NOTICE OF MEETING
CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

CITY COUNCIL

CLOSED SESSION MEETING AGENDA
Wednesday, April 3, 2024, 5:00 P.M.
Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

Under the Brown Act, public comment for matters on the agenda must relate to that agenda item and public comments for matters not
on the agenda must relate to the subject matter jurisdiction of this legislative body. This is a warning that if a member of the public
attending this meeting remotely or in-person violates the Brown Act by failing to comply with these requirements of the Brown Act, then
the Mayor or Chair may request that speaker be muted. If a member of the public attending this meeting in-person engages in
disruptive behavior that disturbs the orderly conduct of the meeting, they may be removed from the meeting after a warning, pursuant
to Council Policy 000-17.

PACIFIC GROVE MEETINGS ARE CONDUCTED IN PERSON AT CITY HALL
COUNCIL CHAMBER AND VIRTUALLY.

PLEASE NOTE THE MEETING WILL PROCEED AS NORMAL EVEN IF THERE ARE
TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES ACCESSING ZOOM.
THE CITY WILL DO ITS BEST TO RESOLVE ANY TECHNICAL ISSUES AS
QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE.

Join the Zoom Meeting to participate live at:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_Closed

Please click here for directions to dial into the meeting audio.

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CLOSED SESSION
PUBLIC COMMENT ON CLOSED SESSION MATTERS

Comments from the public will not receive Council action. Comments must deal with matters on the Closed Session
agenda and will be limited to three minutes

1. Written Public Comment

A. Conference with Labor Negotiators (Government Code Section 54957.6)
City Negotiators: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, Tori Hannah, Administrative Services


https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_Closed
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/our_city/boards_commissions___committees/connect_with_a_webinar_id.php

Director/Assistant City Manager, Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director, and Katy Suttorp,
Burke, Williams & Sorensen
Employee Organization: Police Officers Association

B. Conference with Real Property Negotiations (Government Section 54956.8) Regarding M1W
Pump Station Electrical Equipment Relocation
Locations: City of Pacific Grove, 77 Asilomar, Golf Course and City of Pacific Grove, Esplanade
Park
Agency Negotiation: Daniel Gho, Public Works Director/Deputy City Attorney
Negotiating Parties: Monterey One Water
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Payment

C. Public Employment Pursuant to Government Code §54957
Title: City Manager

ADJOURNMENT



NOTICE OF MEETING
CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

CITY COUNCIL

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Wednesday, April 3, 2024, 6:00 P.M.
Council Chamber -- City Hall -- 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

The Council will not begin consideration of any item on this agenda later than 10:00 p.m. unless such consideration is approved. Any
items on this agenda not considered this evening will be continued to a future meeting.

Copies of the agenda packet are available for review at the Pacific Grove Library, in the Finance Department, and electronically at
www.citvofpacificgrove.org/agendas. The most effective method of communication with the City Council is by sending an email to
citycouncil@citvofpacificgrove.org. In order to allow the City Council adequate time to review communication related to an agenda item, it is recommended
that the communication be sent no later than 9:00 AM on the day prior to the City Council meeting.

Under the Brown Act, public comment for matters on the agenda must relate to that agenda item and public comments for matters not on the agenda must relate
to the subject matter jurisdiction of this legislative body. This is a warning that if a member of the public attending this meeting remotely or in-person violates
the Brown Act by failing to comply with these requirements of the Brown Act, then the Mayor or Chair may request that speaker be muted. If a member of the
public attending this meeting in-person engages in disruptive behavior that disturbs the orderly conduct of the meeting, they may be removed from the meeting
after a warning, pursuant to Council Policy 000-17.

PACIFIC GROVE COUNCIL MEETINGS ARE CONDUCTED IN PERSON AT CITY HALL COUNCIL
CHAMBER AND VIRTUALLY.

PLEASE NOTE THE MEETING WILL PROCEED AS NORMAL EVEN IF THERE ARE TECHNICAL
DIFFICULTIES ACCESSING ZOOM.
THE CITY WILL DO ITS BEST TO RESOLVE ANY TECHNICAL ISSUES AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE.

THE PUBLIC MAY ALSO VIEW THE MEETING ON PENINSULA CHANNEL 25.

JOIN THE ZOOM WEBINAR TO PARTICIPATE LIVE AT:
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_CC

Please click here for directions to dial into the meeting audio.
AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Mayor Pro Tem Smith
1. APPROVALOF AGENDA
2. PRESENTATIONS

A. Mayor's Proclamation: National Library Week PG 8
Reference: Bill Peake, Mayor
Recommended Action: Receive presentation.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

B. Mayor's Proclamation: National Community Development Week PG 10
Reference: Bill Peake, Mayor
Recommended Action: Receive presentation.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378


http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/agendas
http://citycouncil@cityofpacificgrove.org
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_CC
https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/our_city/boards_commissions___committees/connect_with_a_webinar_id.php

C. Mayor's Proclamation: Fair Housing Month PG 12
Reference: Bill Peake, Mayor
Recommended Action: Receive presentation.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

D. Fair Housing Presentation by Echo Fair Housing Coordinator Angie Watson-Hajjem PG 14
Reference: Echo Fair Housing Coordinator Angie Watson-Hajjem
Recommended Action: Receive presentation.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

3. COUNCIL AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)
A. Report on Closed Session by City Attorney
B. Other

4. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

General Public Comment must deal with matters subject to the jurisdiction of the City and the Council 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 Council. Comments from the public will be limited to three minutes
and will not receive Council action. Comments regarding items on the Regular Agenda shall be heard prior to Council's
consideration of such items at the time such items are called. Whenever possible, written correspondence should be
submitted to the Council in advance of the meeting, to provide adequate time for its consideration.

A. Written General Public Comment

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 Council, 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.

5. APPROVALOFCITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
Items pulled from this section will be placed under 12. Unfinished and Ongoing Business

A. Minutes of the March 16, 2024 City Council Special Closed Session Meeting PG 36
Reference: Sandra Kandell, City Clerk
Recommended Action: Approve minutes.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

B. Minutes of the March 20, 2024, Closed Session and Regular Meetings PG 38
Reference: Staphany Arriola
Recommended Action: Approve minutes.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

6. RESOLUTIONS

Items pulled from this section will be placed under 12. Unfinished and Ongoing Business or 13. New Business



10.

ORDINANCES
Items pulled from this section will be placed under 11. Public Hearings

Second Reading of Ordinance Adding Section 2.04.110 to the Pacific Grove Municipal Code to Codify
the Provisions of Article 21 of the City Charter (City Councilmember Inquiry Authority) PG 49
Reference: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager and Special Counsel Jenica Maldonado, Atkinson
Andelson Loya Ruud and Romo

Recommended Action: Hold second reading and adopt an Ordinance Adding Section 2.04.110 to the
Pacific Grove Municipal Code to Codify the Provisions of Article 21 of the City Charter (City
Councilmember Inquiry Authority)

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

REPORTS --INFORMATION ONLY
Items pulled from this section will be placed under 12. Unfinished and Ongoing Business or 13. New Business

Housing Element Monthly Status Update PG 56
Reference: Alyssa Kroeger, Housing Program Manager
Recommended Action:

1. Receive the report.
2. Alternatively, discuss and take other action related to this item.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

REPORTS --REQUIRING ACTION

Items pulled from this section will be placed under 12. Unfinished and Ongoing Business or 13. New Business

Appointment to Architectural Review Board PG 57

Reference: Bill Peake, Mayor

Recommended Action: Approve appointment of D. Huff to Architectural Review Board

ending January 31, 2026.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

Resolution Approving City Council Inquiry Policy PG 59

Reference: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager

Recommended Action: Adopt a Resolution Approving City Council Inquiry Authority and Directing
the City Manager to Implement the Policy

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

MEETING MINUTES OF COMMISSIONS,BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES

Items pulled from this section will be placed under 13. New Business

Architectural Review Board Minutes: February 13, 2024 PG 65

Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner & Economic Development Coordinator
Recommended Action: Receive minutes.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

Beautification and Natural Resources Committee Minutes: May through October 2023 PG 71



ﬁeference: eQr ef.uers nvironmenttal Program Manager
écomnichded Actioni: Kceive minutes.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

REGULAR AGENDA

11.

12.

13.

PUBLICHEARINGS

For public hearings involving a quasi-judicial determination by the Council, 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 Council. In public hearings not involving a quasi-judicial determination by the Council, all persons may be given three minutes

to speak on the matter.

First reading of an ordinance to amend the City Salary Classification Schedule PG 94
Reference: Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director
Recommended Action:

1. Request the City Attorney read the title of the ordinance;

2. Motion to waive further reading of the ordinance;

3. Introduce and hold a first reading of an ordinance to amend the salary classification schedule; and
approve the amendment; and

4. Direct that a summary of a proposed ordinance be published as approved by the City Attorney.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

UNFINISHED AND ONGOINGBUSINESS

Chinese Pavilion Project PG 98
Reference: Amy Colony, Management Analyst
Recommended Action:

1. Receive update and authorize the City Manager to proceed with Elmarie Dyke Open Space as the
preferred location for the Chinese Pavilion project and include it as a CIP project for Fiscal Year
2024/2025.

2. Alternative, take other action related to this item.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

Special Event Calendar FY 2023-2024 Late Additions
Reference: Katie Clark, Recreation Manager
Recommended Action:

1. Approve Enchanted Forest as a Full Cost Recovery Special Event for inclusion in the FY
2023-2024 Special Events Calendar

2. Approve the first date of the EDC Concert Series as City Sponsored Special Event for inclusion in
the FY 2023-2024 Special Events Calendar

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

NEW BUSINESS



A Regeir foenkdlee daf X 202430 3 anager

Recommended Action:

1. Approve the Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Special Events Calendar PG 123

2. Approve 7 proposed events as Special Events to be billed at full cost recovery rates

3. Approve 23 proposed special events as City Sponsored Events and waive the fees for City staff
support and equipment/facility usage

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

B. American Tin Cannery Project and Comment by City to the California Coastal Commission.
Reference: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager PG 136
Recommended Action: Direct the Mayor to provide written comment to the California Coastal
Commission in support of the revised ATC Project or other action related to this item.
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

C. Ballot Measure(s) to Amend PGMC 23.45 and PGMC 6.11 PG 228
Reference: Luke Coletti, Councilmember
Recommended Action: Direct the City Manager to return to the Council with the documents necessary
to place a measure(s) on the November 5, 2024, ballot asking the voters to amend Measure B (PGMC
23.45) and Measure C (PGMC 6.11) to implement the following:

1. Amend PGMC 23.45 to: (1) provide a definition for "timeshare" or "timeshare project," including
those fractional interest uses marketed, sold, and managed as timeshares, and (2) allow the City
Council to make any future amendments to the definition via Council Ordinance.

2. Amend (or rescind) PGMC 6.11 in order to be consistent with: (1) the proposed voter-adopted
definition(s), and (2) the City's transient occupancy tax rate (i.e., existing timeshare projects (there
are two) shall be taxed at the same rate as hotels/motels per PGMC 6.09).

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

14. FULL PRESENTATIONS
15. CLOSED SESSION

A. Conference with Labor Negotiator Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6
Agency designated representative: City Attorney Brian Pierik
Employee: City Manager

ADJOURNMENT

NOTICE OF ADA COMPLIANCE: Pursuant to Title IT 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.




Agenda No.2 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Bill Peake, Mayor

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Mayor's Proclamation: National Library Week

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive presentation.

Attachments
Library Week Proclamation



City of Pacific Grove
National Library Week 2024

WHEREAS, today's libraries are not just about books but what libraries do with and for their
community;

WHEREAS, libraries and librarians build strong communities through regularly scheduled
events and programs;

WHEREAS, libraries have long served as trusted and treasured institutions where people of all
backgrounds can be together and connect;

WHEREAS, libraries and librarians empower their communities to make informed decisions by
providing free access to information;

WHEREAS, libraries support democracy and effect social change through their commitment to
provide equitable access to information for all library users regardless of race, ethnicity, creed,
ability, sexual orientation, gender identity, or socio-economic status;

WHEREAS, the people of Pacific Grove have a long tradition of generously supporting their
public and school libraries;

WHEREAS, libraries of all types are at the heart of cities, towns, schools, and campuses

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that I, Bill Peake, Mayor of the City of Pacific Grove,
proclaim April 7-13, 2024, National Library Week in Pacific Grove. I encourage all residents of
our City to visit their library this week, explore what is new there, attend an event or program,
and engage with your librarians.

q - |"] |H: I-,;ll.-\._ '
[5 M ¥ Calep

Bill Peake, Mayor
City of Pacific Grove



AgendaNo.2 B

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Bill Peake, Mayor

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Mayor's Proclamation: National Community Development Week

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive presentation.

Attachments
National Community Development Week



Mayor's Proclamation
National Community Development Week
April 1 - April 5, 2024

WHEREAS, 2024 marks the 50 anniversary of the federally funded Community Development
Block Grant Program (CDBG). The CDBG Program has operated since 1974 to provide local
governments with the resources required to primarily meet the needs of low-and moderate-income
persons by funding public infrastructure, economic development, and housing programs in this
community; and

WHEREAS, the CDBG Program has made a significant impact in our community by providing
the City of Pacific Grove with important and flexible assistance to meet the needs of low-and moderate-
income residents including older adults and individuals with disability-related needs by funding sewer
and home rehabilitation projects. Funding these projects enables low-and moderate-income residents to
age in place and live in decent, safe, and sanitary housing.

WHEREAS, Pacific Grove recognizes that the CDBG program is a partnership of federal, state
and local government with community efforts. The CDBG program thrives on the dedication and
commitment of our combined efforts.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Bill Peake, Mayor of Pacific Grove, California, hereby proclaim the
week of April 1% through 5", 2024 as "NATIONAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT WEEK", giving
a special thanks and appreciation to all participants whose tireless efforts to the community, inclusive of
its low-and moderate-income residents help ensure the quality and effectiveness of the CDBG Program.

Bill Peake, Mayor
City of Pacific Grove



AgendaNo.2 C

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Bill Peake, Mayor

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Mayor's Proclamation: Fair Housing Month

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive presentation.

Attachments
Fair Housing Month Proclamation



Mayor’s Proclamation
Fair Housing Month
April 2024

WHEREAS, April 2024 marks the 56™ Anniversary of the passage of Title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, commonly known as the Federal Fair Housing Act. The City of Pacific Grove
celebrates the Month of April as the anniversary of the establishment of the Fair Housing Act. This Act
outlines a national policy of fair housing for all individuals who live in the United States; and

WHEREAS, the Federal Fair Housing Act protects individuals from discrimination based on
race, color, sex, disability, religion, familial status, and national origin and commits recipients of federal
funding to affirmatively further fair housing in their communities; and

WHEREAS, the State Fair Housing Act further protects individuals from discrimination based
on California’s protected categories which include the federally protected categories mentioned above as
well as the following additional categories: ancestry, genetic information, marital status, source of
income (including the use of government rental assistance such as a Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher), military or veteran status, age, or any arbitrary reason; and

WHEREAS, the City of Pacific Grove also prohibits discrimination against renting or buying a
home, receiving a mortgage, seeking housing assistance, or engaging in other housing related activities;
and

WHEREAS, Fair Housing is essential to the ethical commitment of the City of Pacific Grove
and is crucial to serving our community. We at the City of Pacific Grove recognize the month of April
as Fair Housing Month and promote an inclusive community devoted to fair housing.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Bill Peake, Mayor of Pacific Grove, California, hereby proclaim the
month of April 2024 as “FAIR HOUSING MONTH” advocating for equal housing opportunities for all
residents and prospective residents of the City of Pacific Grove. Together, we will make our
communities places where our rights are respected and where every one of us can enjoy a safe place to
call home.

q - |"] |H; I-,;ll.-\._ '
[5 M ¥ Calep

Bill Peake, Mayor
City of Pacific Grove



AgendaNo.2 D

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Sandra Kandell, City Clerk/DEI Coordinator

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Fair Housing Presentation by Echo Fair Housing Coordinator Angie Watson-Hajjem

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive presentation.

Attachments
PPT
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ECHO Housing

The Eden Council for Hope and  ECHO is a HUD-approved Housing

Opportunity (ECHO Housing) Counseling Agency and a Qualified
was founded in 1964 and Fair Housing Enforcement
incorporated in 1965 by Organization providing services to

community volunteers dedicated very low and moderate income
to equal housing opportunities  residents in the Counties of
and the prevention and Alameda, Contra Costa, and
elimination of homelessness. Monterey.



ECHO Houging Programs

e Fair Housing Counseling & Investigation
e Tenant/Landlord Counseling & Mediation
e Home Buyer Education & Counseling

e Rental Assistance Programs



Fair Housing Training C ertrfreate

Before we get started:

e To receive your Certificate of Completion you must attend
the entire training.

e Participants are only allowed to miss 5 minutes of the
training.

e Please send us an email to request your Certificate of
Completion.



Fair Housing Services

What is Fair Housing?

Fair Housing is the right all people have to live free from
discrimination in any type of housing they choose.

EQUAL HOUSING
OPPORTUNITY



Federal Fair Housing Laws

Anyone may file a complaint if they feel that they have been

treated unfairly because of their Protected Class.
e Race

e Color

e Religion

e National Origin

* Sex

e Disability (reasonable accommodation, reasonable modification)
e Familial Status (presence of children)



Federal Fair Housing Laws

Disability - Reasonable Accommodation

e Emotional, support animals and service animals (pet deposit, pet
rent, pet fees are illegal, no breed restrictions or weight
restrictions allowed)

e Many different types of animals as emotional support and service

P .)\',

animals ¥

e Allowing caregivers ‘
e Breaking a lease G D <

e Closer parking space | | ;



Federal Fair Housing Laws

Disability - Reasonable Modification

e Grab bars

e Ramps

e Special lights for smoke detectors or door bells
e Pulling up carpet

e Lowering counters




Federal Fair Housing Laws
Verifications

e Housing providers can ask for documentation that the person Is
disabled.

e Housing providers cannot ask what the disability Is.

 Many people besides medical professionals can provide
verification for person who is disabled.

e If disability is obvious, no verification is needed.
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Questions & Answers

Please submit your questions in the
Q&A box at the bottom of your screen.
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Federal Fair Housing Laws

Familial Status Discrimination

e Steering

e Different Rules/Policies

e Restrictive Rules (Supervision)
e Surcharges




Federal Fair Housing Laws

Criminal Records History

« HUD Guidelines require that housing providers have reasonable
rules around a person’s criminal records history.

e Housing providers should look at convictions only, not arrest
records.

e Housing providers should consider how long along the conviction

nappened.

e Housing providers should consider the nature of the crime.

12
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Questions & Angwers

Please submit your questions in the
Q&A box at the bottom of your screen.
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California Fair Housing Laws
In California, the protected classes are:

e Marital Status e Citizenship

e Source of Income e Immigration Status

e Ancestry e Gender Expression

o Sexual Orientation e Military and Veteran Status
e Gender identity  Primary Language

e Genetic information e Section 8 Voucher Holders

California law also protects people against arbitrary discrimination
based on protected classes such as age or occupation. 14



California Fair Housing Laws
Licensed Child Care

e Licensed child care providers have the right to run their business in their
rental home

e Child care providers do not have to have insurance

e Child care providers are responsible for the behavior and safety of the
children in their day care

e Housing providers can increase deposit for child care providers (cannot be
more than 2 times the rent for an unfurnished rental)
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Questions & Angwers

Please submit your questions in the
Q&A box at the bottom of your screen.

\\\\\\.\.\\\%_4 |

'l
/1

T
AL E




What Housing Providers Can Request

It is up to Housing Providers to make sure that everyone has equal
access to all housing opportunities. They may request the
following information from prospective tenants:

e Bank Account Information
e Rental History

e Income Verification

e Credit Checks

e Personal References

17



Advertising Properties

Discriminatory language in advertising is illegal. Examples

include:

e Professional, working people preferred

Not suitable for children

Perfect for young, single adults

Male/Female preferred (exceptions in owner occupied living)
Christian, Jewish, Muslim Community
Must be employed

No Section 8

Great for college students

Not suitable for wheelchairs

18



Nine Magic Magnificent Manager Tips

e Let applicants know your criteria

 Have a good non-discriminatory answer to the question” What kind of
people live here?”

e Let people know why they are being denied

e Put all rules in writing

 Have a good open door policy

 Keep good documentation

e Treat everyone the same

 Keep getting educated

e Get help when needed! 19
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Questions & Answers

Please submit your questions in the
Q&A box at the bottom of your screen.
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Contact (nformation

Angie Watson-Hajjem, Fair Housing Coordinator, angie@echofairhousing.org
Alameda County Office - 22551 Second Street #200, Hayward CA 94541, 510-581-9380

Brenda Espinosa, Housing Counselor, brenda@echofairhousing.org
Contra Costa County Office - 301 W. 10th Street, Antioch CA 94509, 510-496-0496

Tanya Corona, Housing Counselor, tanya@echofairhousing.org
Tri-Valley Office - 141 N. Livermore Avenue, Livermore CA 94550, 925-449-7340

Eliza Costa, Housing Counselor, eliza@echofairhousing.org

Monterey County Office - 570 Pacific Street, Monterey CA 93940, 831-566-0824 51



Agenda No. 5 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Sandra Kandell, City Clerk/DEI Coordinator

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Minutes of the March 16, 2024 City Council Special Closed Session Meeting

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Approve minutes.

Attachments
Draft Minutes 3-16-24



DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
CITY COUNCIL

AMENDED SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION MEETING AGENDA
Wednesday Saturday, March 16, 2024, 8:45 A M.
Council Chamber -- City Hall -- 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

Join the Zoom Meeting to participate live at
https://w ww.citvofpacificgrove.org/Zoom Closed

CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Peake called the meeting to order at 8:45 a.m. Present in Chambet: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem
Smith, Councilmembers Amelio, Coletti, McDonnell, and Poduri. AbSent: Councilmember Beck.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Smith and@econded by Couneilmember Amelio, Council
voted 6-0-1, Councilmember Beck absent, to approve the agenda.

CLOSED SESSION
PUBLIC COMMENT O N CLOSED SESSION'MATTERS
No public comment received.

1. Written Public Comment

A. Public Employment, (Government Code § 54957)
Title: City Manager

ADJOURNMENT
Council adjourned to closed session. Council adjourned the closed session meeting at 3:40 p.m. A report of

any action will be provided at the next@egular meeting.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sandra Kandell
City Clerk

Approved by Mayor: Date

Attest by Interim City Manager Pro Tempore: Date



https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_Closed

AgendaNo.5B

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Staphany Arriola, Management Analyst (Confidential)

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Minutes of the March 20, 2024, Closed Session and Regular Meetings

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Approve minutes.

Attachments
Draft Minutes 3-20-24



DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

CITY COUNCIL
CLOSED SESSION MEETING

Wednesday, March 20, 2024, 5:00 P.M.
Council Chamber -- City Hall -- 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

Appearing Telephonically Pursuant to Government Code Section 54953:
Councilmember Poduri
2500 North Hollywood Way
Burbank, CA 91505

PACIFIC GROVE MEETINGS ARE CONDUC IN PERSON AT
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER UALLY.

Join the Zoom Meeting to
https://www.cityofpacificgr,

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Peake called the meeting to order at 5:00 t Analyst Arriola conducted the roll
call with the following Council present in Chambe , Councilmembers Amelio and,
McDonnell. Present via Zoom: Council lufi” Mayor Pro Tem Smith and Councilmember

pectively. Absent: Councilmember Beck.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Upon motion by Ameli@san ded by McDonnell, Council voted to approve the agenda.

Motion carried 4-0-3, by
AYES: Mayor Peake, C ember Amelio and McDonnell.

NOES: None.
ABSENT: Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Councilmembers Beck and Coletti.

CLOSED SESSION
PUBLIC COMMENT ON CLOSED SESSION MATTERS
No public comment received.

1. Written Public Comment

A. Conference with Labor Negotiators (Government Code Section 54957.6)
City Negotiators: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, Tori Hannah, Administrative Services
Director/Assistant City Manager, Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director, and Katy Suttorp,
Burke, Williams & Sorensen
Employee Organization: Police Officers Association

B. Conference with Labor Negotiators (Government Code Section 54957.6)


https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_Closed

City Negotiators: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director, and
Katy Suttorp, Burke, Williams & Sorensen
Employee Organization: General Employees Association

Conference with Real Property Negotiations (Government Section 54956.8) Regarding M1W

Pump Station Electrical Equipment Relocation

Locations: City of Pacific Grove, 77 Asilomar, Golf Course and City of Pacific Grove, Esplanade Park
Agency Negotiation: Daniel Gho, Public Works Director/Deputy City Attorney; Negotiating Parties:
Monterey One Water Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Payment

Q&



DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

CITY COUNCIL

REGULAR MEETING

Wednesday, March 20, 2024, 6:00 P.M.
Council Chamber -- City Hall -- 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

Appearing Telephonically Pursuant to Government Code 54953:
Councilmember Poduri
2500 North Hollywood Way
Burbank, CA 91505

PACIFIC GROVE COUNCIL MEETINGS ARE CONDUCTED IN PERSON AT CITY HALL

CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Peake called the meeting to order at 6:00
with the following Council present in Chamber:

Amelio, Coletti, and McDonnell. Present via Zoo
Beck.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Peake led the pledge of allegi

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Upon motion byiMayor Prg-"Tem Smith and seconded by Councilmember Amelio, Council

voted to approve the agenda ghtinuing item 11C to a date uncertain. Council voted to approve the
agenda.

Motion carried 6-0-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES:  Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Councilmember Amelio, Coletti, McDonnell, and
Poduri.

NOES: None.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

PRESENTATIONS

COUNCIL AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)
A. Report on Closed Session by City Attorney

Conference with Labor Negotiators (Government Code Section 54957.6)
City Negotiators: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, Tori Hannah, Administrative Services


https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/Zoom_CC

Director/Assistant City Manager, Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director, and Katy Suttorp,
Burke, Williams & Sorensen
Employee Organization: Police Officers Association

Conference with Labor Negotiators (Government Code Section 54957.6)

City Negotiators: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director,
and Katy Suttorp, Burke, Williams & Sorensen

Employee Organization: General Employees Association

Conference with Real Property Negotiations (Government Section 54956.8) Regarding M1W Pump
Station Electrical Equipment Relocation

Locations: City of Pacific Grove, 77 Asilomar, Golf Course and City of Pacific Grove, Esplanade
Park

Agency Negotiation: Daniel Gho, Public Works Director/Deputy City Attorney; Negotiating Parties:
Monterey One Water Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Payment

City Attorney Brian Pierik reported that no action was taken agd@.all three items.
B. Council and staff made general comments.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

General public comment received from Mike Durant, oore, Mike Gibbs, Carmelita Garcia,
Adam De Boor, Inge Lorentzen Daumer, Lisag&iani, Ma and Ximena Waissbluth.

A. Written General Public Comment

CONSENT AGENDA

Action: Consent Agenda item 6B ered immediately following the Consent Agenda.

Action: Upon motion bygd¥le Smith and seconded by Councilmember Amelio, Council
voted to approve the

Motion carried 6-0-1, by the

AYES:  Mayor Peake, May0
Poduri.

NOES: None.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

Pro Tem Smith, Councilmember Amelio, Coletti, McDonnell, and

APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
Minutes of the March 6, 2024 Regular Meeting
Action: Approved minutes.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RESOLUTIONS

A. Adoption of Resolutions Adoption of Resolutions Honoring Awardees of the Monterey Peninsula Chamber of
Commerce
Action: Adopted Resolutions Honoring Mike Marotta Jr. (24-006), Mary Adams (24-007), Clarissa
Rowe (24-008), Ron Johnson (24-009) and the Business of the Year Monterey F.C (24-010).



CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

. Boards, Committees and Commissions Handbook This item was pulled and considered immediately following
the Consent Agenda.

Reference: Brian Pierik, City Attorney

Action: Motion to adopt Resolution Approving revised Boards, Committees and Commissions Handbook or
take other action related to this item.

CEQ A: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

ORDINANCES

. Second Reading of an Ordinance Amending Section 2.04.050 (a) of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code
Regarding Order of Agenda

Action: Held second reading and adopted Ordinance No. 24-004 Amending Section 2.04.050 (a) of
the Pacific Grove Municipal Code Regarding Order of Agenda

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmen uality Act Guidelines Section
15378

REPORTS -- INFORMATION ONLY
. Housing Element Annual Progress Report
Action: Received the city's Housing Element Annudl Progr eport (HE APR) for submittal to the

California Department of Housing and Community D ment (HCD) and the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research (OPR).
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per Cal ironmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

. 2023 Draft General Plan Annual Progiés
Action: Received the 2023 Draf
Office of Planning and Research

CEQA: Does not constituté"aPioj
15378

. Core Revenue Report fo
Action: Received the rep
CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

. February 2024 Check Register.

Action: Received the check register.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

. 2024 League of California Cities Mayor and Council Members Academy Attendance

Action: Received report.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

REPORTS -- REQUIRING ACTION

. 2024 Ballot Initiative No. 21-0042A1

Action: Directed Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager, to assess the potential financial impact on the City of
November 2024 statewide ballot Initiative No. 21-0042A1.



10.

CEQ A: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

MEETING MINUTES OF COMMISSIONS, BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES

Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Task Force Minutes: February 12, 2024

Action: Received minutes.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378

Traffic Safety Commission Minutes: January 24, 2024

Action: Received the minutes.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Section 15378

st 3k sk sk sk ok sk stk s stk sk skoskok skeskokoskskokskokok

6.B.

RE

11.

A.

Boards, Committees and Commissions Handbook This item was pulled and considered
immediately following the Consent Agenda.
Public comment received from Lisa Ciani, Inge Lorentzen

Action: Mayor Pro Tem Smith moved, and Council hseconded to adopt a resolution

amendment adding Historic Context
e Treatment of Historic Properties, and

Action: Both the maker of the m econder (Mayor Pro Tem Smith and
the friendly amendment.

ABSENT: Councilmemb

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Section 15378

GULAR AGENDA

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Appeal of Architectural Permit (AP), Use Permit (UP) and Variance (VAR) 22-0284, 773-775 Ocean

View Blvd, Pacific Grove (APN 006-071-007); Continued from the City Council Regular Meetings
on November 1, 2023, and February 21, 2024.

Mayor Peake announced the public hearing was closed and this was a continuance from November,
2023.

Ex parte communication was declared by Councilmembers Amelio, Coletti, and McDonnell.



Community Development Director Karen Vaughn presented.

Appellant Marion Moe had 5 minutes for presentation.

Applicant’s representatives Tony Lombardo and Jeanne Byrne had 5 minutes for presentation.
Public comment was received from Anthony Ciani and Lisa Ciani.

Applicant’s Representative Anthony Lombardo was allowed 2 minutes for rebuttal.

Appellant declined to rebuttal.

The matter was returned to Council for questions and dialogue.

Action: Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Smith and seconded by Councilmember Amelio, City
Council denied the appeal and approved the project as revised (Architec Permit and Variance 22-0284),

subject to the findings, conditions of approval, and Class 1 Categori xemption (CEQA Guidelines Section
15301, Existing Facilities).

Motion carried 6-0-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Cou mber Amelio, Coletti, McDonnell, and
Poduri.

NOES:  None.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

B. First Reading of Ordinance AddingySecti .04.110 to the Pacific Grove Municipal Code to Codify

the Provisions of Articleg : harter (City Councilmember Inquiry Authority)
Public comment receifed isa Ciani, Adam De Boor, and Laura Abihider.

Action: Upon motion b

voted to

1. Request the City Attorneyead the title of the ordinance;

2. Waive further reading of the ordinance and introduce an Ordinance Adding Section 2.04.110 to
the Pacific Grove Municipal Code to Codify the Provisions of Article 21 of the City Charter (City
Councilmember Inquiry Authority);

3. Direct a summary of a proposed ordinance be published as approved by the City Attorney.

Motion carried 4-2-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Councilmember Amelio, Beck, Coletti,
McDonnell, and Poduri.

NOES: Councilmembers Amelio, and Poduri.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378



C. First Reading of Ordinance Amending Section 2.06.010 (a) of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code
Relating to Residency Requirement for City Manager During the Approval of the Agenda, this item
was tabled to a date uncertain.

Reference: Brian Pierik, City Attorney

Recommended Action:

1. Request the City Attorney read the title of the ordinance;

2. Motion to waive further reading of the ordinance and introduce an Ordinance Amending Section
2.06.010 (a) of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code Relating to Residency Requirement for City
Manager

3. Direct a summary of a proposed ordinance be published as approved by the City Attorney.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section

15378

12. UNFINISHED AND ONGOING BUSINESS
A. Skatepark Project -- City Hall Parking Lot This item continued from 2/14/2024.
Public comment received from unnamed speaker, Randy, unna speaker, James Ashley, Keenan,
Milo, Kirby Gary, Amber Acosta, Anthony Ciani, Colleen In , Alex White and Marsha.

Action: Upon motion by Amelio and seconded by Co duri, Council voted to direct

staff to continue with this project planning for the pa

Motion failed 4-2-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Amelio a
NOES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro T ) ncilmembers Coletti and McDonnell
ABSENT: Councilmember

rovided direction.
r California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section

B. Fire Station Bathroom & Shower Remodel project
Public comment received from Anthony Ciani.

Action: Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Smith and seconded by Councilmember Coletti, Council
voted to direct the City Manager to return with an additional funding allocation to allow for the

construction of the project

Motion carried 6-0-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Councilmember Amelio, Beck, Coletti,
McDonnell, and Poduri.

NOES: None.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378



13.

14.

15.

. Consider Transitioning from Six

NEW BUSINESS

A. Great Tide Pool Site Storm Damage Repairs

Public comment received from Lisa Ciani, and Anthony Ciani.

Action: Council directed the City Manager to proceed with Conceptual Design Option 2 -
Interlocking Timber Steps.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

. Sewer Collection System Master Plan Projects 1, 6, & 9 Engineering

No public comment received.

Action: Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Smith and seconded by Councilmember Amelio, Council
voted to authorize a contract with the Wallace Group in an amount not to exceed $1,769,097 for the
engineering and construction management for Sewer Collection S8§Stem Master Plan projects 1,6 &

9.

Motion carried 6-0-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem S ilmember Amelio, Coletti, McDonnell,
and Poduri.

NOES: None.

ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Proje
15378

Cali a Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section

ouncil Members
Boor, Inge Lorentzen Daumer, Lisa Ciani, and Marsha.

) Tem Smith and seconded by Councilmember Coletti, Council
eturn to the Council with the documents necessary to place a
measure on the ballot redu e Council's composition from six (6) to (4) members.

Motion carried 4-2-1, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mayor Peake, Mayor Pro Tem Smith, Councilmember Coletti, and McDonnell.
NOES: Councilmembers Amelio and Poduri.
ABSENT: Councilmember Beck.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

FULL PRESENTATIONS

CLOSED SESSION



ADJOURNMENT
Council adjourned the regular meeting at 10:26 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Staphany Arriola
Management Analyst

Approved by Mayor: Date

Attest by Interim City Manager Pro Tempore: &Date

10



Agenda No.7 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

. Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager and Special Counsel Jenica Maldonado, Atkinson
FROM:
Andelson Loya Ruud and Romo

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBJECT: Second Reading of Ordinance Adding Section 2.04.110 to the Pacific Grove Municipal
Code to Codify the Provisions of Article 21 of the City Charter (City Councilmember
Inquiry Authority)

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Hold second reading and adopt an Ordinance Adding Section 2.04.110 to the Pacific Grove Municipal Code to
Codify the Provisions of Article 21 of the City Charter (City Councilmember Inquiry Authority)

DISCUSSION
There were no changes between the first and second reading of this ordinance. The City Clerk caused a summary
of the ordinance to be published on March 28, 2024.

The Pacific Grove City Charter includes Article 21: Interference with or by City Manager. This Article provides
in part that "[e]xcept for the purpose of inquiry, the Council and its members shall deal with the administrative
service solely through the City Manager."

There are over 100 charter cities in the state of California. Approximately 64 have language similar to Pacific
Grove's Article 21 in their charters. About 32 have similar language in their municipal code but not their charter.

Of those, four cities have specific content about the inquiry process in their municipal code.[L1 San Bernardino
offers a structure most similar to that of the proposed Ordinance, wherein there is both a charter provision and a
clarifying municipal code provision. El Cajon also has both a charter provision and a municipal code provision,
but their code section does not define charter terms in a manner similar to the proposed Ordinance.

Monterey County has twelve cities total, and six of those are charter cities. In addition to Pacific Grove, these
cities are reflected below.

¢ King City has Municipal Code Section 2.08.080, which is similar to Article 21.

e Marina has a basic exception for inquiry, similar to Pacific Grove's Article 21, at Marina Municipal Code
Section 2.08.080.

e Monterey has no exception for inquiry at all.

e Salinas has Municipal Code section 2-02.01, which is also similar to Article 21.

e Sand City has an inquiry carve-out in their municipal code, but they have also established an "advisory
committee" to "maintain active involvement in the City's administration", and the committee is authorized to
"work with the City Manager and department heads to implement the City Council's policy directions and to
manage the City's affairs." This is codified at Sand City Municipal Code Section 2.50.080.

On December 6, 2023, the City Council discussed a proposed ordinance to codify in greater detail the Council's
inquiry authority, as prescribed under the City Charter, Article 21 ("Proposed Ordinance"). At that meeting, the
Council took action to make certain modifications to the draft ordinance and directed the City Manager to prepare
a related council policy.



On February 14, 2024, the City Council again met to discuss the proposed ordinance. The City Manager brought
a proposed council policy and proposed related revisions to the proposed ordinance itself after consulting with
Department Directors and the City Attorney's Office and Special Counsel. After discussion, the Council approved
the further proposed revisions to the ordinance and gave authority to pursue the first reading of the Proposed
Ordinance at a future meeting.

Attachment 1 to this Agenda Report is the current Proposed Ordinance, now including the changes shown in
Special Counsel Maldonado's February 14, 2024 PowerPoint Presentation.

The Policy will be brought back to the City Council by the City Manager at the meeting of the City Council
which has the Second Reading of this Ordinance.

1
La Quinta Municipal Code Section 2.08.070; San Bernardino Charter Section 3.06 and Municipal Code
Section 2.58.050; Sunnyvale City Charter Section 807; and Truckee Municipal Code section 2.08.070.

