ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, December 15, 2020, 3:00 P.M.
Council Chamber – City Hall – 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA
THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY AND IS COMPLIANT WITH THE
GOVERNOR'S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ALLOWING FOR A DEVIATION OF
TELECONFERENCE RULES REQUIRED BY THE BROWN ACT.
JOIN THE ZOOM WEBINAR TO PARTICIPATE LIVE AT:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89814828461
To participate telephonically, call any number below:
669 900 9128 (US)
213 338 8477 (US)
669 219 2599 (US)
Webinar ID: 898 1482 8461
If prompted to enter a participant ID, press #.
When the host opens public comment for an agenda item and you wish to speak, press *9 to
raise your hand, and *6 to unmute yourself.
Help Line 831-648-3128

AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

3.

BOARD AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)

4.

COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS

5.

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
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5.

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
General Public Comment must deal with matters subject to the jurisdiction of the City and the Architectural Review Board that
are not on the Regular Agenda. This is the appropriate place to comment as to items on the Consent Agenda, only if you do not
wish to have the item pulled for individual consideration by the Architectural Review Board. Comments from the public will be
limited to three minutes and will not receive Architectural Review Board action. Comments regarding items on the Regular Agenda
shall be heard prior to Architectural Review Board's consideration of such items at the time such items are called. Whenever
possible, written correspondence should be submitted to the Architectural Review Board in advance of the meeting, to provide
adequate time for its consideration.

6.

CONSENT AGENDA
The Consent Agenda deals with routine and non-controversial matters, and may include action on resolutions, ordinances, or other
public hearings for which testimony is not anticipated. The vote on the Consent Agenda shall apply to each item that has not been
removed. Any member of the Architectural Review Board, staff, or the public may remove an item from the Consent Agenda for
individual consideration. When items are pulled for discussion, they will be automatically placed at the end of their respective section
within the Regular Agenda. One motion shall be made to adopt all non-removed items on the Consent Agenda.

7.

REGULAR AGENDA
A.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
For public hearings involving a quasi-judicial determination by the Architectural Review Board, the proponent of an item may be
given 10 minutes to speak and others in support of the proponent’s position may be given three minutes each. A designated
spokesperson for opposition to the item may be given 10 minutes to speak and all others in opposition may be given three minutes
each. Very brief rebuttal and surrebuttal may be allowed in the sole discretion of the Architectural Review Board. In public
hearings not involving a quasi-judicial determination by the Architectural Review Board, all persons may be given three minutes to
speak on the matter. Public hearings on non-controversial matters or for which testimony is not anticipated may be placed on the
Consent Agenda, but shall be removed if any person requests a staff presentation or wishes to be heard on the matter.

1.

B.

Architectural Permit/Tree Permit w/ Development/Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit
Appl. No.19-0363 for American Tin Cannery Property, 109/125 Ocean View Blvd., 124
Central Ave. (APNs: 006-231-001, -234-004, -005, -008)
Zone District/General Plan Designation: C-V-ATC, C-1 / Central-Eardley Commercial
(General Plan), Visitor Serving Commercial (Land Use Plan)
Coastal Zone: Yes
Historic Resources Inventory: No
CEQA: Environmental Impact Report
Recommended Action: RECOMMEND APPROVAL of AP/UP/TRD/CDP 19-0363 to the
Planning Commission pursuant to PGMC §23.70.060(c) (2), §23.70.080, §12.60.010, and
Chapter 23.90 and subject to the attached Findings and Conditions.
Reference: Rob Mullane, AICP, Contract Planner
UNFINISHED AND ONGOING BUSINESS

8.

DISCUSSION ITEM(S)

9.

NEXT MEETING - February 9, 2021

10.

ADJOURNMENT
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NOTICE OF ADA COMPLIANCE: Pursuant to Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (Codified At 42 United States Code
Section 12101 and 28 Code of Federal Regulations Part 35), and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the City of Pacific Grove
does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, ancestry, sex, disability, age or sexual orientation in the provision
of any services, programs, or activities. The City of Pacific Grove does not discriminate against persons with disabilities. City Hall is an
accessible facility. A limited number of assisted listening devices will be available at this meeting. Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting or provide the requested agenda
format.
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Agenda No.7 A 1

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

Chair Boyle and Members of the Architectural Review Board
Rob Mullane, AICP, Contract Planner and Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Director,
FROM:
Community Development Dept.
MEETING DATE: 12/15/2020
SUBJECT:
Architectural Permit/Tree Permit w/ Development/Use Permit/Coastal Development
Permit Appl. No.19-0363 for American Tin Cannery Property, 109/125 Ocean
View Blvd., 124 Central Ave. (APNs: 006-231-001, -234-004, -005, -008)
CEQA:
Environmental Impact Report
TO:

RECOMMENDATION
RECOMMEND APPROVAL of AP/UP/TRD/CDP 19-0363 to the Planning Commission pursuant to
PGMC §23.70.060(c) (2), §23.70.080, §12.60.010, and Chapter 23.90 and subject to the attached Findings
and Conditions.
BACKGROUND
The initial planning permit application, which included the Architectural Permit, Use Permit, and Tree
Permit with Development for the project, was filed by CCS Pacific Grove Manager, LLC on June 11,
2019. The project was deemed complete on October 4, 2019, with the understanding that a Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) application would also be required. The City’s Local Coastal Program was
certified by the California Coastal Commission in March 2020. On July 7, 2020, CCS Pacific Grove
Manager, LLC submitted the CDP application for the project. The CDP application was deemed complete
on November 13, 2020.
The project site is designated Central-Eardley Commercial in the City’s General Plan Land Use Element
and Visitor Serving Commercial in the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan. The hotel and additional
commercial uses are allowed uses in these land use designations. The site is zoned C-V-ATC
Commercial Visitor-American Tin Cannery (APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-004, and 006-234-005) and
C-1 Light Commercial (APN 006-234-008). The portion of the site zoned C-1 at 124 Central Avenue is
proposed for a surface parking lot to serve the hotel and commercial development. An off-site parking
facility is allowed in this zoning district with a Use Permit pursuant to PGMC §23.31.030. The zoning of
the balance and main portion of the project site is C-V-ATC, which allows and provides specific
development standards for hotel uses, hotel-related accessory uses, and other commercial uses. Specific
guidance for development in the C-V-ATC zoning district is set forth in PGMC §23.31.025 and
§23.90.180.C.5.g.
The ATC-portion of the project site currently is developed with the American Tin Cannery Mall, a
165,000-sf commercial development with a variety of commercial retail uses and services. The American
Tin Cannery Mall is a partially occupied, underutilized retail outlet center with retail stores, restaurants,
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and recreation uses (bicycle rentals, mini-golf and a fitness facility). The southeastern portions of the site
are used for parking. Existing parking on the project site includes 147 uncovered spaces dedicated to the
existing ATC uses. In addition, in addition, there are 52 on-street metered parking spaces on streets
adjacent to the site.
PROCESS
The project requires multiple planning permits and the certification of the EIR prepared for the project.
An Architectural Permit is required for any new commercial construction pursuant to PGMC 23.70.060
(c) (2). A Tree Permit with Development is required pursuant to PGMC §12.60.010 for the proposed tree
removals. The proposed parking facility at 124 Central Avenue requires a Use Permit pursuant to PGMC
§23.31.030. As the project site is in the Coastal Zone, a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to PGMC
§23.90.030.A is also required.
Since Planning Commission approval is required for the Use Permit and the Coastal Development
Permit, the Planning Commission will have final review authority of all of the required planning permits
pursuant to PGMC §23.72.020 (Concurrent Permit Processing). The Planning Commission will also
consider certification of the proposed Final EIR for the project. The ARB will consider the proposed
architecture and the tree removal and replanting activities and make a recommendation on the project to
the Planning Commission. Following review of the project for conformity to the Architectural Permit
findings by the Architectural Review Board, the Planning Commission will consider the project permits
including the Architectural Permit and may condition the project to modify design, massing, color, or
form. The proposed use of a portion of Sloat Avenue requires Planning Commission recommendation
followed by City Council approval. The Council would take action on any agreement following the
Planning Commission’s action and any certification of the EIR. The Council would also hear any appeal
of the Planning Commission’s decision or may decide to call up the decision to the Council pursuant to
PGMC §23.74.040 (Call-up Authority and Time Limits).
The project is not subject to review by the City’s Historic Resources Committee. While the EIR
determined that the demolition of Building 2 and the partial demolition of Building 1 presented a
significant impact on historic resources as these buildings were determined to be eligible for listing on the
California Register of Historic Resources and on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, the project site
is not included on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory (HRI). There is no City record of an action by
a decision-making body with authority to place the structure on the HRI. The City received requests from
community members to refer the project site to the Historic Resources Committee (HRC) for potential
inclusion of the buildings on the City’s HRI. However, the City’s Municipal Code (in Subsection
23.04.020(e)) requires that an application that has been deemed complete must be “processed according to
the requirements in effect when the application was accepted as complete.” The application was deemed
complete on October 4, 2019, and the project site was not listed on the City’s HRI. Therefore, the ARB is
the authority for the architectural review recommendation and not the HRC.
SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING
The 5.59-acre project site is depicted on the project vicinity map, which is included on Sheet A-2 of the
project plan set (Attachment 14). The existing American Tin Cannery Mall is a 165,000-sf commercial
development with a variety of commercial retail uses, services, and surface parking. The Upper Parking
Lot at 124 Central Avenue provides additional surface parking.
The area and neighborhood around the project site experience significant tourist activity but are also the
location of an established residential neighborhood west and northwest of Dewey Avenue. Surrounding
properties include commercial, residential and visitor-serving uses. Across Ocean View Boulevard to the
north lies the Stanford University Hopkins Marine Station, Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail and
the Monterey Bay Aquarium. A grocery store and fast food restaurant are located on the adjacent parcel
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to the southeast, and a mixed-density residential area is located across Dewey Avenue to the west and
northwest. Embedded in the same city block between Sloat Avenue and Central Avenue are Monterey
Bay Aquarium offices, warehouse uses, and local businesses including a dry cleaner, pet day care, yoga
studio, and a currently-vacant religious assembly use.
DISCUSSION
The City’s LCP designates the main portion of the ATC project site for Visitor Serving Commercial
(V-C) uses. Pacific Grove voters passed a ballot initiative in 2016 to amend the Pacific Grove Municipal
Code to add Section 23.31.025, which modified the zoning designation at the American Tin Cannery Site,
specifically APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-005, and the portion of Sloat Avenue between
Eardley Avenue and Dewey Street, from Visitor Commercial (C-V) and Heavy Commercial (C-2) to
Visitor Commercial (C-V-ATC) to reestablish hotels as a permissible land use.
The Upper Lot at 124 Central Avenue (would continue to be used as an existing surface parking lot.
However, the project proposes to reconfigure the lot for valet parking uses and beautify the site. This lot
is currently unlandscaped, and the proposed reconfiguration would have new landscaping, including 7
cajeput trees and 8 strawberry trees (see Sheet L-13 in the project plan set). Parking at the Upper Lot
would be operated by the hotel’s valet parking services and coordinated with other parking operations. As
noted above in Background, an offsite parking lot is an allowed use in the C-1 Zoning District subject to
approval of a use permit. Sales of alcoholic beverages for hotel-related ancillary uses would be authorized
by the project’s Use Permit. New landscaping, including trees, is proposed to soften the hardscape
environment.
A hotel and additional commercial uses at this location would provide additional visitor-serving
accommodations and commercial uses on a currently underutilized commercial site. The hotel and
additional commercial uses are allowed by the City’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program including
the Implementing (Zoning) Ordinances. A hotel at this location would revitalize the site, bring additional
business and revenues to the City, and would provide visitor-serving amenities close to both downtown
Pacific Grove and to Cannery Row. The hotel and additional commercial uses would be within walking
distance to the Monterey Bay Aquarium, the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail, and other Cannery
Row destinations.
General Plan Goals and Policies
The Pacific Grove General Plan provides a framework for future growth and development within the
City. The Land Use Element includes goals and polices that call for the orderly, well-planned, and
balanced development consistent with the historic nature of Pacific Grove, the capacity of the City’s
infrastructure, and ability to assimilate new growth. The City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) provides
policy guidance and development standards for development in the City’s Coastal Zone, which
encompasses the entirety of the project site. Where inconsistencies exist between the General Plan and
LCP, if any, the LCP prevails for land use decisions in the Coastal Zone. The City’s LCP designates the
ATC project site for Visitor Serving Commercial (V-C) uses.
Specific General Plan land use policies relevant to the proposed project include the following:
Chapter 2, Land Use
Policy 2: Ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent existing development.
Policy 3: Balance a property owner’s ability to develop with the desirability of maintaining
neighborhood character.
Policy 4: Continue to preserve Pacific Grove’s character and regulate development so as not to
overburden the City’s infrastructure.
Policy 9: Strive to preserve significant public view corridors.
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Policy 10: Strive to protect property owners’ rights to privacy and reasonable access to light, air,
and sunshine.
Policy 11: Ensure that commercial uses are balanced, and that business and industry are compatible
with the City’s residential character.
Policy 12: Promote and maintain a healthy local economy while preserving the local community
character.
Policy 13: Assure that new commercial development is designed to avoid the appearance of strip
development.
Policy 14: Promote Pacific Grove businesses and industries.
Policy 15: Encourage land uses that generate revenue to the City while maintaining a balance with
other community needs, such as housing, open space, and recreation.
Policy 16: Attract and retain a variety of businesses and services in the community
The proposed hotel and commercial uses seek to revitalize an underutilized and underperforming retail
outlet mall. The proposed development is stepped to follow the site’s existing landforms and complies
with the specific development standards for the ATC project site including height limits, setbacks, and
site coverage. Impacts on key public views including blue-water ocean views were evaluated in the
Chapter 5 (Aesthetics) of the EIR. The project would include courtyards, terraces, and substantial
landscaping to break up the project’s mass and provide for a pedestrian-friendly environment. No
significant impacts on view blockages were identified, although it was acknowledged that the proposed
development would be larger than the existing development on the site and have higher building heights
in some areas of the site. Sheets A-39 through A-41of the project plan set depict shade and shadow
studies. The shade and shadow studies do not demonstrate significant shading impacts for adjacent
properties.
The proposed hotel and commercial project would not present the appearance of strip development and
would promote Pacific Grove business. It would result in new visitor-serving uses including overnight
accommodations and provide new amenities for visitors and residents. The establishment of a new
225-room hotel and new commercial uses at the project site would bring additional business for local
restaurants and stores. The proposed development would generate a substantial increase in City revenues
over the existing uses on site.
The City’s General Plan has policies related to maintenance of appropriate traffic Levels of Service
(LOS). To address peak hour operational congestion caused by the changes in project traffic volumes and
patterns, a traffic signal was considered at the intersection of Central Avenue at Eardley Avenue as a
potential improvement. However, signal warrants are not met at this location, and the LOS F condition is
only experienced at the worst movement for a short period of time. Given the overall acceptable operation
of the intersection, the signalization of this intersection was not recommended.
The project was reviewed for consistency with the policies and standards in the City’s LCP. This included
the LCP consistency review provided in Ch. 14 (Land Use & Planning) of the Draft EIR. LCP policies
analyzed included policies related to biological resources, water and marine resources, coastal hazards,
scenic resources, cultural resources, community design, and public infrastructure. Staff notes no conflicts
with LCP policies.
Land Use and Zoning Code Regulations
The 124 Central Avenue (APN 006-234-008) portion of the project site is zoned Light Commercial (C-1).
Proposed uses on this parcel are limited to a reconfigured surface parking lot for parking to serve the
hotel and commercial uses elsewhere on the project site. This is an allowed use in the C-1 Zoning District
subject to approval of a use permit.
The main portion of the project site (APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-005, and the portion of
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Sloat Avenue between Eardley Avenue and Dewey Street) is zoned Visitor Commercial (C-V-ATC). The
proposed hotel and additional commercial uses are allowed uses in the C-V-ATC Zoning District.
Site-specific development standards are established in PGMC §23.90.180.C.5. This subsection sets forth a
height limit of 40-feet as measured from existing grade, with minor exceptions to the height limit up to an
additional 8 feet for rooftop mechanical appurtenances.
Height is defined in PGMC §23.08.020 as “the vertical distance from any point on the top of a structure to
a line connecting grades on opposite sides of a structure’s exterior. If finished, natural, or existing grades
are different at the structure’s exterior, the lowest of these is used in applying this definition.” The
definition of height in the City’s Local Coastal Plan Implementing Ordinances is: “the vertical distance
measured between legally established existing grade and the top-most portion of development above
existing grade, unless otherwise specified.”
Required setbacks are 0 feet, except for portions of the site adjacent to residential uses where a 10-foot
setback is required. In addition, a minimum width of 8 feet for landscaping is required for project
frontages not occupied by structures. The maximum allowable site coverage is 90% of the total site area
with the provision of public amenities that enhance public access. The project conforms to these
development standards, including setbacks, height limits, and site coverage.
Architectural Review
The Architectural Review Board was established by the City to review structures to promote the orderly
and harmonious development of the City and to protect its architectural character. There are no structures
proposed for the Upper Lot site at 124 Central Avenue. Development would be limited to reconfiguration
of the existing surface parking lot and new landscaping as depicted on Sheet L-15, Planting Plan - Level
05, of the project plan set. The proposed development for the portion of the project site zoned C-V-ATC
meets the development standards for the C-V-ATC Zoning District including setbacks, height and
parking as further discussed below. Subgrade parking, the stepped nature of the development that follows
the existing topography, and the inclusion several courtyards, terraces, and landscaped areas reduces the
projects perceived overall size and bulk. The project design’s separation of the Executive Wing and
Group/Family Wing further reduces the perceived size and bulk. A more detailed Design Narrative
prepared by the project applicant is provided as Attachment 7, and the City’s Architectural Permit review
criteria and findings are included as Attachment 8.
Architecture
The site layout utilizes the existing natural grade to stairstep the hotel uses from Ocean View Boulevard
upslope toward Central Avenue and takes advantage of spectacular panoramic views of Monterey Bay.
The proposed architecture of the major hotel structures is a modern design and currently proposes a mix
of architectural concrete, steel, glass and wood materials on a building mass intended to tie back to the
industrial and cannery structures of the past. The architectural elevations include courtyards to break up
the uninterrupted façade that function to bring in light and air deep into the site and allow access to
pedestrians and vehicles along the street frontages. In addition to landscaping along the project’s primary
frontages, on-site terraces, courtyards, and green-roof areas provide additional landscaping area as well as
stormwater treatment to improve water quality. A variety of lighting is proposed, with most fixtures
shielded and down-ward directed.
Additional details on the proposed site plans, elevations, cross-sections, landscape plans, and lighting are
included in the project plan set (Attachment 14). The architecture of each wing is intended to respect the
former industrial character of the area. Building forms and shapes are designed as simple, classic and
timeless. New buildings are setback along street frontages and softened with landscaping amenities. The
project retains Building 0 (Archie’s American Diner) and the majority of Building 1 (Factory Building),
with these buildings adaptively repurposed and integrated into the balance of the development. The
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project retains the character-defining visual features of Building 1, including the distinctive sawtooth
roof, large multi-pane windows, and art moderne elements. Exterior colors and landscape will combine to
create a subtle palate that is in harmony with the context of the area and Monterey Bay. Chapter 5
(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR (Attachment 4) includes additional photo-simulations.
Project Amenities
The proposed guest rooms range in size from 420 sf for standard queen or king rooms to 685 to 800 sf or
larger for suites. In addition to separate lobbies and reception areas for each wing, the project includes a
swimming pool and soaking spa pool at each wing, meeting and ballrooms spaces, a spa and fitness
facility, numerous landscaped terraces and courtyard areas, restaurant/bar areas, a rooftop bar, valet
parking, and space for front and back of the house operations. Non-hotel retail uses are oriented to the
street along the northern portion of the Eardley Avenue frontage and the eastern portion of the Ocean
View Boulevard frontage.
Sustainability Features
The project proposes several sustainability features and is intended to meet LEED Gold certification
standards. The proposed project includes rooftop solar panels on Building 1, as depicted on Sheet A-23,
Overall Plan - Roof, of the project plan set. Other sustainability features include automated energy
management, use of energy efficient LED lighting, use of low-VOC finishes and furnishings, rooftop
gardens for stormwater treatment, waterless urinals for staff restrooms, and a rainwater and greywater
capture and reuse system. Hotel laundry is also proposed to be laundered offsite at a facility in Salinas.
Parking and Circulation
Existing parking on the project site includes 147 uncovered spaces dedicated to the ATC retail outlet
uses. Sloat Avenue, a one-way eastbound public street, currently bisects the project site. There is a total of
52 on-street metered parking spaces on streets adjacent to the site, including along the southwest side of
Sloat Avenue, along Eardley Avenue, along the southeast side of Dewey Avenue, and along Ocean View
Boulevard. Proposed valet parking areas include a total of 304 spaces including: a 119-space area at the
Group/Family Wing, a 138-space area at the Executive Wing, and parking space for 47 cars in the Upper
Lot on Central Avenue. Vehicle access to the Group/Family Wing would be from Ocean View Boulevard,
and vehicle access to the Executive Wing would be from Eardley Avenue. The project exceeds the City’s
hotel use parking requirements specified in PGMC §23.64.190, which requires 1 space per 4 rooms and
for a total hotel parking requirement of 57 spaces.
Sidewalk, curb, and gutter improvements would be reconstructed along the project frontage. The sharp
northeast corner of Dewey Avenue and Sloat Avenue is proposed to be reconfigured with a more gradual
curve. On-street parking along the project frontages will be reconfigured primarily to accommodate the
new project entryways. The project’s use of the eastern portion of Sloat Avenue would eliminate on-street
parking along that segment. The project would result in a net loss of 23 metered on-street parking spaces.
Changes in on-street parking is best depicted on Sheet C-3, Civil Site Plan.
Historic Uses and Significance
The existing buildings located on the project site were originally constructed for industrial use associated
historically with the local fisheries and canning industries; however, industrial and manufacturing uses on
the property ceased operation decades ago. The existing buildings along the Ocean View Boulevard
include the Archie’s American Diner or the Factory Office (Building 0), the sawtooth-roof Factory
Building (Building 1), the Warehouse Building (Building 2), and the National Automotive Fibre, Inc.
Building, or NAFI Building (Building 3). Buildings 0, 1, and 2 were constructed in 1927 and 1928, and
Building 3 was constructed in 1958 and 1959. The existing dry cleaner building at 124 Central Avenue is
not a part of the project.
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The existing buildings were evaluated for historic significance in a June 2020 Historic Resources
Technical Report (HRTR) prepared by Page & Turnbull. The HRTR is included as Appendix E of the
Draft EIR.
The building complex is not listed on either the California Register of Historic Resources or the City’s
Historic Resources Inventory. However, the HRTR determined that the American Tin Cannery meets the
criteria for listing in the California Register and on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, and
should therefore be considered a historical resource under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The HRTR also concludes that the proposed partial demolition of the Factory Building would
result in a significant and unavoidable historic resource impact under CEQA. The Draft EIR in Chapter 8
(Cultural Resources) identified mitigation measures to reduce this impact but noted that the impact
remained significant and unavoidable.
While Building 0 and the majority of Building 1 will be retained and adaptively reused, an approximately
7,200-sf portion of Building 1 would be removed and replaced with a courtyard. The proposed partial
demolition corresponds to approximately 10% of the building’s footprint; however, it represents
approximately one-third of its Ocean View Boulevard frontage. While Building 0 and most of Building 1
are not proposed for demolition, these buildings have significantly degraded over time and may require
replacement of certain building elements with new materials. The proposed project does not specify a
repair versus replacement treatment of the historic materials and features that are to be retained; however,
materials that are replaced would be visually compatible and structurally sound.
Tree Removal and Replanting
To accommodate the redevelopment of the site, a total of up to 79 trees are proposed for removal. Five of
these trees do not meet the City’s criteria for a protected tree that if removed, requires replanting pursuant
to PGMC Chapter 12.16. Details on the species, size, and location of the trees proposed for removal are
included in the tree assessment report that was submitted with the application. This tree resource
assessment is included as Appendix D of the EIR and as Attachment 9 to this staff report. The tree
assessment report notes that four of the existing trees are in poor health, 72 trees are in fair health, and
three trees are in good health. The City’s tree preservation standards in PGMC Chapter 12.16 set forth a
1:1 replanting requirement for removal of protected trees. However, Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.2 in
Chapter 7 of the EIR (Biological Resources) establishes a higher 2:1 replanting requirement, which may
be achieved through replanting on-site, replanting off-site, through payment of in-lieu fees, or a
combination of these measures.
Assuming that all 74 protected trees are removed, Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.2 would require 148
replacement trees. A total of 126 trees are proposed to be planted on-site, including along the project’s
frontages and for beautification of the parking lot at 124 Central Avenue. Since 148 replacement trees are
required, 22 additional trees would need to be planted on one or more offsite locations, or in-lieu
mitigation fees paid.
The City Arborist reviewed the tree assessment report and the project’s preliminary landscape plan. The
City Arborist concurs with the conclusions in the tree assessment report and provided recommendations
for best management practices for the planting of new trees and protection of existing trees within or near
the construction area (see Attachment 10). These recommendations have been incorporated in the
project’s conditions of approval.
Landscaping
A landscape plan has been provided which would transform 25% of the current fully-built and
impervious parking lot to landscaping. The plan proposes to use climate-appropriate trees and plants
including ornamental grasses, succulents, and flowering shrubs. The proposed landscaping includes roof
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top gardens as depicted on Sheets L-16 through L-21 of the plan set. As discussed above in Tree Removal
and Replanting, a total of 126 new trees would be planted. Trees would be located along the project’s
Ocean View Boulevard, Eardley Avenue, and Dewey Avenue frontages, in planters for courtyard areas,
and in the dune-themed rooftop garden atop the Group/Family Wing. All trees would be at least 36-inch
box size. The tree planting schedule is included on Sheet L-9 of the plan set. The reconfigured parking lot
at 124 Central Avenue would be landscaped as depicted on Sheet L-13 of the plan set. Irrigation for the
project landscaping incorporates both rainwater and grey-water capture and use as depicted on Sheet L-22
(Water Reuse Concept) of the plan set.
Lighting
The project’s proposed lighting includes exterior lighting for the grounds, building exteriors and parking
area for safety/security as well as the comfort of guests, employees, and visitors. Detailed lighting plans
were provided in the project plan set on Sheets LT1.00 through LT1.05. Examples of proposed lighting
are depicted on Sheet LT1.00. The proposed lighting palette is intended to be subtle, down lit, and
unobtrusive. The proposed Kelvin ratings for proposed lighting is 2700K, which is a warm/soft white
hue. The proposed exterior lighting is in compliance with Community Design Policy DES-5 in the City’s
LCP, which limits exterior lighting to fully shielded, downward-directed lighting. Condition #21 requires
a note on the project’s Overall Landscape Lighting Plan to note that proposed lighting is in compliance
with LCP Policy DES-5.
Signage
No signage is currently proposed. Such signage, when proposed, would need to comply with City signage
requirements and regulations and requires a subsequent permit.
Grading and Construction Activities and Schedule
The project proposes a net export and off-haul of 46,700 cubic yards of material. Much of the substrate
proposed for excavation is as weathered granite, with more intact granite in areas of deeper excavation.
Excavation activities would involve standard heavy construction equipment such as backhoes, loaders,
jackhammers, and pneumatic tools. Blasting is not proposed. The overall construction duration is
anticipated to be 18 to 24 months, with grading and excavation activities anticipated for a 9- to 10-week
duration.
Construction Methods
The project will require heavy equipment for the demolition and excavation activities, and these
components are likely to generate the highest noise and vibration levels. The EIR identified several
mitigation measures for potential construction-phase impacts relative to noise, dust, vibration, water
quality, transportation, cultural resources, and historic resources, and these have been included as
Conditions of Approval. For example, Condition #8 requires a construction management plan to specify
truck-haul routes, staging areas, and procedures for any road closures. Condition #13 requires a
construction-phase parking plan to ensure that construction-related parking does not adversely interfere
with parking needs for area residents and businesses. Condition #26 sets forth construction noise control
measures including specified days and hours of construction, equipment idling restrictions, and
designation of a noise disturbance coordinator in the event of complaints. Properly-engineered noise
barriers are required in Condition #30, and a dust control measures are required in Conditions #34 and 53.
In addition, several other conditions require monitoring of potential environmental impacts related to
biological resources, cultural resources, and historic resources.
Sloat Avenue Uses and Agreement
The Project includes use of a portion of Sloat Avenue (497 linear feet) as part of the development site.
Easements are proposed to allow continued ingress/egress for the three non-hotel parcels on the west end
of this segment of Sloat Avenue. Approval of an agreement by the City would be required to allow the
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subject portion of Sloat Avenue to be used for development and to allow certain existing encroachments
along Ocean View Boulevard (i.e., building columns, former rail train bump stop, etc.) to remain in the
public right-of-way.
As part of the application review process, comments on the project were received from various City staff
including Public Works staff and the City Building Official. To address these comments, Community
Development staff has included Conditions of Approval numbers 6, 12, 13, 17-20, 56-58, 61, and 70. In
addition, Condition of Approval #15 requires compliance with Building, Public Works and Fire
Department regulations prior to building permit issuance.
Monterey County Airport Land Use Committee Review
The project site is within the Monterey Regional Airport’s Airport Influence Area (AIA) Safety Zone 7
according to the 2019 Monterey Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). As such,
pursuant to ALUCP Policy 4.1.10.1, the proposed was referred to the Monterey County Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) for a Consistency Determination.
The project was reviewed by the ALUC on February 24, 2020. The ALUC concluded that the project is
consistent with the 2019 ALUCP for the Monterey Regional Airport and approved Resolution No.
2020-01 (Attachment 11)Two standard conditions of approval were applied: the first requiring the
granting and recordation of an avigation easement to the appropriate airport authority and the second
requiring airport manager review of the project’s Exterior Lighting Plans. The avigation easement
requirement has been included as Condition of Approval #25. The requirement for routing of the Exterior
Lighting Plans to the Monterey Regional Airport Manager was incorporated into Mitigation Measure MM
AES-3.1, Glare Reduction, of the EIR and as Condition of Approval #23.
CEQA
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was been prepared for this project, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day public review period
from July 30, 2020 to September 28, 2020. Electronic copies of the document were accessible from the
City’s website, and distributed to State, regional, and local agencies, as well as organizations and
individuals, for review and comment. Hard copies of the Draft EIR and its appendices were also made
available for check out from the Community Development Department and available for purchase from
the FedEx Office Print & Ship Center at 799 Lighthouse Avenue in Monterey.
One hundred fifty-three comment letters from 122 separate agencies and individuals were received on the
Draft EIR prior to the comment period deadline. The proposed Final EIR includes all such
correspondence, as well as responses to these comment letters, and an EIR Errata for appropriate changes
to the text of the Draft EIR. Comment letters received after the close of the comment period are included
as general project correspondence and are included in Attachment 13. A summary of the key
environmental issue areas analyzed, key conclusions of the EIR, and draft CEQA findings is included as
Attachment 12.
CONCLUSION
The proposed project complies with the General Plan, Local Coastal Program and Zoning. The proposed
project meets all development standards of the applicable zoning districts. The project would be
compatible with the neighborhood and revitalize an underutilized, somewhat dated commercial area. The
proposed project would increase the range of visitor lodging types in the City and provide a high-quality
visitor experience for families, leisure, and business travelers. The new hotel, associated hotel uses such
as meeting rooms, restaurants, bars, and fitness spa, along with the street-front retail uses would enhance
the desirability of investment in the neighborhood and provide additional amenities for both Pacific
Grove residents as well as visitors.
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Attachments
Attachment 1 - UP and CDP Applications
Attachment 2 - Draft Architectural Permit
Attachment 3 - Detailed Project Description
Attachment 4 - Link to the Draft EIR
Attachment 5 - Link to the Final EIR
Attachment 6 - Prelim. Stormwater Control Plan
Attachment 7 - ATC Design Narrative
Attachment 8 - Review Criteria & Findings
Attachment 9 - Tree Assessment
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Attachment 12 - CEQA Analysis and Draft CEQA Findings
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Attachment 14 - Link to Project Plan Set
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09/12/2019

109, 125 Ocean View Ave, 124 Central Ave.

SEE PREVIOUS ATTACHMENT/Project Description date stamped 06/07/2019
New Hotel and Commercial Use Project (This parcel use for surface parking only.
No site disturbance will occur)

Debra Geiler-CCS Pacific Grove Manager, LLC

(310) 546-5781

dgeiler@comstock-homes.com
2301 Rosecrans Ave., Ste 1150
El Segundo, CA 90245

X

X
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

Community Development Department – Planning Division
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831.648.3183 • F: 831.648.3184 • www.ci.pg.ca.us/cdd

ARCHITECTURAL PERMIT, TREE PERMIT WITH DEVELOPMENT, USE PERMIT, AND COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AP/TPD/UP/CDP 19-0363 TO ALLOW THE PARTIAL DEMOLITION OF
EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS, REMOVAL OF ON-SITE TREES, AND THE REDEVELOPMENT
OF THE SITE FOR A 225-ROOM HOTEL WITH ASSOCIATED HOTEL AMENITIES, 16,202 SQUARE FEET
OF RETAIL COMMERCIAL USES, AND ON-SITE VALET PARKING FOR 304 CARS. THE PROJECT
PROPOSES A TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF 383,705 SQUARE FEET ON A 5.59-ACRE PROJECT SITE
PURSUANT TO PGMC §23.31.025, §12.60.010, §23.31.020, AND CHAPTER 23.90.
FACTS
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

The subject site is located at 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard and 124 Central Avenue, Pacific Grove, 93950;
APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-005, and 006-234-008.
The subject site has a land use designation of Visitor Serving Commercial (V-C) in the adopted City of Pacific
Grove Coastal Land Use Plan.
The project site is located in the C-V-ATC Commercial Visitor-American Tin Cannery (APNs 006-231-001, 006234-004, and 006-234-005) and C-1 Light Commercial (APN 006-234-008) Zoning Districts.
The property is in the Point Cabrillo Planning Area per the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan and drainage from the
site drains into the Pacific Grove Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS).
The subject site is a 5.59-acre property.
The project site is within the Monterey Regional Airport’s Airport Influence Area (AIA) Safety Zone 7. The
project was referred to and received a consistency finding from the Monterey County Airport Land Use
Committee (ALUC) in February 2020 with the inclusion of two standard conditions of approval (see Conditions
of Approval).
The proposed project provides 304 valet parking spaces, located in three parking lots, including the subgrade
parking lots accessed via Ocean View Boulevard and Eardley Avenue serving the Group/Family Wing and
Executive Wing, respectively, and on a surface parking lot on a portion of the 124 Central Avenue parcel.
The site’s parking demand was analyzed in a draft parking study prepared for the project by Walker Parking
Consultants (Appendix N of the EIR). The parking study concluded that the project’s proposed parking supply of
304 spaces would exceed the 294-space estimated parking demand.
A draft Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan was prepared for the project by Walker Consultants
(Appendix M of the EIR). The TDM Plan sets forth a menu of alternative transportation measures that the project
would implement to reduce use of single occupant vehicles by both employees and patrons of the site.
A Biological Resources Technical Memorandum and Habitat Assessment was prepared for the project by Biotic
Resources Group and Dana Bland & Associates to evaluate on-site and nearby biological resources that may be
affected by the project and provide recommended mitigation measures (see Chapter 7 of the EIR and Appendix C
of the EIR).
A Tree Resources Assessment was prepared by Certified Arborist Frank Ono (Appendix D of the EIR) to evaluate
the proposed removal of 79 on-site trees and provide recommended mitigation measures (see Chapter 7 of the
EIR).
A Historic Resources Technical Report (HRTR) was prepared for the project by a qualified historian firm, Page &
Turnbull (Appendix E of the EIR). The HRTR determined that the American Tin Cannery meets the criteria for
listing in the California Register and on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) and should be
considered a historical resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and recommended
mitigation measures (see Chapter 8 of the EIR).
The project site is not listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory.
An Archaeological Monitoring and Treatment Plan (AMTP) was prepared for the project by a qualified historian
firm, Page & Turnbull (Confidential Report on file with the City). The AMTP evaluated potential impacts to
cultural, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources and recommended mitigation measures (see Chapters 8 and
18 of the EIR).
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15. A Coastal Engineering/Coastal Hazards Analysis was prepared for the project by Haro, Kasunich, & Associates
Inc. (Appendix I of the EIR). The Coastal Hazards Analysis concluded that the proposed development would not
be subject to coastal hazards including, but not limited to, shoreline retreat, temporary flooding, and/or wave attack
over at least the next 80 years or its useful design life.
16. A Preliminary Storm Water Control Plan was prepared for the project by Whitson Engineers (Appendix J of the
EIR).
17. A Preliminary Noise Assessment was prepared for the project by Veneklasen Associates, Inc. (Appendix K of the
EIR).
18. A Water Demand Analysis was prepared for the project by Stantec (Appendix O of the EIR). According to the
water demand analysis, the proposed project would utilize 17.91-acre feet per year with incorporation of proposed
water conservation measures. The project water demand is less than the 18.53-acre feet per year credit for the site
recognized by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). The analysis was reviewed by
staff from MPWMD for concurrence with its findings.
19. A Lower-Cost Overnight Accommodations (LCOA) Feasibility and Impact Analysis prepared for the project by
Economic & Planning Services. The LCOA Feasibility Analysis determined that the project could not provide onsite lower-cost overnight accommodations and established a per-unit mitigation fee of $32,000 for each of the 56
lower-cost rooms required for the 225-room hotel development pursuant to PGMC §23.90.220.C.
20. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project, with the Draft EIR circulated for public and
agency review from July 31, 2020 through September 28, 2020. The preparation of the EIR included peer review
of the technical reports prepared for the project. Significant unavoidable impacts were identified for the project’s
effect on the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings and for the project’s impact on a
significant historic resource through the demolition of the Warehouse Building (Building 2) and the partial
demolition of the Factory Building (Building 1).
FINDINGS
Architectural Permit findings per PGMC Section. 23.70.060
1.

The architecture and general appearance of the completed project are compatible with the neighborhood
The proposed development for the portion of the project site zoned C-V-ATC meets the development standards for
the C-V-ATC Zoning District, including with respect to height limits, setbacks, and site coverage. Subgrade
parking, the stepped nature of the development that follows the existing topography, and the inclusion several
courtyards, terraces, and landscaped areas reduces the project’s perceived overall size and bulk. The project
design’s separation of the Executive Wing and Group/Family Wing further reduces the perceived size and bulk.
Project sidewalks would be replaced, and the landscaping plan includes street trees along each of the major
project frontages with landscaped terraces and the rooftop garden to complement the new structures. While no
structures are proposed for the Upper Lot at 124 Central Avenue, the existing surface parking lot would be
reconfigured and restriped, with new landscaping including several new trees. This reconfiguration would also
improve the aesthetics of this portion of the project. Overall, the project would be compatible with the
neighborhood and revitalize an underutilized, somewhat dated commercial area.

2.

The completed project will neither be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the City nor
impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood
The project proposes to redevelop and revitalize the existing retail outlet which was formerly an industrial
manufacturing facility. The proposed project meets project meets all development standards of the applicable
zoning districts, as noted above in Finding 1. The new hotel, associated hotel uses such as meeting rooms,
restaurants, bars, and fitness spa, along with the street-front retail uses would enhance the desirability of
investment in the neighborhood and provide additional amenities for both Pacific Grove residents as well as
visitors.
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3.

The Board has been guided by and has made reference to applicable provisions of the architectural review
guidelines in making its determinations on single-family residences.
This finding is not applicable to the proposed project. The City’s Architectural Review Guidelines for SingleFamily Residents pertain to residential development. The proposed project is for a commercial development.

4.

Additional Finding for Sign Permits. The proposed sign effectively conveys the business identity to the public and
possesses pleasing elements of design that protect and enhance the architectural character and harmony of the
buildings and neighborhood in which it is located.
This finding is not applicable to the proposed project. No signage is currently proposed. Any such signage would
need to comply with City signage requirements and regulations and requires a subsequent permit.

Tree Permit issuance requirements per Section 12.60.080
1.

[The tree permit] will not create, continue, or aggravate any hazardous condition or public nuisance.

In compliance with City requirements, a Tree Resource Assessment was prepared for the project. The Tree
Resource Assessment evaluated the 79 trees proposed for removal. Of these 79 trees, four trees were noted as in
poor health such that removal would abate an existing safety hazard, and 72 trees were noted as in fair health. A
total of 126 trees will be planted on the site and maintained for the life of the project as a condition of approval.
Tree protection measures and tree pruning standards are included in the tree assessment report, and adherence
to these measures is required as a condition of approval.
2.

[The Tree Permit] will not prevent or interfere with the growth, location, or planting of approved Public Trees.
Significant long-term impacts to the urban forest ecosystem are not anticipated due to fact that the trees being removed
are planted landscape trees which can be replanted or other mitigation implemented such as paying an in-lieu fee to
place trees on other areas. The species and size of replanting will be reviewed and approved by the City Arborist, and
the City Arborist has reviewed the tree resource assessment. The project proposes to replant 38 street trees (within or
adjacent to the right-of-way) along the project frontages, and as a condition of approval, is required to meet a 2:1
replanting ratio. The replanting requirement may be met through a combination of planting replacement trees onsite,
offsite, or through payment of an in-lieu fee. As the proposed number of new trees is less than the replanting
requirement, payment of in-lieu fees is anticipated, and these fees could support additional planting of public trees in
the City.

Use Permit findings per PGMC Section. 23.70.080.a.4
1. The proposed use is allowed with a use permit within the applicable zoning district and complies with all
applicable provisions of these regulations.
The proposed use of the ATC portion of the project site for a hotel and commercial uses is allowed in the C-VATC Zoning District per PGMC Section 23.31.025(b). The hotel and hotel-accessory uses including sales of
alcoholic beverages require a use permit. The proposed use of the Upper Lot for parking and landscaping is
allowed in the C-1 zoning district with a use permit per PGMC Section 23.31.030. The project meets all
development standards for the C-V-ATC and C-1 Zoning Districts, as pertinent to each portion of the project,
including setbacks, height limits, and site coverage.
2. The proposed use is consistent with the general plan, the local coastal program, and any applicable specific plan.
The proposed uses are consistent with land use guidance in the general plan, and all applicable policies and
development standards of the local coastal program. The proposed commercial uses are consistent with the
project site’s Central-Eardley Commercial general plan land use designation and the Visitor-Serving
Commercial land use designation in the Coastal Land Use Plan, which support the development of new
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commercial uses that promote a healthy local economy while preserving the local community character. A
detailed local coastal program consistency review is included as an attachment to the Planning Commission staff
report for the project noted no inconsistencies with the policies and standards of the City’s Local Coastal
Program.
3. The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case,
be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the
proposed use.
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the project. The EIR evaluated a range of potential
impacts, including those related to geology, hazards and hazardous materials, noise and vibration, traffic, and
land use compatibility. The EIR identified mitigation measures and standard City or State requirements that
would avoid health and safety-related impacts to adjacent properties and persons. In addition, the project was
reviewed by the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission and determined to be consistent with the
Monterey Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan with the inclusion of standard conditions of approval for an
avigation easement and for glare reduction measures. The project will be subject to all applicable Building,
Seismic, and Fire Code requirements.
4. The use, as described and conditionally approved, will not be detrimental or injurious to property and
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the city.
The proposed hotel and commercial development is for an area zoned for commercial uses and would revitalize
an existing retail outlet mall. The EIR prepared for the project analyzed potential construction-phase and
operational-phase impacts and identified mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level. The mitigation measures have been incorporated into conditions of approval that will ensure the
safety of property and improvements on-site and in the neighborhood. The project will be subject to all applicable
Building Seismic, and Fire Code requirements.
5. The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed use are compatible with the existing and
future land uses in the vicinity.
The project meets all development standards of the applicable Zoning Districts, including height limits, setbacks,
and site coverage. The proposed project’s subgrade parking, stepped nature of the development that follows the
existing topography, and the inclusion several courtyards, terraces, and landscaped areas reduce the projects
perceived overall size and bulk. The project’s separation of the Executive Wing and Group/Family Wing further
reduces the perceived size and bulk. The project is extensively landscaped and includes lighting that complies
with City lighting standards. Operational conditions of approval including annual review of the effectiveness of
the project’s transportation demand management program, compliance with City requirements for alcoholic
beverage sales, and City noise regulations will ensure compatibility with existing and future land uses in the
vicinity. The proposed project complements the character of the neighborhood improves the economic viability of
this area of the City.
Coastal Development Permit findings per PGMC Section. 23.90.080.
1.

LCP Consistency. The project is consistent with the LCP.
A detailed LCP consistency analysis was prepared and is included an attachment to the Planning Commission
agenda report dated January 14, 2021. The analysis noted no policy inconsistencies after the implementation of
specific conditions of approval. The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the City’s LCP.

2.

Public Views. The project protects or enhances public views.
The project’s effect on public views is analyzed in Chapter 5 (Aesthetics) of the EIR prepared for the project. No
significant impacts on public views were noted in the EIR. The project complies with the 40-ft building height
limits that were specifically established for the ATC site in PGMC Sub-Section 23.90.180.C.5. Rooftop equipment
would not exceed the additional 8-ft height limit for rooftop mechanical appurtenances. The project also meets
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setback and 90% maximum site coverage standards and provides a minimum width of 8 feet for landscaping
along the project frontages that are not occupied by structures. View planes to the ocean such as those also
Central Avenue are already blocked to a large extend by existing structures and vegetation. Through adherence
to these development standards and because of the project’s stepped design, the project does not substantially
impact existing public views.
3.

Habitat Protection. The project protects vegetation, natural habitats and natural resources consistent with LCP.
The project’s potential effect on biological resources including vegetation, coastal and marine fauna, and natural
habitats is analyzed in Chapter 7 (Biological Resources) of the EIR prepared for the project. No significant
impacts on biological resources were noted in the EIR, although several required mitigation measures were
identified. The project proposes to remove 79 on-site trees to facilitate the extensive redevelopment of the site and
site frontage improvements such as sidewalks. The project would be extensively landscaping, with a total of 126
trees would be replanted on the site and the site frontages. Mitigation measures were included to ensure that
replanting activities meet the City’s 2:1 replanting requirement or provide off-site mitigation or payment of inlieu fees. Mitigation measures were also identified to protect trees adjacent to the work site. Additional noise

mitigation was required in Chapter 15 (Noise & Vibration) to address temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels during construction that could substantially disturb sensitive receptors and for

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise from typical construction-related activities. The identified
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project as conditions of approval to ensure the protection of
vegetation, natural habitats, and natural resources consistent with the LCP.
4.

Design Consistency. The design, location, size, and operating characteristics of the proposed development are
consistent with applicable LCP design requirements, including design plans and area plans incorporated into the
LCP.
A detailed LCP consistency analysis was prepared and is included an attachment to the Planning Commission
agenda report dated January 14, 2021. The analysis included a review of the project’s consistency with designrelated policies in the LCP and noted no such policy inconsistencies after the implementation of specific
conditions of approval. The project site’s land use designation and zoning district designation allow the proposed
development with the approval of a use permit. The proposed lighting is muted (2700K) and is downwarddirected and shielded. The project meets all design related development standards including height limits,
setbacks, and site coverage. The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the Design-related policies of the
City’s LCP.

5.

Coastal Access. The project protects or enhances public access to and along the coast.
The project is located on the south (landward) side of Ocean View Boulevard. It is across the street from the
Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail, an 18-mile long Class I bicycle and pedestrian trail that provides ample
opportunities for public access to and along the coast. There is an existing crosswalk at the corner of the project
site at the intersection of Eardley Avenue and Oceanview Boulevard. This crosswalk would provide convenient
access to the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail for patrons and visitors to the site. However, to provide
enhanced access from the project site to the Coastal Recreation Trail, Mitigation Measure MM TRA-3.2 required
the funding or installation of a designated crosswalk across Ocean View Boulevard at Dewey Avenue. This
mitigation measure will be incorporated into the project’s conditions of approval. The project also provides valet
parking for public use and traffic demand management plan components that would enhance alternative
transportation options serving the site and its coastal access amenities. The additional parking opportunities,
alternative transportation measures, and provision of a new crosswalk across Ocean View Boulevard would
enhance public access to and along the coast.

6.

Visitor Serving. The project supports the LCP goal of providing for visitor-serving needs as appropriate, including
providing low and no cost visitor and recreational facilities.
The project involves the conversion of a former industrial site to a new 225-room hotel with associated hotel
amenities, 16,202 square feet of retail commercial uses, and on-site valet parking for 304 cars. A hotel and
additional commercial uses at this location would provide additional visitor-serving accommodations and
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commercial uses on a currently underutilized commercial site. A hotel at this location would revitalize the site,
bring additional business and revenues to the City, and would provide visitor-serving amenities close to both
downtown Pacific Grove and to Cannery Row. The hotel and additional commercial uses would be within walking
distance to the Monterey Bay Aquarium, the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail, and other Cannery Row
destinations. A Lower-Cost Overnight Accommodations (LCOA) Feasibility and Impact Analysis was prepared
for the project by Economic & Planning Services. The LCOA Feasibility Analysis determined that the project
could not provide on-site lower-cost overnight accommodations and established a per-unit mitigation fee of
$32,000 for each of the 56 lower-cost rooms required for the 225-room hotel development pursuant to PGMC
§23.90.220.C.
7.

Appropriate Use. The project is consistent with the allowed LCP uses associated with the property.
The proposed uses are consistent with land use guidance in the LCP. The proposed commercial uses are
consistent with the project site’s Visitor-Serving Commercial land use designation in the Coastal Land Use Plan,
which supports the development of new commercial uses that promote a healthy local economy while preserving
the local community character. The proposed use of the ATC portion of the project site for a hotel and
commercial uses is allowed in the C-V-ATC Zoning District as specifically set forth in Section 23.31.025(b) of the
LCP Implementing Ordinances. The hotel and hotel-accessory uses require a use permit as does the proposed use
of the Upper Lot for parking and landscaping. The project meets all development standards for the C-V-ATC and
C-1 Zoning Districts, as pertinent to each portion of the project, including setbacks, height limits, and site
coverage.

8.

Coastal Resources. The proposed development protects or enhances coastal resources, where applicable.
A detailed LCP consistency analysis was prepared and is included an attachment to the Planning Commission
agenda report dated January 14, 2021. The analysis noted no policy inconsistencies after the implementation of
specific conditions of approval. Protection of coastal views is discussed above in CDP Finding 2. Biological
resource protection is discussed above in CDP Finding 3. The project’s potential effects on historical,
archaeological, and tribal cultural resources are analyzed in Chapter 8 (Cultural Resources) and Chapter 18
(Tribal Cultural Resources) of the EIR. Mitigation measures were identified to avoid or reduce significant
impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources. In terms of historical resources, the EIR concluded that the
proposed demolition of the Warehouse Building (Building 2) and a portion of the sawtooth roof Factory Building
(Building 1) would result in a substantial adverse change in a significant historical resource. The project
proposes to retain, repurpose, and repair as necessary the majority of Building 1, which was noted as the primary
component of the American Tin Cannery complex. Mitigation measures were identified to reduce impacts on
historical resources. The HABs written and photographic documentation of the ATC complex and the public
interpretive display would provide access to the historic resources. The above-noted mitigation measures will be
incorporated into the project’s conditions of approval to ensure that the proposed development protects and
enhances coastal resources.

Certification of the Final EIR findings
1. The proposed Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and State and local CEQA Guidelines and
represents the independent judgment of the City, as the CEQA Lead Agency. The Final EIR, together with the
Draft EIR, technical appendices, and other written documentation prepared during the EIR process, as those
documents may be modified by the Planning Commission at the time of certification, will constitute the Final
EIR. The EIR meets the requirements as defined in the State CEQA Guidelines and the City of Pacific Grove’s
environmental document reporting procedures. All feasible mitigation measures have been applied and will be
tracked through the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The EIR identified two significant
and unavoidable impacts: the first related to impacts on the existing visual character of the site, and the second
related to a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA. A
statement of overriding considerations has been prepared as part of the CEQA findings.
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PERMIT
ARCHITECTURAL PERMIT, USE PERMIT, TREE PERMIT WITH DEVELOPMENT, AND COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AP/UP/TPD/CDP 19-0363;
To allow the partial demolition of existing commercial buildings, removal of on-site trees, and the redevelopment of the
site for a 225-room hotel with associated hotel amenities, 16,202 square feet of retail commercial uses, and on-site valet
parking for 304 cars. The project proposes a total gross floor area of 383,705 square feet on a 5.59-acre project site
pursuant to PGMC §23.31.025, §12.60.010, §23.31.020, and Chapter 23.90.
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
General Conditions
1.

Conformance to Plans. Development and uses of the site shall conform to the approved plans for the American
Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project dated December 15, 2020, on file with the Community Development
Department and to the Building Code, with the exception of any subsequently-approved changes. Minor plan
changes shall be subject to review and approval by the Community Development Director and/or Public Works
Director as appropriate, prior to implementation. Major plan changes may also require review and approval of the
Planning Commission. Project revisions may require additional CEQA analysis.

