned a period of significance of 1921-1960 when 

it was used for automobile related services. The period of significance may be revised if 

further research determines the precise date when the building was no longer used for 

automobile services.  

 

Eligibility  

 

National Register of Historic Places 

 

The National Register of Historic Places 
9
(NRHP) evaluates a property’s historic 

significance based on the following four criteria: 

 

Criterion A (Event): Properties that are associated with events that have made 

a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

 

Criterion B (Person): Properties that are associated with the lives of persons 

significant in our past. 

 

Criterion C (Design/Construction): Properties that embody the distinctive 

characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, or that represent 

the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 

distinction.  

 

Criterion D (Information Potential): Properties that have yielded, or may be 

likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history.  

 

In addition to historic significance, an NRHP evaluation includes a determination of 

physical integrity, or the property’s ability to convey its historic significance. Integrity 

consists of seven aspects: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association. 

 

Criterion A (Event)  

 

To be potentially eligible for individual listing on the NRHP, a structure must usually be 

more than 50 years old, must have historic significance, and must retain its physical 

integrity. Since the building was constructed approximately 91 years ago, it meets the age 

requirement. However, it does not appear to possess sufficient association with events 

that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, at either the 

local, state or national level.  
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Although constructed during the growth of Pacific Grove’s business district during the 

1920s, it was one of many buildings built during that period. 
 
It is no more strongly 

associated with this event than other buildings built during the period. For a structure to 

be eligible under NRHP, Criteria A, “Mere association with historic events or trends is 

not enough, in and of itself, to qualify under Criterion A: the property's specific 

association must be considered important as well…Moreover, the property must have an 

important association with the event or historic trends, and it must retain historic 

integrity.
10

”  Similarly, the garage was one constructed along with other auto related 

buildings constructed during the 1920s, but such association is insufficient for meeting 

Criterion A.   

 

Criterion B (Person) 

 

Although built for Wilford Holman, a historically significant person, the garage is not 

associated with the things that make Holman significant. As the Historic Context 

Statement says:  

 

  …commercial buildings from this period may be significant for their association 

 with persons important to Pacific Grove’s history, such as prominent businessmen 

 T.A. Work and Wilford Holman. If this is the case, however, the building should 

 be compared to other associated properties to identify which property(s) best 

 represent that person’s achievements or reasons for being significant. 
11

  

 

Holman is strongly associated for his department store, not for a garage which passed out 

of usage as a garage many years ago. The garage was built as a separate business activity 

distinct from the department store. In other words, Holman is not known for having a 

garage, he is known for his department store. Thus the former garage does not “best 

represent” Holman’s achievements in Pacific Grove and it does not therefore qualify 

under Criterion (B).  The garage is not related functionally to the department store and 

thus is not related to the historical significance of the department store.   

 

 Criterion C (Design/Construction)  

 

Properties may qualify for listing if they 1) embody the distinctive characteristics of a 

type, period or method of construction, 2) represent the work of a master, 3) possess high 

artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 

may lack individual distinction.  

 

1. Distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction 

 

The building was built in 1921 with reinforced concrete. According to the Historic 

Context Statement, many reinforced concrete garages were constructed in Pacific Grove 

during this period and the structure does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a 

type, period or method of construction.   
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2. Represent the work of a master 

 

The designer or architect, if any, responsible the Holman Garage is not known.   

 

3. Possesses high artistic values or represent a significant and distinguishable entity.  

 

According to the NRHP, “a property is eligible for its high artistic values if it so fully 

articulates a particular concept of design that it expresses an aesthetic ideal. A property is 

not eligible, however, if it does not express aesthetic ideals or design concepts more fully 

than other properties of its type.”
12

 The building is typical of other garages built during 

the 1910s and 1920s and does not possess high artistic values.  Nor does it represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity 

  

Criterion D (Information Potential) 

  

Archival research provided no indication that the building has the potential to yield 

information important to prehistory or history.  

 

California Register of Historical Resources 

 

The California Register of Historical Resources
13

 (CRHR) evaluates a resource’s historic 

significance based on the following four criteria that are very similar to the National 

Register: 

   

 Criterion 1 (Event): Resources associated with events that have made a 

significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or 

the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 

  

 Criterion 2 (Person): Resources associated with the lives of persons 

important to local, California or national history. 

  

 Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive 

characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master or possess high artistic values. 

 
Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources that have yielded or have the 
potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the 
local area, California or the nation. 

 

For the reasons outlined above under the discussion for the National Register, the 

building is not eligible for listing under the California Register of Historic Resources.   
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Pacific Grove Historic Preservation Evaluation Criteria  

The City of Pacific Grove criteria for historic resources (Chapter 23.76.025 Evaluation 

Criteria) lists several criteria for local listing which are similar to the criteria of the 

National Register and California Register:   

(a) Whether the structure has significant character, interest or value as part of the 

development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city of Pacific Grove, the state of 

California, or the United States; 

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

(c) Whether it is strongly identified with a person who, or an organization which, 

significantly contributed to the culture, history or development of the city of Pacific 

Grove; 

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

(e) Whether it is one of the few remaining examples in the city of Pacific Grove 

possessing distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type or specimen; 

(f) Whether it is a notable work of an architect or master builder whose individual work 

has significantly influenced the development of the city of Pacific Grove; 

(g) Whether it embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials or 

craftsmanship that represent a significant architectural innovation; 

(h) Whether it has a unique location or singular physical characteristics representing an 

established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community, or of the city of 

Pacific Grove; 

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

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

(k) Whether it is located within a geographically definable area possessing a 

concentration of historic properties which visually contribute to each other and are 

unified aesthetically.  

Criteria (a) through (g) and (j) are similar to the criteria identified by the National and 

California Registers. Therefore, for the reasons outlined above under the discussion for 

the National Register, the building is not eligible for listing under those eight Pacific 

Grove Historic Preservation Evaluation criteria.  Three of the Pacific Grove criteria are 

different from those identified by the National Register and California Register.   
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(h) Whether it has a unique location or singular physical characteristics 

representing an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, 

community, or of the city of Pacific Grove.  

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

(k) Whether it is located within a geographically definable area possessing a 

concentration of historic properties which visually contribute to each other and are 

unified aesthetically.  
 

Criterion (h) is somewhat vague and broad since every building has a unique location. 

The former garage does not have “singular characteristics” as there are a number of other 

reinforced concrete garages extant in Pacific Grove. The former garage is a familiar 

feature but this alone, absent it also having “a unique location or singular physical 

characteristics,” fails to meet criterion (h).   

Criterion (i) relates to integrity and will be addressed in the next section. 

Criterion (k) relates to a geographic concentration of historic properties that not only 

visually contribute to one another but also are unified aesthetically. The area around 

Holman’s Garage does not qualify under this criterion as the buildings in this area vary 

greatly in age, appearance, and architectural style.     

Integrity  

 

The evaluation of historic significance is a two-step process. First, the historic 

significance of the property must be established. If the property appears to possess 

historic significance, then a determination is made of its physical integrity, that is, its 

authenticity as evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the 

resource’s period of significance. Since the building does not possess historic 

significance, there was no need to evaluate its physical integrity. 

 

However, Holman’s Garage was assessed for its physical integrity. The Historic Context 

Statement gives clear guidance concerning the issue of integrity. Since the context 

statement has been officially adopted by the city, it is the controlling authority for 

determining eligibility.
14

 

 

   In order to be eligible for listing in the local, state, or national historic registers, a 

 commercial property must retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance as 

 part of commercial development during this period. While most buildings 

 undergo change over time, alterations should not significantly change the 

 essential historic character of the buildings….The aspects of integrity deemed 

 most important for this period are location, design, materials, association and 

 feeling.
15
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The context statement lists the minimum eligibility requirements to the local register. A 

property should meet all five requirements:  

 

 Clear example of commercial architecture from this period. 

 Retains original form and roofline. 

 Substantially retains the original pattern of window and doors. Storefront 

alterations, particularly in multi-story commercial buildings, can be acceptable.  

 Retains at least some of its original ornamentation, if applicable. The retention of 

entry, window and/or roofline ornamentation should be considered most 

important. 

 Replacement of doors and windows may be acceptable as long as they conform, 

or substantially conform, to the original door/window pattern and the size of the 

openings.
16

 

 

The former garage is no longer a clear example of commercial architecture from its 

period of significance (1921-1960).  The stripping of detailing on the Fountain Avenue 

façade, the multiple additions on the south façade, and the insertion of a large personnel 

entrance and alterations on the Grand Avenue façade obscure its historic commercial 

origins.  The former garage does not retain its original pattern of windows and doors. It 

also does not retain its original ornamentation. The replacement doors and windows do 

not substantially conform to the originals or to those extant during the period of 

significance.  The building fails to meet four of the five minimum eligibility requirements 

established in the Historic Context Statement. Therefore, even if the building was 

considered to be historically significant under any criterion, its loss of integrity makes it 

ineligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of 

Historical Resources and Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory. 

 

Conclusion  

 

The former Holman’s Garage is not eligible for the listing on the National Register of 

Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources and Pacific Grove Historic 

Resources Inventory. 

 

                                                 
1
 Page & Turnbull, Inc., City of Pacific Grove Historic Context Statement, Final, October 

31, 2011, pages 120-122. 
2
 Ibid pages 158-159. 

3
 Ibid pages 162-163. 

4
 William Kostura, “Van News Auto Row Support Structures, A Survey of Automobile-

Related Buildings along the Van Ness Corridor,” 2010, page 36. 
5
 The Historic Context Statement (page 158) gives a date of 1919 but the Pacific Grove 

Historical Society gives a date of 1921, The Board and Batten Newsletter, 

August/September 2002, page 2. This report assigns a date of construction of 1921. 
6
 Pacific Gove Daily Review, May 1, 1922. 

7
 City of Pacific Grove Community Development Department Property File. 
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11
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12
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Appendix 

Richard Brandi  

Phase 1 Report on Holman’s Garage 

  

 

Figure 1. Corner of Fountain and Central Avenues circa 1923. Source: Pat Hathaway Collection.     

 

Figure 2. South side on Fountain Avenue circa 1923. Source: Pat Hathaway Collection.    
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Figure 3. 1926 Sanborn map #8. 

 

 

Figure 4. Grand Avenue in 1987. Source: City of Pacific Grove Property file. 
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Figure 5. Corner of Fountain and Central Avenues dated 1936. Source: Photo hanging on wall in 

the Pacific Grove Community Development Department.  

 

 

Figure 6. 1962 Sanborn map #8 
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Figure 7. Corner of Fountain and Central Avenue, 2012. Compare with Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 8. Grand Avenue facade, 2012. Compare with Figure 4. 
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Figure 9. South facade, 2012. Compare with Figure 2. 

 

 

Figure 10. Close up showing remnants of original metal sheathing on shed roofs, 2012.   
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Existing Conditions

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE CONTOURS

Project Name: Pacific Grove Hotel

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.

Source of Traffic Volumes: Hexagon

Community Noise Descriptor: Ldn: x CNEL: 

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night

Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%

Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%

Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Design Vehicle Mix Distance from Centerline of Roadway

Analysis Condition Median ADT Speed Alpha Medium Heavy Ldn at Distance to Contour

Roadway, Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Factor Trucks Trucks 35 Feet 70 Ldn 65 Ldn 60 Ldn 55 Ldn

Central Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 3,830 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 3,850 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,380 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.0 - - - 64

Grand Avenue

North of Central Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

South of Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 1,000 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 52.4 - - - -

Fountain Avenue

North of Central Avenue 2 0 620 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 50.5 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,630 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 54.7 - - - 33

South of Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,120 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 53.0 - - - -

Lighthouse  Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 5,290 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.8 - - 34 73

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 5,150 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.7 - - 33 72

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,310 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.9 - - - 64

existing Pacific Grove Traffic Noise Contours.xls Michael Baker International 8/15/2017
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Existing Plus Project

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE CONTOURS

Project Name: Pacific Grove Hotel

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.

Source of Traffic Volumes: Hexagon

Community Noise Descriptor: Ldn: x CNEL: 

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night

Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%

Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%

Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Design Vehicle Mix Distance from Centerline of Roadway

Analysis Condition Median ADT Speed Alpha Medium Heavy Ldn at Distance to Contour

Roadway, Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Factor Trucks Trucks 35 Feet 70 Ldn 65 Ldn 60 Ldn 55 Ldn

Central Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 3,830 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 3,850 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,420 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.0 - - - 65

Grand Avenue

North of Central Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

South of Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 1,000 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 52.4 - - - -

Fountain Avenue

North of Central Avenue 2 0 620 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 50.5 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,710 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 54.9 - - - 34

South of Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,120 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 53.0 - - - -

Lighthouse  Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 5,350 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.8 - - 34 73

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 5,210 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.7 - - 33 72

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,330 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.9 - - - 64

Project Pacific Grove Traffic Noise Contours.xls Michael Baker International 8/15/2017
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Cumulative Plus Project

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND NOISE CONTOURS

Project Name: Pacific Grove Hotel

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.

Source of Traffic Volumes: Hexagon

Community Noise Descriptor: Ldn: x CNEL: 

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night

Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%

Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%

Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Design Vehicle Mix Distance from Centerline of Roadway

Analysis Condition Median ADT Speed Alpha Medium Heavy Ldn at Distance to Contour

Roadway, Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Factor Trucks Trucks 35 Feet 70 Ldn 65 Ldn 60 Ldn 55 Ldn

Central Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 3,830 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 3,900 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 58.4 - - - 59

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,510 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.1 - - - 65

Grand Avenue

North of Central Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 390 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 48.4 - - - -

South of Lighthouse Avenue 1 0 1,000 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 52.4 - - - -

Fountain Avenue

North of Central Avenue 2 0 620 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 50.5 - - - -

Between Central Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,850 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 55.2 - - - 36

South of Lighthouse Avenue 2 0 1,140 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 53.1 - - - -

Lighthouse  Avenue

West of Grand Avenue 2 0 5,790 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 60.2 - - 36 77

Between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue 2 0 5,650 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 60.1 - - 35 76

East of Fountain Avenue 2 0 4,710 25 0.5 1.8% 0.7% 59.3 - - - 67

Pacific Grove Traffic Noise Contours.xls Michael Baker International 8/15/2017
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS

Project Name: Pacific Grove Hotel

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.
Analysis Scenario(s): Project Conditions
Source of Traffic Volumes: Hexagon
Community Noise Descriptor: Ldn: x CNEL: 

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Traffic Noise Levels

Peak Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix Peak Hour 24-Hour
Analysis Condition Median Hour ADT Speed Center to Alpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A) dB(A)

Roadway Segment Land Use Lanes Width Volume Volume (mph) Receptor1
Factor dB(A) Trucks Trucks Leq Ldn

Central Avenue
West of Grand Avenue Residential 2 0 14 112 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 47.5 45.5
East of Fountain Avenue Commercial & Residences 2 0 14 112 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 47.5 45.5
Forest Avenue
South of Central Avenue Commercial  2 0 14 112 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 47.5 45.5
Lighthouse Avenue
West of Grand Avenue Residential 2 0 9 75 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 45.6 43.7
East of Fountain Avenue Commercial & Residences 2 0 9 75 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 45.6 43.7

02-Traffic Noise Levels - Project.xls Michael Baker International
August 2016
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS

Project Name: Pacific Grove Hotel

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.
Analysis Scenario(s): Existing Conditions
Source of Traffic Volumes: Hexagon
Community Noise Descriptor: Ldn: x CNEL: 

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Traffic Noise Levels

Peak Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix Peak Hour 24-Hour
Analysis Condition Median Hour ADT Speed Center to Alpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A) dB(A)

Roadway Segment Land Use Lanes Width Volume Volume (mph) Receptor1
Factor dB(A) Trucks Trucks Leq Ldn

Central Avenue
West of Grand Avenue Residential 2 0 19 118 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 48.8 45.7
East of Fountain Avenue Commercial & Residences 2 0 19 118 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 48.8 45.7
Forest Avenue
South of Central Avenue Commercial  2 0 19 118 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 48.8 45.7
Lighthouse Avenue
West of Grand Avenue Residential 2 0 13 79 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 47.2 43.9
East of Fountain Avenue Commercial & Residences 2 0 13 79 25 35 0 0 1.8% 2.0% 47.2 43.9

01-Traffic Noise Levels - Existing.xls Michael Baker International
August 2016
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Executive Summary 

This report presents the results of the traffic impact analysis conducted for the proposed Hotel Durell
development in Pacific Grove, CA. The project site is located along the south side of Central Avenue 
between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue. 