OPTIONS

1. Approve Ordinance as proposed and direct City Attorney to take necessary actions to properly notice and
schedule a second reading and adoption of Ordinance.

2. Take no action. This will result in no change to the Municipal Code.

3. Provide staff alternative direction.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact related to enactment of the Ordinance.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Not Applicable.
Attachments

Proposed Ordinance



ORDINANCE NO. 24-XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
ADDING SECTION 2.04.110 TO THE PACIFIC GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE
TO CODIFY THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 21 OF THE CITY CHARTER

FACTS

1. The City of Pacific Grove is a charter city organized under the constitution of the State of
California.

2. Pacific Grove became a charter city on April 22, 1927. New Charters were adopted in 1955,
1969, and 1974.

3. The Pacific Grove City Charter, in Article 21, currently provides as follows: “Neither the
Council nor any of its committees or members shall dictate or attempt to dictate, either directly or
indirectly, the appointment of any person to office or employment by the City Manager, or in any
manner interfere with the City Manager or prevent the City Manager from exercising his or her
own judgment in the appointment of officers and employees in the administrative service. Except
for the purpose of inquiry the Council and its members shall deal with the administrative service
solely through the City Manager, and neither the Council nor any member thereof shall give orders
to any of the subordinates of the City Manager, either publicly or privately.”

4. The language of Article 21 has continuously appeared in the City Charter since the City’s
first adopted Charter in 1927.

5. Article 21 allows direct contact with the administrative service for the purpose of inquiry.
The purpose of Article 21 is to define the lines of authority within city government, not to prohibit
protected speech. Interpreting Article 21 to prohibit "orders" to members of the administrative
service is a bright line consistent with the purpose of Article 21 and the First Amendment. “Council
members “‘are entitled to speak as they please on matters vital to them; errors in judgment ... may
be exposed, of course, but not through punishment for contempt for the expression.’” (See Levy v.
City of Santa Monica (2004) 114 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1262, quoting Wood v. Georgia (1962) 370
U.S. 375, 389.)

6. Council members have First Amendment protection when they comment individually, or
respond to inquiries from the public, about the City's actions. Under the First Amendment,
“‘legislators “are given the widest latitude to express their views” and there are no “stricter ‘free
speech’ standards on [them] than on the general public.’” (See Levy v. City of Santa Monica (2004)
114 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261, quoting Eller Outdoor Advertising Co. v. Board of Supervisors
(1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 76, 80.)

7. The First Amendment to the United States Constitution provides as follows: “Congress
shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof;



or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble,
and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.”

8. The California Public Records Act, in Government Code Section 7921.305(a), currently
provides as follows: “Notwithstanding the definition of ‘member of the public’ in Section
7920.515, an elected member or officer of any state or local agency is entitled to access to public
records of that agency on the same basis as any other person. Nothing in this section shall limit the
ability of elected members or officers to access public records permitted by law in the
administration of their duties.”

9. The California Public Records Act, in Government Code Section 7921.310, currently
provides as follows: “Notwithstanding Section 7921.305 or any other provision of law, when the
members of a legislative body of a local agency are authorized to access a writing of the body or
of the agency as permitted by law in the administration of their duties, the local agency... shall not
discriminate between or among any of those members as to which writing or portion thereof is
made available or when it is made available.”

10. The Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC), Title 2, Chapter 2.04 sets forth rules
regarding Administration and City Government and addresses processes related to the City
Council. The PGMC does not include a section addressing the inquiry authority of Council
members, as provided under Article 21 of the City Charter.

11. Amending the Municipal Code to clarify the meaning of Article 21 and to authorize
preparation of a city council policy establishing procedures and guidelines for submitting inquiries
to members of the City’s administrative service is consistent with the City Charter, the California
Public Records Act, the First Amendment, and related published case law; assists City elected
officials in conducting oversight of the City Manager and City operations; and promotes clarity
regarding Pacific Grove’s Council-Manager form of city government, as established under the City
Charter.

12. This ordinance does not constitute a Project as that term is defined by Section 15378 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it is an organizational or administrative activity

of government that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Facts.

The facts set forth above are true and correct and are adopted as findings of the City Council
as though set forth fully within the body of this ordinance.

SECTION 2. Amendment of Pacific Grove Municipal Code to Add Section 2.04.110

The following Section shall be added to the Pacific Grove Municipal Code:



Section 2.04.110 Inquiry

(a) The following definitions shall be used only to interpret the City Council’s
authority to make inquiries to the City’s administrative service under Article 21
of the City Charter and shall control for the purposes of this Section:

(1) “The administrative service” means officers and employees of the
City who are under the City Manager’s direct supervision and
control. Any inquiries regarding contract-related services shall be
directed to the City Manager.

(2) “Inquiry” means a specific question from a member of the Council
to a member of the administrative service which can be answered by
furnishing information available from, or by providing, existing City
records to the extent permitted by law, and which does not require a
member of the administrative service to discuss or express an opinion
concerning any existing or proposed policy of the Council, individual
Council member(s), or the City Manager.

(3) “Orders” means commands, directions, or instructions to do
something or not do something by a member of the Council, with or
without an expectation that the individual will comply.

(b) Pursuant to Article 21 of the City Charter, except for the purpose of inquiry,
the Council and its members shall deal with the administrative service solely
through the City Manager, and neither the Council nor any member thereof
shall give orders to any of the subordinates of the City Manager, either publicly
or privately.

(c) Pursuant to the California Public Records Act (CPRA), members of Council
are entitled to access public records on the same basis as any other person. A
response to an inquiry which requests a City record shall be subject to the
provisions of the CPRA in regard to records to be produced and timelines for
production. When Council and its members are authorized to access a City
record, as permitted by law in the administration of their duties, the City shall
not discriminate between or among any of those members as to which record or
portion thereof is made available or when it is made available.

(d) An inquiry that communicates a grievance against the government of the
City is protected by the First Amendment.

(e) Inquires may be responded to during normal business hours (excluding
emergencies) in a manner consistent with the CPRA. If a council member does
not receive a response to an inquiry from a member of the administrative
service, nothing in this Code Section shall prevent the council member from



communicating with the City Manager concerning the inquiry, and nothing in
this Code Section shall prevent the Council, acting as a body during a duly
convened public meeting, from directing the City Manager to provide the
outstanding information in response to the inquiry.

(f) The Council, acting as a body during a duly convened public meeting, may
order the City Manager to furnish information or provide existing City records
to the extent permitted by law, or direct the City Manager to create City records
with the requested information to the extent permitted by law. Individual
Council members may not make such orders of the City Manager.

(g) The authority of a Council member to make inquiries under Article 21 of
the Charter is limited to inquiries made in their official capacity as an elected
official. Nothing in this Section prohibits a Council member from contacting
the City in the normal course of business in their private capacity.

(h) The City Manager and members of the administrative service are protected
from retaliation that may result from an inquiry from a Council member to the
extent provided under California law.

(i) The City Council may adopt a council policy for submitting inquiries to
members of the administrative service provided such policy does not conflict or
interfere with (1) the Pacific Grove Municipal Code, (2) the City Charter, (3)
the California Public Records Act, or (4) the First Amendment, or any other
local, state, or federal law.

SECTION 3. Implementation.

The City Manager is directed to execute all documents and to perform all other necessary
City acts to implement this Ordinance.

SECTION 4. Interpretation.
This Ordinance shall be liberally construed to implement its purposes.
SECTION 5. Severability.

If any provision, section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance, or any
part thereof, or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is for any reason
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance, or any part
thereof, or its application to other persons or circumstances. The City Council hereby
declares that it would have passed and adopted each provision, section, paragraph,
subparagraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or



more sections, paragraphs, subparagraphs, sentences, clauses or phrases, or the
application thereof to any person or circumstance, be declared invalid or unconstitutional.

SECTION 6. Effective Date.

In accord with Article 15 of the City Charter, this ordinance shall take effect thirty (30)
days following adoption on second reading by the City Council.

SECTION 7. No Sunset Date.
This ordinance shall have continuing effect and shall not expire.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE THIS 3™
day of April, 2024, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
BILL PEAKE, Mayor
ATTEST:
DATED:

SANDRA KANDELL, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRIAN A. PIERIK, City Attorney



AgendaNo.8 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT |

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Alyssa Kroeger, Housing Program Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03,2024

SUBJECT: Housing Element Monthly Status Update

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378
RECOMMENDATION

1. Receive the report.
2. Alternatively, discuss and take other action related to this item.

DISCUSSION

On December 20, 2023, City Council approved the first amendment to the contract with Rincon Consultants, initiating the
preparation of the Housing Element Update (HEU), along with related General Plan Amendments, Zoning Amendments, and
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Subsequently, City Staff and Rincon Consultants continued/commenced work and
provided the second monthly progress report update to Council on March 6, 2024. Since then, the following tasks
have been undertaken:

e February 29, 2024: Internal Housing Element Team coordination meeting to discuss City Council direction to consider
alternative sites and rezoning/upzoning to accommodate the necessary housing unit capacity.

e March 1 - March 8, 2024: Staff worked with Rincon to draft a Notice to Proceed on the out-of-scope work regarding a
revised Sites Inventory following Council's direction on February 21, 2024, to seek alternative sites and/or methods to
avoid the need for the three Unclassified sites accounting for 497 units (or 44%) of the City's 6th Cycle RHNA.

e March 4, 2024: Written public comment received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR throughout the 30-day
public comment period on the scope of the EIR was combined, published to the city's Housing Element and CEQA
webpages, and shared with Rincon.

e March 13, 2024: Rincon provided staff with an initial draft of the revised Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) policy for
review.

e March 14, 2024: Internal Housing Element Team coordination meeting to discuss next steps for finding alternative sites
and rezoning/upzoning to accommodate the necessary housing unit capacity.

e March 21, 2024: Internal Housing Element Team collaboration on potential alternative sites and rezoning/upzoning to
accommodate the necessary housing unit capacity. Work on the EIR has been paused until a revised list of housing sites is
identified and vetted through the Planning Commission and City Council in early summer.

Staff will provide a monthly status update to the Council throughout the process, leading to an adopted and certified Housing
Element. For more information, please visit the Housing Element Webpage:

https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/our_city/departments/community development/housing/housing element.php

OPTIONS
N/A - This is information only.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact associated with receiving this report.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Affordable Housing



https://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/our_city/departments/community_development/housing/housing_element.php

Agenda No.9 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Bill Peake, Mayor

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Appointment to Architectural Review Board

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Approve appointment of D. Huff to Architectural Review Board ending January 31, 2026.

DISCUSSION
The appointment of D. Huff fills a vacancy on the Architectural Review Board (ARB).

City committees play a vital role in city government and provide opportunities for residents to become engaged
in civic activities and work to improve local governance. We are very fortunate to have many highly qualified
and talented residents willing to serve on City committees.

The term for Architectural Review Board members is 2 years.

Mayoral appointments to City committees must be confirmed by Council (Charter Article 26). Further
regulations and policy regarding appointments can be found in PGMC Chapter 3.02 and Policy 000-5.

Unfortunately, an architect recently resigned from the ARB because state law doesn't allow a board member to
represent their client before a board they are a member of. This may continue to be an issue in filling ARB
vacancies with licensed professionals.

OPTIONS
N/A

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact with this appointment.

GOAL ALIGNMENT: Not Applicable.
Attachments
Huff Application - Redacted



7 ) CITY CIFI Application for Appointment to a
y \M?f ,,l:f;‘ﬁc_g,of f ﬁOVB Public Board, Commission, or Committee

Persons interested in being appointed to serve on a board, commission, or committee of the City of
Pacific Grove are invited to complete the following application.

Name:
David M. Huff

City: State: ZIP Code:
Pacific Grove CA 93950

Mone Number: umber: E-Mail Address:

Name of Board, Commission, or Committee on which you would like to serve:
Planning Commission or Architectural Review Board

Brief Description of Background and Qualifications (Additional Information May Be Attached on Separate
Shaeu)g ATTACHMENT OF A RESUME IS DESIRABLE.

In 1997 | co-founded the law firm now known as Orbach Huff & Henderson LLP, one of California’s
leading law firms that specializes in representing approximately 100 state and local public agencies in
all aspects of public works. | have personally been involved with the implementation of several billion
dollars of public project development, including all aspects of land acquisition or repurposement,
environmental entittement (CEQA), design and construction procurement, and conflict resolution. For
the last 15 years, | have served as the lead construction counsel on the nation’s largest public works
project - a $26B endeavor. In addition, | have counseled some of the nation’s largest private entity
developers and lenders on construction projects, including drafting of the design and construction
contracts, assisting with environmental and regulatory matters, and litigating cost, scope, impact, delay
and lien claims. | have been directly involved with implementing several high-rise hotels, adaptive re-
use properties, commercial developments, multi-family residential projects, and large-scale resorts
throughout California, the United States and internationally. | am regarded in the legal community as
an expert in code regulation and compliance, including the drafting and interpretation of ordinances
and statutes. On such matters, | have successfully represented public agencies in the court of appeal
and the supreme court over one dozen times. | have substantial experience in having to balance
questions of environmental protection and historical preservation with property rights and new
development. In addition to my professional qualifications, | worked in construction in my early years
up and through college gathering plenty of real-world experience and dirt under my fingernails. We
purchased our home in Pacific Grove in 2017, have been full time residents since 2020, and in 2022, |
am opening a new branch office of my law firm in Pacific Grove. | intend to make Pacific Grove my
home for the remainder of my years and | would love to provide meaningful public service to my local
community. Further information about me can be found at www.ohhlegal.com. Thank you.

I hereby certify that I voter of the City of Pacific Grove (not required for EDC

Date:
2- q. iy A 2
Appointed fo:
Date of Appointment: Expiration:
Date of Reappointment: End of Term:

Date Certification of Appreciation Awarded:




AgendaNo.9 B

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Robert Perrault, City Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Resolution Approving City Council Inquiry Policy

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a Resolution Approving City Council Inquiry Authority and Directing the City Manager to Implement the
Policy

DISCUSSION

Article 21 of the City of Pacific Grove Charter provides the Council with the ability to make inquiries regarding
City-related business and activities of those employees in the administrative service of the City. On December 6,
2023, the Council discussed a proposed ordinance to codify in greater detail the Council's authority, as prescribed
under Article 21. Following Council discussion and public comment, the Council took action to make certain
changes to the proposed ordinance and directed the City Manager to prepare a related Council policy to be used
for the Council inquiry process.

On February 14, 2024, the City Council met to discuss the proposed ordinance. The City Manager, after
consulting with City Department Directors and the City Attorney and Special Counsel, the City Manager brought
a proposed council policy and proposed related revisions to the proposed ordinance. After Discussion, the
Council approved further proposed revisions to the ordinance and gave authority to pursue the first reading of the
ordinance. The City Manager was provided with direction to return to the Council with a policy that is based on
the approved ordinance. The ordinance will be presented to the Council for final adoption at this meeting. The
Council will then consider the Policy.

The process of Council member inquiry is essential to municipal governance. It enables the Council members to
ask questions and seek information regarding City-related business from key City officials. Often times, this
information is needed to assist the Council member in making decisions related to the operations of the City and
to assist the Council with its oversight roll. The inquiry process can also be used by Council members to gain
information on behalf of their constituents. The Policy is an implementing mechanism that assures that the
Inquiry process and the retrieval of information can be carried out in an efficient, fair, and effective manner.

The attached resolution and the accompanying policy are ready for Council adoption.
OPTIONS

1. Adopt the Resolution approving the City Council Inquiry Policy and direct the City Manager to implement
the City Policy

2. Direct the City Manager to make changes to the proposed resolution and or the policy and return the item at
a later date.

3. Take no action at this time.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no direct financial impact from adopting this resolution at this time. Future mpact will depend on the



number of inquiries received from Council members and the staff resources necessary to complete the process.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Not Applicable.

Attachments
Proposed Reso with Proposed Policy



RESOLUTION NO. 24-XXX

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A CITY COUNCIL POLICY ENTITLED
“COUNCIL INQUIRY POLICY”

FINDINGS

WHEREAS, the City of Pacific Grove is a charter city organized under the constitution of the
State of California; and

WHEREAS, Pacific Grove became a charter city on April 22, 1927. New Charters were adopted
in 1955, 1969 and 1974.

WHEREAS, the language of Article 21 has continuously appeared in the City Charter since the
City’s first adopted Charter in 1927.

WHEEAS, the Pacific Grove City Charter, in Article 21, currently provides as follows:
“Neither the Council nor any of its committees or members shall dictate or attempt to dictate,
either directly or indirectly, the appointment of any person to office or employment by the City
Manager, or in any manner interfere with the City Manager or prevent the City Manager from
exercising his or her own judgment in the appointment of officers and employees in the
administrative service. Except for the purpose of inquiry, the Council and its members shall deal
with the administrative service solely through the City Manager, and neither the Council nor any
member thereof shall give orders to any of the subordinates of the City Manager, either publicly
or privately.”

WHEREAS, the language of Article 21 has continuously appeared in the City Charter since the
City’s first adopted Charter in 1927.

WHEREAS, Article 21 Allows direct contact with the administrative service for the purpose of
inquiry. The purpose of Article 21 is to define the lines of Authority within the Government.

WHEREAS, on March 20, 2024, the Council did introduce an Ordinance making changes to
Section 2.04.110 of the Municipal Code to further clarify and define the process of inquiry and
provided direction to the City manager to develop a City Council Policy to implement the
provisions 0f2.04.110.

WHEREAS, the City Manager has drafted said Inquiry Policy and the Policy has subsequently
been reviewed by the City Council at the Council meeting of April 3,2024.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF PACIFIC GROVE:

1. The Council 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 Resolution.



2. The Council adopts Resolution 24-xxx authorizing the Council Inquiry Policy.

3. The Council Inquiry Policy is hereby approved as attached to this Resolution, which
by this reference are incorporated as set forth in its entirety.

4. This Resolution shall become effective immediately following passage and adoption
thereof.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
this 3™ day of April, 2024 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
BILL PEAKE, Mayor
ATTEST:
DATED:

SANDRA KANDELL, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRIAN A. PIERIK, City Attorney



City of Pacific Grove, California
City Council Policy

Policy Governing Policy No. Effective Date

Establishing Procedures For Council
Members To Make An Inquiry Pursuant To
Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section April 3, 2024
2.04.110

PURPOSE:

Article 21 of the City of Pacific Grove (“City”’) Charter provides the Council with the ability of
making inquiries regarding City-related business and activities of those employees in the
administrative service of the City. The purpose of this policy is to provide practical guidance for
Pacific Grove Municipal Code Section 2.04.110 regarding “Inquiry Authority” and to ensure
that Council members have the information needed by the Council to collectively make
decisions. This policy aligns with the Council/ Manager form of government whereby the
Council establishes policy and management implements the Council policy.

Administrative Service

Section 2.04.110, subdivision (a)(1) of the City Municipal Code defines the term “administrative
service” as officers and employees of the City who are under the City Manager’s direct
supervision and control. Any inquiries regarding contract-related services shall be directed to
the City Manager.

Meaning of Inquiry

Section 2.04.110, subdivision (a)(2) of the City Municipal Code defines an inquiry as “a specific
question from a member of the Council to a member of the administrative service which can be
answered by furnishing information available from, or by providing, existing City records to the
extent permitted by law, and which does not require a member of the administrative service to
discuss or express an opinion concerning any existing or proposed policy of the Council,
individual Council members(s), or the City Manager.”

Inquiries are requests for information that can be provided from non-privileged existing City
records or existing information.

Non-privileged means a record that is not recognized as privileged or otherwise confidential by
law. It is up to the City Attorney or their designee to determine whether a City record is
privileged or otherwise confidential by law.



POLICY & PROCEDURE FOR INQUIRY

1. An inquiry shall be directed to any member of the administrative service in
writing by email with a copy to the City Manager. Inquiries may be responded to within
normal business hours (with the exception of emergency situations) in a manner
otherwise consistent with the Pacific Grove Municipal Code and the California Public
Records Act (CPRA).

2. Upon receipt of an inquiry, the member of the administrative service may
provide the requesting Council member with a time estimate for the return of the
requested information or may request that the City Manager respond to the inquiry on
their behalf.

a. To the extent a member of the administrative service decides to respond to an
inquiry and the inquiry seeks an existing City record that is properly disclosable
under the CPRA, the timeline for a response will be consistent with the CPRA.

b. To the extent a member of the administrative service decides to respond to an
inquiry and the inquiry seeks information that can be conveyed verbally or by a
short email response and not an existing City record, it shall be responded to
within a reasonable

amount of time consistent with staff workloads. Staff may need to balance
workloads, timelines, and resources, with lengthy, labor-intensive requests.

3. If the member of the administrative service decides not to provide the
requested information, then they may inform the Council member or inform the City
Manager who will inform the Council member.

4. If a Council member does not receive the information requested, the Council
member may cause the subject of their inquiry to be agendized for discussion by the full
Council for its consideration in a manner consistent with the Brown Act, the Pacific
Grove Municipal Code, and City policies. The Council may, in its discretion, direct the
City Manager to provide said

information.

5. The City Manager maintains the discretion to direct or order a member of the
administrative service or any other City employee to perform a job duty or function
relating to an inquiry from a Council member made under Section 2.04.110 of the
Municipal Code or this policy.

Adopted - Resolution No. 24-XXX




Agenda No. 10 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Laurel O'Halloran, Associate Planner/Economic Development Coordinator

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Architectural Review Board Minutes: February 13, 2024

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive minutes.

Attachments
February ARB Minutes



NOTICE OF MEETING
CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

" ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD

MINUTES
Tuesday, February 13, 2024, 3:00 P.M.
Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

AGENDA

1. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
Chair Boyle called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. Staff Liaison, Laurel O’Halloran,
conducted roll call with the following Board members present in the Chamber: Sarah Boyle,
Anna Bornstein, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, and one vacancy.

2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Zoning District/General Plan Designation: N/A
Coastal Zone: N/A
Historic Resources Inventory: N/A

CEQA: Does not constitute a “Project” per California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines Section 15378.

Recommended Action: Staff recommends the Architectural Review Board (ARB) elect
a Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary for a one-year term in accordance with the Pacific
Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) § 3.02.050(b), Members — Terms.

Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Planner

Chair Boyle made a motion, seconded by Member Brooks, to nominate Member Bornstein to

be the Chair.
Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

Member Brooks made a motion, seconded by Secretary Sutphen, to nominate Sarah Boyle to

be the Vice Chair.
Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein
NOES: None
ABSENT: None



Secretary Sutphen made a motion, seconded by Vice Chair Boyle, to nominate Member
Brooks to be secretary.
Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

3. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
Action: Upon motion by Vice Chair Boyle, and seconded by Secretary Brooks, the Board
voted to approve the agenda.

Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Anna Bornstein, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

4, BOARD AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)
Staff Liaison Laurel O’Halloran introduced the new CDD Director, Karen Vaughan, and the
new Senior Planner, Aaron Campbell.

5. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS
Council member Debby Beck announced the City Council meeting was moved from
February 7% to the 14™ due to power outages.

6. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

A. Written General Public Comment
None

CONSENT AGENDA
Action: Upon motion by Secretary Brooks, seconded by Vice Chair Boyle, the Board voted
to approve the Consent Agenda.

Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:
AYES: Sarah Boyle, Anna Bornstein, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

7. REPORTS FOR INFORMATION ONLY
8. REPORTS REQUIRING ACTION
A. Draft January ARB 2024 Minutes

Reference: Laurel O'Halloran, Planner
Recommended Action: Approve the draft January 2024 ARB minutes as submitted.

CEQA: Does not constitute a “Project” per California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines Section 15378



REGULAR AGENDA

9.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Architectural Permit (AP) 23-0198 for 1113 Piedmont Avenue (APN 007-585-009).
Zoning District/General Plan Designation: R-1/ Medium Density Residential (9.7 du/ac)
Coastal Zone: No

Historic Resources Inventory: No

CEQA: Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class I, Existing
Facilities

Recommended Action: Approve the Architectural Permit (AP) 23-0198 subject to the

recommended findings, conditions of approval, and Class 1 Categorical Exemption (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities).

Reference: Garrett McCown, Assistant Planner

Garret McCowen, project Planner, introduced the project.
Designer Aaron Tollefson spoke to the project.

The Chair opened the floor to public comment:
The Chair closed the public comment with none received.

The Board engaged in discussion regarding the project.

Member Sutphen made a motion, seconded by Vice Chair Boyle, to approve Architectural
Permit 23-00198 subject to the recommended findings, conditions of approval and a Class 1
CEQA exemption.

Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein

NOES: None
ABSENT: None

Architectural Permit and Administrative Use Permit 23-0302, 905 Ripple Avenue,
Pacific Grove (APN 006-061-008)

Zoning District/General Plan Designation: R-1 / Medium Density Residential 7.3 du/ac
Coastal Zone: No

Historic Resources Inventory: No

CEQA: Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class I, Existing
Facilities

Recommended Action: Approve Architectural Permit and Administrative Use Permit

23-0302 subject to the recommended findings, conditions of approval, and Class 1
Categorical Exemption (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities).

Reference: Joseph Sidor, Contract Planner



Aaron Campbell, on behalf of project Planner Joe Sidor, introduced the project.
Architect Hunter Eldridge spoke to the project.

The Chair opened the floor to public comment:
The Chair closed the public comment with no comments received.

The Board engaged in discussion regarding the project.

Vice Chair Boyle made a motion, seconded by Secretary Brooks, to approve Architectural
Permit 23-0302 subject to the recommended findings, conditions of approval and a Class 1
CEQA exemption.

Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

Architectural Permit (AP) No. 23-0360, 1257 Buena Vista Ave., (APN 007-566-013)
Zoning District/General Plan Designation: R-1

Coastal Zone: N/A

Historic Resources Inventory: N/A

CEQA: Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class I, Existing
Facilities

Recommended Action: Recommend approval of Architectural Permit (AP) No. 23-0360,

subject to findings, conditions of approval, and Class 1 Categorical Exemption (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities).

Reference: Aaron Campbell, Senior Planner

Aaron Campbell, project Planner, introduced the project.
Designer Steven Krebbs spoke to the project.

The Chair opened the floor to public comment:
Inge Lorentzen Daumer spoke.
The Chair closed public comment.

The Board engaged in discussion regarding the project.

Vice Member Sutphen made a motion, seconded by Vice Chair Boyle, to approve
Architectural Permit 23-0302 subject to the recommended findings, conditions of approval and
a Class 1 CEQA exemption.

Motion carried 4-0-1 (vacancy), by the following roll call vote:



AYES: Sarah Boyle, Scott Brooks, Christi Sutphen, Anna Bornstein
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

10. NEXT MEETING - March 12, 2024

ADJOURNMENT: 3:45 p.m.



Agenda No. 10 B

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: George Fuerst, Environmental Program Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Beautification and Natural Resources Committee Minutes: May through October 2023

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Receive minutes.

Attachments
BNRC Minutes May - Oct 2023



MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, May 16, 2023, 6:00 P.M.

Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD IN PERSON AND VIRTUALLY (HYBRID).

CHAMBER CAPACITY SEATING IS LIMITED AND PROVIDED ON A FIRST COME, FIRST SERVED BASIS.
THE VIRTAL MNEETING IS COMPLIANT WITH THE GOVERNOR’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ALLOWING FOR A

1.

DEVIATION OF TELECONFERENCE RULES REQUIRED BY THE BROWN ACT.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair McKenna called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. All 7 Commissioners were
present.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: The agenda was approved unanimously.

Motion carried 7-0

COMMISSION AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)

George Fuerst announced the Climate Action Committee would be meeting Thursday.
Chair McKenna announced that the BNRC subcommittees were already meeting and
working and that the subcommittee goals will be discussed at June’s meeting for public
review and comment.

Commissioner Walkingstick announced that there is a Plant Party Saturday 5/27/23 at the
PG Museum as part of their Science Saturday from 10-3pm. There will be much
information on native plants, restoration projects and their sale. Commissioner
Walkingstick will be hosting a booth on George Washington Park and the native flora
there.

Commissioner Lee announced: a) The PG Deer Awareness Group was at the Good Ole
Days and hosted a very successful booth that reached and informed many children and
families. b) Trash success at Good Ole Days in that the provided bins were segregated
into trash, recycle and compost and that people were utilizing them appropriately but
Trash Failure when the Bridge volunteers dumped all the contents of all 3 bins into 1 for
easier removal, a testament to the success of education and the need for communication
and further education and outreach. ¢) Wildfire Awareness Talks 5/25/23 in PG at the
Community Center 6-8pm; discussions led by Dudek so affect George Washington Park
and the Master Plan being revised for it. d) TAMC (Transportation Authority of
Monterey County) is working hard on a Salinas-Monterey high speed rail project that will
include 5 wildlife overpasses. The report is long and mentions effects on many wildlife
species and while it is commendable that wildlife passes are planned, it is dubious they



will be enough to mitigate what is being affected. e) After the large pine tree was
removed at 514 Beaumont Street, there was concern that the family of deer who lived
there would be thwarted from returning, and it appears that they are back and continue to
use the yard as homebase.

4. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS
Councilmember Coletti encouraged us to attend and comment at the next Council
Meeting. The Council has recently adopted goals (which they do every 2 years) in 4
priority areas: Recreational Services, Infrastructure, Environmental Stewardship (this
includes the updating of the 1999 George Washington Park Master Plan), and Affordable
Housing, Since the CIP’s approved were all in Infrastructure and none in Environmental
Stewardship, a discussion could ensue and he hoped we would participate. Also
upcoming is the Amending of the General Plan to meet the state mandated increase in
housing density.

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT: none

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Action: The minutes were amended to reflect the following corrections:
- The use of Tiffin boxes (the ¢ added)
- Item 7B: change “in the coastal zone” to “coastal”
- TItem 7B: change "BLOY provisions” to “BLOY Protection Protocol” and change the
wording “install” to “approve.”

Motion carried 7-0
7. REGULAR AGENDA

A. This Special Meeting was to host Wildlife Presentations of wildlife that is present here,
endangered or special to our coastline and to provide information about their cycles of
birth and growth to sensitize the public to their needs and how to gracefully live together.
Each presenter spoke for 15 minutes and then could answer questions at the very end.

Natalie Johnson, the Community Science Coordinator at the PG Museum gave a talk about
Monarch Butterflies.

Amanda Preece, Environmental Advocate for the Monterey Audubon Society, spoke to
Shorebirds and particularly the BLOY: Black Oystercatchers. She encouraged the adoption
of the BLOY Memorandum of Understanding.

Carmelita Garcia, founder of the PG Deer Awareness Group spoke about Black-tailed Deer
and that the fawning season was happening now so to please drive slowly and be aware.
Atticus Rotolli, a PG resident and Master Gardener spoke to creating gardens that a mostly
deer resistant, gardens that have resistant plants around non-resistant ones so there is a draw
for the deer, they get a little but you also get to maintain your plant. A win-win that
acknowledges everyone’s need. He encouraged the use of all the garden planning help on
Calscape’s website and to use the UC’s Master Gardener hotline for help.



Kim Akeman, a local resident expert and long-time Baynet senior volunteer (through
NOAA) spoke to the Harbor Seals, their history here, the protections they need and city
action and enforcement needed to protect them. She suggested that a Calendar of Wildlife
Seasons be created and sent to all city staff so everyone was on the same page in terms of
who needed the most protection when. She also encouraged that the nesting season for birds
and therefore the no-no season for tree trimming to be included in this calendar.

At this point, the presenters were able to answer questions asked by the commissioners.

B. Wildlife Goals
Chair McKenna summarized the proposed Wildlife Subcommittee Goals

Public Comment:

1. Carmelita advocated for a Wildlife Protection Ordinance because she pointed out that
if itisn’t a law, it can’t be enforced. She encouraged us to go through the municipal
code and draw out all the protections listed within for the wording of this ordinance.

2. Amanda let us know that on the Audubon website, under the FAQ’s, there is a
calendar detailing the nesting season for many birds.

3. Atticus announced there is a new UC Master Gardener’s class starting soon in
January of 2024 through June 2024. A lot of work but worth it, he assured us.

4. Lisa Ciani spoke to the removal of the picnic table at Berwick Point that was
interfering with a nesting pair of BLOY she has been watching for years and asked
again that it be relocated. She asked that the placement of any such structures along
the coast be publicly discussed between the Recreation Board, the BNRC and Public
Works.

Commissioner Brisson made a motion for the removal of the picnic table from Berwick Point
and its relocation to within Berwick Park.

Commissioner Lee made a friendly amendment to have a member of the BNRC Wildlife
Subcommittee, a staff member, and a BLOY project representative collaborate to make the
relocation decision.

Commissioner Myers seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

8. NEXT MEETING — June 20, 2023 at 4 p.m.
9. ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn the meeting passed unanimously.
Respectfully Submitted,

Rebecca Lee



MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, June 20, 2023, 4:00 P.M.

Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD IN PERSON AND VIRTUALLY (HYBRID).

CHAMBER CAPACITY SEATING IS LIMITED AND PROVIDED ON A FIRST COME, FIRST SERVED BASIS.
THE VIRTAL MNEETING IS COMPLIANT WITH THE GOVERNOR’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ALLOWING FOR A

1.

DEVIATION OF TELECONFERENCE RULES REQUIRED BY THE BROWN ACT.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair McKenna called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

Roll call was taken: Commissioner Tibbs absent and Commissioner Myers listening in
remotely.

It was clarified by Mr. George Fuerst that if a commissioner does not notify staff before
the agenda is made public that they will be participating remotely, that commissioner
must listen in and not participate in the meeting.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Commissioners voted unanimously (5-0) to approve agenda.

COMMISSION AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS

Commissioner Walkingstick reported that the PG Museum Plant Party was a successful
event to educate participants about pollinator gardens. She had run a table to educate
about the plants and trees in George Washington Park. The video she and her husband
created about GWP is now on youtube and is called The Magic Circle. She also
announced her creation of F.O.G. or friends of GWP website (FOGPG.com) and
facebook group. She ended with a hearty thank you to City Council for funding the CIP’s
to 1. Enhance GWP (50k) with appropriate signage and paths. 2. Hire a consultant to help
review the GWP Master Plan with BNRC involvement (23k), 3. Facilitate the Urban
Canopy Improvement Project (80k but 42k of this is toward a part-time Urban Forest
Maintenance Worker and 38k for the purchase of trees.)

Commissioner Lee announced: 1. California American Water ran an online class on
Permeable Hardscapes that was fantastic. In addition to presenting options for types of
permeable hardscapes available, installation instructions were presented and all
participant questions were answered. It was not a recorded event but will be done
annually. 2. The Wildfire Protection PlanWorkshop hosted by the city was presented by
Dudek, the hired consulting firm, and focused on a. evacuation routes to the beach, b.
importance of keeping your cell phone charged, c. the recommendation that 5 feet away
from your home be hardscaped. When participants asked questions about the benefits of



ice plant vs. concrete or whether old wooden fences should be replaced with cyclone ones
or what the difference was in the rate of fire spread between rural areas and our urban one
and why the rural fire of Paradise, CA was used as the model for what we should do and
expect here in our urban setting. ... no replies were given. With 3 Dudek consultants in
the room, all of whom had Master’s Degrees, it is not clear why the public’s questions
could not be answered. 3. There is a California Landscaping workshop being given
online in July on Drip Irrigation and Drought Tolerant Plants. 4. Check out the Pacific
Horticulture website; they are delightfully in the new paradigm of Earth Consciousness
with garden designs that take in permeability of the landscape, wildlife habitat and food
needs, beauty and function; this week’s slogan for yard designs was: Ecologically
Radical, Socially Bold and they have won the Design Futurist Award.

Commissioner Brisson gave a big thank you to the Fire Department for their quick action
in protecting both people and wildlife in putting out the fire in the historic mansion and
also a big thank you to Public Works for moving the picnic table to a BLOY friendly
location in Berwick Park.

No Staff Announcements.

4. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS : June 7, 2023 City Council meeting saw a
previously unfunded CIP for 50K for GWP Enhancements get funding. And a new CIP
for renewing the Urban Canopy Improvement Project was approved to address the 2012
Ordinance to plant new trees that has not to this time been accomplished by the city and
this is hoped to include the hiring of an Urban Forester so that the planted trees will be
cared for and survive.

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT:

1. Renee Nesper speaking on behalf of the PG Deer Awareness. She is concerned about
a sickness that appears to be spreading in our local deer population that has many
similarities to the AHD, Adenovirus Hemorrhaging Disease. She recommends the
Lindsay Wildlife Rescue which partners with the CA Dept. of Fish and WL for deer
rescue as the SPCA aid is limited to euthanasia primarily if the animal is still and not
moving. This virus is not transmitted to humans and thought not to be transmitted to
animals. So far AHD has been identified in 4 Northern California Counties.
Commissioner Dunn also suggested the Santa Cruz Native Wildlife Organization as a
possible source of help.

2. Carmelita Garcia stated that whether these deer had AHD was at this point unknown
and they are watching and learning from sources like Nextdoor postings and trying to
figure out how to deal with dying and dead deer when the PG Police has told
someone to put it in their trash can. She suggested taking some of the funding the DEI
Task Force is asking for (350k) and instead funding a person in the police department
who would be trained to dart deer with tranquilizers so they could either be
cuthanized by the SPCA or transported to Lindsay for treatment. Urban Trappings is
another organization she is contacting as a possible liaison for this issue.



3. Lisa Ciani phoned in to say the removal of the picnic table away from the bluffs has
helped the BLOY pair she monitors and also she witnessed a family enjoy using the
table in the Berwick Park.

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Minutes approved unanimously with the amendments made by Commissioner Dunn to
correct two grammatical errors.

Motion carried 5-0
7. REGULAR AGENDA

A. 2023 BNRC Goals

Public Comment:

Lisa Ciani: Appreciates this list because they are actionable goals and she hopes we can get
to them all.

Commission Discussion:

Commissioner Walkingstick: Wants to add working with the PG Museum to the first goal
under the GWP Goals. She also wants to add a goal referencing the new CIP approvements
which were outlined above in her announcements to work with staff to implement those
enhancements. Commissioner Lee chimed in that the Tree Committee also wanted to add to the
city website to make information about tree care more easily accessed. Chair McKenna decided
to create a 6.5 in the goals to accommodate submitting changes to the website by subcommittees.

Commissioner Dunn asked Staff whether Rodenticide was being used, what kind and how much.
George responded that he didn’t think so but would need to get back to her so it was not
incorporated into a goal at this time.

Chair McKenna moved to approve the goals for 2023 with above changes.
Motion passed unanimously.