2.

Agreement Required. The approved development and uses of the site as described in this permit and on the
approved project plans are predicated on the applicant securing a lease agreement or similar instrument from the
City of Pacific Grove to utilize a portion of the Sloat Avenue right-of-way for hotel uses and development. Should
the agreement not be obtained from the City by the applicant, the applicant would need to submit a revised project
design in the form of a revised Architectural Permit, Use Permit, Tree Permit with Development, and Coastal
Development Permit for City review and approval.

3.

Permit Expiration. The project permits shall expire and be null and void if a building permit has not been
applied for within two (2) years from and after the date of approval. Application for extension of this approval
must be made prior to the expiration date.

4.

Construction Compliance. All construction must occur in general compliance with the proposal as set forth in
the application, subject to any special conditions of approval herein. Any deviation from approvals must be
reviewed and approved by staff and may require Architectural Review Board and/or Planning Commission
approval.

5.

Terms and Conditions. These terms and conditions shall run with the land and bind to all future owners and
possessors of the subject property, unless amended. Amendments to this permit may be achieved only if an
application is made and approved, pursuant to the Zoning Code.

Prior to Issuance of Grading Permits
6.

Master Encroachment Permit. The project applicant shall obtain a master encroachment permit for project
components in the City right-of-way. The master encroachment permit shall include but not be limited to traffic
control measures, utility plans, sidewalk plans, and any proposed use on-street parking for construction vehicles
or staging. The master encroachment permit shall be submitted for review and approval by City Building Official
and Public Works Director.
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7.

Public Access Plan. Prior to issuance of grading, building, or demolition permits, the project applicant shall
prepare a detailed public access plan for the project for review and approval by the Community Development
Department and/or Public Works Department. The plan shall specify areas of dedicated public access, any quasipublic access, and private access areas along with hours of operation, amenities provided, ADA compliance
measures, and any restrictions on the use of the dedicated public access and quasi-public access areas.

8.

Construction Traffic Plan. Prior to issuance of grading or building permits, the project applicant shall prepare a
plan for traffic control and truck routes during project construction for review and approval by the Public Works,
Fire, and Police Departments. Two-lane, two-way traffic shall be maintained as much as practicable on all project
frontages. Any lane closures require prior approval by the Public Works Director and Building Official, with the
issuance of an encroachment permit.

9.

Grading Plans. All grading-phase related conditions of approval for the Planning permit(s) shall be printed on a
full-size plan sheet and included with the grading plan set submitted to the Building Division.

10.

Permit Compliance. The applicant shall fund post-project Planning Division and/or consultant staff time for
ensuring compliance with all project conditions of approval. Prior to issuance of grading permits or
commencement of tree removals, the applicant shall submit adequate funds (as determined by the City) for
condition compliance monitoring activities to ensure the compliance with all project mitigation measures, preconstruction, construction-phase, and operational-phase conditions of approval. The applicant shall fund the
preparation of a condition compliance monitoring plan, which may be prepared by Community Development
Department staff or a consultant and which would set forth a program for tracking and ensuring compliance with
all project conditions of approval. The condition compliance monitor would be the primarily liaison between the
City, the project’s construction superintendent, and on-site subject area monitors (biologist(s), arborist,
archaeologist(s), Native American monitor(s) etc.). The condition compliance monitor would have the authority
to temporarily stop work in the event of non-compliance with project conditions of approval. The condition
compliance monitor would file with the City periodic monitoring reports noting the construction activities that
took place and any issues or instances of non-compliance as well as how such issues were resolved. At the
conclusion of the project construction, a final construction-phase compliance monitoring report would be
prepared and submitted to the Community Development Department. Subsequent reports regarding monitoring of
the project’s operational-phase may be required at the City’s discretion.

11.

Commute Trip Reduction/Transportation Demand Management Plan (EIR Mitigation Measure MM
GHG-2.1): Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the project, the project applicant shall develop a final and
qualifying Commute Trip Reduction (CTR)/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan to reduce mobile
GHG emissions for all uses. The TDM plan shall be approved by the City prior to the issuance of building permits
and incorporated into the project’s Conditions of Approval. The TDM plan shall discourage single-occupancy
vehicle trips and encourage alternative modes of transportation such as carpooling, taking transit, walking, and
biking. The following measures shall be incorporated into the TDM plan.
•

The CTR/TDM plan for the project shall include, but not be limited to the following potential measures or
combination of measures: ride-matching assistance, preferential carpool parking, flexible work schedules for
carpools, half-time transportation coordinators, providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides,
transit subsidies for employees, employee vanpool/shuttle, guest shuttle, designating adequate passenger
loading and unloading and waiting areas for ride-sharing vehicles, extension or funding of MST Trolley, and
including bicycle end of trip facilities. This list may be updated as new or alternative methods become
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available. Verification of this measure and quantification of trip and emission reduction shall occur prior to
the first building permit issuance for the hotel and commercial uses.
Refinement of the estimated project GHG emissions may be completed at the time of discretionary approval is
granted in order to reflect the project refinements and the most current and accurate data available regarding the
project’s estimated emissions (including emission rates). Once project emissions are shown to be below 1,100
MTCO2e per year and trips are reduced at key intersections as identified in Chapter 17 of the EIR, then this
GHG-related mitigation may be considered satisfied.
12.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention: Plans for during-construction storm water management and BMPs, such as
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), shall be submitted to the City and subject to review and
approval of the Public Works/Community Development Director and Building Official prior to issuance of a
grading permit.

13.

Construction Phase Parking Plan. The project applicant shall prepare a construction-phase parking and staging
area plan for review and approval by the Community Development Director, Public Works Director, and Building
Official. Should the project require use of offsite parking areas or lots, these should be identified and a lease or
other documentation obtained that demonstrates the capacity of such lots to handle the number of construction
worker vehicles anticipated for the term required. Construction workers shall not be allowed to park along streets
fronting the project site without approval for such uses in the master encroachment permit nor in on-street parking
spaces in the adjacent neighborhoods.

Prior to Issuance of Building Permits
14.

Building Plans. All conditions of approval for the Planning permit(s) shall be printed on a full-size plan sheet and
included with the construction plan set submitted to the Building Division.

15.

Public Works, Fire, and Building. Review and approval by the Public Works Department, Fire Department, and
Building Division are required prior to issuance of a building permit. Work taking place in the public right-of-way
shall require an encroachment permit prior to issuance of the building permit.

16.

Trash/Recycling Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall prepare a
Trash/Recycling Management Plan and submit it to the Community Development Department and the Public
Works Department for review and approval. The plan shall address the proper sizing and location of
trash/recycling areas and containers on the project site. The plan shall also specify routes, anticipated days of the
week and times of day for trash and recycling pick up, and management practices for maintaining trash and
recycling areas in a clean, odor-free, and vector-free manner.

17.

Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure Capacity Analysis and Improvements. The existing sanitary sewer line in Sloat
Avenue is proposed to be replaced with a new sewer line to and down Dewey Avenue to the mainline in Ocean
View Boulevard. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a sanitary sewer infrastructure
capacity analysis that demonstrates the sizing adequacy of the new sewer line segments and that evaluates the
adequacy of down-stream sewer infrastructure to handle the increase in flows as a result of the project. The
analysis shall also include and provide any necessary measures for increased flows during pool draining and
maintenance activities. The sanitary sewer infrastructure capacity analysis shall be submitted for review and
approval by the Public Works Director. Any identified capacity upgrades shall be installed and operational prior
to certificate of occupancy.
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18.

Removal of Abandoned Utilities. The portions of sanitary sewer line and all other utilities that are proposed for
abandonment through the remainder of Sloat Avenue shall be removed, rather than abandoned in place. For
utilities other than City utilities, removal of such utilities, rather than abandoned in place, shall require
concurrence from the appropriate outside agency or district (CalAm, PG&E, etc.) in consultation with the City
Public Works Director. The project’s utility plans shall be revised accordingly.

19.

Fire and Water Flow Evaluation. The City is not responsible for the operation, maintenance, and delivery of the
municipal water source. The project applicant shall demonstrate that the project will have adequate flows to meet
fire suppression and domestic water delivery needs. The developer shall confer with California American Water
(Cal Am) to ensure that the system is adequate to properly operate fire suppression, surrounding hydrants, and the
water conveyance system throughout the project. The project applicant shall provide the Public Works Director
and Community Development Director a copy of any such evaluation and/or written concurrence from Cal Am
regarding the adequacy of flows.

20.

Relocated Storm Drain Facilities. Currently, a storm drain system runs the length of Sloat Avenue. With the
proposed Sloat Avenue agreement, the existing storm drain system shall become the responsibility of the
applicant.

21.

Plan Set Revisions: Exterior Lighting Schedule and Landscape Plan. A note shall be included on the project’s
Overall Landscape Lighting Plan (Sheet LT1.00) of the plan set noting that all proposed exterior lighting fixtures
are downward-directed and shielded in conformance with Coastal Land Use Plan Community Design Policy
DES-6. The project’s proposed landscape plan shall include a note stating that for any retained trees,
recommendations for Best Management Practices for tree protection shall comply with ANSI A300 (Part 5)
Management of Trees and Shrubs during Site Planning, Site Development, and Construction. The project’s
proposed landscape plan shall also include a note regarding the installation of appropriate root barriers for the
Metrosideros excelsa trees and the use of a geogrid mat under hardscape near these trees as noted in the City
Arborist’s landscape plan review memo dated 12/2/2020.

22.

Landscaping Installation Bond. The project sponsor shall post a bond or other surety to ensure that all proposed
landscaping is installed in accordance with the approved landscape plans. An estimate of the improvements
prepared by a qualified landscape architect or landscape contractor shall be submitted by the project sponsor for
review and approval by Community Development staff. The approved estimate shall be used to determine the
amount of the landscaping installation bond, which shall be submitted prior to certificate of occupancy. The bond
shall be released upon verification of installation of the approved landscaping at or before final inspection.

23.

Glare Reduction (EIR Mitigation Measure MM AES-3.1): Prior to issuance of building permits, the project
shall incorporate anti-reflective (AR) glass products and surfaces selected specifically to minimize reflective glare
along the project’s eastern/northeastern elevations. In addition, throughout project construction and operation, the
project shall use directional lighting, shielding and (if necessary) window tinting or similar treatment to ensure
that increased light from the project site does not unnecessarily spill over on adjacent properties and associated
beaches at night. The project’s Exterior Lighting Plan shall also be submitted to the Monterey Peninsula Airport
Manager for review and approval consistent with ALUC standard conditions. “Bird friendly” window material
shall be used within the project design.

24.

Soil Vapor and Groundwater Barriers (EIR Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-2.3): For areas proposed to be
structurally developed where contamination has been identified or suspected, final improvement plans shall
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demonstrate that lower stories of the project are impermeable to both groundwater and soil vapor. Plans shall be
prepared and submitted by the applicant or review and approval of the City.
25.

Avigation Easement (EIR Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-5.1): Prior to issuance of the first construction
permit for the project, the owner/developer shall grant an avigation and hazard easement to the appropriate airport
authority. The easement shall be recorded at the Monterey County Recorder’s Office and shall include rights and
restrictions as specified by the ALUC’s February 2020 review and conditional approval.

26.

Construction Noise Reduction (EIR Mitigation Measure MM N-1.1): Prior to the issuance of demolition or
grading permits, the City shall ensure that the project applicant includes the following on all construction plans
and contracts for the proposed project:
Construction Hours. Limit construction activity to the following hours: 10:00 am to 5:00 pm on Sundays and 8:00
am to 6:00 pm on Monday through Saturday.
Construction Equipment. Properly maintain construction equipment and ensure that all internal combustion
engine driven machinery with intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds (if the equipment had such devices
installed as part of its standard equipment package) that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.
Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during equipment operation. The developer shall require all
contractors, as a condition of contract, to maintain and tune-up all construction equipment to minimize noise
emissions.
Vehicle and Equipment Idling. Construction vehicles and equipment shall not be left idling for longer than five
minutes when not in use.
Stationary Equipment. All noise-generating stationary equipment such as air compressors or portable power
generators shall be located as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Temporary noise barriers shall be
constructed to screen stationary noise generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses.
Temporary noise barriers shall be designed to reduce construction noise levels by at least 10 dBA.
Construction Route. All construction traffic to and from the project site shall be routed via designated truck routes
where feasible. All construction-related heavy truck traffic in residential areas shall be prohibited where feasible.
Workers’ Radios. All noise from workers’ radios shall be controlled to a point that they are not audible at
sensitive receptors near the construction activity.
Construction Plan. Prior to issuance of any grading and/or building permits, the contractor shall prepare and
submit to the City for approval a detailed construction plan identifying the schedule for major noise-generating
construction activity.
Disturbance Coordinator. A “noise disturbance coordinator” shall be designated by the contractor. The noise
disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The
noise disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g. starting too early, bad
muffler, etc.) and shall require that project construction activities cease until all reasonable measures warranted to
correct the problem have been implemented. The project applicant shall conspicuously post a telephone number
for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the
construction schedule.

27.

Commercial Vehicle Access and Movement (EIR Mitigation Measure TRA-3.1): Prior to approval of final
improvement plans, the following design elements shall be included:
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•

Dewey Avenue between Ocean View Boulevard and Sloat Avenue, and the remaining portion of Sloat
Avenue, shall be widened along the project frontage as necessary to allow improved commercial vehicle
access while minimizing loss of on-street parking.

•

During site plan review, the intersections of Ocean View Boulevard/Dewey Avenue and Dewey Avenue/Sloat
Avenue shall reflect geometric dimensions based on truck turning templates. Turning radii shall be designed
to limit truck size/type.

•

The loading dock area at the end of Sloat Avenue shall include a hammerhead turn around to allow trucks to
enter and exit the site head-in and head-out.

•

Commercial truck traffic shall be required to adhere to an established truck route from David Avenue to
Ocean View Boulevard to Sloat Avenue, returning the same way.

•

Commercial deliveries to the retail center shall be allowed within a loading zone along the Ocean View
Boulevard frontage to allow more direct access to individual retailers and to reduce the volume of commercial
truck traffic accessing Sloat Avenue.

Prior to Grading, Tree Removal, Demolition, and Building Activities
28.

Pre-Construction Survey and Repair of Construction-Related Damage to City Roadways and Other
Improvements. A pre-construction survey shall be completed prior to the commencement of construction that
will be approved and signed off by the City. This survey will include adjoining roadways, trees, storm drain inlets
and any other public infrastructure, including road markings and signage. The survey will identify existing
conditions and it will be expected of the developer to restore all infrastructure to its original state prior to the
completion of the project. The project applicant shall repair any project-related damage to City improvements to
the satisfaction of the Public Works Director prior to certificate of occupancy.

29.

Construction Screening (EIR Mitigation Measure MM AES-2.1): To minimize and soften the visual effect as
seen from visitors and nearby residents, the project applicant shall incorporate construction fencing or screening
around the perimeter of the site. The screening material shall be of sufficient height to mask activities within and
be designed with graphics, murals, historic references or other design features to blend as much as possible with
the neighborhood surroundings while communicating the future uses at the site. Screening shall remain in place
during demolition of existing structures, site preparation and new building construction. Applicant shall be
responsible for continued maintained and condition of the screening throughout the construction period.
Screening shall not be necessary during the final stages of construction when architectural coatings, detailing and
landscaping are applied. The screening concept and design shall be submitted for approval to the City of Pacific
Grove prior to groundbreaking.

30.

Noise Attenuation to Minimize Effects on Shoreline Species during Project Construction (EIR Mitigation
Measure MM BIO-1.1): Prior to the start of demolition work, the project applicant shall install construction
perimeter fencing or similar barriers that incorporate noise attenuating materials (such as noise absorbing
fiberglass blankets, tarps, tubular framing, sheathing etc.) along the Dewey Avenue and Ocean View Boulevard
perimeters nearest the shoreline, including the entirety of the project boundary that faces Hopkins Marine Station
and associated beaches. Barriers shall interrupt the “line of sight” between the noise source and the protected
species. The barriers shall remain in place as long as noise-generating excavation and construction activities
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continue. This measure should be combined with MM AES-1.1 (construction screening) and MM N-1.2 (noise
construction barriers) to provide a single barrier system that addresses both noise and aesthetic issues.
31.

Preconstruction Bird Surveys (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2.1): The applicant shall schedule all onsite tree removal to occur between August 31st and February 1 of any given year to avoid the Central Coast bird
nesting season and harbor seal pupping and weaning season. If this schedule is not practical, the project sponsor
shall fund the engagement of a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction nesting bird surveys no more than
two weeks prior to removal of trees and grading. If no active bird nests are observed, no additional measures are
required. If nesting birds are observed, the biologist will establish a buffer zone where no tree removal will occur
until the biologist confirms that all chicks have fledged. Regardless of season, tree removal seaward of Sloat
Avenue shall not occur during the harbor seal pupping and weaning season (February to May).

32.

Pre-Construction Meeting and Training (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.1): Prior to site disturbance
the project applicant shall retain a City-approved or -qualified project arborist/forester to conduct a meeting and
training session to communicate and instruct personnel about tree removal, retention of trees on adjacent
properties, and their protection. The pre-construction meeting shall include instruction on required tree protection
and exclusionary fencing to be installed prior to grading, excavation and construction procedures. Meeting
attendees shall include all involved parties such as site clearance personnel, construction managers, heavy
equipment operators, and tree service operators. A list of pre-construction attendees and the materials discussed
shall be maintained and be provided to the City for review. Meeting attendees must agree to abide to tree
protection and instructions as indicated during the meeting and agree to ensure any tree protection implemented
will remain in place and maintained during entire construction period.

33.

Off Site Mitigation and/or Payment of In-Lieu Fees (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.2): For all trees
that ultimately require removal and cannot be incorporated into the site plan, the project sponsor shall either
replace/replant new trees on a 2:1 ratio on site; replace/replant at another location(s) identified in consultation
with the City of Pacific Grove if 2:1 on-site replanting is not feasible; pay an in-lieu tree impact fee (“tree fund”)
as acceptable mitigation pursuant to Chapter 12 of the Municipal Code; or, a combination thereof to fully mitigate
for tree loss. Mitigation shall be implemented prior to occupancy. Should in-lieu mitigation fees be proposed,
these fees shall be collected prior to issuance of grading permits and prior to any tree removal activities.

34.

Designate a Dust Compliance Monitor (EIR Mitigation Measure MM AQ-2.2): The project applicant shall
require the contractor(s) or builder(s) to designate a person or persons to monitor the fugitive dust emissions and
enhance the implementation of the measures as necessary to minimize dust complaints, reduce visible emissions
below 20 percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. Their duties shall include monitoring during
holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of such
persons shall be provided to the MBARD Compliance Division prior to the start of any grading, earthwork, or
demolition. The project applicant shall provide and post a publicly visible sign that specifies the telephone
number and name to contact regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond to complaints and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The phone number of the MBARD shall also be visible to ensure compliance
with Rule 402 (Nuisance).

35.

HABS Documentation (EIR Mitigation Measure MM CR-1.1): Prior to the start of demolition, the project
applicant shall retain a qualified professional acceptable to the City to prepare written and photographic
documentation the ATC complex.
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The documentation for each property shall be prepared based on the National Park Service’s Historic American
Building Survey (HABS) Historical Report Guidelines. This type of documentation is based on a combination of
the HABS standards and the National Park Service’s new policy for National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)/National Historic Landmark photographic documentation as outlined in the NRHP and the National Park
Service’s 2013 National Historic Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion. The documentation will include the
following:
a) Sketch Plan Drawings: Efforts should be made to locate original construction drawings or plans of the
property during the period of significance. If located, these drawings should be photographed or scanned at
high resolution, reproduced, and included in the dataset. If construction drawings or plans cannot be located,
sketch plans in accordance with HABS Documentation Level III shall be prepared. HABS guidance for sketch
plans notes that these should be floor plans “generally not to exact scale although often drawn from
measurements, where the features are shown in proper relation and proportion to one another. A sketch site
plan should also be produced that includes buildings and landscape features. Sketch plans shall be prepared
by an architect who meets or exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
Historic Architecture or Architecture, and be reviewed by the qualified consultant preparing the HABS report.
b) Photographs: Standard large-format or digital photography shall be used. If digital photography is used, the
ink and paper combinations for printing photographs must comply with the NRHP/National Historic
Landmark photo expansion policy and have a permanency rating of approximately 115 years. Digital
photographs shall be taken in uncompressed .TIF file format. The size of each image shall be 1600x1200
pixels at 300 pixels per inch or larger, color format, and printed in black and white. The file name for each
electronic image shall correspond with the index of photographs and photograph labels. Photographs should
include general overviews that illustrate the setting and include Building 3; all exterior façades of Buildings 0,
1, and 2; typical original windows and doors; and exterior details indicative of era of construction or of
historic or architectural interest from the period of significance (1927-1954), including but not limited to the
sawtooth roof and chevron capped pilasters of Building 1, the metal smokestacks of Building 2, and the
concrete smokestack remnant south of Building 1. All views shall be referenced on a photographic key. This
photograph key shall be on a map of the property and shall show the photograph number with an arrow
indicating the direction of the view. Historical photographs shall also be collected, reproduced, and included
in the dataset.
c) Written data: A historical report shall be prepared, summarizing the history of the buildings, property
description, and historical significance. Documentation shall adhere to National Park Service standards for
“short form” HABS documentation.
d) Drone photography: Drone photography of the historic resource and site is recommended as additional
documentation. Execution of drone photography is understood to be conditional upon ability to fly a drone
over the site within relevant local and FAA regulations and approvals. Drone photography should capture the
full extent of the site, all buildings and their special relationships on the site and immediate surroundings, as
well as the character of the Building 1 sawtooth roof and representative portions of facades of Buildings 0, 1,
and 2. If conducted, drone photography should be submitted in digital format along with HABS
documentation to the City of Pacific Grove Community Development Department and publicly accessible
repositories such as the Pacific Grove Heritage Society, Pacific Grove Public Library, and the Monterey
County Public Library California History Room. If desired, the drone photography could also be used in the
public interpretive displays on site.
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Copies of the HABS documentation shall be provided to the City of Pacific Grove Community Development
Department and publicly accessible repositories such as the Pacific Grove Heritage Society, Pacific Grove Public
Library, and the Monterey County Public Library California History Room. This measure would create a
collection of reference materials that would be available to the public and inform future research.
36.

Protection of Historical Resources from Construction Activities (EIR Mitigation Measure MM CR-1.3):
The project sponsor shall undertake a construction monitoring program to minimize damage to remaining portions
of Building 0 and Building 1. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage
a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a preconstruction survey of
Building 0 and Building 1 and photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. This survey may be completed in
conjunction with MM CR-1.1. The construction monitoring plan may include staging of equipment and materials
as far as feasible from historic buildings to avoid direct damage; using techniques in demolition, excavation,
shoring, and construction to minimize vibration (such as using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams
to open excavation trenches, the use of non-vibratory rollers, and similar measures); maintaining a buffer zone
when possible between heavy equipment and historic resource(s); and/or enclosing construction scaffolding to
avoid damage from falling objects or debris.
The consultant shall conduct a final post-construction survey to document the condition of the contributing
historic buildings to the ATC at that time and produce a report on the condition of the historic structures. The final
post-construction report shall be submitted to the City Community Development Department for review and
approval.

37.

Preconstruction Archaeological and Paleontological Sensitivity Training (EIR Mitigation Measure MM
CR-2.1): Prior to construction, all personnel directly involved in project related ground disturbance shall be
provided archaeological and paleontological sensitivity training. The training will be conducted by a qualified
Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for archaeology, and a qualified professional
paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, who is experienced in teaching nonspecialists. A Native American representative from the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN) will also be
invited to be present and participate in the training from a tribal perspective. The training will take place at a day
and time to be determined in conjunction with the project construction foreman, and prior to any scheduled
ground disturbance. The training will include: a discussion of applicable laws and penalties; samples or visual
aids of artifacts and paleontological resources that could be encountered in the project vicinity, including what
those artifacts and resources may look like partially buried, or wholly buried and freshly exposed; and instructions
to halt work in the vicinity of any potential cultural resources discovery, and the need to notify the archaeological
monitor as necessary.

38.

Preconstruction Identification and Avoidance of Recorded Archaeological Resources (EIR Mitigation
Measure MM CR-2.2): Prior to construction, the Project Archaeologist and OCEN’s tribal leadership shall be
provided with the following: (1) plans, blueprints, conceptual drawings, etc., detailing sub-surface impacts to the
project area (grading or excavation prints will normally be sufficient); and (2) the proposed construction schedule
or activity to be monitored, with types of excavation and/or earthmoving identified. Final grading plans will be
reviewed by the Archaeologist to ensure all recorded archaeological resources adjacent to the project site will
remain unaffected by project related ground disturbance. Any changes in project construction (or related off-site
facilities) that could potentially impact known archaeological resources will require review by the Project
Archaeologist who will then make a determination regarding the need and scope of any further work or mitigation
required.
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39.

Soil and Groundwater Management (EIR Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-2.2): Prior to excavation within the
ATC parking lot and/or where soil contaminants have been identified or suspected, the project applicant shall
prepare a soil management plan (SMP) to establish management practices for isolating the veneer of contaminated
sediments from cleaner overburden to minimize the volume of material requiring disposal as an impaired waste.
The plan shall be reviewed and approved by City prior to implementation.

40.

Testing and Disposal of Contaminated Materials (EIR Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-2.4): Prior to
demolition, the applicant shall perform testing for the presence of lead paint and asbestos containing materials
(ACMs) consistent with regulatory protocols and shall implement the resulting recommendations. The applicant
shall ensure that all contaminated materials – known or that may be identified during excavation and demolition –
are handled, transported, and disposed of consistent with all applicable laws and regulations.

41.

Vibration Monitoring (EIR Mitigation Measure MM N-3.1): Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the
applicant shall fund the installation of vibration (seismic) monitoring devices at the nearest Hopkins Marine
Station tuna research tank(s) and closest exhibits of the Monterey Bay Aquarium. The applicant shall provide
evidence acceptable to the City that the vibration monitoring devices have been installed. The purpose of these
devices is to allow Marine Station research staff to observe changes in vibration during the construction and
excavation phase, if any, relative to ongoing research and observed fish behavior. If specific adverse effects are
observed during construction and excavation, representatives of Hopkins Marine Station shall notify the City
Community Development Department, and such effects shall cause immediate work stoppage and notification of
the project sponsor. Work shall resume only after additional vibration protection measures are employed, tested,
and confirmed to reduce vibration at Hopkins Marine Station to acceptable levels.
Monitors shall also be placed at adjacent business and residences consistent with industry standards. The specific
location and number of seismic monitoring devices will be determined within the Vibration Management Plan
required by MM N-3.2 and as included in construction documents.

42.

Vibration Management Plan (EIR Mitigation Measure MM N-3.2): Prior to any construction or demolition
activities, the applicant shall provide a Vibration Management Plan or other evidence acceptable to the City that
demonstrates that vibration control of demolition and construction activities will be implemented to minimize the
effects of vibration at nearby receptors. This includes performing high-vibration activities during the middle of
the day and spaced as far apart as possible to avoid multiple high-vibration activities at once, equipment choices
and construction methods to minimize vibration, or other measures. Vehicle routes should use designated truck
routes and avoid residential areas as much as possible.

During Construction and Prior to Final Inspection
43.

Sidewalk Reconstruction. Existing sidewalks surrounding the property shall be reconstructed prior to final
building permit inspection. All curb ramps surrounding the project and on all adjacent corners shall be constructed
to meet current Cal Trans and/or City of Pacific Grove standards.

44.

Rooftop Equipment Screening. The project’s rooftop equipment shall be screened in compliance with SubSection 23.90.180.C.5.g.ii. while not exceeding the allowed height limit for mechanical appurtenances.

45.

Timing of Demolition and Excavation (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1.2): Demolition, grading and
excavation of the site for sub grade construction shall take place only between July 1 and February 1 (outside the
harbor seal pupping and weaning season of February through May) to avoid potential disturbance of the local
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harbor seal population that may be using the beach areas to the east and west of Hopkins Marine Station. A
qualified biologist retained by the City shall monitor the rookery prior to the start of construction to identify any
late season pupping/weaning activity. Construction may be temporarily delayed until the biologist confirms that
active pupping is complete.
46.

Biological Monitor (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1.3): During the phases of construction that generate
higher noise and vibration levels, the project applicant shall fund the engagement of a qualified biological
monitor(s) approved by and under contract to the City to observe and document behavior of both harbor seal and
black oystercatcher populations. Monitoring shall occur daily during the initial demolition and excavation phase,
and approximately twice monthly during the remainder of the construction program. Activity or behavior
identified by the monitor(s) indicative of unusual stress or threatening relocation shall cause immediate work
stoppage and notification of the City and project sponsor. Work shall resume only after noise levels are reduced
and additional noise/disturbance protection measures are employed and tested in the field for effectiveness.

47.

Tree Planting/Replanting (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.3): Replacement trees (on- or off-site) shall
be fifteen-gallon stock or larger. Spacing between trees should be at least 8 feet apart where available space is
indicated. Occasional deep watering (more than two weeks apart) during the late spring, summer, and fall is
recommended during the first two years after establishment.

48.

Tree Protection Best Management Practices (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.4): During construction,
the project sponsor shall ensure compliance with the following best practices for potentially affected trees on
adjacent properties:
•

Do not deposit any fill around trees that may compact soils and alter water and air relationships. Avoid
depositing fill, parking equipment, or staging construction materials near existing trees. Covering and
compacting soil around trees can alter water and air relationships with the roots. Fill placed within the
dripline may encourage the development of oak root fungus (Armillaria mellea). As necessary, trees shall
be protected by boards, fencing or other materials to delineate protection zones.

•

Pruning, when necessary, shall be conducted to avoid injury to any tree. General principals of pruning
include placing cuts immediately beyond the branch collar, making clean cuts by scoring the underside of
the branch first, and for live oak, avoiding the period from February through May.

•

Native trees are not adapted to summer watering and may develop crown or root rot as a result. Do not
regularly irrigate within the drip line of native trees.

•

Root cutting should occur outside of the springtime. Late June for such root cutting is optimal. Pruning of
the live crown should not occur February through May.

•

A mulch layer up to approximately 4 inches deep shall be applied to the ground under selected trees in
disturbed areas following construction. Only 1 to 2 inches of mulch should be applied within 1 to 2 feet of
the trunk, and under no circumstances should any soil or mulch be placed against the root crown (base) of
trees. The best source of mulch would be from chipped material generated on site.

•

If trees along near the development site are visibly declining in vigor, a Professional Forester or Certified
Arborist shall be contacted to inspect the site, contact the owner, and to recommend a course of action.
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49.

Additional Tree Protection and Pruning Standards (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.5): If for any
reason on site trees are not removed and preserved within the site plan, the project sponsor shall implement all
tree protection standards as identified in the ATC Hotel and Commercial Project Tree Resource Assessment
prepared for the project. Such measures may include reasonable disturbance setbacks, protective netting,
protection of trunks with lumber, and limiting work within the dripline.

50.

Historic Materials and Features Rehabilitation (EIR Mitigation Measure MM CR-1.4): The project
applicant shall ensure that the project complies with National Park Service treatment recommendations for the
cleaning, repair, and rehabilitation of all remaining historic materials and features to be retained and incorporated
into the project. Features such as exterior stucco cladding, original doors, and original wood and steel sash
windows at Building 0 and Building 1 that are retained should be repaired and rehabilitated in accordance with
the below guidance documents. Features that cannot be rehabilitated may be replaced.
•

John H. Myers, Preservation Brief No. 9: The Repair of Historic Wooden Windows (U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, 1981), available online at https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/9wooden-windows.htm

•

Robert M. Powers, Preservation Tech Notes, Windows Number 17, Repair and Retrofitting Industrial Steel
Windows (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, August 1989), available online at
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/tech-notes/Tech-Notes-Windows17.pdf

•

Sharon C. Park, Preservation Brief No. 13: The Repair and Thermal Upgrading of Historic Steel Windows
(U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1981), available online at
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/13-steel-windows.htm

•

Anne E. Grimmer, Preservation Brief No. 22: The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco (U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, October 1990), available online at
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/22-stucco.htm

Abrasive chemical or physical treatments or cleaning methods must not be used. For additional information, see:
•

51.

Anne E. Grimmer, Preservation Brief No. 6: Dangers of Abrasive Cleaning to Historic Buildings (U.S.
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, June 1979), available online at
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/6-dangers-abrasive-cleaning.htm

Construction Monitoring for Archaeological and Paleontological Resources (EIR Mitigation Measure MM
CR-2-3): Due to the hardscaped and highly developed nature of the site, archaeological testing is impractical and
unlikely to reveal scientifically significant results. All project related ground disturbance shall therefore be
monitored by an Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of Interior’s qualification standards for archaeology, as
well as the assigned Native American representative(s) from OCEN tribal leadership. Due to the paleontological
sensitivity of the site, a Paleontological Resources Monitor shall also be present during all project excavations. A
qualified cross-trained Monitor in archaeology and paleontology may serve in both capacities on-site.
Archaeological and paleontological monitoring will involve the close inspection of excavations and other ground
disturbing activities within the project area. The Site Supervisor, Foreman, or similar on-site authority must be
informed of the Monitors’ presence and authority to halt and/or relocate construction work. The Supervisor shall
inform all construction personnel of the Monitors’ role. The Monitors will follow excavations and construction as
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closely as conditions require, making all reasonable efforts for safety and noninterference with construction. The
number and placement of Monitors will be determined by the Project Archaeologist after consultation with the
Client or their designated representative(s).
Activities that require monitoring include but are not limited to: clearing and grubbing; demolition activities that
could disturb native soil; or any earthmoving (e.g., grading or excavation for foundations, footings or other
subterranean elements, and trenching for underground utilities). Monitors shall keep a daily log and photographic
record of all activities involving ground disturbance during the construction phase and shall submit a final report
(upon completion of the ground-disturbing activities) to the City Community Development Department for review
and approval.
52.

Procedures for Inadvertent Discovery (EIR Mitigation Measure MM CR-2-4):
Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources
In the event archaeological resources are encountered during ground disturbing activities, the Archaeological
Monitor shall temporarily halt or divert excavations within a 100-foot radius of the find until it can be evaluated.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all potentially significant archaeological
deposits be evaluated to demonstrate whether the resource is eligible for inclusion on the California Register of
Historic Resources, even if discovered during construction. If archaeological deposits are encountered they will be
evaluated and mitigated simultaneously in the timeliest manner practicable, allowing for recovery of materials and
data by standard archaeological procedures. For prehistoric archaeological sites, this data recovery involves the
hand-excavated recovery and non-destructive analysis of a small sample of the deposit. Historic resources are also
sampled through hand excavation, though architectural features may require careful mechanical exposure and
hand excavation.
Any previously undiscovered resources found during construction activities shall be recorded on appropriate DPR
forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA criteria by a qualified Archaeologist. Potentially
significant cultural resources consist of but are not limited to stone, bone, glass, ceramics, fossils, wood, or shell
artifacts, or features including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. If the resource is determined
significant under CEQA, the qualified Archaeologist shall prepare and implement a research design and
archaeological data recovery plan that will capture those categories of data for which the site is significant in
accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. If such resources or artifacts are of native tribal origin,
any mitigation or recovery program shall include direction from OCEN tribal leadership. The Archaeologist shall
also perform appropriate technical analyses, prepare a comprehensive report complete with methods, results, and
recommendations, including recommendations of the Tribal Representatives and monitors. The report shall be
submitted to the City of Pacific Grove, the NWIC, and the State Historic Preservation Office, as required.
Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources
In the event that fossils or fossil-bearing deposits are discovered during construction activities, the paleontological
monitor shall temporarily halt or divert excavations within a 100-foot radius of the find until it can be evaluated.
If the find is deemed significant, the applicant shall retain a qualified Paleontologist to document the discovery as
needed in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards and assess the significance of the find
under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The Paleontologist shall notify the appropriate
agencies to determine procedures that would be followed before construction activities are allowed to resume at
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the location of the find. If the applicant determines that avoidance is not feasible, the Paleontologist shall prepare
an Excavation Plan for mitigating the effect of construction activities on the discovery. The Excavation Plan shall
be submitted to the City of Pacific Grove for review and approval prior to implementation, and the applicant shall
adhere to the recommendations in the Excavation Plan.
Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains
In the event that human remains (or remains that may be human) are discovered at the project site, Public
Resource Code Section 5097.98 must be followed. All grading or earthmoving activities shall immediately stop
within a 100-foot radius of the find. The project proponent shall then inform the Monterey County Coroner and
the City of Pacific Grove immediately, and the Coroner shall be permitted to examine the remains as required by
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b).
Section 7050.5 also requires that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the
Coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. If human remains are determined as
those of Native American origin, the applicant shall comply with applicable State regulations relating to the
disposition of Native American burials that fall within the jurisdiction of the NAHC (Public Resource Code
[PRC] Â§ 5097). The Coroner shall contact the NAHC to determine the most likely descendant(s) (MLD). The
MLD shall complete his or her inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48
hours of being granted access to the site. The MLD will determine the most appropriate means of treating the
human remains associated grave artifacts, and shall oversee the disposition of the remains.
In the event the NAHC is unable to identify an MLD or the MLD fails to make a recommendation within 48 hours
after being granted access to the site, the landowner or his/her authorized representative shall rebury the Native
American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity within the project area in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
53.

Reduce Fugitive Dust (EIR Mitigation Measure MM AQ-2.1): The project applicant shall implement the
following measures to minimize nuisance impacts and to significantly reduce fugitive dust emissions, and the
project applicant shall require all of the following measures to be shown on grading and building plans:
•

Limit grading, demolition, and excavation to 2.2 acres per day.

•

Water graded/excavated areas and active unpaved roadways, unpaved staging areas, and unpaved parking
areas at least twice daily or apply non-toxic chemical soil stabilization materials per manufacturer’s
recommendations. Frequency should be based on the type of operations, soil and wind exposure.

•

Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (more than 15 mph).

•

Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within construction
projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).

•

Stabilize all disturbed soil areas not subject to using approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or
gravel for temporary roads and any other methods approved in advance by the APCD.

•

Sow exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month after initial
grading with a fast germinating, non-invasive grass seed, and water until vegetation is established.
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•

Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.

•

Use street sweepers, water trucks, or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust
from leaving the site. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible.

•

Spray dirt stock pile areas daily as needed (without causing off-site runoff).

•

Place gravel on all roadways and driveways as soon as possible after grading. In addition, construct
building pads as soon as possible after grading unless seeding, soil binders, or frequent water application
are used.

•

Not exceed a 15-mph vehicle speed for all construction vehicles on any unpaved surface at the
construction site.

•

Cover or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load and top of
trailer) on all trucks hauling dirt, rock, sand, soil, or other loose materials in accordance with California
Vehicle Code Section 23114.

•

Limit unpaved road travel to the extent possible, for example, by limiting the travel to and from unpaved
areas, by coordinating movement between work areas rather than to central staging areas, and by busing
workers where feasible.

•

Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off trucks and
equipment leaving the site, and inspect vehicle tires to ensure free of soil prior to carry-out to paved
roadways.

•

Sweep streets at the end of each day, or as needed, if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved
roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water shall be used where feasible.

54.

Dry Season Excavation and Testing of Discharge (EIR Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-2.1): Construction
shall be timed for dry-season excavation of potentially contaminated areas in order to minimize the amount of
groundwater that could be generated by dewatering. To ensure that groundwater discharges during construction
do not pose an environmental hazard, the applicant shall test exposed groundwater prior to discharge to ensure
that PERC levels are below actionable levels. If above actionable levels, groundwater sources shall be treated to
regulated levels prior to discharge.

55.

Noise Barriers (EIR Mitigation Measure MM N-1.2): Construction shall use temporary noise barriers along the
project boundary to break the line of sight between construction equipment and adjacent sensitive receptors as
well as the adjacent Monterey Bay Aquarium offices. The temporary noise barrier shall be designed to reduce
construction noise by a minimum of 10 dB. To achieve this, the barrier may consist of steel tubular framing,
welded joints, a layer of 18-ounce tarp, a two-inch thick fiberglass blanket, a half-inch thick weatherwood asphalt
sheathing, and 7/16-inch sturdy board siding. Additionally, to avoid objectionable noise reflections, the source
side of the noise barrier shall be lined with an acoustic absorption material. Temporary construction noise barriers
shall be used at the following locations where construction noise impacts to sensitive receptors have been
identified:
•

Along the northeastern project boundary along Dewey Avenue
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•

Along the northern project boundary along Ocean View Boulevard

•

Between the construction area and the Monterey Bay Aquarium administrative office building

This measure shall be implemented with MM BIO-1.1 to provide multi-purpose noise attenuation.
56.

During-Construction Pollution Prevention (a): During construction, the developer shall employ storm water
best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control, prevention of non-stormwater discharges,
and implement good housekeeping and construction waste management practices to protect the storm drainage
system and water quality as required by City Code Section 9.30.130(c), the City Phase II NPDES Permit, State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Construction General Permit (CGP), and the Monterey Regional
Storm Water Management Program (MRSWMP).

57.

During-Construction Pollution Prevention (b): Construction activities subject to BMP requirements shall
continuously employ measures to control waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck washout,
chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the construction site that may cause adverse impacts to water quality,
contamination, or unauthorized discharge of pollutants.

58.

During-Construction Pollution Prevention (c): Whenever construction activity is being done contrary to and in
violation of Municipal Code Chapter 9.30, the Public Works/Community Development Director may order that
construction activity to stop by posting a written notice on the premises. All persons shall immediately stop such
work unless or until the public works director authorizes removing the stop work order and allows construction
activity to proceed.

59.

Native American Consultation and Participation (EIR Mitigation Measure MM TCR-1.1): Consistent with
current California requirements and LCP policy, the project’s Archaeological Monitoring and Treatment Plan will
be provided to representatives of the Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation for review and comment as part of the
City’s consultation process. Amendments to this plan will be made as necessary following the completion of the
consultation process. During project construction, a Native American monitor assigned by the Ohlone/Costanoan
Esselen Nation (OCEN) tribal leadership will be present for all ground disturbance. If any tribal cultural resources
are found, the project applicant and/or its contractor shall cease all work within 100 feet of the discovery and
immediately notify the City of Pacific Grove Planning Division. The OCEN Native American monitor(s) will
contact the OCEN Tribal Chair and in consultation with the City and an archeologist evaluate the finds.
Appropriate mitigation measures for the inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resource shall be at the direction
of OCEN tribal leadership. The City and tribal representative shall consider the mitigation recommendations and
agree on implementation of the measure(s) that are feasible and appropriate. Such measures may include reburial
of any ancestral remains, avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, or other appropriate
measures.

60.

Reporting of Monitoring Results (EIR Mitigation Measure MM TCR-1.2): At the completion of grading,
excavation, and ground disturbing activities on the site, an Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring Report
shall be submitted to the City and the project applicant documenting all monitoring activities and observations.
This report shall document any impacts to known resources on or adjacent to the property; describe how each
mitigation measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources identified and the disposition and
treatment of such resources; provide evidence of the required cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff
held during the required pre-construction meeting; and, in a confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly
monitoring notes from the Project Archaeologist and tribal monitor(s). All reports produced will be submitted to
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the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State University and the State Historic Preservation Office
as required.
Any TCRs will be handled and reburied in a location designated through coordination with the OCEN tribal
leadership in a location that will not be subject to further disturbance. Following repatriation, a legal description
and map showing the reburial location shall be prepared by the Project Engineer and filed with the NAHC,
NWIC, and the City.
Prior to Certificate of Occupancy
61.

Roadway Improvements for New Sewer Line Route. Prior to certificate of occupancy, the segment of

62.

Support of MST Trolley. The project sponsor shall work with the cities of Pacific Grove and Monterey and with
Monterey-Salinas Transit staff, to determine the project sponsor’s fair-share funding support of the MST Trolley.
The project sponsor shall also work with the cities of Pacific Grove and Monterey and with Monterey-Salinas
Transit staff to expand the MST Trolley route to include one or more stops in downtown Pacific Grove.

63.

Project Operations Traffic Management Plan. The project sponsor shall prepare an operational-phase traffic
management plan that describes routes used to access and leave the hotel site for truck deliveries, any hotelaffiliated shuttles including the MST Trolley, valet parking operations, and employee parking. The traffic
management plan shall include the requirements of Chapter 16.44 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code with
respect to truck and commercial vehicle deliveries. The traffic management plan shall be submitted for review and
approval of the Community Development Director and the Public Works Director.

64.

Noise Control and Noise Management Plan. The project sponsor shall prepare a noise management plan that
describes how noise levels will be monitored and controlled for hotel operations including deliveries, outdoor
restaurants and bars, and for events that occur in outdoor areas. The plan shall ensure that all activities and events
comply with the regulations on noise levels in the City’s Municipal Code. The plan shall identify the phone
number and correct hotel staff person or department to call in the event of complaints. In the event that repeated
violations (confirmed by the City Police Department) occur, a revised noise management plan shall be submitted
to the Community Development Department for review and approval. Any such revised noise management plan
may include additional restrictions on hours, locations, or size of events to ensure compliance with City noise
regulations.

65.

Crosswalk Installation (EIR Mitigation Measure MM TRA-3.2): The project sponsor shall fund or install a
designated crosswalk across Ocean View Boulevard at Dewey Avenue.

66.

Public Interpretive Display (EIR Mitigation Measure MM CR-1.2): As a component of the finished project,
the project sponsor shall prepare a plan for permanent exhibit/display in consultation with the City of Pacific
Grove Community Development Department staff that would commemorate the industrial fish canning history of
the American Can Company. The exhibit/display may consist of static, video and/or interactive displays, as
deemed appropriate, but should include relevant historical information, interpretive text, historical photographs,
and/or drawings that may be based on this Historic Resource Technical Report and/or the HABS documentation.

Sloat Avenue from its proposed terminus at the hotel back of house operations to Dewey Avenue, and the
segment of Dewey Avenue from Sloat Avenue to Ocean View Boulevard shall be repaved from curb to curb by
the project applicant. Complete reconstruction of both roadways rather than patching is required, and approval of
the completed road work by the Public Works Director is required.
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The exhibit/display shall be installed at a publicly accessible location on the project site, near the remaining
historic portions of the complex.
Ongoing Operational Conditions
67.

Stormwater Treatment Measure. The stormwater treatment measures shall be maintained by the property owner
in perpetuity. City staff shall be allowed access to inspect all stormwater treatment measures on an annual basis.

68.

Transportation Demand Management Plan Reporting. One year following the granting of the first certificate
of occupancy, and each year thereafter, the property owner of the ATC Hotel parcels shall submit a report on the
effectiveness of the project’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Should any deficiencies be
identified, the report shall indicate what adjustments will be necessary. The annual TDM Plan reports shall be
submitted to the Community Development Department and Public Works Department for review and approval.

69.

Valet Parking Operations. The project sponsor shall ensure that valet parking operations for the hotel minimize
interference with normal roadway operations at project entrances and avoid queuing back-ups onto City streets.
Should such interference and queuing back-ups occur, the project sponsor shall identify and implement
operational improvements to ensure acceptable roadway operations.

70.

Alcoholic Beverage Sales. Proposed alcoholic beverage sales for the hotel and ancillary uses to the hotel such as
restaurants and bars shall comply with the requirements of Section 23.64.290 of the Pacific Grove Municipal
Code. Non-hotel related commercial establishments proposing to sell alcoholic beverages shall obtain a separate
administrative use permit or use permit as appropriate in accordance with Sections 23.70.030 and 23.70.080 of the
Pacific Grove Municipal Code.

71.

Pool Draining Measures. Draining of the pools for major maintenance work would need to be

72.

Coastal Access Parking. The project shall provide a minimum of 23 parking spaces available to the public
including for coastal access purposes. Prior to certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall identify the
method to monitor and ensure the provision of such coastal access parking.

73.

Maintenance of Landscaping and Lighting. All landscaping and lighting shall be maintained in good condition
for the life of the project. Any plants that die or are diseased shall be promptly removed and replaced. Trees and
shrubs shall be pruned regularly and kept in good health. Groundcover shall be similarly maintained as needed.
All lighting equipment, bulbs, conduit, shall be maintained and replaced in-kind as needed. Any deficiencies
noted by City staff shall be addressed within 7 calendar days of written notice of non-compliance by the City.

conditioned to limit flow rates during such maintenance work to ensure that the capacity of the sanitary
sewer pump station on Ocean View Boulevard is not exceeded

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC
GROVE:
1.

The Commission determines that each of the Findings set forth above is true and correct, and by this reference
incorporates those Findings as an integral part of this Permit.

2.

The Commission certifies the Environmental Impact Report

3.

The Commission authorizes Approval of AP/UP/TPD/CDP 19-0363

4.

This permit shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period.
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5.

This permit shall not take effect until the owner acknowledges and agrees to all terms and conditions and
agrees to conform to and comply with those terms and conditions.

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Pacific Grove on the 14th day of
January, 2021 by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
Absent:
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APPROVED:
_____________________________
Donald Murphy, Chair

The undersigned hereby acknowledge and agree to the approved terms and conditions, and agree to fully conform to, and
comply with, said terms and conditions.

Foursome Development Company, Owner (ATC site)

Date

Marion L. Paul Living Trust and Forest Paul, Owner (124

Date

Central Ave. parcel)
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Attachment 3
Detailed Project Description
Joint Architectural Permit, Use Permit, Tree Permit with Development, and Coastal
Development Permit Application No. AP/UP/TPD/CDP 19-0363 would allow a proposed
development known as the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial project. The project
involves the conversion of a former industrial site to a new 225-room hotel with associated hotel
amenities, up to 16,202 square feet of retail commercial uses, and on-site valet parking for 304
cars. The hotel would have two wings, with separate entrances and lobbies: an Executive Wing
with 104 guestrooms and a Group/Family Wing with 121 guestrooms. The project site,
commonly known as the American Tin Cannery, is currently used as a retail outlet and parking
areas. The proposed development would total 383,705 square feet (sf). A summary table of the
project data is provided below:

1
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Project activities include grading, tree and vegetation removal, partial demolition of buildings
and improvements, excavation for subgrade parking areas, additions/alterations to the existing
building and construction of new buildings to establish a new hotel, and related commercial uses
(i.e., restaurant, spa, retail, etc.) including sales of alcoholic beverages.
Upper Lot Uses
The Upper Lot at 124 Central Avenue (would continue to be used as an existing surface parking
lot. However, the project proposes to reconfigure the lot for valet parking uses and beautify the
site. This lot is currently unlandscaped, and the proposed reconfiguration would have new
landscaping, including 7 cajeput trees and 8 strawberry trees (see Sheet L-13 in the project plan
set). Parking at the Upper Lot would be operated by the hotel’s valet parking services and
coordinated with other parking operations. New landscaping, including trees, is proposed to
soften the hardscape environment. The dry cleaner facility on this same parcel would be
unaltered and is not a part of this application.
Sloat Avenue Uses and Lease
The Project also includes use of a portion of Sloat Avenue (497 linear feet) as part of the
development site. Sloat Avenue is a one-way eastbound public street in this location. The
remaining portion of the Sloat Avenue will continue to provide access to three parcels on Sloat
Avenue (APN 006-234-001, 002, and 003) for the existing commercial uses. Sloat Avenue will
also provide access to back-of-house operations for the Project. Easements are proposed to allow
continued ingress/egress for the three non-hotel parcels on the west end of this segment of Sloat
Avenue. Approval of a lease agreement by the City would be required to allow the subject
portion of Sloat Avenue to be used for development and to allow certain existing encroachments
along Ocean View Boulevard (i.e., building columns, former rail train bump stop, etc.) to remain
in the public right-of-way.

2
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Architecture
The site layout utilizes the existing natural grade to stairstep the hotel uses from Ocean View
Boulevard upslope toward Central Avenue and takes advantage of spectacular panoramic views
of Monterey Bay. The proposed architecture of the major hotel structures is a modern design and
currently proposes a mix of architectural concrete, steel, glass and wood materials on a building
mass intended to tie back to the industrial and cannery structures of the past. The architectural
elevations include articulation in the design, providing significant relief from massing along the
street frontages. In addition to landscaping along the project’s primary frontages, on-site terraces,
courtyards, and green-roof areas provide additional landscaping area as well as stormwater
treatment to improve water quality. A variety of lighting is proposed, with most fixtures shielded
and down-ward directed.
Additional details on the proposed site plans, elevations, cross-sections, landscape plans, and
lighting are included in the project plan set (Attachment 14). The architecture of each wing is
intended to respect the former industrial character of the area. Building forms and shapes are
designed as simple, classic and timeless. New buildings are setback along street frontages and
softened with landscaping amenities. The project retains Building 0 (Archie’s American Diner)
and the majority of Building 1 (Factory Building), with these buildings adaptively repurposed
and integrated into the balance of the development. The project retains the character-defining
visual features of Building 1, including the distinctive sawtooth roof, large multi-pane windows,
and art moderne elements. Exterior colors and landscape will combine to create a subtle palate
that is in harmony with the context of the area and Monterey Bay.
Project Amenities
The proposed guest rooms range in size from 420 sf for standard queen or king rooms to 685 to
800 sf or larger for suites. In addition to separate lobbies and reception areas for each wing, the
project includes a swimming pool and soaking spa pool at each wing, meeting and ballrooms
spaces, a spa and fitness facility, numerous landscaped terraces and courtyard areas,
restaurant/bar areas, a rooftop bar, valet parking, and space for front and back of the house
operations. Non-hotel retail uses are oriented to the street along the northern portion of the
Eardley Avenue frontage and the eastern portion of the Ocean View Boulevard frontage.
Sustainability Features
The project proposes several sustainability features and is intended to meet LEED Gold
standards in its design. The proposed project includes rooftop solar panels on Building 1, as
depicted on Sheet A-23, Overall Plan - Roof, of the project plan set. Other sustainability features
include automated energy management, use of energy efficient LED lighting, use of low-VOC
finishes and furnishings, rooftop gardens for stormwater treatment, waterless urinals for staff
restrooms, and a rainwater and greywater capture and reuse system. Hotel laundry is also
proposed to be laundered offsite at a facility in Salinas.