Project Description

The project site is currently occupied by 17,500 square-feet (s.f.) of retail/restaurant uses and a surface 
parking lot. The project will consist of the replacement of the existing uses with a 125-room hotel. Parking 
for the project will be provided by an all valet 55-space ground floor parking garage. An additional 28 valet 
parking spaces will be provided within an existing off-site surface parking lot located between Fountain 
Avenue and 15th Street across the street from the project site.

Scope of Study

The purpose of the study is to identify the potential traffic impacts related to the proposed project. The 
potential impacts related to the proposed development were evaluated following the standards and 
methodologies set forth by the City of Pacific Grove. 

The traffic study includes an analysis of AM and PM peak-hour traffic conditions for four unsignalized 
intersections in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were selected based upon the 
estimated number of project trips added to surrounding intersections (10 or more trips per lane per hour). 
Any intersections outside of the selected study intersections to which the project would not add 10 or 
more trips per lane per hour, were not studied because the addition of project traffic would not be a 
sufficient amount to result in the degradation of intersection levels of service. The study intersections 
were evaluated using Synchro software and the operations methodology described in the 2010 Highway 
Capacity Manual. The study also includes an evaluation of parking and the project’s effects on existing 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities. 

Project Trip Generation

Proposed Project Trip Generation
Through empirical research, data have been collected that quantify the amount of traffic produced by 
common land uses. Thus, for the most common land uses there are standard trip generation rates that 
can be applied to help predict the future traffic increases that would result from a new development. The 
magnitude of traffic added to the roadway system by a particular development is estimated by multiplying 
the applicable trip generation rates by the size of the development. The trip generation rates contained in 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th Edition were used to estimate trips 
generated by the proposed land use.
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Based on the ITE trip generation rates, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 746 daily 
trips with 66 trips occurring during the AM peak-hour (39 inbound and 27 outbound) and 75 trips occurring 
during the PM peak-hour (38 inbound and 37 outbound).

Existing Uses Project Trip Generation 
Trips associated with the existing uses on the project site are subtracted from the estimated trips to be 
generated by the proposed project since the site uses were occupied at the time of the collection of traffic 
counts. Therefore, traffic associated with the existing site uses is included in existing traffic data. It is 
standard practice to apply a trip credit for existing site uses on a proposed project site. An overestimation 
of trip generation and impacts to the roadway system would occur were the trip credit not applied. 
However, it should be noted that there would be no change to LOS results and project impacts reported 
below if the existing trip credit were not applied. 

The existing 17,500 s.f. of retail/restaurant uses on the project site include a martial art studio, a window 
and door store, a fabric store, an antique store, a treasure shop, and a restaurant. Parking for the existing 
building is provided within the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface parking lot across 
Fountain Avenue. Trip generation counts were conducted at each of the four driveways of the on-site 
surface parking lot on June 1st, 2016 for the purpose of estimating the trips generated by the existing 
uses on -site. Based on the counts, 15 AM peak-hour trips and 32 PM peak-hour trips are generated at 
the on-site parking lot driveways. 

However, site observations indicated that the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface parking lot 
are shared by the existing uses on the project site, Holman Building to the south of the project on 
Lighthouse Avenue, and Monterey Credit Union on Fountain Avenue adjacent to the off-site parking lot. 
Site observations also indicated that a portion of the on-site parking lot was being used as a staging area 
for the construction of Holman Building. Additionally, customers of the existing uses on the project site 
utilized on-street parking. Due to the shared parking, construction staging, and use of on-street parking, 
the driveway counts at the on-site parking lot do not accurately reflect the vehicle trips generated by the 
project. Therefore, the vehicle trips generated by the existing uses on-site were estimated using ITE trip 
generation rates for specialty retail centers.

Based on the ITE trip rates, the existing site uses are estimated to currently generate 786 daily trips with 
20 trips occurring during the AM peak-hour (12 inbound and 8 outbound) and 63 trips occurring during the 
PM peak-hour (28 inbound and 35 outbound).

Net Project Trip Generation 
Based on the application of ITE trip generation rates for hotel uses and credit for existing uses on the 
project site, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a net additional 
46 AM peak-hour trips (27 inbound and 19 outbound) and 12 PM peak-hour trips (10 inbound and 2 
outbound). 

Project Impacts

Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Impacts 
The intersection level of service is summarized in Table ES 1. The results of the intersection level of 
service analysis under existing plus project conditions show that no study intersections would be 
impacted by the project according to applicable level of service standards. 

Cumulative Intersection Level of Service Impacts 
The intersection level of service under cumulative conditions is summarized in Table ES 1. The results of 
the intersection level of service analysis under cumulative conditions indicate that no study intersections 
would be impacted by the project according to applicable level of service standards. 
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Traffic Signal Warrants
For unsignalized intersections, an assessment is made of the need for signalization of the intersection. 
This assessment is made on the basis of the Peak-hour Volume Signal Warrant, Warrant #3 described in 
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2012. This method makes no evaluation of 
intersection level of service, but simply provides an indication whether peak-hour traffic volumes are, or 
would be sufficient to justify installation of a traffic signal. 

The signal warrant analysis showed that the peak-hour volume warrant would not be satisfied at any of 
the unsignalized study intersections under existing, existing plus project conditions, and cumulative 
conditions.

Other Transportation Issues

Other issues related to transportation were evaluated to determine if any deficiencies would exist under 
project conditions that may not be specifically linked to environmental impact reporting. These may not be 
considered environmental issues, and may not be evaluated in the environmental assessment, but have 
been included in the traffic study to meet the requirements of the local jurisdiction. The other 
transportation issues considered are impacts to adjacent neighborhoods, bicycle, pedestrian, transit 
issues, and site access and on-site circulation issues. 

Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation

The project will result in an increase in pedestrian activity at each of the study intersections along Central 
Avenue that are used to access the beach front to the north and Downtown to the south. The project will 
maintain a sidewalk along its frontage on Central Avenue. In addition, the project will include patio spaces 
and walkways along the building footprint along Central Avenue. 

Crosswalks are provided on all approaches at the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand 
Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. However, crosswalks are not provided across Grand Avenue at 
the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The missing crosswalks to cross Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue along Central Avenue should be installed. The implementation of the missing crosswalks would 
require that the sidewalks at the corners of both the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue be extended into the intersections. There are no identified plans to implement 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements along Central Avenue in the immediate project area. Therefore, the 
implementation of the missing crosswalks would need to be pursued by the proposed project in 
coordination with City staff and the development of the adjacent parcels at each intersection.

Transit Service

Assuming three percent transit mode share, the project could create up to two new transit riders during 
the peak hours. These new riders easily could be accommodated by the available capacity of the two 
local bus routes, which have stops located within walking distance of the site. Pedestrian access between 
the project site and the nearby bus stops is provided by the existing sidewalks and crosswalks. Thus, no 
improvements to the existing transit facilities would be needed in conjunction with the proposed project. 

Parking 

Per the City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code (Chapter 23.64.190 Off-street parking, storage), one parking 
space per 4 rooms is required for hotel uses. The planning commission may require additional parking at 
a ratio of one space for each 50 square feet of accessory dining area. The proposed hotel will include 125 
rooms with 1,600 square feet of dining area. Based on the City’s parking requirements, the proposed 
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project is required to provide 64 off-street parking spaces. The project would meet the City’s parking 
requirement by providing a total of 83 valet parking spaces (55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site spaces). It 
is recommended that a portion of the 28 off-site spaces be designated for hotel-employees. 
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Table ES 1
Intersection Level of Service Summary

Study LOS Warrant Inc. in Warrant Inc. in Warrant 
Number Intersection Standard LOS Met? LOS Delay Met? LOS Delay Met?

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 10.5 B No 10.5 B 0.0 No 10.5 B 0.0 No
PM 10.5 B No 10.5 B 0.0 No 10.5 B 0.0 No

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 11.9 B No 12.2 B 0.3 No 12.3 B 0.4 No
PM 12.5 B No 12.6 B 0.1 No 12.8 B 0.3 No

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.8 B No 11.1 B 0.3 No 11.4 B 0.6 No
PM 13.0 B No 13.1 B 0.1 No 13.8 B 0.8 No

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.6 B No 10.6 B 0.0 No 10.6 B 0.0 No
PM 11.1 B No 11.1 B 0.0 No 11.4 B 0.3 No

Note:
1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street

stop-controlled intersections.

Existing Existing Plus Project Cumulative
Peak 
Hour

Avg. 
Delay1

Avg. 
Delay1

Avg. 
Delay1

Item 8a

Page 956 of 1103



Hotel Durell Development June 1, 2017

P a g e | 1

1.
Introduction 

This report presents the results of the traffic impact analysis conducted for the proposed Hotel Durell
development in Pacific Grove, California. The project site is located along the south side of Central 
Avenue between Grand Avenue and Fountain Avenue. The project site location and the surrounding 
study area are shown on Figure 1. The project site plan is shown on Figure 2.

Project Description

The project site is currently occupied by 17,500 square-feet (s.f.) of retail/restaurant uses and a surface 
parking lot. The project will consist of the replacement of the existing uses with a 125-room hotel. Parking 
for the project will be provided by an all valet 55-space ground floor parking garage. An additional 28 valet 
parking spaces will be provided within an existing off-site surface parking lot located between Fountain 
Avenue and 15th Street across the street from the project site.

Scope of Study

The purpose of the study is to identify the potential traffic impacts related to the proposed project. The 
potential impacts related to the proposed development were evaluated following the standards and 
methodologies set forth by the City of Pacific Grove. 

The traffic study includes an analysis of AM and PM peak-hour traffic conditions for four unsignalized 
intersections in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were selected based upon the 
estimated number of project trips added to surrounding intersections (10 or more trips per lane per hour). 
Any intersections outside of the selected study intersections to which the project would not add 10 or 
more trips per lane per hour, were not studied because the addition of project traffic would not be a 
sufficient amount to result in the degradation of intersection levels of service. The study intersections 
were evaluated using Synchro software and the operations methodology described in the 2010 Highway 
Capacity Manual. The study also includes an evaluation of parking and the project’s effects on existing 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities. The study intersections are identified below:

Study Intersections
1. Grand Avenue and Central Avenue (unsignalized)
2. Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue (unsignalized)
3. Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue (unsignalized)
4. Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue (unsignalized)

Traffic conditions at all of the study intersections were analyzed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. 
The weekday AM peak hour of traffic is generally between 7:00 and 9:00 AM, the weekday PM peak hour 
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Figure 1
Site Location and Study Intersections 
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Figure 2
Site Plan
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is typically between 4:00 and 6:00 PM. It is during these periods that the most congested traffic conditions 
occur on a typical weekday.

Traffic conditions were evaluated for the following scenarios: 

Scenario 1: Existing Conditions. Existing conditions were represented by existing peak-hour traffic 
volumes on the existing roadway network. Existing traffic volumes were obtained from new 
peak-hour turning-movement counts conducted in June of 2016. The counts collected 
reflect traffic conditions when schools were in session.

Scenario 2: Existing Plus Project Conditions. Project-generated traffic volumes were added to
existing traffic volumes to estimate existing plus project conditions. Existing plus project 
conditions were evaluated relative to existing conditions in order to determine the effects 
the project would have on the existing roadway network.

Scenario 3: Cumulative Conditions. Cumulative conditions were represented by future traffic volumes, 
at the date of project occupancy, on the roadway network. Traffic volumes under 
cumulative conditions were estimated by adding traffic generated by the proposed project 
and other approved or planned projects to existing traffic volumes at study intersections. 
This scenario was evaluated in order to fulfill California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements.

Methodology 

This section presents the methods used to determine the traffic conditions for each scenario described 
above. It includes descriptions of the data requirements, the analysis methodologies, and the applicable 
level of service standards.

Data Requirements 
The data required for the analysis were obtained from previous traffic studies, new counts, and field 
observations. The following data were collected from these sources:

 existing traffic volumes
 existing intersection control and lane configurations 
 approved and planned projects

Analysis Methodologies and Level of Service Standards 
Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS). Level of Service
is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A, or free-flow conditions with little or 
no delay, to LOS F, or jammed conditions with excessive delays. The analysis methods are described
below. 

The City of Pacific Grove General Plan Transportation Element (1994) includes goals and policies 
regarding the transportation network and acceptable levels of service (LOS) for City of Pacific Grove 
roadways. According to the Transportation Element, the LOS on arterial and collector streets within the 
City of Pacific Grove should be no worse than LOS C, but LOS D is acceptable during weekday peak-
periods at intersections that are close to or at limits of LOS D (per 1994 conditions) on arterial routes 
outside the Downtown area. The Transportation Element does not establish guidelines regarding 
acceptable LOS on roadways within the downtown area. According to the Transportation Element, a level 
of service analysis of Downtown streets would not be meaningful because congestion and parking 
problems are expected to occur in the Downtown area. The congestion and parking problems cannot be 
completely mitigated without destroying the elements that make Downtown desirable. The roads most 
pertinent to the proposed project, including Central Avenue, Lighthouse Avenue, and Fountain Avenue,
are included in the City’s list of arterial streets.
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Unsignalized Intersections 

The intersections were analyzed using Synchro software and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010 
methodology for computing level of service at intersections. All of the study intersection are side-street 
stop-controlled intersections. For two-way stops or T-intersections, operations are determined by the 
average control delay for vehicles entering the intersection from the stop-controlled approaches on minor 
streets or from left-turn approaches on major streets during the peak hour. The level of service is reported 
based on the average control delay for the worst approach (i.e. the stop-controlled approach with the 
highest delay). The correlation between average delay and level of service is shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions Based on Control Delay

B Operations with low delays occurring with good progression. 10.1 to 15.0

C Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression. 15.1 to 25.0

D Operation with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable progression 
of high V/C ratios. 25.1 to 35.0

E Operation with high delay values indicating poor progression and high V/C 
ratios. This is considered to be the limited of acceptable delay. 35.1 to 50.0

F Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to 
oversaturation and poor progression. Greater than 50.0

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2010 Highway Capacity Manual. (Washington, D.C., 2010)

Level of 
Service Description Average Control Delay 

Per Vehicle (Sec.)

A Operations with very low delays occurring with favorable progression. Up to 10.0

The level of service analysis at unsignalized intersections is supplemented with an assessment of the 
need for signalization of the intersection. The need for signalization of unsignalized intersections is 
assessed based on the Peak Hour Volume Warrant (Warrant 3) described in the California Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (CA MUTCD), Part 4, Highway Traffic Signals, 
2012. This method makes no evaluation of intersection level of service, but simply provides an indication 
whether peak-hour traffic volumes are, or would be, sufficient to justify installation of a traffic signal. 