B. Wildlife Protection Efforts

George Fuerst presented staff actions to generate RFP’s (requests for proposals) to
hire consultants to: a. Prepare a single consolidated municipal Ordinance that
functions to list protections for all the city’s wildlife under one Ordinance.

b. Prepare a framework for the implementation, enforcement and
public education of the ordinance laws.

c. Make the Local Coastal Program amendments necessary to
protect wildlife.

Regarding b. Currently there is 1 CSO (Community Service Officer) and 1 Parking Enforcement
Officer. To accommodate accomplishing b., the Police Department has indicated they would
need to convert the current Parking Enforcement Officer to a 4™ CSO to enforce the Wildlife
Ordinance.



These 4 CSO are “non sworn” officers and wear a blue uniform. They would all have training to
include, with all their other duties, wildlife protection.

Code Enforcement was asked how many Wildlife disturbance or harassment related reports were
filed with the city from 2020 to the present and they have 2 incidents on file. While they note
what the report was about, they do not file separately wildlife vs. dog reports but all are together
under animal incidents.

Public Comment:

1. Vicki Pearse asked what the CSO can do when an incident occurs?

2. Carmelita Garcia has concerns about the CSO hours because wildlife has incidents afier
hours and on holidays. She thinks a single dedicated WL employee is better than 4 CSO’s
because they need an embedded experience and deep knowledge of wildlife to be
successful in this endeavor.

3. Council Member Coletti clarifies Dec. 21, 2022 suggested actions came from the Council
WL subcommittee not staff as George had reported.

4. Lisa Ciani appreciates the report, and while she desires one dedicated officer she
understands that person could not work 24/7. It is really necessary that whoever is hired
have access to bicyeles. She has extensive experience calling CAL TIP and the PG Police
and they can’t get there fast enough with having to park and then walk to where she is on
the Recreation Trail.

5. Thom Akeman reports he is aware of several dozen calls made to report animal
disturbance issues to the PG Police Department: many involving drones, others
trespassing beyond the fence at Hopkins beach. Baynet routinely calls the police when
their tactics to work with the public don’t have an effect. He knows of citations issued
and fines collected so definitely the 2 reports that staff stated in their report is incorrect.

6. Inge Lorentz-Daumer says she has called the police and if she gets dispatch, someone
shows up but other times CSO’s don’t. Her other concern is she thinks it is faulty
thinking or wishful thinking that a little training of typical CSOs about the wildlife
ordinance is going to bring them up to speed regarding WL protection and what it
involves and what to say to people about the animals and how to accomplish their job in
this regard. She thinks it will take a lot more training than that proposed.

7. Kim Akeman will take any help from any officer. Many of the drone disturbances are at
6:30 a.m. or after parties at Hopkins and the weekends see the brunt of disturbances.
Please whoever is hired, have them meet with the volunteers down on the recreation trail.
Enforcement is definitely needed and one ticket goes a long way to prevent incidents.
She offers to work with anyone the city hires to educate them about the wildlife she
works with with Baynet.

Commissioner discussion:

Chair McKenna: What do the CSO’s do when confronting a violation? Can they give a ticket?
George: Yes they can give tickets.

Commissioner Lee: George, can you read the current CSO Job Description the city has posted on
their website under Job Listing?

Commissioner Dunn: Is the current parking enforcement officer going to be upgraded to CSO?
Will his position be dedicated to Wildlife or will he also be giving parking tickets?

George: I think he has retired so a 4" CSO will be hired and all 4 will do everything.

The CSO job description depends on the shift.



For the 7am-5pm shift: (S)he primarily handles wildlife complaints and patrols the recreational
trail on foot. Other duties include: Nuisance animal complaints, care for injured animals,
property crime reports, animal kennel maintenance, evidence collection, municipal code
enforcement, parking complaints and maintenance of parking meters, traffic control conducting,
proactively enforcing parking routes, and abandoned vehicle abatement.

It says here “primarily does parking complaints” but since it also says “primarily handles
wildlife” first, the second primarily must be a typo.

For the 8:30-6:30pm shift duties are: Primarily handles parking and meter maintenance and
traffic control and rerouting and abandoned vehicles. Secondarily handles wildlife issues and
other animal issues above, and all the other duties listed above.

Through discussion, it was ascertained that there will be CSO’s on duty during the weekends but
at the hours mentioned above.

Chair McKenna stated this was a move in the right direction and that we would need to move
forward and see how it worked before changing what staff had planned in terms of hours for the
CSO’s or their job descriptions but that she would like to know and learn more about the way
violations are recorded so that we can provide accurate information to the incoming CSOs so that
they know what they’ll be dealing with in our city.

Commissioner Lee made a motion to encourage the hiring of the CSOs and to encourage Council
to carefully consider their hours and job descriptions. Motion passed unanimously 5-0.

Commissioner Brisson commented she has herself called the PG Police for wildlife violations at
least 3 times, that she would like to add to the motion that a bike, an E-bike be provided to the
CSOs for access to the recreation trail.

Chair McKenna made a new motion to recommend to Council that a bike or E-bike be provided
to the CSOs for patrolling the recreational trail. The motion passed unanimously 5-0.

Discussion ensued on how to further restrict drone permits and educate the public to not fly
drones, how frustrated the police are to not be able to connect an unpermitted drone with its
operator, and that this would be a great issue to have CSO help resolving by issuing tickets if
someone is flying from the recreational trail. It was acknowledged that there are several No
Drone signs along Ocean Blvd. already but that further public outreach could be accomplished
by rack cards at the Chamber of Commerce and hotels, much the way the PG Deer Awareness
has gotten traction. City social media regular reminders would also be good. And Nextdoor.
Commissioner Dunn offered to write a feature story for the Monterey Herald or Weekly or Pine
Cone about this but it was realized a one-time story would not reach tourists but that a regular
advertisement was needed. Perhaps the Pine Cone would be best as it is free, likely to be picked
up by tourists and weekly.

C. Black Oyster Catcher Memorandum of Understanding

Public Comment:



1. Rick Hanks, Regional Coordinator for the BLOY Project gave a brief history of his
writing of the protocol, it getting no response so then drafting the MOU with the
president of the Audubon Society that has been sitting since 2019. It’s greatly needed as
the need for BLOY protection is great especially with fencing required to guide people
away from BLOY nests. This fencing needs to go up quickly as soon as volunteers
recognize a nest is established. He says the city already has signs that the California
Coastal Commission has already approved and the signs with cables between them are
helpful is some circumstances. What works best varies upon each individual situation and
that volunteer input is essential because the volunteers tend to work with a pair or two of
BLOY and so know a lot about the habits of those pair or pairs.

2. Vicki Pearse echoed Rick’s comments and emphasized the sensitivity of BLOY. She said
the research drone scientists stay in touch with Baynet so can be sensitive to avoiding
nesting sites but that Commercial Drones flown by Real Estate Agents for filming the
coast for their advertisements are very problematic.

3. Lisa Ciani let us know that there is a Council Subcommittee working on the prohibition
of recreational drones. Originally MOU was written in 2018 and will speed cooperative
efforts between Central Coast BLOY Project and Monterey Audubon and city of PG to
protect BLOY when nesting on city property. From BNRC, the MOU will go to Council
then Planning Commission for approval of a Coastal Development Permit. The Harbor
Seal protection CDP is good for 5 years and renewable. However, Harbor seals colonize
on beaches and BLOY are randomly up and down the coast in separate nesting sites so it
will need to be written differently. She wants any changes made by legal or staff to then
be rereviewed by BNRC to ascertain no protections pertinent to BLOY behaviors were
compromised.

4. Inge Lorentz-Daumer also supported the MOU and echoed that if staff and legal made
changes to the document, then before it went to Council, it needed to come back to
BNRC to make sure protections were as needed for the BLOY as originally intended.

5. Kim Akeman supported MOU especially because written by volunteers who know the
birds and their nests and what they go through. To further help, she suggested No Drone
signs at the Entrances to PG as they have going into Pebble Beach and Point Lobos. She
let us know that there is hopefully an APP coming that will be able to identify the
operator of the drone.

Commission Discussion: Lee supported and stated she thought it should be spelled out more
clearly the steps of action. If a community scientist volunteer establishes a need for a sandwich
board or fencing, what are the steps, who makes the call to use what materials? Chair McKenna
suggested writing the language in of who initiates action? She also advised against using the
orange plastic mesh fencing as one of the tools and asked staff that when changes are made to
document and then when it comes back to BNRC, that the changes made be identified as legally
necessary changes vs. staff preferred changes to we would know what cannot legally be changed.

George answered questions: that some permits can come from PG Community Development
Department while more permanent ones may need to come from California Coastal Commission.
And that sequence of events is: BNRC, staff/legal review, BNRC again, Permitting Processes,
then to Council for approval. If we wanted to include BLOY as a reason to have the seasonal
harbor seal fencing extended in that CDP when it comes up for renewal, we could.



Chair McKenna moved to approve recommending the MOU to Council with amendments to find
an alternative to the plastic fencing, find language to address the drone disturbance issues and to
add into Section B who initiates the course of action to be taken?

There was discussion about whether to bring it back to BNRC and how staff could present the
document so it was easy to see changes staff had made. There was concern about urgency to
make the April 1, 2024 nesting season.

George acknowledged that any changes made to the MOU will be made in conjunction with the
Monterey Audubon Society.

Chair McKenna moved to recommend staff and legal review the MOU in conjunction with
Monterey Bay Audubon Society with the provisions that they look closely at replacing the plastic
mesh fencing, adding drone outreach information and determining who initiates the

conversations when there is a need for protection?
The motion passed unanimously.

It was moved to adjourn the meeting. This too passed unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Rebecca Lee, Secretary
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MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, August 15, 2023, 4:00 P.M.

Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD IN PERSON AND VIRTUALLY (HYBRID).
CHAMBER CAPACITY SEATING IS LIMITED AND PROVIDED ON A FIRST COME, FIRST SERVED BASIS.
THE VIRTAL MNEETING IS COMPLIANT WITH THE GOVERNOR’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ALLOWING FOR A
DEVIATION OF TELECONFERENCE RULES REQUIRED BY THE BROWN ACT.

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair McKenna called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Roll call was taken:
Commissioners Lee, Walkingstick, Brisson and Myers present. Commissioners Tibbs
arrived shortly after the meeting was called to order and Commissioner Dunn was absent.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Agenda approved unanimously.

3. COMMISSION AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)
Commissioner Myers announced her recent presentation to City Council on the Single
Use Plastics Ban revisions. It is now waiting for council review and approval.
Commissioner Brisson announced the PG Museum is offering another Climate
Stewardship Class in October.

Commissioner Lee announced Cal Am was hosting an online class on Organic (non-
toxic) Weed and Pest Management on 8/16 at 6pm and that she appreciates the excellent
emails received by the public and wishes the authors would speak at general comment to
let us know what exact actions they would like us to take regarding them.

4. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS
Nikki , a world class ecologist, gave a presentation at the last council
meeting that was excellent. Sept. 6 will be the George Washington Park
Management discussion.
5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
1. Lisa Ciani wants active subcommittee reports as regular agenda items so the public
can comment on their plans and so there will always be something on the agenda so
we don’t miss meetings as there is so much to talk about and be done.
2. Inge Lorentzen-Daumer Asked that the arrival of Commissioner Tibbs be announced.
She felt the letters sent in were wonderful and asked that we agendize the issues
raised about Balloons, Confetti and Drones.



Chair McKenna clarified that the way she has decided it will work with the subcommittees
is that when a subcommittee wishes to report on their action or proposed action, they will submit
a request for that to be an agenda item if they want it discussed, otherwise announce it during the
initial announcements time.

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Action: A motion to approve the minutes was passed unanimously.

7. REGULAR AGENDA

A. Monarch Sanctuary
George Fuerst presented the Creekside 2023 report and announced that the annual
Walk-through will be August 25 at 1 pm.

Public comment:

1.

Clemencia Macias, a resident since 1987 and docent at Natural Bridges for 3
years. She is concerned the process of the writing of the report isn’t
transparent nor cooperative with city groups or other experts such as Kingston
Leong. She pointed out Stu Weiss is a forester not a monarch expert.

Bob Pacelli stated the Ohlone Native group has listed the sanctuary as part of
its ancestral grounds and this hasn’t been addressed in the report. He built the
redwood boxes specifically so that the root balls of the eucalyptus trees won’t
grow through them so they are safe from rooting for years. He pointed out that
the cutting of the eucalyptus has been rejected by Fish and Wildlife for 4
years. Need increased tree plantings.

Mary Dainton, a monarch docent for 15 years, stated the rope fence really
needs replacing and is in a constant state of disrepair. They won’t plant nectar
plants until the fence is repaired.

Cathy Wootan supports Dr. Weiss report because he’s well renowned.

Zoom: Thom Akeman commented on the portion affecting GWP and noted
that pines need different amounts of water depending on where they are and
wants GWP removed from this plan.

Inge Lorentzen-Daumer questions removing the boxed trees.

Carmelita wants snags left for wildlife and a discussion on why the trees are
there (block wind) and thinks more trees are likely needed.

Jennifer Gorman commented on the GWP portion and saw it as a regurgitation
of facts year after year without actually seeing the park. Thinks encouraging
monarchs to GWP is wise as it is so much larger.

. Dixie Layne Monarchs did cluster in GWP in 1970’s a lot with counts up to

300k. Creating a “park” (manicured) not good for the monarchs. She has
helped plant 72 trees in the sanctuary under the guidance of Stu Weiss so now
if he is saying in this plan that they are too close, then he is changing his
mind. Need a new plan. Think it through. Have community meetings and go
slow so get it right.



10. Kim Akeman yes, keep snags as they and scraggly trees are used by raptors
and other animals.

Commissioner Discussion
George noted that there is 150k in Monterey County RCD (resource conservation district) for
pollinator gardens that could be applied for to fund the rope fence.

Commissioner Walkingstick (Monarch Subcommittee) Having a City Forester could really help
here. Arborist reports are needed as so many trees are intended to be removed. Report seems to
be a hiatus on planting and much cutting, so unbalanced. And she thinks the logs should be left
down for decomposition. She notes volunteers in GWP do so much and know so much she thinks
the Sanctuary Volunteers should be part of this process and she would like a report from them as
part of this annual report. She also requests 2 reports per year from the volunteers so we maintain
a better understanding of what is going on in the sanctuary.

Commissioner Brisson wants the report earlier as the city gets the report in July and it comes to
us in August then the Council in September and the monarchs arrive in October, it is all so
rushed. She would like to work with the museum to learn things we can do to support the
monarchs and do community outreach to share that information with the community.

Chair McKenna put a plug in to consider Climate Smart Planning as part of this.

Commissioner Lee noted the controversial history of this situation and recognized sanctuary
volunteer Dominic Sincrobi for his work in installing and monitoring weather and wind to try to
determine best placement of tree breaks as Creekside uses airport weather data.

7 B BLOY MOU

Public Comment

1. Amanda Preece Monterey Audubon Society Protective measures for BLOY were
proved effective and successful by an intern study so she supports this.

2. Rick Hanks Regional Coordinator for Central Coast BLOY Project cited need for this as
there is lower reproduction success where the density of people is greater.

3. Zoom: Kim Akeman support as all help for BLOY is good help and she noted how much
visitors love them.

4. Lisa Ciani and Inge Lorenzen-Daumer both support.

Commissioner Lee voiced concern that the process of who calls whom and who does what is
unclear but was assured CC BLOY Project and staff and Audubon are prepared to work together
and work it out.

Commissioner Brisson moved to recommend the BLOY MOU to council for approval.
Commissioner Myers seconded the motion. It passed unanimously, 6-0.

7 C Website Additions under the Leisure Tab
Public Comment

1. Thom Akeman commented that the Harbor Seal information should not be referred to the
PG Museum but the Marine Mammal Center.



2. Lisa Ciani stated this is a great start

3. Amanda Preece To capture PG Tourism , does the Chamber of Commerce have a tourist
section to link to? Put injured animal information On Top and she recommended Sea
Otter Saavy link to the Aquarium.

4. Kim Akeman offered information/help from Baynet volunteers as needed

5. Luke Coletti chimed in that the city council authorized a RFP to do a LCP amendment
to create a single document around wildlife so when this is done can link with this too
when it is available.
Commission discussion: Commissioner Walkingstick likes it. Commissioner Tibbs
suggested after it is approved and on website, to do a roll out event.
George says the next steps are to take it to the IT and PIO team.

8. NEXT MEETING - September 19, 2023 at 4 p.m.

9. ADJOURNMENT
Action: A motion to adjourn the meeting passed unanimously.
Motion carried 6-0

Respectfully Submitted,

Rebecca Lee

Secretary, BNRC



MEETING MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, 19 SEPTEMBER, 2023, 4:00 P.M.
Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

1. CALL TO ORDER

Interim vice-chair Rebecca Lee called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Roll call was taken:
Commissioners Lee, Walkingstick, Brisson and Dunn present. Commissioners Tibbs and Myers
were absent. George Fuerst announced the resignation of Megan McKenna from BNRC.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Agenda approved unanimously.

3. COMMISSION AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related ltems Only)

1. Commissioner Lee announced that the US Forest Service has established Open Connection
webinars to share best forestry practices. These will happen every two months.

Commissioner Lee urged that BNRC consistently agendize its sub-committee reports ahead of
the monthly general meetings.

2. Commissioner Walkingstick shared that the 9 September weeding effort at George Washing-
ton Park (GWP) was very successful, with about 20 volunteers on hand. The next such event
will be on 30 September from 8:30-noon.

3.Commissioner Brisson thanked the city and public works for their great cooperation and pa-
tience with the elephant seal rescue at Lovers Point Beach at the beginning of the month. Ma-
rine Mammal Center was able to pick up the animal after a 24-hour period.

Monarch Sanctuary Subcommittee update: George Fuerst and Ms. Brisson attended a mon-
arch butterfly workshop at the PG Museum of Natural History, as well as the Monarch Sanctuary
walkthrough with Creekside Science. They will ali be working on monarch community outreach
this month.

4. George noted that the last week of September is Storm Water Awareness Week and that city
staff will be involved in this training. Staff will help with monitoring storm drain runoff with the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuary. More information at montereysea.org

4. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS
There were no council liaison announcements; Councilmember Coletti was not attending this

meeting.
5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

1. Peggy Gibbs thanked the GWP volunteers and asked how to attract more.

2. Carmelita Garcia gave a verbal/slides update on deer rutting season. There are two big herds
of bucks in PG. Thanks to all who collected data and photos.

3. Mike Gibbs commented on GWP, mentioning the growth and storm detritus as obstacles to
public accessibility as well as the safety of power poles and fire prevention.

4. Vince Tumasello felt that care and maintenance of GWP has been neglected during his 30
years here.

5. Bob Pacelli expressed concerns about the state mandate for 1150 new housing units in PG
and what that might mean to our existing parks and open space. He said that PG is a charter



city and not necessarily obligated to follow this edict. One of two organizations fighting this po-
tential conversion of parks and schools to housing is

ournreighborhoodvoices.com

6. Lisa Ciani (online) appreciated the information about deer, and also liked the idea of agendiz-
ing subcommittees’ reports ahead of our meetings.,

7. Inge Lorentzen Dahmer (online) echoed Ms. Ciani’s comments and said she was glad for
BNRC's ‘proactive approach.’

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
MSP unanimously with slight corrections.

7. REGULAR AGENDA

A. George prefaced presentation of the Agha family’s proposed donation of their stained glass
butterfly window with a slide show of facts and pictures. The piece is 8.5'x12". The family will
cover all costs of installation, including the platform, the identifying plaque and an acrylic-like
coating that is clear and bullet-proof. The Aghas request that the piece would remain installed,
on display for a minimum period of 10 years and not be sold or transferred by the city; if these
conditions are not met, it would be returned to the Agha family. If possible, either electric or so-
lar lighting could light the window at night.
Susan Goldbeck, attorney for the family, was the primary presenter of this proposal;

Mr. Agha’s architect also added to the presentation. Not included in this offer is the cost of fram-
ing the piece and lighting it. Since these costs are unknown, and because neither of the two pro-
posed locations near city hall seems optimal, BNRC directed that this proposal should be vetted
by the city attorney and revisited.
Members of the community spoke on this proposal.
*Mike Gibbs suggested volunteers might construct the framing.
*Robert Pacelli’'s only objection was to the two current location possibilities.
*Vince Tumasello approved of the idea but said the arrangement, remembering previous pri-
vate-city collaborations, should be ‘ironclad.’
* Paul Walkingstick thanked the donors and also cited his hope for a better location.
* Inge Lorentzen Dahmer said this was ‘wonderful’ but the legal aspects should be firmed up.
* Lisa Ciani asked if BNRC still has a public art subcommittee. (Answer: no.) Location should

be where it is both best viewed and safest.

Commissioner Brisson advised a review by city attorney and added that displaying it as a win-
dow, ideally, as it was in its former home at the Holman Building, would better showcase it.
Commissioner Lee agreed. Action: Commissioner Dunn will coordinate with the department of
public works (DPW) and scout around town for locations that might offer more visibility to the
community; the public is invited to submit ideas to her as well.

MSP unanimously: DPW to do a cost analysis of the project and that the proposal be
continued.

B. Boards and Commissions Joint Working Group

George introduced this proposal from Police Chief Cathy Madalone; the idea is to improve com-
munication between the city’s various committees by having a meeting populated by one repre-
sentative from each group in order to share what each committee is currently working on. Meet-
ing schedule would be decided by the new group. This idea was opened to public comment, to
wit:



* Inge Lorentzen Dahmer wondered if this committee would be subject to the Brown Act.
Wanted more information on ‘what it's really about.’

* Paul Walkingstick thanked the chief and said he is ‘all for it.’

* Mike Gibbs reported that, as per his chat with the chief, this would be an informal committee
and not subject to the Brown Act.

* Robert Pacelli echoed the two previous speakers’ thoughts and added his concern about the
state mandate for new housing in our town.

* George said there are about 15 groups that would be part of this committee.

During discussion, Comm. Dunn suggested perhaps BNRC members could each take one
meeting rather than one member shouldering the duty alone. Comm. Brisson added she would
love to have the chief make a presentation to BNRC.

MSP unanimously: Action:George will invite the chief to present at our October meeting.

C. Monarch Sanctuary Annual Report

After sharing some background on the sanctuary, George went over some updates relating to

the property. The city holds an easement from CA. Department of Fish and Wildlife (CaDFW),

and George expects state verification that the city is in conformance with that easement. There
is a new liaison with CaDFW, with whom George is in touch. In response to Comm. Lee’s ques-
tion, Action: George will send a copy of that easement to BNRC members.

The management plan has been updated from 2014, most recently under the guidance of Dr.

Stuart Weiss of Creekside Center for Earth Observation. After a public walk-through of the site

with Dr. Weiss, George said he ‘strongly validates’ Dr. Weiss’ expertise as well as his personal

interest in the monarchs. George will push to get the next management plan update earlier next
year. George noted that ‘ the monarch is an incredible bug that unites the whole world.’

A key part of George's report was to present a punch list of 11 recommended actions at the

sanctuary. Of those 11, three are considered the most urgent:

1) Manage large, downed wood. Buck up and distribute the large fallen pine tree.

2) Remove boxed eucalyptus trees from their current locations along the SE fence.

3) Further thin a group of Monterey cypress (planted in the mid-2000s) in the NW corner.

Public comments ensued:

* Paul Walkingstick suggested we approve #1 and #2 above but wait on #3.

* Robert Pacelli thanked George for his words but feels we're rushing to cut down trees.

* Heidi S. had information that the monarchs have already been sighted en route here, so she
wants no cutting now.

* Clemencia Macias, a volunteer at the site, noted that state parks takes the approach that
parks are nature, that we should get a second and maybe third opinion on what to do, and
that all interest groups should meet before going ahead with anything.

* Dominick Sinicropi, also a volunteer, disagrees with some of the latest report; it is not a park
but an ‘ecological reserve.’ The current notification process doesn't allow sufficient time before
going to BNRC.

* Lisa Ciani wants to get the involved parties together.

* Shelly Tinsley, volunteer, wants things left status quo. Action now would be ‘devastating.
Make a plan for next year.’

* Inge Lorentzen Daumer agrees with the idea of a group meeting and that we should start ear-
lier and ‘do it better.’

Comm. Brisson thanked George and the other speakers. She supported the Creekside plan with

these suggestions:
1. Consider an earlier Creekside Report next year.



An earlier report and walkthrough in spring/summer allows time for questions, process, and
maintenance long before the butterflies arrive. Address as much as we can earlier in the
March-September "off season" window.

2. Consider distributing a Monarch Sanctuary Timeline/Calendar.
Share among Museum/Creekside/City Council/BNRC/DPW.

3. Consider collaborative Creekside visits.
Environmental Program Mgr, Fire Chief, Arborist, CA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife, PG Museum of
Natural History, City Council, BNRC, and Xerces Representatives.

4. Consider gradual maintenance wherever possible/focus on sanctuary enrichment.

Consider short-term year-to-year goals within long-term goals. Forest is not changing dramati-
cally from year to year (unless storms); maintenance should parallel this cycle. Consider habitat
enrichment over depletion.

5. Consider supplementary data from museum/volunteers
Invite museum/volunteers to submit a single, consolidated report to BNRC/Creekside/DPW/city

council following winter season.

Comm. Walkingstick asked that we look at this with a more conservative approach. Perhaps thin
the cypress (item #3 above) in the spring. She also noted that the weather report from the air-
port station is in a different microclimate from that of the sanctuary so does not necessarily re-
flect true conditions at the site.

Comm. Dunn asked if the neighboring homeowners and hotel management are asked for input
on sanctuary activity. She supports doing #1 and #1 on list (above) ASAP.

Comm. Lee stated there is no reason to do any maintenance now. Are there any trees deemed
as in danger of falling? (George said none that he is aware of.) What about the noise of the ma-
chines? Action: Comm. Lee requested a report on winds in the area on next month’s agenda
as well as a copy of the CaDFW approval letter.

Comm. Lee then moved that the Creekside report activities, except for #1 and #2, be de-
ferred until the monarchs leave, and that we convene at least one meeting of sanctuary
volunteers, BNRC, CaDFW, DPW and the public to happen by late December.

MSP unanimously.

There was a ten-minute break at this point in the meeting.

D. BNRC/Tree and Landscape Subcommittee Powers and Duties

Public comment:

*Mike Gibbs said George Washington Park (GWP) needs management. Concerned abouit fire
there and embers then carrying to the monarch sanctuary. ‘It's a firebox’—allow DPW to clear it
out.

*Paul Walkingstick emphasized the need for clear, written, fact-based communication in re
GPW that is available for public review.

*Peggy Gibbs also spoke to the need for communication, as well as a maintenance calendar,
getting rid of poison oak abutting public trails, and adding signage around significant areas.
*Lisa Ciani asserted that the recent maintenance at GPW was not done according to council’s
direction. She asked the city to stop work until BNRC connects with DPW.

*Inge Lorentzen Daumer agreed with Ms. Ciani, advised ‘restraint.’



Comm. Walkingstick emphasized collaboration and cooperation in re the park’s care. She cited
data on the park’s wildlife and vegetation.

Comm. Lee expressed concern that fire suppression was not as expected, since whacked
weeds, etc. were not removed from the park. She also cited the importance of working with the
experienced GWP volunteers and seeking their advice.

Comm. Lee moved to send a recommendation to council that the BNRC work collabora-
tively with DPW on all future maintenance and enhancements in George Washington
Park per our Powers and Duties to "facilitate conservation™as a matter of protocol.
MSP unanimously.

Interim Chair Lee announced the next BNRC meeting will be on Tuesday, 17 October, at 4PM.
MSP unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 7:15 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Marty Dunn
Interim Secretary



MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
BEAUTIFICATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Tuesday, October 17, 2023, 4:00 P.M.

Council Chamber — City Hall — 300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD IN PERSON AND VIRTUALLY (HYBRID).

CHAMBER CAPACITY SEATING IS LIMITED AND PROVIDED ON A FIRST COME, FIRST SERVED BASIS.
THE VIRTAL MNEETING IS COMPLIANT WITH THE GOVERNOR’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ALLOWING FOR A

1.

DEVIATION OF TELECONFERENCE RULES REQUIRED BY THE BROWN ACT.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Myers called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Roll call was taken: Commissioners
Brisson, Lee and Dunn present. Commissioner Walkingstick was absent. There are 2
vacancies on this committee currently.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Action: Agenda approved unanimously.

Motion carried 4-0

COMMISSION AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS (City-Related Items Only)

Staff: George announced that per our previous meeting and the arrival of the monarchs,
maintenance at the Monarch Sanctuary has been deferred to spring when the monarchs
leave. And that Oct. 26 there is a Neighborhood Monarch Meeting at the museum to
educate all about monarchs and attempt to collaborate with immediate neighbors of the
sanctuary. As such, mailers were sent to residences adjacent to the sanctuary.

Lastly that the Website updates to the Leisure tab presented by the Wildlife
subcommittee has gone to IT and as they are backlogged is waiting action.

The BLOY MOU was passed at the last council meeting.

Commissioner Dunn: City Hall grounds look sad and could use improvements. She
offered to work with other volunteers to plant pollinator and drought resistant plants to
beautify the area in front of city hall.

Commissioner Brisson thanked the Fire Chief for his attendance and talk at the Sept. 30
Weeding at GWP.

Commissioner Lee enthused about the Cal Am Webinar: How to Nurture and Protect
Your Trees and how well done not only this webinar but all the Cal Am webinars have
been. It went through what to do, what not to do, soil types, how to plant, how to stake



and recognized how many trees we are losing for a variety of reasons and encouraged the
planting of them.

She announced the date for the GWP walk through with Amanda Preece to learn what is
bird habitat vs. what is just a bush. What brush is ok to remove and when.... from a
bird’s perspective. Monday, Oct. 30 at 1:30 pm. The weekday time is to encourage city
employees to especially PW to attend so that we all develop a baseline knowledge for
future maintenance discussions.

Lee encouraged motivating the Outreach subcommittee by submitting events for the
Seasonal Wildlife and City Event Calendar (like Monarch Sanctuary walk through) we
need to finish.

4. COUNCIL LIAISON ANNOUNCEMENTS
Councilmember Coletti urged attendance of Wednesday’s council meeting to see the
announcement of our interim city manager and participate in the Draft Housing Element.

5. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

1. Geva Arcanin from COAST presented the map of the new walk from Doc Ricketts
lab to the Great Tide Pool. The first organized walk is in association with the Western
Flyer Day on Sunday Nov. 5 at 2pm tentatively.

2. Lisa Ciani wanted follow up to last meeting’s motion and action on deferred
maintenance in GWP and collaboration with PW due to damage done by PW
previously. She wants to see Subcommittee Updates as a regular agenda item before
General Public Comment.

3. Inge Lorentzen-Daumer Echoed Lisa’s comments and wants to hear follow up on the
discrepancy between wildlife incident reports made by residents and those recorded
by the code enforcement office and also wants updates on the hiring of the wildlife
CSO’s. Wants to know how to report a wildlife incident properly so it is recorded.

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Action: Approved unanimously with 2 modifications: Brisson noted the city is to bear the
cost of the Agha art donation base; Lee wanted to motion made at the previous meeting
stated correctly to read “I move to recommend to Council to /sapprove that BNRC
collaborate with PW on all future maintenance and enhancement in GWP per our Powers
and Duties to “facilitate conservation” as a matter of protocol.

Motion carried 4-0
7. REGULAR AGENDA

A. Chair Myers nominated Commissioner Dunn as Vice Chair. Lee seconded.
Motion passed unanimously.

B. Joint Working Group: Chief Madalone was not able to come to the meeting so
this continued item was not informed by her. Commissioner Brisson volunteered
to attend the first meeting and report back. Then commissioners may rotate
attendance after that. ,



C. Nadar Agha’s Donation of Monarch Art (continued from the last meeting)
Public Comment
1. Susan Goldbeck gave advice that need to put package together for Council
and choose the location for them but pass it along without staff providing the
cost of the base. She said Agha may pay for the base once the location is
chosen.
2. Inge Lorentzen-Daumer voted for the original location recommended by PW.
3. Lisa Ciani noted that PW needs to have their part-time engineer look at this
due to the size of the piece.
Commissioner discussion was led by Chair Myers who moved that we accept the piece of art for
the city and to let council work out all the details. It passed unanimously 4-0.

D. Regen, formerly Monterey Regional Waste. Management District, came to
present. Presenters were Eric Palmer of Regen and our local Pacific Grove
Greenwaste representative Robin Porter.

Public Comment

Lisa Ciani wanted information on whether they organize local hazardous waste
events and how those are advertised.

Inge Lorentzen-Daumer noted that the Yellow Bins in the public arenas like
farmer’s market are missed as when she puts it in her green bin and it sits, it gets
maggots.

Commissioner comments were positive and appreciative. Brisson asked Eric how
we can help spread the word and Eric responded to join all his social media

accounts and share his posts.

Contact:  regen.org handy tool: whatgoeswhere.info

8. NEXT MEETING — November 21, 2023 at 4 p.m.

9. ADJOURNMENT
Action: Chair Myers adjourned the meeting at 6pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Rebecca Lee
Secretary, BNRC



AgendaNo. 11 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Leticia Livian, Human Resources Director

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: First reading of an ordinance to amend the City Salary Classification Schedule

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

1. Request the City Attorney read the title of the ordinance;

2. Motion to waive further reading of the ordinance;

3. Introduce and hold a first reading of an ordinance to amend the salary classification schedule; and approve
the amendment; and

4. Direct that a summary of a proposed ordinance be published as approved by the City Attorney.

DISCUSSION

The City salary classification schedule identifies the job classifications approved by Council (e.g., Office
Assistant) and the hourly rates of pay for each classification at each step authorized by the Personnel Rules.
Pursuant to Charter Article 25 and Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) Section 4.20.280, approval and
amendment to the classification schedule must be adopted by the Council.

October of 2023, City Council established a City Manager Pro Tempore classification and salary to temporarily
fill the City Manager vacancy while recruiting for an interim. The salary established was retroactive to July 28,
2023. This temporary vacancy was filled by the Assistant City Manager/Administrative Services Director on July
28,2023, who continued to work in her regular classification and the City Manager Pro Tempore

classification while recruitment was ongoing to fill the interim. Ms. Hannah ended her temporary assignment on
November 12, 2023.

2023 Cost of Living Adjustments/Market Adjustments

In November 2023, City Council approved a 3% salary Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) and salary market
adjustments (for certain classifications) for the members of the Management Employees Association (MEA), the
Nonrepresented Management and Confidential Group and the Department Head Group effective August 20,
2023. Prior to that, the General Employees also received at 3% COLA effective August 20, 2023.

The City Manager Pro Tempore classification was not included in the 3% COLA increase that occurred with the
other employee groups. As a result, there is salary compaction between the City Manager Pro Tempore
classification and the Assistant City Manager/Administrative Services Director classification.

Before the 3% COLA
$103.85 hourly City Manager Pro Tempore (first/top step)
$ 99.09 hourly Assistant City Manager/Administrative Services Director (top step)

$ 4.76 hourly difference

After the 3% COLA and/or Mkt for Department Heads (effective 8/20/23)
$103.85 hourly City Manager Pro Tempore (first/top step)



$102.06 hourly Assistant City Manager/Administrative Services Director (top step)
$1.79 hourly difference

Increasing the City Manager Pro Tempore with 3% COLA
$106.97 hourly City Manager Pro Tempore with 3% COLA (first/top step)
$102.06 hourly Assistant City Manager/Administrative Services Director (top step)

$4.91 hourly difference

It would be appropriate to increase the City Manager Pro Temp classification by 3% as we did for the other
management classifications effective August 23, 2023. Making this modest recommended change will alleviate
the salary compaction issue retrospectively.

The requested change to the salary classification schedule will only impact the positions listed in this agenda
report. All other classification hourly salary ranges will remain the same. To view the entire salary schedule,
please refer to the City's website, http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/about-city/human-resources/salaries-benefits-
and-mous. To view the revised classification hourly salary ranges for the classifications listed below, please see
the related ordinance linked to this agenda report.

OPTIONS
1. Approve Ordinance amending the salary classification schedule for City Manager Pro Tempore.

2. Provide alternative direction to staff.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The estimated impact for the transionary period is approximately $2,600. There is sufficient funds within the
Fiscal Year 23/24 Budget to cover these costs.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Not Applicable.

Attachments
Proposed Ordinance


http://www.cityofpacificgrove.org/about-city/human-resources/salaries-benefits-and-mous

ORDINANCE NO. 24-

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
AMENDING THE CLASSIFICATION SCHEDULE

Findings

1. In 2023, City Council approved a 3% salary Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) and
salary market adjustments (for certain classifications) for members of the General
Employees Association (GEA), Management Employees Association (MEA), the
Nonrepresented Management and Confidential Group and the Department Head Group,
effective August 20, 2023.

2. The 3% COLA did not include the City Manager Pro Tempore classification; and

3. The City Manager Pro Tempore classification was temporarily filled by the Assistant
City Manager/Administrative Services Director on July 28, 2023; and

4, There is salary compaction between the City Manager Pro Tempore and the Assistant
City Manager/Administrative Services Director; and

5. Providing a 3% COLA to the City Manager Pro Tempore classification will modestly
alleviate salary compaction; and

6. Modifications to the salary classification plan must be amended to revise hourly rates;
and
7. Amendment to the classification plan must be adopted by the City Council pursuant to

Charter Article 25 and Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) Section 4.20.280; and

8. In the enactment of this ordinance, the City followed the guidelines adopted by the State
of California and published in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
15000, et seq. Enactment of this ordinance action does not constitute a “project” as
defined by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is an organizational
or administrative activity that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the
environment pursuant Section 15378.

Ordinance

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:



SECTION 1. The foregoing findings of the City Council are incorporated into this
Ordinance as if set forth in full.

SECTION 2. The position classification plan approved and adopted by the City Council
pursuant to Charter Article 15 and PGMC § 4.20.280 is amended for the City Manager Pro
Tempore classification with the following salary schedule:

Hourly Salary Steps
Step Step Step Step Step | Step Step Step

Classification
1A 2B 3C 4D 5E 6F 7G 8H

City Manager Pro Tempore  106.97

SECTION 3. The City Manager is directed to execute all documents and to perform all
other necessary City acts to implement this Ordinance.