3
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Parking and Circulation
Existing parking on the project site includes 147 uncovered spaces dedicated to the ATC retail
outlet uses. Sloat Avenue, a one-way eastbound public street, currently bisects the project site.
There is a total of 52 on-street metered parking spaces on streets adjacent to the site, including
along the southwest side of Sloat Avenue, along Eardley Avenue, along the southeast side of
Dewey Avenue, and along Ocean View Boulevard. Proposed valet parking areas include a total
of 304 spaces including: a 119-space area at the Group/Family Wing, a 138-space area at the
Executive Wing, and parking space for 47 cars in the Upper Lot on Central Avenue. Vehicle
access to the Group/Family Wing would be from Ocean View Boulevard, and vehicle access to
the Executive Wing would be from Eardley Avenue.
Separate accesses are provided for each wing of the hotel and for the back of the house
operations and deliveries. Guests of the Group/Family Wing of the hotel would access the arrival
area from Ocean View Boulevard and guests of the Executive Wing would access the arrival
area from Eardley Avenue. On-site valet parking spaces are provided on the lower level of each
building and in the Upper Lot, a surface parking lot accessed from Central Avenue. Access to
back-of-house operations would be via Dewey Avenue to Sloat Avenue.
Sidewalk, curb, and gutter improvements would be reconstructed along the project frontage. The
sharp northeast corner of Dewey Avenue and Sloat Avenue is proposed to be reconfigured with a
more gradual curve. On-street parking along the project frontages will be reconfigured primarily
to accommodate the new project entryways. The project’s use of the eastern portion of Sloat
Avenue would eliminate on-street parking along that segment. The project would result in a net
loss of 23 metered on-street parking spaces. Changes in on-street parking is best depicted on
Sheet C-3, Civil Site Plan.
Existing Buildings – Demolition, Adaptive Reuse, Repairs, and Replacement
The existing buildings located on the project site were originally constructed for industrial use
associated historically with the local fisheries and canning industries; however, industrial and
manufacturing uses on the property ceased operation decades ago. The existing buildings along
the Ocean View Boulevard include the Archie’s American Diner or the Factory Office (Building
0), the sawtooth-roof Factory Building (Building 1), the Warehouse Building (Building 2), and
the National Automotive Fibre, Inc. Building, or NAFI Building (Building 3). The existing dry
cleaner building at 124 Central Avenue is not a part of the project.
Building 0 would be retained, renovated, and repurposed, as would the majority of Building 1.
An approximately 7,200-sf portion of Building 1 would be demolished along its Ocean View
Boulevard frontage to provide a courtyard for the Family/Group Wing of the hotel. The proposed
partial demolition corresponds to approximately 10% of the building’s footprint and represents
approximately one-third of its Ocean View Boulevard frontage. Buildings 2 and 3 would be
demolished as would the walkway bridge over Sloat Avenue with new hotel development
proposed in these areas.
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Building 0 and the majority of Building 1 will be retained and adaptively reused. While Building
0 and most of Building 1 are not proposed for demolition, these buildings have significantly
degraded over time and require replacement of certain building elements with new materials. The
proposed project does not specify a repair versus replacement treatment of the historic materials
and features that are to be retained; however, materials that are replaced would be visually
compatible and structurally sound.
Tree Removal and Replanting
To accommodate the redevelopment of the site, a total of 79 trees are proposed for removal.
Details on the species, size, and location of the trees proposed for removal are included in the
tree assessment report that was submitted with the application. This tree resource assessment is
included as Appendix D of the EIR and as Attachment 9 to this staff report. The tree assessment
report notes that four of the existing trees are in poor health and that 72 trees are in fair health.
Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR (Biological Resource) notes the requirement for mitigation of these
removals through replanting on a 2:1 basis either on-site, off-site, or through payment of in-lieu
fees. A total of 126 trees are proposed to be planted on-site, including along the project’s
frontages and for beautification of the parking lot at 124 Central Avenue. Although the number
of proposed trees meets the City’s 1:1 replanting requirement in PGMC Chapter 12.16,
additional replanting on one or more offsite locations is required, or in lieu mitigation fees must
be paid.
Landscaping
A landscape plan has been provided which would transform 25% of the current fully-built and
impervious parking lot to landscaping. The plan proposes to use climate-appropriate trees and
plants including ornamental grasses, succulents, and flowering shrubs. The proposed landscaping
includes roof top gardens as depicted on Sheets L-16 through L-21 of the plan set. As discussed
above in Tree Removal and Replanting, a total of 126 new trees would be planted. Trees would
be located along the project’s Ocean View Boulevard, Eardley Avenue, and Dewey Avenue
frontages, in planters for courtyard areas, and in the dune-themed rooftop garden atop the
Group/Family Wing. All trees would be at least 36-inch box size. The tree planting schedule is
included on Sheet L-9 of the plan set. The reconfigured parking lot at 124 Central Avenue would
be landscaped as depicted on Sheet L-13 of the plan set. Irrigation for the project landscaping
incorporates both rainwater and grey-water capture and use as depicted on Sheet L-22 (Water
Reuse Concept) of the plan set.
Lighting
The project’s proposed lighting includes exterior lighting for the grounds, building exteriors and
parking area for safety/security as well as the comfort of guests, employees, and visitors.
Detailed lighting plans were provided in the project plan set on Sheets LT1.00 through LT1.05.
Examples of proposed lighting are depicted on Sheet LT1.00. The proposed lighting palette is
intended to be subtle, down lit, and unobtrusive. The proposed Kelvin ratings for proposed
lighting is 2700K, which is a warm/soft white hue. The majority of the lighting fixtures proposed
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are shielded and down-ward directed. The exception is two of the fixtures depicted on LT1.00
that are not down-lit: the column uplights in Photo #1 and the tree uplights in Photo #14.
Signage
No signage is currently proposed. Such signage, when proposed, would need to comply with
City signage requirements and regulations and requires a subsequent permit.
Grading and Construction Activities and Schedule
The northern portions of the project site (excluding the surface parking lot at 124 Central
Avenue) would be extensively graded for construction of subterranean levels, primarily for the
proposed subgrade parking areas. A total of 47,100 cubic yards of cut is proposed with
excavation depths of 3 to 9 feet in the lower (seaward) portion of the project and depths up to 18
feet in the upper portion of the project. A limited amount of fill (approximately 400 cubic yards)
is proposed in the Sloat Avenue area of the project site. The project proposes a net export and
off-haul of 46,700 cubic yards of material. Much of the substrate proposed for excavation is as
weathered granite, with more intact granite in areas of deeper excavation. Excavation activities
would involve standard heavy construction equipment such as backhoes, loaders, jackhammers,
and pneumatic tools. Blasting is not proposed. The overall construction duration is anticipated to
be 18 to 24 months, with grading and excavation activities anticipated for a 9- to 10-week
duration.
Construction Methods
The project will require heavy equipment for the demolition and excavation activities, and these
components are likely to generate the highest noise and vibration levels. The EIR identified
several mitigation measures for potential construction-phase impacts relative to noise, dust,
vibration, water quality, transportation, cultural resources, and historic resources, and these have
been included as Conditions of Approval.
Transportation Demand Management
A comprehensive transportation demand management (TDM) plan has been developed to
maximize use of alternative transportation for both employees and patrons of the hotel and
commercial uses. The TDM plan is intended to discourage single-occupancy vehicle trips and
encourage alternative modes of transportation such as carpooling, private shuttle, public transit,
walking, and biking. Bicycle parking for both patrons of the site and employees would also be
part of the TDM plan, and bike rentals would be an option for hotel patrons.
Storm Water Treatment Measures
A Preliminary Storm Water Control Plan (SWCP) has been prepared by Whitson Engineers. The
Preliminary SWCP is included as Appendix J to the Draft EIR. As noted in the Preliminary
SWCP, buildout of the project would result in a reduction of impervious surfaces from 3.6 acres
to 2.83 acres. No permeable pavements are proposed for the project. Impervious pavement areas
would be directed to pervious areas where feasible.
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Attachment 4
Draft Environmental Impact Report
The project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is available on the City’s CEQA
webpage in two separate Volumes. The direct links are:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/ceqa-californiaenvironmental-quality-act/volume-i_deir-rv01.pdf
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/ceqa-californiaenvironmental-quality-act/volume-ii_appendices-links.pdf
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Attachment 5
Proposed Final Environmental Impact Report
The project’s proposed Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) is available on the City’s
CEQA webpage. The direct link is:
https://cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/ceqa-californiaenvironmental-quality-act/ATC%20FEIR%20and%20Letters.pdf
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It is intended that this Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan establish the expected stormwater permit
requirements for the project and provide an outline as to how these requirements will be met. The
detailed information required in Sections IV through VII, along with identified tables and attachments
pursuant to the Post-Construction Stormwater Management Requirements (CCRWQCB Resolution No.
R3-2013-0032, Attachment C) and the current edition of the Monterey Regional Stormwater Management
Program’s Stormwater Technical Guide will be provided during the design phase of this project.
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Project Data
Table 1. Project Data Summary
Project Name/Number

American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project

Application Submittal Date

May 30, 2019

Project Location

109, 125, 101 Ocean View Blvd
124 Central Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93930
APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-005, 006-234-004, 006234-008

Project Phase No.

Not a phased project

Project Type and Description

Construction of 2 hotels, commercial space,
underground parking and associated site work.

Project Area 4

4.09± ac (does not include building to be renovated)

Project Site 1

5.59± ac (includes Sloat Avenue right-of-way from
Dewey Street to Eardley Avenue)

New Impervious Surface Area

0.35± ac

Replaced Impervious Surface Area

2.48± ac

Removed Impervious Surface Area

0.77± ac

Total Pre-Project Impervious Surface Area 3

3.6± ac

Total Post-Project Impervious Surface Area 3

2.83± ac

Total New + Replaced Impervious Area 3

2.83± ac

Net Impervious Area 2

2.83± ac – (3.6± ac – 2.83± ac) = 2.06± ac

Watershed Management Zone(s)

4 (no underlying groundwater basin)

LID Design Storm Frequency and Depth

Retention Design Storm = 85th percentile
85th percentile flow rate = 0.2 in/hr
85th percentile 24-hour depth = 0.8 in
95th percentile 24-hour depth = 1.2 in
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1

Project Site: The area defined by the legal boundaries of a parcel or parcels of land within which the new
development or redevelopment takes place and is subject to the Post-Construction Stormwater Management
Requirements. (CCRWQCB Resolution No. R3-2013-0032, Attachment C.)
2

Net Impervious Area: The total (including new and replaced) post-project impervious areas, minus any
reduction in total imperviousness from the pre-project to post-project condition: Net Impervious Area = (New
and Replaced Impervious Area) - (Reduced Impervious Area Credit), where Reduced Impervious Area Credit
is the total pre-project to post-project reduction in impervious area, if any.
3

The total pre- and post-project impervious areas listed are for the Project Area.

4

Project Area: Actual project area. Project area is bounded by the limits of grading, sawcut lines, and match
lines. The Project Area includes both on- and off-site work areas, but does not include areas on-site where
work is not proposed. Note that the building to be renovated is not included within this area.

II. Setting
II.A. Project Location and Description
The project site is located across 4 parcels (APN 006-231-001, 006-234-005, 006-234-004, 006234-008) and the
portion of Sloat Avenue adjacent to parcel 006-234-004 and -005 and consists of two new hotels and
redevelopment of commercial space. Each hotel is proposed to have subterranean parking garages. The site is
located in the City of Pacific Grove and is within Water Management Zone 4 and does not overlie a
groundwater basin.
II.B. Existing Site Features and Conditions
The existing site is developed and consists of parking lots and buildings that currently house retail and
commercial space. The site generally slopes from the southwest, inland side of the site, to the northeast,
coastal side of the site. Retaining walls and graded slopes exist within the project area to make up the grade
differential across the development. Sloat Avenue divides the project site and there are existing utilities within
the public right of way.
Per the geotechnical investigation completed in 2016 and supplemented with additional borings in 2019
(Attachment C),
The subsurface profile consists of a mantle of clayey sand topsoil over granite bedrock. The thickness
of the overburden soil ranges from 2.8 to 12 feet. The native overburden soil is part of a coastal
terrace deposit. In some areas of the site, portions of the overburden soil consist of fill. The
overburden soil is underlain by a layer of weathered granitic bedrock. Across the site, the layer of
weathered granite ranges from 1 to 13 feet thick above very dense granite. The depth of very dense
granite was determined by auger refusal, where the auger did not advance more than one inch after
10 consecutive minutes of drilling with full mechanical down pressure exerted on the auger.
The overburden soils within our test borings at the project site have some clay content with a low
potential for expansion based on the measured Atterberg Limits (P.I. > 15). It is not uncommon to
encounter localized areas of fat clay overlying granite bedrock formations. These formations may exist
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at the project site in other locations where borings have not been advanced. Based on our experience
in the region, localized deposits of expansive soils are usually not vast and can be removed easily from
improvement areas using conventional construction equipment. The weathered granite layer is
generally in a dense state, however the ability to advance the auger through the weathered bedrock
indicate it should be possible to remove or rip using conventional construction equipment. Removal
of the intact, very dense granite below the weathered layer will probably not be possible with
conventional construction equipment. Alternative methods will likely be required to remove the very
dense bedrock. The estimated elevation of the interface of the very hard granite ranges from 5 feet to
45 feet throughout the site. These elevations have been estimated based on the site plan prepared by
Whitson Engineers and the results of the test borings. The hard bedrock generally appears to dip
down towards the northeast, in the area of the existing loading dock and Ocean View Boulevard. The
elevation of the bedrock generally appears to increase towards the southeast, and it greatest in the area
of the existing parking lots.
Groundwater was encountered in the 2016 borings B-8 and B-12 at a depth of 10 feet. Very moist
conditions were noted in other 2016 borings as well, typically just above the contact with weathered
granite. It is common for groundwater to perch above the contact between soil and weathered rock in
this area. In the 2019 borings, the overburden soil was generally moist, however no groundwater was
encountered in the borings.
It should be noted groundwater levels may fluctuate due to variations in rainfall or other factors not
evident during our investigation. Contrasts in permeability between soil and bedrock strata could
allow perched groundwater conditions to develop. Subsurface conditions and water levels at other
locations may differ from conditions at the locations where sampling was conducted. The passage of
time may also result in changes to the conditions observed or inferred from our investigation.
The site geology is mapped as undivided coastal terrace deposits underlain by porphyritic granodiorite
(a type of granitic bedrock).
II.C. Opportunities and Constraints for Stormwater Control
The existing project area presents various opportunities and constraints for implementation of stormwater
controls. The primary features are:
1. Grades within the project area are fairly steep. Eardley Avenue and Dewey Street that border the
project to the southeast and northwest slope are steeper than 8%.
2. There is an existing storm drain infrastructure in Eardley Avenue that is fairly deep, making
connection to the storm drain system feasible.
3. The existing storm drain system in Ocean View Blvd is fairly shallow near the Dewey Street
intersection, but gets deeper as it continues southeast.
4. There is no existing storm drain infrastructure in Dewey Street.
5. The underlying granite makes infiltration and retention of stormwater ineffective. The site does not
overlie a groundwater basin and any uncontrolled runoff would likely be intercepted by wall drains
and collected in the storm drain system.
6. The project site is tributary to the public storm drain system that was upgraded as a part of the Urban
Runoff Diversion Project to include CDS hydrodynamic separator units to trap trash, debris,
sediment, and hydrocarbons.

Page 5

Page 64 of 295

Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan for:
American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project

May 27, 2020
Job No.: 3400.00

III. Low Impact Development Design Strategies
III.A.

Optimization of Site Layout
III.A.1. Limitation of development envelope

The Project Area (footprint) is limited to the existing developed footprint; this is a redevelopment project.
Rather than demolishing the entire site, a large portion of an existing building will be renovated.
III.A.2. Preservation of natural drainage features
No natural drainage features are present within the project area.
III.A.3. Setbacks from creeks, wetlands, and riparian habitats
Creeks, wetlands, and riparian habitats are not present within the project area, nor in close proximity (within
100’).
III.A.4. Minimization of imperviousness
Pervious planting areas and green roofs are being considered at the levels above the subterranean parking
garage and approximate areas are included in the Project Data Summary. As design development occurs,
these stormwater control measures will be evaluated further.
Parking is provided underground eliminating the potential for pollutants associated with these vehicular areas
to be washed into the storm drain system during rain events. These areas will only be cleaned for
maintenance purposes which will occur far less frequently than rain events and these areas will be plumbed to
the City’s sanitary system, for treatment at the Monterey One Water Treatment Plant in Marina, CA.
III.B.

Use of Permeable Pavements

Permeable pavements are not proposed for this project.
III.C.

Dispersal of Runoff to Pervious Areas

Impervious pavement areas will be directed to pervious areas where feasible.
III.D.

Stormwater Control Measures

The project is subject to Performance Requirements 1 and 2 of the Post Construction Requirements (PCRs).
Performance Requirements 3 and 4 are not applicable to the project because while the project replaces more
than 22,500 square feet, the site is in WMZ 4 and does not overlie a groundwater basin.
The project will meet Performance Requirement 1 by limiting the development envelope, dispersal of runoff
to pervious areas, and by minimizing imperviousness as discussed in section III.A above.
Per the PCRs, Low Impact Development (LID) Treatment Systems (retention of the 85th percentile 24-hour
storm event) must be considered as the first way to meet Performance Requirement 2. This treatment option
was considered but due to the underlying granite and because the site does not overlie a groundwater basin,
retention was deemed to be infeasible, ineffective, and unnecessary. Per the Technical Support Document for
the Post Construction Requirements in the Central Coast Region:
WMZ 4: Characteristics: Drains to lake, large river, or marine nearshore. Underlain by all geologic
types, 0–10%, and Quaternary and Late Tertiary deposits, 10-40%. Attributes and Management
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Approach: This WMZ covers those areas geologically equivalent to WMZ’s 1 and 3, but draining to
one of the receiving water types that are not sensitive to changes in flow rates. The dominant
watershed processes in this low-gradient terrain are those providing chemical and biological
remediation of runoff, but a specific focus on infiltration management strategies is only necessary
for those parts of this WMZ that overlie a groundwater basin. This WMZ covers 13.6% of Central
Coast Region’s urban areas (Table 5); almost 11% of the region’s urban areas are in this WMZ and
overlie a groundwater basin.
Biofiltration must be considered as the second alternative to LID Treatment Systems per the PCRs. This
treatment system will be considered to treat runoff from the site. Due to the depth required for biofiltration
areas, and because the site is primarily underlain by subterranean parking, there may be limited opportunity to
employ this treatment system. It is likely that Non-Retention Based Treatment Systems including highflowrate tree box filters and vault based high flowrate media filters will be implemented to meet Performance
Requirement 2 for the majority of the site. These facilities will be designed per Appendix C Technical
Criteria for Non-LID Treatment Facilities.

IV. Documentation of Drainage Design
IV.A.

Description of Drainage Management Areas

IV.B.

Self-Treating and Self-Retaining Areas

IV.C.

Stormwater Treatment (Performance Requirement #2) Calculations

IV.D.

Site Activities and Potential Sources of Pollutants

V. Stormwater Facility Maintenance
V.A. Ownership and Responsibility for Maintenance in Perpetuity
V.B. Operation and Maintenance Plan

VI. Construction Checklist
VII. Certifications
It is intended that this Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan establish the expected stormwater permit
requirements for the project and provide an outline as to how these requirements will be met. The
detailed information required in Sections IV through VII, along with identified tables and attachments
pursuant to the Post-Construction Stormwater Management Requirements (CCRWQCB Resolution No.
R3-2013-0032, Attachment C) and the current edition of the Monterey Regional Stormwater Management
Program’s Stormwater Technical Guide will be provided during the design phase of this project.
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Attachment A

WMZ Map

Groundwater Basin Map
Watershed Management Zone (WMZ) = 4
Site is not underlain by a groundwater basin
Source: Monterey County GIS

http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Geocortex/Essentials/ex
ternal/REST/sites/Base_Map_Out/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default
Accessed: 3/15/19
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SITE

85th PERCENTILE PRECIPITATION MAP

SITE

95th PERCENTILE PRECIPITATION MAP
SOURCE: CENTRAL COAST REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

ATTACHMENT B - 85TH & 95TH PERCENTILE MAPS
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PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA
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HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL & COASTAL ENGINEERS

Project No. M11578
10 April 2019
Comstock, Crosser & Assoc. Development, Inc.
P. O. Box 61355
Irvine, California 92602
Attention:

Mr. Scott Stone

Subject:

Limited Geotechnical Investigation – Phase II Exploration

Reference:

American Tin Cannery Hotel
125 Ocean View Boulevard
Pacific Grove, California

Dear Mr. Stone:
At your request Haro Kasunich and Associates, Inc. (HKA) has prepared the following summary
of the results to date of our limited Geotechnical Investigation for the property located at 125
Ocean View Boulevard in Pacific Grove, California.
In 2016, a total of fourteen (14) exploratory borings were performed at the site with a machine
powered drill rig, capable of collecting soil samples with Standard Penetration Testing (SPT).
Laboratory tests were performed on selected soil samples. An additional ten (10) exploratory
borings were performed as a part of this investigation to develop a better understanding of the
depth to hard rock from the ground surface in the location of the proposed subterranean parking
structures.
Information collected in the test borings has been used to develop a subsurface profile of the
soil and bedrock conditions at the site. A site plan of the subject site, prepared by Whitson
Engineers and dated 16 June 2016, was utilized in preparation of this report. To better
understand proposed improvements as well as aid in geotechnical work plan development and
cost estimates, HKA had discussions with Scott Stone of Comstock Homes and reviewed the
American Tin Cannery Hotel and Mixed Use Progress Package, dated 12 November 2018,
prepared by John C. Hill, A.I.A.
Additional geotechnical investigation required to develop design-level geotechnical
recommendations would include, but is not limited to, shear wave and refraction testing and
rock coring with a diamond-tip drilling auger. The information gathered in these tests will further
develop an understanding of the subsurface conditions at the site.
HKA also recommends having a geological investigation report for the project site prepared by a
registered Engineering Geologist in conjunction with our geotechnical investigation report. The
geological report would provide valuable insight into the orientation of hard bedrock, bedrock
lithology, and identification of coastal hazards including, but not limited to, long term shoreline
recession, coastal flooding, and impact from sea level rise. The geological investigation report
would not only be beneficial to the value engineering of the project, but may also become a
requirement by certain agencies reviewing the project such as the California Coastal
116 EAST LAKE AVENUE  WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95076  (831) 722-4175  FAX (831) 722-3202
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Mr. Scott Stone
Project No. M11578
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10 April 2019
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Commission (CCC). HKA can coordinate geological services for this project with a registered
engineering geologist with experience in coastal processes.
Purpose and Scope
The purpose of this report is to present data collected as a part of the additional test borings
performed at the project site in the area of the proposed subterranean parking structures,
specifically depth to hard bedrock, and to make recommendations for further work to develop a
design-level geotechnical investigation report for the planned improvements. The specific scope
of our services to date was as follows:
A. Review of data collected as a part of the 2016 investigation. The data was used to
identify locations for additional soil borings, and in the development of the subsurface
profile of the soil and bedrock at the site;
B. Performed ten (10) additional soil test borings in the locations of the proposed
subterranean parking garage. Eight (8) test borings were performed around the
building along Ocean View Boulevard, Dewey Street, and Sloat Avenue and in the
area of the loading dock and existing parking lots using a truck mounted drill rig. Two
(2) test borings were performed inside the existing building using a portable drill rig.
Standard Penetration Testing was performed as a part of the exploratory borings.
The difficulty encountered in advancing the auger and the results of the Standard
Penetration Tests were used to estimate the surface of the weathered and hard
granite bedrock in vertical elevation;
C. Prior to performing the test borings, the area was cleared for conflict with
underground utilities using Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR). HKA also contacted
USA for location of group member utilities.
D. The concrete slab in the loading dock area and the floor slab inside the existing
building were cored by a licensed and bonded contractor prior to drilling. Item (C)
was completed prior to coring of concrete slabs;
E. Required boring permits and encroachment permits were obtained by required
agencies prior to start of field exploration work. The City of Pacific Grove was also
notified prior to start of items (B) and (D) as a proactive measure in the event noise
complaints were reported;
F. HKA coordinated traffic safety with a licensed and bonded contractor that specializes
traffic control services. Parking meters were leased and bagged during work by the
Pacific Grove Police Department;
G. This memorandum summarizing the findings of the field exploration phase was
prepared and submitted to client as an update.

116 EAST LAKE AVENUE  WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95076  (831) 722-4175  FAX (831) 722-3202
Page 73 of 295

Mr. Scott Stone
Project No. M11578
American Tin Cannery Hotel
10 April 2019
Page 3
Project Description
Based on review of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Mixed Use Progress Package, dated
12 November 2018, prepared by John C. Hill, A.I.A. and discussions with Mr. Scott Stone HKA
understands the project as follows:
•

The northeast side of the existing building is shown to be demolished along with the
parking lots above Sloat Avenue and the pedestrian bridge connecting the two;

•

A new 4.5 star, four (4) story, Four Seasons Hotel is shown to be constructed over the
upper parking lot;

•

A group hotel will be constructed over the demolished portion of the existing building.
The group hotel is shown to be three (3) stories tall;

•

Each hotel is shown to have a pool and their own arrival court. The luxury hotel is also
shown to have a large spa and first class restaurant;

•

The portion of the existing building to remain is shown to be converted into retail,
restaurants, meeting rooms and a ball room space on the street level compatible with
the hotel. The second floor is shown to be converted into walking area with some
meeting rooms and retail;

•

Each hotel is shown to have their own subterranean parking garage totaling 335
parking spaces. The elevations of the subterranean levels are shown to be between 9
and 44 feet on the plans.

Field Exploration to Date
Subsurface conditions were explored by drilling a total of ten (10) exploratory borings to depths
ranging between 3.2 and 16.0 feet below the ground surface (bgs). The borings were advanced
with either an 8-inch diameter continuous flight auger hollow-stem drilling equipment or 4-inch
diameter continuous flight limited access drilling equipment. Concrete slabs were cored through
where borings were located inside the building and on the loading dock. The boreholes were
backfilled with soil cuttings and capped with a concrete plug up to the surface. Borings
performed indoors were backfilled with soil cuttings after which the concrete core was replaced.
Representative soil samples were obtained from the exploratory borings at selected depths, or
at major strata changes. These samples were recovered using a 3.0 inch O.D. Modified
California Sampler (L), or by a Standard Terzaghi Sampler (T). The soils encountered in the
borings were continuously logged in the field and described in accordance with the Unified Soil
Classification System (ASTM D2488, Visual-Manual Proceeding). The Test Boring Logs are
included in the Appendix of this report. The logs depict subsurface conditions at the
approximate locations shown on the Boring Site Plan. Subsurface conditions at other locations
may differ from those encountered at the explored locations. Stratification lines shown on the
logs represent the approximate boundaries between soil types. The actual soil layer transitions
may be gradual.
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The penetration blow counts noted on the boring logs were obtained by driving a sampler into
the soil with a 140-pound hammer dropping through a 30-inch fall. The sampler was driven up to
18 inches into the soil and the number of blows counted for each 6-inch penetration interval.
The numbers indicated on the logs are the total number of blows that were recorded for the
second and third 6-inch intervals, or the blows that were required to drive the penetration depth
shown if high resistance was encountered.
Subsurface Conditions
The subsurface profile of the site generally consists of a mantle of clayey sand topsoil over
granite bedrock. The thickness of the overburden soil ranges from 2.8 to 12 feet. The native
overburden soil is part of a coastal terrace deposit. In some areas of the site, portions of the
overburden soil consist of fill. The overburden soil is underlain by a layer of weathered granitic
bedrock. Across the site, the layer of weathered granite ranges from 1 to 13 feet thick above
very dense granite. The depth of very dense granite was determined by auger refusal, where
the auger did not advance more than one inch after 10 consecutive minutes of drilling with full
mechanical down pressure exerted on the auger.
The overburden soils within our test borings at the project site have some clay content with a
low potential for expansion based on the measured Atterberg Limits (P.I. > 15). It is not
uncommon to encounter localized areas of fat clay overlying granite bedrock formations. These
formations may exist at the project site in other locations where borings have not been
advanced. Based on our experience in the region, localized deposits of expansive soils are
usually not vast and can be removed easily from improvement areas using conventional
construction equipment.
The weathered granite layer is generally in a dense state, however the ability to advance the
auger through the weathered bedrock indicate it should be possible to remove or rip using
conventional construction equipment.
Removal of the intact, very dense granite below the weathered layer will probably not be
possible with conventional construction equipment. Alternative methods will likely be required to
remove the very dense bedrock.
The estimated elevation of the interface of the very hard granite ranges from 5 feet to 45 feet
throughout the site. These elevations have been estimated based on the site plan prepared by
Whitson Engineers and the results of the test borings. The hard bedrock generally appears to
dip down towards the northeast, in the area of the existing loading dock and Ocean View
Boulevard. The elevation of the bedrock generally appears to increase towards the southeast,
and it greatest in the area of the existing parking lots.
The depth below ground surface to weathered and hard bedrock is shown in Table 1.
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Boring

Depth of
Boring (ft)

B-1-16
B-2-16
B-3-16
B-4-16
B-5-16
B-6-16
B-7-16
B-8-16
B-9-16
B-10-16
B-11-16
B-12-16
B-13-16*
B-14-16*
B-1-19
B-2-19
B-3-19
B-4-19*
B-5-19*
B-6-19
B-7-19
B-8-19
B-9-19
B-10-19

18.5
16.1
12
11
23
12.1
13
18
11
9
14.5
21
5.5
6.3
10
7.5
7
4.3
3.2
6
5.5
6
16
9

Elevation of
Existing
Ground
Surface (ft)
57.5
57.5
55
52.8
26.5
54
52
26.6
45.9
54.2
26.6
26.3
26.5
26.7
26.3
44
36.5
43
55
48.9

Depth to
Weathered
Granite (ft)

Elevation of
Weathered
Granite (ft)

Depth to
Hard
Granite (ft)

Elevation of
Hard
Granite (ft)

5
6
5
5
5
2
4
12
5
3
12
11
4
4.5
6.5
5
4
4
2.8
5.5
3.5
3
12
4

52.5
51.5
50
47.8
21.5
52
48
14.6
40.9
51.2
14.6
15.3
20
21.7
22.3
38.5
33
40
43
44.9

18
16
12
11
15
11
13
18
11
9
13
21
5.5
6
10
7.5
7
4.3
3.2
6
5.5
6
16
9

39.5
41.5
43
41.8
11.5
43
39
8.6
34.9
45.2
13.6
5.3
16.5
19.2
19.3
24.6
26.1
38
31
37
39
39.9

*Borings B-13-16, B-14-16, B-4-19, and B-5-19 were performed inside the existing building, and
no elevation data is available.
The test boring logs are included in the Appendix, Figures 9 to 33. Stratification lines shown on
the logs represent the approximate boundaries between soil types; the actual transitions may be
gradual. Boring locations are shown on the Test Boring Site Plans, Figures 3 to 5 in the
Appendix. The boring locations are overlaid on an existing satellite image and preliminary site
plans.
The cross section profiles prepared by HKA in a report dated 15 November 2018 were revised
based on the results of the ten (10) test borings performed as a part of this investigation. A total
of three (3) cross sections have been revised in this report. One cross section was cut across
the project site from north to south from the upper parking lot through the building down to
Ocean View Boulevard. The second cross section was cut through the building north to east
from Eardley Avenue to Dewey Street. The third cross section was cut west to south through the
upper and lower parking lots. The cross sections provide a graphical presentation of our
interpretation of the test borings to show the location, depth, and thickness of the overburden
soil, weathered granite, and un-weathered bedrock throughout the site. The approximate
extents of the subterranean parking structures have also been included on the cross sections.
The cross sections are shown in Figures 6 and 7 in the Appendix.
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Groundwater was encountered in the 2016 borings B-8 and B-12 at a depth of 10 feet. Very
moist conditions were noted in other 2016 borings as well, typically just above the contact with
weathered granite. It is common for groundwater to perch above the contact between soil and
weathered rock in this area. In the 2019 borings, the overburden soil was generally moist,
however no groundwater was encountered in the borings.
It should be noted groundwater levels may fluctuate due to variations in rainfall or other factors
not evident during our investigation. Contrasts in permeability between soil and bedrock strata
could allow perched groundwater conditions to develop. Subsurface conditions and water levels
at other locations may differ from conditions at the locations where sampling was conducted.
The passage of time may also result in changes to the conditions observed or inferred from our
investigation.
The site geology is mapped as undivided coastal terrace deposits underlain by porphyritic
granodiorite (a type of granitic bedrock). The regional geology is shown on Figure 2.
Geologic and Coastal Hazards
Geologic hazards considered for this site include strong seismic shaking, liquefaction potential
and related ground effects, slope instability, coastal flooding from storm surge and wave run-up,
future beach and bluff recession, and long term sea level rise.
We anticipate strong seismic shaking to occur during the design life of the proposed
development and therefore it should be incorporated into the planning and construction of
improvements.
Liquefaction is a phenomenon where granular soils below the groundwater table experience a
loss of shear strength during seismic shaking. Ground effects related to liquefaction include
vertical settlement, ground subsidence or voids below structures, soil bearing failure, and sand
boils to name a few. Based on the data collected as a part of this investigation, the potential for
liquefaction to occur at the project site is low.
Slope instability or land sliding occurs when the shear strength of the soil within the slope is
over powered by the driving forces within the slope (i.e. ground water, soil weight, seismic
shaking). The project site has gentle to moderate slope gradients. The potential for deep seated
land sliding to occur in the bedrock is low to nil. The overburden soils could be subject to
general slope failure particularly within the cut/fill slopes ascending from Sloat Avenue to the
parking lots. These slopes should be screened using a limit equilibrium slope stability analysis.
It appears these slopes are likely to be retained as part of the planned development. That would
likely resolve any slope instability concerns.
Coastal hazards such as flooding, future shoreline recession, and impacts from long-term sea
level rise should be evaluated by a Licensed Engineering Geologist with experience in coastal
processes working in conjunction with the Geotechnical Engineer. The geologist can also
provide beneficial insight in to the bedrock orientation and lithology that can be used for value
engineering. HKA can coordinate these geological services for the client upon request.
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Discussions and Conclusions
The data collected in this and the 2016 investigation provides a preliminary understanding of the
subsurface conditions present at the site. The results of the exploratory borings indicate the
general profile of the layers of overburden soil, weathered bedrock, and intact bedrock which
underlie the site. Our understanding of the project site from a geotechnical standpoint is still
limited to the amount and type of work completed to date. Further investigation will be required
to develop design-level geotechnical recommendations and criteria for planning, design, and
construction.
Geotechnical considerations for the project site thus far are loose compressible near surface
overburden soils, the need for temporary shoring in areas of deep excavation and embedment
of shoring into hard granite, excavations near property lines that could impact nearby
improvements (i.e. City streets or neighboring buildings), perched groundwater, construction
sequencing to minimize potential for damages to neighboring improvements, and very hard
granite bedrock that will require un-conventional construction methods to drill into and/or
remove.
Based on the data collected thus far the proposed project is feasible from a geotechnical
engineering standpoint. The granite and firm native overburden soils are suitable for foundation
support. To better understand the economics related to the geotechnical aspects of construction
geophysical soundings and diamond tip rock coring exploration is recommended. HKA can
arrange for these services at the client’s request.
Excavations
It is anticipated that the finished floor for much of the lower level of the development will be
concrete slab-on-grade and located below the top of the hard granite formation. This will require
removing the hard granite bedrock formation over vast areas to make room for slab section,
water proofing, and under-slab drain systems. Based on the preliminary site plans prepared by
John C. Hill, A.I.A., the elevation of the subterranean parking garages will range from 44 feet to
9 feet. Construction of subterranean levels will require excavations on the order of 10 to 15 feet
or more.
The greatest depth of excavation will be required for the lower parking garage, where the
proposed elevation of the structure is 9 feet. The test borings performed in the area of the lower
parking garage indicate the depth to intact bedrock below the existing ground surface ranges
from to 23 feet in the northern corner of the proposed parking area to 3.2 feet near the southern
corner of the lower parking garage. Based on these depths, it is anticipated that up to 15 vertical
feet of the intact bedrock would have to be removed to reach the proposed elevation of the
lower parking structure in areas where the bedrock is most shallow.
In the area of the upper parking garage, the test borings indicate the depth to intact bedrock
ranges from 9 to 16 feet. In excavations for the upper parking garage, bedrock may not be
encountered in all areas. Where bedrock is encountered, up to 3 feet may have to be removed
to reach the proposed elevation of the parking deck.
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The topsoil and majority of the weathered granitic bedrock should be relatively easy to excavate
with conventional equipment. Below the weathered granite is where excavation challenges will
begin; this material is very competent un-weathered granite bedrock. As mentioned above, the
vertical cuts next to adjacent buildings and property lines will need to have shoring components
with their foundations embedded into the un-weathered bedrock. We anticipate coring will be
needed to excavate the foundation elements of the shoring in many locations around the project
site.
The results of our test borings indicate deeper excavations into the granitic bedrock may be very
difficult if not impossible with conventional grading equipment like excavators and backhoes. It
was very difficult to advance the auger through the bedrock more than a couple of inches over a
period of ten (10) minutes when drilling, and the Standard Penetration Test (SPT) drove the
sampler less than one inch for 50 blows of the hammer into the material. Continued sampling
and drilling would have eventually damaged the drilling rig and tooling. Both the lack of auger
advancement and minimal sampler penetration into competent bedrock material indicates it will
be hard to remove with conventional construction equipment.
Although the results of the soil borings and Standard Penetration Tests (SPTs) give some
indication as to the ease of excavation in the soil and bedrock at the site, the rippability of the
un-weathered bedrock can be better determined with additional investigation, including shear
wave and refraction testing with a diamond-tip drilling auger. These determinations will aid in
construction planning and underground floor level layouts. The information will also be used to
determine the appropriate seismic design site class based on guidelines presented in Chapter
16 of the California Building Code (CBC 2016). Shear wave and refraction testing was included
in the geotechnical work plan outlined in our report dated 15 November 2018.
In summary very dense granite is expected to be encountered while excavating to the finished
floor of the subterranean parking. The soil overburden will need to be shored. The shoring
foundation will be embedded into hard granite bedrock requiring coring. The data collected to
date profiles the depth and location of the granite bedrock. To understand how difficult removal
of this material will be requires geophysical soundings and exploratory diamond tip coring. HKA
can arrange for this work to be completed at your request.
Temporary Shoring
The overburden soils are subject to cut slope failures if they are not either laid back at a safe
gradient on the order of 45 degrees (1H:1V) or secured using shoring. Given the proximity of the
property lines in most locations of the planned excavation, laying back the overburden soils will
not be a viable option. Top-down shoring needs to be implemented to minimize the potential for
lateral movement of the overburden soils during grading that may result in vertical settlement of
neighboring buildings, streets, and utilities. The exception being the south side of the excavation
for the subterranean parking garage. Since property line constraints do not exist along this side
of the excavation, tied back or soil nail type shoring systems could also be implemented.
We anticipate shoring to consist of a cantilever structural system that would require cast in
drilled hole (CIDH) piers embedded into the granite bedrock a significant depth below bottom of
the excavation. Given the difficulty encountered in advancing the auger through the hard
bedrock, drilling piers for shoring in the material will be very difficult if not impossible.
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Where deep excavations are to occur, the ability to construct CIDH piers can be better
understood by advancing diamond tip coring equipment to a depth of at least 10 feet below
bottom of lowest CIDH pier. The effect of site improvements on neighboring properties should
be measured by having licensed surveyors place temporary targets on building foundations and
street surfaces. The targets should be surveyed and vertical elevation referenced to a nearby
benchmark or monument. The surveyor should taker reading before, during, and after the
excavation has been secured with a permanent retaining wall.
Limitations and Uniformity of Conditions
This report is issued with the understanding it is the responsibility of the owner, or his
representative, to ensure the information and recommendations contained herein are called to
the attention of the Architects and Engineers for the project and incorporated into the plans, and
the necessary steps are taken to ensure the Contractors and Subcontractors carry out such
recommendations in the field. The conclusions and recommendations contained herein are
professional opinions derived in accordance with current standards of professional practice. No
other warranty expressed or implied is made.
The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions
of a property can occur with the passage of time, whether they be due to natural processes or to
the works of man, on this or adjacent properties. In addition, changes in applicable or
appropriate standards occur whether they result from legislation or the broadening of
knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated, wholly or partially, by
changes outside our control. Therefore, this report should not be relied upon after a period of
three (3) years without being reviewed by a geotechnical engineer.
We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you. If you have any questions concerning this
letter, please contact our office. If you would wish to move forward with the recommended
additional investigation, including shear wave and refraction testing and rock coring with a
diamond-tip drilling auger, please contact our office.
Respectfully Submitted,
HARO, KASUNICH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Katerina Schulz, E.I.T.
Staff Engineer
KS/MC/mc
Copies:

Moses Cuprill
C.E. 78904

2 to Addressee
PDF Scott Stone sstone@comstock-homes.com
PDF John Hill johnhillaia@gmail.com
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APPENDIX A
Site Vicinity Map (Figure 1)
Regional Geologic Map (Figure 2)
Test Boring Site Plans (Figures 3 – 5)
Geotechnical Cross Sections (Figures 6 – 8)
Key to Logs (Figure 9)
Test Boring Logs (2019) (Figures10 - 19)
Test Boring Logs (2016) (Figures 20 – 33)
Direct Shear Test Results (Figures 34 – 39)
Atterberg Limits Test Results (Figure 40)
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NOTES:
1. TEST BORINGS WERE DRILLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ASTM D
1586 STANDARD TO AUGER REFUSAL.
2. BORINGS LOCATED INSIDE THE EXISTING BUILDING WERE
PERFORMED WITH A LIMITED ACCESS DRILL RIG.
3. BORINGS LOCATED OUTSIDE IN THE STREET, LOADING DOCK, AND
PARKING AREAS WERE PERFORMED WITH A TRUCK MOUNTED DRILL
RIG.
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NOTES:
1. ALL TEST BORINGS WILL BE DRILLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ASTM
D 1586 STANDARD TO A DEPTH OF 20.0' OR REFUSAL, WHICHEVER
OCCURS FIRST.
2. THE PROPOSED TEST BORING LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE SUBJECT TO
CHANGE BASED ON THE LOCATION OF UTILITIES AND APPROVAL OF
THE PROPERTY OWNER AND THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE.
3. BORINGS LOCATED INSIDE THE EXISTING BUILDING AND IN THE
LOADING DOCK WILL REQUIRE CONCRETE CORING PRIOR TO
DRILLING.
4. BORINGS LOCATED IN THE STREET WILL REQUIRE APPROVAL FROM
THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE IN THE FORM OF AN ENCROACHMENT
PERMIT. TRAFFIC CONTROL WILL BE REQUIRED TO PERFORM THE
TEST BORINGS.

C'

Page 86 of 295

B'

A

B

A'
10

25

N

C

50

NOTES:
1. ALL TEST BORINGS WILL BE DRILLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ASTM
D 1586 STANDARD TO A DEPTH OF 20.0' OR REFUSAL, WHICHEVER
OCCURS FIRST.
2. THE PROPOSED TEST BORING LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE SUBJECT TO
CHANGE BASED ON THE LOCATION OF UTILITIES AND APPROVAL OF
THE PROPERTY OWNER AND THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE.
3. BORINGS LOCATED INSIDE THE EXISTING BUILDING AND IN THE
LOADING DOCK WILL REQUIRE CONCRETE CORING PRIOR TO
DRILLING.
4. BORINGS LOCATED IN THE STREET WILL REQUIRE APPROVAL FROM
THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE IN THE FORM OF AN ENCROACHMENT
PERMIT. TRAFFIC CONTROL WILL BE REQUIRED TO PERFORM THE
TEST BORINGS.
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Attachment 7
ATC Hotel and Commercial Project
Supplement to ARB Application
Design Narrative
The design of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial project responds to
the existing site conditions by taking advantage of spectacular views to Monterey
Bay, and decentralizing the project components to address how the project is perceived from its surroundings. In the past, the site has experienced various industrial
and commercial uses, more specifically, a cannery, warehouses, railroad staging, &
seafood processing. In the mid 1970’s, The American Tin Cannery and adjacent
buildings were seismically upgraded and converted into a commercial retail center
with on grade parking lots, a bridge over Sloat Avenue, and an elevator tower accessing the building below.
The proposed project organizes the hotel and commercial functions into a grouping
of distinctly separate buildings, significantly reducing the project’s perceived overall
size and volume. Roughly a third of the project area is located partially or fully below
grade. And, the new project envisions 4 distinctly separate buildings including a new
upper hotel wing with a separate entry, the revitalization of the existing Archies building, the revitalization of the existing American Tin Cannery building, and a new lower
hotel wing with a separate entrance on Ocean View Boulevard.
Existing site constraints include the large box-like buildings on Ocean View Boulevard that create an uninterrupted and unfriendly wall along the majority of the street
frontage, severely limiting visual and pedestrian access. Accordingly, the proposed
project break ups the uninterrupted facade, creating three inviting courtyards that
bring light and air deep into the site and allowing pedestrians and vehicles to penetrate. The proposed new lower hotel wing will be several feet lower in height than the
existing warehouse structures with a landscaped green roof.
The concept of expansive courtyards also extends through the upper levels of the
site, and the extensive below grade areas results in only 50% of lot coverage, providing the ability to create significant outdoor spaces. In the center of the property,
roughly 2/3 of Sloat Avenue will be abandoned and the eastern portion converted to
landscaped courtyards facing Eardley Avenue. The lower and upper hotel wings are
connected in the middle third of Sloat Avenue where they share ancillary support areas covered by an exterior courtyard and pool. Further reducing the project’s scale,
the buildings step uphill with grade, with the 3 story elements concentrated in the
center portion of the site and stepping down to one and two stories at the building
edges and the property’s perimeter.
While functioning as one hotel, the two separate hotel wings are differentiated to accommodate a broader range of hotel guests. The lower wing on Ocean View is designed to appeal to groups and families with a lower price point and more limited
services. The upper wing will appeal more to the free independent or executive traveler, with convenient access to the project’s food and beverage offerings and amenities. Unlike several nearby hotels where valet operations utilize public streets for tak1
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ing and returning cars, the lower and upper hotel arrival courts allow for all vehicular
traffic to be completely internalized within the property. These separate hotel entries
provide the ability to easily handle arrivals and departures, especially during events.
The upper arrival court overlooks the American Tin Cannery building providing
guests and visitors with panoramic views of Monterey Bay. Upon entering, the hotel
lobby, lobby bar, and restaurant are immediately visible. And, two dedicated public
elevators directly off the arrival court provide direct access to a roof top bar over the
restaurant as well as the retail and meeting spaces in the American Tin Cannery
building below. On all levels of both hotel wings, the majority of hotel guest rooms
will feature direct Monterey Bay views, all with balconies and many with broad view
terraces.
Architecturally, the project responds to the commercial and industrial context of the
existing structures on site and Cannery Row including more recent examples like the
Monterey Bay Aquarium. The lower hotel takes its cues from the adjacent American
Tin Cannery building in a modern yet evocative manner, expressing the structural
frame with metal sash window infill. Exterior Materials at the lower wing are exposed
architectural concrete, vertical corrugated metal siding, and metal framed windows
and shade devices consistent with the original industrial windows of the American
Tin Cannery building. The upper hotel wing employs a similar expression with an exposed exterior structural frame and similar metal windows and shade devices. However, this wing is differentiated from the lower hotel wing with warm hues of horizontal composite wood siding.
The exterior and interior structure of both the existing Archies and American Tin
Cannery buildings will remain intact, upgraded, and refurbished closer to their original intent with code appropriate and energy efficient exteriors. Again, to address the
continuous wall along Ocean View Boulevard and bring light and air into the building,
4 center bays of the American Tin Cannery will be removed, creating a new courtyard with a much needed outdoor meeting venue. Inside, the portion of the building
currently occupied by Archie’s restaurant and the eastern half of the American Tin
Cannery building will remain as commercial or retail spaces, and the western half will
be converted to new meeting space with the hotel’s spa and fitness facility on the
mezzanine. Currently there is no ADA access to the American Tin Cannery building
along Ocean View, so the existing elevated boardwalk will be revised to provide two
ramp sections on either side. Similarly, the proposed project also includes significant
and needed upgrades to public sidewalks and infrastructure on all 4 sides of the
property.

2
Page 123 of 295

Attachment 8
Architectural Permit Review Criteria and Findings
PGMC Section 23.70.060
(e) Review Criteria. In carrying out the purposes of this chapter, the board shall consider in each
specific case any or all of the following as may be appropriate:
(1) The city of Pacific Grove Architectural Review Guidelines.
(2) The siting of any structure on the property as compared to the siting of other structures in the
immediate neighborhood and the surrounding area.
(3) All structures shall have simplicity of mass and detail and shall not strive for bizarre effects.
There shall be an appropriate use of material. Except as exempt pursuant to PGMC 23.70.015
(Exemptions), colors shall be in good taste and never harsh, garish, or inappropriate to the other
colors designated for the structure or to the surrounding environment. Architectural character
shall be aesthetically pleasing of itself and shall either harmonize with adjacent structures, or
shall complement architectural characteristics of adjacent structures by means of dignified
contrast.
In consideration of architectural or stylistic character and detail, the simple dignity of early
California architecture and the romantic character of the Victorian styles as exemplified in the
early buildings of Pacific Grove shall be considered as models suitable for emulation, but studied
copying of past styles shall be considered as neither necessary nor greatly to be desired.
(4) When required, landscaping shall be designated as required by PGMC Title 12 (Trees and
Vegetation), the State Model Landscape Ordinance, and these regulations.
(A) At least 80 percent of the street frontage of gasoline or service stations unused for driveways
shall be landscaped.
(B) Parking lots, used car lots, service stations, or similar uses that park or store over five
vehicles shall be landscaped.
(5) The size, location, and arrangement of on-site parking and paved areas together with ingress,
egress, and internal traffic circulation shall be considered and shall be subject to the board’s
approval.
(f) Findings Required for Approval. The board shall determine from the materials submitted
whether:
(1) The architecture and general appearance of the completed project are compatible with the
neighborhood; and

1
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(2) The completed project will neither be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development
of the city nor impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood; and
(3) The board has been guided by and has made reference to applicable provisions of the
architectural review guidelines in making its determinations on single-family residences.
(4) Additional Finding for Sign Permits. The proposed sign effectively conveys the business
identity to the public and possesses pleasing elements of design that protect and enhance the
architectural character and harmony of the buildings and neighborhood in which it is located.