The decision to install a traffic signal should not be based purely on the warrants alone. Instead, the 
installation of a signal should be considered and further analysis performed when one or more of the 
warrants are met. Additionally, engineering judgment is exercised on a case-by-case basis to evaluate 
the effect a traffic signal will have on certain types of accidents and traffic conditions at the subject 
intersection as well as at adjacent intersections.

Report Organization 

The remainder of this report is divided into five chapters. Chapter 2 describes existing conditions in terms 
of the existing roadway network, transit service, and existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Chapter 3 
presents the project impact on the transportation system and describes existing plus project conditions. 
Chapter 4 presents traffic conditions under Cumulative conditions. Chapter 5 presents the analysis of 
other transportation related issues, including parking and impacts on transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Chapter 6 presents the conclusions of the traffic impact analysis. 
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2.
Existing Conditions 

This chapter describes the existing conditions for all of the major transportation facilities in the vicinity of 
the site, including the roadway network, transit service, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Existing Roadway Network

Regional access to the project site is provided via Highway 1 and Holman Highway. These facilities are
described below.

Highway 1 is predominantly a north-south, four-lane highway. Highway 1 extends north and south along 
the coast of the State of California. It links the Monterey Peninsula to the south and the Cities of Santa 
Cruz, Half Moon Bay, Pacifica, and San Francisco to the north. Access to and from the project site is 
provided via its interchanges at Fremont Street and Del Monte Avenue. 

Holman Highway (State Route 68) is a north-south, two-lane highway that begins as Asilomar Avenue in 
the City of Pacific Grove. The highway continues south to an intersection with Sunset Drive, turning east 
on Sunset Drive to an intersection with Forest Avenue. The highway continues south as Forest Avenue 
and enters the City of Monterey and becomes Holman Highway until its junction with Highway 1. State 
Route 68 is concurrent with Highway 1 for 2.5 miles then proceeds east towards the City of Salinas. 
Access to and from the project site is provided via Forest Avenue.

Local access to the site is provided by Lighthouse Avenue, Central Avenue, Fountain Avenue, and Grand 
Avenue. These roadways are described below.

Lighthouse Avenue is a two-lane east-west arterial street that begins at its intersection with Sunset Drive 
and Ocean View Boulevard and extends eastward to David Avenue, where it continues eastward as 
Hawthorne Street in the City of Monterey. Lighthouse Avenue has on-street parking and sidewalks on 
both sides of the roadway. There are 15 mph posted speed limits and pavement markings on Lighthouse 
Avenue in the vicinity of the project site. 

Central Avenue is a two-lane east-west arterial street that begins at its intersection with Caledonia
Avenue and extends eastward to Eardley Avenue, where it continues eastward as Lighthouse Avenue. 
Central Avenue has permitted street parking and sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. There are no 
posted speed limits on Central Avenue in the vicinity of the project site. Central Avenue will provide direct 
access to the project site via one driveway. 

Fountain Avenue is a two-lane north-south roadway that runs along the project site’s eastern frontage. 
Fountain Avenue begins in the north at its intersection with Ocean View Boulevard, where southbound 
only travel is allowed to its intersection with Park Place. Fountain Avenue continues south as a two-lane 
roadway to its intersection with Beaumont Avenue. Fountain Avenue provides access to the project site 
via Central Avenue. 
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Grand Avenue is a two-lane north-south roadway that runs along the project site’s western frontage. 
Grand Avenue begins as a two-lane roadway at its intersection with Ocean View Boulevard and extends 
southward to Park Place, where it continues southward as a one-lane roadway where southbound only 
travel is allowed to its intersection with Lighthouse Avenue. Grand Avenue is a two-lane roadway 
between Lighthouse Avenue Gibson Avenue to the south. Grand Avenue provides access to the project 
site via Central Avenue. 

Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are several bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The existing bicycle facilities within the 
study area are described below. 

Class I Trail or Path is an off-street path with exclusive right-of-way for non-motorized transportation 
used for commuting as well as recreation. The Monterey Coastal Bike Path is a Class I bikeway that runs 
along the Monterey County coastline and is shared between pedestrians and bicyclists and separated 
from motor vehicle traffic. This trail system can be accessed via Ocean View Boulevard in the project 
vicinity.

Class II Bike Lanes are preferential use areas within a roadway designated for bicycles, typically in the 
form of striped bike lanes that are marked by signage and pavement markings. There are no Class II 
bikeways present in the project vicinity.

Class III Bike Routes are signed bike routes that provide a connection through residential, downtown, 
and rural/hillside areas to Class I and Class II facilities. Bike routes serve as transportation routes within 
neighborhoods to parks, schools, and other community amenities. In the vicinity of the project area, 
Fountain Avenue is designated a bike route south of Central Avenue. The route continues on Central 
Avenue between Fountain Avenue and Forest Avenue, then progresses north on Forest Avenue.

Pedestrian facilities in the project area consist primarily of sidewalks along the roadways in most 
residential and commercial areas in the vicinity of the project site including Central Avenue, Lighthouse 
Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue. 

Crosswalks are provided on all approaches at the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand 
Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. However, crosswalks are not provided across Grand Avenue at 
the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. Crosswalk locations are shown on Figure 3.

Existing Transit Service 

Existing transit service to the study area is provided by the Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST). Two bus 
routes (Routes 1 and 2) serve the vicinity of the project area. The bus stops closest to the project site are 
located near the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersection. The transit services are described 
below and shown on Figure 3.

Route 1 operates between Asilomar and Monterey. Route 1 operates on 20- to 60-minute headways 
during AM peak hours and 60-minute headways during PM peak hours. In the project vicinity, Route 1 
operates on Lighthouse Avenue.

Route 2 operates between Pacific Grove and Carmel. Route 2 operates on 60-minute headways during 
AM and PM peak hours. In the project vicinity, Route 2 operates on Fountain Avenue.

Pedestrian access between the project site and the nearby bus stops is provided by the existing 
sidewalks on Lighthouse Avenue, Grand Avenue, and Fountain Avenue and crosswalks at the Fountain 
Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. 
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= Route 1
= Route 2
= Bus Stop

= Crosswalk

Figure 3
Existing Pedestrian and Transit Facilities
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Existing Intersection Lane Configurations 

The existing lane configurations and control at the study intersections were obtained from field 
observations. The existing intersection lane configurations and control are shown on Figure 4. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing traffic volumes were obtained from new peak-hour intersection turning movement counts 
completed on June 1st, 2016. Traffic counts were collected in June to capture traffic while schools in the 
vicinity of the project were in session. The existing peak-hour intersection volumes are shown on Figure 
5. Intersection turning-movement counts conducted for this analysis are presented in Appendix A.

Existing Intersection Levels of Service 

The results of the level of service and signal warrant analyses under existing conditions are summarized 
in Table 2. The results indicate that, measured against the City of Pacific Grove level of service 
standards, all study intersections currently operate at an acceptable LOS B during both the weekday AM 
and PM peak hours. 

The signal warrant analysis showed that the peak-hour volume warrant would not be satisfied at any of 
the unsignalized study intersections under existing conditions.

The intersection levels of service calculation sheets are included in Appendix C. The peak-hour signal 
warrant sheets are contained in Appendix D.

Table 2
Existing Intersection Levels of Service

Study LOS Existing Warrant 
Number Intersection Standard Control LOS Met?

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue C TWSC AM 6/1/2016 10.5 B No
PM 6/1/2016 10.5 B No

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue C TWSC AM 6/1/2016 11.9 B No
PM 6/1/2016 12.5 B No

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C TWSC AM 6/1/2016 10.8 B No
PM 6/1/2016 13.0 B No

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C TWSC AM 6/1/2016 10.6 B No
PM 6/1/2016 11.1 B No

Note:
1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street

stop-controlled intersections.

Peak 
Hour

Count 
Date

Avg. 
Delay1
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Figure 4
Existing Lane Configurations
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Figure 5
Existing Traffic Volumes
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3.
Existing Plus Project Conditions 

This chapter describes existing plus project traffic conditions. Included are estimates of project-generated 
traffic, identification of the impacts, and descriptions of the mitigation measures. Existing plus project 
conditions are represented by existing traffic conditions with the addition of traffic generated by the 
proposed project.

Transportation Network under Existing Plus Project Conditions 

It is assumed in this analysis that the roadway network and intersection configurations under existing plus 
project conditions would be the same as described under existing conditions. 

Project Trip Estimates 

The magnitude of traffic produced by a new development and the locations where that traffic would 
appear are estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip 
assignment. In determining project trip generation, the magnitude of traffic entering and exiting the site is 
estimated for the peak hours. As part of the project trip distribution step, an estimate is made of the 
directions to and from which the project trips would travel. In the project trip assignment step, the project 
trips are assigned to specific streets and intersections in the study area. These procedures are described 
further in the following sections.

Trip Generation 

Proposed Project Trip Generation

Through empirical research, data have been collected that quantify the amount of traffic produced by 
common land uses. Thus, for the most common land uses there are standard trip generation rates that 
can be applied to help predict the future traffic increases that would result from a new development. The 
magnitude of traffic added to the roadway system by a particular development is estimated by multiplying 
the applicable trip generation rates by the size of the development. The trip generation rates contained in 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th Edition were used to estimate trips 
generated by the proposed land use.

Based on the ITE trip generation rates, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 746 daily 
trips with 66 trips occurring during the AM peak-hour (39 inbound and 27 outbound) and 75 trips occurring 
during the PM peak-hour (38 inbound and 37 outbound).
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Existing Uses Project Trip Generation 

Trips associated with the existing uses on the project site are subtracted from the estimated trips to be 
generated by the proposed project since the site uses were occupied at the time of the collection of traffic 
counts. Therefore, traffic associated with the existing site uses is included in existing traffic data. It is 
standard practice to apply a trip credit for existing uses on a proposed project site. An over-estimation of 
trip generation and impact to the roadway system would occur were the trip credit not applied. However, it 
should be noted there would be no change to the LOS results and project impacts reported below if the
existing trip credit were not applied.

The existing 17,500 s.f. of retail/restaurant uses on the project site include a martial art studio, a window 
and door store, a fabric store, an antique store, a treasure shop, and a restaurant. Parking for the existing 
building is provided within the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface parking lot across 
Fountain Avenue. Trip generation counts were conducted at each of the four driveways of the on-site 
surface parking lot on June 1st, 2016 for the purpose of estimating the trips generated by the existing 
uses on -site. Based on the counts, 15 AM peak-hour trips and 32 PM peak-hour trips are generated at 
the on-site parking lot driveways. 

However, site observations indicated that the on-site surface parking lot and an off-site surface parking lot 
are shared by the existing uses on the project site, Holman Building to the south of the project on 
Lighthouse Avenue, and Monterey Credit Union on Fountain Avenue adjacent to the off-site parking lot. 
Site observations also indicated that a portion of the on-site parking lot was being used as a staging area 
for the construction of Holman Building. Additionally, customers of the existing uses on the project site 
utilized on-street parking. Due to the shared parking, construction staging, and use of on-street parking, 
the driveway counts at the on-site parking lot do not accurately reflect the vehicle trips generated by the 
project. Therefore, the vehicle trips generated by the existing uses on-site were estimated using ITE trip 
generation rates for specialty retail centers.

Based on the ITE trip rates, the existing site uses are estimated to currently generate 786 daily trips with 
20 trips occurring during the AM peak-hour (12 inbound and 8 outbound) and 63 trips occurring during the 
PM peak-hour (28 inbound and 35 outbound).

Net Project Trip Generation 

Based on the application of ITE trip generation rates for hotel uses and credit for existing uses on the 
project site, it is estimated that the proposed hotel would generate 40 fewer daily trips and a net additional 
46 AM peak-hour trips (27 inbound and 19 outbound) and 12 PM peak-hour trips (10 inbound and 2 
outbound). The project trip generation estimates are presented in Table 3.

Trip Distribution and Assignment
Peak hour project traffic was distributed to the transportation network based on existing travel patterns on 
the surrounding roadway system and the locations of complementary land uses. The project trip 
distribution pattern is shown graphically on Figure 6. The peak-hour trips generated by the project were 
assigned to the roadway network in accordance with the project trip distribution pattern. Figure 6 also 
shows the assignment of project traffic on the local transportation network. A tabular summary of project 
traffic at each study intersection is contained in Appendix B.

Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes 

Project trips, as represented in the above project trip assignment, were added to existing traffic 
volumes to obtain existing plus project traffic volumes. The existing plus project traffic volumes are 
shown on Figure 7.
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Table 3
Project Trip Generation Estimates

Pk-Hr Pk-Hr
Land Use ITE Land Use Size Unit Rate Trips Rate In Out In Out Total Rate In Out In Out Total

Proposed Development
Hotel1 310 - Hotel 125 room 5.97 746 0.53 59% 41% 39 27 66 0.60 51% 49% 38 37 75

Existing Land Use
Retail/Restaurant2 826 - Special Retail Center 17.50 ksf -44.91 -786 1.14 62% 38% -12 -8 -20 3.60 44% 56% -28 -35 -63

Net Project Trips (Proposed - Existing Land Uses) -40 27 19 46 10 2 12

All rates are from: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition
1.  Fitted curve equation was used for daily trips; average rates were used for AM and PM peak-hour trips because fitted curve equation is not available.
2. AM peak-hour trips were calculated based on the shopping center (Land Use 820) trip rate because the AM peak-hour trip rate for specialty retail center is not available.

Fitted curve equations were used to calculate daily and peak-hour trips.

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Notes:

Split Split
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Project Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment
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Figure 7
Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes
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Existing Plus Project Intersection Analysis 

The results of the intersection level of service and signal warrant analyses under existing plus project 
conditions are summarized in Table 4. The results of the intersection level of service under existing plus 
project conditions show that all study intersections are projected to operate at LOS B conditions during 
both peak hours. The addition of project traffic at each study intersection would not result in the 
degradation of LOS or increase in average delay on the stop-control approaches by more than 1.0 
second during each of the peak hours analyzed. Therefore, the project will have no significant impact on 
intersections levels of service under existing plus project conditions.

The signal warrant analysis showed that the peak-hour volume warrant would not be satisfied at any of 
the unsignalized study intersections under existing plus project conditions.

The intersection levels of service calculation sheets are included in Appendix C. The peak-hour signal 
warrant sheets are contained in Appendix D.

Table 4
Existing Plus Project Intersection Levels of Service

Study LOS Inc. in Warrant 
Number Intersection Standard LOS LOS Delay Met?

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 10.5 B 10.5 B 0.0 No
PM 10.5 B 10.5 B 0.0 No

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 11.9 B 12.2 B 0.3 No
PM 12.5 B 12.6 B 0.1 No

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.8 B 11.1 B 0.3 No
PM 13.0 B 13.1 B 0.1 No

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.6 B 10.6 B 0.0 No
PM 11.1 B 11.1 B 0.0 No

Note:
1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street

stop-controlled intersections.

Existing Existing Plus Project
Peak 
Hour

Avg. 
Delay1

Avg. 
Delay1
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4.
Cumulative Conditions 

This chapter presents a summary of the traffic conditions that would occur under cumulative conditions. 
Cumulative development typically includes projects that are in the pipeline (pending projects) but are not 
yet approved. This traffic scenario is evaluated in order to fulfill California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requirements.

Transportation Network under Cumulative Conditions 

The roadway network under cumulative conditions was assumed to be the same as described under 
existing conditions.  

Intersection Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes under cumulative conditions were estimated by adding to the existing plus project traffic 
volumes the trips from approved and pending development projects within the City of Pacific Grove. For 
pending projects where a traffic impact analysis was not available or a trip assignment was not provided 
by a public agency, traffic was estimated using rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s 
publication, Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition and assigned to the roadway network based on existing 
travel patterns and the locations of complementary land uses.