SECTION 4. In accord with Article 15 of the City Charter, this ordinance shall become
effective retroactively to August 20, 2023.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
this ___ day of April 2024, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
BILL PEAKE, Mayor
ATTEST:

SANDRA KANDELL, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

BRIAN PIERIK, City Attorney



AgendaNo. 12 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Amy Colony, Management Analyst

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Chinese Pavilion Project

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

1. Receive update and authorize the City Manager to proceed with Elmarie Dyke Open Space as the preferred
location for the Chinese Pavilion project and include it as a CIP project for Fiscal Year 2024/2025.
2. Alternative, take other action related to this item.

DISCUSSION

Last year, the City of Pacific Grove was approached by the Monterey Bay Chinese Association with the idea of
constructing a Chinese Pavilion to honor the history of Chinese Americans in Pacific Grove. This idea was
originally presented to the BNRC as a public art project to be included in the FY 23/24 Capital Improvement
Program Project (CIP) plan. The initial request included the City donating a portion of land adjacent to the
recreation trail and partnering with the Monterey Bay Chinese Association to construct the pavilion.
Unfortunately, the project's concept as a public art piece built along the coastline was not approved for inclusion
in the FY 23/24 CIP plan.

This year, the Monterey Bay Chinese Association explored alternative locations for the pavilion within existing
city parks. After reviewing locations and conferring with staff it was decided that the gazebo site within Elmarie
Dyke Park was a suitable location. The concept envisioned replacing the existing failing gazebo with the newly
constructed Chinese pavilion. The project organizers hired an architect to provide a project scope and preliminary
conceptual designs. These plans included conceptual renderings of the pavilion along with the construction of a
traditional Chinese moon wall at the entrance of the park. (Attachment 1: Conceptual Renderings).

These conceptual plans, including the pavilion and moon wall, were presented at the 9/28/2023 Recreation Board
meeting. The Recreation Board received the report and recommended bringing this item forward to the City
Council for inclusion into the FY 2024/25 Capital Improvement Program plan.

On December 20, 2023 City staff brought forward the Chinese pavilion project for City Council consideration,
with the recommendation to remove and replace the gazebo at Elmarie Dyke Park with a Chinese Pavilion. The
City Council wanted staff to explore potential alternative locations, including the museum garden. An overview
of these findings with location photos is included with this staff report (Attachment 2: Location Evaluation).
Below is a condensed summary:

Elmarie Dyke Park: Preferred location

Owned by the City

Free and open to the public

Easily accessible with established pedestrian access and parking
Close to the downtown business district, near tourist areas
Replaces a similarly sized structure



o Allows a place to gather in a garden setting

e Spoke to the Elmaire Dyke family and they have given blessing for the pavilion

e Concerns about the potential impact on historic Chautauqua Hall, though the Elmaire Dyke Park parcel is
separate from the Chauatuauqua Hall parcel and not part of the historic designation

Recreation Trail near Hopkins Marine Station: Not recommended

Owned by the City but would require a Coastal Development Permit
Free and open to the public

Easily accessible with established pedestrian access and parking
Historically significant site near high tourist areas

Would require significant construction due to slope

May impede bike and pedestrian traffic on the Rec Trail

Small footprint and would not allow space to gather

May require land acquisition from Hopkins Marien Station

Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History: Not recommended

City-owned facility and high-volume

Not easily accessible due to the required entrance fee and museum hours of operation

Trees may have to be removed due to limited space in the garden

The museum has plans to redevelop the garden with grant funding (Attachment 3: PG Museum of Natural
History Letter)

Caledonia Park: Not recommended

Owned by the City and free to the public
Parking and pedestrian travel prohibitive
Surrounded by homes

Low tourist area

Esplanade Park: Not recommended

Owned by the City and free to the public
Parking and pedestrian travel prohibitive
Surrounded by homes

Low tourist area

Area of natural terrain and trees

City staff recommends including the Chinese Pavilion as part of the CIP for Fiscal Year 24/25 with Elmarie Dyke
Park as the preferred location.

OPTIONS

1. Have staff look into an alternative location
2. Do not proceed with the project

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The Monterey Bay Chinese Association has committed to funding the entirety of the project costs through
fundraising efforts.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Infrastructure




Attachments

Conceptual Renderings
Chinese Pavilion Location Evaluation
Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History Letter
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Elmarie Dyke Park

Preferred Location

Pros:

1) Location owned by the city

2) No future development plans

3) Would replace the existing structure of similar size

4) Sidewalks and crosswalks nearby

5) Not near residential areas

6) Free and open to the public

7) A peaceful garden location typically where pavilions are located to
invoke reflection and relaxation

8) Location would hopefully attract tourists further into Pacific Grove’s
downtown business area

9) Supported by the Elmarie Dyke family

Cons:
1) Some expressed concerns about its potential impact on the historic
designation of Chautauqua Hall. Confirmed that Chautauqua Hall
and Elmarie Dyke Park are on different parcels.



Rec Trail near Hopkins Marine Station
Not a recommended location

Pros:
1) Location owned by the city (would require Coastal Development
Permit)
2) No future development plans
3) Sidewalks and crosswalks nearby
4) Near very high pedestrian and tourist locations
5) Not near residential areas
6) Free and open to the public
7) Historically significant area near the original Chinese Fishing Village

Cons:
1) Would require additional platform due to uneven slope
2) Might be subjected to vandalism due to the location
3) No room for small events or gatherings
4) May impede bike and pedestrian traffic on the rec trail
5) Location would require land acquisition from Hopkins Marine Center



Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History
Not a recommended location

Pros:
1) Location owned by the city
2) High tourist area due to location in museum back garden

3) Established sidewalks and crosswalks nearby
4) Not near residential areas

Cons:
1) Not very accessible due to limited days/hours for visitors

2) Non-local visitors must pay an entrance fee

3) May require tree and/or plant removal

4) The museum already has plans to redevelop the garden with grant
funding. The museum submitted a letter supporting the pavilion but

confirmed that the museum garden is not an ideal location.



Caledonia Park
Not a recommended location

Pros:
1) Location owned by the city

2) No future development plans
3) Free and open to the public

Cons:
1) Surrounded by residential homes

2) Low pedestrian area
3) Low tourist activity
4) No sidewalks



Esplanade Park
Not a recommended location

Pros:
1) Location owned by the city
2) No future development plans
3) Free and open to the public

Cons:
1) Surrounded by residential homes
2) Low pedestrian area
3) Low tourist activity
4) No sidewalks or crosswalks
5) Would place a new structure in an area primarily consisting of natural

terrain



PACIFIC GROVE

MUSEUM
o NATURAL
HISTORY

Celebrating over 140 years of discovery

March 1, 2024

Joyce Halabi

Deputy Director of Public Works

City of Pacific Grove

2100 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove, CA 93950

Dear Deputy Director Halabi,

We are writing to voice the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History’s support for the Pacific
Grove Chinese Pavilion Project, proposed to honor the Chinese families and their ancestors from
the Point Alones fishing village which was destroyed by arson in 1906. As a steward of the
cultural history of Pacific Grove and the wider Monterey County, we feel that the Project would
promote increased awareness for the history and importance of the Point Alones fishing village
and our local Chinese heritage. We applaud the Monterey Bay Chinese Heritage Association and
the City for advocating for this worthwhile Project.

We support erecting the Pavilion in Pacific Grove, in an area that is publicly accessible to all,
both weekdays and weekends, whether that be near the site of the historic village near Hopkins
Marine Station, or elsewhere in Pacific Grove. While we understand that the Museum’s Native
Plant Garden was suggested as a potential location, we feel it is not appropriate given that access
to the Garden is limited to ticketed visitors to the Museum, and only Monterey County residents
are provided free admission. In addition, the Museum is only open five days a week, which
would further limit public access to such an important commemorative structure.

Thank you to the Monterey Bay Chinese Historical Association and to the City of Pacific Grove
for their thoughtful planning. We are grateful for the opportunity to support for the Pacific Grove
Chinese Pavilion Project.

Sincerely,
Lisa Max %C\}gen
Interim Executive Director Director of Collections & Exhibits

(831) 648-5716 | 165 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, CA 93950

PGMUSEUM.ORG
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Katie Clark, Recreation Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Special Event Calendar FY 2023-2024 Late Additions

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

1. Approve Enchanted Forest as a Full Cost Recovery Special Event for inclusion in the FY 2023-2024
Special Events Calendar

2. Approve the first date of the EDC Concert Series as City Sponsored Special Event for inclusion in the FY
2023-2024 Special Events Calendar

DISCUSSION

On July 27, 2022, City Council updated the Special Event Policy 900-1 to include instructions for late or "off-
cycle" applications. An off-cycle application refers to any application received after the November 30th
submission deadline. The policy specifies that off cycle applications must be received 150 days prior to event,
cannot conflict with other special events, and will not be recommended as "City Sponsored" events.

On March 15, 2023, City Council approved an updated version of the FY 2023-2024 Special Event Calendar.
This calendar had 28 approved special events, 22 City Sponsored and 6 Full Cost Recovery. Since the approval,
there have been 2 events that were canceled by the event organizers.

On November 30, 2023, City staff received a FY 2023-2024 Special Event Application from ActiveMe Inc for
an event called Enchanted Forest. The application for Enchanted Forest was received with more than 150 days
remaining before the event and does not overlap with any special events listed on the FY 2023-2024 Special
Event Calendar. City staff reviewed the application for feasibility, safety and cost, and prepared a presentation for
the Recreation Board.

On December 8, 2023, City staff received a FY 2023-2024 Special Event Application from the Pacific Grove
Economic Development Commission for an event called the EDC Concert Series. This application is for the first
event in what will be a series of 4 separate concerts. The application was received with more than 150 days
remaining before the event. The first date of the series does not overlap with any special events listed on the FY
2023-2024 Special Event Calendar. City staff reviewed the application for feasibility, safety and cost, and
prepared a presentation for the Recreation Board.

On January 25, 2024, the Recreation Board reviewed the presentation for the Enchanted Forest. They are
recommending this event for inclusion in the FY 2023-2024 Special Events Calendar as a Full Cost Recovery
Event with the trail fees waived. At the same meeting, the Recreation Board reviewed the presentation for the first
date of EDC Concert Series. They are recommending this event for inclusion in the FY 2023-2024 Special Event
Calendar as a City Sponsored Event.



Event information - Enchanted Forest

Enchanted Forest is sponsored by ActiveMe Inc. which is a local non-profit group. The event will take place on
June 1, 2024, at Rip Van Winkle Open Space from 9:00 am to 1:00 pm. The event is designed for children and
their families and will include a 1-mile walk on the marked trail of the open space. Along the walk children will
meet their favorite fairytale characters and mystical forest creatures. There will be 10 stations on the course where
the characters will challenge kids with physical, creative, and problem-solving activities. The purpose of the event
is to bring children and their families together in an outdoor setting and encourage the use of imagination and
pretend play while promoting physical and mental health. Families will have the opportunity to bring new or like
new toys, board games, and puzzles to be donated to local families in need.

The event will have 250 registrations and will space those participants out over the course of 4 hours to prevent
traffic and parking congestion. This will also allow the trail to remain open to the public during this event. An
admission fee of $25/child will be collected to help cover the cost of event supplies. Biodegradable trail markers
will be used and removed immediately after the close of the event. ActiveMe will provide 20-25 event staff to
help with registration and check-in, stations, trail safety, first aid, and clean up. A crossing guard will also be
provided.

The Recreation Board recommends that this event be full cost recovery with the trail and use fees waived. City
staff does not have that as an option per the policy to waive some fees but still have the event be full cost
recovery. It is recommended by staff that this event be Full Cost Recovery and all associated cost are paid for by
the event organizers.

Event information - EDC Concert Series

The EDC Concert Series is sponsored by the Pacific Grove Economic Development Commission. The series will
include 4 separate concert dates between June 7-September 6, 2024. The first concert will be held on June 7,
2024, from 4:00-6:00 pm and will use the park, gazebo, and grass area of Jewell Park. This concert is the only
date included in this FY 2023-2024 Special Event Application for inclusion in the current FY 2023-2024 Special
Event Calendar. The remaining 3 dates fall within the next fiscal year and are included in a separate FY 2024-
2025 Special Event Application for inclusion in the FY 2024-2025 Special Event Calendar. The event will
provide a free music concert for the community to enjoy in the late afternoon. The musicians will use the gazebo
as a stage and the community members may view the concert from the grass area of the park. The purpose of the
event is to use a concert setting to provide a place where people can meet and visit other members of the
community. Those attending may bring a blanket, chairs, and a picnic to eat on the grass. There will also be an
invitation to visit the local restaurants and shops at the end of the concert.

Because this event is associated with the Economic Development Commission and is part of the concert series,
staff recommends deviation from the policy allowing the late addition to the calendar to be City Sponsored.

OPTIONS

1. Take no action
2. Provide alternate direction

FINANCIAL IMPACT:



The Enchanted Forest event will require the following City staffing and resources. 2 Public Works staff for 2
hours each to check the trail and trash cans prior to and after the event. Staffing fees will cost an estimated
$412.12. Remaining fees for this event will be the application fee at $230.00 and trail use fees of $1,805.00. The
total estimated cost for this event will be $2,447.12. The Recreation Board is recommending this event to be a
Full Cost Recovery Special Event with the trail use fees of $1,805.00 to be waived. If approved, the event
organizers would be responsible for staffing and event application fees totaling $642.12. The trail use fees of
$1,805.00 would be waived.

The EDC Concert Series June 7th event will require the following City staffing and resources. 2 Public Works
staff for 4 hours each to set up and take down street closures, check the restrooms, and empty trash. Staffing fees
will cost an estimated $881.72. The application fee is $230.00, the sound permit fee is $89.00, the park use fees
are $1,035.00, and the public works equipment usage fees will be $183.00. The total estimated cost for this event
will be $2,418.72. There is an additional $500.00 refundable sound permit deposit that is not included in this
amount. The Recreation Board is recommending this event to be a City Sponsored Event. If approved, the total
amount to be subsided by the City would be $881.72 with the fees for the application, sound permit, park use,
and public works equipment fees totaling $1537.00 waived.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Recreation Services

Attachments
2023-2024 Special Events Calendar - Late Additions
2023-2024 Special Events Calendar - Late Additions
CDP Permit Issued 2024-03-15
900-1 Special Events




City of Pacific Grove
2023-2024 Special Events Calendar

# Event Organization Day Date Time Location

4th of July Celebration Chamber of Commerce Tuesday luly 4, 2023 11:00 AM Jewell Park
Music in the Park #1 Chamber of Commerce Thursday July 27, 2023 5:30 PM Jewell Park
Pet Parade Youth Ambassadors Friday July 28, 2023 2:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave})
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Dance Youth Ambassadors Friday July 28, 2023 6:00 PM Chautauqua Hall
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Youth Ambassadors Saturday July 29, 2023 11:00 AM Lovers Point Park & Pier
National Night Out City of Pacific Grove Tuesday August 1, 2023 5:00 PM Caledonia Park
Hiroshima-Nagasaki Remembrance Day Women's International League Saturday August 5, 2023 7:00 PM Lovers Point Beach & Pier
Celebration of Our Lady of Fatima Lady of Fatima Society Sunday August 13, 2023 Varies Downtown {Lighthouse Ave)
Classic Motorsports Kick-Off Classic Motorsports Tuesday August 15, 2023 2:00 PM Downtown (Lighthouse Ave)
Little Car Show Marina Motorsports Wednesday August 16, 2023 10:00 AM Downtown (Lighthouse Ave)
Legends of the Autobahn BMW Car Club Thursday August 17, 2023 9:00 AM Pacific Grove Golf Links
PG Concours Auto Rally PG Rotary Club Friday August 18, 2022 12:00 PM Downtown| Chautauqua Hall
Music in the Park #2 Chamber of Commerce Friday August 25, 2023 5:30 PM Jewell Park
Walk With Pride PG Pride Saturday September 16, 2023 9:00 AM Recreation Trail
Music in the Park #3 Chamber of Commerce Friday September 29, 2023 5:00 PM Jewell Park
Butterfly Parade PG Unified School District Saturday October 7, 2023 10:30 AM Downtown (Lighthouse Ave)
Butterfly Days PG Heritage Society Sat / Sun October 7-8, 2023 Varies Downtown |Chautauqua Hall
Veterans Day Ceremony City of Pacific Grove Saturday November 11, 2023 TBD TBD

m BSIM 3K/5K & Mty Bay Half Marathon Big Sur International Sat / Sun November 11-12, 2023 Varies Lovers Point | Ocean View
Holiday Tree Lighting Ceremony City of Pacific Grove Monday November 27, 2023 6:00 PM Jewell Park
Holiday Parade of Lights Chamber of Commerce Thursday November 30, 2023 6:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave)
Stillwell’s Holiday in the Park Chamber of Commerce Saturday December 2, 2023 11:00 AM Caledonia Park | Chautauqua Hall

E Rudolph Run 1K & 5K Walk/Run Arthritis Research Coalition Saturday December 9, 2023 7:30 AM Lovers Point | Ocean View Blvd
Quilt Show Monterey Peninsula Quilters Fri -Sun May 4-5, 2024 Varies Chautauqua Hall
Good Old Days Chamber of Commerce Fri-Sun May 4-5, 2024 Varies Downtown | Jewell Park
Walk of Remembrance Museum of Natural History Saturday May 11, 2024 1:00 PM Central Ave | Rec Trail

m Enchanted Forest Active Me Inc. Saturday June 1, 2024 9:00 AM Rip Van Winkle Open Space
EDC Concert Series Economic Development Commission Friday June 7, 2024 4:00 PM Jewell Park

Full Cost Recovery {F.C.R.)-7 hadicatesecancelled-event




2023-2024 Special Events Budget Estimate

Staff Costs Total Staff Costs | Other Fees Usage Fees Unsubsidized
Event Name Public Works Police Fire Recreation All other fees | Facility/Parks | Without City
Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Sponsorship

4th of July Celebration 8 S 815.96 S 81596 | § 541.00 | § 1,432.00|$ 2,788.96
Music in the Park #1 10 | $ 1,018.50 6 $ 1,463.88 $ 2,483.38| S 24500 | § 2,148.00 | S 4,876.38

Pet Parade 20 | $ 1,826.00 S 1,826.00 | $ 219.00 | $ 156.00 | $ 2,201.00
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Dance 6 S 547.80 S 547.80 | § 35000 | $ 2,568.00 (S 3,465.80
Pacific Grove Summer Lights 30 |[$ 295290 50 |$ 12,199.00 S 15,151.90 | $ 1,160.00 | $ 3,640.00 | $ 19,951.90
National Night Out 4 S 365.20 5 365.20 | $ - $ - 5 365.20
Hiroshima-Nagasaki Remembrance Day S - $ 304.00 | $ - $ 304.00

8 |Celebration of Our Lady of Fatima 4 |S 365.20 S 365.20 | $ 395.00 | § - S 760.20
Classic Motorsports Kick-Off 18 |$ 1,771.74| 10 |$ 2,439.80 S 4,21154 | $ 672.00 | $ . S 4,883.54
Little Car Show 18 |$ 1,771.74| 22 | S 3,903.68 S 5,675.42 | S 672.00 | $ - S 6,347.42
Legends of the Autobahn 8 |$ 73040 28 |$ 6,831.44 S 7,561.84 | S 1,344.00|$ - S 8,905.84

PG Concours Auto Rally 18 |S$ 1,771.74| 28 |$ 6,831.44 $ 8,603.18 | $ 672.00 | $ - S 9,275.18
Music in the Park #2 10 | $ 1,019.50 6 $ 1,463.88 S 2,483.38 | S 24500 | $ 2,148.00 | S 4,876.38

$ = | BE BE -
Walk With Pride S E S 30400 | $ 1,820.00 | S 2,124.00
Music in the Park #3 10 | $ 1,019.50 6 S 1,463.88 S 2,483.38 | S 24500 | $ 2,148.00 | S 4,876.38
Butterfly Parade 50 | $ 456500 21 |$ 5,123.58 $ 9,688.58 | $ 1,059.00 | S - S 10,747.58
Butterfly Days 11 | $  1,004.30 S 1,00430)$ 117700 | $ 945400 |$ 11,635.30
MusieindhePaclcia $ o B - |3 = 15 -
Veterans Day Ceremony 8 |$ 730.40 S 730.40 $ 730.40
m BSIM 3K/5K & Mty Bay Half Marathon 30 |§ 295290 80 |$ 19,518.40 S 22,47130|$ 454000 | S 4,36800 | S 31,379.30
Holiday Tree Lighting Ceremony 6 |$ 611.97 $ 611.97 $ 611.97
Holiday Parade of Lights 60 |$ 569190| 10 |$ 2,439.80 S 8,131.70 | $ 1,059.00 | $ S 9,190.70
Stillwell’s Holiday in the Park 6 S 611.97 S 61197 | $ 654.00 | S 468.00 | S 1,733.97
m Rudolph Run 1K & SK Walk/Run 30 | $ 295290) 15 | S 3,659.70 $ 661260 S 1,016.00|S 2912.00|$ 10,540.60
Quilt Show 8 S 730.40 S 73040 | $ 350.00 | $ 7,704.00 | $ 8,784.40
Good Old Days 100 [ $ 23,89450| 64 | S 15,614.72 S 39,509.22 | § 3,590.00|S$ 4,83300/|$ 47,932.22
Walk of Remembrance 3 S 338.07 6 S 1,463.88 S 1,801.95 | S 42800 | S 728.00 | $ 2,957.95
m Enchanted Forest 4 S 412.12 S 41212 | $ 23000 | $ 1,805.00 | S 2,447.12
EDC Concert Series 8 S 881.72 ) 881.72 | S 502.00|$ 1,035.00(S 2,418.72
Totals| 5 145,772.41 | $ 21,973.00 | $ 49,367.00

|Full Cost Recovery (F. C. R.) = 7 Events \ Total Staffing Costs*| § (145,772.41)
Full Cost Recovery Staffing*| $  41,634.60

*All estimates are based on projected hours & resources submitted in application by event organizers. Full Cost Recovery Fees| $  17,282.00
*Employee costs are based on Fully Burdened Rates for employees. Total Net Loss**| $  (86,855.81)

**Model reflects amount to be subsidized by the City with approval of proposed City Sponsored Events.
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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

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP) 24-0010 TO ALLOW TEMPORARY SPECIAL

EVENTS ON CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE PROPERTY LOCATED AT MULTIPLE LOCATIONS IN

THE COASTAL ZONE (THREE YEAR PERMIT).

FACTS

1.

The subject sites are located at multiple locations in the City of Pacific Grove; including Jewell Park,
Caledonia Park, Lover’s Point Park, Shoreline Park, Point Pinos, Point Pinos Lighthouse, Recreation Trail, and
road rights-of-way (APNs 006-171-099, 006-147-001, 006-155-099, 006-081-099, 006-021-099, 007-011-006,
and no associated APNs). Associated road rights-of-way include Oceanview Boulevard, Sunset Drive, and
portions of Forest Avenue, Grand Avenue, Fountain Avenue, Central Avenue, Pacific Avenue, Caledonia

Street, and 17™ Street.

2. The subject temporary special events include the following [Event, Sponsor(s), and location]:

No. 1 — Independence Day Celebration. Pacific Grove Chamber of Commerce and Youth Ambassadors of
Pacific Grove. Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
Nos. 2, 6, 14, & unlisted — EDC Concert Series. Pacific Grove Economic Development Commission.
Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 3 — Pet Parade. Youth Ambassadors of Pacific Grove. Caledonia Park.
No. 5 — Pacific Grove Summer Lights. Youth Ambassadors of Pacific Grove. Lovers Point Park & Pier
and adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 8 — National Night Out. Pacific Grove Police Department. Caledonia Park & adjacent road rights-of-
way.
No. 15 — Walk with PG Pride. Pacific Grove P.R.I.D.E. Recreation Trail.
No. 17 — Sunset Celebration. Heritage Society of Pacific Grove. Point Pinos Lighthouse.
No. 19 — Butterfly Days Croquet Tournament. Heritage Society of Pacific Grove. Caledonia Park.
No. 20 — Monterey Bay Half Marathon, Pacific Grove Lighthouse SK & By the Bay 3K. Big Sur Marathon
Foundation. Lovers Point Park & road rights-of-way.
No. 21 — Veterans Day Ceremony. City of Pacific Grove. Point Pinos & Point Pinos Lighthouse.
No. 22 — Holiday Tree Lighting. City of Pacific Grove. Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 24 — Stilwell’s Holiday Fun in the Park. Pacific Grove Chamber of Commerce. Caledonia Park &
adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 25 — Run Rudolph Run. Arthritis Research Coalition. Lovers Point Park & road rights-of-way.
No. 29 — Walk of Remembrance. Quock Mui Foundation and Pacific Grove Museum of Natural
History. Recreation Trail & road rights-of-way.

3. This permit would remain valid for a period of approximately three years and would allow one event on June

7, 2024, as well as the events listed on the Special Events Calendar during the City’s Fiscal Years 2024-2025,
2025-2026, and 2026-2027 (i.e., through June 30, 2027). The specific dates of each listed event may change
from year to year. Per Condition of Approval Nos. 2 and 3, newly proposed events or substantive alterations
to listed events may require subsequent discretionary review.

Listed Event No. 7, the Hiroshima Nagasaki Remembrance Day, is under the original jurisdiction of the
California Coastal Commission and is not part of this permit.

Event Nos. 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 18, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 30 listed on the Special Events Calendar do not
occur within the City’s Coastal Zone, are not subject to the requirements of the City’s Local Coastal Program,
and are not part of this permit.

6. The subject sites have various land use designations such as Open Space, Recreation Trail, and undesignated
Page 1 of 4
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

in the adopted and certified City of Pacific Grove Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP Figure 6).
The subject sites have zoning classifications of O and unclassified.

The properties are located within the City’s Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS), within
an archaeologically sensitive area (LUP Figure 7), and within the Coastal Zone.

Pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) Sections 23.90.050, City CDP Determinations,
and 23.90.040, CDP Exemptions, Community Development Department (CDD) staff determined
the proposed special events to require a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and forwarded this
determination to the Coastal Commission on January 18, 2024.

Per PGMC § 23.90.140, Coastal Hazards, Community Development Department (CDD) staft
reviewed LUP Figure 3 (Coastal Hazards and Areas of Potential Sea Level Rise), aerial and
topographic imagery, applications, and conducted a site visit on January 16, 2024. This review
determined the sites and proposed special events would not be subject to coastal hazards over the
period of this permit. Also, no structural development is proposed. In this case, submittal of a
Coastal Hazards Report is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.150, Water Quality and Marine Resources, the City did not require a water
quality assessment because the proposed temporary special events would not create any new
impervious surfaces.

Per PGMC § 23.90.160, Scenic Resources, CDD staff reviewed LUP Figure 4 (Scenic Areas), aerial
and street view imagery, and conducted a site visit on January 16, 2024. This review determined
the proposed temporary special events, due to their short duration and no permanent structural
development, would not adversely impact public views.

Per PGMC § 23.90.170, Biological Resources, CDD staff reviewed LUP Figure 5, Land Habitat
Sensitivity Map, aerial imagery, and conducted a site inspection on January 16, 2024. This review
determined the proposed temporary special events, as proposed and conditioned, will not impact
natural habitats or resources. Therefore, in this case, submittal of an initial site assessment for
biological resources is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.200, Cultural Resources, the temporary special events do not involve ground
disturbance; therefore, an archaeological report is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.200, Cultural Resources, the temporary special events do not involve structural
development or permanent changes to a setting or location; therefore, an historic report is not
required or warranted.

This project has been determined to be Categorically Exempt per California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15323, Class 23, Normal Operations of Facilities for Public Gatherings, and the
exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines do not apply.

FINDINGS
For a Coastal Development Permit per PGMC Section 23.90.080

1.

LCP Consistency. The project is consistent with the LCP. (Local Coastal Program)

As proposed and conditioned, the temporary special events meet the requirements of the LCP including, but
not limited to, the applicable Coastal Resource Protection Standards (PGMC § 23.90.130) of the
Implementation Plan (IP) and the Biological, Cultural, Scenic, and Community Design policies of the Land
Use Plan (LUP). These standards and policies are addressed in the Facts above and in the following findings.

Public Views. The project protects or enhances public views.

The proposed temporary special events, due to their short duration and no permanent structural development,
would not adversely impact public views. Therefore, per PGMC § 23.90.160, Scenic Resources, a site-
specific visual analysis is not required or warranted in this case.
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3. Habitat Protection. The project protects vegetation, natural habitats, and natural resources consistent with

the LCP.

The temporary special events, as proposed and conditioned, will not impact natural habitats or resources and
are consistent with the LCP, including PGMC § 23.90.170 regarding biological resources and/or
environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Design Consistency. The design, location, size, and operating characteristics of the proposed development is
consistent with applicable LCP design requirements, including design plans and area plans incorporated into
the LCP.

The proposed temporary special events do not involve permanent structural development; therefore, this
finding is not applicable.

Coastal Access. The project protects or enhances public access to and along the coast.

As proposed, the temporary special events promote public access to and/or along the coast.

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.

As proposed, the temporary special events support the LCP goal of providing for visitor-serving and public
access needs.

Appropriate Use. The project is consistent with the allowed LCP uses associated with the property.

Per LUP Figure 6, the subject properties (i.¢., parks, recreation trail, and road rights-of-way) have Coastal
Zone Land Use Designations of Open Space, Recreation Trail, and undesignated. LUP Policies LUD-10 and
LUD-12 identify temporary events at Lover’s Point, uses that enhance recreational use and enjoyment of
these areas, and appurtenant public recreational uses as allowed uses in areas with these listed designations.
Therefore, the proposed uses are consistent. See also Fact Nos. 1, 2, and 3 above.

Coastal Resources. The proposed development protects or enhances coastal resources, where applicable.

The proposed temporary special events do not involve permanent structural development; therefore, this
finding is not applicable. See also Fact Nos. 6 — 11 and supporting information, and Finding Nos. 2 and 3
above.

PERMIT

Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 24-0010 to allow temporary special events on City of Pacific Grove
property located at multiple locations in the Coastal Zone.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
L.

Permit Expiration. This permit shall expire and be null and void for approximately three (3) years from and
after the date of approval (i.e., until June 30, 2027). Application for extension of this approval must be made
prior to the expiration date.

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.

Conformance to Applications. Conduct of the temporary special events shall conform to the approved
applications, on file with the Community Development Department, with the exception of any subsequently
approved changes.

Lighting. All exterior lighting must conform to LUP Policy DES-6.

Best Management Practices (BMPs). Per PGMC Sections 23.90.210.B.2 and 23.90.220.B.2.4, the Public

Works Department shall implement BMPs to protect public access and to limit any potential impact to public
access (e.g., parking and/or traffic circulation) during the temporary special events. Depending on the scope
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of the special event, examples of BMPs that may be implemented include a temporary traffic handling plan,
traffic handlers, parking attendants, shuttles from off-site locations, bike valet programs, and/or
directional/parking signs.

6. Pre-Event Meetings. Prior to each temporary special event, City staff shall meet with event organizers to
review traffic, parking, and/or notification plans, as applicable.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF

PACIFIC GROVE:

1. The Commission determined 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 approves CDP 24-0010 as proposed and conditioned, pursuant to a Categorical Exemption
for Normal Operations of Facilities for Public Gatherings (CEQA Guidelines Section 15323, Class 23).

3. This permit shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period after the final approval.

4. 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 14™ DAY OF MARCH, 2024, BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES: Davison, Sweigert, Kubica, Murphy, Nodzenski, and Sawyer
NOES: None
ABSENT: Fredrickson
ABSTENTIONS: None
APPROVED:

Gt

........

Don Mumhy, 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.

DocuSigned by:

@m& s 3/15/2024

OSeCe T TOEDIES T

Daniel Gho, Director Date
Public Works Department
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Council Policy 900-1- Special Events

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
CITY COUNCIL POLICY
SUBJECT POLICY NO. | EFFECTIVE DATE | PAGE NO.
Special Events 900-1 February 16, 2011 1lof3

PURPOSE

The intent of this policy is to provide guidance for the conduct of special events in the City and
ensure an appropriate balance between the number and scope of special events with the ability of
City neighborhoods and facilities to adequately handle such events.

POLICY
I.  General
The City shall have the discretion to limit the number of special events in any fiscal year.

All special events will be limited to those activities that benefit Pacific Grove residents or
businesses.

Most special events are either one-time or annual. Certain special events, such as the
Farmers' Market, are periodic and ongoing.

The Council reserves the right to take actions creating exceptions to this policy in the event
of special circumstances.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Requirements

The ADA requires the City of Pacific Grove and public accommodations to provide
equitable access for people with disabilities. Event organizers are expected follow ADA
guidelines and provide and maintain access for people with disabilities. This may
include providing a clear path of travel to and on sidewalks, curb cuts and restrooms;
maintaining already-designated parking for people with disabilities, providing additional
parking for people with disabilities if parking is provided; and providing accessible
restrooms.

Non-Discrimination Policy

The City of Pacific Grove (City) requires that no person shall be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity on the grounds of race, color, sex, age, disability or national
origin, as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Civil

Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (P.L. 100.259) or due to breastfeeding in a public place,
gender identity, marital status, political ideology, religion, sexual orientation, or military
status or veteran status. The City of Pacific Grove also includes immigration status,
ethnic background and Neurodivergent people, in its non-discrimination policy. The
City further assures every effort will be made to ensure nondiscrimination and
inclusivity in all of its programs and activities, whether those programs and activities are
federally funded or not. Permitted special events must comply with the City's
nondiscrimination policy and all applicable City, state and federal laws, rules and
regulations.
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Council Policy 900-1- Special Events

*Neurodivergent or ND refers to variations in the human brain and cognition, for
instance in sociability, learning, attention, mood and other mental functions.

Il. Types of Special Events
The City will create an annual calendar of special events. Events included in the annual
calendar shall have first priority for the scheduled locations and times. Requests for inclusion
in the annual calendar shall be submitted to the City by November 30th for any event to be

held during the following fiscal year.

Such events will not be approved if they conflict with already approved events. Events
requiring City Council approval are those that:

e Require City sponsorship or other City support;

e Preclude others from using an entire outdoor public facility (e.g., Caledonia Park);

« Are likely to have a significant impact on substantial numbers of residents or
businesses (e.g., closure of multiple or high-traffic streets for a significant amount of
time, as determined by the City Manager); or

» Have other characteristics that warrant public consideration by the Council.

More limited events may be approved by staff. A neighborhood event, requiring closure
only of a neighborhood street, for example, would not require Council approval. In these
cases, those persons incurring the costs of the street closure are the same persons benefiting
from the event.

1. Information Required
Each application for special events shall contain the following information:
A. A description of the proposed event.
B. A statement of the purpose of the event and its benefits to the City including actions of
inclusivity that are reflective of the diverse community which we aim to be.

C. The name of the sponsoring organization.

D. The date, location, and time (to include preparation and clean up) of the event. In the
case of a race or parade, a map of the proposed route shall be submitted.

E. Anestimate of the number of participants and/or spectators.

F. A description of City facilities, support, and personnel required.

G. Allist of personnel to be provided by the sponsor.

H. A description of parking arrangements for the event.

l.

If electronic sound amplification equipment will be used, an application for the
necessary permit shall be made as required by Chapter 11.94 of the Pacific Grove
Municipal Code.
J. Adescription of the proposed refuse management and recycling program for
plastics, glass, paper, and aluminum during the event.
K. A listing of accommodations provided by the sponsor pursuant to the Americans with
Disabilities Act.
L. Alisting of fees proposed to be charged, commercial sales, commercial filming, and the
service or sale of food and/or alcohol.

I11. Conditions of Permit
Once the Council approves an application, the sponsoring organization shall comply with
the following conditions:
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Council Policy 900-1- Special Events

A. At least 30 days prior to the event, furnish the City with a certificate of insurance in an
amount not less than $2 million naming the City of Pacific Grove as an additional insured.
Such insurance shall be primary to any City insurance, and the City must have at least ten

days’ notice of cancellation.

B. The sponsoring organization shall reimburse the City for all direct and incidental
expenses for the use of the City personnel and facilities. The sponsor has the option of
using volunteers or other non-City personnel for some functions (e.g., placing barricades,
emptying public trash cans, etc.) Other functions (e.g., Police security) require City
personnel. The City has the absolute discretion to determine the number of personnel who
will be provided for a particular event.

C. The sponsor is responsible for all sign removal, litter control, clean-up activities, and
for providing necessary containers and personnel for recycling activities, as determined by

the City.

D. The sponsor shall provide portable restroom facilities if deemed necessary by the City and
in compliance with the ADA.

E. The sponsor shall be advised that the sponsor is responsible for determining what, if
any, accommodations are required of sponsor pursuant to the American with Disabilities
Act.

F. Anapproved Special Event Application is required for all groups and shall be in the
possession of the sponsor or representative at the event.

G. The City will review applications and additional approvals may be deemed necessary.

H. If amplification is to be used a deposit of $500 will need to be paid along with the
application fee. If it is determined that amplification exceeds allowable levels or has
locations have not been preapproved by City Staff then the deposit may not be returned.

The City of Pacific Grove reserves the right to revoke permissions for an event at any time.

IVV. Event Classifications
The Council established the following classification of events to be used in determining the

events scheduled for each calendar year: Special Events and City Sponsored Events.

Special Events: These are Special Events that require exclusive use of City property
and require support from Police, Fire and / or Public Works. Special Events will be
deemed full cost recovery

City Sponsored Events: These events include traditional events that are primarily
hosted by the Chamber of Commerce, the School District, or the City and shall
receive full City Support. These events will be noted annually on the Special Events
Calendar for approval by the City Council.
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Council Policy 900-1- Special Events

V. Review, Approval, and Scheduling of Events
All activities approved are authorized for the subsequent year only and, continued Council
approval should not be assumed. Activities may be discontinued if they become too large or
if they create problems that would substantially disrupt the peace and quiet of a
neighborhood.

Should the City receive requests for more activities than may be accommodated, the City
will establish an appropriate random drawing type of system or other suitable method for
determining those activities to be approved.

Completed special event applications received by November 30 will be given priority for the
upcoming fiscal year July 1 — June 30. Key dates for review and approval are:

e November — Recreation Department receives completed applications

o December - Staff prepares recommendation

e January — Recreation Board prepares recommendation

e February — Council approves events, calendar, and city sponsorship

e March — Staff publishes Special Events calendar

Completed special event applications received after November 30 (off-cycle) shall be
considered if:
1. Not in conflict with approved special events or issued park/facility permit
2. Received a minimum 150 days in advance of the event
3. Off-cycle events brought forward for review will not be recommended as “City
4. Sponsored” special events.