2

Page 125 of 295

ATC Hotel and Commercial Project
Tree Resource Assessment

Prepared for:
Comstock Homes

Prepared by:
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Project Management:
Comstock Homes
2301 Rosecrans Avenue, Ste 1150
El Segundo, CA 90245
Architect:
Mr. John C. Hill, A.I.A.
P.O. Box 5903
Carmel, CA 93921
Forester and Arborist
Frank Ono, Society of American Foresters # 048004, Certified Arborist #536
F.O. Consulting
1213 Miles Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
SUMMARY
Development is proposed for the site at 125 Ocean View Blvd, in Pacific Grove. The
project proposes to partially renovate one existing commercial structure and demolishing
two existing commercial structures, Sloat Ave between Dewey St and Eardley Ave, and
three above grade parking lots to build a new hotel and subterranean parking garage. Due
to the required grading, construction and shoring, the proposed construction requires
removal of 79 identified trees. All trees that are adjacent to the proposed construction are
considered to range from poor to fair condition both structurally and in health. A tree
assessment has been prepared that identifies and addresses the affects that the project will
have to the existing tree resources on site as well as a list of recommendations for the
project.
INTRODUCTION
This forest management plan is prepared for Comstock Homes Project Management for
the American Tin Cannery (ATC) located at 125 Ocean View Blvd, in Pacific Grove, CA
by Frank Ono, Urban Forester and Certified Arborist, S.A.F. Member #48004 and ISA
#536 due to construction. The City of Pacific Grove Municipal Code Title 12.30.010
requires a Tree Resource Assessment when tree removal is necessary of native trees to
preserve and maintain the urban forest and its beneficial uses. The City identifies native
trees as Gowen cypress, regardless of size; all Coast live oak, Monterey cypress, Shore
pine, Torrey pine, and Monterey pine, which are six inches or greater in trunk diameter,
measured at 54 inches above native grade. It also identifies all other trees on private
property, regardless of species, 12 inches or greater in trunk diameter, measured at 54
inches above native grade as tree species that require special consideration for
management.
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ASSIGNMENT/SCOPE OF PROJECT
To identify tree resources on site, Comstock Homes has requested an assessment of the
trees in proximity to proposed development areas. The findings of the report are to be
documented in an arborist report to work in conjunction with other conditions for
approval of the building permit application. To accomplish this assignment, the
following tasks have been completed;
•
•
•
•
•
•

Evaluate health, structure and preservation suitability for each tree within or
adjacent (15 feet or less) to proposed development of trees greater than or equal
to six diameter inches at 54 inches above grade.
Review proposed building site plans as provided by Mr. John C. Hill, Architect.
Make recommendations for alternative methods and preconstruction treatments to
facilitate tree retention if possible.
Create preservation specifications, as it relates to a Tree Location/Preservation
Map if necessary.
Determine the quantity of trees affected by construction that meet “Landmark”
criteria as defined by the City of Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinance; as well as
mitigation requirements for those to be affected.
Document findings in the form of a report as required by the City of Pacific
Grove Planning Department.

LIMITATIONS
This assignment is limited to the review of demolition plans submitted to me dated May
22, 2019 by Scott Stone, Senior Project Manager to assess affects from potential
construction to trees within or adjacent to construction activities. The assessment has
been made of these plans specifically and no other plans were reviewed. Only trees being
impacted by construction or grading are assessed, trees outside of building and grading
area will need to be assessed on a separate review. Only minor grading and erosion
details are discussed in this report as it relates to tree health. It is not the intent of this
report to be a monetary valuation of the trees or provide risk assessment for any tree on
this parcel, as any tree can fail at any time. No clinical diagnosis was performed on any
pest or pathogen that may or may not be present. In addition to an inspection of the
property, F.O. Consulting relied on information provided in the preparation of this report
(such as, surveys, property boundaries, and property ownership) and must reasonably rely
on the accuracy of the information provided. F.O. Consulting shall not be responsible for
another's means, methods, techniques, schedules, sequence or' procedures, or for
contractor safety or any other related programs; or for another's failure to complete the
work in accordance with the plans and specifications.
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PURPOSE AND GOAL
This tree resource assessment/ management plan report is prepared for this parcel due to
proposed construction activities intent on first, demolishing two existing commercial
structures, Sloat Ave between Dewey St and Eardley Ave, and three above grade parking
lots, then secondly, renovating one existing commercial structure and building a new
hotel and subterranean parking garage. The purpose of the assessment is to determine
what, if any, of the trees will be affected by the proposed project. Oak, Cypress,
Eucalyptus trees found on this property are considered protected trees as defined by the
City of Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinance.
The goal of this plan is to protect and maintain the Pacific Grove Urban forested
resources through the adherence of development standards, which allow the protection,
and maintenance of its forest resources. Furthermore, it is the intended goal of this
assessment report to aid in planning to offset any potential effects of proposed
development on the property while encouraging forest stability and sustainability,
perpetuating the forested character of the property and the immediate vicinity.
SITE DESCRIPTION
1) Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 006-231-001-000, 006-234-005-00, 006-234-008-000
2) Location: 125 Ocean View Blvd, Pacific Grove, CA 93950
3) Parcel size: 2.76, 1.29, 0.52 Acres
4) Existing Land Use: The parcel is developed and is zoned (C-V and C-2) for
Visitor Commercial and Heavy Commercial use.
5) Slope: The parcel ranges from mild to steep sloped. Slopes range from % to 15%.
The existing parking lots and commercial spaces sit on graded benches.
6) Soils: The parcel is located on soils classified by the Monterey County Soils
report as “Sheridan coarse sandy loam” soils. This is a well-drained soil with
slopes mostly between 5 and 15 percent. Runoff is low, and the erosion hazard is
low. Paralithic bedrock is generally found at a depth of 39 to 43 inches.
7) Vegetation: The vegetation on site is comprised of planted native trees and
ornamental plantings. It is a mixture of some Monterey Cypress trees around the
parking lots with Eucalyptus and Arbutus landscape trees present.
8) Forest Condition and Health: The forest condition is evaluated with the use of the
residual trees and those of the surrounding planted trees on neighboring lots. The
site is developed and surrounding forest canopy is fragmented. The site is a
historic development dating back to the 1920s when much of the area was cleared.
The trees onsite are mostly in fair condition and in the 50-60 year old age range.
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BACKGROUND/PROJECT DESCRIPTION
I (Frank Ono, F.O. Consulting) was contacted by Scott Stone, Senior Project Manager,
Comstock Homes, who requested that I visit the site for an assessment of trees adjacent
or within the proposed construction areas. Mr. Stone requested the findings from the
review and assessment of trees that are adjacent to the proposed design development at
125 Ocean View Blvd, in Pacific Grove CA be prepared and documented in a report that
would work in conjunction with other conditions for approval of the building permit
application.
A site visit was taken to the property in May 2019 where trees were identified and assessed
for health and condition at that time. The assessment focused on incorporating the
preliminary location of site improvements coupled with consideration for the general goals
of site improvement desired of the landowner. During this site visit, the proposed
improvements assessed included preserving trees to the greatest extent feasible,
maintaining the view shed and general aesthetic quality of the area while complying with
city codes. A study of the individual trees was made to determine the treatments necessary
to complete the project and meet the goals of the landowner. As a result trees within and
immediately adjacent to the proposed development area were located, measured, inspected,
and recorded. The assessment of each tree concluded with an opinion of whether the tree
should be removed, or preserved, based on the extent and effect of construction activity
to the short and long term health of the tree. All meetings and field review were focused
on the area immediately surrounding the proposed development.
OBSERVATIONS/DISCUSSION
The following list includes observations made while on site, and summarizes details
discussed during this stage of the planning process.
•

•

•

Four (4) trees were found in poor condition
• Tree #202 is a 5 inch diameter Strawberry tree with a thinning crown
• Tree #234 is a 10 inch diameter Monterey cypress tree in a suppressed
position.
• Tree #236 is an 11 inch diameter Monterey cypress tree in a suppressed
position that has been topped.
• Tree #238 is a 16 inch diameter Monterey cypress tree in a suppressed
position that is leaning.
Nine (9) trees are outside of the grading and demolition limits but will be
impacted by removal and replacement of the existing sidewalk. Trees include
eight (8) Eucalyptus city owned street trees and one (1) Monterey cypress in
the courtyard of the existing restaurant on Eardley Ave.
No alternate building sites were considered for this assessment due to the large
area already occupied by the current structures and parking lots.
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PROJECT ASSESSMENT/CONCLUSION
This proposal is to partially renovate one existing commercial structure and demolish
two existing commercial structures, along Sloat Ave between Dewey St and Eardley
Ave, and three above grade parking lots. The project then proposes to build a new hotel
and subterranean parking garage. Tree removal is necessary due to required excavation,
shoring, and grading for the new structures for the proposed project which consist of the
entire existing tree population on this site. Surrounding properties will maintain their
urban forest coverage. Attempts to retain any existing vegetation for this project will be
problematic and are unrealistic due to the scope of the project as presented. Mitigation
efforts for the required tree removal will be the concern of the project’s landscape plan
on how it may be mitigated.
Short Term Impacts
Site disturbance will occur during demolition and construction. Approximately 100% of
the parcel will be occupied by the improvements planned (Demolition, Construction, and
renovation). The existing building footprint upon which the construction is planned, and
the pre-existing site conditions are factors in realizing the disturbance that must take
place for current planned construction. Short term site impacts are confined to the
construction and demolition envelope and immediate surroundings where trees must be
removed.
Long Term Impacts
No significant long-term impacts to the urban forest ecosystem are anticipated due to
fact that the trees being removed are planted landscape trees which can be replanted or
other mitigation implemented such as paying an in-lieu fee to place trees on other areas.
Less than 15% of the parcels will be permanently altered by the project due to the fact
that there are already previous developments. The project is in a highly urbanized area
therefore the project as proposed is not likely to significantly reduce the availability of
wildlife habitat over the long-term.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Pre-Construction Meeting
It is recommended that a project arborist/forester be retained and prior to the start of
construction a meeting and training session shall be conducted in order to be
communicate and instruct personnel about tree removal, retention of trees on adjacent
properties, and their protection. The pre-construction meeting will include instruction on
required tree protection and exclusionary fencing installed prior to grading, excavation
and construction procedures. Meeting attendees should include all involved parties such
as site clearance personnel, construction managers, heavy equipment operators, and tree
service operators. A certified professional such as a qualified forester or qualified
arborist will conduct training. A list of pre-construction attendees and the materials
discussed may be maintained to be provided to the county. Meeting attendees must agree
to abide to tree protection and instructions as indicated during the meeting and agree to
ensure any tree protection implemented will remain in place during entire construction
period.

Page 131
of 295
Tree Resource Assessment – ATC Hotel and Commercial
Project
June 3, 2019
Not An Official City Document

6

Tree Removal
There are 79 trees to be removed with the design as stated in the tree removal chart. Tree
removal contractor shall verify absence of active animal or bird nesting sites prior to any
tree removal. If any active animal or bird nesting sites are found prior to tree removal,
work shall be stopped until a qualified biologist is consulted for further
recommendations.
Tree Planting
Replanting specifications should be in accordance with the city, typically that is two to
one but due to the large scale of the project replanting will need to be associated with the
project’s landscape plan. Replacement trees should be five gallon stock or larger, if
available. Spacing between trees should be at least 8 feet apart where available space is
indicated. Occasional deep watering (more than two weeks apart) during the late spring,
summer, and fall is recommended during the first two years after establishment.
Best Management Practices
The health of trees remaining on neighboring properties should not be affected if the
following practices are adhered to:
A) Do not deposit any fill around trees, which may compact soils and alter water and air
relationships. Avoid depositing fill, parking equipment, or staging construction
materials near existing trees. Covering and compacting soil around trees can alter
water and air relationships with the roots. Fill placed within the drip-line may
encourage the development of oak root fungus (Armillaria mellea). As necessary,
trees may be protected by boards, fencing or other materials to delineate protection
zones.
B) Pruning when necessary shall be conducted so as not to injure any tree. General
principals of pruning include placing cuts immediately beyond the branch collar,
making clean cuts by scoring the underside of the branch first, and for live oak,
avoiding the period from February through May.
C) Native trees are not adapted to summer watering and may develop crown or root rot
as a result. Do not regularly irrigate within the drip line of native trees.
D) Root cutting should occur outside of the springtime. Late June and July would likely
be the best. Pruning of the live crown should not occur February through May.
E) A mulch layer up to approximately 4 inches deep should be applied to the ground
under selected trees in disturbed areas following construction. Only 1 to 2 inches of
mulch should be applied within 1 to 2 feet of the trunk, and under no circumstances
should any soil or mulch be placed against the root crown (base) of trees. The best
source of mulch would be from chipped material generated on site.
F) If trees along near the development are visibly declining in vigor, a Professional

Forester or Certified Arborist should be contacted to inspect the site to recommend a
course of action.
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Tree Protection Standards
If for some reason trees are not removed, prior to the commencement of any construction
activity the following tree protection measures shall be implemented and approved by a
qualified arborist or forester:
•

•

•
•
•
•

Trees located adjacent to the construction area shall be protected from damage by
construction equipment by the use of temporary fencing and through wrapping of
trunks with protective materials. Fencing is not to be attached to the tree but free
standing or self-supporting so as not to damage trees.
Fencing shall be rigidly supported and shall stand a minimum of height of four
feet above grade and should be placed to the farthest extent possible from the
trees base to protect the area within the trees drip line (typically 10-12 feet away
from the base of a tree).
Fencing shall consist of chain link, snowdrift, plastic mesh, hay bales, or field
fence. Existing fencing can also be used.
In cases where access or space is limited for tree protection it is permissible to
protect the tree within the 10-12-foot distance after determination and approval
by a qualified forester or arborist.
Soil compaction, parking of vehicles or heavy equipment, stockpiling of
construction materials, and/or dumping of materials shall not be allowed adjacent
to trees on the property especially within fenced areas.
Fenced areas and the trunk protection materials shall remain in place in good
functional working order during the entire construction period.

During grading and excavation activities:
•
•
•
•
•

All trenching, grading or any other digging or soil removal that is expected to
encounter tree roots should be monitored by a qualified arborist or forester to
ensure against drilling or cutting into or through major roots.
The project architect and qualified arborist should be on site during excavation
activities to direct any minor field adjustments that may be needed.
Trenching for retaining walls or footings located adjacent to any tree should be
done by hand where practical and any roots greater than 3-inches diameter should
be bridged or pruned appropriately.
Any roots that must be cut shall be cut by manually digging a trench and cutting
exposed roots with a saw, vibrating knife, rock saw, narrow trencher with sharp
blades, or other approved root pruning equipment.
Any roots damaged during grading or excavation should be exposed to sound
tissue and cut cleanly with a saw.

If at any time potentially significant roots are discovered:
•

The arborist/forester will be authorized to halt excavation until appropriate
mitigation measures are formulated and implemented.

•

If significant roots are identified that must be removed that will destabilize or
negatively affects the target trees negatively, the property owner will be notified
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immediately and a determination for removal will be assessed and made as
required by law for treatment of the area that will not risk death decline or
instability of the tree consistent with the implementation of appropriate
construction design approaches to minimize affects, such as hand digging,
bridging or tunneling under roots, etc..
Tree Pruning
If for some reason all trees are not removed and some trees are required to remain, the
pruning of retained trees will be expected for this site. Pruning will include trees with
deadwood, minor structural defects or disease that must be compensated, and possibly
vehicle or pedestrian clearance. Trees should be monitored on occasion for health and
vigor after pruning. Should the health and vigor of any tree decline it will be treated as
appropriately recommended by a certified arborist or qualified forester. Remedial pruning
should occur prior to construction. Following construction, any above ground tree
pruning/trimming should be delayed until one year after completion of construction.
Following construction, a qualified arborist should monitor trees adjacent to the
improvements area and if any decline in health that is attributable to the construction is
noted, additional trees should be planted on the site.

Report Prepared By:
_________________________________
Frank Ono, SAF Forester #48004 and ISA Certified Arborist #536

June 3, 2019
Date

Recommendations Agreed to by landowner:
_________________________________
Landowner

___________
Date

Forest Management Plan approved by:
_________________________________
Director of Planning
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TREE CHART
The following trees were identified which will be impacted by new construction
ID

Diameter

Species

Condition

Comments

201

21

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Curbs and Asphalt

202

5

Strawberry

Poor

Crown Dieback

203

17

Monterey cypress

Fair

204

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

205

17

Monterey cypress

Fair

206

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

207

15

Monterey cypress

Fair

208

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

209

15

Monterey cypress

Fair

210

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

211

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

212

7

Canary Island pine

Fair

213

10

Monterey cypress

Fair

214

10

Monterey cypress

Fair

215

12

Monterey cypress

Fair

216

20

Monterey cypress

Fair

Exposed Roots

217

43

Monterey cypress

Fair

Exposed Roots

218

13

Monterey cypress

Fair

219

19

Monterey cypress

Fair

220

17

Monterey cypress

Fair

221

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

222

25

Monterey cypress

Fair

223

14

Monterey cypress

Fair

224

12

Monterey cypress

Fair

225

17,14,12

Monterey cypress

Fair

226

33

Monterey cypress

Fair

227

43

Monterey cypress

Fair

228

33

Monterey cypress

Fair

229

23

Monterey cypress

Fair

230

24

Monterey cypress

Fair

231

34

Monterey cypress

Fair

232

30

Monterey cypress

Fair

233

55

Monterey cypress

Fair

234

10

Monterey cypress

Poor

235

24

Monterey cypress

Fair

236

16

Monterey cypress

Poor

Suppressed and Leaning

237

17

Monterey cypress

Fair

Intermediate

238

11

Monterey cypress

Poor

Suppressed and Topped

239

18

Monterey cypress

Fair

240

20

Monterey cypress

Fair
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Multiple Branch Attachments
Leaning

Exposed Roots

Suppressed

Leaning

10

241

12,8

Monterey cypress

Fair

242

22

Monterey cypress

Fair

242A

11

Monterey cypress

Fair

243

17

Monterey cypress

Fair

244

24

Monterey cypress

Fair

245

18

Monterey cypress

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Asphalt and Curbs
Lifting and Cracking Asphalt and Curbs.
Broken Limbs

246

30

Monterey cypress

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Asphalt and Curbs

247

41

Monterey cypress

Fair

Broken Limbs

248

52

Monterey cypress

Fair

Coast live oak

Fair

248A

Suppressed

249

15

Coast live oak

Fair

Codominant Stems and Included Bark

250

18

Coast live oak

Fair

251

22

Coast live oak

Fair

252

8,8,8,8,10

Monterey cypress

Fair

Multiple Stems

252A

31

Monterey cypress

Fair

253

42

Monterey cypress

Fair

Exposed Roots and Cracking Sidewalk
Exposed Roots, Lifting and Cracking
Sidewalk

254

27

Monterey cypress

Fair

255

19

Eucalyptus

Fair

256

14

Eucalyptus

Fair

257

22

Eucalyptus

Fair

258

20

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk, Curbs, and
Asphalt
Codominant Stems, Included Bark and
Lifting Sidewalk
Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk, Curbs, and
Asphalt
Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk, Curbs, and
Asphalt

259

19

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk

260

18

Eucalyptus

Fair

261

15

Eucalyptus

Fair

262

21

Eucalyptus

Fair

263

16

Eucalyptus

Fair

264

6

Strawberry

Good

265

5

Strawberry

Good

266

8

Strawberry

Good

267

16

Eucalyptus

Fair

268

25

Eucalyptus

Fair

269

8

Eucalyptus

Fair

270

15

Monterey cypress

Fair

271

23

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting Sidewalk

272

19

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk and Curbs

273

19

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting Sidewalk

274

18

Eucalyptus

Fair

Lifting Sidewalk and Curbs

275

18

Eucalyptus

Fair

276

38

Monterey cypress

Fair

Codominant Stems

Lifting and Cracking Sidewalk and Curbs
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City of Pacific Grove

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove CA 93950

RE:

ATC Hotel and Commercial Project / review of site plans

FROM:

Albert Weisfuss, Arborist Public Works

DATE:

12/2/20

SUBJECT:

Acceptability of the proposed landscaping (Trees)

Mr. Rob Mullane
Per our conversations regarding the proposed landscape tree palette, the tree selection is acceptable.
As we discussed, some of the selected ornamental trees are more susceptible to coastal conditions and
some are known to have aggressive root systems.
• Acer palmatum and Arbutus marina have been used extensively throughout the Monterey peninsula
with negative results growing in unprotected areas while exposed to ocean breezes.
• Metrosideros excelsa has proven itself as a successful young coastal street tree, while at maturity its
roots can be a problem with concrete. It is advisable to install root barriers to reduce the effects of
root damage and consider the use of a Geogrid mat under the sidewalks for additional strength. The
planting plan indicates they are located on L-10 level 1 and L-11 level 2
• Melaleuca quinquennervia is accepted as a street tree on the L13 level five planting plan.
• The selection of six - 36” box Hesperocyparis goveniana for the L17 roof garden planting of level 4
is acceptable. Please be advised they are considered a rare and endangered tree.
• As discussed, if the selected tree palette finds trees that are not acclimating to their environment, The
city will open discussions to have the applicant replace the trees with a more suitable species.
• The arial obliques provided on sheets A-3 and A-4 indicate the Metrosideros excelsa on the east side
of Eardley Avenue, where as the site plans L-10 level 1 indicate them on the west side of Eardley
Avenue.

47. Tree Planting/Replanting (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.3)
• Replacement trees (on- or off-site) shall be fifteen-gallon stock or larger.
• Street trees will consist of a minimum 24” box size at time of planting
• A total of 158 replacement trees are required.
• The project Landscape Plan proposes 126 trees, and as such, an additional 32 replacement
trees have been agreed to be replaced with the adopted fee schedule, a sum of money
(an in-lieu fee)

12.20.100 Alternatives when Protected Trees cannot be replaced on site.
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(b) As established by the adopted fee schedule, a sum of money (an in-lieu fee) will be deposited
in the Community Tree Program Fund, to be used solely for the planting and maintenance of
Trees on city property.
33. Off Site Mitigation and/or Payment of In-Lieu Fees (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO3.2): Prior to site disturbance the project applicant shall retain a City-approved or -qualified
project arborist/forester to conduct a meeting and training session to communicate and instruct
personnel about tree removal, retention of trees on adjacent properties, and their protection. The
pre-construction meeting shall include instruction on required tree protection and exclusionary
fencing to be installed prior to grading, excavation and construction procedures. Meeting
attendees shall include all involved parties such as site clearance personnel, construction
managers, heavy equipment operators, and tree service operators. A list of pre-construction
attendees and the materials discussed shall be maintained and be provided to the City for review.
Meeting attendees must agree to abide to tree protection and instructions as indicated during the
meeting and agree to ensure any tree protection implemented will remain in place and
maintained during entire construction period.
Tree protection:
48. Tree Protection Best Management Practices (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.4)
49. Additional Tree Protection and Pruning Standards (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO3.5)

•

Tree protection on trees is required to be followed in accordance with ANSI A300
Construction Management Standard - Part 5. Trees that might be impacted by development
or retained onsite and within adjoining properties must conform to this standard prior to any
construction taking place.

32. Pre-Construction Meeting and Training (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.1):
Prior to site disturbance the project applicant shall retain a City-approved or -qualified project
arborist/forester to conduct a meeting and training session to communicate and instruct
personnel about tree removal, retention of trees on adjacent properties, and their protection. The
pre-construction meeting shall include instruction on required tree protection and exclusionary
fencing to be installed prior to grading, excavation and construction procedures. Meeting
attendees shall include all involved parties such as site clearance personnel, construction
managers, heavy equipment operators, and tree service operators. A list of pre-construction
attendees and the materials discussed shall be maintained and be provided to the City for review.
Meeting attendees must agree to abide to tree protection and instructions as indicated during the
meeting and agree to ensure any tree protection implemented will remain in place and
maintained during entire construction period.
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Amended 12/3/20
47. Tree Planting/Replanting (EIR Mitigation Measure MM BIO-3.3)
• Replacement trees (on- or off-site) shall be fifteen-gallon stock or larger.
• Street trees will consist of a minimum 24” box size at time of planting
• A total of 79 trees are requested for removal.
• Five (5) trees fall into the non-protected category.
• A total of 74 trees at 2:1 ratio for replant are required.
• 148 total replant trees are required.
• The project Landscape Plan proposes 126 trees, and as such, an additional 22 replacement
trees have been agreed to be replaced with the adopted fee schedule, a sum of money
(an in-lieu fee)

12.20.020 Categories of Protected Trees.
(a) Five categories of Trees are protected as specified below:
(1) Native Trees. All Gowen cypress, regardless of size; all Coast live oak, Monterey cypress,
Shore pine, Torrey pine, and Monterey pine six inches or greater in trunk diameter, measured at
54 inches above native grade.
(2) All Other Private Trees. In addition to (a)(1), all other trees on private property, regardless of
species, twelve inches or greater in trunk diameter, measured at 54 inches above native grade.
As identified in the Ono report.
Tree chart
The following trees were identified which will be impacted by new construction

202 – 5” - Strawberry
212 – 7” - Canary Island pine
264 – 6” - Strawberry
265 – 5” - Strawberry
266 – 8” – Strawberry
269 – 8” Eucalyptus
This tree develops in the sidewalk and is noted as a public tree and now protected under:
12.20.020 Categories of Protected Trees.
(4) Public Trees. All Trees on Public Property six inches or greater in trunk diameter, measured
at 54 inches above native grade, and all Street Trees, regardless of size.
Albert Weisfuss
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Before the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission,
State of California
Resolution No. 20 – 001
Finding the proposed redevelopment of the
existing 165,000 square foot American Tin
Cannery “factory outlet” site and related
retail space, with a new 377,461 square foot
hotel and commercial retail space, including
onsite parking, located at 109 and 125 Ocean
View Boulevard and 124 Central Avenue in
the City of Pacific Grove, consistent with the
2019 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) for Monterey Regional Airport
(MRY), subject to the attached conditions.
REF200009, City of Pacific Grove (APNs:
006-231-001-000, 006-234-004-000, 006234-005-000, and 006-234-008-000)
WHEREAS, on January 21, 2020, the City of Pacific Grove submitted an Airport
Land Use Commission (ALUC) consistency determination application for a proposed
project to redevelop the existing 165,000 square foot American Tin Cannery “factory
outlet” site and related retail space, with a new 377,461 square foot hotel and commercial
retail space, including on-site parking area, located at 109 and 125 Ocean View
Boulevard and 124 Central Avenue in the City of Pacific Grove on property zoned
Visitor Commercial-American Tin Cannery (C-V-ATC) and Light Commercial (C-1) as
shown on the attached plans and incorporated herein by reference; and
WHEREAS, the ALUC is responsible for review of projects within the Airport
Influence Area for Monterey Regional Airport, as identified in the 2019 ALUCP; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the 2019 ALUCP, the proposed project is located within
the Airport Influence Area (Safety Zone 7) and Part 77 Transitional Surfaces, and is
located outside of the 65 or greater dB CNEL Noise Exposure Contour; and
WHEREAS, the project proposes a maximum non-residential intensity of 166.4
persons/acre and a maximum building height of 40 feet above grade level; and
WHEREAS, the proposed project meets the safety criteria for Safety Zone 7
pursuant to Table 4B of the 2019 ALUCP and subject to standard ALUC Condition No.
ALUC-1, attached and incorporated herein by reference; and
WHEREAS, on February 24, 2020, the ALUC conducted a duly noticed public
meeting to consider the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project;
and
WHEREAS, the ALUC has reviewed the project for noise compatibility, airspace
protection, safety compatibility and other flight hazards.
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MONTEREY COUNTY
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

ALUC CONDITIONS
The following standard and/or non-standard conditions may be applied to
an application being considered before the ALUC. If the box next to the
condition is marked, that indicates the condition is to be applied to the
project as part of the ALUC recommendation.
PROJECT NAME:
American Tin Cannery Hotel & Commercial Project
PROJECT FILE NO.: REF200009
PROJECT REVIEWED BY THE ALUC ON FEBRUARY 24, 2020.

ALUC-1

ALUC-2

ALUC-3
ALUC-4

AVIGATION AND HAZARD EASEMENT
Prior to final of the first construction permit associated with the
project, the developer/owner shall grant an avigation and hazard
easement to the appropriate airport authority. The easement
shall be recorded at the Monterey County Recorder’s Office.
The easement may include:
• Right-of-flight at any altitude above the acquired easement
surfaces.
• Right to cause noise, vibrations, fumes, dust and fuel particle
emissions.
• Right to prevent construction or growth of all structures, objects
or natural growth above the acquired easement surfaces.
• Right-of-entry to remove, mark or light any structures or growth
above the acquired easement surfaces, or right to require the
owner to remove, mark or light.
• Right to prohibit creation of electrical interference, unusual light
sources and other hazards to aircraft flight.
• Any other limitation the appropriate airport authority may
recommend to protect the public’s health, safety and welfare.
• Limiting the allowed number of persons on-site at any one
time to no more than 300 per acre.
NOISE INSULATION STANDARDS
The project shall conform to current noise insulation standards
pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, Title 25,
Chapter 1, Subchapter 1.
NOISE STANDARDS
The project shall conform to noise standards pursuant to the
California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Subchapter 6.
AIRPORT APPROACH ZONING
The project shall conform with Title 21 of the Monterey County
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ALUC-5

ALUC-6

ALUC-7

ALUC-8
ALUC-9

Code (Zoning Ordinances), Chapter 21.86, Airport Approaches
Zoning, and/or applicable zoning code relevant to airport
hazards and operations.
OBJECTS AFFECTING NAVIGABLE AIRSPACE
The project shall conform to FAR, Part 77 – Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace.
EXTERIOR LIGHTING
Prior to the issuance of a construction permit, an Exterior
Lighting Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the applicable
airport manager prior to the issuance of any construction
permits. All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit,
harmonious with the local area, and constructed or located so
that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is fully
controlled.
TOWERS - MARKING AND LIGHTING
When not specifically required by FAA Advisory Circular
70/7640-IF (Obstruction Marking and Lighting), the following
ALUC recommendations shall be applied to towers:
A flashing red beacon shall be installed at the highest point
of the structure.
A steady burning red obstruction light shall be installed at
the highest point of the structure.
A steady burning red obstruction light shall be installed at
the intermediate level of the structure.
Nine (9) day-glow markers (20” minimum) shall be installed
on the top level of guide wires (3 to the wire).
The applicant shall contact the FAA to publish a NOTAM
(Notice to airmen) in Monterey County about the location of
the proposed structure.
Standard marking (orange and white striping) shall be
installed, as defined in Chapter 3 of the FAA AC 70/7460IF.
NO CONDITION REQUIRED
The project, as reviewed by the ALUC, is consistent with the
CLUP for that jurisdiction and does not require any conditions.
NON-STANDARD CONDITION (see below)
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Attachment 12
Summary of CEQA Issue Area Analyses and Draft CEQA Findings
Aesthetics
The EIR concluded that the project would not significantly affect or alter views as seen from a
scenic vista; however, the EIR found that the project could substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings during both construction and post
construction. The change in visual character for the post-construction phase was determined to
be a significant and unavoidable impact of the project. Mitigation Measure MM AES-2.1
(Construction Screening) was identified as a way to reduce and soften the visual effect as seen
from visitors and nearby residents during the construction phase; however, the impact to visual
character for the post-construction phase remained significant and unavoidable. With respect to
the introduction of new sources of light and glare to the project site and project area, the Draft
EIR concluded that this was a significant but mitigable impact with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM AES-3.1 (Glare Reduction).
As noted above in the Land Use and Zoning Code Regulations section, the project will not
exceed any of the maximum height limits for the C-V-ATC Zoning District. Rooftop equipment
and the top of elevator shafts would exceed the 40-foot building height, but meet the additional
height allowance for rooftop mechanical appurtenances in the C-V-ATC development standards
(PGMC Subsection 23.90.180.C.5.g.ii). The project also conforms to the zoning district’s
setback and site coverage development standards, which provide for 10-foot building setbacks
adjacent to residential uses and 0-foot setbacks elsewhere and which allows up to 90% site
coverage.
Biological Resources
The EIR evaluated whether the project would have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a
federally-protected species (harbor seal) and species of local and regional interest (black
oystercatcher). The EIR concluded that this was a significant but mitigable impact with the
application of Mitigation Measures MM BIO-1.1 (Noise Attenuation of Minimize Effects on
Shoreline Species), MM BIO-1.2 (Timing of Demolition and Excavation), and MM BIO-1.3
(Biological Monitor). The EIR concluded that the project’s potential interference or impedance
with migratory bird habitat, as well as the use of native wildlife nursery sites for harbor seal and
black oystercatcher was a significant but mitigable impact with the application of Mitigation
Measures MM BIO-1.1, MM BIO-1.2, and MM BIO-1.3 (discussed above) as well as MM BIO2.1 (Preconstruction Bird Surveys). The project’s proposed removal of 79 on-site trees was
determined to be a significant but mitigable impact. Mitigation Measures MM BIO-3.1 (PreConstruction Meeting and Training), MM BIO-3.2 (Off Site Mitigation and/or Payment of InLieu Fees), MM BIO-3.3 (Tree Planting/Replanting), MM BIO-3.4 (Best Management
Practices), and MM BIO-3.5 (Additional Tree Protection and Pruning Standards) were identified
as required measures to avoid significant impacts.
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A Tree Permit with Development permit has been applied for by the project applicant for the
proposed removal of the 79 on-site trees. The tree resource assessment prepared for the project
by Frank Ono indicates that of the 79 trees, four of them (including three Monterey cypress
trees) are in poor health, and another nine trees would need to be removed to facilitate sidewalk
improvements. The species, maturity, and health of the trees proposed for removal is discussed
in the tree resource assessment, which is included as Appendix D in the EIR and as Attachment 9
to this staff report. Five smaller-diameter trees do not meet the criteria for protected trees under
the City’s regulations. The project proposes extensive landscaping including additional street
trees, parking lot trees, and courtyard trees for a total of 126 new trees. Chapter 7 of the Draft
EIR (Biological Resource) notes the requirement for mitigation of tree removals on a 2:1 basis
either on-site, off-site, or through payment of in-lieu fees. Since the project proposes to remove
74 protected trees and plant 126 trees on site, it would need to identify an offsite location for 22
off-site trees or pay in-lieu fees.
Historic Resources
The EIR concluded that the proposed demolition of the Warehouse Building (Building 2) and a
portion of the sawtooth roof Factory Building (Building 1) would result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA. The below mitigation
measures were identified and would be applied, but the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.
The identified measures were Mitigation Measures MM CR-1.1 HABS Documentation, MM
CR-1.2 Public Interpretive Display, MM CR-1.3 Protection of Historical Resources from
Construction Activities, and MM CR-1.4 Historic Materials and Features Rehabilitation. The
Historic Resource Technical Report (Appendix E of the Draft EIR) included project design
revisions that could avoid the significant and unavoidable impact to historic resources. These
design revisions included: 1) No Demolition at Building 1, 2) Retain Primary Façade & First
Sawtooth Bay of Building 1, and 3) Move Courtyard to Rear of Building 1. The incorporation of
such a potential design revision was evaluated in the EIR’s Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 20
(discussed below).
Cultural Resources, Tribal Cultural Resources, and AB-52 Consultation
The EIR concluded that the proposed project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse
change to known and unknown archaeological and cultural resources. Mitigation Measures MM
CR-2.1 (Preconstruction Archaeological and Paleontological Sensitivity Training), MM CR-2.2
(Preconstruction Identification and Avoidance of Recorded Archaeological Resources), MM CR2.3 (Construction Monitoring for Archaeological and Paleontological Resources), and MM CR2.4 (Procedures for Inadvertent Discovery Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources)
were required to avoid significant impacts on known and unknown archaeological and cultural
resources. Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources, the EIR concluded that the project has the
potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms
of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe. Mitigation Measures MM TCR-1.1 (Native American Consultation and
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Participation) and MM TCR-1.2 (Reporting of Monitoring Results) were required to avoid
significant impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources.
Water Demand
A water demand analysis was prepared for the proposed project by Stantec in January 2020. This
analysis is included within Appendix O of the Draft EIR. According to the water demand
analysis, the proposed project would utilize 17.91-acre feet per year with incorporation of several
water conservation measures including use of a graywater system and offsite laundry services.
The project water demand is less than the 18.53-acre feet per year credit for the site recognized
by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). As the project’s projected
water use is within its allocated usage, it would not impede on the sustainable groundwater
management of the basin. For these reasons, the project was determined to have adequate water
to serve the proposed development.
Project Alternatives
Four alternatives were identified for examination and analysis in the EIR: the No Project
Alternative and three additional alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C). In the No Project
Alternative, no hotel and commercial project would be built in the near term, and the existing
commercial uses at the project site would remain for the foreseeable future. However, at some
point in the future, it is reasonable to assume that a project would be implemented consistent
with the policies and development standards of the LCP. Alternative A: Limited Alteration of
ATC Factory Building, would either eliminate the courtyard feature currently proposed for the
ATC Factory building, relocate the courtyard feature to the back of the building, or provide the
courtyard while otherwise preserving the front façade of the structure along Ocean View
Boulevard. The purpose of this alternative is to reduce or eliminate the significant historic
resource impact associated with the proposed modification of the Factory Building (Building 1).
Alternative B: Lower Profile Alternative, would eliminate Level 6 of the project, which is the top
floor of the Executive Wing. This alternative would lower this portion of the hotel by
approximately 10 feet, resulting in the removal of approximately 35 guest rooms. The purpose of
this alternative is to mitigate or reduce the degree of significant impacts associated with visual
and aesthetic effects within the Coastal Zone, as it would lower the profile the hotel structure and
have less of an overall effect on visual changes as seen from public roadways and viewpoints.
Alternative C: Revised Parking Concept, would result in a two-level parking structure located at
124 Central Avenue. The intent of this parking concept is to provide up to 107 valet parking
spaces to replace all or most of the 107 subterranean valet spaces currently proposed in Level
B1. By providing additional parking accessed from Central Avenue, noise- and constructionrelated impacts associated with excavation of the granodiorite bedrock could be lessened.
These alternatives provide an adequate range of reasonable alternatives as required under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6. CEQA also requires that alternatives selected for analysis should be
capable of meeting most of the project objectives as presented in Section 3.5 on pages 3-12 and
3-13 of the Draft EIR.
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City of Pacific Grove
Draft Findings Required Under the California Environmental Quality Act
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.)
For the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project
1. Introduction
A public agency may not approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies
one or more significant environmental effects, unless the public agency makes one or more written
findings for each of those significant effects. Each finding much be accompanied by a brief explanation
of the rationale for each finding (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091).
The City of Pacific Grove (City) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
proposed ATC Hotel and Commercial Project (Project) in December 2020.
The project would demolish and remove most of the existing structures within the existing American Tin
Cannery outlet mall complex, while reusing the majority of the “factory” building and associated office
structure. The project’s primary uses include a 225-room hotel and approximately 16,202 square feet of
commercial use. The Final EIR identified several significant or potentially significant environmental
effects associated with project implementation.
The Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below (Findings) are
presented for adoption by the Planning Commission as the City’s independent findings under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).
The Findings provide the written explanation, evidence, reasoning and conclusions of the City regarding
the project’s environmental impacts, mitigation measures, alternatives, and the overriding
considerations, which in the City’s judgement, justify approval of ATC Hotel and Commercial Project
despite residual environmental effects.

2. Record of Proceedings and Custodian of Record
For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for the City of
Pacific Grove’s findings and determinations consist of the following documents and
testimony as compiled for the project:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Notice of Preparation (NOP), comments received on the NOP, comments received at the
public scoping meeting, and all other public notices issued by the City.
Draft EIR, associated appendices to the Draft EIR, and technical materials cited in the
Draft EIR.
Final EIR, including comment letters, responses to comments, errata and technical materials
cited in the Final EIR.
Staff reports associated with Architectural Review Board and Planning Commission hearings on
the project.
Those categories of materials identified in Public Resources Code Section 21167.6, which
establishes the contents for the record of proceedings.
1
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The City is the custodian of the administrative record. The documents and materials that
constitute the administrative record are available for review at the City of Pacific Grove
Community Development Department, 300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor, Pacific
Grove, CA 93950.

3. Severability
If any term, provision, or portion of these Findings or the application of these Findings to a
particular situation is held by a court to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining
provisions of these Findings, or their application to other actions related to the project, shall
continue in full force and effect unless amended or modified by the City.

4. Findings for Significant Impacts that Can Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less Than Significant
Level with Implementation of Mitigation Measures
Impact AES-3: The project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and
project area.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-3.1 requires anti-reflective glass to be
incorporated into the project, as well as use of directional lighting to reduce unwanted or spill of
lighting. The Pacific Grove Municipal Code requires that the project’s lighting plan be reviewed and
approved for code consistency. The lighting plan will also be reviewed and approved by the Monterey
Peninsula Airport Manager. These standard and project-specific measures reduce the impact to a less
than significant level through project design changes and completion of existing review procedures
and have been made conditions of project approval.
Impact AQ-2: The project could generate dust and exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants and toxic
air contaminants during construction.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM AQ-2.1and AQ-2.2 require management and specific methods to control
construction dust and pollutants and reduce the impact to a less than significant level by lowering
dust and exhaust emissions. The measures are recognized as effective by the Air District and would be
included on construction documents and enforceable as conditions of approval and through response
to nuisance complaints to a designated compliance monitor.
Impact AQ-5: The project could contribute to cumulatively considerable air quality impacts.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM GHG-2.1 requires a commute trip reduction/transportation demand
management (TDM) plan. This plan provides specific performance standards for reducing project
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related vehicle trips, which in turn would reduce criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions to
less than significant levels. This plan requires annual monitoring for effectiveness.

Impact BIO-1: The project could have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a federally protected
species (harbor seal) and species of local and regional interest (black oystercatcher).
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM BIO-1.1 creates a physical noise barrier to reduce localized noise levels; MM
BIO-1.2 limits the timing of construction to avoid the most sensitive pupping and nesting seasons, and
MM BIO-1.3 requires a biological monitor during construction to observe, report and (if necessary)
halt construction to avoid or minimize disturbance of these species. These measures reduce the
impact to a less than significant level by physically reducing noise levels and by providing a
mechanism to ensure effectiveness. These measures have been made conditions of project approval
and would work together to provide a rational and enforceable program of noise reduction and
impact avoidance.
Impact BIO-2: The project could interfere or impede with migratory bird habitat, as well as the use of
native wildlife nursery sites for harbor seal and black oystercatcher.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM BIO-2.1 limits project construction timing to avoid migratory bird nesting
and harbor seal pupping seasons and requires a survey for nesting birds prior to tree removal to avoid
active nesting. This measure reduces the impact to a less than significant level through impact
avoidance, and has been made a condition of project approval and would work to provide a rational
and enforceable program of noise reduction and impact avoidance.
Impact BIO-3: The removal of 79 trees for construction of the project could conflict with local policies
and ordinances regarding tree preservation.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM BIO-3.1 requires pre-construction training for construction workers to
protect nearby trees to be retained, and MM BIO-3.2 requires the direct or indirect replacement of
trees at a 2:1 ratio for trees to be removed. Both of these measures are consistent with the Pacific
Grove Municipal Code and are enforceable as conditions of project approval. MM BIO-3.3 provides
specific requirements for replacement tree size and watering requirements. These measures are also
enforceable as conditions of approval. MM BIO-3.4 and MM BIO-3.5 provide for a series of
Management Practices and standards for tree protection on adjacent properties, to be included as
conditions tied to project construction. These combined measures reduce the impact to a less than
significant level by impact avoidance and through the replacement of more trees than those
removed.
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Impact BIO-4: The project could contribute to cumulatively considerable effects on biological
resources (tree removal).
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM BIO-3.1 requires pre-construction training for construction workers to
protect nearby trees to be retained, and MM BIO-3.2 requires the direct or indirect replacement of
trees at a 2:1 ratio for trees to be removed. Both of these measures are consistent with the Pacific
Grove Municipal Code and are enforceable as conditions of project approval. MM BIO-3.3 provides
specific requirements for replacement tree size and watering requirements. These measures are also
enforceable as conditions of approval. MM BIO-3.4 and MM BIO-3.5 provide for a series of
Management Practices and standards for tree protection on adjacent properties, to be included as
conditions tied to project construction. Implementation of the project-specific measures for tree
replacement and protection of adjacent trees would also address the cumulative condition by
increasing the number of trees in the City over time. These combined measures reduce the impact to
a less than significant level by impact avoidance and through the replacement of more trees than
those removed.
Impact CR-2: The project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to known and
unknown archaeological and cultural resources.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM CR-2.1 through CR-2.4 provide a comprehensive program of
archaeological/paleontological sensitivity training, resource identification and avoidance,
construction monitoring, and specific actions in the event that resources are found during
construction. The measures in this program were finalized in consultation with local Native American
tribal leadership. Implementation of these measures would effectively reduce project-specific impacts
to a less than significant level by training personnel directly involved in project-related ground
disturbance and would necessitate that work be halted in the vicinity of any potential culture
resource discoveries. These measures would be applied to construction documents and enforced as
conditions of project approval in order to avoid and properly treat and handle archaeological,
paleontological, and cultural resources.
Impact GEO-6: The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic features during construction.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM CR-2.1 through CR-2.4 provide a comprehensive program of
archaeological/paleontological sensitivity training, resource identification and avoidance,
construction monitoring, and specific actions in the event that resources are found during
construction. The measures in this program were finalized with local Native American tribal
leadership. Implementation of these measures would effectively reduce project-specific impacts to a
less than significant level by training personnel directly involved in project-related ground disturbance
and would necessitate that work be halted in the vicinity of any potential culture resource
discoveries. These measures would be applied to construction documents and enforced as conditions
of project approval in order to avoid and properly treat and handle paleontological resources.
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Impact GHG-2: The project could contribute to cumulatively considerable effects on long-term
operations-related greenhouse gas emissions.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM GHG-2.1 requires a commute trip reduction/transportation demand
management (TDM) plan. This plan provides specific performance standards for reducing project
related vehicle trips, which in turn would reduce criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions to
less than significant levels. This plan is a condition of project approval and requires annual monitoring
for effectiveness.
Impact HAZ-2: The project could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM HAZ-2.1 would effectively mitigate this impact to a less than significant level
by requiring construction timing for dry season excavation to reduce potential risks associated with
potentially contaminated groundwater. MM HAZ-2.2 requires preparation and implementation of a
soils management plan, MM HAZ-2.3 requires soil vapor and groundwater barriers, and MM HAZ-2.4
requires testing of potentially contaminated materials and disposal consistent with current
regulations. These measures contain performance standards for the treatment of groundwater, if
necessary, measures to address potentially contaminated sediment, and physical barriers to soil
and/or groundwater contamination. These measures further ensure compliance with existing laws,
regulations and standards addressing hazardous materials, and are enforceable as a conditions of
project approval during construction.
Impact HAZ-3: The project could emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM HAZ-2.4 requires testing of potentially contaminated materials and disposal
consistent with current regulations. This measure reduces the impact to a less than significant level by
reinforcing required compliance with existing laws, regulations and standards addressing the
transport of hazardous materials, and is enforceable as a conditions of project approval during
construction.
Impact HAZ-5: The project is located within an airport land use plan but is located more than two
miles of a public airport or public use airport. Regardless of distance, however, the project is located
within the Monterey Regional Airport’s Airport Influence Area Safety Zone 7.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM HAZ-2.5 reduces the impact to a less than significant level by requiring the
applicant to grant an avigation and hazard easement to the airport authority. The easement will
satisfy the local Airport Land Use Commission requirement and will be enforced as a permit condition.
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Impact N-1: The project could cause a temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels during
construction that could substantially disturb sensitive receptors.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM N-1.1 provides a series of standard measures to reduce temporary
construction noise. These measures focus on compliance with the Pacific Grove Municipal Code and
General Plan. Construction noise can be effectively addressed through the designation of a
disturbance coordinator with the authority to act on noise complaints, as specified in the measure.
MM N-1.2 provides additional noise attenuation measures specific to the conditions at the ATC
project site. The specific performance requirements of the noise barriers, recommended by experts in
acoustic consulting, would serve to reduce temporary construction noise at surrounding sensitive
receptors. These measures reduce the impact to a less than significant level by physically reducing
noise levels and by avoiding the generation of excessive noise. Both measures are enforceable as
conditions of approval and included in construction documents.
Impact N-3: The project could temporarily cause excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise from typical construction-related activities.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM N-3.1 and MM N-3.2 require preparation and implementation of a vibration
monitoring plan, and installation of vibration monitors at the nearest sensitive receptors, including
residences, the Monterey Bay Aquarium and Hopkins Marine Station research facilities. The plan and
monitors are designed to work together to allow construction managers and facility operators to
identify vibration levels that could have an adverse effect on the operations of such off-site facilities,
and if necessary, halt construction activity. These measures reduce the impact to a less than
significant level through prevention and by providing a mechanism for remediation should an adverse
effect occur. Measures are based on the predicted vibration levels identified in the Final EIR and are
enforceable as conditions of project approval.
Impact TRA-3: The project could substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible use.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM TRA-3.1 requires a series of design modifications to the roadways fronting
the project site. These modifications are intended to make commercial delivery vehicle movements
safer and easier while accessing the project site. A loading zone closer to the commercial uses is also
required to provide more direct access of delivery vehicles to that specific use.
MM TRA-3.2 requires an additional crosswalk across Ocean View Boulevard from the project site to
enhance safety and pedestrian movements.
These two measures reduce the impact to a less than significant level by removing potential hazards,
improving circulation, and promoting pedestrian safety. The measures are required as part of the final
improvement plans and are enforceable as conditions of project approval.
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Impact TCR-1: The project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM TCR-1.1 and MM TCR-1.2 require Native American consultation and
participation in the development (construction) process, as well as reporting and documentation of
the monitoring results. These measures were developed in consultation with Native American (OCEN)
tribal leadership and are part of the larger cultural resource monitoring and management program
identified under Impact CR-2. However, due to CEQA requirements and the individual treatment of
tribal cultural resources (as distinguished from other archaeological or historic resources), these
measures focus specifically on tribal leadership involvement. These measures effectively address the
impact of potential disturbance and discovery of tribal cultural resources by involving tribal
representatives in the monitoring process and through the sensitive treatment of any discovered
resources. These measures are enforceable as conditions of project approval.
Impact UTIL-1: The project will require construction to relocate, extend or connect to service systems
to service the project.
Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
Rationale/Evidence: MM AES-2.1, MM AQ-2.1, MM AQ-2.2, MM GHG-2.1, MM HAZ-2.1, MM HAZ2.2, MM HAZ-2.4, MM N-1.1, MM N-1.2, MM N-3.1, MM N-3.2 are the mitigation measures of the
Final EIR that directly address construction-related impacts. As the construction of project utility and
service systems are directly related to and incorporated into the overall development and
construction program for the project, these measures would effectively reduce or eliminate
construction-related effects for the same reasons explained elsewhere in these Findings.

4. Findings for Significant Impacts that Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less Than
Significant Level (Significant and Unavoidable Effects)
Impact AES-2: The project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings.
Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make additional
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible.
Rationale/Evidence: The Final EIR evaluates the project as it was proposed, and concluded that the
potential changes to visual character from several viewpoints around the project, the visual change
associated with placement of new hotel-related buildings throughout the site and the removal of
existing stands of Monterey cypress trees would be considered a significant and unavoidable visual
impact on the site and/or its surroundings.
The Final EIR recognizes that a hotel project at this location would permanently change the
appearance and character of the site. From the perspective of visual resources, these changes would
be expected to be adverse to some in the community, yet beneficial to others. A range of community
opinions regarding project design and character would be expected regardless of the design proposal
7
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on this site. For this reason, the Final EIR conservatively concludes that such changes, in the context of
Pacific Grove, would be significant and also unavoidable, and thus measures to alter the design for
aesthetic and social reasons would not be feasible. An alternative to address the overall size of the
proposal (as well as reduce the amount of required excavation) was provided in the Final EIR
(Alternative B: Lower Profile Alternative). However, the Final EIR concluded that even such
concessions would not reduce the primary impact of visual change to a less than significant level.
Please see Statement of Overriding Considerations below.

Impact CR-1: The project would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined by the significance criteria established by CEQA.
Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make additional
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible.
Rationale/Evidence: The Final EIR concluded that the project as proposed would remove and alter
buildings determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources, and
that the resulting impact would be significant and unavoidable. Despite a series of detailed mitigation
measures including MM CR-1.1 (HABS Documentation), MM CR-1.2 (Public Interpretive Display), MM
CR-1.3 (Protection of Historical Resources from Construction Activities) and MM CR-1.4 (Historic
Materials and Features Rehabilitation), the removal of Building 2 (Warehouse) significant modification
to Building 1 (Factory) could affect eligibility status.
To address this impact, the Final EIR concluded that the only method available to avoid this impact
would be a design that does not impact the exterior integrity of Building 1. For this reason, the Final
EIR included Alternative A: Limited Alteration of ATC Factory Building. This alternative would
eliminate or relocate the courtyard feature proposed for this building, essentially preserving more of
the front façade along Ocean View Boulevard.
The City’s rejection of this alternative is based on design considerations and the benefits of providing
a more open and accessible commercial reuse of Building 1. The historic preservation benefits from
closing in the building, while addressing the identified impact, would preclude the benefits of creating
a space within a repurposed historic building that is more consistent with the overall project design.
Additional alternatives - such as one that focuses on historic preservation, for example – would not
meet the project’s economic or design objectives, as the project was not proposed as a historic
preservation effort. Please see Statement of Overriding Considerations below.