One approved project (Holman Building residential development) and one planned project (Bella Hotel 
development) in the project vicinity were included in the cumulative conditions analysis. The Holman 
Building project, currently under construction, would replace the existing vacant commercial space on the 
upper levels with 25 condominium units and replace the basement space with 33 parking spaces for the 
residential units. The CEQA compliance analysis prepared for the Holman Building project indicated that 
the project would generate 11 AM peak-hour trips and 13 PM peak-hour trips. The Project Bella would 
replace the existing site uses with a 225-room hotel on the site of the American Tin Cannery. Cumulative 
traffic volumes are shown on Figure 8.

Cumulative Conditions Intersection Analysis 

The results of the intersection level of service and signal warrant analyses under cumulative conditions 
are summarized in Table 5. The intersection levels of service calculation sheets are included in Appendix 
C. The peak-hour signal warrant sheets are contained in Appendix D.
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Figure 8
Cumulative Traffic Volumes
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The results indicate that the cumulative growth in traffic volumes will not result in the degradation of levels 
of service at any of the study intersections and each intersection is projected to continue to operate at 
LOS B conditions during both peak hours under cumulative conditions.

The addition of traffic generated by approved and pending projects to existing conditions would not result 
in the degradation of LOS or increase in average delay on the stop-control approaches by more than 1.0 
second during each of the peak hours analyzed. Therefore, the project will have no significant impact on 
intersections levels of service under cumulative conditions.

The signal warrant analysis showed that the peak-hour volume warrant would not be satisfied at any of 
the unsignalized study intersections under cumulative conditions.

The intersection levels of service calculation sheets are included in Appendix C. The peak-hour signal 
warrant sheets are contained in Appendix D.

Table 5
Cumulative Conditions Intersection Levels of Service

Study LOS Inc. in Warrant 
Number Intersection Standard LOS LOS Delay Met?

1 Grand Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 10.5 B 10.5 B 0.0 No
PM 10.5 B 10.5 B 0.0 No

2 Fountain Avenue and Central Avenue C AM 11.9 B 12.3 B 0.4 No
PM 12.5 B 12.8 B 0.3 No

3 Fountain Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.8 B 11.4 B 0.6 No
PM 13.0 B 13.8 B 0.8 No

4 Grand Avenue and Lighthouse Avenue C AM 10.6 B 10.6 B 0.0 No
PM 11.1 B 11.4 B 0.3 No

Note:
1. The stop-controlled approach with the highest delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for minor street

stop-controlled intersections.

Avg. 
Delay1

CumulativeExisting
Peak 
Hour

Avg. 
Delay1
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5.
Other Transportation Issues 

This chapter presents an analysis of other transportation issues associated with the project site, including:

 Potential impacts to bike, pedestrian and transit facilities;
 Parking

Unlike the level of service impact methodology, which is adopted by the City Council, the analyses in this 
chapter are based on professional judgment in accordance with the standards and methods employed by 
the traffic engineering community.

Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation
The project will result in an increase in pedestrian activity at each of the study intersections along Central 
Avenue that are used to access the beach front to the north and Downtown to the south. The project will 
maintain a sidewalk along its frontage on Central Avenue. In addition, the project will include patio spaces 
and walkways along the building footprint along Central Avenue. 

Crosswalks are provided on all approaches at the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand 
Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. However, crosswalks are not provided across Grand Avenue at 
the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The missing crosswalks to cross Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue along Central Avenue should be installed. The implementation of the missing crosswalks would 
require that the sidewalks at the corners of both the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue be extended into the intersections. There are no identified plans to implement 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements along Central Avenue in the immediate project area. Therefore, the 
implementation of the missing crosswalks would need to be pursued by the proposed project in 
coordination with City staff and the development of the adjacent parcels at each intersection.

Transit Service
Assuming three percent transit mode share, the project could create up to two new transit riders during 
the peak hours. These new riders easily could be accommodated by the available capacity of the two
local bus routes, which have stops located within walking distance of the site. Pedestrian access between 
the project site and the nearby bus stops is provided by the existing sidewalks and crosswalks. Thus, no 
improvements to the existing transit facilities would be needed in conjunction with the proposed project.
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Parking 
Per the City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code (Chapter 23.64.190 Off-street parking, storage), one parking 
space per 4 rooms is required for hotel uses. The planning commission may require additional parking at 
a ratio of one space for each 50 square feet of accessory dining area. The proposed hotel will include 125 
rooms with 1,600 square feet of dining area. Based on the City’s parking requirements, the proposed 
project is required to provide 64 off-street parking spaces. The project would meet the City’s parking 
requirement by providing a total of 83 valet parking spaces (55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site spaces). It 
is recommended that a portion of the 28 off-site spaces be designated for hotel-employees. 
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6.
Conclusions 

The potential impacts of the project were evaluated in accordance with the standards set forth by the City 
of Pacific Grove. Project impacts on other transportation facilities, such as pedestrian facilities, bicycle 
facilities and transit, were determined on the basis of engineering judgment.

Project Impacts

Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Impacts 
The results of the intersection level of service analysis under existing plus project conditions show that no 
study intersections would be impacted by the project according to applicable level of service standards. 

Cumulative Intersection Level of Service Impacts 
The results of the intersection level of service analysis under cumulative conditions indicate that no study 
intersections would be impacted by the project according to applicable level of service standards. 

Traffic Signal Warrants
The signal warrant analysis showed that the peak-hour volume warrant would not be satisfied at any of 
the unsignalized study intersections under existing, existing plus project conditions, and cumulative 
conditions.

Other Transportation Issues

Other issues related to transportation were evaluated to determine if any deficiencies would exist under 
project conditions that may not be specifically linked to environmental impact reporting. These may not be 
considered environmental issues, and may not be evaluated in the environmental assessment, but have 
been included in the traffic study to meet the requirements of the local jurisdiction. 

Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation

The project will result in an increase in pedestrian activity at each of the study intersections along Central 
Avenue that are used to access the beach front to the north and Downtown to the south. The project will 
maintain a sidewalk along its frontage on Central Avenue. In addition, the project will include patio spaces 
and walkways along the building footprint along Central Avenue. 
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Crosswalks are provided on all approaches at the Fountain Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue and Grand 
Avenue/Lighthouse Avenue intersections. However, crosswalks are not provided across Grand Avenue at 
the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue intersection and across Fountain Avenue at the Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue intersection. The missing crosswalks to cross Grand Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue along Central Avenue should be installed. The implementation of the missing crosswalks would 
require that the sidewalks at the corners of both the Grand Avenue/Central Avenue and Fountain 
Avenue/Central Avenue be extended into the intersections. There are no identified plans to implement 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements along Central Avenue in the immediate project area. Therefore, the 
implementation of the missing crosswalks would need to be pursued by the proposed project in 
coordination with City staff and the development of the adjacent parcels at each intersection.

Transit Service

Assuming three percent transit mode share, the project could create up to two new transit riders during 
the peak hours. These new riders easily could be accommodated by the available capacity of the two 
local bus routes, which have stops located within walking distance of the site. Pedestrian access between 
the project site and the nearby bus stops is provided by the existing sidewalks and crosswalks. Thus, no 
improvements to the existing transit facilities would be needed in conjunction with the proposed project. 

Parking 

Per the City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code (Chapter 23.64.190 Off-street parking, storage), one parking 
space per 4 rooms is required for hotel uses. The planning commission may require additional parking at 
a ratio of one space for each 50 square feet of accessory dining area. The proposed hotel will include 125 
rooms with 1,600 square feet of dining area. Based on the City’s parking requirements, the proposed 
project is required to provide 64 off-street parking spaces. The project would meet the City’s parking 
requirement by providing a total of 83 valet parking spaces (55 spaces on-site and 28 off-site spaces). It 
is recommended that a portion of the 28 off-site spaces be designated for hotel-employees. 
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PACIFIC GROVE HOTEL

Date Prepared March 7, 2016
Projected Water Use
Prepared by RRM Design Group
Room Count 125 Rooms
Pool Area 510 SF
Restaurant 3300 SF
Conference/banquet 1000 SF
Events per week 2 /wk 104 conference/banquets days
Occupancy 70 %   = 256 hotel occupancy days

Facility Type Number/Size
Water Use/Per Year - 
AFY (325,851gal/af)

Hotel
Guest Rooms 125 Guest Per Room 1.5

Toilets 125 1.28 gpf 2 flush/guest/day 125 x 1.28 x 2 x 1.5 = 480 gpd 480 gpd x 255.5 days  = 122,640 gal 0.38
Faucets 125 1.3 gpm 2  wash/guest/day 0.45 Min duration 125 x 1.3 x 2 x 0.45 x 1.5 = 219 gpd 219.375 gpd x 255.5 days  = 56,050 gal 0.17
Shower heads 125 2.2 gpm 1 shower/guest/day 5 Min duration 125 x 2.2 x 1 x 5 x 1.5 = 2,063 gpd 2062.5 gpd x 255.5 days  = 526,969 gal 1.62

Lobby, Office and Staff Area 12 Staff (FTE)
Toilets 2 1.28 gpf 2 flush/staff/day 12 x 2 x 1.28 = 31 gpd 30.72 gpd x 365 days  = 11,213 gal 0.03
Faucets 2 1.3 gpm 2 2 wash/staff/day 12 x 2 x 1.3 = 31.2 gpd 31.2 gpd x 365 days  = 11,388 gal 0.03
Ice Maker (guest use) 6 1.1 gpd 6.6 gpd 6.6 gpd x 365 days  = 2,409 gal 0.01
Laundry Occupied Room laundry every 2 days 2gal/lb of fabric
Washing Machines 3 2.5 gal/load 62 rooms per day@1 - 9lb load/room 1395 1395 gpd 1395gpd x 255.5 days  = 356,423 gal 1.09
Landscape Areas  
Hotel Courtyard 1535 0.20 gpd/sf 1 1535 x 0.2 = 307 gpd 307 gpd x 365 days  = 112,055 gal 0.34
Fountain Ave Parking 645 0.20 gpd/sf 1 645 x 0.2 = 129 gpd 129 gpd x 365 days  = 47,085 gal 0.14
Special Facilities
Pool 510 0.50 gpd/sf 1 510 x 0.5 = 255 gpd 255 gpd x 365 days  = 93,075 gal 0.29
Spa 120 0.50 gpd/sf 1 120 x 0.5 = 60 gpd 60 gpd x 365 days  = 21,900 gal 0.07
HOTEL SUB-TOTAL 4.18

Food Service/Restaurant
3300 SF service/kitchen ratio = 50 /50 2 turns per day

Restaurant food service 7.6 gal/patron 3300 SF X 50% service / 15 SF PP = 110 110 x 2 x 7.6 = 1672 gpd 1672gpd x 255.5 days  = 427,196 gal 1.31
Conference food service 1000 SF 7.6 gal/patron Food service events = 104 (2 per week) 67 x 7.6 = 509 gpd 509.2gpd x 104 days/yr  = 52,957 gal 0.16
RESTAURANT SUB-TOTAL 1.47

Conference & Banquet 1000 SF Standing Occupancy 143
1 flush and wash/visitor/event. Male- urinal, 

female -toilet
Dining occupancy = 67
Average / day 105

Toilets (M=2, F=3) 5 1.28 gpf 105 Visitors 105 x 1.28 gpf = 134 gal 134gpd x 104 days/yr  = 13,936 gal 0.04
Urinals 2 Waterless NA NA NA 0.00
Faucets 4 1.3 gpm 1 min. duration 105 x 1.3 gpm x 1 min = 137 gal 136.5gpd x 104 days/yr  = 14,196 gal 0.04

Typical Fixture 
Water Use Water Use Per DayUse Frequency/day

Assume restaurant occupancy 50% for 

breakfast, 50% for lunch, 100% for dinner =

Water Use/Per Year @ 70% 
Occupancy - gal
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PACIFIC GROVE HOTEL

CONFERENCE & BANQUET 
SUBTOTAL 0.09

Total Estimated Project Water 
Use 5.74

Existing Water Use -1.7

Net Estimated Project Water 
Use 4.04
REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

Pacific Institute, November 2003: Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California,  Appendix D and E
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Hotel footprint = 0.55 acre. 3-Story hotel building = 65,322 sf. Restaurant is within hotel.

Construction Phase - Building construction, paving, and painting assumed to occur simultaneously

Demolition - 

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation per Traffic Impact Memo

Monterey County, Annual

Pacific Grove Hotel

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Hotel 125.00 Room 0.55 65,322.00 0

Quality Restaurant 2.48 1000sqft 0.00 2,475.00 0

Recreational Swimming Pool 0.67 1000sqft 0.00 670.00 0

Parking Lot 24.02 1000sqft 0.55 24,017.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.8 55

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2017Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 200.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 200.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/20/2018 11/13/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/20/2018 11/13/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/14/2017 2/7/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/14/2017 2/7/2017

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 181,500.00 65,322.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 4.17 0.55

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.06 0.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 5.97

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 5.97

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 5.97

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 1.3292 3.8600 3.4076 5.1300e-
003

0.0876 0.2355 0.3231 0.0259 0.2239 0.2498 0.0000 439.0340 439.0340 0.0885 0.0000 440.8932

Total 1.3292 3.8600 3.4076 5.1300e-
003

0.0876 0.2355 0.3231 0.0259 0.2239 0.2498 0.0000 439.0340 439.0340 0.0885 0.0000 440.8932

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 1.3292 3.8600 3.4076 5.1300e-
003

0.0876 0.2355 0.3231 0.0259 0.2239 0.2498 0.0000 439.0335 439.0335 0.0885 0.0000 440.8928

Total 1.3292 3.8600 3.4076 5.1300e-
003

0.0876 0.2355 0.3231 0.0259 0.2239 0.2498 0.0000 439.0335 439.0335 0.0885 0.0000 440.8928

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Energy 0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 380.7681 380.7681 0.0123 5.2600e-
003

382.6578

Mobile 0.5210 1.1442 5.4076 8.3300e-
003

0.5293 0.0130 0.5423 0.1418 0.0120 0.1538 0.0000 642.1160 642.1160 0.0352 0.0000 642.8555

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 15.1269 0.0000 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2574 6.6710 7.9283 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6113

Total 0.9817 1.3184 5.5559 9.3700e-
003

0.5293 0.0263 0.5555 0.1418 0.0252 0.1671 16.3842 1,029.558
9

1,045.943
1

1.0709 8.3700e-
003

1,071.028
9

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Energy 0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 380.7681 380.7681 0.0123 5.2600e-
003

382.6578

Mobile 0.5210 1.1442 5.4076 8.3300e-
003

0.5293 0.0130 0.5423 0.1418 0.0120 0.1538 0.0000 642.1160 642.1160 0.0352 0.0000 642.8555

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 15.1269 0.0000 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2574 6.6710 7.9283 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6093

Total 0.9817 1.3184 5.5559 9.3700e-
003

0.5293 0.0263 0.5555 0.1418 0.0252 0.1671 16.3842 1,029.558
9

1,045.943
1

1.0709 8.3700e-
003

1,071.026
9

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2017 1/27/2017 5 20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/28/2017 1/31/2017 5 2

3 Grading Grading 2/1/2017 2/6/2017 5 4

4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/7/2017 11/13/2017 5 200

5 Paving Paving 2/7/2017 11/13/2017 5 200

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/7/2017 11/13/2017 5 200

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 103,781; Non-Residential Outdoor: 34,594 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1.5

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 8/11/2016 3:47 PMPage 6 of 30
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6.00 9 0.56

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Cranes 1 6.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 6.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 6.00 174 0.41

Paving Paving Equipment 1 8.00 130 0.36

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0125 0.0000 0.0125 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0272 0.2659 0.2087 2.4000e-
004