Off-cycle applications will undergo the same review and approval process as for
applications received by November 30.

Adopted: July 20, 2022 by Minute Order.

Adopted: July 6, 2022 by Minute Order

Adopted: April 16, 1986-Resolution No. 5705
Amended: January 7, 1987-Resolution No. 5787
Amended: February 5, 1992-Resolution No. 6238
Amended: March 3, 1993-Resolution No. 6331
Amended: November 15, 1995-Resolution No. 6489
Amended: November 5, 1997-Resolution No. 7-057
Amended: June 2, 2010-Resolution No. 10-044
Amended: February 16, 2011-Resolution No. 11-012
Amended: October 17, 2018 — Resolution 18-037
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AgendaNo. 13 A

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Katie Clark, Recreation Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: Special Event Calendar FY 2024-2025

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

1. Approve the Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Special Events Calendar

2. Approve 7 proposed events as Special Events to be billed at full cost recovery rates

3. Approve 23 proposed special events as City Sponsored Events and waive the fees for City staff support and
equipment/facility usage

DISCUSSION

At the beginning of each calendar year the Recreation Board reviews a list of proposed Special Events scheduled
to occur during the upcoming fiscal year (July -- June) and makes a recommendation for City Council to approve
these events as classified pursuant to City Council Policy No. 900-1.

The proposed Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Special Events Calendar has 30 events which is an increase of 2 events
from the original calendar approved for prior year. The calendar and estimated costs associated with each event
can be found within agenda attachments.

CITY COUNCIL POLICY 900-1: SPECIAL EVENTS

City Council Policy 900-1 Special Events provides clear guidance for all Special Events held within the City of
Pacific Grove. This policy outlines the process for application submission, application review, event classification,
billing, late submissions and approval by City Council. Each year the application is posted during the summer.
Completed applications are due by November 30th, reviewed by City Staff, presented to the Recreation Board in
January, and then taken to City Council for final approval in February. This policy ensures that a healthy and
financially feasible balance remains in place between the number of special event applications and the ability of
our neighborhoods, parks, and facilities to accommodate approved events. As such, Special Events are to be
classified as either:

1. Special Events: These are Special Events that require exclusive use of City property and require support
from Police, Fire and / or Public Works. Special Events will be deemed full cost recovery.

2. City Sponsored Events: These events include traditional events that are primarily hosted by the Chamber of
Commerce, the School District, or the City and shall receive full City Support. These events will be noted
annually on the Special Events Calendar for approval by the City Council.

The Community Development Department and the Recreation Department has made a presentation to the
Planning Commission for the required Coastal Development Permit prior to presenting the FY 2024-2025
Special Events Calendar for City Council approval. The Planning Commission approved a 3 year Coastal
Development Permit at their March 14. 2024 for the events that reside within the coastal zone for the Fiscal Year



2024/25 events calendar. The permit is attached to this report.

PROPOSED CLASSIFICATIONS
Special Events (Full Cost Recovery): Events are billed at the full cost recovery rates for staff support and
facility/equipment use. Most of these events consist of a variety of fundraisers, races, walks and car shows.

Special Events (Full Cost Recovery) include Celebration of our Lady of Fatima, Classic Motorsports Kick-Off
Car, Legends of the Autobahn, BSIM Monterey Bay Half Marathon & 5K/By the Bay 3K, Rudolph Run 1K &
5K Walk/Run, Santa's Magic Trail, and Enchanted Forest.

City Sponsored: All costs associated with these events including staffing and equipment/facility use are proposed
to be waived, with an increased emphasis of utilizing volunteers whenever possible.

City Sponsored Events include 4th of July Celebration, EDC Concert Series, Pet Parade, Pacific Grove Summer
Lights Dance, Pacific Grove Summer Lights, Hiroshima-Nagasaki Remembrance Day, National Night Out, Little
Car Show, P.G. Concours Auto Rally, Walk with Pride, Butterfly Parade, Sunset Celebration, Butterfly Days,
Veterans Day Ceremony, Holiday Tree Lighting, Holiday Parade of Lights, Stillwell's Holiday in the Park, Quilt
Show, Good Old Days, and the Walk of Remembrance.

NEW EVENT APPLICATIONS

The EDC Concert Series is sponsored by the Pacific Grove Economic Development Commission. The series will
include 4 separate concert dates between June 7-September 6, 2024. The first concert falls within the FY 2023-
2024 and the application has been included in a separate agenda report for consideration in the FY 2023-2024
Special Event Calendar. The remaining 3 concerts will occur in FY 2024-2025 and are being presented for
inclusion in the FY 2024-2025 Special Event Calendar. All concerts will be held at Jewell Park from 4:00-6:00
pm and will use the park, gazebo, and grass area of Jewell Park. The events will provide a free music concert for
the community to enjoy in an open park space. The musicians will use the gazebo as a stage and community
members may view the concert from the grass area of the park. Those attending may bring a blanket, chairs, and a
picnic lunch to eat on the grass. There will also be an invitation to visit the local restaurants and shops at the end
of the concert.

Santa's Holiday Trail is sponsored by ActiveMe Inc. which is a local non-profit group. The event will take place
on December 14, 2024 at Rip Van Winkle Open Space from 9:00 am to 1:00 pm. The event is designed for
children and their families and will include a 1-mile walk on the marked trail of the open space. Along the walk
children will meet holiday characters like Frosty the Snowman, the Nutcracker, Santa's Reindeer, and Santa.
There will be 10 stations on the course where the characters will challenge kids with physical, creative, and
problem-solving activities. Participants will meet Santa at the end of the walk and receive a gift. The purpose of
the event is to encourage the use of imagination and pretend play while promoting physical and mental health.
Families will have the opportunity to bring new or like new toys, board games, and puzzles to be donated to local
families in need.

The event will have 250 registrations and will space those participants out over the course of 4 hours to prevent
traffic and parking congestion. This will also allow the trail to remain open to the public during this event. An
admission fee of $25/child will be collected to help cover the cost of event supplies. Biodegradable trail markers
will be used and removed immediately after the close of the event. ActiveMe will provide 20-25 event staff to
help with registration and check-in, course stations, trail safety, first aid, and clean up. A crossing guard will also
be provided.

The Recreation Board recommends that this event be full cost recovery with the trail and use fees waived. City
staff does not have that as an option per the policy to waive some fees but still have the event be full cost
recovery. It is recommended by staff that this event be full cost recovery and all associated cost are paid for by
the event organizers.

OPTIONS

1. Take no action
2. Provide alternate direction



FINANCIAL IMPACT:

Each application has been reviewed by City Staff for safety, feasibility, and calculation of all anticipated costs to
be incurred by the City or sponsoring organization. City Staff is recommending that 7 events be classified as
Special Events to be billed at full cost recovery rates. The fees for City personnel, equipment usage, facility rental,
and all other permitting costs will be the responsibility of the organization hosting the event. City Staff is
recommending 23 special events to be classified as City Sponsored Events. The fees for City personnel, including
Public Works, Police, Fire and Recreation would be subsidized by the City of Pacific Grove. The fees for
equipment usage, facility rentals, and any permit charges would be waived.

Staffing costs for Public Works, Police, Fire and Recreation to provide City services, such as setup and
breakdown of equipment, crowd control and safety management, traffic control and other types of support have
become very costly. However, the amount to be subsidized by the City has gone down from the previous fiscal
year. The estimated staffing costs for all 30 events is $114,314.11. Fees for staffing, equipment/facility usage and
permit processing from the full cost recovery events will provide an estimated $59,018.04 in revenue. The City
of Pacific Grove will need to subsidize an estimated $55,297.07 in order to safely and successfully execute the 30
events listed on the proposed FY 2024-2025 Special Events Calendar. City staff will continue working with
event organizers to reduce the City's associated costs of these events whenever possible by utilizing volunteers,
community groups and students seeking community service hours.

The proposed Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Special Events Calendar provides a lineup of events that offer many
benefits to our local community. These events allow our residents and visitors a chance to enjoy a variety of
activities, support local businesses and non-profit groups, and engage with each other. The total economic impact
and benefits in the form of increased Transient Occupancy and Sales taxes are not known, but special events
traditionally have made a positive impact on the City's economy. Many of these events attract participants and
visitors from outside the peninsula. Many of these same people return to participate in other Pacific Grove
events(s).

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Recreation Services

Attachments

FY 2024-25 SE Calendar

FY 2024-25 SE Cost Estimate
CDP Issued 2024-03-15
900-1 Special Events



City of Pacific Grove
2024-2025 Special Events Calendar

Event Organization Day Date Time Location Coastal Zone
4th of July Celebration Chamber of Commerce/Youth Ambassadors Thursday July 4, 2024 11:00 AM Jewell Park Yes
EDC Concert Series Economic Development Commission Friday July 5. 2024 4:00 PM Jewell Park Yes
Pet Parade Youth Ambassadors Friday July 26, 2024 2:00 PM Lighthouse Ave | Caledonia Park Yes
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Dance Youth Ambassadors Friday July 26, 2024 6:00 PM Chautauqua Hall No
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Youth Ambassadors Saturday July 27, 2024 9:00 AM Lovers Point Park & Pier Yes
EDC Concert Series Economic Development Commission Friday August 2, 2024 4:00 PM Jewell Park Yes
Hiroshima Nagasaki Remembrance Day Women's International League Saturday August 3, 2024 7:00 PM Lovers Point Beach and Pier Yes
National Night Out City of Pacific Grove Tuesday August 6, 2024 5:00 PM Caledonia Park Yes
Celebration of OQur Lady of Fatima Lady of Fatima Society Sunday August 11. 2024 12:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave) No
Classic Motorsports Kick-Off Classic Motorsports Tuesday August 13, 2024 1:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave) No
Little Car Show Marina Motorsports Wednesday August 14, 2024 10:00 AM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave) No

m Legends of the Autobahn BMW Car Club Thursday August 15, 2024 6:00 AM Pacific Grove Golf Links No
PG Concours Auto Rally PG Rotary Club Friday August 16, 2024 12:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave) No
EDC Concert Series Economic Development Commission Friday September 6, 2024 4:00 PM Jewell Park Yes
Walk With Pride PG Pride Saturday September 21, 2024 9:00 AM |Recreation Trail Yes
Butterfly Parade PG Unified School District Saturday October 5, 2024 10:00 AM Downtown (Lighthouse Ave) No
Sunset Celebration PG Heritage Society Saturday October 5, 2024 5:00 PM Point Pinos Lighthouse Yes
Butterfly Days PG Heritage Society Sat / Sun October 5-6, 2024 Varies Downtown | Chautauqua Hall No
Croquet Tournament PG Heritage Society Sat/Sun October 5-6, 2024 9:00 AM Caledonia Park Yes
m BSIM 3K/5K & Mty Bay Half Marathon Big Sur International Sat / Sun November 9-10, 2024 Varies Lovers Point | Ocean View Yes
Veterans Day Ceremony City of Pacific Grove Monday November 11, 2024 TBD Point Pinos Lighthouse Yes
Holiday Tree Lighting City of Pacific Grove Monday December 2, 2024 6:00 PM Jewell Park Yes
Holiday Parade of Lights Chamber of Commerce Thursday December 5, 2024 6:00 PM Downtown {Lighthouse Ave) No
Stillwell’s Holiday in the Park Chamber of Commerce Saturday December 7, 2024 11:00 AM Caledonia Park | Chautauqua Hall Yes
Rudolph Run 1K & 5K Walk/Run Arthritis Research Coalition Saturday December 14, 2024 7:30 AM Lovers Point | Ocean View Blvd Yes
Santa's Holiday Magic Trail ActiveMe, Inc. Saturday December 14, 2024 9:00 AM Rip Van Winkle Open Space No
Quilt Show Monterey Peninsula Quilters Fri -Sun May 2-4, 2025 Varies Chautauqua Hall No
Good Old Days Chamber of Commerce Sat-Sun May 3-4, 2025 Varies Downtown | Jewell Park No
Walk of Remembrance Museum of Natural History Saturday May 10, 2025 1:00 PM Central Ave | Rec Trail Yes
Enchanted Forest ActiveMe, Inc. Saturday May 31, 2025 9:00 AM Rip Van Winkle Open Space No
Full Cost Recovery (F.C.R.)-7 lndicatesa-concelled-event




2024-2025 Special Events Budget Estimate

Staff Costs Staff Costs Staff Costs Staff Costs Total Staff Costs Other Refundable Unsubsidized

Fire Recreation Police Public Works Permit & Without City

EVENT NAME Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Hrs Costs Usuage Fees | Sound Deposit | Sponsorship
4th of July Celebration S 881.72| S 88172 | S 2,158.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 3,539.72
EDC Concert Series S 881.72| $ 88172 | $ 1,537.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 2,918.72
Pet Parade 17 S 1,780.25| $ 1,780.25 | $ 52450 | $ 500.00 | $ 2,804.75
Pacific Grove Summer Lights Dance 2 S 206.06 | $ 20606 | $ 282150 | S 500.00 | $ 3,527.56
Pacific Grove Summer Lights 24 |$  6,696.00 28 S 311476 | S 9,810.76 | S 3,881.00| S 500.00 | § 14,191.76
EDC Concert Series 8 $ 881.72 | $ 881.72|$ 153700 S 500.00 | § 2,918.72
Hiroshima-Nagasaki Remembrance Day S - S 319.00 | § 500.00 | $ 819.00
National Night Out 4 |s 41212 | $ 41212 | $ 587.50 | $ 500.00 | $ 1,499.62
Celebration of our Lady Fatima 4 S 41212 | $ 412,12 | $ 266.00 S 678.12
10 | Classic Motorsports Kick-Off 8 S 2,232.00 18 S 194076 | S 4,172.76 | S 605.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 5,277.76
Little Car Show 11 |$ 3,069.00 18 $ 194076 | $ 5,009.76 | 5 605.00 | § 500.00 | $ 6,114.76
12 | Legends of the Autobahn 28 |$  7,812.00 4 |S 41212 | $ 822412 | $ 819.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 9,543.12
PG Concours Auto Rally 28 |$  7,812.00 12 S 1,32258| S 9,13458 | $ 605.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 10,239.58
EDC Concert Series 8 S 881.72| $ 881.72|$ 1,537.00| $ 500.00 | $ 2,918.72
Walk with Pride S - S 1,758.00 $ 1,758.00
Butterfly Parade 2 $ 2,232.00 14 S 1,442.42 | $ 3,674.42 | $ 1,509.00 | $ 500.00 | § 5,683.42
Sunset Celebration 2 S 206.06 | S 206.06 | 5 1,768.00 | $ 500.00 | $ 2,474.06
Butterfly Days 3 S 309.09| $ 309.09 |5 934100 $ 500.00 | § 10,150.09
Croguet Tournament S - S 692.00 S 692.00
20 | BSIM 3K/5K & MB Half Marathon 55 | $ 15,345.00 36 $ 3,85278|$ 19,197.78 | $ 9,278.00 | $ 500.00 | § 28,975.78
Veterans Day Ceremony 2 S 206.06 | $ 206.06 S 206.06
Holiday Tree Lighting 10 |S$ 110215 S 1,102.15 S 1,102,15
Holiday Parade of Lights 10 | $  2,790.00 33 $ 355806| 5 6,348.06 | $ 1,529.00 | $ 500.00 | § 8,377.06
Stillwell's Holiday in the Park 12 $ 1,32258 | $ 1,32258 | S 1,106.00 | $ 500.00 | $§ 2,928.58
25 | Rudolph Run 1K & 5K Walk/Run 10 |$ 2,79000] 44 |$ 4677.02| S 7,467.02|$ 3,682.00| $ 500.00 | $  11,649.02
26 | Santa's Holiday Magic Trail 4 S 41212 | S 41212 | $  2,035.00 S 2,447.12
Quilt Show 8 S 82424 | $ 824,24 | § 12,901.00 S 13,725.24
Good Old Days 66 | $ 18,414.00 90 $ 970380|S 28,117.80 | $  4,384.00 | § 500.00 | $ 33,001.80
Walk of Remembrance 6 |$ 167400 3 S 352,20 S 2,026.20 | S 502.00 | S 500.00| S 3,028.20
30 | Enchanted Forest S 412,12 | $ 412,12 | S 2,035.00 $ 2,447.12

Totals $ 114,315.11|$ 70,322.50 | $ 11,000.00
CitySponsored =23 Events

Full Cost Recovery = 7 Events Total Staffing Costs*| $ (114,315.11)
Full Cost Recovery Staffing*| $  40,298.04
*All estimates are based on projected hours & resources submitted in application by event organizers. Full Cost Recovery Fees| $  18,720.00
*Employee costs are based on Fully Burdened Rates for employees. Total Net Loss**| $  (55,297.07)

**NModel reflects amount to be subsidized by the City with approval of proposed City Sponsored Events
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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

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP) 24-0010 TO ALLOW TEMPORARY SPECIAL

EVENTS ON CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE PROPERTY LOCATED AT MULTIPLE LOCATIONS IN

THE COASTAL ZONE (THREE YEAR PERMIT).

FACTS

1.

2.

6.

The subject sites are located at multiple locations in the City of Pacific Grove; including Jewell Park,
Caledonia Park, Lover’s Point Park, Shoreline Park, Point Pinos, Point Pinos Lighthouse, Recreation Trail, and
road rights-of-way (APNs 006-171-099, 006-147-001, 006-155-099, 006-081-099, 006-021-099, 007-011-006,
and no associated APNs). Associated road rights-of-way include Oceanview Boulevard, Sunset Drive, and
portions of Forest Avenue, Grand Avenue, Fountain Avenue, Central Avenue, Pacific Avenue, Caledonia
Street, and 17 Street.
The subject temporary special events include the following [Event, Sponsor(s), and location]:
No. 1 — Independence Day Celebration. Pacific Grove Chamber of Commerce and Youth Ambassadors of
Pacific Grove. Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
Nos. 2, 6, 14, & unlisted — EDC Concert Series. Pacific Grove Economic Development Commission.
Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 3 — Pet Parade. Youth Ambassadors of Pacific Grove. Caledonia Park.
No. 5 — Pacific Grove Summer Lights. Youth Ambassadors of Pacific Grove. Lovers Point Park & Pier
and adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 8 — National Night Out. Pacific Grove Police Department. Caledonia Park & adjacent road rights-of-
way.
No. 15 — Walk with PG Pride. Pacific Grove P.R1D.E. Recreation Trail.
No. 17 — Sunset Celebration. Heritage Society of Pacific Grove. Point Pinos Lighthouse.
No. 19 — Butterfly Days Croquet Tournament. Heritage Society of Pacific Grove. Caledonia Park.
No. 20 — Monterey Bay Half Marathon, Pacific Grove Lighthouse 5K & By the Bay 3K. Big Sur Marathon
Foundation. Lovers Point Park & road rights-of-way.
No. 21 — Veterans Day Ceremony. City of Pacific Grove. Point Pinos & Point Pinos Lighthouse.
No. 22 — Holiday Tree Lighting. City of Pacific Grove. Jewell Park & adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 24 — Stilwell’s Holiday Fun in the Park. Pacific Grove Chamber of Commerce. Caledonia Park &
adjacent road rights-of-way.
No. 25 — Run Rudolph Run. Arthritis Research Coalition. Lovers Point Park & road rights-of-way.
No. 29 — Walk of Remembrance. Quock Mui Foundation and Pacific Grove Museum of Natural
History. Recreation Trail & road rights-of-way.
This permit would remain valid for a period of approximately three years and would allow one event on June
7, 2024, as well as the events listed on the Special Events Calendar during the City’s Fiscal Years 2024-2025,
2025-2026, and 2026-2027 (i.e., through June 30, 2027). The specific dates of each listed event may change
from year to year. Per Condition of Approval Nos. 2 and 3, newly proposed events or substantive alterations
to listed events may require subsequent discretionary review.
Listed Event No. 7, the Hiroshima Nagasaki Remembrance Day, is under the original jurisdiction of the
California Coastal Commission and is not part of this permit.
Event Nos. 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 18, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 30 listed on the Special Events Calendar do not
occur within the City’s Coastal Zone, are not subject to the requirements of the City’s Local Coastal Program,
and are not part of this permit.
The subject sites have various land use designations such as Open Space, Recreation Trail, and undesignated
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

in the adopted and certified City of Pacific Grove Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP Figure 6).
The subject sites have zoning classifications of O and unclassified.

The properties are located within the City’s Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS), within
an archacologically sensitive area (LUP Figure 7), and within the Coastal Zone.

Pursuant to Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC) Sections 23.90.050, City CDP Determinations,
and 23.90.040, CDP Exemptions, Community Development Department (CDD) staff determined
the proposed special events to require a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and forwarded this
determination to the Coastal Commission on January 18, 2024.

Per PGMC § 23.90.140, Coastal Hazards, Community Development Department (CDD) staff
reviewed LUP Figure 3 (Coastal Hazards and Areas of Potential Sea Level Rise), aerial and
topographic imagery, applications, and conducted a site visit on January 16, 2024. This review
determined the sites and proposed special events would not be subject to coastal hazards over the
period of this permit. Also, no structural development is proposed. In this case, submittal of a
Coastal Hazards Report is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.150, Water Quality and Marine Resources, the City did not require a water
quality assessment because the proposed temporary special events would not create any new
impervious surfaces.

Per PGMC § 23.90.160, Scenic Resources, CDD staff reviewed LUP Figure 4 (Scenic Areas), aerial
and street view imagery, and conducted a site visit on January 16, 2024. This review determined
the proposed temporary special events, due to their short duration and no permanent structural
development, would not adversely impact public views.

Per PGMC § 23.90.170, Biological Resources, CDD staff reviewed LUP Figure 5, Land Habitat
Sensitivity Map, aerial imagery, and conducted a site inspection on January 16, 2024. This review
determined the proposed temporary special events, as proposed and conditioned, will not impact
natural habitats or resources. Therefore, in this case, submittal of an initial site assessment for
biological resources is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.200, Cultural Resources, the temporary special events do not involve ground
disturbance; therefore, an archaeological report is not required or warranted.

Per PGMC § 23.90.200, Cultural Resources, the temporary special events do not involve structural
development or permanent changes to a setting or location; therefore, an historic report is not
required or warranted.

This project has been determined to be Categorically Exempt per California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15323, Class 23, Normal Operations of Facilities for Public Gatherings, and the
exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines do not apply.

FINDINGS
For a Coastal Development Permit per PGMC Section 23.90.080

1.

LCP Consistency. The project is consistent with the LCP. (Local Coastal Program)

As proposed and conditioned, the temporary special events meet the requirements of the LCP including, but
not limited to, the applicable Coastal Resource Protection Standards (PGMC § 23.90.130) of the
Implementation Plan (IP) and the Biological, Cultural, Scenic, and Community Design policies of the Land
Use Plan (LUP). These standards and policies are addressed in the Facts above and in the following findings.

Public Views. The project protects or enhances public views.

The proposed temporary special events, due to their short duration and no permanent structural development,
would not adversely impact public views. Therefore, per PGMC § 23.90.160, Scenic Resources, a site-
specific visual analysis is not required or warranted in this case.
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3

Habitat Protection. The project protects vegetation, natural habitats, and natural resources consistent with
the LCP.

The temporary special events, as proposed and conditioned, will not impact natural habitats or resources and
are consistent with the LCP, including PGMC § 23.90.170 regarding biological resources and/or
environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Design Consistency. The design, location, size, and operating characteristics of the proposed development is

consistent with applicable LCP design requirements, including design plans and area plans incorporated into |

the LCP.

The proposed temporary special events do not involve permanent structural development; therefore, this
finding is not applicable.

Coastal Access. The project protects or enhances public access to and along the coast.

As proposed, the temporary special events promote public access to and/or along the coast.

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.

As proposed, the temporary special events support the LCP goal of providing for visitor-serving and public
access needs.

Appropriate Use. The project is consistent with the allowed LCP uses associated with the property.

Per LUP Figure 6, the subject properties (i.e., parks, recreation trail, and road rights-of-way) have Coastal
Zone Land Use Designations of Open Space, Recreation Trail, and undesignated. LUP Policies LUD-10 and
LUD-12 identify temporary cvents at Lover’s Point, uses that enhance recreational use and enjoyment of
these areas, and appurtenant public recreational uses as allowed uses in areas with these listed designations.
Therefore, the proposed uses are consistent. See also Fact Nos. 1, 2, and 3 above.

Coastal Resources. The proposed development protects or enhances coastal resources, where applicable.

The proposed temporary special events do not involve permanent structural development; therefore, this
finding is not applicable. See also Fact Nos. 6 — 11 and supporting information, and Finding Nos. 2 and 3
above.

PERMIT

Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 24-0010 to allow temporary special events on City of Pacific Grove
property located at multiple locations in the Coastal Zone.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1.

Permit Expiration. This permit shall expire and be null and void for approximately three (3) years from and
after the date of approval (i.e., until June 30, 2027). Application for extension of this approval must be made
prior to the expiration date.

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.

Conformance to Applications. Conduct of the temporary special events shall conform to the approved
applications, on file with the Community Development Department, with the exception of any subsequently
approved changes.

Lighting. All exterior lighting must conform to LUP Policy DES-6.

Best Management Practices (BMPs). Per PGMC Sections 23.90.210.B.2 and 23.90.220.B.2.d, the Public
Works Department shall implement BMPs to protect public access and to limit any potential impact to public
access (e.g., parking and/or traffic circulation) during the temporary special events. Depending on the scope
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of the special event, examples of BMPs that may be implemented include a temporary traffic handling plan,
traffic handlers, parking attendants, shuttles from off-site locations, bike valet programs, and/or
directional/parking signs.

6. Pre-Event Meetings. Prior to each temporary special event, City staff shall meet with event organizers to
review traffic, parking, and/or notification plans, as applicable.

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

1. The Commission determined 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 approves CDP 24-0010 as proposed and conditioned, pursuant to a Categorical Exemption
for Normal Operations of Facilities for Public Gatherings (CEQA Guidelines Section 15323, Class 23).

3. This permit shall become effective upon the expiration of the 10-day appeal period after the final approval.

4. 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 14™ DAY OF MARCH, 2024, BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES: Davison, Sweigert, Kubica, Murphy, Nodzenski, and Sawyer
NOES: None
ABSENT: Fredrickson
ABSTENTIONS: None
APPROVED:

Don 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.

} Damicl, Lo 3/15/2024

Daniel Gho, Director Date
Public Works Department
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Council Policy 900-1- Special Events

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
CITY COUNCIL POLICY
SUBJECT POLICY NO. | EFFECTIVE DATE | PAGE NO.
Special Events 900-1 February 16, 2011 1lof3

PURPOSE

The intent of this policy is to provide guidance for the conduct of special events in the City and
ensure an appropriate balance between the number and scope of special events with the ability of
City neighborhoods and facilities to adequately handle such events.

POLICY
I.  General
The City shall have the discretion to limit the number of special events in any fiscal year.

All special events will be limited to those activities that benefit Pacific Grove residents or
businesses.

Most special events are either one-time or annual. Certain special events, such as the
Farmers' Market, are periodic and ongoing.

The Council reserves the right to take actions creating exceptions to this policy in the event
of special circumstances.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Requirements

The ADA requires the City of Pacific Grove and public accommodations to provide
equitable access for people with disabilities. Event organizers are expected follow ADA
guidelines and provide and maintain access for people with disabilities. This may
include providing a clear path of travel to and on sidewalks, curb cuts and restrooms;
maintaining already-designated parking for people with disabilities, providing additional
parking for people with disabilities if parking is provided; and providing accessible
restrooms.

Non-Discrimination Policy

The City of Pacific Grove (City) requires that no person shall be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity on the grounds of race, color, sex, age, disability or national
origin, as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Civil

Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (P.L. 100.259) or due to breastfeeding in a public place,
gender identity, marital status, political ideology, religion, sexual orientation, or military
status or veteran status. The City of Pacific Grove also includes immigration status,
ethnic background and Neurodivergent people, in its non-discrimination policy. The
City further assures every effort will be made to ensure nondiscrimination and
inclusivity in all of its programs and activities, whether those programs and activities are
federally funded or not. Permitted special events must comply with the City's
nondiscrimination policy and all applicable City, state and federal laws, rules and
regulations.
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*Neurodivergent or ND refers to variations in the human brain and cognition, for
instance in sociability, learning, attention, mood and other mental functions.

Il. Types of Special Events
The City will create an annual calendar of special events. Events included in the annual
calendar shall have first priority for the scheduled locations and times. Requests for inclusion
in the annual calendar shall be submitted to the City by November 30th for any event to be

held during the following fiscal year.

Such events will not be approved if they conflict with already approved events. Events
requiring City Council approval are those that:

e Require City sponsorship or other City support;

e Preclude others from using an entire outdoor public facility (e.g., Caledonia Park);

« Are likely to have a significant impact on substantial numbers of residents or
businesses (e.g., closure of multiple or high-traffic streets for a significant amount of
time, as determined by the City Manager); or

» Have other characteristics that warrant public consideration by the Council.

More limited events may be approved by staff. A neighborhood event, requiring closure
only of a neighborhood street, for example, would not require Council approval. In these
cases, those persons incurring the costs of the street closure are the same persons benefiting
from the event.

1. Information Required
Each application for special events shall contain the following information:
A. A description of the proposed event.
B. A statement of the purpose of the event and its benefits to the City including actions of
inclusivity that are reflective of the diverse community which we aim to be.

C. The name of the sponsoring organization.

D. The date, location, and time (to include preparation and clean up) of the event. In the
case of a race or parade, a map of the proposed route shall be submitted.

E. Anestimate of the number of participants and/or spectators.

F. A description of City facilities, support, and personnel required.

G. Allist of personnel to be provided by the sponsor.

H. A description of parking arrangements for the event.

l.

If electronic sound amplification equipment will be used, an application for the
necessary permit shall be made as required by Chapter 11.94 of the Pacific Grove
Municipal Code.
J. Adescription of the proposed refuse management and recycling program for
plastics, glass, paper, and aluminum during the event.
K. A listing of accommodations provided by the sponsor pursuant to the Americans with
Disabilities Act.
L. Alisting of fees proposed to be charged, commercial sales, commercial filming, and the
service or sale of food and/or alcohol.

I11. Conditions of Permit
Once the Council approves an application, the sponsoring organization shall comply with
the following conditions:
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A. At least 30 days prior to the event, furnish the City with a certificate of insurance in an
amount not less than $2 million naming the City of Pacific Grove as an additional insured.
Such insurance shall be primary to any City insurance, and the City must have at least ten

days’ notice of cancellation.

B. The sponsoring organization shall reimburse the City for all direct and incidental
expenses for the use of the City personnel and facilities. The sponsor has the option of
using volunteers or other non-City personnel for some functions (e.g., placing barricades,
emptying public trash cans, etc.) Other functions (e.g., Police security) require City
personnel. The City has the absolute discretion to determine the number of personnel who
will be provided for a particular event.

C. The sponsor is responsible for all sign removal, litter control, clean-up activities, and
for providing necessary containers and personnel for recycling activities, as determined by

the City.

D. The sponsor shall provide portable restroom facilities if deemed necessary by the City and
in compliance with the ADA.

E. The sponsor shall be advised that the sponsor is responsible for determining what, if
any, accommodations are required of sponsor pursuant to the American with Disabilities
Act.

F. Anapproved Special Event Application is required for all groups and shall be in the
possession of the sponsor or representative at the event.

G. The City will review applications and additional approvals may be deemed necessary.

H. If amplification is to be used a deposit of $500 will need to be paid along with the
application fee. If it is determined that amplification exceeds allowable levels or has
locations have not been preapproved by City Staff then the deposit may not be returned.

The City of Pacific Grove reserves the right to revoke permissions for an event at any time.

IVV. Event Classifications
The Council established the following classification of events to be used in determining the

events scheduled for each calendar year: Special Events and City Sponsored Events.

Special Events: These are Special Events that require exclusive use of City property
and require support from Police, Fire and / or Public Works. Special Events will be
deemed full cost recovery

City Sponsored Events: These events include traditional events that are primarily
hosted by the Chamber of Commerce, the School District, or the City and shall
receive full City Support. These events will be noted annually on the Special Events
Calendar for approval by the City Council.
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V. Review, Approval, and Scheduling of Events
All activities approved are authorized for the subsequent year only and, continued Council
approval should not be assumed. Activities may be discontinued if they become too large or
if they create problems that would substantially disrupt the peace and quiet of a
neighborhood.

Should the City receive requests for more activities than may be accommodated, the City
will establish an appropriate random drawing type of system or other suitable method for
determining those activities to be approved.

Completed special event applications received by November 30 will be given priority for the
upcoming fiscal year July 1 — June 30. Key dates for review and approval are:

e November — Recreation Department receives completed applications

o December - Staff prepares recommendation

e January — Recreation Board prepares recommendation

e February — Council approves events, calendar, and city sponsorship

e March — Staff publishes Special Events calendar

Completed special event applications received after November 30 (off-cycle) shall be
considered if:
1. Not in conflict with approved special events or issued park/facility permit
2. Received a minimum 150 days in advance of the event
3. Off-cycle events brought forward for review will not be recommended as “City
4. Sponsored” special events.

Off-cycle applications will undergo the same review and approval process as for
applications received by November 30.

Adopted: July 20, 2022 by Minute Order.

Adopted: July 6, 2022 by Minute Order

Adopted: April 16, 1986-Resolution No. 5705
Amended: January 7, 1987-Resolution No. 5787
Amended: February 5, 1992-Resolution No. 6238
Amended: March 3, 1993-Resolution No. 6331
Amended: November 15, 1995-Resolution No. 6489
Amended: November 5, 1997-Resolution No. 7-057
Amended: June 2, 2010-Resolution No. 10-044
Amended: February 16, 2011-Resolution No. 11-012
Amended: October 17, 2018 — Resolution 18-037
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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Robert Perrault, Interim City Manager

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBIJECT: American Tin Cannery Project and Comment by City to the California Coastal
Commission.

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Direct the Mayor to provide written comment to the California Coastal Commission in support of the revised
ATC Project or other action related to this item.

DISCUSSION

On April 19, 2016, the votes of the City of Pacific Grove at a Special Election approved an initiative measure
("Measure X") to change the zoning of the American Tin Cannery (ATC) to enhance the commercial viability of
this area to provide for uses envisioned in the Land Use Plan and California Coastal Act. The City zoning code
at that time did not allow for hotels, but Measure X included hotels as a use permitted in this zone. To
implement Measure X, City Ordinance No. 16-009A (Attachment 1) was adopted by the City Council on May
18, 2016 which amended Chapter 23.31 of the City Municipal Code and added Chapter 23.31.025. Council
approved a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project on
January 12, 2022; Agenda Report linked herein. The project is located on a 6-acre site just inland of Ocean View
Boulevard between Dewey and Eardley. The project approved at that time consisted of a 225-room hotel-resort
facility with 350,000 sq. ft. of floor area.

The City approved CDP was appealed to the California Coastal Commission ("Commission") by Coastal
Commissioners Linda Escalante and Caryl Hart, Pacific Grove Coastal Watch, and community members: Kim
and Thom Akeman, Anthony Ciani, Jane Haines, and Michelle Raine. The appeal raised issues regarding
conformance with the City's Local Coastal Program provisions and Coastal Act including water supply, public
access, low cost accommodations, and habitat and wildlife protections among others.

The Appeal Hearing is scheduled for Thursday morning April 11, 2024, in Long Beach, California. Please see
the Commission Staff Report (Attachment 2). After two years of reviewing the record, Commission staff
recommends the Commission make a finding of substantive issues and then approve the revised project with
conditions.

The revised project has been agreed to by the applicants and includes the following key elements:

Reduction in rooms from 225 to 206

Reduction in size by 85,000 sq. ft.

Reduction in retail space

Includes a new public park and planned viewing area.

Direct access to a rooftop green area.

Public restroom.

The reduced scope addresses the water supply concern.

Provide lower-cost rooms for 18 rooms on a first come first served basis.

Construction of a 16 unit/64 bed group wing with 300 bed nights reserved for use by certain special
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needs youth groups.

Recommended conditions of approval of the revised project address:

Water Supply

Low-Cost Accommodations

Public Views/Community Character and Public Access
Habitat Resources

Archaeological/Cultural Resources

wn kW -

Conditions include those imposed by the City of Pacific Grove in its January 12, 2022 CDP.

The revised project with conditions revitalizes commercial properties adjacent to the Monterey Bay Aquarium
providing economic benefit to the community. Commission conditions reinforce those imposed by the City to
safeguard the environment.

The Commission finds that the proposed project as modified will not result in any significant environmental
effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed, consistent with CEQA Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A).

It is customary for cities who have been a part of the original project approval process to comment on the
Commission's staff recommendation. Comments can be part of the Commission public record if submitted by
April 5.

OPTIONS
1. Do not comment.

2. Provide the Mayor and City Manager with other directions.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

There is no direct financial impact resulting from written comment to the Coastal Commission. Should this
project be approved, it would result in significant additional revenue for the City.

FOCUSED PRIORITY AREA: Not Applicable.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Ordinance No. 16-009A
Attachment 2 - CC Staff Report
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ORDINANCE NO. 16-009A

ORDINANCE OF THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
AMENDING CHAPTER 23.31 AND ADDING CHAPTER 23.31.025
OF THE PACIFIC GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE TO IMPLEMENT AN INITIATIVE
MEASURE REQUIRING A VOTE OF THE PEOPLE TO CHANGE THE ZONING OF
THE AMERICAN TIN CANNERY

WHEREAS, the People of the City of Pacific Grove, at a Special Election held on April
19, 2016, approved an initiative measure (“Measure X”) to change the zoning of the American Tin
Cannery (ATC) to enhance the commercial viability of this area and to provide for the uses
envisioned in the Land use Plan and California Coastal Act;

WHEREAS, the ATC site is one of the major gateways to Pacific Grove.