5. Statement of Overriding Considerations
CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the
project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or
statewide environmental benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”
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When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which
are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in
writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the
record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the
record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).
The City of Pacific Grove concludes that the project’s relative benefits outweigh its residual
environmental effects for the following reasons:
1. LCP Consistency and Provision of Coastal Serving Uses. The project as proposed and analyzed in
the Final EIR is consistent with the land uses in the City’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)
Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan. LCP Figure 6 identifies the entire site as “Visitor-Serving
Commercial” (V-C). This land use designation allows for overnight lodging facilities, eating and
drinking establishments, visitor serving and service retail, event venues, institutional uses
oriented to tourism public and private parking facilities, and uses accessory to the above uses.
The project proposal responds directly to the uses allowed and envisioned in the certified LCP
and has been designed consistent with the development and design standards identified in the
LCP Implementation Plan for Visitor Serving development and standards specific to the
American Tin Cannery site.
Given this consistency with City coastal land uses, standards and regulations, the project would
provide certain social and economic benefits by redeveloping an underutilized site and
struggling commercial center into a more vibrant facility with public gathering spaces, coastalserving uses and coastal accommodations. The range of uses and public benefits in the coastal
zone would outweigh the residual environmental effects related to unavoidable visual character
changes and modifications to a structure eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic
Resources.
2. Economic Benefits to the City of Pacific Grove. The hotel and commercial uses as would
generate significant annual transient occupancy taxes, based on information included in the
Lower Cost Overnight Accommodations Feasibility Study, as well as additional sales taxes and
increased property tax revenues for the site. These direct economic benefit to the City’s annual
budget would provide greater opportunity for enhanced City services, programs, and capital
improvements. The project would also generate approximately 161 additional jobs at a range of
income levels, providing region-wide employment opportunities. The scale of these economic
benefits would outweigh the residual environmental effects related to unavoidable visual
character changes and modifications to a structure eligible for listing on the California Register
of Historic Resources.
3. Reuse of the ATC Factory Building. The project as proposed would modify, but retain, the ATC
factory building (with the distinctive sawtooth roof) and attached office structure (currently
Archie’s restaurant). These structures, identified as “Building 0” and “Building 1” in the Historic
Resources Technical Report (HRTR) in the Final EIR, were found to be the primary contributors
to the historic significance of the ATC Complex. The warehouse structure (“Building 2”) was also
9
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identified as a contributor to the site’s historic significance, but to a lesser degree. As identified
in the Final EIR, the demolition of Building 2 and partial demolition/modification of Building 1 (to
create a courtyard) would result in a significant impact to resources identified as eligible for
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources based their connection to events that
have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of local history (the local canning and
fishing industry).
The retention and reuse of Building 0 and Building 1, despite the alteration of Building 1 to
create a courtyard, is considered a significant social and technological benefit of the project as it
would retain many identifiable characteristics of the factory. These characteristics and context
would remain a prominent component of the project, even though the extent of the
modifications would affect the building’s historic integrity to the point where it would no longer
be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources or the Pacific Grove Historic
Resources Inventory. The social, technological, and tangible economic benefits of the project as
proposed would outweigh the residual (unavoidable) environmental effect caused by the
alteration of Building 1 as currently designed.
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Attachment 13
Correspondence Received on the Project
The following correspondence on the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project was
received, in addition to the comments on the Notice of Preparation, which are included in
Appendix A of the EIR, and to the comments on the Draft EIR, which are included in the Final
EIR.
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12/4/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Re: Questions Relating to Public Review of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project Draft E.I.R.
R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Thu 8/13/2020 4:00 PM
To: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>

Cosmo,
Thank you for your email. For the in-lieu low-cost visitor accommoda on fees, those would stay with the
City and be used for the development of low cost accommoda ons elsewhere in the City.
The project will be responsible for payment of all the normally-required development impact fees, and
those would be calculated at the Building Permit issuance stage, should the project obtain the Planning
approvals. The hotel por on of the project would be responsible for paying the City's Transient
Occupancy Tax, which for a project of this size, would be a signiﬁcant source of revenue to the City.
The project also proposes to use a por on of the Sloat Avenue Right-of-Way, and the applicant would be
responsible for a long-term lease agreement or similar arrangement, and the City would be charging the
developer for use of this right-of-way. The lease agreement and annual lease amount will need City
Council approval, and the City staﬀ and applicant team are working towards a mutually-acceptable dra
agreement.
The applicant will also be responsible for some level of ﬁnancial contribu on towards expanded shu le
or trolley services as part of their Transporta on Demand Management Program. This is a mi ga on
measure in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions sec ons and is also discussed in the
Transporta on sec on of the Dra EIR. Finally, the applicant would be subject to the City's in-lieu tree
replacement fee requirements, if they are unable to meet the tree replacement requirements discussed
in the Biological Resources sec on. You may want to see these sec ons of the Dra EIR for more
informa on.
Please let me know if you have addi onal ques ons. Thank you.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 3:08 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: Ques ons Rela ng to Public Review of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Dra
E.I.R.

City of Pacific Grove
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
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12/4/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Community Development Department
Mr. Mullane:
The Draft E.I.R. states: "The project applicant proposes to meet the LCP’s low-cost visitor
accommodation needs through measures that could include: 1) payment of in-lieu fees; or 2)
restrictions on room rates for a designated block of rooms at the ATC Hotel."
My first question is whether these in-lieu fees would go to the City of Pacific Grove or to the State
(Coastal Commission)?
Also, other than the routine development fees paid to the city for any and all development
applications and processes, are there any additional or different fees or charges Pacific Grove may
impose or may consider imposing on the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project? I
don't know that I'll get through the thousands of pages of the entire D.E.I.R., so can you also tell me if
anything of this sort is discussed or found in the D.E.I.R?
Thank you,
Cosmo Bua
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10/2/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Fwd: ATC DEIR
Jung Hwa K. <familythatshopstogether@gmail.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 5:08 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

'Apologies and typo corrected below ... Jung Hwa Kim
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Jung Hwa K. <familythatshopstogether@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Sep 28, 2020 at 4:58 PM
Subject: ATC DEIR
To: <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Please respond to the following questions regarding the Draft EIR of the American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial
Project dated July 2020 in vol. 1:
1. What data supports the statements on page 4-4 that the project a) could generate about 172 jobs and b) that the
employees would be from regional residents? Please list the towns that the regional residents refers to. Relatedly, how
and where will the employees travel to the jobs? If they're parking, where will they park their vehicles?
2. In reference to p. 7-17, please describe the specific analysis that is planned and any that have already been done
regarding the impact of the ATC project to the ocean and sea life, including the harbor seal population and oysters and
cetaceans and sea otters. Noise affects wildlife in the ocean and the ocean itself during all phases of construction and
operation. What data supports that less than significant impact will occur? What data from seismic surveys support
that less than significant impact will occur?
Please state when story poles and specific data will be provided that describe how the noise and traffic and water use
generated from the construction and operation of this project will be mitigated and over what specific periods of time.

Respectfully,
Jung Hwa Kim
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12/4/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Public Comment: American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR
Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 5:20 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

To:
Re:

The City of Pacific Grove. Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Unexamined Opinions, Perceptions, Definitions, and Preconceived Expectations Render a Good

Part of this D.E.I.R. Analysis Pointless, While Also Failing to Provide Actually Required Investigation
From: Cosmo Bua
Date: September 28, 2020

To No Purpose:
Unexamined Opinions, Perceptions, Definitions, and Preconceived Expectations Render a Good
Part of this D.E.I.R. Analysis Pointless, While Also Failing to Provide Actually Required
Investigation
Before Commenting on the DEIR Itself:
The time and information provided for public analysis of this D.E.I.R. hasn't been adequate to allow the
public sufficient opportunity to evaluate the project and then provide their input. There was an
initial period when the D.E.I.R was available only online, which eliminated standard access through
printed materials. Even when printed copies became available, they were few and difficult to access. If
you doubt this, put out a call for anecdotes. The comment period was extended. Safety concerns, per
usual, would not allow the use of story poles and netting. When displays finally went up as
substitutes, there were only a few days left before the Public Comment deadline. (I've been informed
that the displays themselves provided little information. Apparently, they didn't even include the fact
that the Public Comment period would end on 9/28!) The scores of supposedly protected trees which
are to be destroyed never did get identifying ribbons put on them - which would have left a quite
different impression than reading about them being destroyed for the project. Given all of that, it's
unreasonable for the Public Comment period to expire Sept 28. It should be extended to some point
beyond when additional, more informative displays and tree ribbons are added. (Ideally, an
independent (non City) safety evaluation on the use of story poles should be conducted.)

A) Biological Resources
Trees
1. E.I.R. Preparers:
Question A) How many "protected trees" threatened by development does it take for the
City of Pacific grove to protect them?
One or two, or half a dozen rarely matter if development, expansion, or an "improvement" (eg: a
driveway) is wanted. Here we have seventy-nine trees (or 86 - there are two different counts in the
DEIR) , fifty-two of which are protected Monterey
Cypress
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Cypress, and Eucalyptus trees. All of these must give way for this necessarily gargantuan
development. Pacific Grove residents are to be placated because an in-lieu of fee will probably be paid
as mitigation. I know a little mitigation money, or the possible planting of preferred new trees which will
take 60 years to achieve the maturity of those to be destroyed, will certainly square the hacking up of 79
(86?) mature trees for me. I've little doubt that most Pagrovians will be content to wait those 50 years.
2. As the D.E.I.R. states: the California Coastal Act prioritizes protection of important scenic resources
and views from public areas, such as highways, roads, beaches, and trails. Section 30251: “The scenic
and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas, ...". and,
"Visibility takes into consideration any and all obstructions that may be in the sightline, including
landforms, trees and other vegetation, buildings, ..."
Unfortunately for the trees, This D.E.I.R. operates on the unwitting, or at least the unwritten
assumption that trees are obstructions to views, rather than a beloved part of them. Everyone I
know thinks of trees as a part of any view they experience.
Question B): What is the basis for this bizarre assumption or opinion that trees are to be
considered obstructions?
Question B1): What justifies the application of this opinion to the descriptions of views?
Question B2): What justifies the application of this opinion to evaluations of the project's effects?

3. These scores of mature trees are an essential component of the historical setting.
They are a character-defining feature of the location as a cultural landscape. They are living symbols of
what the entirety of the site represents - as it functioned, and as it was accommodated on the
Peninsula.
Question C): Are these trees a recognizable component of an historical setting?
Question C1): Are these trees a component of a cultural or vernacular landscape?
Question C2): Would removing them be classified a significant adverse impact for these reasons, in
addition to those already specified in this D.EI.R.?

4. The D.E.I.R states: "Tree removal itself can be fully mitigated" This is dangerous, destructive
nonsense. In practice, and as used here, "mitigation" has proven to be convenient prodevelopment terminology. It creates a right to develop almost anywhere regardless of the horrible
destruction planned, because almost any eradication can not matter by definition. It also creates
an easy out for government planners, commissioners, and council persons who can excuse their failure
to protect biological resources and their localities from over development.
From Wikipedia, source unclear: Mitigation is a more development-friendly alternative to strict
environmental laws because it allows development to occur where environmental laws might
prohibit it. The enforcement of Pacific Grove's environmental commitments should be expected with
this project, not the open willingness to exaggerate a developer's right to flaunt them through
subservient, skewed evaluations.
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Destroying 86, mostly protected trees for one very optional commercial design is horrendous. It
can not be excused by "mitigation".

5. The D.E.I.R.: 3.7.7 Tree Removal and Landscaping: To construct the project, disturbance would
occur on nearly 100% of the project site, resulting in the removal of 79 trees (including 52 Monterey
cypress). Excavation, shoring and grading activity necessitates removal of nearly the entire existing
tree population, consisting of eucalyptus, Monterey cypress, Strawberry, Canary Island pine, and Coast
live oak. These trees are primarily planted landscape trees, and replanting would occur as part of
the project’s landscape plan.
The reflex rationale that it's ok to destroy these supposedly protected trees because they are primarily
planted landscape trees made me wonder about the hundreds of communities completely devastated
to moonscapes by 2020's fires, as many are annually. As those communities struggle to reestablish
themselves trees will be high on all priority lists for health, beauty, and normalcy. Will it be
nonsensical, as these DEIR preparers and PG planners apparently know, when residents of those
communities try to save their planted landscape trees, just on principle, because they are living things?
Will it go without question, as in this D.E.I.R., that cities and their "developers" have an incontestable
and unimportant right to remove them? Will none of those millions of trees have justification for
protection?
Pacific Grove Municipal Code Title 12 TREES AND THE URBAN FOREST Ch. 12.20 PROTECTED TREES
comprises 10 Sections with scores of mentions of protected trees not one of which says
protected trees which were planted as landscape are to have less protection than volunteer
trees which sprang up on their own.
6. Pacific Grove Municipal Code 12.20.010 Overall canopy coverage: The city of Pacific Grove shall
strive to achieve a 25-year city-wide canopy cover target to maintain the existing canopy cover
with the goal of a total canopy cover of 33 percent.
Question D): What is the current percentage of canopy coverage over Pacific Grove?
Question D1): In what year of this 25-year city-wide canopy cover increase goal are we at the
end of 2020?
Question D2): What effect on Pacific Grove's percentage of canopy coverage will this
project have by destroying these trees?
7. TREE REPORT
(Subtitle: The Necessity-to-Eliminate-Trees Report)
From the report:

- "The assessment of each tree concluded with an opinion of whether the tree should be removed, or
preserved, based on the extent and effect of construction activity to the short and long term
health of the tree."
- "Attempts to retain any existing vegetation for this project will be problematic and are unrealistic due
to the scope of the project as presented."
Page 167 of 295
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGUxOWYzNzZhLWMzYWYtNDZiNi1iYjIwLTA1MDhhMjcwZjBmMgAuAAAAAADNwlwYTxd8SZviG8Ju2gEj…

3/12

12/4/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

" It is not the intent of this report to be a monetary valuation of the trees"
Question E): Has a monetary valuation of this sizable part of Pacific Grove's urban forest been
done?
- "Oak, Cypress, Eucalyptus trees found on this property are considered protected trees as defined by
the City of Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinance"
Unfortunately, my access to the appendices has been very minimal due to computer problems, but I
did manage to see some of the list of trees to be destroyed. So this partial information includes that
many of the "protected" trees are over thirty (30) inches in diameter (diameter,
not circumference), and there are at least two trees with diameters of forty-three
(43) inches, one at thirty-eight (38) inches, and one at fifty-five (55!) inches.
(Question E1) Is it to be 79 or 86 trees that are to be destroyed for this development? Both
numbers are cited in this D.E.I.R.
(Question E1) What is the exact number of protected trees which will be destroyed for this
development?
(Question E2) Knowing in advance that:
a) To construct the project, disturbance would occur on nearly 100% of the project site,(The
D.E.I.R.: 3.7.7 Tree Removal and
Landscaping).; and that
b) starting there, it would have been astounding upon very careful analysis to discover
that "Attempts to retain any existing
vegetation for this project will
be problematic and are unrealistic due to the scope of the project as presented" ;. and that
c) Especially since the point of any conclusion was to come up with an opinion for each
tree as to whether it should be removed,
or preserved, based on the extent and effect of
construction activity...
What was the point of getting a tree report?
8. There is a significant discrepancy between:
The D.E.I.R.: 3.7.7 Tree Removal and Landscaping To construct the project, disturbance would occur
on nearly 100% of the project site, resulting in the removal of 79 trees , and
- The D.E.I.R.: American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Biological Resources Technical
Memorandum and Habitat Assessment June 15, 2020: Removal of Urban Trees/Impact to Urban
Forest: As all of the project site will be subject to proposed improvements, all 86 tree/tree clusters on
site will be removed.
9. The D.E.I.R.: Long Term Impacts
No significant long -term impacts to the urban forest ecosystem are anticipated due to the fact
that the trees being removed are planted landscape trees which can be replanted or other
mitigation implemented such as paying an in-lieu fee to place trees on other areas. Less than 15% of
the parcels will be permanently altered by the project due to the fact that there are already previous
developments. The project is in a highly urbanized area therefore the project as proposed is not likely
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to significantly reduce the availability of wildlife habitat over the long -term.
This is not actually true. The trees being removed can not be replanted. They are to be hacked to
pieces and discarded (mulched?). They are, or will have been, living things.
10. The loss to Wildlife through the destruction of all of these mature trees, the vast majority of
which are natives, requires greater consideration. Mature Cypress, Oak and Eucalyptus, along with
other species present are major food and shelter sources for birds and other wild animals and insects.
This is serious habitat reduction for the area. Unusually abundant wildlife is one of the main tourism
draws to Pacific Grove - and it is a tremendous quality of life enhancement for residents. This is much
too significant a loss of natural habitat for the immediate locale which already suffers from a deficit of
tree canopy. Destroying these scores of trees is counter to the City's stated goal and legal obligation
to increase canopy coverage. Make no mistake, this is a choice being made about our local ecology.
The City will have chosen to destroy wildlife habitat provided by protected trees for income from an
unnecessarily large hotel complex. (Which will decimate a unique Historical and Cultural Landscape to
boot. What a plan.
The City of Pacific Grove should have required project developers to design around these scores of
protected, native, and other trees. That is still the imperative. To move ahead with this project design
the City will need to justify an environmental crime. Instead of proposing protecting the trees, the attitude
seems to have been something like: Go for it! Let's have 100% lot coverage. Scrape it to the ground! Give us
something big, high end, impressive, a real money maker! Protected trees, what protected trees?

Will Planning Commissioners and City Council Members sign onto the required findings, personally
attesting that this very significant effect on the environment is necessary and unavoidable. It is not
necessary to destroy scores of mature trees to develop a hotel.
Leave the trees. Design around them.

11. OTHER BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Fauna: I'm very concerned that the mitigations and accounting for the
dust, noise, vibration, and other ongoing and construction impacts on the Harbor Seals, Oystercatchers, and

other species will be insufficient. Outside of nesting and pupping seasons there will still be a
tremendous increase in noise and foot and car traffic. Without this new influx of people, noise,
pollution, etc. it is already very touch and go for some peninsula waters wildlife, and this is a
particularly sensitive area where species are already under assault. Some are carefully monitored
now for the precariousness of their habitat, often disturbed by visitors and other stresses. The scale
of this project will certainly be harmful to BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.

12.

Monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus * Eucalyptus, acacia and pine trees groves

provide winter habitat when they have adequate protection from wind and nearby sources of
water and nectar
Here: "Unlikely, trees present lack wind protection and surrounding areas lack suitable nectar plants."
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Pacific Grove has lost quite a bit of winter habitat over the years - I remember back in the mid 70's
you didn't need to go to a (somewhat) protected official grove, the sky was full of butterflies which
used a lot of other PG locations available then. Instead of this orientation that it doesn't matter
to Monarchs if all of these trees are destroyed, because of wind and a lack of nectar plants (if there's
been a neighbor survey and this claim is actually true), why not enhance this group of trees. The
annual migration is now often limited to a very few individual trees. Create here another site for the
Monarchs. As should happen anyway, redesign around these "legally protected trees" to have the
buildings improved in their repurposing to provide significant protection from winds. And have a
project to plant nectar plants - as was done in the current overwintering site - there are many places
near this site where the city could plant them. The city could easily involve many site neighbors to put
in these nectar plants. Instead of always bemoaning the great decline in Monarchs which is
happening for numerous reasons, including past City practices, why not enhance the city in their
interest. Save the protected trees, and the historical buildings, and create another Grove with very
little work.

B. Aesthetics
1. Views
Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
and scenic coastal areas,..
I believe that shown the before and after photos and renderings in Section 3 many residents of the Monterey
Peninsula would believe the before photos are much more appropriate to this site and to the local environment. Most
would prefer that the before be left alone as much as possible.

Rather than assessing the project designs' faithfulness to the requirement to protect views,
this E.I.R works to help the developers by taking the tack that there are no views to protect.
The DEIR: "Visibility takes into consideration any and all obstructions that may be in the sightline,
including landforms, trees and other vegetation, buildings, ..."
Unfortunately for view protection, This D.E.I.R. operates on the unwitting, or at least the unwritten
assumption that trees are obstructions to views, rather than a beloved part of them.
a. American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR Figure 3-6A: Eardley Avenue
Elevation
Here it can be seen that it is the trees which are to be destroyed, together with the ocean in the
distance that creates an identifiable Monterey Peninsula viewscape. The new project design can not.
In other words, the trees are essential to the beloved, rare identity provided by the view. .
b. American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR Figure 3-6B: Dewey Avenue
Elevation
Here again the trees are essential elements to the Monterey Peninsula viewscape, aided by
the smaller scale of the NAFI Building and the area between buildings, which allows the trees the
space to dominate the scene, and as natives. The proposed project's buildings with the ocean beyond
could be most anywhere near a body of water. I don't know what the sizes and shapes of the new
trees will be if they're allowed to grow to maturity and in their natural forms, but even if they eventually
get large enough to become the major view element, they will always be scorned by people like these
D.E.I.R. preparers, because they will have been planted as landscape. So, with this design mentality,
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they will not be eligible for protection - for what that's worth. And they will never call to mind the
Monterey Peninsula.
c. American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR Figure 3-5A: Pre-Project
Conditions, and Figure 3-5B: Post-Project Conditions
With this before/after combination you can really see how a Monterey Peninsula identity is
provided in large measure by the trees which are going to be destroyed. This is an urban forest.
Regardless of how it got here, this is a forest of mostly legally protected trees which should be
recognized, nourished and expanded, not hacked to pieces.
d. California Coastal Act
The California Coastal Act (PRC Section 30000 et seq.) prioritizes protection of important scenic
resources and views from public areas, such as highways, roads, beaches, and trails ... Section
30251: “The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to
and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and where feasible, to restore and
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas ...

There is a basic failure to understand that the site's historic buildings,
are unequivically relevant to the local milieu they were instrumental in establishing, along
with its mature protected trees - the entire cultural landscape - constitutes a "coastal
view" they must protect. This unexamined opinion, or perception renders a good part of the
DEIR analysis irrelevant, while also failing to provide actually required investigation.
The D.E.I.R:

5.6.1 Significance Criteria (Aesthetics)
"The following significance criteria for aesthetics were derived from the Environmental Checklist in
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G . These significance criteria have been amended or supplemented, as
appropriate, to address lead agency requirements and the full range of potential impacts related to
this project."
This seems an odd process. Significance criteria used for effects evaluations of a project which is
enthusiastically supported (promoted really) by the City are changed by the E.I.R. preparers in the
employ of the City, to address lead City agency requirements ...

"An adverse aesthetic (visual) impact occurs within public view when:
(1) an action perceptibly changes existing features of the physical environment so that they no longer
appear to be characteristic of the subject locality or region;
There is overwhelming expert opinion and documentation proving that all three buildings Office, Cannery, Warehouse - are valuable both historically and architecturally. They are also great
candidates to repurpose to fulfill the project's objectives. Removing most the sites historic and
architecturally unique buildings and all of its mature, mostly native, and protected trees will
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absolutely perceptibly change existing features of the physical environment so that they no
longer appear to be characteristic of the subject locality or region;
(2) an action introduces new features to the physical environment that are perceptibly uncharacteristic
of the region and/or locale;
The trees which are to be destroyed, and the architecturally unique buildings, together with the ocean
in the distance create an immediately identifiable Monterey Peninsula viewscape. The new project
design can not.
or
(3) aesthetic features of the landscape become less visible (i.e. partially or totally blocked from view) or
are removed. Changes that seem uncharacteristic are those that appear out of place, discordant, or
distracting. The degree of the aesthetic impact depends upon how noticeable the adverse change
may be, and conclusions can be subjective. The noticeability of an adverse aesthetic impact is a
function of project features, context, and viewing conditions (e.g. angle of view, distance, primary
viewing directions, and duration of view)."
Removing most the sites historic and architecturally unique buildings and all of its mature,
mostly native, and protected trees will absolutely have a noticeabie adverse aesthetic impact.
This not a subjective conclusion.

Size, Noise,Traffic
Question F): As with this development, the City of Pacific Grove has a history of denying story poles
on large projects, the planning Department having determined that they would be too great a safety
hazard. The refusal to require story poles has prevented many residents from learning about this
project. It's also very difficult to get an accurate sense of the projects effects on views, light and
shadows, its height and mass relative to its surroundings, etc.
In a public review process for an E.I.R., is the public entitled to an independent safety
evaluation where it can be shown that the lead agency, the City, did its own safety analysis for
required story poles on a Project it is in favor of?

CHARTER of the CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA

Article 5.5 Residential Character of the City
In the exercise of their duties, obligations and authorities, the Council, boards and commissions,
officers and employees of the City shall be guided by the determination of the people that Pacific
Grove is primarily a city of homes and that business and industry shall be compatible with its
residential character.
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The Heritage Society of Pacific Grove: "does this project fit with the Secretary of Interior
Standards for infill in such a historic type of neighborhood? From the Standard: Not Recommended
“Introducing new construction on the building site which is visually incompatible in terms of size,
scale, design, material, or color, which destroys historic relationships on the site, or which damages or
destroys important landscape features, such as replacing a lawn with paved parking areas or removing
mature trees to widen a driveway.” Does the proposed hotel fit into this “Not Recommended”
standard?

Size
A gargantuan development for which the elimination of a public street is required is just too big. The
view of this proposed development from overhead is shocking (A-4 Vicinity Map and A-5 Arial View Overall Project).
This project design will visit inconvenience beyond description upon all nearby residents, and even
some commercial establishments.
I believe this project is out of scale with the nearby residential and small commercial uses of the
area. Leave the street. Design around it.
.

Noise
Noise even at non sensitive times on sensitive and other species, including humans, matters.
Attempting (because it will not be near 100% possible) to control for noise at "sensitive times" for
certain species will not remove the detrimental effects on them - and on their habitat - then and at
other times. The horrendous excavation and construction noises, and later the routine operational
noises, are very likely to have negative effects on everyone and everything within a radius probably
already known to project developers and to City of P.G. planners. Nearest Pagrovians and New
Monterey residents will be disturbed no end, literally. The E.I.R, for these people at least, should
include serious mitigation in the form of financial compensation.
A smaller project, with much less excavation and construction, each over a shorter time period, and
with far fewer guests and activities would be less noisy and more locally compatible.

Traffic
I haven't looked at the section on traffic effects. I'm sure that like almost all E.I.R.s, it proves,
ridiculously, that all traffic effects will be "mitigated". Anyone who needs to use Central Ave even
occasionally knows that it is already routinely difficult and backed up. And of course it's a nearly
impassable nightmare whenever something special is happening. Central, David, Lighthouse, Cannery
Row, will all be insufficient to accommodate this project on a daily basis. Pagrovians and New
Monterey and Monterey residents will be seriously inconvenienced, as will all who must get through
this bottleneck for a great many reasons fairly often.
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Question G): Is it possible to require some serious mitigation in the form of financial
compensation for all of the expected inconvenience and the lowered quality of life which
nearby residents and possibly small business can expect due to this development?

The Purpose of the Project
is to renew an under-utilized commercial property to establish a new hotel with
commercial uses that will enhance the economic vitality of the Project area as
envisioned by the City of Pacific Grove.
Appendix
Here we may have the basic problem. The City and the Developers see the site as "an under-utilized
commercial property", which it may be. But that's the least of what it is. More importantly, it is an
architecturally valuable historical site containing three different, well-defined styles of a particular
period when it was an important contributor to the development of the economy and to the culture of
the entire area, and well beyond. The community also has the amazing good fortune to have this
location be the home to a small but very significant urban forest of scores of beautiful, mature, legally
protected trees, with all of their well documented benefits, including as wildlife habitat.

Project Objectives
3.5.1 Background Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a clearly written statement of
objectives be presented in an EIR.
One Project Objective, to provide affordable, low cost visitor accommodation, is a high priority
for the California Coastal Commission, but not for the City of Pacific Grove. The project must be
required to provide these accommodations, because an in-lieu of fee is very unlikely to wind up
producing this accommodations. Also, "affordable" must be defined and calculated before the project
is built. Owners should not be allowed to set these rates, or to decide how many units must be low
cost accommodations.

ALTERNATIVES
The D.E.I.R: CEQA Requirements for Alternatives CEQA requires that an EIR “...describe a
reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR
need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a))
The D.E.I.R: 20.2 Consistency with Project Objectives The basic purpose of an EIR's discussion of
alternatives is to suggest ways project objectives might be achieved at less environmental cost.
Accordingly, alternatives must be able to meet most project objectives, but they need not be able to
meet all of them. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR’s alternatives analysis should focus on
alternatives that can eliminate or reduce significant environmental impacts even if they would impede
attainment of project objectives to some degree
more costly (14 CCR §15126.6(b))
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This D.E.I.R. must be rejected because it does not analyse a reasonable range of alternatives to the
project sufficient to investigate eliminating or reducing significant environmental impacts. It does
not describe a fair and sensible range of alternatives to allow for meaningful comparisons. Except for the
environmentally superior "no project", the alternatives evaluated are too similar to the project.
1. One obvious and necessary alternative left unexamined would be a project that is designed around
accommodating the supposedly protected trees, as Pacific Grove's conservation obligations would
make an essential analysis. Although not required, this alternative could absolutely meet all
of the Project Objectives, albeit in a less grandiose manner. With the current project
design requiring 100% destruction of all the trees on the site, at least 79 mature trees, most of which
are legally protected (at least officially in writing, ... you know, in the law ), we must have an alternative
which preserves them. There is no excuse for not considering such an alternative.
Question H):

How would this alternative #1 not meet the project's objectives?

2. Another obvious and necessary alternative left unexamined would be the repurposing of the
buildings already on the site which are excellent examples of their types and time. There is
overwhelming expert opinion and documentation proving that all three buildings -Office, Cannery,
Warehouse - are valuable both historically and architecturally. They are also great candidates for filling
the project's objectives in very thought-provoking ways. Instead of the interesting but
inappropriate and irrelevant suggested design, repurposing these buildings will reinforce the
historicity of the entire Cannery Row scene - which is the main attraction of the immediate area, and
will make it the most fun (and educational) to visit. There is no problem accommodating the project's
objectives with this alternative.
Question H1): How would this alternative #2 not meet the project's objectives?
3. THE BEST ALTERNATIVE would be to combine numbers 1 and 2 alternatives above.
Question H2): How would this alternative #3 not meet the project's objectives?
Among the currently available alternatives the only acceptable one is the No Project Alternative. Even
though CEQA requires further alternatives examination when this is the case, the No Project
Alternative remains the Environmentally Superior Alternative because with all of the others the
significant effects - aesthetic, biological, and historical damage - are too great to approve. It is a
legitimate CEQA alternatives analysis to select the No Project Alternative. The City is not required to
allow the least terrible project design to go forward.
4. Another Alternative: With this gigantic commercial project removing most of the sites historic
artifacts and every one its trees, "protected" or not, I wonder if it hasn't occurred to the City and its
planners that Project Objectives could be accomplished in spades by building a 30 story skyscraper a truly unique, city promoting, budget solving, money making project. Positioned towards the center
of the site, a relatively small footprint structure with lots of glass could even improve the views. There
could be scores of low cost visitor accommodations (in the back on the bottom floors) subsidized by
many stories of commercially contributing retail and other fun things above, including quite a range of
visitor accommodations, topped off by very, very premium total-view accommodations. As far as
traffic and associated noise and other pollution concerns, all accommodations could require visitors to
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check in and out by gratis helicopter only, and shuttles would be provided to visit likely tourist
destinations on the Peninsula. Any objections to the project can easily be overridden by Planning
Commissioners and City Council Members signing onto the required findings, personally attesting that
whatever very significant effects on the environment may be imagined, ignoring them is necessary and
unavoidable.
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ATC
Lesah Ross <lesahross@gmail.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 5:43 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

The proposed hotel going in to the current ATC site is obscene! It is completely out of scale to the
surrounding area, it will be a massive water gulp, it destroys dozens of mature trees, and it puts
sensitive marine mammals (most notably seals pupping along the cove at Hopkins) at risk. From an
aesthetic point of view, it looks like a massive luxury hotel, available in any upscale community in the
US, not a charming piece of history that fits well with the surrounding environment. Please preserve
our animals, our community, our water (really? A massive hotel, with pools, a huge laundry
requirement and restaurants, when community residents have to jump through flaming hoops to add
a toilet), our roadways (from further congestion) and the charm and uniqueness of our city. Can this
be scaled way back? Or better yet, aborted in favor of something that will actually serve the
community in which it exists? It is an abomination in its current iteration.
Lesah Ross
Sent from my iPad
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Comments on draft EIR for the proposed ATC Hotel & Commercial Project
Sheila Baldridge <baldridge@redshift.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 6:20 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Mr. Mullane:
I have had very little time to read over the DEIR for the project but I have the following comments:
A. I am very concerned about the rock removal for an underground garage for several reasons:
1.The disturbance to the neighborhood is unacceptable. This includes the two harbor seal colonies at
Hopkins Marine Station. I have seen them go into the water when a
deer walked by. This extreme level of disturbance could cause the animals to permanently leave the
area. Apart from the harassment to the seals themselves, hundreds
of people come by each year to enjoy watching them and this would be a loss both to them and to the
City.
2. The level of ground shaking caused by the blasting must surely affect tanks and equipment at the
Monterey Bay Aquarium and Hopkins Marine Station. Not to mention
businesses in the area. It is noted that if there is a disturbance to fish in the tanks etc. work will be
halted. Then what? Every time work is resumed the same thing will
happen again.
3. The traffic and disturbance in the area caused by all the truck loads of rock being removed.
B. The lack of parking for employees. Bus passes etc. are mentioned but what about people who live in
Salinas, Carmel Valle etc.? Will a bus from the hotel go by each
day and pick them up? It is too far to bicycle and people often need their cars to runs errands, maybe
pick up children after work. Also related to parking - the current
parking lot behind the ATC will be gone what about the parking needs of other businesses in the area?
C. Will the meeting and gathering places be open for local use?
D. How will the extra traffic on Ocean View Boulevard be handled?
E. I feel that the whole project is much too big. The design does not fit with the area. The building in
the visual simulation from Monterey Bay is an eyesore. Let us not
forget the Embassy Suites!
Thank you for your consideration,
Sheila Baldridge
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American Tin Cannery Hotel Proposal's Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment
Bonnie Lind <bonlind@gmail.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 7:11 PM
To: ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>; R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Dear Ms. Hunder and Mr. Mullane,
I want to comment on the American Tin Cannery Hotel Proposal Draft EIR. I think that the EIR has
severely understated the impact of the construction on the very fragile seal population at Hopkins
Beach. This is one of the very last safe locations for the seals with the beach protected. This is critical
habitat for pregnant seal pupping and seals are slow to return to locations that have been degraded.
Also, the fact that the developer has not put up the required story poles that would enable the public
to truly comprehend the size of the development in time for the public to view it prior to comment on
the EIR is unacceptable. In addition, the EIR has underestimated the increased traffic that an additional
hotel property will cause in an already highly congested area.
I hope that you will deny this project as it is not in the right place or the right size.
Thank you,
Bonnie Lind
25251 Terrace Grove Rd.
Los Gatos CA 95033
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Tin cannery hotel
JLKofman Personal <jlkofman@yahoo.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 7:38 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Brave people these investors. I wish them well. I believe this hotel will be a great addition to PG. Maybe
they will even have a Happy Hour for residents!

Jose Kofman
PG
Sent from my iPadd
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Hotel
Charleen Grice <mtheory5555@gmail.com>
Mon 9/28/2020 7:39 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Mr. Mullane,
I hope this finds you well.
It is my understanding that a proper public discourse regarding a Major hotel project, has not taken
place. I pray you will see fit to provide this opportunity for the people of our town to examine and
discuss this matter further.
Kind Regards,
Charleen Grice
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Required by law
McCloud, Michaela <mccloudm@seattleu.edu>
Mon 9/28/2020 8:01 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; citymanager@pacificgrove.org <citymanager@pacificgrove.org>;
citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org <citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org>; kevin.kahn@coastal.ca.gov
<kevin.kahn@coastal.ca.gov>; alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov <alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; dave@laredolaw.net
<dave@laredolaw.net>; heidi@laredolaw.net <heidi@laredolaw.net>; citymanager@pacificgrove.org
<citymanager@pacificgrove.org>

To Whom It May Concern,
My name is Michaela McCloud and I have been a Pacific Grove resident since I was two years old.
Pacific Grove was the most beautiful, supportive, and loving place to grow up. The small knit community
of Pacific Grove raised me into the adult I am today and holds a huge part of my heart.
As the discussion of building a resort continues, I am writing to you for help.
On a social level, a resort would be devastating to the community on a deep and personal level. The
Monterey Peninsula caters to the needs of tourists, but if we discontinue developing ways to generate
profit within our own community, what we now call "America's last home town" will no longer resemble
anything close to what it has echoed in the past. The effects of this resort will push young adults, like
myself and my peers, out of town. As prices continue to rise, many of us are already scrambling to
continue living in the homes that we grew up in. According to the most recent United States Census, it is
estimated that the average age of residents in Pacific Grove is forty-nine years old. As Gen X and Baby
Boomers head towards retirement and their children are entering young adulthood, building a resort puts
longtime residents in a precarious situation. I ask you to put serious consideration into how building a
resort will drive community members out and what will happen to the community as a result of these
actions.
Additionally, the American Tin Cannery is located across the street from the bay, which is home to a
plethora of endangered and threatened marine animals. The World Wildlife Fund estimates that roughly
one-fifth of the animals in our oceans today will likely be extinct by 2025. Two reasons found for the
decline of marine species are inadequate conservation laws and pollution. As a resident of Pacific Grove,
I grew up five minutes, walking distance, from the water. I have grown up surrounded by the wildlife that
we are so fortunate to have so close to us. Through my personal experience, I have seen that those who
are unfamiliar with marine animals hold a level of disrespect for the unique environment that we hold in
this town. The plan to build 225 hotel rooms and 20,000 square feet of street-level retail and restaurants
would be an environmental disaster for Pacific Grove’s marine life.
I ask you to please consider my statements and to read this letter to your colleagues at the next board
meeting. Building a resort in a small town like ours would be the end of Pacific Grove as we know it.
Please consider the long-term effect and damage that this will have, environmentally, economically, and
socially.
Please allow the space for a proper public comment period. This is required by law.
Please feel free to reach out to me via email or call me at (831) 915-5113 if you would like any additional
information or are interested in hearing a proposal regarding other ways to make use of the Tin Cannery
that will better support our environment and our community.
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Best,
Michaela McCloud
Michaela McCloud, BSW (she/her/hers)
(831) 915-5113
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ATC HOTEL DEIR COMMENTS
dk <dk9@sbcglobal.net>
Mon 9/28/2020 9:58 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
1 attachments (114 KB)
September 28 2020.docx;
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September 28, 2020

Rob Mullane, Contract Project Planner
City of Pacific Grove
Community Development Department
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Via Email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
RE: DEIR COMMENTS FOR ATC HOTEL PROJECT: (Two pgs.)
This project fails to fully address sufficient notification per CEQA. This project will have
more than a significant impact on the residents of Pacific Grove. Such as:
1.1.2: Project Description: THE TRUE SCOPE OF THE PROJECT WAS AND IS
INADEQUATE.
The three renderings of this project were minimal, one rendering with only two panels.
This two‐panel rendering was placed on a very busy street (Central Avenue) and not
many people would actually notice it when driving by, because of the heavy traffic
concerns. Therefore, most people (who might notice it) would likely be walking by. And
those walkers would likely be tourists or New Monterey residents, rather than a
majority of Pacific Grove residents.
There were no story poles, no yellow ribbons indicating the trees to be removed.
Therefore, the public was not adequately notified regarding the overwhelming size of
this project. Why couldn’t orange netting have been placed with poles adequately
secured to the building? I understand the dangers of “free standing” poles, but not
poles temporarily drilled into thick boards on the sides of the building, which later could
be removed.
An adequate and accurate project description is truly fundamental to the CEQA
Process. Please comment on what adequate visual aids will be used to rectify the lack
of adequate visual representation as mandated by CEQA.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts:
Mitigation has been identified within this project to reduce impacts. But some of these
are not mitigated to a less than significant level. Such as:
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
BIO‐2: “The project would interfere or impede with migratory bird habitat, as well as
the use of native wildlife nursery sites for harbor seal and black oystercatcher”.
(…“interfere or impede…”), how can that be mitigated?
The project states what “potential” measures it will take during nesting and breeding
season. The harbor seals only returned to this area several years ago. We also have
whales, orcas, dolphins and many other marine life existing nearby, or, will be migrating
nearby, during this period of construction.
Marine animals are not fond of noise. These scientific facts are being well documented.
The harbor seals are very close to this project. This project will definitely impact the
harbor seals, but it also will certainly impact other marine and bird life.
Please comment on rectifying the amplified noise, dust, and potential construction
runoff, for the full length of the project, and not just for a few months.
17.5 Proposed Project Trip Generation:
THE DRAFT EIR MUST INCLUDE ADEQUATE AND ENFORCEABLE MITIGATION
MEASURES FOR AIR QUALITY, TRAFFIC AND NOISE IMPACTS.
Central and Lighthouse Avenues are seriously impacted, especially during the time
people drive to and leave work. Of course, quite less with Covid and people now
working from home.
“Built‐Out Site Traffic” indicates hotel rooms, street retail, bar, fitness center and
restaurant.
Please comment on the additional traffic that will be generated for one day meetings,
(or more), that will be held in the designated ballroom/meeting rooms, and the other
meeting rooms. Many of these individuals likely will be driving to the meetings, and not
staying at the hotel.
Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,
Deborah Kenwood
Pacific Grove resident/dk9@sbcglobal.net
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Re: Tin Cannery Hotel - Public Comment Period
R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Tue 9/29/2020 5:00 PM
To: Carrie McCloud <carrie.mccloud09@gmail.com>

Carrie,
Thanks for your email. The Dra EIR was released for public review and comment on July 30th. The
comment period on the Dra EIR was extended beyond the 45-day requirement to 60-days. There are
other opportuni es to comment on the project and on the Final EIR before and during the hearings
before the City decision-makers. The City an cipates that the Architectural Review Board will review the
project on October 20, 2020. The Planning Commission will also need to review the project, likely in
December.
You may provide comments on the project at any me, including during the hearing itself. I will put you
on the list of recipients for no ces of upcoming hearings on the project. Thank you.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: Carrie McCloud <carrie.mccloud09@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 4:50 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: Tin Cannery Hotel - Public Comment Period

Mr. Mullane,
I was surprised to learn that the public comment period of 1 month was being shortened to only 2.5
weeks. This is outrageous. The residents of Pacific Grove deserve better, and I ask that you extend it to
the full month that it normally allowed so that all voices in this debate are heard.
I look forward to your response.
Carrie Beckwith
718 Congress Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
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American Tin Cannery Hotel & Commercial Project
Donald G. Kohrs <dkohrs@stanford.edu>
Tue 9/29/2020 6:25 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Rob Mullane,
I'm concerned about the water needs for this project and whether there is enough to build such a large
hotel. Development on the Peninsula has slowed since 1995 due to a lack of current and future water
supplies. In fact, when the Cannery Row Co. proposed a similar commercial development plan, it came
with its own seawater desalina on plant, which I did not care for.
Un l there's a clear way forward with water on the Peninsula, I don't see how something like this
(especially with new buildings) can be approved.
Sincerely
Donald Kohrs
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American Tin Cannery concerns
David Polden <dp10098@yahoo.com>
Tue 9/29/2020 10:22 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Hello,
As a long time resident I want to point out concerns about this and any other high density project near Cannery
Row. As I'm sure you have noticed over the decades since the Aquarium was approved traffic on Lighthouse Ave. has
come to a standstill for 9 months of the year now.(Pandemic not includes) I feel its timely to look at the Aquariums'
EIR submitted in the permit approval process to compare their traffic projections to the reality of the traffic we are now
living with. Its also imperative to factor in all the new high-density projects Monterey has already slammed Cannery
Row with in the last 5 years or so. That will help us (the citizenry) to evaluate the accuracy of the projections of these
EIR's.
Relating to the traffic for all of New Monterey as well as the Del Monte corridor, and the city of Pacific Grove, you
need to address where the tsunami evacuation route is. As it stands now if the route relies on Lighthouse Ave., then I
suggest everyone around Cannery Row is dead. Again that street is a parking lot for 9 months.
Regarding the tunnel one can look around and see its already below sea level and losing more ground daily with
sea level rise. I know I remember how well the tunnel holds water when it floods, since I was stuck in there when it did
flood, some decades ago.
We all watched the City of Monterey a few years back when they crafted their new master plan for surface traffic in
the city. If the future route for traveling between Monterey and New Monterey was not addressed then it can't be
considered a well reasoned plan. Without reimagining access from Lighthouse to Del Monte Ave via the tunnel then
your proposed traffic plan is built upon an incomplete, fractured, piece meal foundation.
Finally, lets examine all of these large commercial operations along Cannery Row, including the Aquarium and their
carbon footprint. The Aquarium as well as the City's of Monterey and Pacific Grove all claim to be very concerned
about the adverse affects we are having on out environment. Every car going to Cannery Row for 9 months of the
year probably spend 30 to 45 minutes each way idling, burning fossil fuels and crawling around the streets. But its not
just tourists parked along the road residents get trapped in it, too. Trying to get to a doctors appointment along Cass
Street for example a person needs to pack a lunch. A normal 10 to 15 minute drive between Pacific Grove and
Monterey can take an hour. I've had numerous times trying to get my mother to an appointment had to call from the
car to cancel of reschedule medical care because of Lighthouse Ave. turning into a parking lot for 9 months.
I know growth is important for our cities to survive but it has to be rational. The citizens are about fed up with the
authorities kicking the traffic problems down the street. If Monterey's city traffic engineer (if there really is such a
position) after this many decades refuses to address the issue while the city councils and chambers of commerce
keep slamming more and more high density projects in you will have a revolt of the locals. If the engineers traffic
solution is to drive around on Wave Street and paint a few new lines in the road to funnel traffic somewhere then that
person has no clue to the extent of the traffic problem here.
Therefore, neither this huge, high density project or any others in Pacific Grove or new Monterey can be considered
until the massive access problem is solved.
David Polden
Pacific Grove
resident 50 years
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Cannery Row Project Comment
Heide Feldman <feldman.heidi@icloud.com>
Tue 9/29/2020 2:08 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: Gary <gary.karnes@comcast.net>

Hello Mr Mullane,
We are commenting on your proposed Cannery Row Hotel Project. As longtime local PG residents, we
are strongly opposed to the scale and potential impact of this proposal. It is out of place at this location,
much too large, and not appropriate in the current economic climate, where existing hotels are already
suffering from reduced business.
As a former urban planner and EIR professional, I also question the short review period for your massive
draft document, and the inadequate public information associated with your proposed design.
Thank you for including this comment in your public review documentation.
Heidi Feldman and Gary Karnes
179 Pacific Ave., Pacific Grove, Ca 93950
831/372-7873
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ATC Hotel and Commercial Project - Compliance with CEQA 2.0
Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Tue 9/29/2020 9:11 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: McCoy, Alexandra@Coastal <Alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal <Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov>
1 attachments (63 KB)
ATC- DEIR Compliance Sept. 28, 2020.pdf;

Dear Rob,
I am attaching a letter regarding the CEQA review for your review and consideration.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani
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September 28, 2020
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Community and Economic Development Department
City of Pacific Grove
400 Forest Avenue Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Via email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project - Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Compliance with CEQA 2.0
Dear Rob,
I am writing to follow up on the specific comments and other letters regarding this EIR. I
believe some of the technical and procedural points I have raised will require a revision of key
elements of the Draft EIR and I request that the revised documents be recirculated per CEQA
with the new evidence to support the unsubstantiated findings in the current edition of the
report. Furthermore, you will see that I have as a qualified historic preservation architect,
recommended an independent (peer) review of the historical significance and integrity for listing
the site and buildings on the National Register of Historic Places. The likely candidate for that
assessment work be the State Office of Historic Preservation (SOHP). That status is linked to
the study of federal tax credits for rehabilitation as part of a reasonable alternative to the
proposed demolition of historic resources.
Please keep me informed about the status of the EIR.

Sincerely,
Tony Ciani,
Tony Ciani,
220 Walnut Street, Pacific Grove, CA 93950
CC: California Coastal Commission
California Office of Historic Preservation
City of Pacific Grove

1
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Re: correction
R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Fri 10/2/2020 7:56 AM
To: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>

Cosmo,
You may submit a revised le er, and that will be included with the correspondence on the project. The
revised le er would not, however, be included in the Final EIR and in the Responses to Comments, as it
would not have been received prior to the comment period deadline. Thank you.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 12:46 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: correc on

The City of Pacific Grove,
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Regarding my 9/28 Public Comment: American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR
9/30/20

Rob:
When I finally managed to get this public comment in at 5:20pm on 9/28 I was in such a hurry I didn't
manage to review it, Now I can see that I made a couple of serious errors. Some of what I included is
just incorrect. Are you able to accept corrections?
Cosmo Bua
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Fwd: American Tin Cannery Development
Gina Puccinelli <yogaohm@att.net>
Wed 9/30/2020 8:37 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: citymanager@pacificgrove.org <citymanager@pacificgrove.org>; citycouncil@pacificgrove.org
<citycouncil@pacificgrove.org>; CityClerk <cityclerk@monterey.org>

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Gina Puccinelli <yogaohm@att.net>
Date: September 30, 2020 at 6:04:34 AM PDT
To: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
Cc: citymanager@pacificgrove.org, citycouncil@pacificgrove.org
Subject: American Tin Cannery Development
To whom it may concern,
I have lived in Pacific Grove for 45 years and grew up here. At age 13 , I used to walk down
along the canneries , along the railroad track when the train was still running. I have seen
the growth of this community and now we are faced once again with developers coming
in to our community… Hometown community… To develop a hotel?
I understand they want to dig into the earth and put parking below, I understand there
will be no trees or natural beauty included in the project. I am aware and certain that this
will cause more traffic congestion, and potentially upset the marine life that lives across
the street in our Marine sanctuary.
I find it hard to believe, that we would want another hotel here. Of all the opportunities
and creative ideas available to us, why would we want a hotel? Many of the hotels that are
here currently do not have full occupancy. People have Airbnb operations and enjoy
renting them.
I am completely against a hotel at the American tin cannery. I think it is going to be a
disaster for our community, and already congested traffic problem. I know that is prime
real estate, and would think that our city governance could come up with a better plan.
Wouldn’t it be nice if there was something there that our local community could enjoy
and support throughout the year as well as the tourists. Wouldn’t it be nice, if we didn’t
have to cut down any trees and take away from the natural beauty but instead enhance it?
There is So much potential with this location. It could be a multi/community center that
could house a number of wonderful offerings for our community and guests.
I am challenging those in charge to make decisions right now to expand your creativity,
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and come up with something that will enhance our community, bring in extra revenue,
and make our hometown a place we can be proud of.
If we build another hotel there, many residents are going to be very upset. Why would we
want that? I think it’s time to go back to the drawing board, perhaps address public
opinion about what to do with that area. I think it’s time to come up with some creative
brainstorming, and not allow hotel developers to come in and take over our precious city.
I think it’s very important to include the people’s opinion , and not rush to build
something we don’t need or want here.
Long time resident and someone who cares about our “ Last Hometown”,
Gina Puccinelli

Sent from my iPhone
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Fwd: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments) (Form submission from:
Contact the Architectural Review Board)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 9/30/2020 1:22 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 1:09 PM
Subject: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments) (Form submission from: Contact
the Architectural Review Board)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
September 30, 2020
Dear Chair Boyle and Members of the Architectural Review Board,
I understand that City Staff will request you, the Architectural Review Board, to hold a public
hearing in there near future, to consider the merits the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project, which is the subject of the Draft EIR for the American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project (Draft EIR, Volume I and Volume ii Appendices, July 2020, SCH # 2019110152). The
Public Comment Period for the EIR ended on September 28, 2020. The EIR will be revised to provide
“Responses” to the comments.
As you may know, posters with illustrations of the project were installed at the request of citizens;
they were not installed until 3-4 days before the 60-day comment was over. Today, (September 29) I
learned that the (79) mature trees that are proposed for removal were finally marked as mandated by
the Municipal Code. Hopefully, you will be given ample time to consider the EIR, the comments, and
responses before the public hearing is scheduled.
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The Draft EIR contains a detailed historic resources technical report prepared by Historic
Preservation Consultants, Page & Turnbull, Inc., (Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin
Cannery [15281] 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard Pacific Grove, California) for the American Tin
Cannery (ATC) property, formerly the American Can Company - - which concludes the buildings are
historically significant resources that qualify for listing on Pacific Grove’s Historic Resources Inventory
and the California Register of Historic Places. I strongly concur with Page & Turnbull’s and EIR’s
findings that the property is historically significant.
However, it appears the applicant and city staff may not submit the report to the Historic
Resources Committee for their consideration to add it, or not, to the HRI. The standard protocol
throughout California and the United States is first to designate historic properties before
consideration of any proposed alterations to inform the architectural review process.
For your consideration, I am enclosing my comments (*) regarding the project’s potential adverse
impacts to the visual quality of the scenic resources of the site and surrounding neighborhood,
submitted as part of the EIR review. Spoiler Alert: It is my professional opinion that the EIR Aesthetic
analysis is substantially flawed.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani, Architect
Footnote (*) My detailed letter of September 28, 2020, exceeds the City’s email capacity,
therefore I will send it to the City Clerk who may know how to forward it to you in time for your
consideration.