0.0161 0.0161 0.0150 0.0150 0.0000 22.2938 22.2938 5.6600e-
003

0.0000 22.4126

Total 0.0272 0.2659 0.2087 2.4000e-
004

0.0125 0.0161 0.0286 1.8900e-
003

0.0150 0.0169 0.0000 22.2938 22.2938 5.6600e-
003

0.0000 22.4126

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 113.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 39.00 15.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2900e-
003

0.0135 0.0172 4.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.1500e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.7302 3.7302 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7308

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.4000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.9564 0.9564 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9578

Total 1.8300e-
003

0.0144 0.0250 5.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

2.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

5.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.6866 4.6866 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.6885

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0125 0.0000 0.0125 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 1.8900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0272 0.2659 0.2087 2.4000e-
004

0.0161 0.0161 0.0150 0.0150 0.0000 22.2938 22.2938 5.6600e-
003

0.0000 22.4125

Total 0.0272 0.2659 0.2087 2.4000e-
004

0.0125 0.0161 0.0286 1.8900e-
003

0.0150 0.0169 0.0000 22.2938 22.2938 5.6600e-
003

0.0000 22.4125

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2900e-
003

0.0135 0.0172 4.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.1500e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.7302 3.7302 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7308

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.4000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

7.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.9564 0.9564 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9578

Total 1.8300e-
003

0.0144 0.0250 5.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

2.1000e-
004

2.1900e-
003

5.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.6866 4.6866 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.6885

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.8000e-
003

0.0000 5.8000e-
003

2.9500e-
003

0.0000 2.9500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.3100e-
003

0.0242 0.0159 2.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 1.5895 1.5895 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5997

Total 2.3100e-
003

0.0242 0.0159 2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
003

1.3100e-
003

7.1100e-
003

2.9500e-
003

1.2000e-
003

4.1500e-
003

0.0000 1.5895 1.5895 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5997

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0589 0.0589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589

Total 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0589 0.0589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.8000e-
003

0.0000 5.8000e-
003

2.9500e-
003

0.0000 2.9500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.3100e-
003

0.0242 0.0159 2.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 1.5895 1.5895 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5997

Total 2.3100e-
003

0.0242 0.0159 2.0000e-
005

5.8000e-
003

1.3100e-
003

7.1100e-
003

2.9500e-
003

1.2000e-
003

4.1500e-
003

0.0000 1.5895 1.5895 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5997

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0589 0.0589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589

Total 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0589 0.0589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.8300e-
003

0.0000 9.8300e-
003

5.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.0500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.7700e-
003

0.0396 0.0264 3.0000e-
005

2.1300e-
003

2.1300e-
003

1.9600e-
003

1.9600e-
003

0.0000 2.6112 2.6112 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6280

Total 3.7700e-
003

0.0396 0.0264 3.0000e-
005

9.8300e-
003

2.1300e-
003

0.0120 5.0500e-
003

1.9600e-
003

7.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.6112 2.6112 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6280

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1177 0.1177 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1179

Total 7.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1177 0.1177 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1179

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.8300e-
003

0.0000 9.8300e-
003

5.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.0500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.7700e-
003

0.0396 0.0264 3.0000e-
005

2.1300e-
003

2.1300e-
003

1.9600e-
003

1.9600e-
003

0.0000 2.6112 2.6112 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6280

Total 3.7700e-
003

0.0396 0.0264 3.0000e-
005

9.8300e-
003

2.1300e-
003

0.0120 5.0500e-
003

1.9600e-
003

7.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.6112 2.6112 8.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.6280

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1177 0.1177 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1179

Total 7.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1177 0.1177 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1179

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2955 1.9109 1.4311 2.2000e-
003

0.1226 0.1226 0.1182 0.1182 0.0000 184.5473 184.5473 0.0387 0.0000 185.3605

Total 0.2955 1.9109 1.4311 2.2000e-
003

0.1226 0.1226 0.1182 0.1182 0.0000 184.5473 184.5473 0.0387 0.0000 185.3605

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0192 0.1361 0.2492 3.5000e-
004

9.6000e-
003

2.1100e-
003

0.0117 2.7400e-
003

1.9400e-
003

4.6800e-
003

0.0000 31.1993 31.1993 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 31.2045

Worker 0.0163 0.0264 0.2340 3.9000e-
004

0.0310 3.2000e-
004

0.0313 8.2400e-
003

2.9000e-
004

8.5300e-
003

0.0000 28.6908 28.6908 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 28.7326

Total 0.0355 0.1624 0.4832 7.4000e-
004

0.0406 2.4300e-
003

0.0430 0.0110 2.2300e-
003

0.0132 0.0000 59.8901 59.8901 2.2400e-
003

0.0000 59.9371

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2955 1.9109 1.4311 2.2000e-
003

0.1226 0.1226 0.1182 0.1182 0.0000 184.5471 184.5471 0.0387 0.0000 185.3603

Total 0.2955 1.9109 1.4311 2.2000e-
003

0.1226 0.1226 0.1182 0.1182 0.0000 184.5471 184.5471 0.0387 0.0000 185.3603

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0192 0.1361 0.2492 3.5000e-
004

9.6000e-
003

2.1100e-
003

0.0117 2.7400e-
003

1.9400e-
003

4.6800e-
003

0.0000 31.1993 31.1993 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 31.2045

Worker 0.0163 0.0264 0.2340 3.9000e-
004

0.0310 3.2000e-
004

0.0313 8.2400e-
003

2.9000e-
004

8.5300e-
003

0.0000 28.6908 28.6908 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 28.7326

Total 0.0355 0.1624 0.4832 7.4000e-
004

0.0406 2.4300e-
003

0.0430 0.0110 2.2300e-
003

0.0132 0.0000 59.8901 59.8901 2.2400e-
003

0.0000 59.9371

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1186 1.2098 0.9031 1.3300e-
003

0.0733 0.0733 0.0676 0.0676 0.0000 122.2574 122.2574 0.0368 0.0000 123.0295

Paving 7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1193 1.2098 0.9031 1.3300e-
003

0.0733 0.0733 0.0676 0.0676 0.0000 122.2574 122.2574 0.0368 0.0000 123.0295

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.4300e-
003

8.7900e-
003

0.0780 1.3000e-
004

0.0103 1.1000e-
004

0.0104 2.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

0.0000 9.5636 9.5636 6.6000e-
004

0.0000 9.5775

Total 5.4300e-
003

8.7900e-
003

0.0780 1.3000e-
004

0.0103 1.1000e-
004

0.0104 2.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

0.0000 9.5636 9.5636 6.6000e-
004

0.0000 9.5775

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1186 1.2098 0.9031 1.3300e-
003

0.0733 0.0733 0.0676 0.0676 0.0000 122.2573 122.2573 0.0368 0.0000 123.0293

Paving 7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1193 1.2098 0.9031 1.3300e-
003

0.0733 0.0733 0.0676 0.0676 0.0000 122.2573 122.2573 0.0368 0.0000 123.0293

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.4300e-
003

8.7900e-
003

0.0780 1.3000e-
004

0.0103 1.1000e-
004

0.0104 2.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

0.0000 9.5636 9.5636 6.6000e-
004

0.0000 9.5775

Total 5.4300e-
003

8.7900e-
003

0.0780 1.3000e-
004

0.0103 1.1000e-
004

0.0104 2.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

0.0000 9.5636 9.5636 6.6000e-
004

0.0000 9.5775

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.8017 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0332 0.2185 0.1868 3.0000e-
004

0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0000 25.5325 25.5325 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 25.5892

Total 0.8349 0.2185 0.1868 3.0000e-
004

0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0000 25.5325 25.5325 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 25.5892

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.3400e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0480 8.0000e-
005

6.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

6.4200e-
003

1.6900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 5.8853 5.8853 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.8939

Total 3.3400e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0480 8.0000e-
005

6.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

6.4200e-
003

1.6900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 5.8853 5.8853 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.8939

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.8017 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0332 0.2185 0.1868 3.0000e-
004

0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0000 25.5325 25.5325 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 25.5891

Total 0.8349 0.2185 0.1868 3.0000e-
004

0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0173 0.0000 25.5325 25.5325 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 25.5891

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.5210 1.1442 5.4076 8.3300e-
003

0.5293 0.0130 0.5423 0.1418 0.0120 0.1538 0.0000 642.1160 642.1160 0.0352 0.0000 642.8555

Unmitigated 0.5210 1.1442 5.4076 8.3300e-
003

0.5293 0.0130 0.5423 0.1418 0.0120 0.1538 0.0000 642.1160 642.1160 0.0352 0.0000 642.8555

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.3400e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0480 8.0000e-
005

6.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

6.4200e-
003

1.6900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 5.8853 5.8853 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.8939

Total 3.3400e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0480 8.0000e-
005

6.3600e-
003

7.0000e-
005

6.4200e-
003

1.6900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 5.8853 5.8853 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.8939

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Hotel 746.25 746.25 746.25 1,417,823 1,417,823

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quality Restaurant 0.00 0.00 0.00

Recreational Swimming Pool 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 746.25 746.25 746.25 1,417,823 1,417,823

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Hotel 9.50 7.30 7.30 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Quality Restaurant 9.50 7.30 7.30 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Recreational Swimming Pool 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 52 39 9

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.466577 0.039911 0.201733 0.176253 0.050904 0.007245 0.019183 0.021019 0.004490 0.001936 0.007540 0.000947 0.002261

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 191.2220 191.2220 8.6500e-
003

1.7900e-
003

191.9582

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 191.2220 191.2220 8.6500e-
003

1.7900e-
003

191.9582

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 189.5460 189.5460 3.6300e-
003

3.4800e-
003

190.6996

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 189.5460 189.5460 3.6300e-
003

3.4800e-
003

190.6996

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Quality 
Restaurant

522324 2.8200e-
003

0.0256 0.0215 1.5000e-
004

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

0.0000 27.8732 27.8732 5.3000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

28.0428

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hotel 3.02963e
+006

0.0163 0.1485 0.1248 8.9000e-
004

0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0000 161.6728 161.6728 3.1000e-
003

2.9600e-
003

162.6567

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 189.5460 189.5460 3.6300e-
003

3.4700e-
003

190.6996

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Quality 
Restaurant

522324 2.8200e-
003

0.0256 0.0215 1.5000e-
004

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

1.9500e-
003

0.0000 27.8732 27.8732 5.3000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

28.0428

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hotel 3.02963e
+006

0.0163 0.1485 0.1248 8.9000e-
004

0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0000 161.6728 161.6728 3.1000e-
003

2.9600e-
003

162.6567

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0192 0.1741 0.1463 1.0400e-
003

0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 189.5460 189.5460 3.6300e-
003

3.4700e-
003

190.6996

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Hotel 551318 160.3846 7.2500e-
003

1.5000e-
003

161.0021

Parking Lot 21135 6.1484 2.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.1721

Quality 
Restaurant

84867.8 24.6890 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

24.7841

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 191.2220 8.6500e-
003

1.7900e-
003

191.9582

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Unmitigated 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Hotel 551318 160.3846 7.2500e-
003

1.5000e-
003

161.0021

Parking Lot 21135 6.1484 2.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.1721

Quality 
Restaurant

84867.8 24.6890 1.1200e-
003

2.3000e-
004

24.7841

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 191.2220 8.6500e-
003

1.7900e-
003

191.9582

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0802 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3612 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Total 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0802 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3612 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Total 0.4416 2.0000e-
005

1.9800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7800e-
003

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
003

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 7.9283 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6093

Unmitigated 7.9283 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6113

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Hotel 3.17085 / 
0.352316

6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.3026

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality 
Restaurant

0.752764 / 
0.0480487

1.4727 0.0246 5.9000e-
004

2.1721

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.0396259 
/ 

0.0242868

0.0997 1.3000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.1366

Total 7.9284 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6113

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Hotel 3.17085 / 
0.352316

6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.3010

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality 
Restaurant

0.752764 / 
0.0480487

1.4727 0.0246 5.9000e-
004

2.1717

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

0.0396259 
/ 

0.0242868

0.0997 1.2900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.1366

Total 7.9284 0.1294 3.1100e-
003

11.6093

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

 Unmitigated 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Hotel 68.44 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 31.1344

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality 
Restaurant

2.26 0.4588 0.0271 0.0000 1.0281

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

3.82 0.7754 0.0458 0.0000 1.7378

Total 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Hotel 68.44 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 31.1344

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Quality 
Restaurant

2.26 0.4588 0.0271 0.0000 1.0281

Recreational 
Swimming Pool

3.82 0.7754 0.0458 0.0000 1.7378

Total 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - No construction this model

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation per Traffic Impact Memo

Monterey County, Annual

Existing Onsite Operations - Pacific Grove Hotel Project

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Strip Mall 17.65 1000sqft 0.41 17,650.00 0

Parking Lot 21.03 1000sqft 0.48 21,025.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.8 55

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2017Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 42.04 44.50

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 20.43 44.50

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 44.32 44.50
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.2127 5.5100e-
003

5.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.6935 0.6935 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6950

Total 0.2127 5.5100e-
003

5.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.6935 0.6935 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6950

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.2127 5.5100e-
003

5.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.6935 0.6935 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6950

Total 0.2127 5.5100e-
003

5.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.6935 0.6935 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6950

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Energy 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 67.7510 67.7510 3.0000e-
003

6.5000e-
004

68.0171

Mobile 0.5165 1.0286 5.0394 7.1800e-
003

0.4515 0.0114 0.4629 0.1210 0.0105 0.1315 0.0000 553.1578 553.1578 0.0311 0.0000 553.8106

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.7614 0.0000 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4148 2.8739 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5061

Total 0.6890 1.0308 5.0418 7.1900e-
003

0.4515 0.0115 0.4631 0.1210 0.0106 0.1316 4.1762 623.7837 627.9599 0.2991 1.6800e-
003

634.7644

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Energy 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 67.7510 67.7510 3.0000e-
003

6.5000e-
004

68.0171

Mobile 0.5165 1.0286 5.0394 7.1800e-
003

0.4515 0.0114 0.4629 0.1210 0.0105 0.1315 0.0000 553.1578 553.1578 0.0311 0.0000 553.8106

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.7614 0.0000 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4148 2.8739 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5055

Total 0.6890 1.0308 5.0418 7.1900e-
003

0.4515 0.0115 0.4631 0.1210 0.0106 0.1316 4.1762 623.7837 627.9599 0.2991 1.6800e-
003

634.7637

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/15/2017 6/21/2017 5 5

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.2118 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.3000e-
004

5.4600e-
003

4.6700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6397

Total 0.2127 5.4600e-
003

4.6700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6397

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Architectural Coating 1 3.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 27,421; Non-Residential Outdoor: 9,140 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0552 0.0552 0.0000 0.0000 0.0553

Total 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0552 0.0552 0.0000 0.0000 0.0553

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.2118 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.3000e-
004

5.4600e-
003

4.6700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6397

Total 0.2127 5.4600e-
003

4.6700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6397

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.5165 1.0286 5.0394 7.1800e-
003

0.4515 0.0114 0.4629 0.1210 0.0105 0.1315 0.0000 553.1578 553.1578 0.0311 0.0000 553.8106

Unmitigated 0.5165 1.0286 5.0394 7.1800e-
003

0.4515 0.0114 0.4629 0.1210 0.0105 0.1315 0.0000 553.1578 553.1578 0.0311 0.0000 553.8106

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0552 0.0552 0.0000 0.0000 0.0553

Total 3.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0552 0.0552 0.0000 0.0000 0.0553

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 785.43 785.43 785.43 1,209,580 1,209,580

Total 785.43 785.43 785.43 1,209,580 1,209,580

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Strip Mall 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.466577 0.039911 0.201733 0.176253 0.050904 0.007245 0.019183 0.021019 0.004490 0.001936 0.007540 0.000947 0.002261