WHEREAS, the current land uses at the ATC site do not provide necessary public revenue
to Pacific Grove nor the full range of uses sought by residents or visitors to the adjacent Monterey
Bay Aquarium and the Cannery Row vicinity;

WHEREAS, without voter authority, the ATC site could not be redeveloped with
“overnight lodging,” which the Pacific Grove Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (Land Use
Plan) identifies as a “principal permitted use;”

WHEREAS, the existing voter approved zoning restrictions allow only the uses allowed
in the C-V (Visitor Commercial) and C-2 (Heavy Commercial), but hotels are not allowed;

WHEREAS, it is necessary to include such regulation in the City’s zoning regulations;
WHEREAS, enactment of this ordinance action does not constitute a “project” as defined
by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is an organizational or administrative

activity that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the environment; or

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. ZONING CODE AMENDMENT. Section 23.31.025 is added to Pacific Grove
Municipal Code as follows;

(a) Boundaries of District. The C-V-ATC zoning district shall apply to the American Tin
Cannery site that is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 006-231-001, 006-234-004,
and 006-234-005 and that segment of Sloat Avenue that is esatinueus—contiguous to the
American Tin Cannery site. (Verified by City File and Sample Voter Ballot.)

(b) Uses Permitted. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Pacific Grove Municipal
Code, the following uses shall be permitted in the C-V-ATC zoning district:
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1. Hotels and any accessory uses, such as restaurants, bars and lounges, meeting and event
facilities, spa and fitness facilities, parking, and buildings, spaces, and structures
incidental to such uses, subject to first securing a use permit.

2. All uses that are permitted in the C-V zoning district and additional uses permitted by
subsequent amendment to the zoning ordinance.

(c) Development Standards. Development standards in the C-V-ATC zoning district,
including floor area coverage, density, setbacks and height limits shall be in accordance
with the applicable standards set forth in the local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, as
updated or amended, or if no such standards are provided in the local coastal Program Land
Use Plan, as updated or amended, in accordance with the standards set forth in the use
permit or other required permit for a use allowed in the C-V-ATC zoning district.

(d) Except as modified by this Section 23.31.025, all provisions of the motel/hotel regulation
ballot measure enacted by the people at the June 3, 1986, special election, as set out at
chapter 23.52 shall remain unchanged and in full force and effect.

SECTION 2. MEASURE PREVAILS. Ifany provision, section, paragraph, sentence, clause,
or phrase of this measure, or any part thereof is for any reason found inconsistent with other
provisions of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code, the provisions of this measure shall prevail.

SECTION 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. If approved by a majority of the voters voting on this
ordinance, this ordinance shall be considered adopted upon the date that the vote is declared
by the City Council and shall go in effect ten days following that date.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
this 18 day of May, 2016, by the majority vote.
APPRO .ocuSigned by:
Bl Peake

BILL PEAKE, Mayor for
BILL KAMPE, Former Mayor

5/11/2021

DocuSigned by:

andil

4F11A61CB50B4E1...

SANDRA KANDELL, City Clerk

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

@Z:Tecmmx»

DAVID C. LAREDO, City Attorney




STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

EMAIL: CENTRALCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

Th1l5b

Appeal Filed: 1/27/2022
Action Deadline: None
Staff: KK/MF/KV - SC
Staff Report: 3/22/2024
Hearing Date: 4/11/2024

STAFF REPORT
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE & CDP DETERMINATIONS

Appeal Number: A-3-PGR-22-0004
Applicant: Foursome Development Company
Appellants: Commissioners Linda Escalante and Caryl Hart, Pacific

Grove Coast Watch, Kim Akeman, Thom Akeman, Anthony
Ciani, Jane Haines, and Michelle Raine

Local Government: City of Pacific Grove

Local Decision: Approved by the City of Pacific Grove City Council on
January 12, 2022 (City Coastal Development Permit
Application Number 19-0363)

Project Location: Roughly 6-acre site just inland of Ocean View Boulevard
between Dewey and Eardley Avenues and extending inland
to Central Avenue, including the Sloat Avenue public right-
of-way, currently mostly occupied by the American Tin
Cannery commercial building just downcoast of the
Monterey Bay Aquarium and Cannery Row, and just inland
of Stanford University’s Hopkins Marine Station, in the City
of Pacific Grove near the border with the City of Monterey in
Monterey County

Project Description: Partial demolition and a complete redevelopment and
expansion of the existing American Tin Cannery and nearby
buildings to create a new 225-room hotel resort with related
development (e.g., two pools, a spa and fitness center,
restaurants, banquet/meeting rooms, underground and
surface parking (some 290 spaces, including 255 valet
parking spaces), and approximately 11,000 square feet of
retail uses), totaling some roughly 350,000 square feet of
total floor area; vacation of portions of the Sloat Avenue



A-3-PGR-22-0004 (American Tin Cannery Hotel Resort)

public street and portions of Ocean View Boulevard for
private hotel use; and related development.

Staff Recommendation: Substantial Issue Exists; Approval with Conditions

IMPORTANT HEARING PROCEDURAL NOTE

Please note that at the hearing for this item the Commission will not take testimony on
staff’'s substantial issue recommendation unless at least three Commissioners request
it. Commissioners may ask questions of the Applicant, aggrieved persons (i.e.,
generally persons who participated in some way in the local permitting process), the
Attorney General, the Executive Director, and their proxies/representatives prior to
determining whether or not to take such testimony. If the Commission does decide to
take such testimony, then it is generally limited to three minutes total per side (although
the Commission’s Chair has the discretion to modify those time limits). Only the
Applicant, aggrieved persons, the local government, and their proxies/representatives
are allowed to testify during this substantial issue phase of the hearing. Other interested
parties may submit comments in writing. If the Commission finds that the appeal raises
a substantial issue, then the Commission takes jurisdiction over the underlying coastal
development permit (CDP) application, and it will then review that application
immediately following that determination (unless that portion of the hearing is
postponed), at which time all persons are invited to testify. If the Commission finds that
the appeal does not raise a substantial issue, then the local government CDP decision
stands, and is thus final and effective.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

On January 12, 2022, the City of Pacific Grove City Council, overturning the City
Planning Commission’s denial, approved a CDP for the development of a 225-room
hotel-resort facility with over 350,000 square feet of total floor area at the roughly six-
acre American Tin Cannery (ATC) site and on portions of public street rights-of-way
near the shoreline of the Monterey Bay in Pacific Grove. The appeals contend that the
City’s approval of the CDP raises questions regarding its consistency with City Local
Coastal Program (LCP) provisions and Coastal Act public access provisions related to
water supply, lower-cost accommodations, public access, public views and community
character, habitat protection, and historic resources.

After thoroughly reviewing the local record in light of applicable Coastal Act and LCP
provisions and the substantive issues raised, staff recommends that the Commission
find that the appeals raise substantial issues with respect to such Coastal Act/LCP
requirements, and thus that the Commission take jurisdiction over the CDP application
for the proposed project. Staff further recommends that the Commission, after public
hearing, approve a conditioned CDP for the hotel resort project that appropriately
addresses the Coastal Act and LCP requirements applicable here.

To be clear, this proposed project is the culmination of over a decade of visioning and
planning, with some start and stop moments along the way. Over the years,
Commission staff had welcomed the concept of a new hotel at the ATC site, including to
better activate it over the existing retail/commercial mix. In fact, when the LCP was
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certified for the first time in 2020, this particular CDP application proposal was in its
infancy, and thus part of City and Commission staff collaborations at that time focused
on provisions specific to the ATC site and a potential project here. The site’s large size,
and its conspicuous location adjacent to the Monterey Bay Aquarium, the Monterey Bay
Coastal Recreation Trail, and the City limits themselves, all serve to define it as a true
‘gateway’ site of immense importance to the City. It was therefore key to ensure that the
LCP clearly circumscribed the goals, objectives, and requirements for this site to ensure
that any proposed development here respects and responds to those needs.

However, as the Applicant unveiled the proposed project’'s parameters, it became
readily apparent to staff that the proposal was missing key components necessary for
an approvable project consistent with applicable Coastal Act and LCP provisions. At a
broad level, this was because the proposal appeared to oversubscribe the site, with
issues emanating thereto (including related to water supply, public views and access,
and lower-cost accommodations) unaddressed. Staff opined at various junctures to the
City and Applicant on these points, including even ultimately advising the City Council
prior to its CDP hearing in January 2022 not to take a CDP action at that time as the
project did not appear Coastal Act and LCP consistent, and suggesting that it would be
prudent to hold off on an action until relevant supporting materials and data could be
developed in support of approving a project. The City Council ultimately did not heed
that advice, and approved the CDP anyways, after which it was promptly appealed to
the Commission.

As explained in detail in the Substantial Issue section of this report, that City CDP
approval, in staff's view, suffers from some key analytic problems related to a host of
important coastal resource issues, leading to Coastal Act and LCP inconsistencies. For
example, issues related to the Monterey Peninsula’s chronic water supply inadequacies
were inadequately addressed by rote reliance on the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District’'s water allocation procedures, lower-cost accommodations were
deemed infeasible until the very last City Council meeting when some amount were
then found to be feasible subject to a completely insufficient additional in-lieu mitigation
fee, public access impacts were left unmitigated when the LCP requires such access to
be maximized for additional public benefit, public views and community character did
not appear to have been appropriately evaluated, and issues related to potential offsite
construction impacts, including on adjacent sensitive offshore environments, were not
sufficiently detailed nor protective, to name the main, but not all of the issues. To be
sure, these are very detailed and complex issues on a host of core LCP and Coastal Act
resource topics and concerns, and they were all insufficiently addressed. That fact,
combined with the scope, magnitude, and overall importance of this site/project to the
City, all necessarily took staff time to work through the issues, meet with various
stakeholders, and ultimately work with the Applicant on project changes that respond to
and respect the Coastal Act and LCP prescriptions for the site and a project of this
nature. The end result of this process is the revised project as proposed, and as
proposed to be conditioned, on de novo review.

The revised project generally maintains the overarching premise of the City-approved
version, including that it is comprised of a resort hotel facility, but is generally smaller at
some 206 units (down from 225, and a reduction of some 85,000 square feet of hotel
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development) and it has abandoned certain elements (e.g., a reduction in retail space).
In its place, the project now includes new public access elements, including a new
public park and plaza at the corner of Ocean View Boulevard, which also provides direct
access to new a ‘living roof’ garden space open and available for public use and
enjoyment with sweeping Monterey Bay views. These and other new access elements,
including a new public restroom directly accessible from Dewey Avenue, along with the
Commission’s typical suite of special conditions requiring such elements to be open and
available for public use and enjoyment, and to do so in a visually compatible manner, all
meet key Coastal Act and LCP requirements for this site. The reduced scope of the
project also helps to better address public view and character concerns, as well as to
more clearly align the project with the LCP’s water supply requirements, including
ensuring that the project uses no more water than what the existing ATC site is currently
physically equipped to use. On this point, water is a key limiting factor and constraint to
new development on the Monterey Peninsula, where new development remains subject
to significant restrictions largely emanating from a State Water Resources Control
Board Cease and Desist Order that severely limits water withdrawals and what such
water is allowed to be used for. Thus, necessarily, a large part of staff’'s evaluation
efforts focused on these water supply questions, including working directly with the
numerous State and local entities involved in Peninsula water regulation to understand
their perspectives and requirements. Ultimately, staff believes that the project herein,
including as it is conditioned, best applies those understandings through a Coastal
Act/LCP lens. Similarly, the project includes less grading and site disturbance, and now
includes a much more robust set of biological monitoring protocols, including
incorporating recommendations from local harbor seal groups as well from fellow
resource agencies and scientific experts, to ensure that impacts are either avoided or
promptly addressed, up to and including a stop-work order should specific adverse
impacts be identified, where staff believes that such habitat precautions appropriately
address potential habitat and related species concerns.

And, lastly, after much discussion and deliberation, the Applicant has proposed a
significant lower-cost overnight accommodations mitigation package, all of which would
be accommodated on-site and without the need for in-lieu mitigation fees. The package
includes providing 18 lower-cost standard hotel rooms within the hotel itself, where the
cost would be no more than $184 per night (inclusive of parking, resort fees, and any
other hotel charges), where $184 is the current lower cost threshold as applied by the
LCP. The package also includes a 16-unit/64-bed group wing providing for shared
accommodations (with 4 beds per room that would share a bathroom between every
two rooms), where the rates would be set at $85 per bed, which can serve as a lower-
cost option for single travelers and couples. And finally, the package also includes a
commitment to group programming, whereby the Applicant proposes to bring lower-
income youth, school groups, and other underrepresented communities to the group
wing for at least 300 bed-nights (i.e., one guest per bed per night) per year, 150 of
which would be free and the remainder would be capped at lower cost rates. As
explained in detail in this report, given the difficulty in building new overnight
accommodation units of any kind in Pacific Grove, let alone lower cost units, it is
important to take full advantage of these limited opportunities when such lower cost
units and opportunities can be accommodated — and accommodated here on-site —
including when the LCP explicitly identifies on-site lower cost accommodations as the
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first priority. And this project also provides an important opportunity to provide for a mix
of on-site accommodations to serve various users, including families, singles/couples,
and groups, and should help to further public coastal access, lower-cost
accommodation, and environmental justice objectives, and to help to truly work towards
‘access for all'.

In conclusion, staff acknowledges that this project has been controversial, with many
supporters and opponents on either side for a variety of reasons, and further
acknowledges that all such interested parties’ input to date has made for a much
improved project in relation to the Coastal Act and the LCP compared to when it was
approved locally. Staff also acknowledges the Applicant’s patience and willingness to
thoughtfully engage on the issues, and notes that the Applicant is in full agreement with
the staff recommendation. Ultimately, staff believes that the end result is a project that
appropriately addresses Coastal Act and LCP requirements in a way that should
provide a welcome and important addition to the City. As such, staff recommends the
Commission approve a conditioned CDP for the revised project, for which the motions
and resolutions to do so are found on page 7.
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MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

A. Substantial Issue Determination

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which the appeals were filed. A finding of substantial issue
would bring the CDP application for the proposed development under the jurisdiction of
the Commission for a de novo hearing and action. To implement this recommendation,
staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. Failure of this motion will result in
a de novo hearing on the CDP application, and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of no substantial issue and the
local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by affirmative vote
of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: | move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-PGR-
22-0004 raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the
appeals have been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, and |
recommend a no vote.

Resolution to Find Substantial Issue: The Commission hereby finds that
Appeal Number A-3-PGR-22-0004 presents a substantial issue with respect to
the grounds on which the appeals have been filed under Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified City of Pacific Grove Local
Coastal Program and/or the public access provisions of the Coastal Act.

B. CDP Determination

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal
development permit for the proposed development. To implement this recommendation,
staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion. Passage of this motion will result
in approval of the CDP as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners
present.

Motion: | move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit
Number A-3-PGR-22-0004 pursuant to the staff recommendation, and |
recommend a yes vote.

Resolution to Approve CDP: The Commission hereby approves Coastal
Development Permit Number A-3-PGR-22-0004 and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in conformity to
with the City of Pacific Grove Local Coastal Program. Approval of the permit
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or
2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.
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STANDARD CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:

1.

2.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid, and development
shall not commence, until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or
authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms
and conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall
be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided

assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of
the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This CDP is granted subject to the following special conditions:

1.

Revised Final Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the Permittee shall
submit two full size sets of Revised Final Plans to the Executive Director for review
and written approval. Such Plans shall be prepared by a licensed professional or
professionals (i.e., architect, surveyor, geotechnical engineer, etc.), shall be based
on current professionally surveyed topographic elevations for the entire site, shall
include a graphic scale, and shall be accompanied by documentation clearly
demonstrating compliance with all aspects of this condition (e.g., plant provenance,
lighting and glazing specifications, etc.). Such Plans shall be substantially in
conformance with the proposed plans (titted American Tin Cannery (ATC) Hotel &
Commercial Project, prepared September 8, 2021 and updated December 8, 2021,
by Hart Howerton and John C. Hill, A.l.A., dated received in the Coastal
Commission’s Central Coast District Office on January 20, 2022 as part of the City’s
Final Local Action Notice, and with such proposed modifications, all as identified in
Exhibit 4), but shall be modified to achieve compliance with this condition, including
that such Plans shall include the following:

a. Ocean View Boulevard Frontage. The public sidewalk along Ocean View
Boulevard, including the elevated portion adjacent to the hotel structure, shall be
open and available for public use and enjoyment.

b. Parking. At least 18 spaces in the underground parking garage and 5 spaces
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reserved for ATC guests in the Central Avenue lot shall have EV charging
stations, and 45 spaces in the underground parking garage and 12 spaces
reserved for ATC guests in the Central Avenue lot shall be EV-ready, or as
otherwise required under the California Building Code. Two spaces in the Central
Avenue lot and 6 in the underground lot shall be ADA accessible, or as otherwise
required under the ADA.

Design. All development shall incorporate architectural details and varied
materials to reduce the apparent mass of the development. Building facades
should be broken up by rooflines, offsets, and other such building elements in
order to avoid a box-like appearance. Variations in wall planes, detailing,
materials, and siding shall be used to create interest and promote as small a
scale appearance as possible, where continuity for the overall development shall
be assured, while also providing for some variations, including between adjacent
buildings. Roof styles and roof lines shall match, unless differences better protect
public views. Exterior development shall complement building development, and
help to provide visual transition to taller shapes. All surfaces shall use or
effectively mimic natural materials and colors sited and designed to help reduce
perceived mass and scale, and to best integrate seamlessly into the coastal
environment and required landscaping at maturity; garish and/or bright colors
shall be prohibited.

. Greywater System. All greywater system components (including collection,
storage, treatment, and redistribution infrastructure) shall be clearly identified,
and only minor irrigation components shall be allowed to be above-
ground/visible, and only if hidden from public view. The graywater system shall be
accompanied by evidence that all applicable authorities (including but not limited
to the Monterey County Department of Environmental Health) have signed-
off/approved the configuration and use of the system.

. Water Conservation. All interior and exterior water-using fixtures, appliances,
equipment, irrigation infrastructure, and other such components (e.g., faucets,
toilets, showers, ice machines, dishwashers, irrigation etc.) shall be certified for
low-flow (or ultra-low flow) and high-water efficiency use, and water conservation
measures (e.g., easily accessible shut off valves, recirculating pumps, drip and/or
micro-spray irrigation, etc.) shall be applied to the maximum feasible extent.

Landscaping. All existing landscaping shall be removed and new landscaping
shall be planted and maintained in all site areas not covered in hardscape, as
well as on the ‘living roof’ components, where such landscaping shall use
species (at maturity) and topographic relief that can provide for screening and
softening of all development in public views as much as possible. All such
landscaping shall consist of low water-using, locally-sourced, native, non-
invasive species appropriate to the Pacific Grove shoreline area, and shall be
maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, and healthy growing condition (including
through replanting and/or remediation to achieve consistency with this condition).
No plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native
Plant Society, the California Invasive Plant Council, or as may be so identified
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from time to time by the State of California, and no plant species listed as a
“noxious weed” by the State of California or the U.S. Federal Government shall
be planted or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site.

. Irrigation. All irrigation systems shall limit potable water use to the maximum
extent feasible, including via using greywater as much as possible and using
irrigation measures designed to facilitate reduced water use overall (e.g., micro-
spray and drip irrigation, weather-based irrigation controllers, etc.). Irrigation
system components shall be hidden from view as much as possible.

. Lighting. Exterior lighting shall be wildlife-friendly, shall use lamps that minimize
the blue end of the visible spectrum, and shall be limited to the maximum extent
feasible to the minimum lighting necessary for safe ingress, egress, and use
purposes, where all trail lighting shall be mounted on bollards (or equivalent) no
greater than 3 feet tall. All lighting (exterior and interior) shall be sited and
designed so that it limits the amount of light or glare visible from both public
viewing and natural (e.g., beaches, bluffs, offshore, etc.) areas to the maximum
extent feasible (i.e., through using the lowest luminosity possible (no more than
60 watts (incandescent) or equivalent), directing lighting downward and away
from public and natural areas, shielding bulbs/light sources from view, prohibiting
lighting that blinks or flashes, etc.). All other lighting not meeting such parameters
shall be prohibited.

Windows and Other Surfaces. All windows shall be non-glare glass, all other
surfaces shall be similarly treated to avoid reflecting light, and all windows shall
be bird-safe (i.e., windows shall be frosted, partially frosted, or otherwise treated
with visually permeable barriers that are designed to prevent bird strikes).

Utilities. All utilities (e.g., sewer, water, stormwater, gas, electrical, telephone,
data, etc.) shall be clearly identified (including and the manner in which they will
connect to offsite distribution networks) and shall be located underground,
including that all existing overhead utilities on the site shall be removed.

. Stormwater and Drainage. All stormwater, drainage, and related water quality
infrastructure (e.g., pervious pavements, etc.), with preference given to natural
BMPs (e.g., bioswales, vegetated filter strips, etc.), shall be clearly identified.
Such infrastructure shall provide that all project area stormwater and drainage is
filtered and treated to remove expected pollutants prior to discharge and/or
direction to offsite areas; shall retain runoff from the project onsite to the
maximum extent feasible (e.g., through the use of pervious areas, percolation
pits, engineered storm drain systems, etc.); shall be sized and designed to
accommodate runoff from the site produced from each and every storm event up
to and including the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event; shall, in extreme storm
situations (i.e., greater than the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event storm)
where such runoff cannot be adequately accommodated on-site through the
project’s stormwater and drainage infrastructure, ensure that any excess runoff is
conveyed off-site in a non-erosive manner; and shall be permanently operated
and maintained (where all maintenance parameters for such infrastructure,
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including based on manufacturers recommendations, shall be provided), where
all such operation and maintenance activities shall be documented and shall be
provided upon Executive Director request.

I. Signs. All signs and related project components shall be identified (including
details showing their location, materials, design, and text), and all such sign
development shall be sited and designed: (1) to limit the number and visibility of
all signs; (2) to minimize visibility in public views; (3) to seamlessly integrate into
the surrounding environment to the maximum extent feasible (e.g., using natural
materials, earth tone colors and graphics, etc.); (4) to limit lighting as much as
possible (and be consistent with the lighting requirements specified in Special
Condition 1(h) at a minimum); and (5) to be subordinate to the coastal setting.

m. Site Access. Any areas of the site for which specific requirements for access are
necessary shall be identified (i.e., employee only, paying customers only,
overnight guests only, etc.), where other areas shall be allowed general public
access (see also Special Condition 4 for additional detail).

n. Public Access Requirements. All public access areas (including but not limited
to general public access to the parking lot, restroom, rooftop garden (and access
thereto), interpretive center, courtyard, paths, etc.) and amenities (e.g., bench
seating, bike racks, signs, educational kiosk, bike share/rentals, etc.) associated
with the approved Public Access Management Plan (see Special Condition 4)
shall be identified.

0. Construction Requirements. All construction requirements associated with the
Approved Construction Plan (see Special Condition 2) shall be identified as
“Required Construction Measures”.

All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Revised Final Plans
shall be enforceable components of this CDP, and the Permittee shall undertake
development in accordance with this condition and the approved Revised Final
Plans.

. Construction Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the Permittee shall
submit two copies of a Construction Plan to the Executive Director for review and
written approval. Such Plan shall, at a minimum, include the following:

a. Construction Areas. All construction activity, staging, storage, and access
corridor areas shall be clearly identified in site plan view, where all such areas
shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible, and shall be sited and
designed to have the least impact on coastal resources (including by using on-
site areas for these purposes unless it is impossible to do so). Construction,
including but not limited to construction activities and materials and equipment
storage, shall be prohibited outside of such defined construction areas. Special
attention shall be given to siting and designing construction areas in order to
minimize impacts on the ambiance and aesthetic values of the public access trail
opposite Ocean View Boulevard, including but not limited to public views across
the site.
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b. Construction Methods. All construction methods to be used, including all
methods to be used to keep the construction areas separate from public
recreational use areas as much as possible (including using unobtrusive
temporary fencing or equivalent measures to delineate construction areas), and
including verification that operation and storage of equipment and materials will
not, to the maximum extent feasible, significantly degrade public access and
public views during construction, shall be clearly identified. Special attention shall
be given to using construction methods that will minimize impacts on the
ambiance and aesthetic values of the public access trail opposite Ocean View
Boulevard, including but not limited to public views across the site.

c. Construction Timing/Lighting. Construction shall be prohibited during
weekends from Memorial Day weekend until Labor Day, state holidays, and non-
daytime hours (i.e., from one-hour after sunset to one-hour before sunrise), and
lighting of construction areas affecting public access and public view areas shall
be prohibited, unless due to extenuating circumstances the Executive Director
authorizes such work or lighting in writing, and subject to all measures
determined by the Executive Director to be necessary to ensure maximum
coastal resource protection.

d. Construction BMPs. All erosion control/water quality best management
practices (BMPs) that will be implemented during construction to protect coastal
water quality shall be clearly identified, including at a minimum all of the following:

1. Runoff Protection. Silt fences, straw wattles, or equivalent apparatus shall
be installed at the perimeter of the construction areas to prevent construction-
related runoff and sediment from discharging from the construction areas or
entering into storm drains or otherwise offsite or towards the beach and
ocean. Special attention shall be given to appropriate filtering and treating of
all runoff, and all drainage points, including storm drains, shall be equipped
with appropriate construction-related containment, filtration, and treatment
equipment.

2. Equipment BMPs. Equipment washing, refueling, and servicing shall take
place at an appropriate on-site (or offsite and more inland, if more protective
of coastal resources), hard-surfaced, level location where collection of
materials is facilitated to help contain leaks and spills of hazardous materials
to the project site.

3. Good Housekeeping BMPs. The construction site shall maintain good
construction housekeeping controls and procedures at all times (e.g., clean
up all leaks, drips, and other spills immediately; keep materials covered and
out of the rain, including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes; dispose of
all wastes properly, place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and
cover open trash receptacles during wet weather; remove all construction
debris from the site; establish a hazardous materials spill response protocol,
and maintain appropriate materials to address spills; etc.).

4. Erosion and Sediment Controls. All erosion and sediment controls shall be
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in place prior to the commencement of construction as well as at the end of
each workday.

Marine Wildlife Protection. All marine wildlife protection requirements
associated with the approved Marine Wildlife Protection Plan (see Special
Condition 3) shall be identified as “Required Marine Wildlife Protection
Measures”.

Nesting Bird Protection. Tree removal, pruning, and/or chipping shall not occur
between November 1st and July 31st to accommodate harbor seal pupping
season and the majority of bird nesting season. Should tree work occur during
the months of August or September, a qualified biologist, approved by the
Executive Director, shall survey all trees on site for active bird nests, no sooner
than one week before work begins. Should a nest be identified, a 300 foot buffer
shall be delineated surrounding the nest in which no work may occur until the
nest is abandoned. Should a raptor nest be identified, the buffer shall be
increased to 500 feet.

. Archaeological/Tribal Cultural Resource Protection. All archaeological/tribal
cultural resource protection requirements identified in Special Condition 10 shall
be identified as “Required Cultural Resource Protection Measures”.

. Property Owner Consent. Clear evidence indicating that the owners of any
properties on which construction activities are to take place, including properties
to be crossed in accessing the site, consent to such use of their properties and
subject to the terms and conditions of this CDP shall be provided.

Construction Site Documents. Copies of the signed CDP and the approved
Construction Plan shall be maintained in a conspicuous location at the
construction job site at all times, and such copies shall be available for public
review on request. All persons involved with the construction shall be briefed on
the content and meaning of the CDP and the approved Construction Plan, as
well as the public review requirements applicable to them, prior to
commencement of construction.

Construction Coordinator. A construction coordinator shall be designated to be
the main point of contact during construction should questions arise regarding
the construction (in case of both regular inquiries and emergencies), and the
coordinator’s contact information (i.e., address, phone numbers, email address,
etc.) including, at a minimum, a telephone number and an email that will be made
available 24 hours a day for the duration of construction, shall be conspicuously
posted at the job site where such contact information is readily visible from public
viewing areas while still minimizing impacts to public views, along with indication
that the construction coordinator should be contacted in the case of questions
regarding the construction (in case of both regular inquiries and emergencies).
The construction coordinator shall record the contact information (i.e., address,
email, phone number, etc.) and nature of all complaints received regarding the
construction, and shall investigate complaints and take remedial action, if
necessary, within 24 hours of receipt of the complaint or inquiry. All complaints
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and all actions taken in response shall be summarized and provided to the
Executive Director on at least a weekly basis during construction. The
construction coordinator shall have regular contact with the approved Biological
Monitor specified in Special Condition 3.

k. Construction Specifications. All construction specifications and materials shall
include appropriate penalty provisions that require remediation for any work done
inconsistent with the terms and conditions of the CDP.

I. Notification. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal
Commission’s Central Coast District Office at least 3 working days in advance of
commencement of construction, and immediately upon completion of
construction.

The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance with the approved
Construction Plan, and all requirements above and all requirements of the approved
Construction Plan shall be enforceable components of this CDP.

Marine Wildlife Protection. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the Permittee
shall submit two copies of a Marine Wildlife Protection Plan to the Executive Director
for review and written approval. Such Plan is intended to protect marine wildlife,
predominantly harbor seals and black oystercatchers, that congregate on and
offshore near the approved development site via implementing protective measures
during construction as well as monitoring such wildlife for signs of distress and
taking action to protect such wildlife at such times. Such Plan shall, at a minimum,
include the following:

a. Protection Areas. The protection areas shall at a minimum include local harbor
seal haul-out/rookeries at West Beach, Fisher Beach, and Fifth Street, and
extending at least 10 meters offshore (see Exhibit 1).

b. Biological Monitor. A qualified biological monitor or monitors (Biological
Monitor), selected by the Permittee and approved by the Executive Director, shall
be present during all construction activities to ensure that wildlife in the protection
areas is not adversely impacted as identified in this condition. The approved
Biological Monitor(s) must have significant experience with marine mammals and
is expected to be a representative from the already-established community of
experts in the field of California marine mammal biology, and ideally harbor seals
specifically.

c. Disturbance Avoidance Measures. All measures that will be applied to avoid
(and where unavoidable to minimize) disturbance to birds, marine mammals, and
other marine wildlife within the protection areas shall be clearly identified (e.qg.,
visual blinds, sensitive scheduling/timing for high noise events, quiet construction
methods such as sound barriers, equipment alarm dampening, etc.), where all
such measures shall minimize noise and other disturbance to the protection
areas as much as possible, and where construction sound remains at or below
90 decibels at the edge of the protection area nearest the construction site. At a
minimum: (1) construction activity, staging, storage, and access corridor areas
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shall be located as far from the protection areas as possible; (2) trucks and other
heavy machinery transport shall avoid travel via Wave Street and Ocean View
Boulevard as much as possible; and (3) tree removal, tree bucking, tree chipping,
lot demolition, and sub-grade construction, including all major site grading and
excavation, as well as the use of drones seaward of Sloat Avenue, shall be
prohibited between November 1st and July 315t (with such activities potentially
allowed during November and December if approved by the Executive Director
and with evidence that sensitive marine wildlife are not present at nor avoiding
nearby beaches and areas immediately offshore).

d. Harbor Seal Disturbance Definitions. Harbor seal disturbance shall be
considered to have occurred when demonstrated by behaviors including, but not
limited to: (1) sustained head raises and/or alerts; (2) quick turns in the direction
of sound sources; (3) rapid movement down the beach toward the water; (4)
rapid movement and/or diving into the water; (5) congregation away from sound
sources; (6) feeding and/or nursing disruption; (7) alarm calls; (8) pup
miscarriages;* (9) avoidance of areas due to previous disturbances; and (10) any
other behavior which, in the best professional opinion of the Biological Monitors,
suggests adverse behavioral disturbance.

e. Monitoring Type/Timing. Biological Monitors shall monitor the protection areas
for both behaviors and construction sound (with appropriate instrumentation) for
the duration of construction, where such monitoring shall be in person (required
during harbor seal pupping season (February 1st (or earlier if pregnant females
and/or pups are observed earlier than February 1st) - June 30th) and during any
demolition and sub-grade construction) or via remote means? (allowed during
pre-pupping season (November 1st - January 31st)), or either in person or
remote (during molting season (July 1st - August 31st) or the months of
September and October). Monitoring may be allowed to be remote and/or of
more limited frequency outside of the harbor seal pupping season (i.e., reduced)
by the Executive Director (in consultation with Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary (MBNMS) and NOAA Fisheries staff) if monitoring demonstrates that
the average numbers of seals in the protection areas are comparable to historical
numbers, suggesting no active disturbance; and if there is one continuous 30-day
period when construction is occurring and there has been no marine wildlife
disturbance. Conversely, and subject to the same consultation parameters, the
Executive Director can also return any reduced state monitoring to the prior type
and frequency requirements for good cause or during sensitive seasons.

f. Monitoring Data. At least prior to commencement of construction, the Biological

1 Miscarriages shall be documented when an obvious indicator such as an intact placenta or fetus is
observed. When it is uncertain what happened to a pup, the “disappearance” will not be counted as a
miscarriage.

2 If the Permittee and/or the Biological Monitors intend to use remote monitoring when it is allowed, then
all such measures shall be clearly identified, including the locations and types of high-definition cameras
and decibel meters to be used. In all cases, video and sound recordings shall be available to any
regulatory agency by request.
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Monitors shall collect data on daily site conditions, count of each species, time of
observation, behaviors, disturbances, decibel levels, and any other relevant data
to assess the condition of the observed animals at that time. Upon construction
commencement and for all other monitoring, the Biological Monitors shall collect
the same data, and shall watch for any changes in harbor seal behavior,
including documenting any construction-related disturbance. Disturbances, as
well as mothers actively in labor and birthing, shall be recorded on the
daily/weekly log. The Biological Monitors shall inspect the protection area and
identify the number of harbor seals and other marine life present and their
behavior/activity at least 30 minutes prior to construction staging for the day, at
midday (between 10 AM and 2 PM, when peak occupation is common), and
again at the completion of construction activities for the day. If there are no seals
present at the morning check, monitoring shall not be until the midday check.

g. Reporting. The Biological Monitors shall summarize and submit all monitoring
information to the Executive Director and other appropriate resource agencies
(e.g., MBNMS, NOAA Fisheries, etc.) on a weekly basis.

h. Stop-Work Authority and Notification. The Biological Monitors, whether
observing remotely or in person, shall have the authority to stop construction
activity based on their observations regarding potential adverse impacts to
marine wildlife, including if: (1) construction-related noise produces measured
decibel levels at or above 90 dBrms while seals or other marine wildlife are
present in the protection areas; and/or (2) wildlife disturbances or disturbance
behaviors are observed that are attributable to project construction activities.
When a work stoppage is required, construction activities shall be paused until
disturbance behaviors cease and marine wildlife resumes resting along the
shoreline as it was prior to disturbance. The Biological Monitors shall work with
the Permittee’s designee to determine the source of disturbance and take steps
to immediately adjust best management practices so that future disturbance is
avoided or minimized (e.g., implementing the use of sound curtains, moving work
to another area of the site, etc.). If the activities that are causing the disturbance
behaviors cannot be immediately mitigated, and in the best professional opinion
of the Biological Monitors: 1) constitute harm and are adversely affecting harbor
seal behavior/physiology; and 2) are a result of project construction activity, then
the Permittee shall cease work and promptly notify the Executive Director, as
well as MBNMS and NOAA Fisheries. Work may not resume until the Executive
Director, in consultation with MBNMS and NOAA Fisheries, allows work to
recommence, including if recommencement is subject to modified and/or new
mitigation measures (e.g., re-implementation of in-person monitoring, mitigation
for impacts to marine wildlife, a CDP amendment, an incidental take permit, etc.).

The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance with the approved Marine
Wildlife Protection Plan, and all requirements above and all requirements of the
approved Marine Wildlife Protection Plan shall be enforceable components of this
CDP.

4. Public Access Management Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the
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Permittee shall submit two copies of a Public Access Management Plan to the
Executive Director for review and written approval. Such Plan shall clearly describe
the manner in which general public access associated with the approved
development is to be provided and managed, with the objective of maximizing public
access and recreational use of all available general public access areas (see
Special Condition 1) as well as all specifically identified public access areas
(including the parking lot, restroom, rooftop garden (and access thereto), interpretive
center, courtyard, paths, etc.) and all related areas and public access amenities
(e.g., bench seating, bike racks, signs, educational kiosk, bike share/rentals, etc.) as
described in this condition. Such Plan shall be consistent with the approved Revised
Final Plans, and shall at a minimum include the following:

a. Public Access Areas and Amenities. All public access areas and amenities,
including all of the areas and amenities described above and in this condition,
shall be clearly identified as such (including with hatching and closed polygons
so that it is clear what areas are available for such public access use). At least
one public restroom shall be provided with access directly from the street (i.e.,
not within the hotel’s interior), and the public roof garden shall have at least one
staircase provide access directly from the street. The rooftop garden and other
appropriate access areas shall provide publicly-available amenities, such as
picnic tables, viewing benches/sitting areas, enclosed trash and recycling
receptacles, doggie mitt stations, and/or other such publicly-available amenities
commensurate with expected use and in a manner that maximizes their public
utility and enjoyment.

b. Public Access Signs/Materials. All signs and any other project elements that
will be used to facilitate, manage, and provide public access to the approved
development shall be clearly identified, including all public
education/interpretation features that will be provided on the site (i.e., educational
displays, interpretive signage, etc.). Sign details showing the location, materials,
design, and text of all public access signs shall be provided. The signs shall be
sited and designed so as to provide clear information without impacting public
views and site character. At least two interpretive panel/installations shall be
provided, where at least one shall interpret the former American Tin Cannery
Building, and at least one shall interpret the nearby harbor seal rookery. Signs
shall include the California Coastal Trail and California Coastal Commission
emblems and recognition of the Coastal Commission’s role in providing public
access at this location. All signs shall be sited and designed to maximize their
utility and minimize their impacts on public views.

c. Public Access Disruption Prohibited. No development or use of the property
governed by this CDP may disrupt and/or degrade public access or recreational
use of any public access areas and amenities associated with the approved
development, such as by setting aside areas for private uses or installing barriers
to public access (e.g., furniture, planters, temporary structures, private use signs,
fences, barriers, ropes, etc.). The public use areas shall be maintained consistent
with the approved Plan and in a manner that maximizes public use and
enjoyment.
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d. Public Access Parking. A minimum of 20 full-sized parking spaces located at
the parking lot on 124 Central Avenue shall be provided and maintained for
general public use only, where such spaces shall be clearly demarcated (i.e., via
physical separation, signs, stencils, etc.) and available 24 hours a day. One such
space shall be ADA accessible (or as otherwise required under the ADA), 2
spaces shall provide EV charging stations (or as otherwise required under the
California Building Code), and 5 shall be EV-ready (or as otherwise required
under the California Building Code). Such parking spaces shall be available free
of charge between the hours of 9am and 3pm with a 3-hour limit for any one
vehicle during that time (the ADA spaces shall be free of charge with no time
limits), and between 3pm and 9am, the hourly rate shall be no more than the
rates of the on-street metered parking spaces along Ocean View Boulevard,
Eardley Avenue, and Dewey Avenue. Employee and guest parking, including via
valet parking, is prohibited in such parking spaces.

e. Public Access Use Hours. All public access areas and amenities shall be
available to the general public 24 hours a day, with the exception of the living roof
and public restroom, which can be closed to general public use at night (i.e., one
hour after sunset to one hour before sunrise). All public access areas shall be free
of charge (other than the allowed parking fees identified above).

f. Public Access Provided. All public access areas and amenities associated with
the approved development shall be constructed and available for public use as
soon as possible, but no later than concurrently with the certificate of hotel
occupancy.

g. Public Access Areas and Amenities Maintained. All of the public access areas
and amenities shall be constructed in a structurally sound manner and
maintained consistent with the terms and conditions of this CDP, including
through ongoing repair and maintenance of all public access improvements. The
public use areas shall be maintained consistent with the approved Public Access
Enhancement Plan and in a manner that maximizes public use and enjoyment.

