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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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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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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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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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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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“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 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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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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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 



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.)  



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 



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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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). 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/PacificGrove/#!/PacificGrove11/PacificGrove1168.html
http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-development/planning/water-waitlist
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/board_decisions/adopted_orders/orders/2016/wro2016_0016.pdf
http://www.cbcearthlaw.com/uploads/1/1/8/8/11883175/timing_is_everything.pdf
http://blog.aklandlaw.com/2007/02/articles/ceqa/california-supreme-court-weighs-in-once-again-on-ceqa-compliance/


 
(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 

http://www.mpwmd.net/rules/Rule24.pdf
http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/QueryForm.asp
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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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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.  

 

  



Item 7c





4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

City of Pacific Grove Hotel Durell 
January 2017 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

4.0-1 

  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
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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.  
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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	
	
	
	



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” 



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  













�  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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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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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





























































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” 



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	
	
	
	





        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). 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/PacificGrove/#!/PacificGrove11/PacificGrove1168.html
http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/living/community-economic-development/planning/water-waitlist
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/board_decisions/adopted_orders/orders/2016/wro2016_0016.pdf
http://www.cbcearthlaw.com/uploads/1/1/8/8/11883175/timing_is_everything.pdf
http://blog.aklandlaw.com/2007/02/articles/ceqa/california-supreme-court-weighs-in-once-again-on-ceqa-compliance/


 
(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 

http://www.mpwmd.net/rules/Rule24.pdf
http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/QueryForm.asp


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.  

 

  



Item 7c
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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.  
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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 



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.)  



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 



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 

 

 





 

 

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:  

https://www.montereycountyweekly.com/users/profile/Kera
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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 

 

 











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 











�  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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City of Pacific Grove
RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
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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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City of Pacific Grove
RE: HOTEL DURELL  157 GRAND AVENUE PACIFIC GROVE, CA 93950 
        INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
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“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”





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. 



 

Sincerely, 

 

Allen Davis 

119 Grand Avenue 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950  
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