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 65.4058 65.4058 2.9600e-
003

6.1000e-
004

65.6576

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 65.4058 65.4058 2.9600e-
003

6.1000e-
004

65.6576

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 43948.5 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

Total 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Strip Mall 43948.5 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.4000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3453 2.3453 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

2.3595

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Parking Lot 18502 5.3824 2.4000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

5.4032

Strip Mall 206329 60.0233 2.7100e-
003

5.6000e-
004

60.2544

Total 65.4058 2.9500e-
003

6.1000e-
004

65.6576

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Unmitigated 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Parking Lot 18502 5.3824 2.4000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

5.4032

Strip Mall 206329 60.0233 2.7100e-
003

5.6000e-
004

60.2544

Total 65.4058 2.9500e-
003

6.1000e-
004

65.6576

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0212 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1511 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Total 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0212 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1511 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Total 0.1723 0.0000 5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 9.6000e-
004

9.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.0200e-
003

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 8/11/2016 3:56 PMPage 12 of 16
Item 8a

Page 1028 of 1103



7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5055

Unmitigated 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5061

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 1.30738 / 
0.801297

3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5061

Total 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5061

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 1.30738 / 
0.801297

3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5055

Total 3.2886 0.0427 1.0300e-
003

4.5055

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

 Mitigated 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 18.53 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Total 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 18.53 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Total 3.7614 0.2223 0.0000 8.4296

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Four Story Hotel, total area 63,775 sq ft, foot print 24,130 sq ft (0.55 acre)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Parking Lot 15.59 1000sqft 0.36 15,590.00 0

Hotel 125.00 Room 0.55 63,755.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

4

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.6 55

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2019Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 181,500.00 63,755.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 181,500.00 63,755.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 4.17 0.55

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

hotel
Monterey County, Annual
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.0784 0.7334 0.5197 8.9000e-
004

0.0170 0.0439 0.0609 4.7800e-
003

0.0406 0.0454 0.0000 82.3599 82.3599 0.0175 0.0000 82.7963

2018 0.4578 0.0991 0.0799 1.4000e-
004

2.4100e-
003

5.6600e-
003

8.0700e-
003

6.5000e-
004

5.2500e-
003

5.9000e-
003

0.0000 12.6971 12.6971 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 12.7654

Maximum 0.4578 0.7334 0.5197 8.9000e-
004

0.0170 0.0439 0.0609 4.7800e-
003

0.0406 0.0454 0.0000 82.3599 82.3599 0.0175 0.0000 82.7963

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.0784 0.7334 0.5197 8.9000e-
004

0.0170 0.0439 0.0609 4.7800e-
003

0.0406 0.0454 0.0000 82.3598 82.3598 0.0175 0.0000 82.7962

2018 0.4578 0.0991 0.0799 1.4000e-
004

2.4100e-
003

5.6600e-
003

8.0700e-
003

6.5000e-
004

5.2500e-
003

5.9000e-
003

0.0000 12.6971 12.6971 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 12.7654

Maximum 0.4578 0.7334 0.5197 8.9000e-
004

0.0170 0.0439 0.0609 4.7800e-
003

0.0406 0.0454 0.0000 82.3598 82.3598 0.0175 0.0000 82.7962

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Energy 0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 299.7196 299.7196 9.6100e-
003

4.1600e-
003

301.2005

Mobile 0.4319 1.7131 4.5854 9.9800e-
003

0.7000 0.0137 0.7138 0.1881 0.0129 0.2010 0.0000 911.6812 911.6812 0.0570 0.0000 913.1069

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 13.8927 0.0000 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0060 5.3500 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Total 0.7420 1.8522 4.7041 0.0108 0.7000 0.0243 0.7243 0.1881 0.0235 0.2116 14.8987 1,216.754
2

1,231.652
9

0.9913 6.6500e-
003

1,258.416
7

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 8-10-2017 11-9-2017 0.5107 0.5107

2 11-10-2017 2-9-2018 0.8627 0.8627

Highest 0.8627 0.8627
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Energy 0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 299.7196 299.7196 9.6100e-
003

4.1600e-
003

301.2005

Mobile 0.4319 1.7131 4.5854 9.9800e-
003

0.7000 0.0137 0.7138 0.1881 0.0129 0.2010 0.0000 911.6812 911.6812 0.0570 0.0000 913.1069

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 13.8927 0.0000 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0060 5.3500 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Total 0.7420 1.8522 4.7041 0.0108 0.7000 0.0243 0.7243 0.1881 0.0235 0.2116 14.8987 1,216.754
2

1,231.652
9

0.9913 6.6500e-
003

1,258.416
7

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/23/2018 1/29/2018 5 5

2 Building Construction Building Construction 8/29/2017 1/15/2018 5 100

3 Demolition Demolition 8/10/2017 8/23/2017 5 10

4 Grading Grading 8/25/2017 8/28/2017 5 2

5 Paving Paving 1/16/2018 1/22/2018 5 5

6 Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/24/2017 8/24/2017 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 95,633; Non-Residential Outdoor: 31,878; Striped Parking Area: 935 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0.36
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 7.00 130 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Architectural Coating 1 7.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 5 33.00 13.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Demolition 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4465 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.5000e-
004

5.0100e-
003

4.6400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6398

Total 0.4473 5.0100e-
003

4.6400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6398

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1404 0.1404 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1406

Total 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1404 0.1404 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1406

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4465 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.5000e-
004

5.0100e-
003

4.6400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6398

Total 0.4473 5.0100e-
003

4.6400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6398

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1404 0.1404 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1406

Total 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1404 0.1404 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1406

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0570 0.5678 0.3591 5.1000e-
004

0.0382 0.0382 0.0352 0.0352 0.0000 47.0677 47.0677 0.0144 0.0000 47.4283

Total 0.0570 0.5678 0.3591 5.1000e-
004

0.0382 0.0382 0.0352 0.0352 0.0000 47.0677 47.0677 0.0144 0.0000 47.4283

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.2600e-
003

0.0882 0.0290 1.7000e-
004

3.8100e-
003

9.3000e-
004

4.7400e-
003

1.1000e-
003

8.9000e-
004

1.9900e-
003

0.0000 15.8107 15.8107 8.8000e-
004

0.0000 15.8328

Worker 9.0100e-
003

8.8100e-
003

0.0785 1.3000e-
004

0.0117 1.2000e-
004

0.0118 3.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

0.0000 12.0942 12.0942 7.2000e-
004

0.0000 12.1122

Total 0.0133 0.0970 0.1075 3.0000e-
004

0.0155 1.0500e-
003

0.0165 4.2000e-
003

1.0000e-
003

5.2000e-
003

0.0000 27.9049 27.9049 1.6000e-
003

0.0000 27.9450

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0570 0.5678 0.3591 5.1000e-
004

0.0382 0.0382 0.0352 0.0352 0.0000 47.0677 47.0677 0.0144 0.0000 47.4282

Total 0.0570 0.5678 0.3591 5.1000e-
004

0.0382 0.0382 0.0352 0.0352 0.0000 47.0677 47.0677 0.0144 0.0000 47.4282

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.2600e-
003

0.0882 0.0290 1.7000e-
004

3.8100e-
003

9.3000e-
004

4.7400e-
003

1.1000e-
003

8.9000e-
004

1.9900e-
003

0.0000 15.8107 15.8107 8.8000e-
004

0.0000 15.8328

Worker 9.0100e-
003

8.8100e-
003

0.0785 1.3000e-
004

0.0117 1.2000e-
004

0.0118 3.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
004

3.2100e-
003

0.0000 12.0942 12.0942 7.2000e-
004

0.0000 12.1122

Total 0.0133 0.0970 0.1075 3.0000e-
004

0.0155 1.0500e-
003

0.0165 4.2000e-
003

1.0000e-
003

5.2000e-
003

0.0000 27.9049 27.9049 1.6000e-
003

0.0000 27.9450

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 8/10/2017 4:59 PMPage 10 of 30

hotel - Monterey County, Annual

Item 8a

Page 1044 of 1103



3.3 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.9700e-
003

0.0607 0.0426 6.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.5900e-
003

3.5900e-
003

0.0000 5.7206 5.7206 1.7800e-
003

0.0000 5.7652

Total 5.9700e-
003

0.0607 0.0426 6.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.5900e-
003

3.5900e-
003

0.0000 5.7206 5.7206 1.7800e-
003

0.0000 5.7652

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.6000e-
004

0.0103 3.1500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

5.6000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.9538 1.9538 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9564

Worker 9.8000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

8.4600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4600e-
003

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4559 1.4559 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4579

Total 1.4400e-
003

0.0112 0.0116 4.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.0200e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.4097 3.4097 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.4142

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.9700e-
003

0.0607 0.0426 6.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.5900e-
003

3.5900e-
003

0.0000 5.7206 5.7206 1.7800e-
003

0.0000 5.7652

Total 5.9700e-
003

0.0607 0.0426 6.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
003

3.9000e-
003

3.5900e-
003

3.5900e-
003

0.0000 5.7206 5.7206 1.7800e-
003

0.0000 5.7652

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.6000e-
004

0.0103 3.1500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

5.6000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.9538 1.9538 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9564

Worker 9.8000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

8.4600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4600e-
003

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4559 1.4559 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4579

Total 1.4400e-
003

0.0112 0.0116 4.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

1.0000e-
004

2.0200e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.4097 3.4097 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.4142

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.0500e-
003

0.0525 0.0396 6.0000e-
005

3.6600e-
003

3.6600e-
003

3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

0.0000 5.3493 5.3493 1.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.3755

Total 6.0500e-
003

0.0525 0.0396 6.0000e-
005

3.6600e-
003

3.6600e-
003

3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

0.0000 5.3493 5.3493 1.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.3755

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.4118 0.4118 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4124

Total 3.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.4118 0.4118 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4124

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.0500e-
003

0.0525 0.0396 6.0000e-
005

3.6600e-
003

3.6600e-
003

3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

0.0000 5.3492 5.3492 1.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.3755

Total 6.0500e-
003

0.0525 0.0396 6.0000e-
005

3.6600e-
003

3.6600e-
003

3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

0.0000 5.3492 5.3492 1.0500e-
003

0.0000 5.3755

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.4118 0.4118 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4124

Total 3.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.4118 0.4118 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4124

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 7.5000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2100e-
003

0.0105 7.9200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

7.3000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0699 1.0699 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.0751

Total 1.2100e-
003

0.0105 7.9200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

7.3000e-
004

1.4800e-
003

4.1000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 1.0699 1.0699 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.0751

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0824 0.0824 0.0000 0.0000 0.0825

Total 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0824 0.0824 0.0000 0.0000 0.0825

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 7.5000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2100e-
003

0.0105 7.9200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

7.3000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0699 1.0699 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.0751

Total 1.2100e-
003

0.0105 7.9200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

7.3000e-
004

1.4800e-
003

4.1000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 1.0699 1.0699 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.0751

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0824 0.0824 0.0000 0.0000 0.0825

Total 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0824 0.0824 0.0000 0.0000 0.0825

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 2.3000e-
003

0.0219 0.0181 3.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

1.2800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4270 2.4270 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.4441

Paving 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7700e-
003

0.0219 0.0181 3.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

1.2800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4270 2.4270 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.4441

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3610 0.3610 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3615

Total 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3610 0.3610 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3615

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 2.3000e-
003

0.0219 0.0181 3.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

1.2800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4270 2.4270 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.4441

Paving 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.7700e-
003

0.0219 0.0181 3.0000e-
005

1.2800e-
003

1.2800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

1.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4270 2.4270 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.4441

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3610 0.3610 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3615

Total 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3610 0.3610 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3615

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4534 0.4534 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4569

Total 4.3000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4534 0.4534 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4569

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0206 0.0206 0.0000 0.0000 0.0206

Total 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0206 0.0206 0.0000 0.0000 0.0206

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.7 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4534 0.4534 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4569

Total 4.3000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.1800e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4534 0.4534 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4569

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0206 0.0206 0.0000 0.0000 0.0206

Total 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0206 0.0206 0.0000 0.0000 0.0206

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.4319 1.7131 4.5854 9.9800e-
003

0.7000 0.0137 0.7138 0.1881 0.0129 0.2010 0.0000 911.6812 911.6812 0.0570 0.0000 913.1069

Unmitigated 0.4319 1.7131 4.5854 9.9800e-
003

0.7000 0.0137 0.7138 0.1881 0.0129 0.2010 0.0000 911.6812 911.6812 0.0570 0.0000 913.1069

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Hotel 1,021.25 1,023.75 743.75 1,865,664 1,865,664

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1,021.25 1,023.75 743.75 1,865,664 1,865,664

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Hotel 9.50 7.30 7.30 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 148.2872 148.2872 6.7100e-
003

1.3900e-
003

148.8682

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 148.2872 148.2872 6.7100e-
003

1.3900e-
003

148.8682

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Parking Lot 0.526395 0.032321 0.201107 0.146365 0.026644 0.006320 0.017996 0.025422 0.004154 0.003072 0.007973 0.001269 0.000961

Hotel 0.526395 0.032321 0.201107 0.146365 0.026644 0.006320 0.017996 0.025422 0.004154 0.003072 0.007973 0.001269 0.000961

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Hotel 2.83774e
+006

0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Hotel 2.83774e
+006

0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0153 0.1391 0.1169 8.3000e-
004

0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0106 0.0000 151.4324 151.4324 2.9000e-
003

2.7800e-
003

152.3322

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Hotel 496014 144.2961 6.5200e-
003

1.3500e-
003

144.8615

Parking Lot 13719.2 3.9911 1.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.0067

Total 148.2872 6.7000e-
003

1.3900e-
003

148.8682

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Hotel 496014 144.2961 6.5200e-
003

1.3500e-
003

144.8615

Parking Lot 13719.2 3.9911 1.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

4.0067

Total 148.2872 6.7000e-
003

1.3900e-
003

148.8682

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Unmitigated 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0447 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.2500 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Total 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0447 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.2500 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Total 0.2948 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.4900e-
003

3.4900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.7300e-
003

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Unmitigated 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Hotel 3.17085 / 
0.352316

6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Hotel 3.17085 / 
0.352316

6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.3560 0.1036 2.4900e-
003

9.6870

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

 Unmitigated 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Hotel 68.44 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Hotel 68.44 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 13.8927 0.8210 0.0000 34.4186

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 8/10/2017 4:59 PMPage 30 of 30

hotel - Monterey County, Annual
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Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 186.6494 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.617589
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 17.93925 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.059786
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.529 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.183988
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 30.90059 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.425215
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 6.726134 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.950645
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.300788 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.214643
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 127.9832 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 9.4939
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.918776 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.034337
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.225972 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.105418
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.507344 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.422967
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.949015 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.13161
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 1.933358 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 5.313593
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.594958 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.407802
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.955152 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 8.044528

500.113 500113 182,541,246 2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.44938
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 10.01146
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.223189
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.394038
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.931262
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 4.904187
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 1.135572
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 2.99214
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 5.342453
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.846592
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.067143
2012 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 1.016383

62.71982 62719.82 22,892,735

Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 190.724 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.61759
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 18.26983 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.061624
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.64 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.192825
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 29.82344 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.390673
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 6.585571 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.79363
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.289754 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.2031
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 126.2334 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 9.777702
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.857889 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.035436
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.255129 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.110481
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.505645 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.413984
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.900441 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.133486
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 2.012235 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 5.000173
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.522496 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.407805
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.940263 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 8.221261

501.56 501560 183,069,418 2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.412882
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 10.19194
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.294931
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.396434
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.909771
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 5.01462
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 1.03886
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 3.024297
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 5.441253
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.774527
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.067035
2013 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 0.966325