Attached File:

Submitted on Wednesday, September 30, 2020 - 1:09 pm
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Fwd: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments)
Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 9/30/2020 4:26 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
1 attachments (593 KB)
DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020.pdf;

Thank you.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Sandra Kandell <skandell@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 2:40 PM
Subject: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments)
To: Architectural Review Board <ARB@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Debbie Gonzales
<dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Laurel O'Halloran <lohalloran@cityofpg.org>

Good afternoon,
At Mr. Ciani's request, please see his email below and attachment. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Sandra Ann Kandell, CMC
City Clerk
City of Pacific Grove
300 Forest Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
(831) 648-3181

The City of Pacific Grove is open for business! While our doors are closed to the public, staff are working and are
available to serve the public virtually. You can view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter
Order and FAQs here. We look forward to seeing you at City Hall soon!
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Regarding Public Records Requests: they are deemed received on regular business days. However, as
part of the COVID-19 emergency, response times for public records requests may be delayed. We will
diligently process any requests as staff time permits.
MAKE YOUR VOTE COUNT!

Register to vote
h ps://registertovote.ca.gov//

Check your voter registra on status
https://voterstatus.sos.ca.gov/

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 1:24 PM
Subject: Fwd: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments) (Your form submission from:
Contact the Architectural Review Board)
To: City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Sandra,
I am forwarding my September 30, 2020 email correspondence to the ARB for you to direct it to the
ARB membership with my attached September 28, 2020, regarding their review of the American Tin
Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project. I attempted to send the email directly to the ARB using the
City's link, but it limits attachments to 5mb and my letter must exceed that limit.
Due to the magnitude of the proposed project and the environmental documentation the ARB
members must consider, I request that you send my letter to the ARB members, ASAP.
I also request to be added to the list of interested persons for notice of the ARB meeting of this
specific matter.
Thank You,
Tony Ciani
---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 1:10 PM
Subject: DRAFT EIR-ATC. 5. Aesthetics 9-28-2020 (Ciani Comments) (Your form submission from:
Contact the Architectural Review Board)
To: <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
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Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
September 30, 2020
Dear Chair Boyle and Members of the Architectural Review Board,
I understand that City Staff will request you, the Architectural Review Board, to hold a public
hearing in there near future, to consider the merits the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project, which is the subject of the Draft EIR for the American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project (Draft EIR, Volume I and Volume ii Appendices, July 2020, SCH # 2019110152). The
Public Comment Period for the EIR ended on September 28, 2020. The EIR will be revised to provide
“Responses” to the comments.
As you may know, posters with illustrations of the project were installed at the request of citizens;
they were not installed until 3-4 days before the 60-day comment was over. Today, (September 29) I
learned that the (79) mature trees that are proposed for removal were finally marked as mandated by
the Municipal Code. Hopefully, you will be given ample time to consider the EIR, the comments, and
responses before the public hearing is scheduled.
The Draft EIR contains a detailed historic resources technical report prepared by Historic
Preservation Consultants, Page & Turnbull, Inc., (Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin
Cannery [15281] 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard Pacific Grove, California) for the American Tin
Cannery (ATC) property, formerly the American Can Company - - which concludes the buildings are
historically significant resources that qualify for listing on Pacific Grove’s Historic Resources Inventory
and the California Register of Historic Places. I strongly concur with Page & Turnbull’s and EIR’s
findings that the property is historically significant.
However, it appears the applicant and city staff may not submit the report to the Historic
Resources Committee for their consideration to add it, or not, to the HRI. The standard protocol
throughout California and the United States is first to designate historic properties before
consideration of any proposed alterations to inform the architectural review process.
For your consideration, I am enclosing my comments (*) regarding the project’s potential adverse
impacts to the visual quality of the scenic resources of the site and surrounding neighborhood,
submitted as part of the EIR review. Spoiler Alert: It is my professional opinion that the EIR Aesthetic
analysis is substantially flawed.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani, Architect
Footnote (*) My detailed letter of September 28, 2020, exceeds the City’s email capacity,
therefore I will send it to the City Clerk who may know how to forward it to you in time for your
consideration.
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Attached File:

Submitted on Wednesday, September 30, 2020 - 1:09 pm
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September 28, 2020
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Community and Economic Development Department
City of Pacific Grove
400 Forest Avenue Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Via email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) COMMENT ON CHAPTER 5. AESTHETICS
Dear Rob:
I am experienced1 in observing and analyzing the objective qualities of natural and
manmade settings to understand the defining characteristics that establish their “sense of
place.” The evaluation of the aesthetic qualities requires engaging neighborhood and
community resident’s participation to evaluate how they perceive and appreciate their
environmental surroundings. The sensory responses (sight, hearing and smell) inform their
aesthetic emotions about the objective qualities of a place, such as the height, mass and
relative scale (size) of development or open space and natural amenities can serve as a guide
to land use planning policies for the protection, restoration or enhancement of those places.
The methodology utilized in the Draft EIR to assess the existing observable
characteristics of site and surrounding area to compare with the artist renderings and simulated
pictures of the proposed project to analyze the potential adverse impacts was wholly
inadequate. It failed to identify and define the observable and quantifiable elements of the site
and neighborhood as perceived by the people who live and work or visit the place. And, it failed
to provide those people with an effective way to participate in making their own real life
observations to judge the suitability of the proposed design and its potential impacts on the
visual quality and cultural and scenic coastal resources of the existing small scale neighborhood
and waterfront setting.
Ciani Comment A.1. The Draft EIR's assessment and discussion of environmental
impacts is inadequate and unsubstantiated; it does not provide a common methodology for the
assessment or substantial evidence to support the findings as provided in Table 1-1: Summary
of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project. (ATC – Draft EIR, July 2020, Page 1-3)
Ciani Comment A.2. The Draft EIR's discussion of environmental impacts is insufficient
to describe the impacts to the tangible and quantifiable characteristics of the site and
surrounding areas in meaningful terms to analyze the visual impacts and the significance of
those impacts to the public’s aesthetic values.
Ciani Comment A.3. The Draft EIR's identification and discussion of all reasonable or
feasible alternatives, including a “no project alternative” is inadequate for the purpose of
informing the boards and commissions of the decision-making agencies, and the members of
the public who want to participate in the decisions.

1

Resume: Anthony A. Ciani, Architect and Planner (Attached)

1
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Rob Mullane, Consulting Planner
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project –
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) COMMENT ON CHAPTER 5. AESTHETICS
Page 2
Ciani Comment A.4. As the lead agency, the City failed to follow its land use policies,
codes, and administrative procedures to adequately inform in a meaningful and timely manner,
the interested members of the public about the scope and specific details of the proposed
project and the significance of its potential adverse impacts that could occur.
The City of Pacific Grove failed to follow the administrative procedures in its Local
Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP) to protect the Scenic Resources in the Coastal
Zone pursuant to Implementing Ordinance 23.90.160.B.
“B. Applications for Development in Scenic Areas. The following documentation
and requirements shall be provided for all CDP applications within scenic areas,
including those mapped in LUP Figure 4; all development on, seaward, or visible
from Ocean View Boulevard, Sunset Drive, and the pedestrian recreational trails
seaward of these roads; and any other development that may adversely impact
public views:
1. Site-specific Visual Analysis. At a minimum, the visual analysis shall include the
following:
a. A site plan that identifies all public view corridors and pictures of existing public
views of and including the project site from public viewing areas, including all before
and after public views of and towards the ocean.
b. Project plans that confirm height is within the requirements of the zoning district in
which it is located. Exceptions are allowed only for chimneys, vents, and similar
vertical extensions, not to exceed an additional 4 feet, and not to comprise more than
5 percent of a building’s roof area. In all cases, heights may be further limited in
order to meet LCP scenic resource protection requirements.
c. When trees defined as major vegetation are proposed for removal, ribbons
showing the location of the removal must be installed.
d. Illustration showing the colors, textures, and architectural styles to show the
exterior facades are compatible with development on adjacent blocks and the City’s
overall architectural character and do not cause the project to stand out from
surrounding built and natural features.
e. Any other information deemed necessary to determine the visual impact of the
proposed project, including but not limited to analysis of the heights of existing
buildings within 150 feet of the proposed structure; story poles and netting showing
proposed ridgelines; and visual simulations to help identify potential visual impacts.”

2
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Rob Mullane, Consulting Planner
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project –
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) COMMENT ON CHAPTER 5. AESTHETICS
Page 3
The City and Applicant failed to provide at a minimum, items (c), (d), and (e). and the
visual analysis in a meaningful and timely manner. Members of the public must submit the
comments about their perceptions of the proposed project’s potential impacts on the aesthetic
quality, without the benefit of the required quantitative information to inform them. Without
tangible evidence to consider, how can people assess their response.to the question of the
aesthetic qualities and the magnitude of the project relative to their existing sense of place?
“Cities have the capability of providing something for everybody, only because,
and only when, they are created by everybody.”2
Ciani Comment A.5. Essential to CEQA’s purpose and intent are the following tenets
which outline the importance to the general public for protecting the environment, and the
importance for citizens to participate in the decision-making process, and the importance for
local agencies to facilitate those procedures in a timely and meaningful way:
1) PRC Section 21003 (a) “Local agencies integrate the requirements of this division
with planning and environmental review procedures otherwise required by law or by
local practice so that all those procedures, to the maximum feasible extent, run
concurrently, rather than consecutively.”
2) PRC Section 21001. Additional Legislative Intent:
(b) “Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and
water, enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental
qualities”
3) PRC Section 21000. Legislature finds and declares as follows:
(e) “Every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment.”
The publics’ ability to make informed comments on the Draft EIR regarding the proposed
project’s potential impacts to the aesthetics of the neighborhood, relies on the City to sufficiently
carry out and enforce the review pursuant to CEQA and the laws of the land. In this case, that
process has been substantially flawed.
Ciani Comment A.6. As indicated in comments A.1, A.2 an A.3 above, the Draft EIR
does not include a detailed assessment of the observable characteristics that define the
environmental setting; e.g., measurements and descriptions of the building types and forms and
their spatial relationships; and, the height of the mature trees and width of their canopy, etc.

2 Jane Jacobs, “The Death and Life of Great American Cities”, p.238, (1961)
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RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project –
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) COMMENT ON CHAPTER 5. AESTHETICS
Page 4
There are academic and analytical methods for performing a study of ecology and
aesthetic values of environmental systems3, including developed areas, but there does not
appear to be a reference that such a study for the ATC project was used, or when it was done,
or who the preparer was, or what his or her training or qualifications are. The Draft EIR
Appendices, vol. ii, does not have any report of a “Visual and Aesthetic Review”, or
measurements of ATC and surroundings, such as those that are performed under the direction
of a licensed professional pursuant to Caltrans procedures.4
Draft EIR Section 5.3 Determination of Existing Visual Quality provides the basis for
its findings, however it does not provide a method for the public’s use to compare their aesthetic
perception of the qualities of the scenic area to the opinions purported in the EIR. They were not
given an objective method or means to assess and analyze the characteristics that define the
natural and built environment of the area under consideration, such as the one recommended
by Caltrans: “Questionnaire to Determine Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) Level”5. Without the
public’s personal observations to inform their attitudes and perceptions, association and feelings
about the project’s potential effects in real life terms; their input may not be given equal
judgement by the decision-maker agencies. How can those agencies balance the different
attitudes and perceptions of the public in contrast to the applicant’s “expert opinions”, especially
when considering significant adverse impacts or feasible alternatives to protect aesthetics?
Therefore, I strongly suggest the public be provided an opportunity to participate
in a viewer sensitivity workshop conducted by an objective, trained facilitator who is
independent of the City administration or the Applicant.
Ciani Comment A.7. The following is an outline of the Draft EIR Aesthetic analysis that
is, in my opinion, inadequate or unsubstantiated by empirical measurements used to support the
EIR findings in table 1-1: Summary of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project (Draft EIR Vol
I, 2020, page 1-3). As mentioned above, the primary basis for the observations and opinions in
the Draft EIR appear to use a method for evaluating aesthetics solely within the framework of
road or freeway projects. Section 5.5 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards appears to
provide a secondary background of Federal, State and Local policies that is incomplete and
insufficient regarding pertinent information.
The Draft EIR states “5.5.1 Federal – None Applicable” implying there are no
applicable governing federal laws. In fact, the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
was passed in 1972. “This act, administered by NOAA, provides for the management of the
nation’s coastal resources, including the Great Lakes. The goal is to “preserve, protect,
develop, and where possible, to restore or enhance the resources of the nation’s coastal
zone.” California is one of the state partners who must be consistent with the CZMA
3

Aldo Leopold, “Conservation Aesthetic” discussed in “Sand County Almanac and Sketches Here and There” (1949)
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidancefor-compliance/ch-27-visual-aesthetics-review
5 https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-visual-impact-assessment/lap-via-questionnaire
4
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requirements under the CZ Management Program, like California’s Local Coastal Programs,
including Pacific Grove’s LCP.
Moreover, Monterey Bay is a NOAA National Marine Sanctuary – the Monterey Bay
National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS) whose planning and implementing programs govern
activities that may have potential adverse impacts on the environment, including impacts to the
scenic and visual quality and its water quality protection program.6
“The Secretary[of Interior] may conduct a Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program, in
cooperation with appropriate State, regional, and other units of government, for the purposes of
protecting important coastal and estuarine areas that have significant conservation, recreation,
ecological, historical, or aesthetic values, or that are threatened by conversion from their
natural, undeveloped, or recreational state to other uses or could be managed or restored to
effectively conserve, enhance, or restore ecological function. The program shall be administered
by the National Ocean Service of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration through
the Office for Coastal Management.”

The Draft EIR should address potential adverse impacts to the (MBNMS), as well as, any affected
California National Coastal Monuments, under the Bureau of Land Management jurisdiction.
Ciani Comment A.8. Section 5.5.2 State considerations appear to be a clone of the
section 5.3 which appears to address the project in terms of highways and roads. And, the
description in 5.5.2 fails to include the “California Coastline and Preservation Plan”7 that
provides a thorough background of the regional and local natural, historical cultural and scenic
coastal resources pursuant to the California Coastal Act section 30251 that states:
“New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of
its setting.”
In fact, Section 5.5.2 fails to mention that the proposed project is in the State Coastal
Commission’s appealable jurisdiction or attempt to investigate how the Commission’s past
precedent CDP mitigation strategies could inform the development standards for historically
significant properties as scenic coastal resources in the coastal zone. “Compatibility with
surrounding areas” for CDPs typically use a radius of 300 feet from the boundary of a proposed
project to analyze prevailing design characteristics, e.g., height, mass (FAR) and scale, etc.
Ciani Comment A.9. The genesis of the Coastal Act of 1976 is the 1975 California
Coastal Plan which the Coastal Commission has used as a reference guide to defining “Special
Communities” as that term is used in Coastal Act Section 30253 (e) and in the LCPs of areas
designated to be Special Communities, such as Pacific Grove.
6

https://montereybay.noaa.gov/resourcepro/welcome.html
California Coastal Act Section 30251 and,
https://archive.org/details/CaliforniaCoastlinePreservationAndRecreationPlan/page/n1/mode/2up
7
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The ATC Draft EIR analysis of the aesthetic qualities at ATC and its surrounding areas
should be revised to articulate the California Coastal Plan Part II, Findings and Policies provided
in the Coastal Appearance and Design and Coastal Development, Development and Natural
Resources (pages 68-78):
1) Protecting Coastal Visual Resources
2) Design Guidelines for Viewshed Development
3) Special Communities and Neighborhoods
Therefore, the Draft EIR should be revised and amended to examine the proposed project
in terms of the elaboration of policies to protect Special Communities and incorporate
those findings.
Ciani Comment A.9. Draft EIR Section 5.5.3 analysis of the proposed project in terms
of the City’s General Plan (Plan) should include the Plan’s two guiding principles:
“Two organizing principles have shaped Pacific Grove’s development

•
•

keeping the shoreline open and accessible to the public, and
a sustained commitment to a low-scale residential character in the built
environment.” (General Plan, page 8-1)

The mass and scale, etc. of new ATC development should subordinate to the prevailing
empirical measurements of the adjacent residential neighborhood. In my professional opinion,
based on my observations and examination of the design documents, if implemented, the
project would have the appearance of a massive intrusion that is incompatible to the overall
character of the nearby homes, as well as the small scale commercial buildings in the
surrounding neighborhood areas.
Ciani Comment A.9. The City’s General Plan was adopted in 1994, and understanding
of the land use and development standards have evolved, including the incorporation of the
City’s LCP (2020). This project is the first major commercial project to be reviewed, if not tested,
based on the LCP policies and implementing ordinances. It is also the largest project. However,
the Draft EIR section 5.6.2 “Summary of No and/ or Beneficial Impacts” suggests that the
ordinances provide a development “envelope” as the standard for aesthetic review.
“As discussed in further detail below under “Design Standards, Size, Scale and Mass”,
the project is consistent with the recently certified development standards of the LCP
and Implementation Plan. These standards serve to define the development
envelope of property, and by doing so address the scenic quality of this currently
developed site. As such, there would be no impact/conflict with these standards or this
threshold of significance. (Draft EIR, 2020, Page5-29)
In my professional opinion, the “development envelope” does not alone grant a passing grade
in the test of significant impacts to the “scenic quality of this currently developed site.”

6
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The development envelope is only one of the guidelines for reviewing the project’s impacts on
aesthetic character of the site’s scenic qualities or for that matter the “surrounding areas.” By
definition,8 and past precedent9, historical buildings are considered an important contribution to
scenic areas.
Ciani Comment A.10. The ATC Draft EIR states the criteria for assessing and judging
the impacts to aesthetics “were derived from the Environmental Checklist in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G.” (DEIR page 5-28). However, I could not find any references in the EIR analysis that
conducted a sensory study of the observable elements to define the characteristics of the site
and surroundings including: topography; pattern of existing development; existing building
coverages and floor area ratios; pedestrian flow patterns; or measurements of the existing
buildings’ in the surrounding commercial and residential neighborhoods; including their heights,
setbacks, and spatial relationships; the pattern and size (frequency) of openings and
fenestrations; types, textures and colors of building materials; building types and number of
stories; slopes of roofs; etc. - - to define the physical “context”, which is needed for the
comparison of the proposed project design in relationship to the existing development of the
surrounding areas.
Thus, in my professional opinion, without the empirical information used to define
the built and natural character of an area as it is perceived and appreciated by the public;
the EIR lacks a credible basis for examining the project and conduct a test of its
compatibility with the surrounding areas, and its impacts to aesthetics as perceived and
appreciated by the public.
Ciani Comment No. A.11. Critique of the proposed ATC Hotel and Commercial
Development; the following is an outline of my opinions based on my observations of the dite
and surrounding areas and examination of the design documents and other illustrations
provided by the applicant.:
1) The large-scale expanse and size of the proposed hotel and commercial complex would
visually overwhelm the collection of relatively small-scale existing buildings along Central
Avenue that were built individually over time which are representative of the pattern of
development and their spatial relationships in small historic towns.
2) The proposed project will substantially degrade and diminish the scenic quality, and
appreciation of the historic waterfront along Ocean View Blvd., west of Eardley Ave.,
a) demolition of existing scenic, historically and architecturally significant buildings or
portions thereof, that are part of the larger historical maritime setting of Monterey
Bay, including the site’s American Can Company Office, Factory and Warehouse;
8

California Coastal Plan, “Certain communities and neighborhoods have special cultural, historical, architectural,
and aesthetic qualities that are as important to the coastal zone as natural resources.”
9 Coastal Development Permit Nos. 6-LJS-91-168- R and 6-LJS-91-168- R-2 (Green Drago Colony)
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b) and the adjacent Monterey Siino Boat Works building at the Hopkins Marine Station
scientific research and education facility (DEIR Views KVP-1 & KVP-8); and,
c) destruction of the scenic historic vernacular landscape with its mature iconic
Monterey cypress trees, and flowering Eucalyptus trees (DEIR Views KVP-1, KVP-2,
KVP-3 & KVP-8).

3) The proposed, approximately 457-foot-long (x) 38’- 8” high “Executive Wing” building
mass, depicted to be set back from and parallel to the Central Avenue level, will require
removing the existing stand of scenic mature Monterey cypress trees; and, it would wall
off and destroy the aesthetic quality of the existing panoramic public vista and the
intermittent views to Monterey Bay, as seen from public vantage points (DEIR KVP-3,
KVP-4, KVP-5, KVP-6 & KVP).

4) The DEIR repeatedly purports, without factual evidence or substantiation, that replacing
mature trees with the new buildings will not result in a significant adverse impact to the
visual quality of the public appreciation of the existing vista; to wit:
“While the new structure, with a roofline 38 feet above existing grade, would be more
prominent and different than the existing cluster of trees, the visual character of this
urban, commercial viewpoint would not be significantly degraded”. 5-34
What (and where) is the empirical data or documented public input to support
opinion in the Draft EIR?
Ciani Comment A.12. In my professional opinion, the surrounding area is a low-scale
suburban neighborhood with a commercial strip of retail and restaurant uses with panoramic
and intermittent views of the landscape in the foreground and Monterey Bay in the background.
(I use Eardley Avenue as a North-South reference for describing the direction of views, etc).:
1) Pedestrian and motorists have unobstructed views from the north side of the
intersection of Eardley Ave. and Central Ave. that overlook the large open parking
lots of the Visitor Center and adjacent retail and restaurant spaces, and over the
lower parking lots of the ATC; as well as, over Eardley Ave.
2) The general topography of the land of Central Avenue, and west of Eardley appears
as level to slightly sloping plateau that extends from Central north to series of vertical
and sloped steps in the land at the developed parking levels. This change in the
natural grade is perceived as a continuous relatively steeply sloping street at
Eardley. (This is an important feature of the visual landscape.)
3) Walking (or driving) west on Central Ave. level, the public can observe the existing
one-story commercial buildings with low sloping gable roofs (Visitor Center,

8
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Restaurant, Dog Training, and a Clothing Cleaner uses); then a wide tree-lined parking
area with views north through mature trees toward the Bay; then a one and one-half
story hipped roof, split level office building with the first floor raised about 30 inches
above the sidewalk grade level (the building layout provides open deck areas facing the
street that offer a relief to the building’s façade; then the block finishes off with two more
one story parapet buildings (Dog Day Care and a Yoga Studio); and then, a small onestory gable roof chapel. In summary, a short form visual assessment:
•
•
•

The prevailing number of stories (floor levels) of the existing buildings of the nearby
properties is one to two story.
The prevailing roof forms of the existing buildings of the nearby structures is a mixture of
sloped and flat or parapets.
The uses are a mixture of residential and mixed commercial uses - small village area.

Thus, is small scale context of Central Avenue’s existing buildings. There are several
general public views across as mentioned above, across Eardley and open parking lots. There
are also quasi-public views from existing commercial areas on both side of Central, and from
the Chamber of Commerce Visitor Center located at the NW corner of Central - - all that can
appreciate the stand of mature Monterey and Eucalyptus trees in the foreground with glimpses
of the blue sky and sea of the Monterey Bay beyond, with those views framed by the trees.
Ciani Comment A.13. The proposed Hotel wing at the mid-block of Eardley north of
Central (see figure A – 1 on page 9, below) has a roof top elevation of +94’ which is about 30
feet above the grade of the adjacent land and can be seen (perceived to be) much higher than
the one story buildings depicted in the applicant’s cross-section “A-A”.

Figure A -1 Excerpt of Applicant’s Section “A-A”
Comparing the mass and height of the proposed hotel to the mass and height of the
existing surrounding buildings in and around Central Avenue, the necessary CDP findings
cannot be made that the development is compatible with the surrounding area. As viewed from
Central Avenue and the surrounding public and quasi-public vantage points, the proposed
project will substantially degrade the existing public views of the iconic mature 40-foot to 60-foot
high Monterey cypress trees and their canopies, and public views through the trees to the sea
and sky that are significant elements of the visual quality and scenic coastal resources. Further,
the proposed tree replacement will not sufficiently mitigate the loss of the iconic tree canopy that

9
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is an important element that contributes to the scenic quality of the public viewshed along
Central and Eardley Avenues.
Moreover, the plans, elevations and visual simulations are internally inconsistent or
inaccurate and appear to misrepresent the proposed landscaping in the photographic imagery
to be the same trees that are currently existing. Compare the pre-project and post-project views
in Figure 5-5: Eardley Avenue Elevation (DEIR page 5-35). The post-project view depicts the
trees located on the west side of Eardley Avenue between Sloat Avenue and Ocean View
Avenue to be the existing mature flowering Eucalyptus trees; however, the plans specify their
removal and replacement with 3 new Cajeput trees. See Applicant’s Landscape Preliminary
Plan ATC DEIR Vol II, page 42. That rendering appears to misrepresent the proposed project
would retain the same plant size, type and appearance as the existing.
Figure 5-8: Visual Simulation - From Monterey Bay (KVP 8) depicts the trees at the East
and west ends of Sloat Avenue, to be the same existing mature trees in both the pre-project and
post-project views; which contradicts the specifications to remove and replace them with smaller
decorative ornamentals. See Applicant’s Landscape Preliminary Plan (ATC DEIR Vol II, page 42.)
The “new” replacement tree canopies depicted in the various renderings to be approximately 40
to 50 feet high, are not representative of the size and types specified on the proposed
landscape plans. It may not be realistic or possible to plant the trees in the court yards over
parking a parking structure as indicated on Section C-C. (See Fig, A-2, P.10)

Fig. A-2 Excerpt: A-13-Site Section C-C
Ciani Comment A.14. I strongly disagree with this analysis: “This analysis
acknowledges that the project could alter blue water views from some public roadway locations
with the introduction of buildings and removal Monterey cypress trees. However, the overall
scale of the structure is consistent with the scale of the existing ATC factory and
warehouse structures, and the introduction of hotel and commercial uses along the
Central Avenue and Eardley Avenue corridors is generally consistent with the existing
commercial character of the built environment the immediate area.” (DEIR Vol I, page 5-41)

10
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The expansive increase of the proposed large buildings totaling 343,932 sq. ft. of
enclosed space and covering 122,500 sq. ft. of land, is relatively massive compared to the
existing commercial enclave. In fact, the site coverage of the entire commercial complex would
be 217, 500 sq. ft. or, five (5) acres of land. The DEIR historical report describes the original
subdivision as a “Picturesque” subdivision10 with a pattern smaller lots that is reflected in the
existing collection of smaller commercial buildings along Central Avenue. Thus, the project
cannot be found to be comply with the City’s design standards and guidelines or LCP
Land Use Policies.

From, DEIR Vol II, page 27 (redlines added)

Ciani Comment A.15. The cultural landscape at the Ocean View Boulevard level
includes historically and architecturally significant buildings that retain their historical integrity
from the historic period of their significance, which are part of the existing scenic coastal
resources and visual quality of the environmental setting. The ATC Hotel and Commercial
project propose to demolish one entire historically significant building and demolish a substantial
portion of the center of the primary historic façade of second historically significant building. Yet,
the Draft EIR analysis purports that:

10

DEIR Vol II, page 27
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“From KVP 8, the viewpoint of the ocean that best meets the definition of a vista, the
physical appearance of the project would permanently change. Compared to the existing
condition, however, this change is not “adverse” and the project appearance is generally
consistent with the surrounding built environment and scale of development. The project
will be replacing buildings with new buildings of similar scale and more modern
architectural design as seen from the ocean, but this replacement would not be
considered a substantial adverse effect. For these reasons, changes to the most
prominent vista – from the ocean – will also be less than significant with introduction of
the project.”
That statement is unsubstantiated by the facts.
Along the same theme that “the existing [historically significant] ATC factory and
warehouse structures, resulting in generally low visual quality of the site.” the Draft EIR opines:
“As described in the Environmental Setting, the visual quality of the site is dominated and
compromised by the existing ATC factory and warehouse structures, resulting in generally low
visual quality of the site.” (Draft EIR p. 5-33)
However, Draft EIR section 5.3 Environmental Setting, does not describe the visual quality of
the site to be “compromised” by the historic factory and warehouse. In fact, the historic buildings
are representative of America’s maritime history associated with the fishing industry that convey
an historical feeling and association with their historic period.
Therefore, it is my professional opinion, that the Draft EIR analysis of AESTHETICS is
flawed with regard to an understanding and knowledge of the aesthetic value of humble historic
buildings and the vernacular landscape, at least at the American Tin Cannery and its
surrounding neighborhood.
Ciani Comment A.16. Ironically, the following statement in the Draft EIR regarding
installation of temporary shrouds during construction elicits an opposite opinion:
“Conclusion
“Temporary aesthetic effects from construction can be minimized with screening
measures during the construction phase and are considered a temporary condition while
the site undergoes larger visual changes. However, based on the potential changes to
visual character from several viewpoints around the project, the visual change
associated with placement of new hotel-related buildings throughout the project site and
the removal of existing stands of Monterey cypress trees is considered significant and
unavoidable. Although replanting and landscaping plans will help soften this impact and
enhance the visual quality of the development, the loss of up to 52 mature Monterey
cypress trees (and 79 trees in total) would significantly affect the visual character of the
community specific to this location, as trees are a unique coastal resource as defined by

12
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the LCP. The City’s trees and tree canopy, particularly created by native species, are
considered “visually integral” within the LCP and contributors of the visual identity of the
community per the Coastal Act. For these reasons, the impact should be considered
a significant and unavoidable visual consequence of the proposal, even with
replanting and other offsets.” (Draft EIR Page 5-47)
The proposed 457-foot-long building wing just north of Central is an integral part of the
much larger hotel complex that would overwhelm the locale with an intrusive large-scale
building mass that would substantially diminish the visual prominence of the humble, vernacular
building elements on Central Avenue. It would impose a new building hierarchy that would
dominate rather than subordinate to the existing environmental setting and aesthetic quality of
the “Picturesque Pacific Grove” visitor destination.
Ciani Comment A.16. Regarding, Glare; the Draft EIR states “Impact AES-3: “The
project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the project site and project area. This
is a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.”
The Monterey Bay Marine National Sanctuary considered the “Serengeti of the ocean”,
is a visitor destination of world-wide significance.11 Public views from the bay are appreciated by
kayakers, whale watchers, pursaning fishing boats, and passengers on large cruise liners. The
historic American Can Company factory, office and warehouse buildings are a visually
prominent element of the shoreline setting. The Monterey cypress trees are a significant
aspect of scenic quality to the background of the surrounding low-scale neighborhood character.
A) the low-scale suburban area defined by a grouping of individual one to two story
buildings with sloping and flat roofs of various architectural styles; and,
B) the major vernacular mix of historic landscaping that has matured over time, including
visually prominent groups of Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) and
Eucalyptus (Corymbia ficifolia) that establish an observable historical theme for the
C) entrance to Pacific Grove as seen from the Ocean View Boulevard and Central Avenue
corridors and adjacent roads.
As proposed the project would result in:
A) Substantial change of use and large-scale physical expansion to be a mixed-use hotel
and commercial complex.
B) Large scale size of the new development resulting in a substantial increase in the
buildings’ surface area, height, volume, and bulk, etc.

11

BIG BLUE LIVE, A BBC PRODUCTION WITH PBS, DISTRIBUTED BY BBC WORLDWIDE, 2015,
https://www.pbs.org/about/about-pbs/blogs/news/big-blue-live-a-pbs-and-bbc-co-production-brings-majesticmarine-life-of-the-california-coast-to-us-viewers-in-a-three-part-television-event/
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Historic landscaping is a visual resource that is a key element used to define the visual
quality of the coastal zone communities. California Coastal Plan, (December 1975). California
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan (June 1971) State P&R objective “preserving our
heritage of natural and scenic landscapes, and cultural, historical and archaeological values.”
(page 18)
Pacific Grove is “GATEWAY COMMUNITY” candidate of the Bureau of Land
Management. The site is at the waterfront entrance with an outstanding combination of scenic
qualities including the existing panoramic vista upon arriving in Pacific Grove. It is not a static
view, it is a live action moving public vista, walking, jogging riding a bike, or touring in a car or
bus. Iconic Monterey cypress and flowering Eucalyptus trees, the historic can factory and
warehouse and Boatworks building, Hopkins Marine Station - - are all part of the scenic
elements of the public’s perception and appreciation of the setting.As viewed from the Ocean
View Blvd. level, streets and sidewalks, the Recreation Trail and the sea, the project will have
the appearance of an expansive mass sprawling over the land and out of scale with the existing
conditions and sense of place. It will drawf its neighbors.
The applicant’s and City Planners should work with the community to consider a moderate
development and reasonable alternatives to achieve that goal, without destroying the historical
and scenic resources of the area. They should consider:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A significant reduction in the height to subordinate the new buildings in relation to the
height of the historic buildings
Retaining a representative selection of the existing mature trees on site to enhance
existing public views
Design south facing courtyards on the south side of the upper level along Central Ave.
to create open spaces between building forms of the hotel
Substantially reduce the height and increase the street yard setbacks along Dewey Ave.
Retain all the historic buildings in the development
Consider incorporating affordable residential units in the adaptive reuse of the NAFI
building to create a compatible use adjacent to the residential areas.

According to City Planner, Jane Jacobs:
“Cities need old buildings so badly it is probably impossible for vigorous streets and districts to
grow without them.... for really new ideas of any kind--no matter how ultimately profitable or
otherwise successful some of them might prove to be--there is no leeway for such chancy trial,
error and experimentation in the high-overhead economy of new construction. Old ideas can
sometimes use new buildings. New ideas must use old buildings.”
Respectfully, Tony Ciani, Tony Ciani, Architect and Planner, (see resume below pages 15 – 17)
Cc: City of Pacific Grove
Coastal Commission
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RESUME: Anthony A. Ciani, Architect
In 1981, Tony Ciani co-founded Design with Conservation Associates, Inc., an architecture and
planning firm specializing in sustainable design, environmental planning and historic
preservation. Tony uses an interdisciplinary approach working with public agencies, individual
clients, institutions, and/or citizen groups, to prepare environmental studies and master plans,
architectural drawings, and historical assessments, in a timely and cost-effective manner.
Tony has participated in efforts to develop and establish standards and guidelines to protect,
restore and rehabilitate natural and historical resources at the local, state and national levels.
He has more than 40 years of experience in architectural design and construction, including the
use of alternative energy systems and application of new conservation technology.
PROFESSIONAL LICENSE CERTIFICATION
• Architect, California License Number: C-12317, Since 1981
Qualified Architecture and Historic Architecture Consultant,
The California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
• California Apprenticeship Council, Journeyman Architectural Draftsman, 1972
EXPERIENCE - SELECTED PLANNING PROJECTS
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

“Whale View Point – Shoreline Restoration and Enhancement Master Plan” - Assisted
La Jolla Conservancy Inc. (NPO), La Jolla, CA, 2007 – 2014
Kaufman Desert House (Richard Neutra), Architectural & Historical Report and
Supplemental Findings, National Register Nomination, Co-author with Vonn Marie May,
Palm Springs, CA, 2008
Carey Crest Historic Residence - Coastal Permit and CEQA Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, La Jolla, CA, 2002 - 2008
215 South Oak Street Historic Preservation Plan - Adaptive Re-use of Four Historic
Structures in a National Register Historic District, Historic Preservation Consultant,
Telluride, CO, 2000 - 2001
The Bishop’s School Historic Preservation Master Plan, Historic Preservation
Consultant, La Jolla, CA, 1996 - 1998; Historic District Architectural Survey and Report,
(Designated 1998), Historical Report by Gregg R. Hennessey); The Bishop’s School
Campus Historical American Building Survey (HABS) Documentation (Photography by
M. Barth)
Marine Mammal Reserve, Advocate and Boundary Mapping, La Jolla, CA 1992
“La Jolla Coastline Plan”, California Coastal Conservancy Grant, Co-chairman, La Jolla,
CA, 1989
La Jolla Waterfront Workshop and Design Charrette, California Coastal Conservancy
Grant, Coordinator, La Jolla, CA,1989
Heritage Structures Preservation Element, La Jolla Planned District Ordinance,
Advisor to implement historic preservation element of LJ LCP, La Jolla, CA, 1988
“Gaslamp Quarter Code Cookbook” Historic Preservation Code Handbook, Co-author
with Mel Green, SE, (City of San Diego), San Diego, CA, 1985
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Golden Hill Historic Survey and Evaluation for Historical District, Architectural Historian
and Consultant to the City of San Diego, (Environmental consultant, Mary Somerville)
San Diego, CA,1984
Ardath Road Enhancement Plan and Special Assessment District, Design Consultant,
La Jolla, CA, 1984
Kautz House (Irving Gill), Adaptive Re-Use and Addition for the “Bed and Breakfast Inn
at La Jolla”, Architect, La Jolla, CA, 1984
La Jolla Local Coastal Program, LUP Policies and Addendum, La Jolla, CA 1979 - 1983
La Jolla Cultural Zone Study and Plan, SHPO Grant Product, La Jolla, CA 1982 - 1983
Heritage Housing Relocation and Rehabilitation Plan, Chair Citizen Advisory Committee,
Fay Ave., Site “C”, La Jolla, CA 1982
La Jolla Historic Preservation Plan and Model Local Coastal Program Implementing
Ordinance (SHPO Grant), co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA, 1981 - 1982
“Mission Beach Park Revitalization Plan”, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Consultant Service Grant to University of San Diego, Consultant and Co-author with Mel
Green, SE, 1981
“La Jolla - Study of Natural and Manmade Resources”, State of California Planning
Grant, Co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA 1980/1
Coronado Transportation and Circulation Study, Coronado, CA 1981
Coast Walk Trail & Ecological Enhancement Plan, California Coastal Conservancy
Grant, Co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA, 1979 – 1980
“La Jolla Coastal Zone Boundary Study” Report to California Coastal Commission and
Senate Natural Resources Committee, Author, La Jolla, CA, 1979-1980
Princess Street Trail to Beach, California Coastal Commission, Public Historical Use
Documentation 1979 - 2015
“Mission Beach Roller Coaster”, Historical Report and National Register of Historical
Places Nomination (Designated), Co-author with Lisa Ciani, San Diego, CA, 1978
La Jolla Coastal Public Access and Historical Trails Study, La Jolla, CA, 1978 - 1980
La Jolla Local Coastal Program, Chair, Citizen Advisory Committee on Public Access,
Historical, Cultural and Natural Resources, La Jolla, CA, 1977 – 1983
“La Jolla Amphitheater" (NEC Grant), Concept & Grant, Assistant to Judith Munk,
Grantee, La Jolla, CA, 1977
“Old La Jolla Historical District” Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places La
Jolla, CA, 1975
“Red Rest and Red Roost (aka Neptune) Cottages” Nomination (Designated), Coauthor Report to National Register of Historic Places, La Jolla, CA, 1975
“San Diego International Peace Border Park”, Conceptual Design for The San Diego
Peace Border Park Foundation. San Diego, CA, 1974
La Jolla Community Plan Update, Citizen Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation,
Cultural Zone and Circulation Elements, La Jolla, CA, 1971 – 1976
“Central La Jolla - Traffic & Satellite Parking Plan”, La Jolla, CA, 1970 - 1972
LECTURES AND PAPERS

•
•
•
•
•

“Lost Colonies”, Story of Preservation in La Jolla, LJHS TimeKeeper, 2016
“Irving Gill”, Lecture for the La Jolla Historical Society, La Jolla, CA, 2009
California Historic Preservation Conference: “History of Surfing Culture and
Globalization” Lecture, San Diego, CA, 2001
“CEQA Workshop”, California Preservation Foundation, Berkeley, CA 1992
“CEQA Workshop”, California Preservation Foundation, San Diego, CA, 1989
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•
•
•
•
•

“Waterfront Design Charrette", California Coastal Conservancy, Concept and Chair, La
Jolla, CA, 1989
“La Jolla: Natural and Cultural Resources Case Study” Lecture, The Bishop’s School, La
Jolla, CA, 1986
“Golden Hill Historic District” - Public Participation Program, City of San Diego, 1984
“How Will We Know It’s La Jolla” Community Forum, Author and Coordinator, La Jolla,
CA 1980
California Historic Preservation Conference: “Historic Preservation and California
Environmental Quality Act” Workshop, Sacramento, CA, 1980
HONORS AND AWARDS

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

San Diego Historical Resources Board Award for Historic Preservation Design
Carey Crest Cottage, San Diego, CA, 2000
Sierra Club Award of Merit for Public Coastal Access Advocacy, 1998
California Historic Preservation Foundation, President’s Preservation Award, Eureka,
CA, 1992
Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO) Preservationist of the Year Award, San Diego,
CA, 1992
San Diego Mayor’s Award of Appreciation, San Diego, CA, 1992
San Diego City Council Award of Merit, Architectural Historical Report: Engine Co. 13
Fire Station, San Diego, CA, 1985
SOHO Preservationist of the Year Award, San Diego, CA, ca. 1983
San Diego Historical Society Award of Merit, (Red Rest & Red Roost Cottages) San
Diego, CA, 1975
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Fwd: Request for a Public Hearing to add American Tin Cannery Buildings to the Pacific
Grove Historic Resources
Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 9/30/2020 4:17 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
1 attachments (1 MB)
DRAFT EIR-ATC. 8. CULTURAL.3 RESOURCES 9-25-2020.pdf;

Thank you.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Sandra Kandell <skandell@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 3:14 PM
Subject: Request for a Public Hearing to add American Tin Cannery Buildings to the Pacific Grove
Historic Resources
To: Historic Resources Committee <hrc@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>,
Debbie Gonzales <dgonzales@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Good afternoon,
At Mr. Ciani's request, please see his email below and attachment. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Sandra Ann Kandell, CMC
City Clerk
City of Pacific Grove
300 Forest Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
(831) 648-3181

The City of Pacific Grove is open for business! While our doors are closed to the public, staff are working and are
available to serve the public virtually. You can view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter
Order and FAQs here. We look forward to seeing you at City Hall soon!
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Regarding Public Records Requests: they are deemed received on regular business days. However, as
part of the COVID-19 emergency, response times for public records requests may be delayed. We will
diligently process any requests as staff time permits.
MAKE YOUR VOTE COUNT!

Register to vote
h ps://registertovote.ca.gov//

Check your voter registra on status
https://voterstatus.sos.ca.gov/

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 3:09 PM
Subject: Fwd: Request for a Public Hearing to add American Tin Cannery Buildings to the Pacific Grove
Historic Resources I (Your form submission from: Contact the Historic Resources Committee)
To: Sandra Kandell <skandell@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Sandra,
I am attaching my letter of "comments" to the EIR regarding the Cultural Resources (DRAFT EIR-ATC. 8.
CULTURAL.3 RESOURCES 9-7-2020.pdf) to be sent to the members of the Historic Resources
Committee for their information and consideration. As it exceeds the City's email capacity, I request
you to forward it directly to them, ASAP. Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns
about my request.
Thank you,
Tony Ciani

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 1:40 PM
Subject: Request for a Public Hearing to add American Tin Cannery Buildings to the Pacific Grove
Historic Resources I (Your form submission from: Contact the Historic Resources Committee)
To: <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
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Message:
Dear Chair Sawyer and Members of the Historic Resources Committee,
Historic Preservation Consultants, Page & Turnbull, Inc. prepared a Historic Resources Technical
Report (Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery [15281] 109/125 Ocean View
Boulevard Pacific Grove, California) for the American Tin Cannery (ATC) property, formerly the
American Can Company which concludes the buildings are historically significant resources that
qualify for listing on Pacific Grove’s Historic Resources Inventory and the California Register of Historic
Places. Page & Turnbull used criteria for the City’s HRI, the California Register, and the CEQA standards
for their analysis and findings - - that the Factory, Warehouse, and Office buildings are significant and
retain their integrity form the period of their significance. The EIR also provided a letter from local
historian, Kent Seavey that supports listing ATC in the HRI and California Register. I concur.
I understand that the City Staff plan to have the proposed ATC project reviewed by the
Architectural Review Board which is an appropriate step to address the aesthetic qualities of the
design in the context of the surrounding neighborhood and Pacific Grove. However, the Pacific Grove
Municipal Code 23.76.030 provides that your HRC is responsible to “determine, following the hearing,
whether or not the property should be added or deleted based on the criteria…” Moreover, the code
states: “Properties may be added to or deleted from the historic resources inventory either by the
initiation of the historic resources committee …”
Therefore, I formally request you, the Historic Resources Committee, to immediately take the
initiative to “initiate” a public hearing to add the historic ATC buildings to the Historic Resources
Inventory based on the ”Historic Resources Technical Report” in the Draft EIR on file in the City’s public
records as American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR, Volume I and Volume ii
Appendices, July 2020, SCH # 2019110152. according to PGMC 23.76.030.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani, Architect
Historic Preservation Consultant, CHRIS
Attached File:

Submitted on Wednesday, September 30, 2020 - 1:40 pm
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Anthony A. Ciani 220 Walnut Street Pacific Grove, California 93950
ARCHITECTURE - PLANNING - HISTORIC PRESERVATION - COASTAL CONSULTANT

September 25, 2020

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Community and Economic Development Department
City of Pacific Grove
400 Forest Avenue Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Via email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) COMMENT ON CHAPTER 8. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Dear Rob:
I am a licensed architect with expertise in historic architecture 1, and I submit the
following information and comments to emphasize the importance of recognizing and protecting
the cultural, historical and architectural resources of the American Tin Cannery (ATC) property
and surrounding area for their intrinsic qualtiies and contribution to the cultural, aesthetic and
scenic quality of the coastal environmental setting and City of Pacific Grove. The ATC, formerly
the American Can Company, (ACC), circa 1927, provided the City of Pacific Grove with
tremendous economic value that continues to the present time.

Ciani Comment No. One: It is my professional opinion, that the extant buildings of
the American Can Company, aka, the American Tin Cannery are historically and architecturally
significant and retain their integrity from the interpretive period of their significance.
Furthermore, the subject site, buildings and landscape are an integral part of a larger realm of
historical significance due to their location and association with the historical epoch of Pacific
Grove – Monterey’s fishing industry, commerce, and literary culture during the late 19th century
and early 20th century. If implemented, the proposed demolition of a central section of the
factory building and demolition of the entire the warehouse building, as well as, the massive
additions, would result in the direct, unmitigated and unavoidable significant adverse impacts to
the cultural, historical and architectural resources of the site and setting.
The American Can Company was built in the context of an emerging fishing industry in
Monterey Bay on land that had formerly been a Chinese fishing village, ca. 1853 -1906, and
adjacent to the Monterey Boatworks, ca. 1916 – 1927, and Siino Boat Works ca. 1927 (now a
part of Hopkins Marine Station) which were also built on the site of the fishing village.2
(See Figures 1 and 2, on Page 2, below)

1
2

Resume of Anthony A. Ciani, see Pages --- below
https://hopkinsmarinestation.stanford.edu/about/history
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Figure 1. Map and photo of Chinese Fishing Village & Joss House Temple

Figure 2. American Can Company (Background)
Siino Boat Works (Foreground)

Credit: Pat Hathaway, California Views Collection
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The American Can Company became an integral part of the maritime commerce in the
Monterey Bay area and is directly associated with the industrial complex that developed at
Cannery Row in New Monterey. The fishing and canning industry spanned the political
boundary lines between Pacific Grove and New Monterey, just as it did in the survey study area
for the “Cannery Row Cultural Resources Survey” that was limited to the geographical
boundaries of the City of New Monterey.3 Newspapers articles and two of John Steinbeck’s
novels, “Cannery Row” (1945) and “Sweet Thursday” (1954), chronicle the life and events of the
historical period of American Can Company’ significance. (Steinbeck lived on Eardley Avenue.)
The following is a selected summary of the findings that are provided in the Page &
Turnbull, Inc. treatise, “Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery” (HRTRATC) in the Draft EIR for listing eligibility in the California Register of Historic Places and City of
Pacific Grove Historical Resources Inventory of the subject property and buildings:
1) “In terms of archaeological resources, the results of the assessment indicate the project
location has high sensitivity for both historic and prehistoric resources.” (DEIR Vol.1 p 8-36)
2) In terms of the historic significance of the ATC buildings: the Office Building, Factory
Building and Warehouse Building; appear to be individually eligible for listing in:

(a) California Register under Criterions 1 (events): “[T]he American Tin Cannery
appears to be individually eligible for listing” (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-25 & 26).
(b) Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory (Municipal Code §23.76.025) under local
eligibility criteria A, C, E, H, and I (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-26 & 27).
3) In terms of their Integrity; “The American Tin Cannery [ATC] retains six out of seven
aspects of integrity4 - location, design, materials, workmanship, and feeling [and
association] — and thus retains integrity overall.”

3

Architectural Resources Group Architectural Resources Group completed the Cannery Row Cultural Resources
Survey for the City of Monterey in 2001. This survey identified and described multiple historic contexts relevant to the
Cannery Row survey area, which directly abuts the New Monterey survey area. As part of the survey process,
properties within the survey area were evaluated to determine their eligibility both as potential individual historic
resources and as contributors to four potential districts. Two of the proposed districts – the North Cannery Row
Historic District and the Literary Core Historic District – were deemed National Register‐eligible, while the other two –
the South Cannery Row Historic District and the Cannery Row Industrial and Residential Historic District – were
deemed California Register‐eligible.” (New Monterey Historic Context Statement and Reconnaissance Survey DRAFT, April
2012, Pages 3-4.)
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4) The (HRTR-ATC) analysis of the proposed project’s potential adverse impacts on the
existing historic buildings that concluded, in part: (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-24).
(a) “The project would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined by the significance criteria established by CEQA. A
proposed, project impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.”; and,
(b) “Thus, as proposed, the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial project

will create a significant and unavoidable impact on the historic resource as
currently proposed.”
Ciani Comment No. Two: The Draft EIR finding that the American Can Company
Buildings (re-named the American Tin Cannery in 1988) does not retain the integrity of the
setting because the surrounding area was developed into a low-scale, urban mixture of
commercial and residential buildings, is in my professional opinion, unsubstantiated.
My reasons for supporting the integrity of the setting and the architectural character:
1) The building alterations and additions that occurred after the 1920s did not, and do not
now, interfere with the public’s appreciation of property’s authentic historic industrial
character. (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-28 & 29). The changes, that were made over time, did not
substantially diminish the historical significance and integrity of the site and buildings.
The additions, including the NAFI Building, the skybridge, adjacent parking lot, elevated
promenades and new entrance canopy did not reduce the historical significance of the
site, buildings and setting. Rather, they have become part of the ATC complex and
setting as perceived by the general public. The historical sense of place also remains for
the adjacent Cannery Row and literary Historic Districts in New Monterey5.
2) Moreover, the development of the surrounding areas progressed over time to become a
small scale, residential and commercial neighborhood. That suburban pattern of
development was consistent with the 1910 University Addition Subdivision, where ATC
is located, and those physical changes subordinate to and are compatible with the
historical scale and character of ATC.
3) Thus, a fair argument can be made that the ATC-ACC site, the three historic buildings,
and the vernacular landscape retain their integrity and the integrity of their architectural
characteristics from the interpretative period of their historical significance. Therefore,
they may also be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.6 7

5

Ibid
Email discussion with Jay Correia, State Historian III Supervisor, Registration Unit, California Office of Historic
Preservation, dated: February 21 and 22, 2016
7 See attached: American Can Company, HRI Chronology, Prepared by Tony Ciani, last dated May 31, 2019
6
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Aerial Photo ca. 1920
Credit Pat Hathaway, California View Collection

Annotated Aerial Photo
Photo Credit: Pat Hathaway, California Views Collection
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Ciani Comment No. Three: It is my professional opinion, that the ATC site and
buildings are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places using criteria defined
in 36 CFR 60.4 set forth in the Draft EIR section 8.5.1 (DEIR pages 8-18 and 8-19). There is
substantial factual evidence that they are representative of important events in local, state and
American history; and the buildings are representative examples of Modern and vernacular
industrial architecture. The site is also associated with the Chinese Fishing village (ca. 1850 1906).8 The Joss House religious temple, may be eligible as a California Point of Historical
Interest, (Photograph Figure 61, DEIR Page 26). Also, ATC may be eligible for listing in National
Register as a historic district or part of a larger contextual or thematic historic district due to their
direct association with Cannery Row and Literary Historical Districts that were identified in the
2001 and 2012 New Monterey Historical Surveys. (The ACC built the road that links them.)
As provided in the HRTR-ATC treatise, the analysis of the integrity of site and buildings;
the integrity of their location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association; and,
that the site and buildings are eligible for listing in the local Historic Resources Inventory,
California Register, in my professional opinion, is valid and applies as well, for the analysis for
listing in the National Register; to wit:
“The American Tin Cannery [ATC] retains six out of seven aspects of integrity9 - location,
design, materials, workmanship, and feeling [and association] — and thus retains
integrity overall.” (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-29).
I generally agree with architectural description in the HRTR-ATC of the Draft EIR:
•

Office Building is a 1-story wood frame vernacular hipped roof building.

•

ACC Factory is as a rectangular reinforced concrete building in the Art-Moderne
architectural style, with a sawtooth roof including north-facing clerestory windows; and, a
series of “chevron capped concrete pilasters” featuring, “original full-height steel sash
windows.”