All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Public Access
Management Plan shall be enforceable components of this CDP, and the Permittee
shall undertake development in accordance with this condition and the approved
Public Access Management Plan.

. Water Use Limits. Potable water use at the site shall be limited to no more than

18.53 acre-feet per year (AFY), where the water that is used to support the site from
off-site (i.e., laundry services, etc.) shall be considered on-site use. PRIOR TO
OCCUPANCY, the Permittee shall submit clear evidence (including at a minimum
written evidence of concurrence from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District (MPWMD)) to the Executive Director for review and written approval
demonstrating that all of the uses and facilities on the site, including everything
provided for in the approved Revised Final Plans (see Special Condition 1) will be
under this potable water use threshold. In addition, each year for the first five years
after occupancy, and once again 10 years after occupancy, the Permittee shall
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submit to the Executive Director evidence of the site’s actual potable water usage.
Such reporting shall include monthly breakdowns and shall confirm that the actual
potable water usage is within the site’s maximum allocation of 18.53 AFY. If any
such report indicates that actual potable water usage is greater than 18.53 AFY,
then the Permittee shall coordinate with the Executive Director, as well as the
MPWMD, the City of Pacific Grove, and other relevant entities to develop a potable
water use compliance plan designed to reduce potable water use to no more than
18.53 AFY. In such a case, annual reporting shall continue for at least three
additional years (i.e., in addition to the five-years of annual reports and the ten-year
report) or until the project’s water usage is within the 18.53 AFY cap as documented
in two consecutive annual reports, whichever is later.

6. Provision of Lower-Cost Overnight Accommodations. The Permittee shall
provide lower-cost rooms consistent with the provisions of this condition that follow.

a. Minimum On-Site Requirements. The Permittee shall provide at least 18
standard double-occupancy hotel rooms?3 where the cost to rent such rooms
overnight shall not at any time exceed the lower-cost threshold as defined in the
Pacific Grove LCP as of 2024 and may be modified by the CPI yearly.* The
Permittee shall also provide at least 16 hostel rooms in the proposed
group/shared accommodations wing (i.e., the ‘Group Wing’), which shall include
4 beds per room (twin size or larger) and may include shared bathroom facilities
between rooms (where at most two such rooms may share a bathroom, and all
such bathrooms are full sized), where the cost to rent each such bed in each room
shall not at any time exceed $85 (which may be modified by the CPI yearly). All
such rooms shall be at least 250 square feet, and the above costs shall be
inclusive of all service and other fees (e.g., parking, cleaning, resort,
administrative) but exclusive of any government-mandated fees (e.g., sales tax,
transient occupancy taxes). The Permittee may provide more lower-cost on-site
rooms than the minimum identified herein. All such rooms and related facilities
(e.g., entrances, common areas) shall be effectively integrated into the overall
hotel layout in a way that maximizes their utility, shall be clearly identified on the
Revised Final Plans (see Special Condition 1), and all users of such rooms shall
have access to all the same hotel amenities as all other hotel guests.

b. Programming. For a minimum of 300 guest nights per year (i.e., one person
staying one night), the ‘Group Wing’ shall be available and can be used for low-
and no-cost accommodations for groups, the intent of which is to provide access
to the coast to: (1) underserved communities (such as lower-income
communities, communities of color, and other communities that have been
historically marginalized and face greater barriers to coastal access); (2) school
groups, prioritizing those school groups from underserved communities; and (3)
other entities and groups similar to the first two, including groups that have faced
barriers to accessing coastal outdoor spaces and outdoor recreation

3 Where each such room shall have either one or two beds sized at least as large as a queen or two twins,
respectively, and a full-sized bathroom.

4 As of 2024, such lower-cost rate is $184 per hotel room per night.
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opportunities. Use of the Group Wing in this manner shall be free to participants
for at least 150 of the 300 guest nights of programming per year, and shall be
lower cost otherwise (where the cost to rent such rooms overnight shall not at
any time exceed the lower-cost threshold as defined in the Pacific Grove LCP as
of 2024 and may be modified by the CPI yearly).® The annual monitoring report
specified in subsection (d) below shall include a detailed analysis of the previous
year’'s programming (including the groups and number of people served, the
rates charged, the number of free stays, etc.), and shall include other information
that can help to assess the effectiveness of the program in carrying out its
objectives. The report shall also specify the programming efforts for the
upcoming year, and any relevant changes necessary to improve upon its
effectiveness.

c. Marketing/Engagement Plan. The Permittee shall actively promote and
publicize the availability of the lower-cost on-site rooms, including specifically to
underserved communities such as lower-income communities, communities of
color, and other communities that have been historically marginalized and face
greater barriers to coastal access. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the
Permittee shall provide a Lower-Cost Accommodations Marketing and
Engagement Plan to the Executive Director for review and written approval,
where such Plan shall at a minimum provide for the following:

1. Outreach. All measures and avenues to be used to advertise, increase
awareness of, and facilitate use of the lower-cost on-site rooms shall be
clearly identified. Promotional methods shall include, but are expected to not
be limited to: resort websites, press releases, and calendar listings; local
media (e.g., Monterey Herald, Salinas Californian) and ads on radio (e.g.,
local radio stations and others); print ads; social media (e.g., Facebook,
Twitter/X, and Instagram); and contacts with community organizations who
may be able to help facilitate awareness (e.g., non-profits, environmental
justice groups, labor unions, recipients of public benefits programs (by
coordinating with local program administrators)) as well as schools. The Plan
shall identify sample language to be used in describing the availability and
price for the lower-cost on-site rooms (where said language shall be required
to be consistent with the terms and conditions of this CDP), and shall provide
a schedule for each type of outreach, with the goal being to reach as many
potential users as possible, including audiences beyond the City of Pacific
Grove that might not normally be reached through traditional and local means
(e.g., communities such as Watsonville, Marina, Seaside, Del Rey Oaks,
Castroville, Prunedale, Salinas). All materials shall acknowledge the
California Coastal Commission’s role in providing the lower-cost on-site
rooms.

2. Non-English Languages Provided. All outreach described in this condition
shall include a language-access element inclusive of non-English languages
spoken in the targeted communities, including but not limited to Spanish,

5 As of 2024, such lower-cost rate is $184 per room per night.
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tailored to be culturally relevant, and written in plain language to help prevent
educational and cultural barriers to access to the lower-cost rooms.

3. Monitoring. The Plan shall describe how the Permittee will monitor and track
the Plan’s execution so that the Permittee and the Coastal Commission can
note the effectiveness of the Plan and make changes as needed.

Reporting. The Permittee shall provide an annual report (with the first report due
by December 31st of the first year of project occupancy, and subsequent reports
due by on December 31st of subsequent years) to the Executive Director for
review and written approval that provides clear evidence of the marketing and
operation of the lower-cost rooms (including in relation to Group Wing
programming) in compliance with all requirements of this condition, including
sufficient detail to demonstrate the occupancy of the lower- cost rooms, the rates
charged, and the implementation of the approved Lower- Cost Accommodations
Marketing and Engagement Plan meet all requirements herein (where the latter
shall at least describe all outreach efforts, with samples of outreach materials; all
implementation challenges and successes; and all feedback and public
comments received, and any responses to same), and recommendations for
additional and/or modified measures to enhance awareness, use, and public
utility of the lower-cost on-site rooms, including related programming. Every third
such annual report shall also include an audit performed by an independent
auditing company evaluating compliance with this condition.

All requirements above and all requirements of all above Executive Director
approved plans/materials shall be enforceable components of this CDP, and the
Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with this condition and all
such approved plans/materials.

. General Occupancy Requirements. By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee
acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns, that:

a.

Hotel Length of Stay Provisions. All overnight rooms shall be open and
available for rental to the general public. Rooms shall not be rented to any
individual, family, or group for more than 29 consecutive days, and not for more
than 14 days between the Friday of Memorial Day weekend and Labor Day
inclusive. No individual ownership or long-term occupancy of hotel rooms shall
be allowed.

. Conversion Prohibited. This CDP authorizes the construction and operation of a

traditional hotel-style overnight product for transient occupancy only. The
conversion of any of the overnight rooms to limited use overnight visitor
accommodation units (e.g., timeshare, fractional ownership, etc.) or to full-time
occupancy condominium units or to any other units with use arrangements that
differ from the approved development shall be prohibited.

. Transportation Demand Management Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP,
the Permittee shall submit two copies of a Transportation Demand Management
Plan to the Executive Director for review and written approval. Such Plan shall
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maximize the amount of employees and guests that travel to and from the hotel via
non-single-occupant vehicle means (including through use of shared
vehicles/carpooling, transit, bicycle/pedestrian means, etc.), and the Permittee shall
actively encourage employee and guest participation in such programs and means
of travel. Such Plan shall be prepared by a qualified professional and shall at a
minimum include the following:

a.

Ride Share. A ride sharing/carpooling program shall be offered to all employees,
and the Permittee shall schedule shifts to benefit such program and shall offer
coordination services free of charge. A commuter information area that is
centrally located and accessible to all employees shall be provided in which
employees are provided information on available transportation alternatives to
the single-occupancy vehicle (i.e., current maps, routes and schedules for public
transit, ridesharing match lists, available employee incentives, ridesharing
promotional material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations, etc.).

. Transit Reimbursement/Stipend. A public transit fare reimbursement program

shall be offered to all employees, and the Permittee shall provide a stipend to
employees who use a non-single occupancy vehicle to access work (such as the
bus or train). The transit reimbursement shall be a daily, direct cash subsidy
equal to 100% of the value of the applicable monthly regional transit pass divided
by 20, to account for a 40-hour maximum work week (resulting in a maximum of
20 work days per month). The stipend shall be an at least quarterly, direct cash
subsidy available solely for employees who do not use a single-occupancy
vehicle and do not park within a mile of the site at least 51% of their yearly work
hours. If an employee is eligible to receive both the transit reimbursement and
the stipend, the Permittee shall offer the employee the greater of the two
incentives, but is not required to provide both. Posters, brochures and
registration materials associated with the program shall be available to
employees at all times (including in the aforementioned commuter information
area), and employees shall be informed of the program upon new employee
orientation and at least annually thereatfter.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Travel. Bicycle parking and shower/locker facilities shall be
provided free of charge for all employees who walk/jog and/or ride bicycles to
and from the workplace. Bicycle parking facilities shall be secured from the
general public, shall be enclosed on all sides, and shall be capable of protecting
bicycles from inclement weather (e.g., bicycle lockers, rooms, cages, etc.). The
Permittee shall provide, to the maximum extent possible, communal bicycles
and/or non-motorized vehicles for employee use for work-related activities that
may be accomplished without a motorized vehicle.

. Guests. Measures to reduce the need for vehicular use by hotel guests (e.qg.,

shuttles to and from the Monterey Regional Airport, free bicycles for hotel guests,
etc.) shall be provided.

All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Transportation Demand
Management Plan shall be enforceable components of this CDP, and the Permittee
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shall undertake development in accordance with this condition and the approved
Transportation Demand Management Plan.

9. Plastic Reduction Program. PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY, the Permittee shall submit
two copies of a Plastics Reduction Program to the Executive Director for review and
written approval. Such Program shall minimize, to the maximum extent possible, the
use of single-use plastics in all aspects of hotel operations, including as part of hotel
room occupancy, as part of conferences, restaurant/bar operations, etc.. At a
minimum, the Program shall identify/include the following provisions: educational
signage for staff and guests promoting and encouraging reusable items instead of
single-use plastics; maximizing use of reusable foodware for all dining purposes (for
dinnerware, drinkware, silverware, and ramekins/containers), and prohibiting the
following items: plastic straws (and allowing only reusable straws, paper straws, or
straws made from naturally occurring materials, and only upon request), Styrofoam,
plastic bags, plastic bottles, and plastic single-use shampoo/conditioner/lotion
bottles in hotel rooms. The Program shall provide water bottle refill stations (at a
minimum in the lobby, conference area, pool area, and any other high-use areas).
To the maximum extent possible, only biodegradable or compostable materials for
single-use products shall be employed.

10.Protection of Archaeological and/or Tribal Cultural Resources. The Permittee
shall undertake the approved project in compliance with the following measures to
protect archaeological and/or tribal cultural resources to the maximum extent
feasible.

a. Notification. At least one month prior to commencement of any ground-
disturbing construction activities, the Permittee shall (1) notify the representatives
of Native American Tribes listed on an updated Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) contact list, including but not necessarily limited to the
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (OCEN); (2) invite all Tribal representatives
on that list to be present and to monitor ground-disturbing activities; and (3)
arrange for any invited Tribal representative that requests to monitor and/or a
gualified archaeological monitor to be present to observe project activities with
the potential to impact archaeological and/or tribal cultural resources.

b. Monitoring. A qualified, locally experienced archaeologist and a tribal monitor,
approved by relevant tribe(s), shall be on site to monitor all activities with the
potential to impact archaeological and/or tribal cultural resources, including all
ground disturbing activities. The monitor(s) shall have experience monitoring for
archaeological resources of the local area during excavation projects, be
competent to identify significant resource types, and be aware of recommended
tribal procedures for the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural and/or
archaeological resources and/or human remains.

c. Discovery Protocol. If any tribal cultural deposits are discovered during the
course of the project, all construction within 200 feet of such deposits shall cease
and shall not re-commence until a qualified cultural resource specialist (which
could be a person identified in subpart (b), above), in consultation with the
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relevant tribe(s), analyzes the significance of the find and, if deemed significant,
prepares a supplementary archaeological plan for the review and approval of the
Executive Director that evaluates and provides suggested measures related to
the discovery. The Executive Director shall review the plan and either: (1)
approve it and determine that its recommended changes to the project or
mitigation measures do not necessitate an amendment to this CDP, or (2)
determine that the changes proposed therein necessitate a CDP amendment.
The location of any and all identified archaeological and tribal cultural resources
shall be kept confidential, and only those with a “need to know” shall be informed
of their locations.

d. Human Remains. Should human remains be discovered on-site during the
course of the project, immediately after such discovery, the on-site archaeologist
and/or tribal monitor shall notify the Monterey County Coroner within 24 hours of
such discovery, and all construction activities shall be temporarily halted until the
remains can be identified. If the County Coroner determines that the human
remains are those of a Native American, the Coroner shall contact the NAHC
within 24 hours, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. The NAHC
shall deem the Native American most likely descendant (MLD) to be invited to
participate in the identification process pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98. The Permittee shall comply with the requirements of Section
5097.98 and work with the MLD person(s) to discuss and confer with the
descendants all reasonable options regarding the descendants' preference for
treatment. Within 5 calendar days of notification to NAHC, the Permittee shall
notify the Coastal Commission’s Executive Director of the discovery of human
remains. The Executive Director shall maintain confidentiality regarding the
presence of human remains on the project site.

11.0ther Authorizations. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the
Permittee shall provide to the Executive Director evidence of other required
authorizations for, or alternatively evidence that no such authorizations are needed,
for the development authorized by this CDP (e.g., NOAA Fisheries, Monterey Bay
National Marine Sanctuary, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District,
Monterey County Environmental Health Department, City of Pacific Grove, etc.). The
Permittee shall inform the Executive Director of any changes to the project required
by such entities, where such changes shall not be incorporated into the project until
the Permittee obtains a Commission-approved amendment to this CDP, unless the
Executive Director determines that an amendment is not legally required.

12.City of Pacific Grove Conditions. This CDP has no effect on conditions imposed
by the City of Pacific Grove pursuant to an authority other than the Coastal Act,
except as provided in this condition. The Permittee is responsible for compliance
with all terms and conditions of this CDP in addition to any other requirements
imposed by the City pursuant to the City’s non-Coastal Act authority. In the event of
conflicts between terms and conditions imposed by the City and those of this CDP,
the terms and conditions of this CDP shall prevail.

13.Future Permitting. Any and all future proposed development related to this project,
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this project area, and/or this CDP shall be subject to the Coastal Commission’s
continuing CDP jurisdiction. This CDP authorizes limited future repair, maintenance,
and/or improvement development that is determined by the Executive Director to: 1)
fall within the overall scope and intent of this CDP; 2) be consistent with the City of
Pacific Grove LCP; and 3) not have any significant adverse impacts to coastal
resources. Any development that the Executive Director determines does not meet
such criteria shall require a separate CDP or a CDP amendment, as directed by the
Executive Director.

14.Minor Adjustments. Minor adjustments to these special condition requirements,
including to any Executive Director-approved plans, that do not require CDP
amendments or new CDPs (as determined by the Executive Director) may be
allowed by the Executive Director if such adjustments: (1) are deemed reasonable
and necessary; and (2) do not adversely impact coastal resources.

15.Liability for Costs and Attorneys’ Fees. The Permittee shall reimburse the
Coastal Commission in full for all Coastal Commission costs and attorneys’ fees
(including but not limited to such costs/fees that are: (1) charged by the Office of the
Attorney General; and/or (2) required by a court) that the Coastal Commission incurs
in connection with the defense of any action brought by a party other than the
Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its officers, employees, agents,
successors and assigns challenging the approval or issuance of these CDPs, the
interpretation and/or enforcement of CDP conditions, or any other matter related to
these CDPs. The Permittee shall reimburse the Coastal Commission within 60 days
of being informed by the Executive Director of the amount of such costs/fees. The
Coastal Commission retains complete authority to conduct and direct the defense of
any such action against the Coastal Commission.

16.Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CDP, the Permittee shall submit
to the Executive Director for review and written approval documentation
demonstrating that the landowners have executed and recorded against the
properties governed by this CDP (i.e., APNs 006-231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-
005, 006-234-008, and the portion of Sloat Avenue between Eardley Avenue and
Dewey Avenue) a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive
Director indicating that, pursuant to this CDP, the California Coastal Commission
has authorized development on the subject property, subject to terms and conditions
that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property, and that such terms and
conditions shall be imposed as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and
enjoyment of the property. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of all
of the properties governed by this CDP. The deed restriction shall also indicate that,
in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for any
reason, the terms and conditions of this CDP shall continue to restrict the use and
enjoyment of the subject property so long as either this CDP or the development it
authorizes — or any part, modification, or amendment thereof — remains in existence
on or with respect to the subject property.
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3. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. Project Location

The project site is located in the City of Pacific of Grove, which is a coastal community
of roughly 15,000 residents located at the northern tip of the Monterey Peninsula in
Monterey County between the unincorporated Del Monte Forest area of Monterey
County downcoast and the City of Monterey upcoast. Pacific Grove is characterized by
its historic downtown, its charming residential neighborhoods comprised of Victorian
and craftsman architecture, the Asilomar Dunes area, and the almost entirely public
shoreline fronted by Sunset Drive, Ocean View Boulevard, and the Monterey Bay
Coastal Trail (a component of the California Coastal Trail, or CCT) that provides
significant and important public access and dramatic views along a mostly rocky
shoreline.

The project site is located at the far upcoast end of the City adjacent to its border with
the City of Monterey and a short walk to the Monterey Bay Aquarium and historic
Cannery Row, and just inland of Stanford University’s Hopkins Marine Station fronting
on Ocean View Boulevard. The site is bordered by Dewey and Eardley Avenues
upcoast and downcoast and extends up a gentle slope inland to Central Avenue. The
site is currently mostly occupied by the American Tin Cannery (ATC) building and
several other structures® and totals some roughly 5.59 acres. The ATC building
currently houses several ‘outlet’ retail stores, restaurants, and other general commercial
uses. The project also proposes to use most of the public right-of-way of Sloat Avenue
and portions of the public right-of-way of Ocean View Boulevard, both of which areas
would be vacated by the City, for private development purposes as well, where this area
measures about half an acre overall. Thus, all told, the proposed project would occupy
some six acres, and essentially most of two City blocks.

The site was the subject of a local ballot initiative in 2016 when City voters approved a
measure that would specifically allow for a future hotel use at the site, including to
anchor the important gateway area that transitions from Monterey’s popular and historic
Cannery Row into the City of Pacific Grove. Since that time, the City’s LCP was certified
in 2020. As discussed in more detail subsequently in this report, the certified LCP
envisions a hotel at this site and includes specific prescriptions for such a project,
including height and design requirements to match the character and aesthetic of the
adjacent community, to provide lower-cost accommodations, and to ensure substantial

6 The American Tin Cannery facility is located at the corner of Ocean View Boulevard and Eardley
Avenue at the upcoast corner of the site. The site was originally developed about a century ago as the
American Can Company, which provided cans to the then-booming sardine industry along Cannery Row.
The site became the location of one of the first factory outlets in the state (in the 1980s) and has been
used for that and other mostly commercial purposes ever since. The overall site includes the American
Tin Cannery Outlets facility, an adjacent warehouse facility, an adjacent office building, an adjacent dry-
cleaning facility (which would remain), and surface parking for all such operations. For ease of reference
(and given that this is how the project has generally been referred to), the site is referred to as the
American Tin Cannery, or ATC, site in this report.
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public access and other community benefits.” The site is designated in the LCP as
Visitor-Serving Commercial.

See Exhibit 1 for a location map and Exhibit 2 for site photos.

B. Project Description

The City-approved project would provide for a complete redevelopment of the entire six
acre site, including partial demolition of the existing ATC building, the total demolition of
both the existing adjacent warehouse and office buildings, and clearing of existing
pavement at the site, including along the upcoast two-thirds of the Sloat Avenue public
street between Eardley and Dewey Avenues, and portions of Ocean View Boulevard. In
its place, the City-approved project allows for a new 225-room luxury resort hotel with
associated amenities, including about 11,000 square feet of street retail commercial
uses along Ocean View Boulevard, on-site restaurant and bar space, rooftop gardens,
banquet/meeting rooms, two pools and additional water features, a spa and fithess
center, and underground and surface parking (some 290 spaces, including 255 valet
parking spaces and 35 metered self-parking spaces for general public use). The resort
hotel would be made up of two main wings with a variety of connected spaces and
amenities. The proposed Executive Wing would be located inland of the new retail
spaces along the Eardley Avenue side and would include 121 guestrooms extending up
the slope toward Central Avenue, while the Groups/Family Wing would be located along
the corner of Ocean View Boulevard and Dewey Avenue and would include 104
guestrooms, where both wings would have separate entrances and lobbies and rise to
40 feet in height. All told, the proposed development would include nearly 355,000
square feet of enclosed and other useable space that would “step up” the slope from
Ocean View Boulevard, and would be designed with a mix of concrete, steel, glass, and
wood materials that are intended to emulate a more industrial feel reminiscent of the
cannery structures of the past.

The City-approved project also includes private development and uses in the current
public rights-of-way (ROW) of Sloat Avenue and Ocean View Boulevard. Roughly two-
thirds of Sloat Avenue between Eardley Avenue and Dewey Avenue would be vacated
by the City (about 20,000 square feet), with only the downcoast portion retained where it
fronts several developed properties not affiliated with the project. The vacated area
would be developed as part of the resort hotel, with the now “dead-end” portion of Sloat
becoming the entrance to the underground parking facility for the resort hotel. In terms
of Ocean View Boulevard, the City would not vacate the right-of-way; rather the City
would allow the developer to use up to 10 feet of it for private purposes via an
encroachment permit, totaling about 3,200 square feet. Thus, all told the City-approved
project would use about 23,000 square feet (or over half an acre) of public space for

7 The LCP was also amended in 2021 to modify certain site standards related to the ATC site (LCP-3-
PGR-21-0038-1). Specifically, when the LCP was initially certified, the IP included development standards
that only applied to the seaward portion of the ATC site (i.e., the parcels seaward of Sloat Avenue), and
the City proposed to modify the IP so that those standards would apply to the entire ATC site (i.e., the
parcels seaward and landward of Sloat Avenue and the portion of Sloat Avenue that extends through the
ATC site). The changes were certified by the Commission, and thus both inland and seaward portions of
the site are subject to the same IP standards.
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private purposes, and significantly change the use of the remaining portion of Sloat not
vacated.

The City-approved project also provides for tree and vegetation removal (the Applicant
would remove all 79 existing trees on the site),® and the planting of 136 new trees, most
of which would consist of native California species, as well as landscaping with drought
tolerant shrubs and groundcovers, also mostly native California species, including on
rooftop gardens that will be located throughout the resort hotel complex. The project
also includes water efficient irrigation systems (using drip irrigation, bubblers, high-
efficiency heads, and weather-based controls) and both rainwater harvesting and
graywater reclamation® for landscape irrigation purposes, requiring associated piping,
filtration/treatment and subsurface tanks, but these details were not identified in the
City’s approval but rather to be worked out at a later date.

See Exhibit 4 for the City-approved project plans.

C. City of Pacific Grove CDP Approval

The City has been pursuing a hotel project at this site for about a decade, partnering
with a series of potential developers to help implement that vision. In addition to the
voter initiative from 2016 to rezone the site to allow for hotel uses,*? the project went
through about 3 years of City reviews as part of the local CDP application (dating back
to 2019), with its local review process ramping up in earnest after LCP certification in
2020 and going through several layers of additional local review prior to the City
Council’s final CDP action in early 2022.

Architectural Review Board Review

The project was reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Board (ARB) on December
15, 2020. At the December 15, 2020 hearing, the ARB passed a motion to recommend
advancing the project to the City’s Planning Commission with seven recommended
revisions requiring the Applicant to reduce the height and scale of the Executive Wing
(now called the Shoreline Wing), to relocate the service entrance, to reutilize the
warehouse building (instead of demolishing it), to eliminate excavation near Ocean View
Boulevard and Dewey Avenue (to reduce potential noise impacts to nearby harbor
seals), to require that story poles/balloons be erected to demonstrate potential building
massing, to increase use of modern design elements, and to retain the existing oak and
cypress trees on the site that were noted to be in fair condition.

Coastal Commission staff also provided feedback to the City and Applicant prior to this
juncture, stating as part of environmental review (i.e., in CEQA Notice of Preparation
and via Draft Environmental Impact Report comments) that the project appeared to

8 These existing trees consist of eucalyptus, Monterey cypress, strawberry, Canary Island pine, and
Coast live oak.

9 The source of the graywater would be from guestroom shower, bath, lavatory, and sink usage.

10 As discussed in more detail in the Lower-Cost Accommodations sections of this report, the City’s
Measure C from 1986 generally limits hotels only to certain zoning districts and prohibits the rezoning for
new overnight accommodations uses in the City without a vote of the people. Thus the 2016 initiative did
just that for this site.
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oversubscribe the site, including in terms whether the amount of such intensively
proposed development could be supported by the area’s limited water supply, that it
appeared to block public coastal views and otherwise not be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood, and that it wasn’t clear how the project would provide for
lower-cost accommodations (see all Commission staff comment letters on the proposed
project as it worked its way through the City’s CDP review process in Exhibit 7).

In response to the ARB’s recommendations, the Applicant submitted an amended
application to the City in late 2021, including a revised project description, a revised
plan set, and a revised landscaping plan that incorporated a greater number of trees
into the project’s tree planting palette, with more of these trees consisting of native
species. The primary revisions to the project at that time were to reduce building mass
and to incorporate top-floor setbacks in the Family/Group (Bluffs) Wing (to better
preserve the view corridor from south of Eardley when traveling north towards Monterey
Bay and to lessen the visual impacts of the building as seen from Central Avenue); to
incorporate additional design elements reflective of Cannery Row and other
industrial/commercial buildings; to eliminate the underground parking garage below the
Executive/Shoreline Wing (reducing the amount of project grading by 38 percent and
the number of truck trips by 35 percent); to reduce meeting/event space (from 13,634
square feet to 12,116 square feet) and of street retail space (from 16,202 square feet to
10,968 square feet); to add at-grade parking along Central Avenue, and to reduce the
overall number of parking spaces on the site (290 spaces instead of 304 spaces, based
on changes in parking demand due to the decrease in proposed meeting and retail
space, and based on the use of lifts to vertically stack underground parking (applying to
30 spaces)); and to increase the number of new trees (from 125 to 136 trees), and
include the use of both a greater number of native tree species and a greater number of
larger (48-inch box-sized) trees.!

Planning Commission Denial

The revised project was then reviewed by the City’s Planning Commission on October
28, 2021 and November 18, 2021. Coastal Commission staff provided feedback to help
guide the Planning Commission, again raising similar concerns as before and
recommending generally that the project be reduced in size so as not to increase any
water usage over the existing ATC’s water use, to provide on-site lower-cost
accommodations when none were being proposed, and raising questions on how the
proposed lower-cost in-lieu fees were calculated. Ultimately, the Planning Commission
denied the CDP application for the project at its November 18, 2021 meeting, voting 4-

11 The Applicant did not make project changes in response to all the ARB’s recommendations. The
Applicant considered the viability of reconfiguring the location of the project’s service entrance but
proposed to continue access from the “dead-end” of Sloat Avenue via Dewey Avenue. The Applicant also
considered retention and reuse of the warehouse building but determined that the construction style and
front facade of the building would not be compatible with the intended hotel use, and that such reuse
would also result in a higher roof height with less articulation and fewer amenities that the proposed
design. Regarding story poles or balloons to help decision-makers and the public get a better sense of
the massing of the proposed project, the Applicant chose to forego such efforts, largely arguing that it
would be too dangerous (instead, the Applicant posted renderings at three onsite locations for public
review). Finally, the Applicant concluded that it could not retain more on-site trees without major project
redesign, and that relocating and replanting existing trees would have a low likelihood of success.
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2-1 to deny the project and to not certify the associated Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). The primary concerns noted by the Planning Commission in voting to deny the
CDP for the project were that the size and scale of the project were too large and led to
too many public view and community character compatibility issues, that the potential
for noise impacts to the harbor seals on the shoreline across Ocean View Boulevard
was too great and not adequately addressed, and that the removal of all of the existing
trees on the site was inappropriate. The Planning Commission also noted issues with a
lack of an adequate water supply, inadequate public access amenities, unaddressed
traffic impacts, and an inadequate evaluation of lower-cost visitor-serving options. The
Applicant subsequently appealed the Planning Commission’s denial action to the City
Council.

City Council Approval

The City Council reviewed the appeal on January 12, 2022. At that time, Commission
staff provided a comment letter to the Council strongly suggesting that it not take action
at that time because the project suffered from too many unanswered questions and LCP
conformance problems. Put another way, Commission staff didn’t believe the project
was compliant with the LCP and suggested that additional analysis was necessary
before the Council took a CDP action (again, see Exhibit 7). Notwithstanding such
recommendations, however, the City Council ultimately overturned the Planning
Commission’s denial by a 6-1 vote. In approving the CDP and certifying the EIR,*? the
City Council concluded differently than the Planning Commission and found that the
issues raised by the Planning Commission were not compelling enough to warrant
denial. In taking its action, the City Council also vacated the City’s interest in the portion
of Sloat Avenue that would be used by the Applicant for private purposes.*?

The Coastal Commission’s Central Coast District office received the notice of the City
Council’s final CDP action on January 20, 2022 (Exhibit 3). The Coastal Commission’s
ten-working-day appeal period for this action began on January 21, 2022 and concluded
at 5 p.m. on February 3, 2022. Seven valid appeals of the City’'s CDP decision were
received during the appeal period (see below and see Exhibit 5).

12 The EIR concluded that despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, the project would
nonetheless result in significant and unavoidable impacts relating to both aesthetics and cultural
resources (with respect to historic structures). In allowing the project despite these CEQA non-
conformities, the City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations that notes that the project’s
benefits outweigh the project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects (see also CEQA section that
follows, as well as the City’'s CEQA determinations).

13 |In addition to CDP requirements, the vacation of public road rights-of-way is governed by California
Streets and Highways Code Sections 8300 through 8368, which requires a two-step process. In the first
step, the City Council must pass a resolution of intent to vacate the right-of-way, which was done at the
hearing where the CDP for the project was approved. The second step is the actual vacation itself, which
would require a separate City Council action. The City and the Applicant are in negotiations on the
amount that the Applicant must pay for the right-of-way, and the actual vacation is contingent upon the
City Council’'s agreement thereto. In addition, actions that lead to public rights-of-way becoming private
property, like this one, require CDPs, and thus the City’s CDP action that has been appealed here also
provides for the right-of-way vacation.
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D. Appeal Procedures

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain
CDP decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP
decisions are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1)
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the
inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no
beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust
lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream, or within 300 feet of the top of
the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive coastal resource area; or (b)
for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not designated as the principal
permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval or denial) on a CDP
for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational facility and/or
a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the Commission.
The City’s CDP action is appealable in this case because a portion of the project site is
located within 300 feet of the inland extent of the beach/bluff.

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the
approved development does not conform to the LCP and/or to Coastal Act public
access provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, where allowed (i.e., only allowed in
extremely limited circumstances — see description of appealable actions, above), the
grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the development conforms to the LCP
and to Coastal Act public access provisions.

The Commission’s consideration of appeals is a two-step process. The first step is
determining whether the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to the grounds
on which the appeal was filed that the Commission, in the exercise of its discretion,
finds to be significant enough to warrant the Commission taking jurisdiction over the
CDP application. This step is often referred to as the “substantial issue” phase of an
appeal. The Commission is required to begin its hearing on an appeal, addressing at
least the substantial issue question, within 49 working days of the filing of the appeal
unless the applicant has waived that requirement, in which case there is no deadline. In
this case, the Applicant has waived that deadline, and the Commission is thus under no
hearing deadlines in this matter.

The Coastal Act and the Commission’s implementing regulations are structured such
that there is a presumption of a substantial issue when the Commission acts on this
guestion, and the Commission generally considers a number of factors in making that
determination.* At this stage, the Commission may only consider issues brought up by

14 The term substantial issue is not defined in the Coastal Act. The Commission's regulations simply
indicate that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no substantial
issue” (see California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13115(b) (CCR)). CCR Section 13115(c) of
the Commission’s regulations provides, along with past Commission practice, that the Commission may
consider the following five factors when determining if a local action raises a significant issue: (1) the
degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is consistent
or inconsistent with the certified LCP and the Coastal Act’s public access provisions; (2) the extent and
scope of the development; (3) the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; (4) the
precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation of its LCP; and (5) whether
the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. The Commission may,
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the appeal. In reviewing the substantial issue question, staff will make a
recommendation for the Commission to find either substantial issue or no substantial
issue.® If staff makes the former recommendation, the Commission will not take
testimony at the hearing on the substantial issue recommendation unless at least three
Commissioners request it, and, if no such testimony is requested, a substantial issue is
automatically found. In both cases, when the Commission does take testimony, it is
generally (and at the discretion of the Commission Chair) limited to three minutes total
per side, and only the Applicant, aggrieved persons, the local government, and their
proxies/representatives are allowed to testify, while others may submit comments in
writing.

If, following any testimony and a public hearing, the Commission determines that the
appeal does not raise a substantial issue, then the first step is the only step, and the
local government’s CDP decision stands. However, if the Commission finds a
substantial issue, the Commission takes jurisdiction over the underlying CDP
application for the proposed project, and the appeal heads to the second phase of the
hearing on the appeal.

In the second phase of the appeal, the Commission must determine whether the
proposed development is consistent with the applicable LCP (and in certain
circumstances, but ones that do not apply to this case, the Coastal Act’s public access
and recreation provisions). This step is often referred to as the “de novo” review phase
of an appeal, and it entails reviewing the proposed project in total. There is no specific
legal deadline for the Commission to act on the de novo phase of an appeal. Staff will
make a CDP decision recommendation to the Commission, and the Commission will
conduct a public hearing to decide whether to approve, approve with conditions, or deny
the subject CDP. Any person may testify during the de novo phase of an appeal hearing
(if applicable).

E. Summary of Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that the City-approved project raises Coastal Act public access
and LCP consistency questions relating to water supply, lower-cost visitor

but need not, assign a particular weight to a factor, and may make a substantial issue determination for
other reasons as well.

15 Note that in cases where a project is bisected by the appeals boundary, such as this one, the
Commission can only evaluate the development in the appealable area when making its substantial issue
determination. Sometimes development within the appeal boundary is clearly separable from
development outside the appeal boundary (e.g., a garage wholly within the appeal boundary and a house
outside of it). In other cases, though, the appeal boundary simply cuts through portions of the project, as
is the case here. In such cases, it can be more difficult to parse what is subject to appeal versus not,
especially the programmatic aspects of development that apply to the project overall. In this case, and
with respect to the substantial issue determination, the Commission believes that it is not possible to
parse out the appeal issues in a manner that clearly distinguishes project components within and outside
of the appeal boundary. Instead, the Commission will evaluate the appeal issues through the lens of a
complete project, which makes issues raised in the appeal boundary relevant to the entire project. If the
Commission finds that the City’s approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP and
takes jurisdiction over the CDP application, then the location of the appeal boundary becomes irrelevant,
and the Commission will consider the entire project under the CDP application for LCP and Coastal Act
consistency.
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accommodations, public views/community character, public access (including public
parking) and associated amenities, biological resources, and historic structures.
Specifically, the appeals assert that the City-approved project would violate applicable
Coastal Act and LCP provisions because: 1) it is not clear that the development will be
served by an adequate and sustainable long-term water supply; 2) the lower-cost
accommodations mitigation lacks specificity and the methodology to determine
appropriate mitigation is flawed; 3) the mass, scale, and design of the project is not
compatible with the surrounding built environment and would have an adverse impact
on public views; 4) the project does not include adequate public access amenities and
would reduce public street parking access; 5) construction noise would have adverse
impacts on a nearby harbor seal rookery and on nesting black oystercatchers, and; 6)
historic resources are not adequately protected. See Exhibit 5 for the full text of the
appeals.