62.89264 62892.64 22,955,815

Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 195.0312 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.617558
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 18.2954 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.063751
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.9359 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.198455
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 28.67852 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.350805
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 6.378916 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.604365
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.284665 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.236877
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 123.92 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 9.905295
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.798378 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.036644
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.25927 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.113707
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.531568 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.398023
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.784188 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.136424
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 2.068325 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 4.789807
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.457271 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.407749
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.880822 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 8.459632

502.3044 502304.4 183,341,102 2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.372988
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 10.33882
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.395104
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.410706
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.88557

On Road

On Road

On Road
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2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 5.033693
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 0.925397
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 3.049879
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 5.578138
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.692485
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.066927
2014 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 0.922737

62.99154 62991.54 22,991,912

Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 198.3452 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.617527
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 18.00428 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.067512
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.869 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.209898
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 27.43921 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.303667
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 6.161806 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.39179
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.280753 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.374298
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 120.8413 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 10.39203
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.728144 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.0388
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.288147 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.120264
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.584611 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.382437
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.643658 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.137501
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 2.167652 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 4.584096
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.39094 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.407694
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.883826 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 8.893078

500.6285 500628.5 182,729,408 2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.319729
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 10.71688
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.573754
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.426091
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.860055
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 5.160235
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 0.792329
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 3.062748
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 5.844338
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.593776
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.067006
2015 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 0.867783

64.20532 64205.32 23,434,941

Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 201.5926 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.617499
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 17.53481 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.070709
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.9422 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.219327
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 26.23907 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.286967
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 5.958761 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.311052
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.290216 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.488211
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 117.6629 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 10.7689
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.652335 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.040637
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.311922 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.125666
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.627723 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.36751
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.327161 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.13838
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 2.260098 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 4.431288
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.348569 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.407651
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.861794 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 9.260278

498.6101 498610.1 181,992,700 2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.298659
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 11.0201
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.726036
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.447973
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.837674
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 5.263841
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 0.742845
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 3.06728
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 6.078891
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.557751
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.067089
2016 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 0.817833

65.46004 65460.04 23,892,915

Heavy Duty Equipment
calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission calendar_yearseason_monthsub_area vehicle_classpollutant emission

2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDA Fuel 202.8052 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Ag Fuel 0.625914
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT1 Fuel 16.81303 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP HeavyFuel 0.072833
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)LDT2 Fuel 108.6734 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 CAIRP SmallFuel 0.225605
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD1 Fuel 24.96807 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction HeavyFuel 0.267083
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)LHD2 Fuel 5.731392 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate Construction SmallFuel 1.21684
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)MCY Fuel 2.296332 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate HeavyFuel 4.541999
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)MDV Fuel 113.789 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Instate SmallFuel 11.00442
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)MH Fuel 1.573657 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS HeavyFuel 0.041804
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)PTO Fuel 1.311997 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 OOS SmallFuel 0.129263

On Road

On Road

On Road
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2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)SBUS Fuel 1.650835 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Public Fuel 0.352447
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)UBUS Fuel 7.150776 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6 Utility Fuel 0.140121
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)Motor CoachFuel 2.31131 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T6TS Fuel 4.277378
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)OBUS Fuel 2.294755 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Ag Fuel 0.408187
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)All Other BusesFuel 1.836925 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP Fuel 9.501461

493.2067 493206.7 180,020,437 2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 CAIRP ConstructionFuel 0.274704
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NNOOS Fuel 11.18129
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 NOOS Fuel 3.823582
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 POAK Fuel 0.467723
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Public Fuel 0.813114
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single Fuel 5.274197
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Single ConstructionFuel 0.683514
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 SWCV Fuel 3.066919
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor Fuel 6.233163
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Tractor ConstructionFuel 0.514169
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7 Utility Fuel 0.06536
2017 Annual Monterey (NCC)T7IS Fuel 0.775846

65.97894 65978.94 24,082,314
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Proposed Project

Total Construction

Fuel Usage

Project Action CO2e (Metric tons) Total Gallons of Fuel Consumed 

Construction
Project Construction 95.5617 95,561.70 9,415                            

Total Project Construction 9,415                       

Notes:  
Fuel used by vehicle hauling trips assumed to be diesel. 

Sources:
Carbon Dioxide Equivalent Emissions: See Section 3.4; Conversion Ratios: Climate Registry 2015
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Vehicle Type Percent of Vehicle Trips1 Daily Trips2 Annual Vehicle Miles 
Traveled3

Average Fuel 
Economy (miles per 

gallon)4

Total Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons)5

Passenger Cars 0.7957 594 1,484,509 21.6 68,727
Light/Medium Trucks 0.081 60 151,119 17.2 8,786
Heavy Trucks/Other 0.1233 92 230,036 6.1 37,711

TOTAL 6 1 746 1,865,664 -- 115,224

Daily Trips 746

Annual VMT
Project 1,865,664

6. Values may be slightly off due to rounding.

7. Based upon data within the Lido House Hotel Traffic Impact Analysis , prepared by RBF Consulting, dated April 2014; refer to Appendix 11.3, Traffic Impact Analysis .

8. Total VMT are the reduced VMT (from project design features) obtained from the CalEEMod model.

Source:  Refer to Appendix  for CalEEMod assumptions used in this analysis. 

Notes: 

1. Percent of Vehicle Trip distribution based on trip characteristics within the CalEEMod model.

2. Daily Trips calculated by multiplying the total daily trips by percent vehicle trips (i.e., Daily Trips x percent of Vehicle Trips).

3. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculated by multiplying percent vehicle trips by total VMT (i.e., VMT x percent of Vehicle Trips).

4. Average fuel economy derived from the Department of Transportation.

5. Total Daily Fuel Consumption calculated by dividing the daily VMT by the average fuel economy (i.e., VMT/Average Fuel Economy).
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OWNER:
 MR. NADER AGHA
 449 ALVARADO STREET
 MONTEREY, CA 93490

ARCHITECT:
 VICTOR MONTGOMERY AIA
 RRM DESIGN GROUP
 3765 SOUTH HIGUERA STREET 
 SUITE 102
 SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401

SITE INFORMATION:
 STREET ADDRESS:157 GRAND AVE.
 APN: 006-173-001
 ZONING: C-1-T

PROJECT INFORMATION 
A.1 TITLE SHEET
A.2 ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
A.3 DEMOLITION PLAN
A.4 OFF-SITE PARKING SITE PLAN
A.5 HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
C.1 GRADING AND DRAINAGE
L.1 CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
L.2 CONCEPTUAL PLANTING PLAN
A.6 GROUND FLOOR PLAN
A.7 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A.8 THIRD FLOOR PLAN
A.9 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
A.10 ROOF PLAN
A.11 EGRESS PLANS
A.12 BUILDING SECTIONS
A.13 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.14 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.15 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A.16 ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS
A.17 CENTRAL AVE. & GRAND AVE. PERSPECTIVE
A.18 COLORS AND MATERIALS

SHEET INDEX 
GROSS BUILDING AREA

HOTEL: 125 ROOMS
 GROUND FLOOR - COMMON:. 1,685 SF
GROUND FLOOR - MAINT.: . . . . 2,230 SF
 SECOND FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 15,810 SF
 THIRD FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 22,341 SF
 FOURTH FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 21,709 SF
 TOTAL:. . . . . . . . 63,775 SF
RESTAURANT: 
 GROUND LEVEL:  . . . . . . . 4,625 SF
PARKING: 
 GROUND LEVEL:. . . . . . . . 15,590 SF
 (DEDICATED LOT:  . . . . . . . 8,427 SF)

           TOTAL GROSS AREA. . . . . . . . . . 83,990 SF

UNIT COUNT
 SECOND FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 31 ROOMS
 THIRD FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 48 ROOMS
 FOURTH FLOOR:. . . . . . . . 46 ROOMS
 TOTAL:. . . . . . . . 125 ROOMS

LOT SIZE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF

LANDSCAPE AREAS
 PAVERS:. . . . . . . . 3,270 SF
 LANDSCAPE:. . . . . . . . 4,803 SF
 DECK:. . . . . . . . 585 SF
 TOTAL PROVIDED:. . . . . . . . 8,658 SF

BUILDING INFORMATION 
PARKING CALCULATIONS:

Per Pacific Grove Municipal Code
Section 23.64.190 (g)

Parking space required for other uses allowed 
in any district and not set forth above shall be 
determined by the planning commission and 
set forth as a condition to the granting of the 
use of permit for such use.

Section 23.64.190 (e)
Not less than one parking space for each four 
guest rooms in any hotel

PARKING REQUIRED
EMPLOYEE .............................................................................5
1 / 4 GUEST ROOMS .............. 125 ROOMS ........................32
1 / 150 SF MEETING ............... 931 SF ....................................6
1 / 300 SF KITCHEN ................ 875 SF ....................................3
1 / 50 SF DINING .................... 1,600 SF ...............................32

TOTAL: 78
DEDICATED HOLMAN SPACES           14
 TOTAL REQUIRED        92

PARKING PROVIDED
On-Site Valet     55
On-Site Holman Dedicated   14
Off-Site Valet . . . . . . .     28
TOTAL 97

ZONING CODE ANALYSIS 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 157 Grand Avenue
APN: 006-173-001
GENERAL PLANNING AREA:
ZONING DESIGNATION: C-1-T
ITEM PERMITTED / REQUIRED PROVIDED 
Lot Area. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . As per development permit . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF
Building Height Limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40’ From Ext. Grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40’
 (With site coverage < 75%)
Front Yard Setback (Street X) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Street Side yard Setback(STREET Y&Z) . . . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Rear Yard Setback (New Property Line) . . . . . 0’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0’
Parking Spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83

SITE  COVERAGE                                                       
LOT AREA. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 SF 
ALLOWED COVERAGE (PER 23.31.040) . . . . . . 25,406 SF      (ALLOWED 75%)

BUILDING FOOTPRINT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,130 SF
POOL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 485 SF
SPA. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 SF
WATER FEATURE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 SF
WALLS AND NON PERMIABLE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 417 SF
TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,217 SF

ALLOWABLE EXCLUSIONS
DRIVEWAY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -400 SF
WALKWAY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -60 SF
ADJUSTED TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,759 SF      (PROPOSED 73%)

BUILDING CODE ANALYSIS 
REFERENCE CODES
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE

OCCUPANCY USE AND CLASSIFICATION
SECTION 310 & 311

THE PROPOSED BUILDING CONSISTS OF 3 
STORIES OF HOTEL OVER 1 STORY OF VALET 
PARKING

LEVEL 0 (GROUND LEVEL)
PARKING. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S-2

LEVELS 1-3
HOTEL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . R-1

CONSTRUCTION TYPE
SECTION 602

Parking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
Hotel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A

TABLE 601
Structural Frame, Bearing Walls  
& Floor Construction: . . . . . . . . 1-Hour Rating
Interior non-load 
bearing partitions: . . . . . . . . . . . . .No Protection
 Required
Roof Construction: . . . . . . . . . . 1-Hour rating

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT AND AREA
SECTION 503

HOTEL
CONSTRUCTION TYPE . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
OCCUPANCY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE R-1
BASIC ALLOWABLE AREA . . . . . 12,000 SF
 PER STORY
BASIC ALLOWABLE HEIGHT . . . . 3 STORIES 

PARKING
CONSTRUCTION TYPE . . . . . . . . TYPE V-A
OCCUPANCY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TYPE S-2
BASIC ALLOWABLE AREA . . . . . 21,000 SF
BASIC ALLOWABLE HEIGHT . . . . 4 STORIES

ACTUAL BUILDING HEIGHT
HOTEL (R-1): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . THREE LEVELS;
 MAXIMUM   
 HEIGHT > 40 FT
PARKING (S-2): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ONE LEVEL

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM
SECTION 903.2.1

AN AUTOMATIC FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM IS 
REQUIRED AND PROVIDED 

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM INCREASE 
MODIFICATION
SECTION 506.3

THE AREAS LIMITED BY TABLE 503 MAY BE 
INCREASED BY AN ADDITIONAL 200% FOR 
BUILDINGS WITH MORE THAN ONE STORY 
ABOVE GRADE PLANE

 MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE AREA WITH INCREASE
 36,000 SF PER FLOOR
FIRE RESISTANCE
FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE: WALLS
TABLE 602

5 < x < 10 ft. = 1 hour
x > 10 ft. = 0 hours

FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE: OPENINGS
TABLE 705.8

3 ft. < x < 5 ft. = 15% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

5 ft. < x < 10 ft. = 25% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

10 ft. < x < 15 ft. = 45% allowable area can be 
unprotected openings

ACCESSIBILITY
Per California Building Code
Section 1111B.4.3
Required: 7 Fully Accessible Rooms 

    (2 require roll-in showers)
 5 Hearing Impaired Accessible Rooms

Provided: 7 Fully Accessible Rooms 
    (2 with roll-in showers)
 5 Hearing Impaired Accessible Rooms

VICINITY MAP  

LIGHTHOUSE AVENUE

CENTRAL AVENUE
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PROJECT SITE

RESTAURANT AND PLAZA PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF GRAND AVE. AND CENTRAL AVE. 
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SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”

EXISTING BUILDING 
FOOTPRINT (TO BE 
DEMOLISHED)

EXISTING 
HOLMAN 
BUILDING

UNDERGROUND 
STORMWATER 

STORAGE
SEE SHEET C.1

SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”

PROPOSED BUILDING 
FOOTPRINT

HOLMAN BUILDING
TYPE: COMMERCIAL
NO. OF STORIES: 4

7

21

1

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Vehicular Entry
3. Hotel Drop-Off
4. Valet/Garage Entry
5. Driveway Ramp
6. Outdoor Dining
7. Hotel Entry
8. Restaurant Entry
9. Existing Building
10. Walkway(s)
11. Patio
12. Trash Enclosure
13. Water Feature
14. Garden Arbor
15. Unpaved Area
16. Jacuzzi/Spa Pool
17. Pool Deck Furniture
18. Lap Pool
19. Fire Pit and Lounge Furniture
20. Balcony Overhang Above, 3’-9” Max. 

projection over right of way, See Sheets 
A.6 Ground Floor Plan and A.12 
Section 3 

21. Accessible Path of Travel

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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EXISTING BUILDING 
TO BE DEMOLISHED 
(17,650 SF RETAIL)

(545’ EXTERIOR LATERAL WALL LENGTH)EXISTING 
HOLMAN 
BUILDING

A.30123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016
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DEMOLITION PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Valet/Garage Entry
3. Existing Building

SET BACK 0’-0”

A.40123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

0 10 20 40 60

OFF-SITE PARKING SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1”=20’

Item 8a

Page 1081 of 1103



A.50123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

HOTEL ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
CORNER OF CENTRAL AVE. AND FOUNTAIN AVE.

Item 8a

Page 1082 of 1103



0123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

0 5 10 20 30

GRADING AND DRAINAGE
SCALE: 1”=10’

C.1

Item 8a

Page 1083 of 1103



POOL - 485sf

SPA - 142sf

DECORATIVE VEHICULAR PERMEABLE
PAVERS, TYP.

DECORATIVE PEDESTRIAN PERMEABLE
PAVERS, TYP.

PLANTING, TYP. SEE PLANTING LEGEND.

FIRE TABLE

WOODEN DECKING WITH LOUNGE
SEATING

WATER WALL FOUNTAIN WITH BUILT IN
SEATING

LANDSCAPE PLANTER WALL, TYP.

DECORATIVE OVERHEAD ARBOR WITH
VINES IN POTS AT BASE

POTTERY, TYP.