•

The ACC Warehouse is a rectangular two-story “reinforced concrete and brick building
clad in corrugated metal panels” and large “multi-lite steel sash windows.” (DEIR Vol. 1,
page 8-10)

“Altogether, the Chinese at Point Alones developed the first true commercial fishery on Monterey Bay, and in some
ways were responsible for the most focused commercial activity in the entire Monterey area.” (DEIR ATC Page 21)
8

9

NPS, National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. 1997
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In February 2016, I began researching literature and photographic records for the
American Can Company and I requested technical assistance of the State Office of Historic
Preservation to prepare and submit a nomination of the American Can Company to the National
Register of Historic Places; and historian Jay Correria replied.10 I made detailed measurements
and prepared a physical description and collected written documents, and archival photographs
and met with members of the local historical society to research their files. That research
included a review of the City of Pacific Grove Historical Context Statement prepared by Page
& Turnbull, Inc. (2011) that had been formerly adopted by the City Council in 2012 – which
provides a two-page historical background and physical description with photographs) and
concluded:
“It is unclear how many industrial buildings of this period are currently listed on the City
of Pacific Grove’s Historic Resources Inventory, although the former American Can
Company is included.” (2011 Historic Context Statement, page 235)11
Upon subsequent research of the City’s records, I discovered a copy of evidence of the
listing on the City’s “Historic Resources Inventory as of September 9, 2004” [Street Address]
125 Ocean View Boulevard (See Figure “C”); and, as noted in the DEIR, a 2013 historical
assessment by local historian Kent Seavey stating the property was listed on the City’s HRI as
of, 2010. In 2019, I subsequently discovered a 2005 letter from a member of the City staff12,
who without notice or due process, removed the property form the HRI. Mr. Biggs wrote: “We
have amended the Historic Resources Inventory and 125 Ocean View Boulevard is no longer
listed.” (There is no evidence of a hearing or minutes describing this action.)
As mentioned above, the 2011 Historic Context Statement (HCS)13 was officially
adopted by the City Council in 2012, and they ratified it again in 2016, when the City Council
voted unanimously to approve the Ad Hoc Committee HPO Report to implement the HCS. That
decision did not recommend any changes to the significance of ATC or its removal from the
City’s HRI and concluded: “We again noted that the Historic Context Statement provides useful
guidance for historic determinations and for evaluating projects”.14
It is clear, the City Council held two noticed, regular public hearings, in 2012 and 2016,
affirming “the former American Can Company is included” in the HRI.

“If the exterior retains integrity, I highly recommend that you nominate to the National Register, and
NOT the California Register. I would like to see exterior photographs of the primary facades, and perhaps
a summary statement of significance in order to determine whether or not I think that the SHRC would
approve the nomination.” February 22, 2016 Email excerpt Jay Correia, State Historian III, Supervisor,
Registration Unit, California Office of Historic Preservation
11
Historic Context Statement, City of Pacific Grove, 2011, pages 235 – 236
12
Ron M. Biggs, CDD, City of Pacific Grove to Mr. Bill Grimm, 765 Wave St, Monterey, CA
13
Historic Context Statement, City of Pacific Grove, 2011, Page 236
14 City Council Ad Hoc Committee on the Historic Preservation Ordinance, February 22, 2016
10

Page 228 of 295

7

September 25 2020
Rob Mullane, Planner
RE: DEIR - Public Comment on Chapter 8. Cultural Resources
Page 8
It is also a fair assumption that the City’s Historic Resources Committee (HRC) would
need to hold a de novo public hearing to consider removing ATC from the HRI, based on new
factual evidence. Despite my formal requests for such a full hearing, as of the date of this letter,
no such hearing has been scheduled or noticed. Thus, the expert opinions by Page and
Turnbull, Inc., or Kent Seavey, or the input I have provided in this letter, individually or together,
attest that the ATC site and its buildings are significant historical resources, at least at the local
and statewide level, and I believe are historical and architectural resources at the federal level.
Ciani Comment No. Four: In support of my opinion that the property is significant at the
federal level and eligible for listing in the National Register, I submit the following information:
•

The American Can Company in Pacific Grove was designed and constructed in the
same genre as some of the early 20th Century industrial buildings that are at the Union
Iron Works (UIW) Historic District located at Pier 70 in San Francisco, California. The
Union Iron Works Historic District National Register of Historic Places nomination
listing provides the historical background, physical description, a statement about the
architectural and historical significance, and integrity of the Potrero Works, Union Yard.
Bethlehem Steel Yard. Potrero Yard and San Francisco Yard, located at East of Illinois
Street, between 18th and 22nd Streets, San Francisco, California. (4/17/2014) 15. That
documentation includes information regarding maritime commerce and industrial
architecture that is pertinent to ATC’s history and architecture.

•

Specifically, the Administrative Office, Factory and Warehouse buildings, are
contributing resources part of the historic site;

•

The Criteria 3 finding in the California Register provides for: “Resources that embody
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction…” The HRTR-ATC of the Draft EIR finding for Criterion 3, Architecture of
the American Tin Cannery for the eligibility listing in the California Register concluded:
“The original design of the ATC complex has not been attributed to any specific
architect, and therefore cannot be said to be the work of a master architect, and the
industrial complex with its limited decorative features does not possess high artistic
value; (DEIR Vol.1 page 8-26)

That finding mistakenly attributes Criterion 3 to only apply to the heroic work of a
master architect or must possess high artist value to qualify. It is my professional
opinion that, ATC is an architectural and historical resource that embodies the
distinctive characteristics of Modern Industrial architecture, which was an integral
part of the 20th century fishing industry and commerce and literary culture history
of the Monterey Bay and America. (HRTR, Page 41, ATC Vol ii appendices, June 1, 2020)

15

Union Iron Works Historic District https://www.nps.gov/nr/feature/places/pdfs/14000150.pdf (2014)
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The “Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery” does not appear to
prepare a detailed description of the historic buildings16, The report states:
“In general, the original three buildings are rather modest in design, reflective of their
utilitarian and industrial character, with the notable exception of the Art Moderne style chevron
capped concrete pilasters on Building 1. The sawtooth roof of Building 1 is also a notable design
feature which creates a dramatic building profile while serving the practical urpose of daylighting
the large interior factory space.” (DEIR Vol. 1, page 8-10)
Kent L. Seavey, local historian summarized in a letter on October 21, 201817 regarding
the property’s potential eligibility to the California Register; “The property might be eligible for
inclusion, [in the California Register] in spite of the smoke stack loss, for its historical
significance in the economic development of Pacific Grove and the Monterey canning industry.
It may also qualify for architecture as the only known example of commercial Art
Moderne design in Pacific Grove.”
Ciani Comment No. Five: It is my professional opinion as an historic architecture
consultant that the American Can Company site and Administrative Office, Factory and
Warehouse buildings merit designation in the City of Pacific Grove’s Historic Resources
Inventory (HRI). As mentioned above, the City Council held two noticed regular public hearings,
in 2012 and 2016, affirming “the former American Can Company is included” in the City’s
HRI, and there has not been public hearing to reverse that finding or determination.
Ciani Comment No. Six. In terms of the National Register Criteria for Evaluation18
Criteria C; it is my professional opinion that the ATC (aka ACC) site and building complex
retains its quality of significance in American history, architecture, engineering, and culture
which is present in [the] districts, sites, buildings, [and] structures; and possesses integrity of the
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and, that embody the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.
I also believe that the ACC site and building complex conveys its significance as
defined in the National Register criteria because it retains most of the aspects of integrity
including; its sense of place and location, Location, original elements of design, materials,
workmanship, historical feeling and association.

16 “the historic resource assessment did not provide a detailed analysis of the structure under this criterion, the

construction of these industrial buildings was common for the period and not likely to yield important construction
related information.” (DEIR Vol.1 page 8- )
17

Kent L. Seavey, Historic Resources Opinion Letter. October 2018. (DEIR VOL II, Appendix F)

18 http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/
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The following excerpts of the Page and Turnbull, Inc. Historic Resource Technical
Report corroborate the key findings regarding the Office and Factory Buildings:
•

“ [T]the factory building, Building 1 was the most important building in the American Can
Company fish canning operations, and exhibits architectural features such as the
sawtooth roof that clearly convey this use as well as 1920s Art Moderne decorative
elements like the chevron capped pilasters .[The Office Building] Building 0 played an
important role as an administrative office.” (HRTR-ATC DEIR, p. 59)

•

“Building 2, was integral to the overall operation of the American Can Company, [and]
the early twentieth century industrial character and significance of the American Can
Company in the Monterey fish canning industry” (DEIR Historic Resource Technical
Report, p. 59)

Ciani Comment No. Seven. However, I strongly disagree with the HRTR, section VIII.
PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS which discounts the importance and integrity of the Warehouse
Building (No. 2), and essentially ‘throws it under the bus’, so to speak (or more accurately would
throw it into the Monterey County Landfill,).
“If one of these three design changes is made, then the project would retain or substantially retain all
of the character-defining features of Buildings 0 and 1. The project would still involve the loss of
Building 2 and its character-defining features, but the overall historic resource—the American
Tin Cannery complex—would retain enough of its character-defining features to convey its
significance as an industrial fish canning factory and retain eligibility for the California
Register and Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory. The mitigation measures discussed in the
previous section would mitigate the demolition Building 2 and impact of the new hotel buildings on
the industrial character of the property to a less-than-significant level.” (HRTR-ATC DEIR p. 59)
This statement, without proof, is a flawed notion and without merit, which inconsistent with the
Secretary of Interior Standards. See “Preservation Brief 14 New Exterior Additions to Historic
Buildings: Preservation Concerns” (Anne E. Grimmer and Kay D. Weeks)19
Preservation Brief 14 states: “To meet Standard 1 of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation, which states that “a property shall be used for its historic purpose
or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the
building and its site and environment,” [and] “Before expanding the building’s footprint,
consideration should first be given to incorporating changes—such as code upgrades or
spatial needs for a new use—within secondary areas of the historic building.”
Adaptive reuse of old or historically significant buildings provides a reasonable and
feasible alternative and adapting historic buildings for hotel uses have been proven to be
19

https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/14-exterior-additions.htm
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successful.20 The ACC Office, Factory, and Warehouse buildings were already successfully
retrofitted to accommodate commercial retail and restaurant uses. The Warehouse has the
advantage of the high spaces with large tall windows that look out to the north and west views of
the Monterey Bay and Sea with a potential garden-patio that faces the southwest panoramic
vista of Pacific Grove’s dramatic shoreline. I believe the NAFI Building could also be adapted
and reused for the hotel or other ancillary or commercial uses.
The Pier 70 Historic District is a good source of information that is pertinent to the
significance of ATC.(See Pier 70 Historic District NR Form)21; including its Major Bibliographical
References - the books and articles, etc. provide literature about the architecture, engineering
and construction trends contemporaneous with the development of the American Can
Company, including:
(a) Reinforced Concrete in Factory Construction. New York: The Atlas Portland Cement
Company, 1907.
(b) Biggs, Lindy. The Rational Factory. Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1996.
(c) "Industrial Building Types Studies." February 1940. In Kenneth Reid, A.I.A., ed.
Industrial Buildings, The Architectural Record of a Decade. New York: F. W. Dodge
Corporation, 1951
Ciani Comment No. Eight: The additional reasons below reinforce the historical
and architectural importance of the American Can Company (ATC), and in my
professional opinion, elevates it to the national level of significance and to be eligible for
listing in the National Register.

1) The site, buildings and landscape direct associations with the neighboring Monterey
Boat Works, Cannery Row Historic and Literary Districts, Ed (Doc) Ricketts Lab in
Pacific Grove; on Ocean Ave. in New Monterey; author John Steinbeck’s literature, and
construction of the road built by ACC linking Pacific Grove to the larger fishing industry,
and tourism; and the construction of the Monterey Bay Breakwater; and its contribution
to worldwide commerce of canned fish, including during World War II; and,

2) the historical information regarding the significance of the American Can Company
should be expanded to include its influence on commerce in Pacific Grove. In 1901,
several can manufacturers formed the American Can Company (ACC), headquartered in

20

National Trust For Historic Preservation, https://savingplaces.org/historic-hotels-of-america for example: Cork Factory Hotel is
a Lancaster County hotel set in a vibrant mixed-use community, Urban Place. Urban Place is the former home of a 19th-century
cork manufacturing giant, Lancaster Cork Works, and later the home of Armstrong Cork Company and Kerr Glass Company.
21

NPS Form 10-900 United States Department of the Interior National Park Service National Register of Historic
Places Registration Form, historic name: Union Iron Works, Pier 70 Historic District, Listed 4/17/2014
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New York City. By 1915 the ACC was the largest manufacturer of tin cans in the United
States and bought land in San Francisco and built a factory in 1926.22 ACC also built the
largest tin can factory west of the Rocky Mountains in Sacramento which was the City’s
largest investment at $1,600,00023. In 1927/28, ACC purchased the land and
constructed the can factory in the City of Pacific Grove for $1,000,00024 including the
machinery It was the largest investment in the City. The 2020 equivalent value of
$1,000,000 is nearly $15,000,000.

3) The American Can Company’s design and engineering principles incorporated relatively
new technologies and reflected a desire to build efficient factories that provided good
conditions and amenities for the workers, including natural light and air, wood floors for
comfort and with the layout designed in response to its management, fabrication and
storage/shipping, functions (Louis Sullivan’s 1896 theory “form follows function”25). They
were not built under one roof, rather as three functions, in three buildings, and three
construction styles and types; designed and constructed to accommodate the functional
relationships of the machinery and working conditions.
(a) Office Building: Wood Frame (Management and Cafeteria)
(b) Factory Building: Reinforced Concrete (Mass production of tin cans)
(c) Warehouse Building: Reinforced Concrete and Brick (The cans were stored
and shipped directly to Cannery Row where the fish were process and canned.)
In summary, it my professional opinion that the ACC Factory and Warehouse buildings
are representative examples of early twentieth century industrial architecture whose designs
were a functional response to the fabrication, storing and shipping of fish can manufacturing
industry and its custom-designed machinery. The Administration Office building is set in
prominently on the street corner at the waterfront entrance to Pacific Grove, using a humble
design subordinating to the Factory design in the Moderne idiom, which distinguished the
American Can Company’s brand from the nearby industrial fish canning buildings in New
Monterey it supplied. The oval shaped cans epitomized the ACC product which were shipped
worldwide.
Historian Kent Seavey observed, in his October 18, 2018 letter26, [ATC is]
“the only known example of commercial Art Moderne design in Pacific Grove.”
Therefore, it is a rare example of the Art Moderne architecture genre of the industrial
architecture in the City.
22

“S.F. Tract Bought for Can Plant,” San Francisco Examiner, (January 22, 1915), p. 7.

23

https://www.woodrogers.com/americancancompany/ Wood Rogers, Inc. David Zavisian, Author, 2020

24CPI

Inflation Calculator https://www.in2013dollars.com/us/inflation, $1,000,000 in 1927 is equivalent in purchasing
power to about $14,937,816.09 in 2020
25Louis
26

Sullivan, “form ever follows function. This is the law.” The Tall Office Building Ever Considered, 1896, p. 408

Kent L. Seavey, Historic Resources Opinion Letter. October 2018. (DEIR VOL II, Appendix F)
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Ciani Comment No. Nine: It is my recommendation that the proposed project should
prioritize rehabilitation of the hotel and ancillary uses or commercial uses to be accommodated
within the existing buildings, first; and, design reasonable small scale additions to be compatible
with the scale and character of the historical resources, and fabric of the surrounding area. The
design should avoid overwhelming and degrading the Aesthetic and Cultural integrity of the
environmental setting. As proposed, the project would substantially degrade the historic and
scenic resources of the overall cultural setting.
Future redevelopment at the same scale in the vicinity of Central Avenue Commercial
and Visitor Serving neighborhood, together with the proposed project would result in cumulative
unmitigated significant adverse impacts to the suburban environment of this vicinity.
Reasonable alternatives are available by following the Secretary of Resources
Standards for Rehabilitation and utilizing the federal tax incentives pursuant to The Standards
for Rehabilitation (codified in 36 CFR 67 for use in the Federal Historic Preservation Tax
Incentives program); Federal Tax deductions for of potential historical easements according to
26 USC 170: Charitable, etc., contributions and gifts; and potential options regarding the fire,
safety, accessibility and structural per the California Historical Building Code (CHBC), Sections
18950 to 18961 of Division 13, Part 2.7 of Health and Safety Code (H&SC).
Ciani Comment No. Ten: The proposed project appears to celebrate its large scale
design for the new additions and wings, as a solution to differentiate it from the historical
defining characteristics. In fact, the project contradicts the Standards for Rehabilitation.
Standard No. 9. which recommends:
•

“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property,” - in this instance, to demolish major
sections of a historic building (Factory) and to demolish another entire historic
building (Warehouse).

•

“The new work …shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.” – In my
professional opinion, it clearly is not. It is intrusive and much too high, and a
much wider monolithic building at the Central Ave. level, and too massive
compared to the surrounding pattern of existing development.

The public perception of the large forms and proportions of the proposed project relative
to the existing pattern of small buildings would be perceived to sprawl over the historic site and
landscape of the surrounding areas. The mass and height of the multiple additions are
excessive and would substantially degrade the aesthetic qualities of the environmental setting. If
constructed, it would establish a higher magnitude of development that is out-of-scale with the
overall historical character of the area and could have a domino effect on adjacent properties
seeking to compete for the prominence the proposed design illustrates.
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Ciani Comment No. Eleven: Compounding the significant adverse impacts to the
historical setting would be the wholesale loss of the entire collection of mature trees
including stands of iconic Monterey cypress trees that are symbolic of the vernacular
landscape.
Ciani Comment No. Twelve: CEQA provides a basis for the Draft EIR to consider
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project including the “no project alternative”. This
section of the DEIR relies on the Secretary of Interior Standards to analyze the potential
adverse impacts; however, a comprehensive evaluation of the environmental design and
planning options should be examined, too. For example, in the larger scheme the EIR should
explore lowering the overall profile of the development and building heights, in concert with
redesigning an alternative orientation and the spatial relationships of the buildings to provide
openings for public views to the sky and sea, light and air.
Ciani Comment No. Thirteen: The EIR should explore a reasonable array of
alternatives to balance the City’s General Plan (GP) and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan
(LCP) Policies (conservation principles) with the development goals. The EIR should compare
and contrast the land use plan policies to avoid or resolve internally conflicting policies and
regulations that may be in the 1994 General Plan and subsequent changes as a result of
changes due to the adoption of the Historic Context Statement or other pertinent actions by the
City Council or City Boards, Committees or Commissions, the General Plan, or the LCP.
Ciani Comment No. Fourteen: The following is a short list of a reasonable options the
applicant may explore that could reduce the adverse impacts to the historical resources and
environment.
1) First of all, a HABS survey and HABS photo-documentation of the site, buildings and
vicinity may be nice for a local Library or the Library of Congress, but it cannot and will
not mitigate the loss of peoples’ appreciation, their “association and feeling” of the
authentic ATC architectural and historical buildings, related structures or objects;
2) The project layout could be rearranged or modified to accommodate the proposed
“Courtyard” at the same location within the existing two-story Factory Building clerestory
space to be an interior court without destroying the historic façade or sawtooth clerestory
roof system;
3) An overall smaller project scope should be considered to achieve the project’s fundamental
objectives, without the obvious unmitigated significant adverse impacts.

4) The reinforced concrete NAFI building is a valid candidate for reuse within the program for
a hotel, or affordable visitor accommodations, or commercial, or housing uses that should
be considered as a reasonable alternative to its demolition. To improve the occupancy rate,
accommodations from large luxury suites to mini units, with a range of prices, should be
explored. (Older folks who can afford luxury, enjoy staying in the same hotel with young
visitors traveling on a small budget, staying in smaller, less glamorous rooms).
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Rob Mullane, Planner
RE: DEIR - Public Comment on Chapter 8. Cultural Resources
Page 15
5) The project should avoid the difficulty and expense of constructing subterranean parking
structures in favor of alternative layouts within the space around the Sloat Avenue ROW,
and with entries at one end of Sloat or the other.
6) The notion of demolishing the reinforced concrete/brick Warehouse and hauling it to dump
into the County Dump fails to capitalize on the economic value of the building area and
volume, or its utilities and materials. The same is true for the reinforced concrete NAFI
building. Alternatives to incorporate those spaces and, or the materials of those buildings
into to proposed project should be investigated as part of the applicant’s desire to achieve a
GOLD-LEED outcome.
7) Granite excavated for foundations should be used as a veneer or landscaping purposes
(not hauled and placed in the landfill.). Many of the Pacific Grove buildings and structures
have used local stone, including stone quarried to make way for the tunnel road at the
Presidio.)
8) Policy No.45 – 58 of the California Coastal Plan27 states: “New development shall not be
permitted to degrade highly scenic natural, historic or open areas and shall be visually
subordinate to the scenic quality of these areas.” The Plan was incorporated into the
Coastal Act of 1976 (sections 30002 and 30102) and the California Coastal Commission
acted to protect historical and architectural resources as coastal scenic resources 28.
Pertinent examples include:
(a) 1978 – Belmont Park Giant Dipper Roller Coaster: The Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) demolition was denied for a study of alternatives to preserve it. It was
subsequently listed on the National Register in 1978; then, it was listed as a National
Landmark in 1987, and restored to full operation.
(b) 1991 – The Green Dragon Colony: The Commission’s staff recommended denial for
a CDP to demolish four (4) historic vernacular cottages in 1989. In 1991, the
cottages were illegally demolished and confirmed by an Appellate Court Decision.
The Commission granted an “after-the-fact” permit that required any new
development incorporate to the maximum extent feasible. the historical and
architectural characteristics of the site and buildings that were determined by historic
records, photo-documents, drawings, and an on-site inspection of the by the State
Historic Building Code Board. How does the proposed project comply with Pacific
Grove’s LCP Policies and past precedent of the Coastal Commission?

27

California Coastal Plan, 1975, Pages 68-78

28 CDP Nos. F8945-A1 and F8945-A2, (1991 & 1992)
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Rob Mullane, Planner
RE: DEIR - Public Comment on Chapter 8. Cultural Resources
Page 16

9) San Francisco’s PIER 70 HISTORIC DISTRICT provides current examples for rehabilitating
historic buildings, structures and a vernacular landscape. It demonstrates how corporate
investment in challenging projects can be achieved, such as how ORTON Development,
Inc. is at the “20th Street” Union Iron Works industrial buildings (1885 and 1941).In the case
of the Pacific Grove historic American Can Company, the buildings are in much better
condition than those being rehabilitated at the Union Iron Works; How can the proposed
Hotel and Commercial project modify its program based on this example?
10) The Final EIR should conduct a cost-benefit analysis to evaluate a smaller project scope of
work, and to the maximum extent feasible, reduce the significant adverse impacts to the
site, buildings and environmental qualities of the scenic coastal setting. The applicant
should incorporate all reasonable alternatives into the proposed project.
11) The EIR should seek an objective and independent (peer) evaluation of recommendations
in the EIR so as to consider all reasonable alternatives to protect the cultural, historical,
architectural elements of ATC and the scenic quality of the environmental setting. Can the
State Office of Historic Preservation or the State Historical Building Code Board their
provide technical assistance toward that kind of input?
Ciani Comment No. Fifteen: CEQA PRC Section 21003 (a) provides that it is the
legislature’s intent [is for] “Local agencies [to] integrate the requirements of this division
with planning and environmental review procedures otherwise required by law or by
local practice so that all those procedures, to the maximum feasible extent, run
concurrently, rather than consecutively.”
The City of Pacific Grove is the Lead Agency conducting and managing the
environmental review of this project; however, the City Manager City Staff and the City’s
consultants have not coordinated the local review procedures to run concurrently with EIR
environmental review procedures. In fact, the City has confused and continues to frustrate the
public’s participation in the common practices for the discretionary review of this project,
including the notice and distribution of printed copies of the DEIR to libraries, and standard
procedures to evaluate the subject property’s status on the City’s Historical Resources
Inventory, timely installation of on-site story poles or large graphic photomontage meaningful
simulations of the projects size and scale relative to the existing site and surrounding area, or
even the installation of ribbons on the trees to be removed as mandated “must” be done. How
will these defects in the due process and fair review per CEQA be corrected?
Respectfully, TC, Tony Ciani, Architect, Historic Preservation Consultant
Copies: City of Pacific Grove: Historic Resources Committee, Architectural Review Board,
Planning Commission, and City Council.
State Office Of Historic Preservation
Coastal Commission
State Clearinghouse OPR
Attachment: Ciani Resume
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Anthony A. Ciani, Architect & Historic Preservation Consultant 220 Walnut Street, Pacific Grove, CA 93950 (858) 454-7141

RESUME: Anthony A. Ciani, Architect
In 1981, Tony Ciani co-founded Design with Conservation Associates, Inc., an architecture and
planning firm specializing in sustainable design, environmental planning and historic
preservation. Tony uses an interdisciplinary approach working with public agencies, individual
clients, institutions, and/or citizen groups, to prepare environmental studies and master plans,
architectural drawings, and historical assessments, in a timely and cost-effective manner.
Tony has participated in efforts to develop and establish standards and guidelines to protect,
restore and rehabilitate natural and historical resources at the local, state and national levels.
He has more than 40 years of experience in architectural design and construction, including the
use of alternative energy systems and application of new conservation technology.
PROFESSIONAL LICENSE CERTIFICATION
• Architect, California License Number: C-12317, Since 1981
Qualified Architecture and Historic Architecture Consultant,
The California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
• California Apprenticeship Council, Journeyman Architectural Draftsman, 1972
EXPERIENCE - SELECTED PLANNING PROJECTS
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

“Whale View Point – Shoreline Restoration and Enhancement Master Plan” - Assisted
La Jolla Conservancy Inc. (NPO), La Jolla, CA, 2007 – 2014
Kaufman Desert House (Richard Neutra), Architectural & Historical Report and
Supplemental Findings, National Register Nomination, Co-author with Vonn Marie May,
Palm Springs, CA, 2008
Carey Crest Historic Residence - Coastal Permit and CEQA Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, La Jolla, CA, 2002 - 2008
215 South Oak Street Historic Preservation Plan - Adaptive Re-use of Four Historic
Structures in a National Register Historic District, Historic Preservation Consultant,
Telluride, CO, 2000 - 2001
The Bishop’s School Historic Preservation Master Plan, Historic Preservation
Consultant, La Jolla, CA, 1996 - 1998; Historic District Architectural Survey and Report,
(Designated 1998), Historical Report by Gregg R. Hennessey); The Bishop’s School
Campus Historical American Building Survey (HABS) Documentation (Photography by
M. Barth)
Marine Mammal Reserve, Advocate and Boundary Mapping, La Jolla, CA 1992
“La Jolla Coastline Plan”, California Coastal Conservancy Grant, Co-chairman, La Jolla,
CA, 1989
La Jolla Waterfront Workshop and Design Charrette, California Coastal Conservancy
Grant, Coordinator, La Jolla, CA,1989
Heritage Structures Preservation Element, La Jolla Planned District Ordinance,
Advisor to implement historic preservation element of LJ LCP, La Jolla, CA, 1988
“Gaslamp Quarter Code Cookbook” Historic Preservation Code Handbook, Co-author
with Mel Green, SE, (City of San Diego), San Diego, CA, 1985
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Golden Hill Historic Survey and Evaluation for Historical District, Architectural Historian
and Consultant to the City of San Diego, (Environmental consultant, Mary Somerville)
San Diego, CA,1984
Ardath Road Enhancement Plan and Special Assessment District, Design Consultant,
La Jolla, CA, 1984
Kautz House (Irving Gill), Adaptive Re-Use and Addition for the “Bed and Breakfast Inn
at La Jolla”, Architect, La Jolla, CA, 1984
La Jolla Local Coastal Program, LUP Policies and Addendum, La Jolla, CA 1979 - 1983
La Jolla Cultural Zone Study and Plan, SHPO Grant Product, La Jolla, CA 1982 - 1983
Heritage Housing Relocation and Rehabilitation Plan, Chair Citizen Advisory Committee,
Fay Ave., Site “C”, La Jolla, CA 1982
La Jolla Historic Preservation Plan and Model Local Coastal Program Implementing
Ordinance (SHPO Grant), co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA, 1981 - 1982
“Mission Beach Park Revitalization Plan”, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Consultant Service Grant to University of San Diego, Consultant and Co-author with Mel
Green, SE, 1981
“La Jolla - Study of Natural and Manmade Resources”, State of California Planning
Grant, Co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA 1980/1
Coronado Transportation and Circulation Study, Coronado, CA 1981
Coast Walk Trail & Ecological Enhancement Plan, California Coastal Conservancy
Grant, Co-author with Mary Somerville, La Jolla, CA, 1979 – 1980
“La Jolla Coastal Zone Boundary Study” Report to California Coastal Commission and
Senate Natural Resources Committee, Author, La Jolla, CA, 1979-1980
Princess Street Trail to Beach, California Coastal Commission, Public Historical Use
Documentation 1979 - 2015
“Mission Beach Roller Coaster”, Historical Report and National Register of Historical
Places Nomination (Designated), Co-author with Lisa Ciani, San Diego, CA, 1978
La Jolla Coastal Public Access and Historical Trails Study, La Jolla, CA, 1978 - 1980
La Jolla Local Coastal Program, Chair, Citizen Advisory Committee on Public Access,
Historical, Cultural and Natural Resources, La Jolla, CA, 1977 – 1983
“La Jolla Amphitheater" (NEC Grant), Concept & Grant, Assistant to Judith Munk,
Grantee, La Jolla, CA, 1977
“Old La Jolla Historical District” Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places La
Jolla, CA, 1975
“Red Rest and Red Roost (aka Neptune) Cottages” Nomination (Designated), Coauthor Report to National Register of Historic Places, La Jolla, CA, 1975
“San Diego International Peace Border Park”, Conceptual Design for The San Diego
Peace Border Park Foundation. San Diego, CA, 1974
La Jolla Community Plan Update, Citizen Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation,
Cultural Zone and Circulation Elements, La Jolla, CA, 1971 – 1976
“Central La Jolla - Traffic & Satellite Parking Plan”, La Jolla, CA, 1970 - 1972
LECTURES AND PAPERS

•
•
•
•
•

“Lost Colonies”, Story of Preservation in La Jolla, LJHS TimeKeeper, 2016
“Irving Gill”, Lecture for the La Jolla Historical Society, La Jolla, CA, 2009
California Historic Preservation Conference: “History of Surfing Culture and
Globalization” Lecture, San Diego, CA, 2001
“CEQA Workshop”, California Preservation Foundation, Berkeley, CA 1992
“CEQA Workshop”, California Preservation Foundation, San Diego, CA, 1989
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•
•
•
•
•

“Waterfront Design Charrette", California Coastal Conservancy, Concept and Chair, La
Jolla, CA, 1989
“La Jolla: Natural and Cultural Resources Case Study” Lecture, The Bishop’s School, La
Jolla, CA, 1986
“Golden Hill Historic District” - Public Participation Program, City of San Diego, 1984
“How Will We Know It’s La Jolla” Community Forum, Author and Coordinator, La Jolla,
CA 1980
California Historic Preservation Conference: “Historic Preservation and California
Environmental Quality Act” Workshop, Sacramento, CA, 1980
HONORS AND AWARDS

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

San Diego Historical Resources Board Award for Historic Preservation Design
Carey Crest Cottage, San Diego, CA, 2000
Sierra Club Award of Merit for Public Coastal Access Advocacy, 1998
California Historic Preservation Foundation, President’s Preservation Award, Eureka,
CA, 1992
Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO) Preservationist of the Year Award, San Diego,
CA, 1992
San Diego Mayor’s Award of Appreciation, San Diego, CA, 1992
San Diego City Council Award of Merit, Architectural Historical Report: Engine Co. 13
Fire Station, San Diego, CA, 1985
SOHO Preservationist of the Year Award, San Diego, CA, ca. 1983
San Diego Historical Society Award of Merit, (Red Rest & Red Roost Cottages) San
Diego, CA, 1975
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12/4/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Fwd: ATC Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft EIR COMMENT (Form submission from:
Contact the Planning Commission)
Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Mon 10/5/2020 8:37 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Thank you.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Sun, Oct 4, 2020 at 1:01 PM
Subject: ATC Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft EIR COMMENT (Form submission from: Contact the
Planning Commission)
To: <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
Dear Chair Murphy and Members of the Planning Commission,
The Public Comment Period for the ATC Draft EIR ended on September 28 and responses will be
prepared for a Final EIR and your consideration. The is no time limit, but the City has indicated the ARB
will review the project on October 20, and you will consider it at your November meeting. As you may
know, the EIR includes over 1,600 pages of information that you must give careful consideration in the
decision-making process. The discussion about the comments, responses, potential alternatives, and
compliance with CEQA and the LCP will require the Commission's focused attention to comprehend
and consider this relatively large and complex project.
I submitted several comment letters into the Draft EIR to address issues it raised that I have had over
40 years of professional experience and responsibility to manage. My letters contribute additional
information regarding the cultural and scenic (aesthetic) resources, etc., and discuss the adequacy of
the EIR's assessment and analysis of the project's potentially significant adverse impacts. My letters
exceed the City's 5 MB file size limit to attach to this email, so I will ask the City Clerk to assist in
forwarding those to you for your timely consideration as discrete subjects.
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Item 8A on the Regular Agenda of your October 8 meeting provides a brief outline of CEQA
procedures and content, however, it is not clear if that summary will give you an adequate
understanding of CEQA and how to integrate it with the LCP and City ordinances to inform the
findings that are necessary for your decisions.
The ATC Hotel and Commercial Project may be the largest development you will be asked to decide in
the near future. Thank you for your work and consideration.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani, Architect, and Planning Consultant
Under Separate Cover: ATC Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft EIR comments: Aesthetics, Cultural
Resources, Land Use, Transportation,
Geology and Water Quality, and Compliance with CEQA

Attached File:

Submitted on Sunday, October 4, 2020 - 1:01 pm
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Re: ATC Hotel project
R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Mon 10/5/2020 3:26 PM
To: jstarsolutions <jstarsolutions@aol.com>

Hi Jackie,
We have you on the list of people interested in the project so that we include you in future hearing
no ces.
The tree marking you point out is a City requirement for trees that are proposed for removal. No trees
should be removed un l and unless a Tree Permit gran ng such removal is approved by the City. The
Tree Removal permit is bundled with the other project applica ons, including the Use Permit,
Architectural Permit, Coastal Development Permit. These will all be considered by the Planning
Commission, when the Commission considers the project. I hope this clariﬁca on is helpful.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: jstarsolu ons <jstarsolu ons@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 2:55 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: Re: ATC Hotel project

Thank you Rob for your response. I believe a hearing for this project is scheduled in a couple weeks &
I appreciate getting confirmation on a date and time.
Also, since I believe all the permits are still being reviewed, I'm curious why all the trees surrounding
the ATC have already been marked with red paint & tagged with green tape as of this weekend. Can
you please share when these trees are scheduled for removal?
Thank you.
Jackie Shaffer

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

-------- Original message -------From: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Date: 9/29/20 5:32 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: jstarsolutions <jstarsolutions@aol.com>
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Subject: Re: ATC Hotel project

Jackie,
Thank you for your email on the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project. Your email will be
included in the EIR as a comment le er, and it will be responded to in the Final EIR's response to
comments sec on. It will also be shared with the City decision-makers during the public hearings on the
project.
Hearings on the project are an cipated to start next month. You have been placed on the list of
interested par es to ensure receipt of any upcoming hearing no ces. You may also monitor the City's
ATC Hotel webpage for updates on the project. The direct link to that page is:
h ps://www.cityofpaciﬁcgrove.org/living/community-development/planning/american- n-cannery-atchotel-and-commercial-project
Thank you again for your comments and par cipa on.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: jstarsolu ons <jstarsolu ons@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 4:46 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: ATC Hotel project

Dear Mr. Mullaney,
I'm writing as a local 16-year PG resident, currently living adjacent to the ATC on Dewey.
I was shocked to learn of the devastation planned to remove 100+ trees surrounding the ATC project,
& surprised an actual Hotel is still in the works during these distressed times!
Having been in Hospitality Sales for over 40 years, 25 of which have been at hotels on the Monterey
Peninsula, including Pebble Beach Resorts & Asilomar, I'm appalled that our community would
support another competitive hotel property when so many existing hotels are struggling to remain
open! There is "0" group business, so everyone is relying on transient business to fill them. And how
do you think thats been going for properties like Asilomar which was an 85% group property? Not
good, I assure you!
Also, how & where are the Coastal Commission's approvals for the removal of so many trees? They
won't even allow Pebble Beach to cut up fallen trees, much less take a tree down unless its diseased, &
these trees that I view out my window daily, are very healthy!
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I've been retired for 2 years, & the thought of hearing daily construction for several years...not being
able to open my windows to breath our fresh Monterey Bay air ...and see the devastation of historic
trees...is unacceptable! Not to mention the dust particles traveling in the air that are sure to be filled
with asbestos from that old structure...do you have a substantial contingency fund set aside to pay for
my medical bills when I sue the City for neglegence related to health issues from this construction
project, or my estate sues upon my possible demise? Does that sound outrageous.... well can you
100% guarantee my health & safety from such a large project at my front door? No, I don't think so!
I assure you...I am going to be a very vocal resident & will not be quietly allowing another small town
to fall into submission to corporate monies, all in the name of making more tax dollars for PG and at
the expense of my well being, and that of my neighbors, & the beautiful Monterey pines!
WE DO NOT NEED ANOTHER HOTEL...WE DO NOT NEED TO DESTROY NATURE IN THE NAME OF
GREED & TAXES!!! STOP THIS INSANITY NOW & GET CREATIVE WITH OTHER OPTIONS!
A VERY CONCERNED RESIDENT,
Jackie Shaffer
841-277-8568

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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HISTORIC DETERMINATION FOR ATC HOTEL PROJECT (DEIR)
Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com>
Mon 10/12/2020 3:00 PM
To: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: Mayor Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>; Donald Murphy <boxwood@me.com>; David Laredo
<dave@laredolaw.net>; alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov <alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov
<Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov>; Claudia Sawyer <claudiasawyer@me.com>; Sarah Boyle <boyledesign831@gmail.com>

Dear Director of Community Development Anastazia Aziz,
It is time for you to answer the oft asked question of Why are you not treating the ATC as the Historic Property that it
so Clearly Is?
The City hired Paige & Turnbull to review and assess the Historic Resources Inventory. Several citizens have officially
asked that the ATC be added to the H.R.I., since the time it was removed, after inadvertently being placed, without
documentation, on the list, apparently many years ago...
You have your, very clear documentation now, through the very same company, Paige & Turnbull, hired to provide
the Historic Report for the ATC's Draft Environmental Impact Report. On what basis can you ignore this blatant Fact?
And yet, all you have directed HRC to do is Remove properties?! It kept being said, from the HRI Public Workshops
facilitated by Paige & Turnbull, that we residents could add properties, later....Well, later is Now!

23.76.030 Historic resources inventory historic determination – Additions and deletions.
Properties may be added to or deleted from the historic resources inventory either by initiation of the historic
resources committee or by submittal of a historic determination application by the property owner. The historic
resources committee shall determine, following hearing, whether or not the property should be added or deleted
based on the criteria listed in PGMC 23.76.025 and documented in a department of parks and recreation (DPR) 523
form or equivalent document.
Deletions proposed for removal due to loss of integrity must demonstrate the loss of integrity was not the result of
any illegal act or willful neglect by the owner or agent of the owner. [Ord. 17-023 § 2, 2017; Ord. 01-25 § 1, 2001; Ord.
97-23 § 1, 1997].
You are displaying egregious bias, favoritism, and cronyism to the Developers and Owners of ATC at the expense of
the good citizens of the City of Pacific Grove and our Historic Resources. I certainly know that your boss was hired,
from the beginning, to put through a project for the ATC, but so far has shown very poor judgement, in my opinion. It
is time for you to respect the City and its Historic Resources and act accordingly. Real Due Process is again being
abandoned to push a project through without proper review, in this case, the HRC.Determination. We residents
deserve no less.
Sincerely,
Inge Lorentzen Daumer

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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Tin Cannery Drastic Cypress Tree Removal Proposal
Kathy Johnson <pgfog@comcast.net>
Mon 10/12/2020 8:35 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>;
citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org <citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org>

I am appalled the city is willing to allow the removal of so many mature healthy cypress trees on the
American Tin Cannery property. Certainly there can be a better way to rebuild on that property and
save the majority of these majestic trees that have taken a lifetime to grow to this size. Please look at
the possible options that will include keeping these Cypress trees in our community. These

are precious resources worth savings. Every tree contributes to providing cleaner air and cooler
temperatures. They replenish our groundwater, enhance public health, and create vibrant,
livable neighborhoods we all appreciate. Do the right thing, do not give in to the developers
wishes. Save the trees for our town and futures generation to enjoy their beauty for multiple
decades to come.

Sincerely

Kathy Johnson
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Fwd: ATC PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Mon 10/19/2020 9:33 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Joyce Halabi <jhalabi@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Mon, Oct 19, 2020 at 9:24 AM
Subject: Fwd: ATC PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
To: Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Hi Alyson,
Forwarding over this email to you for the appropriate routing.
Thanks,
Joyce Halabi
Deputy Director, Public Works
City of Pacific Grove
831-648-5722 x 4201
jhalabi@cityofpacificgrove.org

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Patricia Domingo <patricia.sunday@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Oct 12, 2020 at 4:44 AM
Subject: ATC PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
To: City of Pacific Grove <jhalabi@cityofpacificgrove.org>
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Please inform me how I protest the proposed development at American Tin Cannery.
I am a resident of New Monterey, just up the street from ATC.
There are too many things I hate about this project, and number one on the list is the removal of 70
healthy trees (e.g. Monterey Pines)
We don’t need more upscale hotel rooms. The parking and traffic are insane, even still with the
pandemic!!
Please forward my comments to the city manager, mayor and city council, ARC, PC, any other group
involved in approval, and please PUT INTO THE OFFICIAL RECORD!
Thank you.
Patrícia Domingo
Laine Street
New Monterey
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American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project
Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Mon 10/12/2020 11:55 AM
To: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>; R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; McCoy, Alexandra@Coastal
<Alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal <Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov>

Dear Anastazia,
I request notice of any and all regular or special public hearings for the American Tin Cannery (ATC)
Hotel and Commercial Project, pursuant to PC MC section 23.86.010.
Thank You,
Tony Ciani
My mailing address is:
TonyCiani
220 Walnut Street
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
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ATC Hotel - Permit processing
Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Wed 10/14/2020 12:59 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; McCoy, Alexandra@Coastal <Alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; Kahn,
Kevin@Coastal <Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov>; City Council Members <citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org>;
lucinda.woodward@parks.ca.gov <lucinda.woodward@parks.ca.gov>
1 attachments (357 KB)
PG ATC PERMIT PROCEDURES OCTOBER 14, 2020docx.pdf;

Dear Rob; and, Dear Anastazia:
Please consider the issues in my attached letter. I strongly urge the City to take all necessary
administrative actions to correct the review and permitting procedures for this project.
Thank you,
Tony Ciani
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Anthony A. Ciani 220 Walnut Street Pacific Grove, California 93950
ARCHITECTURE - PLANNING - HISTORIC PRESERVATION - COASTAL CONSULTANT

October 14, 2020
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consultant, HR & Associates; and,
Anastazia Aziz, AICP, Director, Community Development Department
City of Pacific Grove
300 Forest Avenue, 2nd Floor
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Via Email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org; and, aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org
RE: American Tin Cannery (ATC) Historic Buildings – Permitting Procedures for the
ATC Hotel and Commercial Project
Dear Rob; and, Anastazia:
The City Manager’s Weekly Report - October 1, 2020 Weekly Summary1, outlined the
status of the proposed under the heading of the Community Development Department:
“ATC Hotel and Commercial Project Status and Next Steps. The American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project's Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) comment period closed on Monday,
September 28, 2020 at 5pm. The required 45-day comment period was extended to 60 days to provide
for additional comment opportunities. Over 100 comment letters were received, including those by
individuals who wrote more than one email or letter. Kimley-Horn and Associates, the EIR preparer, will
be preparing responses to each of the comments received during the comment period and including
these comments, along with any appropriate revisions or updates to the EIR, in a proposed Final EIR.
The Final EIR will be considered by City decision makers along with the project permits and
entitlements. (Bold Underlining Added for emphasis)
“The project now proceeds into the public hearing process. The first public hearing on the project will be
review of the Architectural Permit by the City's Architectural Review Board (ARB). This hearing is
anticipated to occur at a special meeting of the ARB on Tuesday, October 20, 2020. The ARB will be
making a recommendation to the Planning Commission on the Architectural Permit.
“The project will then be scheduled for a public hearing before the Planning Commission (PC). The PC
will consider the proposed Final EIR, the Architectural Permit, Use Permit, Tree Permit, and Coastal
Development Permit. The Planning Commission hearing is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, December
10, 2020.
“The Planning Commission's decision is appealable to the City Council, and as portions of the project are
within the designated Coastal Commission appeals jurisdiction, the final City decision is appealable to the
California Coastal Commission, at least for those portions within the appeals jurisdiction.”
(Excerpt Weekly Summary, Community Development Department, October 1, 2020)

October 14, 2020
1

See: https://mailchi.mp/7147169dc225/pg-weekly-summary-10120

1

Page 252 of 295

Rob Mullane, ACIP, Consultant, HR & Associates
Anastazia, Director, Community Development Department
RE: ATC Permitting Procedures
Page 2
The decision-making process outlined above provides for a special meeting of the
Architectural Review Board, a Planning Commission meeting, and on an appeal, or call-up, a
City Council and a Coastal Commission hearing. However, it failed to mention the role of the
Historic Resources Committee (HRC) and related regulatory procedures that are necessary
based upon the Environmental Impact Report’s determination that the American Tin Cannery is
historically significant2, and eligible to be listed on the City’s Historical Resources Inventory and
California Register of Historic Places according to City and State law, including criteria in the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, 14 CCR Section 15064.5.
“Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance
of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.”
Even though the Architectural Review Board (ARB) and the Planning Commission (PC) are
“required to uphold the historic preservation policies of the General Plan.” 3 – it is the
responsibility of the HRC, not ARB, to carry out the City’s essential role to list and “preserve,
protect, enhance and perpetuate those historic structures and neighborhoods which contribute
to the cultural and aesthetic heritage of Pacific Grove” (PGMC 23.76.010 Purpose (a)).
PGMC 23.70.060 Architectural Review Board ordinance defines ARB’s purpose to
“establish procedures for the city’s architectural review of structures, in order to promote the
orderly and harmonious development of the city, and to protect its architectural character.”
Moreover, “the architectural review board is the decision-making authority for structures not
listed on the historic resources inventory…”
According to the PGMC 23.70.070 Historic resources committee, the HRC, not the
ARB, is the decision-making authority to add structures to the HRI as provided in: PGMC
“23.76.030 Historic resources inventory historic determination – Additions and deletions.
“Properties may be added to or deleted from the historic resources inventory either by
initiation of the historic resources committee…”

October 14, 2020

“Based on Page & Turnbull’s analysis above, the American Tin Cannery meets the criteria for listing in the
California Register and on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory and should therefore be considered
a historical resource under CEQA.” (Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery [15281]
109/125 Ocean View Boulevard Pacific Grove, California, June 1, 2020 – Page 47)
2

3“Program

I Maintain the planning commission and the architectural review board process. The planning
commission and the architectural review board are required to uphold the historic preservation policies of the
General Plan. (The Pacific Grove General Plan, Historic and Archaeological Resources .” (Chapter 7, Page 11)

2
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Rob Mullane, ACIP, Consultant, HR & Associates
Anastazia, Director, Community Development Department
RE: ATC Permitting Procedures
Page 3

The HRC, not the ARB, is trained and experienced to perform the duties in the PGMC
23.70.070 including historic determination reviews; and based on evaluation of the criteria
provided in the code, to make recommendations to a higher decision-making body, e.g., the
Planning Commission, for Architectural Permits, Historic Preservation Permits, Historic Demolition
Permits or historic Relocation Permits in compliance with the code, the Secretary of Interior and
CEQA Guidelines.
It is a misrepresentation of the historic preservation policies of the Pacific Grove General
Plan and Local Coastal to construe the intent of the Municipal Code 23.70.060 Architectural
Review Board is to circumvent the Historic Resource Committee powers and duties in favor of a
permit review by the ARB for properties and buildings that have been assessed as part of a
Phase One Historic Report or a Phase Two Historic Report, or a thorough Historic Technical
Report such as the Page & Turnbull, Inc. treatise for the American Tim Cannery. Such a
process makes the HRC moot, except for its review of “Initial Historical Screenings”, and
transfers the responsibility for evaluating the City’s most import historical resources to the ARB,
when in fact, the permits listed in the PGMC ARB4 code fail to list any types of applicable
“Historic Permits.”
An examination of PGMC 23.70.060 Architectural Review Board delineates:
“c) Applicability. As summarized in Table 23.70.012-1, the architectural review board is the decisionmaking authority for structures not listed on the historic resources inventory for the following
permits:”
• Architectural permits for new construction,
• Major and minor alterations to existing structures, or
• Demolition and reconstruction of structures,
• Sign Permits
A similar examination of PGMC 23.70.070 Historic Resources Committee delineates:
“(c) Applicability.
(1) Decision-Making Authority. As summarized in Table 23.70.012-1, the historic resources
committee is the decision-making authority for historic determinations, which are additions to and
deletions from the historic resources inventory, pursuant to the evaluation criteria in
PGMC 23.76.025 and for structures listed on the historic resources inventory for the following
permits per PGMC 23.76.080:”
• Architectural permits for new construction,
• Major and minor alterations to existing structures, or
• Demolition and reconstruction of structures,
• Historic Preservation Permits
• Historic Demolition Permits
• Historic Relocation Permits
October 14, 2020
4

See: https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/PacificGrove/#!/PacificGrove23/PacificGrove2370.html#23.70.060

3

Page 254 of 295

Rob Mullane, ACIP, Consultant, HR & Associates
Anastazia, Director, Community Development Department
RE: ATC Permitting Procedures
Page 4
Thus, for the proposed ATC project review to be restricted to the ARB and not the HRC,
would in my opinion, be an abuse of discretion and violate due process. Given that the Draft EIR
determined the ATC buildings are historically significant and retain their integrity, and eligible for
listing on the City’s HRI and State’s California Register of Historic Places; and, the project
proposes to demolish a central portion of the historic American Can Company Factory Building
and façade, the entire historic Warehouse Building; it is logical that pending the “listing”, a
Historic Demolition Permit will be required. And, the standards for review of the Architectural
Permit and Historical Permits, etc. in PGMC 23.70.070 and related codes, ALL APPLY.
The notion that Table 23.70.012-1 grants the “Director” with the authority to make a
“Decision” to process a potentially historic project as an “Initial Historic Screening”, or NOT. Or,
to unilaterally shunt a project which has been determined to be a significant historical resource
by a rigorous CEQA review process, to the ARB, is inconsistent with sound planning a principles
in Chapter 7 of the Pacific Grove General Plan, and the cultural resource protection policies of
the LCP Land Use Plan. Such an administrative action appears to lack due process -- It appears
to manipulate the permitting review process in order to avoid the HRC review procedures and
required findings which are based on the knowledge of historic preservation principles.
Crucially important, on March 16, 2016, the City of Pacific Grove City Council voted
unanimously to adopt the March 16, 2016 Agenda Report5 including the following
recommendations:
(1) Role of Historic Context Statement (HCS)
Link decision criteria more explicitly to the Historic Context Statement as a guiding
document, especially the descriptions of character defining features of
neighborhoods and significant architectural styles.
(2) Stronger usage of the Historic Context Statement per our recommendations will do
much to preserve neighborhoods and significant architectural themes of our city,
similar to the intent of designated districts.
(3) Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation
of responsibilities:
“Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the
Historic Resources Committee.”
Now, four (4) years later, it is fair to assume the HRC must take the lead role and
evaluate the subject ATC buildings for listing on the HRI; and, as mandated by the City Council - the HRC would “consolidate the historic determination and historic project review”; and
then submit their findings and recommendations to the Planning Commission as part of the
Commission’s decision-making process.