SEATING AT DOUBLE SIDED FIREPLACE

CITY APPROVED STREET TREE AND TREE
GRATE, TYP.

DECORATIVE FENCING AND EGRESS GATE

HOTEL LOBBY

RESTAURANTHOTEL AMENITIES

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1 2

3

4

5

6 7
8

9

10

11

13

IRRIGATION DESIGN CRITERIA:
THE IRRIGATION DESIGN WILL COMPLY
WITH THE LOCAL AND THE STATE WATER
CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS. THE
WATER CONSERVATION METHOD FOR THE
NEW LANDSCAPE PLANT MATERIAL HAS A
LOW TO MEDIUM WATER USE.

A WEATHER SENSING, 'SMART
CONTROLLER' WILL BE USED TO MONITOR
THE IRRIGATION WATER AND MANAGE
DAILY WATER CONSUMPTION TO THE
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR EACH
HYDROZONE.

ALL TREES, POTTERY, SHRUB AND
GROUNDCOVER AREAS WILL BE IRRIGATED
ON SEPARATE HYDROZONES, SO THAT
ONCE ESTABLISHED, WATER CAN BE
REGULATED IN A MORE EFFICIENT
MANNER.

TREES AND POTTERY WILL BE IRRIGATED BY
BUBBLERS. ALL OTHER PLANTING WILL
RECEIVE DRIP IRRIGATION.

LANDSCAPE PLAN KEY:

FOUNTAIN AVENUE

GRAND AVENUE
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TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME CONT

                            MAGNOLIA X SOULANGIANA SAUCER MAGNOLIA MULTI-TRUNK 36"BOX

                            OLEA EUROPAEA `SWAN HILL` TM SWAN HILL OLIVE FIELD GROWN

                            PYRUS CALLERYANA `CHANTICLEER` CHANTICLEER PEAR 24"BOX

SHRUBS BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME CONT

                            ALPINIA ZERUMBET `VARIEGATA` VARIEGATED SHELL GINGER 5 GAL

                            ANIGOZANTHOS SPECIES KANGAROO PAW 5 GAL

                            CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA `KARL FOERSTER` FEATHER REED GRASS 5 GAL

                            CAREX DIVULSA BERKELEY SEDGE 1 GAL

                            CHONDROPETALUM TECTORUM `EL CAMPO` CAPE RUSH 5 GAL

                            DIANELLA CAERULEA `CASSA BLUE` CASSA BLUE FLAX LILY 3 GAL

                            FICUS PUMILA `VARIEGATA` VARIEGATED CREEPING FIG 5 GAL

                            HARDENBERGIA VIOLACEA LILAC VINE 15GA STAKED

                            HEUCHERA SANGUINEA CORAL BELLS 1 GAL

                            HYDRANGEA QUERCIFOLIA `SNOW QUEEN` SNOW QUEEN OAKLEAF HYDRANGEA 5 GAL

                            LEUCADENDRON X `WILSON`S WONDER` CONEBUSH 5 GAL

                            LOMANDRA LONGIFOLIA `BREEZE` DWARF MAT RUSH 5 GAL

                            LOROPETALUM CHINENSE `PETITE DELIGHT` PETITE DELIGHT FRINGE 5 GAL

                            NEPHROLEPIS CORDIFOLIA TUBEROUS SWORD FERN 5 GAL

                            PHORMIUM X `SEA JADE` NEW ZEALAND FLAX 5 GAL

                            PHORMIUM X `SHIRAZ` NEW ZEALAND FLAX 5 GAL

                            POLYGALA FRUTICOSA `PETITE BUTTERFLY` SWEET PEA SHRUB 5 GAL

                            SOLANUM JASMINOIDES POTATO VINE 15GA STAKED

                            WOODWARDIA FIMBRIATA GIANT CHAIN FERN 5 GAL

PLANT SCHEDULE

HOTEL LOBBY

RESTAURANTHOTEL AMENITIES

PROPOSED PLANT SCHEDULE:

FOUNTAIN AVENUE

GRAND AVENUE

C
EN

TR
A

L 
A

V
EN

UE
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KITCHEN

LAUNDRY /
MAINT.

TRASH /
RECYCLE

STAIRS

REST.REST.

3
A.12

HALL HALL

7' - 11"

A.15

-
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”
SET BACK 0’-0”

SET BACK 0’-0”

PROPOSED BUILDING 
FOOTPRINT

7

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. Vehicular Entry
3. Hotel Drop-Off
4. Valet/Garage Entry
5. Driveway Ramp
6. Outdoor Dining
7. Hotel Entry
8. Restaurant Entry
9. Existing Building
10. Walkway(s)
11. Patio
12. Trash Enclosure
13. Tandem Stall Valet Parking Area
14. Valet Aisle Parking Spaces (Compact)
15.  Balcony Overhang Above
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
2. Exit Stairway
3. Elevator
4. Ice Machine
5. Accessible Room

MINI FRIDGE

SINK

MICROWAVE

ENTERTAINMENT
CENTER

WARDROBE

TYPICAL UNIT PLAN

A

A
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THIRD FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
2. Exit Stairway
3. Elevator
4. Ice Machine
5. Accessible Room
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FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Lounge
2. Exit Stairway
3. Elevator
4. Ice Machine
5. Accessible Room
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ROOF PLAN
SCALE: 1”=10’

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Flat Roof
2. Standing Seam Metal Roof
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UP

1608 SF
LAUNDRY/MECH.

1967 SF
KITCHEN

596 SF
ASSEMBLY

15173 SF
PARKING

1897 SF
LOBBY

309 SF
MECH.

1083 SF
RESTAURANT

OCCUPANCY LEGEND

ACCESSORY STORAGE AREAS,
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT ROOM

ASSEMBLY WITHOUT FIXED SEATS:
UNCONCENTRATED (TABLE AND CHAIRS)

BUSINESS AREAS

KITCHENS, COMMERCIAL

PARKING GARAGES

365'-8"

114'-6"

87'-9"
40'-0"

58'-0"

1 / 200 SF = 10
OCCUPANTS

1 EXIT REQUIRED
1 / 300 SF = 6
OCCUPANTS

1 EXIT REQUIRED

1/15 SF = 40 OCCUPANTS
1 EXIT REQUIRED

1/15 SF = 73 OCCUPANTS
2 EXITS REQUIRED

1/29 SF = 76 OCCUPANTS
2 EXITS REQUIRED

1/100 SF = 19 OCCUPANTS
1 EXIT REQUIRED

1/300 SF =
1 OCCUPANT

1 EXIT REQUIRED

62'-0"

15625 SF
RESIDENTIAL

OCCUPANCY LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL

204'-4"

204'-6

1/200 SF = 78 OCCUPANTS
2 EXITS REQUIRED

23.4" MIN STAIR WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD
15.6" MIN EGRESS WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD

44" MIN CORRIDOR WIDTH
44" MIN STAIR WIDTH

23138 SF
RESIDENTIAL

OCCUPANCY LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL

247'-8"

248'-9" 21' - 0"

1/200 SF =116 OCCUPANTS
2 EXITS REQUIRED

34.8" MIN STAIR WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD
23.2" MIN EGRESS WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD

44" MIN CORRIDOR WIDTH
44" MIN STAIR WIDTH

36' - 9"

22754 SF
RESIDENTIAL

OCCUPANCY LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL

247'-8

248'-9" 21' - 0"

1/200 SF = 114 OCCUPANTS
2 EXITS REQUIRED

34.2" MIN STAIR WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD
22.8" MIN EGRESS WIDTH BY OCCUPANT LOAD

44" MIN CORRIDOR WIDTH
44" MIN STAIR WIDTH

33' - 6"

Ground Floor

Third Floor

Second Floor

Fourth Floor

A.110123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016
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0 8 16 32 48

EGRESS PLANS
SCALE: 1/16”=1’
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01-GROUND FLOOR
0' - 0"

02-SECOND FLOOR
9' - 7"

04-FOURTH FLOOR
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UNDERGROUND STORMWATER
STORAGE

SEE SHEET C.1

HOLMAN BUILDING
PARKING
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KEYED NOTES                                     
1. Property Line
2. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
3. Existing Grade
4. Holman Building Parking
5. Hotel Drop Off
6. Hotel Room Balcony
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Section 1 Section 3

Section 2
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BUILDING SECTIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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1. FOUNTAIN AVE. ELEVATION

2.  CENTRAL AVE. ELEVATION

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Signage
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line

1

2

7

8

7

3

5 1

62

6 5

8

4
4

64
’2

”

73
’6

”

9’
4”
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BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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1. GRAND AVE. ELEVATION

2.  ALLEYWAY ELEVATION

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Signage
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line
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8

3

5 1

62

8

1

2
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BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’
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TENTATIVE LOCATION OF 
STORM WATER CONTROL

TENTATIVE LOCATION OF 
STORM WATER CONTROL

1. COURTYARD ELEVATION

2.  COURTYARD ELEVATION
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A.150123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

BUILDING ELEVATIONS
SCALE: 1”=10’

KEYED NOTES                                     
1. 40’ Height limit from existing 

grade
2. Horizontal Siding
3. Stone Veneer
4. Exterior Fireplace
5. Metal Roofing
6. Painted Trim and Paneling
7. Holman Building
8. Property Line
9. Dedicated Holman Parking
10. Valet Parking
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BAY WINDOWBALCONY RAILING TYPICAL WINDOW TRIM

STOREFRONT AWNING CORNICE DETAIL BALCONY ROOF
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A.160123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS

KEYED NOTES                                     
(Materials per sheet A.18)

1. 6” Cement Fiber Lap Horizontal Siding
2. Stone Veneer 
3. Metal Roofing
4. Painted Trim and Paneling
5. Fabric Awnings
6. White aluminum window and Door 

Frames
7. Pre-Molded cornice detail painted to 

match trim and paneling 
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A.170123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

CENTRAL AVE. & GRAND AVE. PERSPECTIVE
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1. HORIZONTAL SIDING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
SVELTE SAGE SW6165

2. HORIZONTAL SIDING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
MUSLIN SW6133

3. TRIM, FACIA AND 
PANELING:
SHERWIN WILLIAMS PAINT
PURE WHITE SW7005

4. STONE:
EL DORADO STONE
RUSTIC LEDGE IN PINETOP

5. AWNINGS:
SUNBRELLA FABRICS IN COCOA

6. METAL ROOFING:
STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF
AEP SPAN IN PARCHMENT 

7. WINDOW FRAMES:
WHITE ALUMINUM WINDOWS

5
1

2

63

7

4

A.180123-01-CO15            DATE: JULY 2, 2016

HOTEL DURELL - PACIFIC GROVE

COLOR MATERIALS
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Item 8b: Refining the Permitted 
Uses on Lighthouse Avenue In 
Downtown C-D Zoning District



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

AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Mark Brodeur, Community and Economic Development Director 

MEETING DATE: April 5, 2018 

SUBJECT: 
Refining the Permitted Uses on Lighthouse Avenue In Downtown C-D 

Zoning District 

CEQA: 
Categorically Exempt CEQA Guidelines Sec 15305 (Class 5-Minor 

Alterations in Land Use Limitations) 

RECOMMENDATION 
Discuss limiting/prohibiting “non-active” uses on the ground floor along Lighthouse Avenue (C-D 

District Only) within the downtown zoning district. Also discuss permitting some previously 

prohibited uses such as “Micro-brewery” and “Bars” uses with an Administrative Use Permit. 

Direct staff to return with a modified Land Use Table 23.31.030 for the C-d Zone. 

BACKGROUND 

On October 12
th

, 2017, December 14
th

, and March 15
th

 of this year the Economic Development

Commission (EDC) discussed limiting ground floor uses on Lighthouse Ave in the C-D 

Commercial Downtown zoning district to active uses. The EDC, based on a CALED Leap Report, 

recommended changes to the zoning code be forwarded to the Planning Commission for 

consideration. At the Planning Commission meeting held on November 2, 2017, the Planning 

Commission voted to send the recommendation back to the Economic Development Commission 

asking them to be more discreet in the range of uses to prohibit on the ground floors. The Planning 

Commission did not agree with limiting real estate office or banks on Lighthouse Avenue. The 

Economic Development Commission met a third time and felt that downtown currently contains 

enough banks and real estate offices. 

DISCUSSION 

At the beginning of 2017, the City Council established goals. One of them was about downtown. 

Council Goal #6 – “Revitalize Downtown” seeks to stimulate businesses within the City’s historic 

downtown while preserving its unique “small town” charm and feel. 

An active, pedestrian oriented environment on Lighthouse Avenue contributes to the overall goal 

and a best practice includes limiting uses that are not conducive to ground-floor storefront walk-in 

activity. Uses that support people exploring and shopping in the downtown area on foot include 

retail, brew pubs, micro-breweries, restaurants, cafes and entertainment. Inactive ground floor uses 

that discourage this type of pedestrian activity include general offices, medical clinics and offices 

and exercise/dance/yoga/ gyms. While these uses play an important role in the overall City business 

mix, they are more appropriate on upper floors or side streets that intersect Lighthouse Ave. 

Existing banks, real estate offices and other less active uses may remain but new uses may not be 
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established. The ordinance continues to limit the number of resale/consignment/benefit shops to two 

on Lighthouse Ave. 

 

Owners of buildings along Lighthouse Avenue should be encouraged whenever possible to fill 

ground floor vacancies with active uses. There are times when a building owner may not be able to 

fill the space with an active use. The Economic Development Commission does not want to see 

vacant storefronts in the downtown and could support allowing temporary “pop-up” uses in the 

vacant storefronts as a way to temporarily fill the space. Those uses would need to be approved by 

the Zoning Administrator on a case-by-case basis only. The Administrator would also limit the 

amount of time the pop-up use could remain in the storefront. A year was suggested. 

 

There are other uses, currently not allowed in downtown which the Economic Development 

Commission suggested should be allowed with an Administrative Use Permit because they meet the 

goal of pedestrianizing “active-uses” on Lighthouse Avenue. These uses that are currently 

prohibited include: 

1. Condominiums. Staff feels that residential living, above the ground floor, regardless of the 

ownership type should be permitted in the downtown commercial district “by right”. 

2. Bar/tavern/nightclub. The Economic Development Commission supports Bars or Taverns 

to be an allowed use in the downtown. 

3. Micro Brewery. Strangely, this use is not permitted in downtown. The Economic 

Development Commission suggests this should be an allowed use. An Administrative Use 

Permit is appropriate here to allow review of each proposal. 

 

Uses that are currently permitted but suggested for restriction (either prohibited or subject to 

Admin. Use Permit) from locating on ground floor along Lighthouse Avenue include: 

 Research and Development Facility (prohibit) 

 Health/fitness/dance/yoga Studio (prohibit) 

 School (specialty), including dance schools. (prohibit) 

 Automobile vehicle sales and rental. (prohibit) 

 Bank or Financial Institution. (prohibit any more) 

 Medical Service clinic, lab, office. (prohibit) 

 Office, business or professional (Administrative Use Permit) 

 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

This matter was also brought before the Business Improvement District Board.  They have a slightly 

different recommendation.  They thought (1.) Health/Fitness Studio should be allowed with a Use 

Permit; (2.) Automobile Sales should be allowed with a Use Permit. They concurred with all other 

recommendations. 

 

CEQA 

Categorically Exempt CEQA Guidelines Sec 15305 (Class 5-Minor Alterations in Land Use 

Limitations) 

 

OPTIONS 

1. Suggest other restricted uses. 

2.   Take no action. 

3.   Request staff to return with modified use tables for the downtown zoning district. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 

No direct impact on City Budget resources. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

None 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,  

 

 

_______________________________  

Mark Brodeur  

Community & Economic Development Director  
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