5

Pacific Grove City Council Minutes Page 3 of 5 March 16, 2016

4

Page 255 of 295

October 14, 2020
Rob Mullane, ACIP, Consultant, HR & Associates
Anastazia, Director, Community Development Department
RE: ATC Permitting Procedures
Page 5
The HRC’s determination can utilize the thorough analysis in the Page & Turnbull
Historic Technical Report6 and public comments in the Final Environmental Impact Report.
Moreover, the City Council’s decision to adopt the (2011) Historic Context Statement (HCS) with
the description of ATC and its historical significance as “included” on the HRI was, in fact, the
official recognition of its significance. The City Council voted again to endorse the HCS in 2016
with recommendations for its “stronger usage” - - “to preserve neighborhoods and
significant architectural themes of our city, similar to the intent of designated districts.”
Those decisions constitute the de facto historic designation of the ATC property
and status to be included in the HRI. Neither the City Council nor the HRC have taken a duly
noticed official action to remove it from the HRI. Also noted above, the City Council voted to
separate the responsibilities of Architectural Review Board (ARB) and Historic Resources
Committee (HRC) and, to “Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project
reviews with the Historic Resources Committee.”
In conclusion, the City Manager’s Weekly Summary timeline of public hearings failed to
mention the HRC’s authority and role to review the proposed ATC project under the Historical
Resources Committees review process and criteria pursuant to PCMC Section 23.70.070 (c),
(d), (e),(f), (g), (h) and (i). The Architectural Review Board has an appropriate role to address
the aesthetic qualities of the design in the context of the surrounding neighborhood and Pacific
Grove. However, the Pacific Grove Municipal Code 23.76.0307 provides that the HRC is
responsible to “determine, following [a] hearing, whether or not the property should be
added or deleted based on the criteria…” There is no evidence of a public hearing and “due
process” to remove it from the historical listing status described in the September 2004 HRI8,
2011 HCS, or June 13, 2013 Focused Phase II Review by Historian Kent Seavey ( footnote 6).
Therefore, I request that you immediately take all administrative actions necessary to
incorporate the Historic Resources Committee’s formal review into the permitting process to
address the findings and recommendations in the Draft EIR and Final EIR in the ”Historic
Resources Technical Report” and analysis thereof, in the Draft EIR on file in the City’s public
records as: American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Draft EIR, Volume I and
Volume ii Appendices, July 2020, SCH # 2019110152. pursuant to PGMC 23.76.030; and, the
public comments, submitted during the Public Review Period.
Sincerely, Tony Ciani, Tony Ciani, Architect
CC: California Coastal Commission
State Office of Historic Preservation
City of Pacific Grove HRC, ARB, Planning Commission and City Council

6

See: Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery [15281] 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard
Pacific Grove, California, Appendix E Historic Resources Technical Report, June 1, 2020, Page &
Turnbull, Inc., Volume ii Draft EIR, ATC Hotel and Commercial Project.
7
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/PacificGrove/#!/PacificGrove23/PacificGrove2376.html#23.76.030
8
Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory, Item 1086, 125 Ocean View Blvd., September 8, 2004

5
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Fwd: ATC Hotel - Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Architectural
Review Board)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 10/14/2020 2:59 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 2:14 PM
Subject: ATC Hotel - Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Architectural Review
Board)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
Dear Chair Boyle and members of the ARB:
Please see my letter to the Community Development Director and CEQA Consultant regarding permit
review of the proposed ATC Hotel Project.
The ARB has an important role to analyze and evaluate the project to be harmonious with the
development of the Pacific Grove, and to protect the scenic quality and architectural character of the
surrounding neighborhood.
On March 16, 2016, the City Council voted unanimously to separate the responsibilities of the ARB and
HRC; Thus:
"Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation of responsibilities
Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the Historic Resources
Committee. This recommendation is in concurrence
Page 257 with
of 295 the prior Ad Hoc Committee that was formed
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to explicitly address this topic.
This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
(Excerpt from March 16, 2016, Agenda 9b, page 2 - - That decision was based on a report that was
ratified at a meeting of February 22, 2016, with a motion by Robert Huitt, seconded by Jean Anton and
Maureen Mason, and approved unanimously by the six members present.)
I strongly urge you to examine the FINAL EIR, as part of your role to make a recommendation to the
Planning Commission.
Respectfully,
Tony Ciani, Architect
Attached File:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/webform/architectural-reviewboard/PG%20ATC%20PERMIT%20PROCEDURES%20OCTOBER%2014%2C%202020docx.pdf
Submitted on Wednesday, October 14, 2020 - 2:13 pm
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Fwd: ATC - Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Historic Resources
Committee)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 10/14/2020 2:59 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 2:28 PM
Subject: ATC - Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Historic Resources Committee)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
Dear Chair Sawyer and members of the HRC:
Please see my attached letter to the Community Development Director and CEQA Consultant
regarding permit review of the proposed ATC Hotel Project.
The ARB has an important role to analyze and evaluate the project to be harmonious with the
development of the Pacific Grove, and to protect the scenic quality and architectural character of the
surrounding neighborhood, but on March 16, 2016, the City Council voted unanimously to separate
the responsibilities of the ARB and HRC; Thus:
"Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation of responsibilities
Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the Historic Resources
Committee. This recommendation is in concurrence with the prior Ad Hoc Committee that was formed
to explicitly address this topic.
This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
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(Excerpt from March 16, 2016, Agenda 9b, page 2 - - That decision was based on a report that was
ratified at a meeting of February 22, 2016, with a motion by Robert Huitt, seconded by Jean Anton and
Maureen Mason, and approved unanimously by the six members present.)
I want to emphasize the bullet point: "This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
Further, the report states:
"A. ARB/HRC Separation of Responsibilities:
Our committee echoes and endorses the recommendation of the recent Ad Hoc Committee that
studied the alternatives for roles of the ARB and HRC. We concur and urge that the zoning code be
updated to place responsibility for historic determinations and historic project reviews with the HRC,
while the ARB focuses on the non-historic projects. The change will provide greater focus and
concentrate expertise on the subject of historic preservation.
In making these changes, we need to define the basic qualifications of the group members." (March
16, 2016 Agenda No. 9B, Attachment 1 Pages 5 & 6 of 11)
I strongly urge you to examine the FINAL EIR as part of your role to make a recommendation to the
Planning Commission.
Respectfully,
Tony Ciani, Architect

Attached File:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/webform/historic-resourcescommittee/PG%20ATC%20PERMIT%20PROCEDURES%20OCTOBER%2014%2C%202020docx.pdf
Submitted on Wednesday, October 14, 2020 - 2:27 pm
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Fwd: ATC - Hotel Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Planning
Commission)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Wed 10/14/2020 2:58 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 2:50 PM
Subject: ATC - Hotel Permit Processing (Form submission from: Contact the Planning Commission)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
Dear Chair Murphy and members of the Planning Commission:
Please see my attached letter to the Community Development Director and CEQA Consultant
regarding permit review of the proposed ATC Hotel Project.
The Planning Commission has an important role to synthesize the recommendations of the Boards
and Committees of the City that must analyze and evaluate the Final EIR for the proposed ATC hotel
complex and consider the project under the scope of the authority for each body. Public participation
also plays an essential role in the public review process.
The ARB has an important role to analyze and evaluate the project to be harmonious with the
development of the Pacific Grove, and to protect the scenic quality and architectural character of the
surrounding neighborhood, however, on March 16, 2016, the City Council voted unanimously to
separate the responsibilities of the ARB and HRC; Thus:
"Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources
(HRC) separation of responsibilities
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Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the Historic Resources
Committee. This recommendation is in concurrence with the prior Ad Hoc Committee that was formed
to explicitly address this topic.
This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
(Excerpt from March 16, 2016, Agenda 9b, page 2 - - That decision was based on a report that was
ratified at a meeting of February 22, 2016, with a motion by Robert Huitt, seconded by Jean Anton and
Maureen Mason, and approved unanimously by the six members present.)
I want to emphasize the bullet point: "This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
Further, the report states:
"A. ARB/HRC Separation of Responsibilities:
Our committee echoes and endorses the recommendation of the recent Ad Hoc Committee that
studied the alternatives for roles of the ARB and HRC. We concur and urge that the zoning code be
updated to place responsibility for historic determinations and historic project reviews with the HRC,
while the ARB focuses on the non-historic projects. The change will provide greater focus and
concentrate expertise on the subject of historic preservation.
In making these changes, we need to define the basic qualifications of the group members." (March
16, 2016 Agenda No. 9B, Attachment 1 Pages 5 & 6 of 11)
That was four (4) years ago, still, there appears to be confusion regarding the separation of the HRC
and ARB responsibilities and how to carry those out.
I strongly urge you to ensure the Council's 2016 priority and direction are followed; and, insist on the
HRC perform their duties first, and ARB to perform their duty, both, including examining the FINAL EIR
to advise you as part of your role to process the multiple development permits required for this
project.
Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,
Tony Ciani, Architect

Attached File:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/webform/planningcommission/PG%20ATC%20PERMIT%20PROCEDURES%20OCTOBER%2014%2C%202020docx.pdf
Submitted on Wednesday, October 14, 2020 - 2:50 pm

Page 262 of 295
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGUxOWYzNzZhLWMzYWYtNDZiNi1iYjIwLTA1MDhhMjcwZjBmMgAuAAAAAADNwlwYTxd8SZviG8Ju2gEjA…

2/2

12/3/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

Fwd: Recommendation for Urgent Agenda Item (Form submission from: Contact the
Historic Resources Committee)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Mon 10/19/2020 8:49 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; Stearn, Tad
<Tad.Stearn@kimley-horn.com>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Thu, Oct 15, 2020 at 9:04 PM
Subject: Recommendation for Urgent Agenda Item (Form submission from: Contact the Historic
Resources Committee)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Junchen Wang
Email: junchenwang5@gmail.com
Message:
Dear Chair Sawyer and Members of the Historic Resources Committee:
I request you take immediate action to place the Page & Turnbull, Inc. "Historical Resources Technical
Report - American Tin Cannery [15281] located at 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard Pacific Grove,
California, on the next Agenda for the HRC or set a special public meeting specifically to make a
determination and review the EIR, historic permits, architectural permit and coastal permit (CDP) for
the ATC HOTEL AND COMMERCIAL PROJECT.
The BOARDS, COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONS HANDBOOK, CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE, March 6, 2019
edition provides for the Chair to establish the agenda, to wit:
"Agenda
Establishing the agenda is the Chair’s responsibility with input from staff and other Committee
members. Any item within the Committee’s purview may be placed on a future agenda when
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requested by a Committee member through the Chair. The member shall be responsible for preparing
the agenda report or may obtain permission from the City Manager or Department Head to direct
staff to prepare the report. Additionally, the City Council may place an item on a Committee’s
agenda."
Moreover, the City Council unanimously approved separating the responsibilities of the HRC and ARB
in 2016 (City Council Agenda Item 9 B, March 16, 2016). They specifically recommended as its "TOP
PRIORITY" "Consilidat[ing] both historic determinations and project reviews with the Historic
Resources Committee." To wit:
"A.1) Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation of
responsibilities:
“Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the Historic Resources
Committee.”
AND, " This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
The community is relying on you to take immediate action, now, to carry out your duties and
responsibilities to initiate listing these buildings on the HRI, and to review the proposed project
pursuant to the standards outlined in the municipal code 23.70.070 Historic Resources Committee and
related land-use policies.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Junchen Wang, Resident of Pacific Grove
Attached File:

Submitted on Thursday, October 15, 2020 - 9:04 pm
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Fwd: American Tin Cannery is an important historic resource.
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Mon 10/19/2020 8:48 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Stearn, Tad <Tad.Stearn@kimley-horn.com>; Anastazia Aziz
<aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
1 attachments (342 KB)
Nancy Runyon comments on ATC DEIR 9.27.20.pdf;

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Nancy Runyon <nancy@nancyrunyon.com>
Date: Thu, Oct 15, 2020 at 6:32 PM
Subject: American Tin Cannery is an important historic resource.
To: Claudia Sawyer <claudiasawyer@me.com>, Robin Aeschliman <robinaeschliman@aol.com>, Mimi
Sheridan <mimisheridan@msn.com>
Cc: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Chair and Members of the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Committee,
It seems like the City of Pacific Grove is trying to pretend that the American Tin Cannery/American Can
Company (ATC) is not an historic resource. It doesn’t even matter whether it is on an official list or not,
the 1938 buildings, and the ground below it, are obviously historic and any plans affecting the
complex should be considered by your committee. Why is the DEIR going directly to the ARC without
your consideration? Is the City so desperate for money that they would violate CEQA and throw away
historic assets?
Kimley Horne identified the ATC as an historic resource in their Draft EIR doe the proposed project.
Page & Turnbull recommended adding the ATC to Pacific Grove’s HRI in 2019:
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The Page and Turnbull historic assessment clearly states that the Factory Building, the Warehouse Building, and the Office
Building are all significant historical assets that retain their historic integrity and are therefore eligible for listing on the
California Register of Historic Places as well as the local Historic Resources Inventory.
The California Coastal Commission is not going to allow the proposed development to dig or blast out

underground parking lots in a known area of high archeological significance for thousands of years
old Native American inhabitation as well as 150 year old Chinese immigrant settlement. Ask the
Stanford Students about their digs across the street or visit their library to see the display of artifacts
found. The newly approved LCP is not going to give the City a pass based on recent appeal decisions.
Please save the City of Pacific Grove from wasting time and money on an inappropriate project that
will not be allowed to be built as planned. Please ask to review this project as you should be doing
and encourage the City to permit rehabilitation of the ATC into an appropriate hotel, conference or
shopping facility that does not destroy its historic integrity or violate laws.
Please share this message with other members of the HRC as I could not find their contact information
on the City website. Attached are the comments I sent in on the DEIR.
Thank you for your efforts to keep Pacific Grove the wonderful historic city that it is (was?).

Nancy Runyon
nancyrunyon.com
1195 Hoffman Avenue
Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 649-8132 home/office
email: nancy@nancyrunyon.com
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Nancy Runyon
1195 Hoffman Avenue
Monterey, CA 93940
September 27, 2020
Rob Mullane, AICP, Consulting Planner
Community and Economic Development Department
City of Pacific Grove
400 Forest Avenue Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org
RE: Comments on American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel and Commercial Project – Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR), SCH# 2019110152
Historic Preservation:
As an active Historic Preservationist for over 40 years it is obvious that the American Tin Cannery buildings
(Cannery, Warehouse and Office) are historically and architecturally significant and retain their historic integrity.
The Page & Turnbull report, “Historic Resource Technical Report American Tin Cannery”, in the DEIR, found the
buildings eligible for the California Register of Historic Places. The Pacific Grove Local Coastal plan requires that
historic structures shall be protected to the fullest extent possible.
Fortunately, for the applicant, these buildings can be fully protected and easily adapted to hotel conference &
meeting rooms, ballroom, restaurants and lobby spaces. Unfortunately for the applicant and citizens, they have
not fully protected and incorporated the existing historic buildings into their plans. In fact, they appear to
ignore the historic character, which if kept would make them the most attractive to visit.
Historic Preservation is something to be proud of. Historic buildings give one a sense of place. It has been well
documented that history travelers stay longer and spend more money. This site can easily be a genuine
adaptive re-use in the successful tradition of Ghirardelli Square, the Cannery, and the Argonaut and Presidio
Hotels in San Francisco. If you want a piece of the Cannery Row business, keep its architecture authentic.
The ATC complex is Pacific Grove’s only buildings that connects them with the Cannery Row National Historic
District which begins on the next block. The success of the Monterey Bay Aquarium’s rehabilitation of an historic
cannery and other Cannery Row buildings of character should be something a hotel should want to keep. The
proposed “Mid-Century Modern” design enveloping the historic buildings is wrong for so many reasons.
All 3 historic buildings should be preserved, restored and rehabilitated retaining their historic character and
integrity, without courtyards cut into them intending to destroy it.
Archaeology:
Excavations for underground parking---really?!!! If this site is not already designated as an Area of High
Archaeological Sensitivity it will be as soon as you start to dig. The beautiful cove across the street surely
attracted Native Americans and the site was a Chinese fishing village that was burnt down in 1906. Stanford
University has found artifacts at Hopkins Marine Station at their recent digs just across the street.
The California Coastal Commission (CCC) denied large basements on the Carmel Coast in July. Too many 2,000+
year old remains were being discovered by landscapers. Any project on this site should not be doing any more
excavation than for foundation footings---even then with MLD and archaeological monitoring. The CCC and
Pacific Grove’s LCP do not allow desecration of Native American sites.
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Sea Level Rise might also suggest that any excavation is not a great idea. I received an emergency alert about 25
foot waves on Thursday. Building down is a bad idea on the coast where we are beginning to talk about raising
up buildings, levees or retreating. And isn’t this site on granite bedrock, like my home up the hill?
Traffic and Environmental Justice:
The proposed project would be a horrible neighbor for so many reasons. The added traffic of this proposed
hotel would be a tremendous burden to already congested roads. While the current pandemic has sometimes
improved our traffic, along Ocean View it has become worse. It doesn’t matter what traffic studies show to
those of us who live here. We know what just the Aquarium traffic does. You can’t put in enough traffic signals
to solve the problems that will be created by 225 hotel rooms and conferences (if we have them again).
Without a signal installed at Central and Eardley, how will the hotel’s traffic even get out onto Central? They
can’t all snake through the Andronico’s parking lot like locals do now to avoid the back-up.
An automobile entrance on Ocean View will back up traffic all along the coast where tourists are looking at the
view and not paying the best attention to the road. With Sea Level Rise who knows how long cars will even be
allowed on Ocean View. One way only may be coming soon.
Removing the Sloat Street block through traffic will cause neighbors who live on one way streets, Sloat and
Dewey, to have to go to Ocean View and try to join or cross the traffic--- just to leave their homes. And having
commercial trucks use Dewey also is a horrible additional impact to the residential neighbors. A crosswalk to
the beach will only make it more difficult to turn right off Dewey but might help left turning. Few tourists bother
to use crosswalks or corners anyway.
Maybe Pacific Grove will keep its “Last Home Town” feel because this project is on the edge of their town. But
New Monterey’s Lighthouse Avenue, 1 block away from this project, will have all the burden of the project’s
additional traffic and greenhouse gases. Lighthouse Avenue through the tunnel in Monterey already has overcongested, undersized traffic lanes, where gridlock and accidents are common. David Avenue in Monterey, the
other main artery leading to this project from Highway 1, is only two lanes wide and all residential. Pacific Grove
residents, visitors, workers and service trucks must travel through Monterey to go anywhere, so they too will
feel these negative impacts. The hotel or conference guests will add to the gridlock and accidents that hurts
Lighthouse Avenue/Monterey businesses. This project may benefit the City of Pacific Grove financially, but will
cause economic injustice as well as environmental injustice to the residents and businesses of its neighbors in
New Monterey.
Alternatives:
The DEIR Alternative A, Limited Alteration of the ATC Factory buildings would be the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, after No Project. This is the only alternative that would mitigate an otherwise significant
unavoidable impact. Any “Alterations” though should not destroy the ATC’s integrity as historic and cultural
resources. Any acceptable plans for the site should preserve, restore and re-use the existing buildings.
Instead of “No Project”, I suggest a “not this project” or redesign with fewer impacts to historic and cultural
resources, better plans to reduce negative impacts to local traffic and taking out fewer beautiful Cypress trees
needed to clean the air. A smaller project would result in less traffic, less greenhouse gasses, less tree removal,
less trash removal, less excavation---and be less of a bad neighbor. The impacts on Monterey are not just.
Please add me to your list of interested parties for notice of all actions on the American Tin Cannery.

Nancy Runyon
Email: nancy@nancyrunyon.com
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Re: HISTORIC DETERMINATION FOR ATC HOTEL PROJECT (DEIR)
Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Thu 10/15/2020 10:04 AM
To: Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; McCoy, Alexandra@Coastal
<Alexandra.mccoy@coastal.ca.gov>; Kahn, Kevin@Coastal <Kevin.Kahn@coastal.ca.gov>; City Council Members
<citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org>; David Laredo <dave@laredolaw.net>; Heidi Quinn <heidi@laredolaw.net>; City Manager
<citymanager@cityofpacificgrove.org>; City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpacificgrove.org>; boyledesign831@gmail.com
<boyledesign831@gmail.com>; Marie G. Murphy <boxwood@me.com>; Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com>

Dear Bill,
When I found your response email to me that you attached which was from Director
Anastazia Aziz, to Inge Lorentzen Daumer, I was confused. I assume you intend it to
also serve as a reply to my letter, but with respect to the Director, her email to Ms.
Daumer is narrow and self-limiting in its scope to address the central issue regarding the
City's responsibilities under the General Plan and LCP Land Use Plan to protect the
community's and State's cultural resources.
I urge you to read my letter again to understand how the Director's rationale for avoiding
the procedures to diligently implement the adopted land use policies to protect Pacific
Grove's Cultural Resources so many citizens, such as Ms. Daumer, care about. The
Director wrote:
"At the time of the project submission in June 2019, the structures were not listed on the
historic resources inventory and as such, will be reviewed by the Architectural Review
Board for a recommendation regarding the Architectural permit to the Planning
Commission. This is per City Municipal Code and is consistent with how other structures
that are not on the City's Historic Resources Inventory, but are potentially eligible, are
reviewed and acted upon by City decision makers."
Presumedly, the Director may be suggesting that the project submission in June 2019,
created a permitting-pipeline for the permit application and that the PGMC prevents a
comprehensive review of historical resources by the City agency with the specific
authority to make historical determinations and review the permits for historical
resources. Frankly, that opinion appears to be is a self-imposed form of blinders the
Director uses to "decide" how to limit the Historic Resources Committee's activities. As
quoted above, "The HRC's current work, as directed by Council, is to implement the
recommendations of the Historic Resources Update, also conducted by Page and
Turnbull, beginning with the removal of multiple properties that do not meet the
criteria."
In light of what we know about the past and current evidence regarding recognition of
ATC's history that has been confirmed in the Draft EIR, the Director's decisions appear
unsound and illogical. How can the tasks to remove properties from the Historic
Resources Inventory take precedent over the explicit direction of the unanimous decision
of the City Council on March 16, 2016, to:
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(1) Role of Historic Context Statement (HCS) - Link decision criteria more explicitly to the
Historic Context Statement as a guiding document, especially the descriptions of characterdefining features of neighborhoods and significant architectural styles.
(2) Stronger usage of the Historic Context Statement per our recommendations
will do much to preserve neighborhoods and significant architectural themes of our city,
similar to the intent of designated districts.
(3) Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation of
responsibilities: “Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project
reviews with the Historic Resources Committee.”
The importance of the Council's 2016 decision is emphasized by the priority it placed on its
recommendations. Foremost, "ARB/HRC Separation of Responsibilities - "the zoning
code be updated to place responsibility for historic determinations and historic project
reviews with the HRC, while the ARB focuses on the non-historic projects. The change will
provide greater focus and concentrate expertise on the subject of historic
preservation."

"This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others

below."
The red color is mine, but the words "Stronger usage of the Historic Context
Statement" and "This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below." were
written by the Council.
The City's actions regarding the ATC Hotel Project are inconsistent with the adopted land
use policies of the land, CEQA, and violative of the predecessor Council's decision.
Respectfully,
Tony Ciani

On Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 4:55 PM Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org> wrote:
Hello Tony,
See below for additional information. Thank you for writing about the ATC Project,
Regards,
Bill

--

Bill Peake

Mayor Pacific Grove
On Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 9:11 AM Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org> wrote:
Ms. Daumer, thank you for your email and viewpoint. The subject property was evaluated by
Page and Turnbull and the resultant June 1, 2020 report is included in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). The report states the American Tin Cannery is potentially eligible as an
historic resource and is therefore treated as a historic resource in the DEIR per CEQA guidelines.
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At the time of the project submission in June 2019, the structures were not listed on the historic
resources inventory and as such, will be reviewed by the Architectural Review Board for a
recommendation regarding the Architectural permit to the Planning Commission. This is per City
Municipal Code and is consistent with how other structures that are not on the City's Historic
Resources Inventory, but are potentially eligible, are reviewed and acted upon by City decision
makers.
The HRC's current work, as directed by Council, is to implement the recommendations of the
Historic Resources Update, also conducted by Page and Turnbull, beginning with the removal of
multiple properties that do not meet the criteria.
Thank you for your comment and interest in the proposed project.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and
FAQs here.

On Mon, Oct 12, 2020 at 3:00 PM Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Director of Community Development Anastazia Aziz,
It is time for you to answer the oft asked question of Why are you not treating the ATC as the Historic Property
that it so Clearly Is?
The City hired Paige & Turnbull to review and assess the Historic Resources Inventory. Several citizens have
officially asked that the ATC be added to the H.R.I., since the time it was removed, after inadvertently being
placed, without documentation, on the list, apparently many years ago...
You have your, very clear documentation now, through the very same company, Paige & Turnbull, hired to
provide the Historic Report for the ATC's Draft Environmental Impact Report. On what basis can you ignore this
blatant Fact? And yet, all you have directed HRC to do is Remove properties?! It kept being said, from the HRI
Public Workshops facilitated by Paige & Turnbull, that we residents could add properties, later....Well, later is
Now!

23.76.030 Historic resources inventory historic determination – Additions and deletions.
Properties may be added to or deleted from the historic resources inventory either by initiation of the historic
resources committee or by submittal of a historic determination application by the property owner. The
historic resources committee shall determine, following hearing, whether or not the property should be added
or deleted based on the criteria listed in PGMC 23.76.025 and documented in a department of parks and
recreation (DPR) 523 form or equivalent document.
Deletions proposed for removal due to loss of integrity must demonstrate the loss of integrity was not the
result of any illegal act or willful neglect by the owner or agent of the owner. [Ord. 17-023 § 2, 2017; Ord. 0125 § 1, 2001; Ord. 97-23 § 1, 1997].
You are displaying egregious bias, favoritism, and cronyism to the Developers and Owners of ATC at the
expense of the good citizens of the City of Pacific Grove and our Historic Resources. I certainly know that your
boss was hired, from the beginning, to put through a project for the ATC, but so far has shown very poor
judgement, in my opinion. It is time for you Page
to respect
the City and its Historic Resources and act accordingly.
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Real Due Process is again being abandoned to push a project through without proper review, in this case, the
HRC.Determination. We residents deserve no less.
Sincerely,
Inge Lorentzen Daumer

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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Fwd: RECOMMENDATION FOR URGENT AGENDA ITEM (Form submission from: Contact
the Historic Resources Committee)
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Thu 10/15/2020 2:36 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

FYI
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: City of Pacific Grove Website <website@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Date: Thu, Oct 15, 2020 at 2:34 PM
Subject: RECOMMENDATION FOR URGENT AGENDA ITEM (Form submission from: Contact the
Historic Resources Committee)
To: <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Name: Anthony Ciani
Email: aciani@cianiarchitecture.com
Message:
Dear Chair Sawyer and Members of the Historic Resources Committee:
I request you take immediate action to place the Page & Turnbull, Inc. "Historical Resources Technical
Report - American Tin Cannery [15281] located at 109/125 Ocean View Boulevard Pacific Grove,
California, on the next Agenda for the HRC or set a special public meeting specifically to make a
determination and review the EIR, historic permits, architectural permit and coastal permit (CDP) for
the ATC HOTEL AND COMMERCIAL PROJECT.
The BOARDS, COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONS HANDBOOK, CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE, March 6, 2019
edition provides for the Chair to establish the agenda, to wit:
"Agenda
Establishing the agenda is the Chair’s responsibility with input from staff and other Committee
members. Any item within the Committee’s purview may be placed on a future agenda when
requested by a Committee member through Page
the Chair.
The member shall be responsible for preparing
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the agenda report or may obtain permission from the City Manager or Department Head to direct
staff to prepare the report. Additionally, the City Council may place an item on a Committee’s
agenda."
Moreover, the City Council unanimously approved separating the responsibilities of the HRC and ARB
in 2016 (City Council Agenda Item 9 B, March 16, 2016). They specifically recommended as its "TOP
PRIORITY" "Consilidat[ing] both historic determinations and project reviews with the Historic
Resources Committee." To wit:
"A.1) Architectural Review Board (ARB)/Historic Resources Committee (HRC) separation of
responsibilities:
“Consolidate both historic determinations and historic project reviews with the Historic Resources
Committee.”
AND, " This recommendation is a top priority, ahead of others below."
The community is relying on you to take immediate action, now, to carry out your duties and
responsibilities to initiate listing these buildings on the HRI, and to review the proposed project
pursuant to the standards outlined in the municipal code 23.70.070 Historic Resources Committee and
related land-use policies.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tony Ciani, Historic Preservation Consultant
Attached File:

Submitted on Thursday, October 15, 2020 - 2:34 pm
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Re: American Can Company is on the HRI, Kent Seavey letter 6/22/13
Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Fri 10/23/2020 11:08 AM
To: J COHEN <janetcohen333@comcast.net>
Cc: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Thank you for your comments.
Thank you.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

On Mon, Oct 19, 2020 at 3:18 PM J COHEN <janetcohen333@comcast.net> wrote:

Anastazia,

I appreciate the time you are giving me on this subject and understand that the City views the
ARB as the correct body to review the proposed ATC Hotel for a recommendation regarding
the Architectural permit to the Planning Commission.
You wrote that this decision is consistent with the handling of other structures that are not
currently on on the City's HRI, but are potentially eligible.
But looking at the whole picture, it does not seem completely comparable because:
1. The ATC was on the HRI in a print document from the City in 2004 of the Historic Resource
Inventory.
2. The ATC site (formerly American Can Company is noted in the Pacific Grove Historic
Context Statement written by Page and Turnbull in 2011.
3. The ATC site ( Archie's restaurant) had an evaluation by Kent Seavey in 2013 as I
submitted in a previous email letter with a copy of Mr. Seavey's report that he sent to the City
of Pacific Grove in regards to allowance for changing a window on a historic property to a
door.
Even if the ATC's presence on the Historic Resources Inventory was not added or deleted
from a correct decision maker as you explained earlier and thus considered now to be invalid
in total, something happened. I understand that it would be impossible to explain how it
happened, but it did. It was not by magic.
The City of Pacific Grove handed me the 2004 paper copy of the Historic Resources
Inventory over the counter. Page and Turnbull and Kent Seavey are both very credible
sources and very detailed in their work.
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It is troubling. I first went to Mark Brodeur about this when Project Bella came forward and the
project manager of the proposed hotel told me the ATC was not on the City Historic
Resources Inventory. I checked and it was no longer on the HRI. Mr. Brodeur said that Page
and Turnbull would evaluate the ATC site and it would be determined to be historic or not.
This evaluation did not happen at that time because Project Bella failed.
Thank you for Page and Turnbull now evaluating the ATC site. It was determined by their
evaluation that the ATC is potentially eligible for the Historic Resources Inventory and you
noted that it "is therefore treated as a historic resource in the DEIR per CEQA guidelines."
Because this particular piece of land has a questionable previous history with a presence on
the HRI, it is a unique situation and not automatically comparable to the handling of other
properties in Pacific Grove that may also be eligible for the HRI. Thus, it is important to
decide now, not later if the ATC should be on the HRI or not and in what exact capacity.
The Historic Resources Committee is busy, but the proposed ATC Hotel is a very large
project that will impact Pacific Grove more than any other development in many many years.
Priority should be given in this moment to determine if the ATC site is on the Historic
Resources Inventory by the Historic Resources Committee. The City and the public deserve
this clarity because of the improper prior handling of this particular property's back and forth
presence on the HRI. Once the ATC historic statue on the Pacific Grove Historic Resources
Inventory is determined, then there will be clear direction to whether the ARB or the HRC
makes the upcoming recommendations for the Architectural permit to the Planning
Commission.
I would appreciate if our City Attorney, Dave Laredo can also weigh in on this issue.
Thank you,
Janet Cohen

On 10/14/2020 4:24 PM Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org> wrote:

Ms. Cohen, thank you for your email and viewpoint. The subject property was
evaluated by Page and Turnbull and the resultant June 1, 2020 report is included in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The report states the American Tin Cannery
is potentially eligible as an historic resource and is therefore treated as a historic
resource in the DEIR per CEQA guidelines.
At the time of the project submission in June 2019, the structures were not listed on
the historic resources inventory and as such, will be reviewed by the Architectural
Review Board for a recommendation regarding the Architectural permit to the Planning
Commission. This is per City Municipal Code and is consistent with how other structures
that are not on the City's Historic Resources Inventory, but are potentially eligible, are
reviewed and acted upon by City decision
makers.
Page 276 of 295
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGUxOWYzNzZhLWMzYWYtNDZiNi1iYjIwLTA1MDhhMjcwZjBmMgAuAAAAAADNwlwYTxd8SZviG8Ju2gEjA…

2/4

12/3/2020

Mail - R Mullane - Outlook

The HRC's current work, as directed by Council, is to implement the recommendations
of the Historic Resources Update, also conducted by Page and Turnbull, beginning with
the removal of multiple properties that do not meet the criteria.
Thank you for your continued interest in the proposed project.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and
planning permits. Y ou can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19
Shelter Order and FAQs here.

On Wed, Oct 14, 2020 at 1:54 AM Janet Cohen < janetcohen333@comcast.net> wrote:
Thank you Anastazia for searching for the ATC site HRI information. I
realize it wasn’t under your watch that the ATC appeared on the HRI in 2004
and off later and at some point then on again in 2010 through at least
2013 and off again later.
But it wasn’t the citizens of Pacific Grove’s fault either .
So what is the most transparent way to correct the past messy HRI status of
the ATC site? If it wasn’t legitimate, the public thought it was and so did
Page and Turnbull in the PG Historic Context Statement and Kent Seavey in
the evaluation for Archie’s window to door project.
How do we move forward where we all feel confident now if it should be on
the Historic Resource Inventory or not?
It makes the most sense for the HRC to evaluate the ATC site along with
Page and Turnbull’s current input to determine if the American Tin Cannery
(formerly American Can Company) qualifies for the HRI and in what
capacity.
Because of the past illegitimate HRI status that was not known, the HRC
evaluation should be done first before the ARB follows through on the
proposed ATC Hotel project.
Taking this action is important to clean up the past missteps even though it
was prior to your career here and not connected to your own work.
If the ATC site does qualify and is placed on the HRI through this legitimate
channel, then the HRC should be the one involved in the ATC proposed
hotel project as the most knowledgeable body instead of the ARB.
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Thank you for your hard work for the City of Pacific Grove and sorry the ATC
site’s previous on/off HRI presence is your problem to contend with now.
But making it right will help.
Janet Cohen

Sent from my iPhone
On Oct 13, 2020, at 11:38 AM, Anastazia Aziz <
aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org> wrote:
FAQs here.
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Hotel in Monterey
Kerry Going <kerryjayde@sbcglobal.net>
Mon 10/19/2020 3:39 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; rmullane@cityofpacificgrove.org <rmullane@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Rob Mullane,
As a resident of Monterey County, I would like to express my disappointment in the construction of the
new hotel which would harm our harbor seal sanctuary and other wildlife. It is unnecessary and against
what Monterey/Pacific Grove stands for and against what the residents want. Does that matter at all to
you? I know well that profit is what drives these decisions, but please find it in your heart to think about
what this means outside of a few peoples pockets. Your efforts will cause the downfall of what is most
loved about Monterey (not to mention what brings tourists). Please do what is right.
Sincerely,
Kerry Going
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A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial
Project Towards Approval
Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Tue 10/27/2020 1:26 PM
To: Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>; Councilmember Amy Tomlinson <atomlinson@cityofpacificgrove.org>;
Claudia Sawyer <claudiasawyer@me.com>; Sarah Boyle <boyledesign831@gmail.com>; R Mullane
<rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Cc: City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpacificgrove.org>

A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Towards
Approval

To: Bill Peake, Mayor and Architectural Review Board Council Liaison;
Amy Tomlinson, City Council Member and Historic Resources Committee Council Liaison;
Claudia Sawyer, Historic Resources Committee Chair;
Sarah Boyle, Architectural Review Board Chair;
Rob Mullane, AICP Consulting Planner;
Anastazia Aziz, Community Development Department Director
Re: Evaluating the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project
Date: 10/27/20
From: Cosmo Bua

I know you've heard from residents of Pacific Grove requesting that The City (various individuals),
follow normal commission and development processes as regards historic properties in considering
the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project. Pagrovians are asking The City to
have the Historic Resources Committee, rather than the Architectural Review Board, as per their well
defined areas of expertise and responsibilities, have the first hearing on the project - perhaps even to
decide if the site merits inclusion on the Historic Resources Inventory. This last would not be the
correct procedure.
Because documentation and anecdotal confirmation make clear that the site is already on the H.R.I.,
regardless of whatever clerical or other error or intent appears to have removed it, what is needed and it is needed by The City and their developer partner, not by the residents attempting to support
the validity and appropriate application of the H.R.I. - is a hearing by the Historical Resources
Committee about whether or not it is appropriate to remove the "American Tin Cannery" property
from the H.R.I. That process is clear and would require evidence and public discussion and comment
concerning any reasoning to remove it. Either that or The City could just formally affirm the obvious,
that the entire site is an Historic Resource and any development will be dealt with as that status
requires.
Unfortunately, the supposed confusion as regards the status of this historic resource has already been
resolved without authority, or taken advantage of by city planners and the D.E.I.R. preparers, in the
interest of the over development of this architecturally and culturally significant historic landscape. For
myself, what I see is the intent to push the development through without transparency or an
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acceptable explanation in dealing with this concern - an unseemly press to get the project approved
The City did something similar to force the Hotel Durrell development through against strenuous
creditable opposition. The Pacific Grove City Council grabbed the authority from the Historic
Resources Committee to decide, with zero expertise and against all documentary evidence, that the
Holman Garage, still located across from our Carnegie library, is not an Historic Resource. This so that
it could be destroyed to make room for an out-of-scale project which will be doing great damage to
what is perhaps Pacific Grove's most important historic Cultural Landscape, as defined by the State of
California. Over and over the City of Pacific Grove has seemed so desperate to approve development
that required protections, procedures, and other parts of the municipal code are ignored. This
happens even when these delinquencies are plain, and even when well informed Pagrovians try to use
the Public Comment process to work as it should to be able to correct each situation. In my
experience, over the past decade this has been accomplished with the assistance of some of the same
public employee planners and administrators. The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury discovered and
reported on issues of this sort for the immediately previous development put forward for this same
site, the proposed luxury hotel development, Project Bella. The Jury also confirmed a lack of
transparency. With the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project we also have The City's
failure, and eventually the clear refusal, to facilitate public awareness of the pending development, or
to make adequate information available for the public to comment on the D.E.I.R.
Commissions and specified procedures exist for obvious reasons which obligate us all. Stop this
headlong pursuit of project approval. As you know, the ATC site is not much frequented by residents
of Pacific Grove. Please go back, appropriately inform the public - beyond the owners of immediately
adjacent properties, of the existence of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project, and
properly implement methods, including whatever modified story poles and netting are possible, to
make the details of the project clear and more available to the public both offline and on.
.
And if you somehow actually believe that the buildings and the scores "protected trees" on the site do
not constitute an historic resource, please read the information readily available from the State of
California explaining Cultural Landscapes, including Historic Vernacular Landscapes (Apologies to
those who know how obvious this is.). Again, removing the ATC property from the Historic Resources
Inventory will require a properly agendized Historic Resources Committee public hearing.
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Re: A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial
Project Towards Approval
Inge Lorentzen Daumer <ilwd50@gmail.com>
Tue 10/27/2020 1:49 PM
To: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Cc: Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>; Councilmember Amy Tomlinson <atomlinson@cityofpacificgrove.org>;
Claudia Sawyer <claudiasawyer@me.com>; Sarah Boyle <boyledesign831@gmail.com>; R Mullane
<rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Thank you Cosmo. I am in total agreement with you!
Inge Lorentzen Daumer

On Tue, Oct 27, 2020 at 1:26 PM Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com> wrote:
A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Towards
Approval

To: Bill Peake, Mayor and Architectural Review Board Council Liaison;
Amy Tomlinson, City Council Member and Historic Resources Committee Council Liaison;
Claudia Sawyer, Historic Resources Committee Chair;
Sarah Boyle, Architectural Review Board Chair;
Rob Mullane, AICP Consulting Planner;
Anastazia Aziz, Community Development Department Director
Re: Evaluating the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project
Date: 10/27/20
From: Cosmo Bua

I know you've heard from residents of Pacific Grove requesting that The City (various individuals),
follow normal commission and development processes as regards historic properties in considering
the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project. Pagrovians are asking The City
to have the Historic Resources Committee, rather than the Architectural Review Board, as per their
well defined areas of expertise and responsibilities, have the first hearing on the project - perhaps
even to decide if the site merits inclusion on the Historic Resources Inventory. This last would not
be the correct procedure.
Because documentation and anecdotal confirmation make clear that the site is already on the H.R.I.,
regardless of whatever clerical or other error or intent appears to have removed it, what is needed and it is needed by The City and their developer partner, not by the residents attempting to support
the validity and appropriate application of the H.R.I. - is a hearing by the Historical Resources
Committee about whether or not it is appropriate to remove the "American Tin Cannery" property
from the H.R.I. That process is clear and would require evidence and public discussion and
comment concerning any reasoning to remove it. Either that or The City could just formally affirm
the obvious, that the entire site is an Historic Resource and any development will be dealt with as
that status requires.
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Unfortunately, the supposed confusion as regards the status of this historic resource has already
been resolved without authority, or taken advantage of by city planners and the D.E.I.R. preparers, in
the interest of the over development of this architecturally and culturally significant historic
landscape. For myself, what I see is the intent to push the development through without
transparency or an acceptable explanation in dealing with this concern - an unseemly press to get
the project approved
The City did something similar to force the Hotel Durrell development through against strenuous
creditable opposition. The Pacific Grove City Council grabbed the authority from the Historic
Resources Committee to decide, with zero expertise and against all documentary evidence, that the
Holman Garage, still located across from our Carnegie library, is not an Historic Resource. This so
that it could be destroyed to make room for an out-of-scale project which will be doing great
damage to what is perhaps Pacific Grove's most important historic Cultural Landscape, as defined by
the State of California. Over and over the City of Pacific Grove has seemed so desperate to approve
development that required protections, procedures, and other parts of the municipal code are
ignored. This happens even when these delinquencies are plain, and even when well informed
Pagrovians try to use the Public Comment process to work as it should to be able to correct each
situation. In my experience, over the past decade this has been accomplished with the assistance of
some of the same public employee planners and administrators. The Monterey County Civil Grand
Jury discovered and reported on issues of this sort for the immediately previous development put
forward for this same site, the proposed luxury hotel development, Project Bella. The Jury also
confirmed a lack of transparency. With the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project we
also have The City's failure, and eventually the clear refusal, to facilitate public awareness of the
pending development, or to make adequate information available for the public to comment on the
D.E.I.R.
Commissions and specified procedures exist for obvious reasons which obligate us all. Stop this
headlong pursuit of project approval. As you know, the ATC site is not much frequented by
residents of Pacific Grove. Please go back, appropriately inform the public - beyond the owners of
immediately adjacent properties, of the existence of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project, and properly implement methods, including whatever modified story poles and
netting are possible, to make the details of the project clear and more available to the public both
offline and on.
.
And if you somehow actually believe that the buildings and the scores "protected trees" on the site
do not constitute an historic resource, please read the information readily available from the State of
California explaining Cultural Landscapes, including Historic Vernacular Landscapes (Apologies to
those who know how obvious this is.). Again, removing the ATC property from the Historic
Resources Inventory will require a properly agendized Historic Resources Committee public hearing.
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Re: A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial
Project Towards Approval
Anthony Ciani <aciani@cianiarchitecture.com>
Tue 10/27/2020 1:32 PM
To: Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com>
Cc: Bill Peake <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>; Councilmember Amy Tomlinson <atomlinson@cityofpacificgrove.org>;
Claudia Sawyer <claudiasawyer@me.com>; Sarah Boyle <boyledesign831@gmail.com>; R Mullane
<rmullane@hrandassociates.org>; Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>; City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Very cool!
On Tue, Oct 27, 2020 at 1:26 PM Cosmo Bua <philemata@gmail.com> wrote:
A Suspect City Process is Moving the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project Towards
Approval

To: Bill Peake, Mayor and Architectural Review Board Council Liaison;
Amy Tomlinson, City Council Member and Historic Resources Committee Council Liaison;
Claudia Sawyer, Historic Resources Committee Chair;
Sarah Boyle, Architectural Review Board Chair;
Rob Mullane, AICP Consulting Planner;
Anastazia Aziz, Community Development Department Director
Re: Evaluating the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project
Date: 10/27/20
From: Cosmo Bua

I know you've heard from residents of Pacific Grove requesting that The City (various individuals),
follow normal commission and development processes as regards historic properties in considering
the proposed American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project. Pagrovians are asking The City
to have the Historic Resources Committee, rather than the Architectural Review Board, as per their
well defined areas of expertise and responsibilities, have the first hearing on the project - perhaps
even to decide if the site merits inclusion on the Historic Resources Inventory. This last would not
be the correct procedure.
Because documentation and anecdotal confirmation make clear that the site is already on the H.R.I.,
regardless of whatever clerical or other error or intent appears to have removed it, what is needed and it is needed by The City and their developer partner, not by the residents attempting to support
the validity and appropriate application of the H.R.I. - is a hearing by the Historical Resources
Committee about whether or not it is appropriate to remove the "American Tin Cannery" property
from the H.R.I. That process is clear and would require evidence and public discussion and
comment concerning any reasoning to remove it. Either that or The City could just formally affirm
the obvious, that the entire site is an Historic Resource and any development will be dealt with as
that status requires.
Unfortunately, the supposed confusion as regards the status of this historic resource has already
been resolved without authority, or taken advantage
of by city planners and the D.E.I.R. preparers, in
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the interest of the over development of this architecturally and culturally significant historic
landscape. For myself, what I see is the intent to push the development through without
transparency or an acceptable explanation in dealing with this concern - an unseemly press to get
the project approved
The City did something similar to force the Hotel Durrell development through against strenuous
creditable opposition. The Pacific Grove City Council grabbed the authority from the Historic
Resources Committee to decide, with zero expertise and against all documentary evidence, that the
Holman Garage, still located across from our Carnegie library, is not an Historic Resource. This so
that it could be destroyed to make room for an out-of-scale project which will be doing great
damage to what is perhaps Pacific Grove's most important historic Cultural Landscape, as defined by
the State of California. Over and over the City of Pacific Grove has seemed so desperate to approve
development that required protections, procedures, and other parts of the municipal code are
ignored. This happens even when these delinquencies are plain, and even when well informed
Pagrovians try to use the Public Comment process to work as it should to be able to correct each
situation. In my experience, over the past decade this has been accomplished with the assistance of
some of the same public employee planners and administrators. The Monterey County Civil Grand
Jury discovered and reported on issues of this sort for the immediately previous development put
forward for this same site, the proposed luxury hotel development, Project Bella. The Jury also
confirmed a lack of transparency. With the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project we
also have The City's failure, and eventually the clear refusal, to facilitate public awareness of the
pending development, or to make adequate information available for the public to comment on the
D.E.I.R.
Commissions and specified procedures exist for obvious reasons which obligate us all. Stop this
headlong pursuit of project approval. As you know, the ATC site is not much frequented by
residents of Pacific Grove. Please go back, appropriately inform the public - beyond the owners of
immediately adjacent properties, of the existence of the American Tin Cannery Hotel and
Commercial Project, and properly implement methods, including whatever modified story poles and
netting are possible, to make the details of the project clear and more available to the public both
offline and on.
.
And if you somehow actually believe that the buildings and the scores "protected trees" on the site
do not constitute an historic resource, please read the information readily available from the State of
California explaining Cultural Landscapes, including Historic Vernacular Landscapes (Apologies to
those who know how obvious this is.). Again, removing the ATC property from the Historic
Resources Inventory will require a properly agendized Historic Resources Committee public hearing.
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Re: PG hotel EIR
R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Mon 11/9/2020 11:40 AM
To: Dennis Taylor <dtaylor@montereyherald.com>
Cc: Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Hi Dennis,
Thank you for checking in on this project. The City's website has the most up-to-date informa on on the
status of the project and the EIR. The proposed Final EIR, which will have all the le ers received on the
Dra EIR, is an cipated to be available on or about December 1st. The direct link to the project page on
the City's website is:
h ps://www.cityofpaciﬁcgrove.org/living/community-development/planning/american- n-cannery-atchotel-and-commercial-project

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: Dennis Taylor <dtaylor@montereyherald.com>
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 9:24 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: PG hotel EIR

Hello Rob,
This is Dennis Taylor from the Herald. I'm just checking in with you to see if there is any information
yet from the Pacfic Grove hotel EIR. I don't recall when you were going to release public comments.
Thanks,
Dennis
Note: I arrived at the Monterey Herald in February 2019. If you are reading a story by Dennis
Taylor prior to that date, it is a different person. My stories contain my middle initial "L."
Dennis L. Taylor
Reporter
Monterey Herald
Please consider the environment before printing
Cell: (831) 229-9846
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Fwd: ATC HOTEL and Historical Resources Committee
Anastazia Aziz <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Tue 11/10/2020 10:56 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Thank you.
Anastazia Aziz, AICP | Director
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3192 Main Reception: 831-648-3190
www.cityofpacificgrove.org

Take our community survey and let the City know how it's doing!
Due to COVID-19 remote procedures are in place to process City permits including building and planning
permits. You can also view the Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Kimberly Brown <thegoodkimberly@comcast.net>
Date: Tue, Nov 10, 2020 at 10:31 AM
Subject: ATC HOTEL and Historical Resources Committee
To: <aaziz@cityofpacificgrove.org>, <bpeake@cityofpacificgrove.org>

Dear Ms. Aziz and Mayor Peake,
As a Pacific Grove resident, I am deeply concerned about the negative impact the proposed ATC Hotel will have
on our environment and community. I urge the City to present the project in its entirety to the Historical
Resources Committee. The property served as an economic boom to the City as a cannery. It was of socioeconomic significance to the Monterey peninsula and put us on the map during WWII. The HRC has every
right to review the project and provide comment. It is essential that the ATC Hotel project which is expected to
be an economic gain for the City go through an extensive review process. Shortcuts must not be taken due to
the potential losses of environmental habitats, increase traffic, and loss of historical significance to our
community.
Thank you for your consideration in having the HRC involved in this important conversation. The moment the
first shovel breaks ground on this project, our City changes forever. Can we be mindful to create a change in
which all lifeforms benefit?
Sincerely,
Kimberly Brown
316 10th Street
Pacific Grove, CA
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cell: (831) 251-0515
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Re: Mr. Mullane: request for copies of comment letters on DEIR for American Tin Cannery
Kevin Dayton <kdayton@laborissuessolutions.com>
Fri 11/13/2020 10:06 AM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Rob:
Yes, he informed me as well that I had caught an error. Twitter does have some value in getting out accurate information, if it is used wisely.
I emailed him some additional information about what to expect in the DEIR and in the comments, along with reassurance that it takes a long time
to master CEQA issues. I will encourage him to contact you when the DEIR is released on December 1.
Kevin Dayton
Government Affairs Liaison
Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce
(831) 869-6592
On Nov 13, 2020, at 9:59 AM, R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org> wrote:

Kevin,
I separately received an email yesterday late a ernoon from Dennis Taylor informing me that he caught the error in the ar cle that
seemed to imply that he was ci ng comment le ers on the Dra EIR, when in fact, he was referring to le ers received on the No ce of
Prepara on. These NOP le ers were included as an appendix to the Dra EIR.
He also informed me that the ar cle would be updated to refer to the NOP le ers. Just wanted to pass this along for addi onal
informa on. Please let me know if you would like to further discuss anything. Thank you.

Rob Mullane, AICP, Consul ng Planner
HR & Associates
Phone: (805) 350-3282
email: rmullane@hrandassociates.org

From: Kevin Dayton <kdayton@laborissuessolu ons.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 2:29 PM
To: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>
Subject: Mr. Mullane: request for copies of comment le ers on DEIR for American Tin Cannery
I see the Monterey Herald reporter Dennis Taylor was able to look at them: https://www.montereyherald.com/2020/11/12/traffic-impacts-key-to-pacific-grove-hotel-project-at-americantin-cannery-site/
Thank you!
Kevin Dayton
Government Affairs Liaison
Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce
(831) 869-6592
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Re: please add me to mailing list for HRC
Alyson Hunter <ahunter@cityofpacificgrove.org>
Fri 11/20/2020 10:21 AM
To: Cari Rotoli <cmrotoli@comcast.net>
Cc: R Mullane <rmullane@hrandassociates.org>

Ms. Rotoli You have been added to the list.
As the ATC is not on the Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), the project will not be going to the HRC
for review or action. If you have additional questions or comments, please contact the ATC Contract
Planner, Rob Mullane, directly. He is copied on this email and his phone # is 805-350-3282.
Thank you,
Alyson Hunter, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Pacific Grove | Community Development Department
300 Forest Ave, 2nd Floor Pacific Grove, CA 93950
T: 831-648-3127 Main Reception: 831-648-3183
www.cityofpacificgrove.org |Planning website: www.cityofpacificgrove.org/planning/

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Due to COVID-19 citizens are strongly encouraged to conduct City business via email and phone. Remote procedures are in place to process City
permits including building and planning permits.
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/community-development/remote-procedures050420.pdf You can view the
Monterey County Health Officer’s updated COVID-19 Shelter Order and FAQs here.

On Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 11:23 AM Cari Rotoli <cmrotoli@comcast.net> wrote:
Hi Alyson,
My husband and I are fairly recent transplants to Pacific Grove, after a 26 year absence. Now that we
are back and sufficiently settled in, we are beginning to take stock in the goings on of our quaint
little seaside village. In that spirit, wee ask to be added to the mailing list for the Historic Resource
Committee so we can hear about any upcoming projects up for review.

Also, we are keenly interested in the proposed American Tin Cannery project, and would like to
know more about the HRC'c role in helping guide the developers responsible for that project. We
feel that we are a little late to the party, so to speak, and would appreciate any information you are
willing to provide or steer us toward.
Thank you,
Cari Rotoli
430 Laurel Ave, PG
cmrotoli@comcast.net
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Attachment 14
Project Plan Set
The project’s 12/15/2020 Architecture Permit Plan Set is available on the City’s American Tin
Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project webpage. The direct link is:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/sites/default/files/general-documents/project-plans/18017_ATC_ArchitecturalPermitSubmittal_36x48_20201215-sm%20%281%29.pdf
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