F. Standard of Review

The standard of review for the appeal is the City of Pacific Grove LCP and the Coastal
Act’s public access provisions. The appeals allege that the City-approved project does
not conform with that standard of review, and the Commission here is charged with
evaluating those allegations in light of LCP provisions and Coastal Act public access
provisions.

G. Substantial Issue Determination

1. Water Supply

Applicable LCP Provisions

Water supply on the Monterey Peninsula, including in the City of Pacific Grove, is
severely constrained. Within that context, individual communities are allocated a certain
amount of water supply and must then approve development that can be
accommodated by that supply. The LCP recognizes this framework, and only allows
approval of development if will be served by an amount of water that is within the City’s
allocated supply, and if such water is coming from a long-term sustainable source.
Given water scarcity and the competition among a variety of uses for this resource, the
LCP states that public recreational access and visitor-serving uses are prioritized for
such limited supplies. Specifically, the LCP requires:

LUP Policy INF-1: The City Council shall annually review the City’s water
Allocation regulations and procedures, and the status of the City’s water
reserves. To the maximum extent feasible, the City will reserve a sufficient
guantity of water to accommodate coastal priority uses designated by the Land
Use Plan (i.e., public access and recreational uses and visitor-serving uses) from
its allotted water supply. This allocation shall include considerations of
constrained and unconstrained water demand, taking into account sources and
timing of new water supply, as well as the City’s overall land use and economic
policies.

LUP Policy INF-2: Development shall only be approved if it is first clearly
demonstrated that the development will be served by an adequate existing water
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allocation and sustainable long-term water supply. Individual private water
systems, except for rainwater collection are prohibited.

LUP Policy INF-6: When considering new development or
redevelopment/renovation projects, the City will consider the existing property
domestic water allocation, the potential for on-site conservation and capture, and
available City supplemental water as part of the water allocation.

Water Supply Background

Unlike other parts of the State that rely on imported water,® the Monterey Peninsula is
entirely dependent on local water sources. California American Water Company (Cal-
Am) is the private utility that provides water service to much of the area, including all of
Pacific Grove. The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD, or
District) is the public entity that regulates/oversees water management in the Peninsula,
including allocating the amount of water each city is allowed to use each year, tracking
water usage at each particular site in the region, and ultimately deciding where Cal-Am
is allowed to serve water. The region’s two primary water sources are the Seaside
Groundwater Basin and the Carmel River.'” Historically, these two sources have been
overtapped, and have resulted in water supply scarcity in the greater region for
decades.

More specifically, with respect to the Carmel River, it drains a roughly 225 square mile
basin that begins in the Santa Lucia Mountains south of the Monterey Peninsula and
travels about 30 miles before emptying into the Pacific Ocean from at the Carmel River
Lagoon within Carmel River State Beach just south of the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea.
The Carmel River ecosystem has traditionally been an important steelhead habitat, as it
“historically supported the largest anadromous steelhead run in the chaparral
ecosystems of central and southern California, but development of water and land
resources led to habitat degradation and an estimated 75% population decline by
1975".18 The National Marine Fisheries Service listed the south-central California coast
steelhead Distinct Population Segment as threatened under the Endangered Species
Act in 1997, and designated the Carmel River as ‘critical habitat’ under the Act
necessary for its protection and survival in 2005.1° By 1999, the Carmel River was listed

16 For example, much of the San Francisco Bay Area relies on canals and aqueducts that carry water
from reservoirs in the Sierra Nevada mountains (e.g., the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir), Central Valley cities
and farms rely on the State Water Project (with Lake Oroville the largest reservoir in the system) and the
Federal government’s Central Valley Project (with Shasta Lake the largest reservoir in the system and the
State overall), and Southern California relies on water from the Colorado River, the Sierra Nevada (e.g.,
Owens Valley), and the two water projects.

17 There are some other smaller sources, including desalinated water produced by the City of Sand City
and recycled water produced by the City of Pacific Grove and the Carmel Area Wastewater District
generally used for non-potable purposes. All of these facilities have received CDP approval from the
Commission for their water production and use.

18 | opez Arriaza, Juan, et al. “Size-conditional smolting and the response of Carmel River Steelhead to
two decades of conservation efforts.” PLOS ONE, vol. 12, no. 11, 30 Nov. 2017, p. 3,
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188971.

19 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2005/09/02/05-16389/endangered-and-threatened-species-
designation-of-critical-habitat-for-seven-evolutionarily.
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as one of North America‘s ten most endangered rivers given the demands placed on it
by urban water consumption.2°

In 1995, in a seminal decision as a result of investigations into both the health of
steelhead and the River more broadly, as well as an analysis of historic legal water
rights, the California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board, or
Board) issued a cease-and-desist order (CDO 95-10) that substantially reduced the
amount of water Cal-Am was able to legally withdraw from the Carmel River.?! The
Order determined that Cal-Am was diverting 14,106 acre feet per year (AFY) from the
River when it only had legal right to divert 3,376 AFY?? (or, put another way, Cal-Am
was determined to be illegally diverting about 10,730 AFY). The State Water Board also
determined that Cal-Am’s Carmel River diversions were the largest single impact on
instream beneficial uses of the River, including in terms of adverse effects on fisheries
and overall River habitat values. Because of a lack of available supply to substitute for
and offset the almost 11,000 AFY of illegal diversions, and because the effect that such
an immediate reduction in water supply would have on the Monterey Peninsula, the
Order allowed Cal-Am to continue to divert up to 14,106 AFY from the Carmel River
beginning in 1995 with 20% per year reductions until a combination of new water
sources and water use reduction would bring the amount of River water used to its legal
amount.

In the intervening decade,?? the State Water Board was generally dissatisfied with Cal-
Am’s efforts to reduce Carmel River diversions and to identify supplemental legal and
sustainable water sources, and in 2009 issued replacement CDO 2009-060, which
maintained the previous CDO’s tenets while also finding that Cal-Am: “(a) failed to
comply with the requirements of Order 95-10, and (b) is in violation of Water Code
Section 1052”, and that “diverting water from the river for growth is unacceptable when
(a) Cal-Am has no legal right to divert the water, (b) the steelhead in the river has been
declared a threatened species, (c) the river has been designated critical habitat for the
steelhead and (d) miles of the river bed are dry for five to six months a year.” The State
Water Board concluded that “water should not be diverted from the river for growth and
that the quantity of water that is illegally diverted by Cal-Am should be reduced over a
period of years until illegal diversion from the river is ended.” As such, the revised Order
was structured only to accommodate existing users and not to accommodate new
growth dependent on Carmel River water. To implement this requirement, CDO
Condition 2 states:

20 See, The Conservancy at 40: The Carmel River https://scc.ca.gov/2016/06/26/conservancy-at-40-the-
carmel-
river/#:.~:text=1n%201999%20the%20Carmel%20River,once%20again%20healthy%20and%20vibrant.

21 See State Water Resources Control Board, Order No. WR 95-10, Order on Four Complaints Filed
Against the California-American Water Company, Carmel River, Monterey County, July 6, 1995.

22 \Where that total reflects 2,179 AFY based on SWRCB License 11866, 1,137 AFY based on pre-1914
appropriative rights, and 60 AFY based on riparian rights.

23 Note that in 2007, the State Water Board recognized Cal-Am'’s right to divert an additional 2,425 AFY
from the River, thus putting Cal-Am’s maximum legal diversion at 5,801 AFY (i.e., 3,376 + 2,425 = 5,801).
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Cal-Am shall not divert water from the Carmel River for new service connections
or for any increased use of water at existing service addresses resulting from a
change in zoning or use. Cal-Am may supply water from the river for new service
connections or for any increased use at existing service addresses resulting from
a change in zoning or use after October 20, 2009, provided that any such service
had obtained all necessary written approvals required for project construction
and connection to Cal-Am’s water system prior to that date.*’

Footnote 47: Multiunit residential, commercial or industrial sites may currently be
served by a single water meter. The installation of additional meters at an
existing service will not be viewed as a new service connection provided that the
additional metering does not result in an increase in water use...

In sum, the CDO does not allow Cal-Am to extract and provide water for any type of
growth and development proposed after the CDO'’s effectiveness in 2009 (e.g., building
new water-using development from the ground up on vacant lots, intensifying existing
water-using development with additional units, etc.).?*

While applying the prohibitions on new residential or commercial units from the ground
up is fairly easy to understand and enforce, how to apply it to existing development at
an existing service connection is a bit more complicated, including how to define what
does and does not constitute an intensification of water use. To provide guidance, the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)?° opined on how to interpret certain CDO
provisions, particularly what constitutes an increase in water usage as it relates to
intensifications of existing development. Specifically, in 2011, the CPUC determined?®
that Cal-Am could allow new connections and/or increased use of water for existing
service addresses if (1) such connection/increase was due to a change in zoning or
use, and where all necessary approvals had been obtained prior to October 20, 2009; or
(2) if the new connection was associated with the installation of additional meters but
without an increase in water use. Ultimately, CPUC’s intent was to clarify that Cal-Am
was not authorized to provide water in a way that would violate CDO Condition 2.
Importantly, CPUC also reinforced that the CDO requirements affecting Cal-Am also
apply to the MPWMD and the manner in which it divvies up water to Monterey
Peninsula cities and users. Thus, CPUC’s 2011 action also directed “Cal-Am to confer
with MPWMD and then consult with the SWRCB to develop or select a workable
protocol for determining the past use baseline as well as measuring increase in water
use at existing service addresses resulting from a change in zoning or use.”

24 Subsequently, in 2016 SWRCB issued CDO 2016-0016, which was designed to supersede and replace
CDOs 95-10 and 2009-0060, and which maintained all previous requirements other than it reduced the
amount of interim allowed diversions to 8,310 AFY (starting in 2015-2016) and extended the deadline to
terminate unlawful diversions to December 31, 2021.

25 Since Cal-Am is a private utility, the CPUC has jurisdiction over and regulates many of Cal-Am'’s
operations, including in terms of rates charged for water service, akin to how CPUC regulates Pacific Gas
and Electric as a private energy and natural gas utility provider.

26 See CPUC's 2011 “Decision Directing Tariff Modifications to Recognize Moratorium Mandated by State
Water Resources Control Board” (CPUC Decision 11-03-048).
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In response to the State Water Board’s Order and the CPUC’s guidance, the MPWMD
developed a comprehensive system of assigning water credits to each land use in the
Monterey Peninsula so as to both establish a baseline of each site’s water usage as
well as enforceable criteria for what would constitute an increase in water usage above
that baseline. The MPWMD assigns each use a water credit, which is determined by the
site’s square footage, number of restaurant seats, number of bathrooms, or some other
guantifiable metric for the site, and then multiplied by the identified water use factor for
that metric. The water use factor is the estimated amount of water used by each
particular land use type, which the District determines based on actual water use data.?’
Thus, the District’s position is that such water factors are accurate since they are based
on empirical water usage data specific to the Monterey Peninsula region. In short, the
District’s water credit represents the District’s conclusion regrading the maximum
amount of water that a site is physically equipped to use. The District maintains that as
long as a proposed project is at or below that amount, then it can allow Cal-Am to serve
it water.?®

In summary, as it relates to the Carmel River, Cal-Am is under a State Water Board
Order to reduce extraction to its legal limit of about 5,800 AFY and to preclude most
types of new development and intensifications of existing uses that would result in an
increase in water usage, including as determined by the MPWMD.

With respect to the Monterey Peninsula’s other primary source of water, the Seaside
Groundwater Basin, it too is under legal constraint. The Basin provides about 30% of
the Monterey Peninsula’s water usage, but has been under Court order, also known as
an adjudication, since 2006. The adjudication specifies how much water is allocated to
the various entities that use the Basin (Cal-Am, as well as private wells for agricultural
uses, etc.), as well as broader management and conservation efforts overseen by a
Court-identified Watermaster. The decision resulted in an ultimate reduction in available
groundwater sourced from the Seaside Groundwater Basin by approximately 50
percent, or down to 3,000 AFY, as the identified Natural Safe Yield (where natural
replenishment would avoid seawater intrusion and other adverse environmental effects).
Prior to the adjudication, Cal-Am pumped approximately 4,000 AFY from the Seaside
Basin. Following the adjudication, Cal-Am'’s allocation was reduced to 1,474 AFY. The
establishment of adjudicated water rights of all the users of the Basin is intended to
avoid long-term damage to the Basin, including potential seawater intrusion,
subsidence, and other adverse impacts of over-pumping. The adjudication establishes a
physical solution to Basin management that is “intended to ultimately reduce the
drawdown of the aquifer to the level of the Natural Safe Yield; to maximize potential
beneficial use of the Basin; and, to provide a means to augment water supply for the
Monterey Peninsula.”

27 The District’s water use factors are found here: https://www.mpwmd.net/rules/Rule24.pdf.

28 Note, however, that the District’s water credit system hasn’t been ‘approved’ by the State Water Board
as a legally enforceable mechanism to implement CDO Condition 2. In fact, and as discussed in more
detail in the de novo findings, the State Water Board has opined that a more defensible baseline water
use should be based on the past 5 years of actual flowing water at a particular site.
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In line with the adjudication, the Watermaster produces an annual report specifying the
health of the basin and its progress in meeting identified objectives. The most recent
report from 20222° noted that water usage from the Basin was about 2,871 AFY, below
the Court-ordered limit of 3,000 AFY as the defined Natural Safe Yield. And while
seawater intrusion wasn’t affirmatively found to be affecting water quality at that time,
basin water levels were continuing to drop, and thus rendered the basin susceptible to
intrusion. Specifically, the report found there are “ongoing detrimental groundwater
conditions within the Basin that pose a potential threat of seawater intrusion.
Groundwater levels below sea level, the cumulative effect of pumping in excess of
recharge and freshwater inflows, and ongoing seawater intrusion in the nearby Salinas
Valley all suggest that seawater intrusion has the potential to occur in the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. However, no data collected in Water Year (WY) 2022 indicate that
seawater intrusion is occurring within the [Basin].”

In summary, the Seaside Groundwater Basin is Court-ordered to supply no more than
3,000 AFY. And while the adjudication is meant to limit water usage to a sustainable
level in the long-term, at the current time, the Basin remains in a somewhat precarious
state given the threat of seawater intrusion. This is therefore a critically important time in
Seaside Groundwater Basin management so as to prevent seawater from infiltrating the
Basin. In other words, Basin management becomes orders of magnitude more complex
should seawater intrude upon the resource, and thus prevention efforts at the current
time are key.

In light of the limitations — legal, chemical, and biological — of the region’s two primary
water sources, Cal-Am, the MPWMD, area cities, and the region’s wastewater collection
and treatment agency, Monterey One Water, have been working on solutions to both
reduce consumption and to augment supplies. On the consumption front, and working in
concert with the fact that most forms of new development have not been allowed in the
region for some nearly 15 years since the CDO’s Condition 2 went into effect, the region
has a robust water efficiency program that has worked in reducing water usage. For the
2023 water year, which ran October 1, 2022 through September 30, 2023, Cal-Am’s
customers in the entire Monterey Peninsula service area used just 9,118 acre-feet from
all supply sources — including the Carmel River, Seaside Groundwater Basin, and
recycled and stored water. This number is less than the 9,516 acre-feet used in the
2022 water year, below the 10-year average of 9,813 acre-feet annually, and well below
the roughly 18,000 acre-feet it had been pumping when the State Water Board’s initial
CDO was promulgated in 1995 (14,000 from the Carmel River and 4,000 from the
Seaside Groundwater Basin).

And on the supply side, as the Commission is well aware, there are numerous projects
completed, under construction, or permitted that will provide additional supplies to the
region. One of these projects, the Pure Water Monterey project by Monterey One
Water, is a water recycling and groundwater injection/replenishment/reuse project that
has been operational since 2020. This project takes treated wastewater and then injects
it into the groundwater basin, with the benefits of having a supply generally unaffected
by the whims of annual precipitation, reducing the need for water from the Carmel River,

29 https://seasidebasinwatermaster.org/Other/2022%20Annual%20Report%20Final%2012-8-22.pdf.
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and replenishing the Seaside Groundwater Basin’s supplies and staving off seawater
intrusion. The project is currently operational and treating 3,500 acre feet in this
manner. Relatedly, the Pure Water Monterey Expansion project is currently under
construction and will expand the project’s overall capacity by some 2,250 acre feet, for a
total of 5,750 acre feet that can be added to the region’s water supply portfolio.

And lastly in terms of new supplies, Cal-Am is working on final approvals to construct a
4.8 million gallon per day (or 14.7 acre feet per day, or 5,365 AFY) desalination facility.
After several decades of planning and various proposed project iterations, the
Commission ultimately approved the CDP for this project in November 2022, but subject
to conditions of approval. Among the most notable is the need for updated supply and
demand figures documenting how much water is needed to serve identified levels of
growth over the next several decades. This point is currently subject to extensive
debate, and drives to the heart of the matter regarding whether the desalination plant is
actually needed in the long term. Cal-Am estimates that water demand by 2050 will be
14,480 AFY. Hence, Cal-Am argues that the additional roughly 5,400 AFY produced by
the desalination plant is needed to augment the roughly 11,000 AFY available once the
Pure Water Monterey Expansion is operational. The MPWMD, however, disagrees with
such demand figure, and has instead forecasted a 2050 water demand of 10,599 acre
feet, which is within the amount provided by existing legal supplies and the forthcoming
water recycling projects. Thus, the District’s position is that Cal-Am’s desalination
project is not needed for at least the next 30 years, and that the State Water Board
should lift the CDO. The Commission, as part of its CDP approval and findings, found
that while the water recycling projects would appear capable of satisfying water demand
in the short term (for the next 20 years or so), there was also substantial evidence to
reasonably conclude that desalination was also needed in the water portfolio for the
long term. Hence, the Commission approved the CDP, but with several special
conditions. Chief of among them to definitively answer the supply/demand/long-term
need question is Special Condition 1, which identifies the CPUC as the final arbiter of
this issue with revised supply and demand figures. If such determination shows there is
a demand (i.e., a need for the project) for water in excess of what the recycling projects
can provide by or before 2050, the desalination project can continue to proceed.

Coastal Act/LCP Considerations

Putting all of the above water supply background in the context of the Coastal Act and
Pacific Grove LCP, a few things can be noted. Foremost, the preceding background
information is meant to inform a common baseline understanding of the complicated
and complex water supply situation in the Monterey Peninsula. While water is
controversial and complex in most parts of California, it is particularly so in the Monterey
region given its isolated nature relative to the large water projects that serve much of
the rest of the state. And while there are a mélange of agencies involved, to be clear,
the Commission’s role and review, as part of this project or otherwise, is not
enforcement of the State Water Board's CDO, or the MPWMD's allocation/water use
calculations, or the manner in which the CPUC estimates supply and demand. While
these other agencies’ decisions and findings can inform Commission understandings,
the Commission has an independent review authority under the Coastal Act to protect
coastal resources, including sensitive water bodies from impairment and ensuring that
new development receives water from a source that does not result in such impairment.
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This is not to suggest that the Commission will always disagree and ‘override’ other
agencies’ determinations, as good public policy would suggest that other government
agencies, particularly other state agencies, work together so as their respective
mandates harmonize and reinforce each other. But it does mean that satisfaction of one
law or agency does not automatically mean that another’s is similarly satisfied.

In this light, and applying what we know about the current state of affairs in the
peninsula regarding water and coastal resource health, while the Monterey Peninsula
has made significant strides in recent years regarding new water supplies and
decreases in demand in ensuring a sustainable water supply portfolio, there is still much
uncertainty. In 2023, NOAA Fisheries reaffirmed the threatened status of Carmel River
steelhead, finding that drought and fish barriers remain concerns to the long-term health
of the species.3° Similarly, the Seaside Groundwater Basin remains at risk of seawater
intrusion, and while a goal of the Pure Water Monterey projects is to affirmatively guard
against such impairment, they are not fully operational at this current time. And while
there is general consensus that, in the short term, the water recycling projects can
provide a sustainable water source once fully operational, there isn’t consensus beyond
this time frame, including whether desalination can or will be part of a needed solution.
It also bears reiterating that, at the current time, the State Water Board’s CDO is still in
effect, prohibiting most forms of new water using development. The Coastal Act and
LCP require new development to be served by an identifiable, available, and long-term
sustainable water source. The Commission has typically interpreted such requirement
to generally mean that water must come from a source without impairment to sensitive
coastal resources and the species that inhabit and use them, including wetlands,
streams, groundwater resources, and the ocean. In light of the above, the Commission
cannot find that these tests are met in the Monterey Peninsula at this time, and thus, for
purposes of Coastal Act and LCP implementation for CDP review purposes, there is not
an adequate and long-term sustainable water source to serve new development in
Pacific Grove, whether this project or any other.

Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that potential water use for the project has been underestimated
and there has been no clear demonstration that the development will be served by an
adequate existing water allocation and sustainable long-term water supply, especially
given the significant existing constraints on water availability in the region. Specifically,
the appeals contend that it strains credulity that the approved 225-room hotel project
(with two swimming pools, a spa and fitness center, and bars and restaurants, etc.) will
use less water than the existing ATC commercial development (especially given the
currently low vacancy rate), and that the City did not calculate the difference between
the existing water use at the site and the estimated water use that would occur when
the resort hotel development is completed. The appeals also contend that the reliance
on offsite laundry services to suggest that proposed project water consumption is
commensurately reduced by that amount is inappropriate, including as the offsite

30 As part of its 2023 5-Year Review: Summary & Evaluation of South-Central California Coast Steelhead:
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/feature-story/south-central-california-coast-steelhead-maintain-
threatened-listing-status.
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laundry uses water for that purpose and that needs to be considered as a part of the
project as well. See Exhibit 5 for the full appeal documents.

Analysis

In this case, the City approved the project by finding that its estimated water demand
would be less than the water allocations/credits assigned to the site by MPWMD
pursuant to the manner in which MPWMD calculates existing and proposed water use.
In other words, the City found that the project would be consistent with the District’s
water allocation provisions, and, because of that fact, found the project to be consistent
with the LCP.

There are numerous flaws with the City’s findings. First, in terms of the water
demand/allocation numbers, the project is estimated to use more water than the existing
site’s allocation. The District determined the ATC site to have a water allocation of 18.53
AFY based on its mix of commercial square footage (i.e., the District multiplied the
square footage of the various commercial uses present on the site (whether vacant or
actively used) by the water use factors for those uses, thus representing the total
amount of water the site is currently ‘equipped’ to accommodate and not result in an
impermissible intensification). The District then did the same calculation for the
proposed project, including its mix of 225 hotel rooms (including number of bathrooms
and fixtures in each room), pool/spa area, restrooms, and other amenities, and
determined the project to use 23.43 AFY of water. Based on these metrics, the project
would result in an impermissible intensification based on how the District
enforces/interprets the State Water Board’s CDO. However, the District then ‘credited’s?
the project by recognizing certain water accounting measures, including providing for
on-site greywater recycling and reuse, not counting any on-site laundry use, and
installing waterless urinals and toilets. Per the District, these measures would total 5.52
AFY of conservation, and the District then reduced this amount from the project’s water
usage to then total 17.91 AFY, below the 18.53 threshold.

While conservation efforts can and should be provided on a project in a water scarce
area, the District’'s budgeting here is improper for many reasons, including that it is
premature to offer credit to the proposed greywater system since there are no
engineering-level plans, details, feasibility analysis, or approval from applicable
environmental health agencies whether such measures can be built, operated, and
employed on the project site. In addition, simply not counting laundry or other inherent
water-using features of a proposed project fundamentally undercounts expected water
use. In fact, it appears that the project will use more water than the District’s own water
allocation for the site, and that water allocation itself is based on a hypothetical ‘full use’
of the ATC site when the site is not actually being used in that way,3? meaning that the

31 The MPWMD Board of Directors approved a finding of ‘Special Circumstances’ to approve these water
usage reductions from their typical water use factors on October 15, 2018.

32 The ATC site has not been fully occupied for many years, with only about 33% of the site currently
being used for commercial purposes. As a result, actual water use at the site is substantially less than the
‘credit’ identified by the district. Put another way, the ‘credit’ essentially identifies hypothetical use, or
‘paper water’, and not actual water use. If the 33% is applied to the full water use hypothetical, it would
suggest that only about 6 AFY of running water is currently being used at the site.
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proposed project would significantly increase water use above that that is currently the
case, and possibly by over 12 AFY. Such underlying analytic issues raise fundamental
guestions about how a project of this type and magnitude should be analyzed in terms
of baseline/existing water use and what is permissible in light of the region’s current
water supply inadequacies.33

And finally, the City’s reliance on the MPWMD to be the arbiter of compliance under the
LCP and Coastal Act is misplaced. The City did not undertake any independent analysis
of whether there is an adequate and sustainable water source to serve the proposed
project. The City simply determined that, because of the fact that the MPWMD
determined the project be below the existing allocation (i.e., with the conservation
credits added on), the project automatically satisfied the LCP’s water supply
requirements, and the City did not further identify any water supply issues or concerns.
As noted, this is problematic inasmuch as the LCP requires the City to independently
evaluate whether water is available to serve a proposed use pursuant to the findings
and criteria specified. Whether a project is consistent or not with another entity’s
provisions does not de facto mean that it also satisfies (or not) the LCP. The City
missed a key analytic step in its approval, and the lack of analysis under the LCP’s
coastal resource protection lens clearly raises a substantial LCP conformance issue.

In sum, water is scarce on the Monterey Peninsula, and the City’s rationale behind its
approval of this project, particularly one of this magnitude and scale, raises significant
LCP consistency questions in terms of water supply. It clearly warrants the
Commission’s considerations of these important points.

2. Lower-Cost Accommodations

Applicable LCP and Coastal Act Provisions

Because the Coastal Act’s public access policies are also an applicable standard of
review for CDP appeals, Coastal Act Section 30213 is also applicable in this case
regarding the provision of lower-cost accommodations. This policy evinces an intent to
ensure that lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities are protected and provided along
the coast, including as it relates to lower cost overnight visitor accommodations,
including so as to ensure that the coastal zone is as accessible as possible to all,
including the vast majority of the public who are not fortunate enough to live near the
shoreline. Section 30213 states:

Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred. ...

Building upon this clear Coastal Act direction, the LUP includes a series of provisions
that require lower-cost accommodations to be provided and encouraged, and require
that if new development fails to provide a range of affordability, that mitigation shall be

33 Including whether the District's method for determining baseline water usage is appropriate in the first
place. As discussed in more detail in the de novo review findings, there are other ways to evaluate and
define the site’s baseline water usage.
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required as determined by a project-specific impact analysis. Specifically, LUP Policies
PRA-11 and PRA-12 require:

LUP Policy PRA-11: Lower cost visitor-serving facilities, including overnight
accommodations and public recreational opportunities, shall be provided and
encouraged. Existing lower-cost accommodations shall be protected and
maintained. Overnight accommodations are reserved for transient uses only (30
days or less).

LUP Policy PRA- 12: New development shall avoid adverse impacts to the
availability and provision of lower and moderate cost visitor accommodations in
the City. If new development would result in a decrease in the available supply of
existing lower cost visitor accommodations, or would fail to provide a range of
affordability, or fail to use land suitable for lower cost accommodations for that
purpose, mitigation shall be required as determined by a project-specific impact
analysis.

The IP builds further on this LUP direction via IP Section 23.90.220(c). This IP
section provides specificity on implementing lower-cost provisions, including defining
what constitutes low-, medium-, and high-cost accommodations, specifying that
lower-cost units must be incorporated into a proposed project in an amount equal to
25% of the number of higher-cost rooms, and allowing for an in-lieu fee in an amount
to “cover the cost of mitigation proportionate to the impact of the development for
which the CDP is issued.” This in-lieu fee allowance is only for projects deemed
infeasible to provide for such units on site and requires a financial feasibility
assessment to ascertain such information, including land value, development costs,
revenue assumptions, and similar information. The IP states:

IP Section 23.90.220(c) Lower Cost Visitor Accommodations; Protection of
Low-Cost Visitor Accommodations: (1) Low, Moderate, and High-Cost Visitor
Accommodations Defined. For purposes of this subsection, visitor
accommodations shall be defined as low, moderate, or high cost as follows: (A)
Low Cost. The annual average daily room rate of all economy hotels and motels
in the city of Pacific Grove market area that have room rates that are equal to or
below the statewide average daily room rate. Economy hotels and motels are
AAA-rated one or two diamond hotels, or equivalent. (B) Moderate Cost. The
average daily room rate is between low cost and high cost. (C) High Cost. The
average daily room rate is 120 percent of the statewide average daily room rate
or greater.

(2) Feasibility Analysis Required. An analysis of the feasibility of providing lower
cost visitor accommodations shall be required for any application involving the
expansion, reduction, redevelopment, demolition, conversion, closure, cessation,
or new development of any project involving visitor overnight accommodations,
with the exception of short-term rental lodging that is within residential units. If
the proposed rates are not lower cost, the feasibility study shall explain why
providing lower cost accommodations as part of the project is not feasible, or
whether the proposed project includes amenities that would serve as a lower cost
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option for families (e.g., additional beds per unit, suite facilities, kitchen facilities,
etc.). This explanation shall address the land value; development costs; a
breakdown of the estimated annual revenues (including average daily rate and
occupancy rates); a breakdown of the estimated operating costs; and any other
information necessary to address the feasibility of providing lower cost
accommodations on site. The feasibility analysis shall be prepared at the
applicant’s expense.

(3) In-Lieu Fee Program. Specific detailed information regarding calculation and
use of any required in-lieu fees as part of a mitigation program for project impacts
to the availability of lower cost visitor accommodations within the city shall be
included as a condition of approval of the coastal development permit for the
visitor accommodations. Fees shall be adequate to cover the cost of mitigation
proportionate to the impact of the development for which the CDP is issued. All
in-lieu fee payments shall be deposited into a fund established by the city which
shall be in an interest-bearing account and shall only be used for the provision of
new lower cost overnight accommodations, within the city. Funds may be used
for activities including land acquisition, construction, and/or renovation that will
result in additional lower cost visitor accommodations, as well as permitting
costs. The specific lower cost requirements for any project funded by the in-lieu
fee program shall be determined through the coastal development permit
process of the in-lieu fee funded project.

(4) Impact Analysis Required. An analysis of a development’s impact on the
availability of lower cost overnight visitor accommodations in the city shall be
required for any application involving: (A) The expansion, reduction,
redevelopment, demolition, conversion, closure, or cessation of any project
involving overnight visitor accommodations, with the exception of short-term
lodging that is within residential units; or (B) New or limited use overnight visitor
accommodations, including timeshares, fractional ownership, or condominium-
hotels. The impact analysis shall be prepared at the applicant’s expense.

(5) Impact Defined. The proposed development would result in any loss in the
available supply of existing lower cost visitor accommodations or would fail to
provide lower cost rooms where new accommodations are proposed or fail to use
land suitable for lower cost accommodations for that purpose.

(6) Mitigation. If the review authority determines that the development will impact
existing lower cost visitor-serving accommodations, or provide only high or
moderate cost visitor accommodations or limited use overnight visitor
accommodations such as timeshares, fractional ownership and condominium-
hotels, then mitigation commensurate with the impact shall be provided as
follows: (A) Where development proposes to remove existing lower cost
accommodations or replace existing lower cost accommodations with high-cost
accommodations, replacement of the lost low-cost rooms shall be maximized and
provided at least on a one-to-one ratio either on site or a suitable off-site location
within the city. Where development proposes to remove existing lower cost
accommodations or replace existing lower cost accommodations with moderate
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cost accommodations replacement of lost low-cost rooms shall be maximized
and provided at a ratio commensurate with the identified impact, taking into
consideration the proposed cost increase and any additional amenities that
would be provided to serve as a lower cost option for families. Replacement shall
prioritize providing for lower cost accommodations on-site where feasible; where
on-site provision is not feasible, off-site provision shall be completed and ready
for use prior to occupancy of the new development, as feasible. (B) Where
development proposes to provide for new higher cost accommodations, the
number of lower cost accommodations provided shall be maximized. At a
minimum, the number of low-cost units shall be equivalent of 25 percent of the
number of high-cost accommodations. (C) Where it is not feasible to provide all
lower cost accommodations as required on site, an equivalent combination of on
site, off site, and payment of an in-lieu fee, as described under the in-lieu fee
program above, commensurate with the impact shall be provided.

(7) Rate Control and Income Eligibility Requirements Prohibited. In no event shall
a development as mitigation be required: (A) To provide overnight room rental be
fixed at an amount certain; or (B) To establish any method for the identification of
low or moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility for
overnight room rentals in any such facilities.

Background

Coastal Act Section 30213 has its origins in the 1975 California Coastal Plan (the
precursor to the 1976 Coastal Act). Based on extensive public input in the early 1970s,
the Coastal Plan found that few tourist facilities for persons of low and moderate income
were being built in many parts of the coastal zone, and that many such low- and
moderate-cost facilities were being replaced by facilities that had higher costs,
particularly in terms of overnight accommodations. The Coastal Act addressed these
findings in part by including the specific Section 30213 mandate to protect, encourage
and, where feasible, provide lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities.

Over the years, ensuring the provision of lower-cost overnight accommodations in the
coastal zone has been especially important because permit applicants have typically
requested that the Commission and LCP-certified local governments approve higher-
cost overnight accommodations on land zoned for visitor-serving uses (in some
instances where lower-cost accommodations were already situated on the land) rather
than pursuing lower-cost accommodations, such as economy hotels, resulting in the
loss of either potential or actual lower-cost accommodations in appropriately zoned
areas. Overall, the Commission’s history of permitting overnight accommodations in the
coastal zone confirms the need to guard against the loss or preclusion of lower-cost
overnight accommodations along the coast, as recognized both in the Coastal Act and
the LCPs that implement it.

As more higher-cost hotels are developed, the remaining lower-cost to moderate-cost
hotel accommodations in the coastal zone tend to be older structures that become less
economically viable as time passes. Further, as more redevelopment occurs, the stock
of lower-cost overnight accommodations tends to be reduced, since it is more lucrative
for developers to replace these structures with higher-cost accommodations or, as in
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this case, to build a new high-end hotel on parcels that historically have not included
visitor accommodations. Commission staff prepared a study for a 2016 Commission
workshop on lower-cost accommodations, which reviewed statewide data about such
lower-cost units in the coastal zone since 1989. In its report to the Commission in 2016,
staff found that out of six “cost” categories ranging from “economy” to “luxury,” a total of
24,720 economy rooms had been lost since the late 1980s, compared to a loss of a
combined 11,247 rooms in the remaining five classes. In other words, economy rooms
were lost at over twice the rate, over the same time period, of all other cost categories
combined. Thus, all told, nearly 70% of all overnight rooms that were lost in the coastal
zone between 1989 and 2016 were attributable to lost economy rooms, whereas less
than 10% of the rooms lost have been in the upscale and luxury categories, and less
than 0.2% have been lost in the luxury category. Such trends have made it much more
difficult for those of more limited financial means to access the coast.

Such reduction in lower- and moderate-cost overnight accommodations in the coastal
zone is also a serious environmental justice issue. Section 30604(h) of the Coastal Act
provides that when acting on a coastal development permit, the issuing agency “may
consider environmental justice, or the equitable distribution of environmental benefits.”
As defined in Section 30107.3(a) of the Coastal Act, “environmental justice” means “the
fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of all races, cultures, incomes and
national origins, with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies,” and, pursuant to Coastal
Act Section 30013, the Commission and all public agencies are charged with advancing
environmental justice principles when implementing the Coastal Act. Thus,
environmental justice considerations are also relevant to the Commission’s review of
new higher-cost hotel proposals, like this one.

The Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy, adopted in March 2019, indicates that
the Commission shall “strive for a no-net-loss of lower-cost facilities in the coastal zone,
while implementing a longer term strategy to increase the number and variety of new
lower-cost opportunities.”3* In California, equitable coastal access and recreation
opportunities for all populations has not been realized to date due to historic and social
factors, such as discriminatory land use and economic policies and practices, with
greater barriers to access experienced by low-income communities, communities of
color, and underserved communities.3® Spatial analysis of 2010 Census data shows a
majority of Californians (70.9%) live within 62 miles of the coast, but populations closest

34 California Coastal Commission Environmental Justice Policy, published by the Commission on March
8, 2019.

35 “Free the Beach! Public Access, Equal Justice, and the California Coast”, Robert Garcia & Erica Flores
Baltodano, 2 Stanford Journal of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties. 143 (2005); Report on Coastal Act
Affordable Housing Policies and Implementation, published by Commission staff on February 10, 2015;
Report on the Historical Roots of Housing Inequity and Impacts on Coastal Zone Demographic Patterns,
published by Commission staff on June 9, 2022.
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to the coast are disproportionately white, more affluent, and older than those who live
farther inland.®®

Given hotel developers predominantly pursue higher-cost and luxury hotels, including in
many cases where such higher-cost offerings take the place of existing lower-cost
options along the coast, it is becoming increasingly important to focus on protecting and
providing lower-cost overnight accommodations in the coastal zone as required by the
Coastal Act and LCPs. Absent an adequate number and type of lower-cost lodging
facilities, a large segment of the population will be effectively excluded from overnight
stays at the coast. To this point, “financial reasons” was listed as the number one barrier
to staying overnight at the coast, as identified by respondents to a State Coastal
Conservancy-commissioned survey in 2017.37 By forcing this more limited means
economic group to lodging out of the coastal zone (or forcing them to stay at home),
there is an adverse impact on the general public’s ability to access the beach and
coastal recreational areas. Such trends have thus made it more difficult for visitors of
more limited means to access the coast; with many of these visitors traveling from fairly
far inland locations where they cannot easily make the trip to the coast and back home
again in a single day. Therefore, by protecting and providing lower-cost lodging for the
price sensitive visitor as is mandated by the Coastal Act, the Commission can help to
remove barriers and to increase access to a segment of the population facing inequities
when visiting the coast. This in turn enhances access to our collective public coastal
commons, helping to ensure true access for all.

Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that the City-approved project raises a series of questions
regarding consistency with the above-cited Coastal Act and LCP provisions that require
and protect lower-cost visitor accommodations. Specifically, they contend that the
approved project includes lower-cost room rates solely for eligible “heroes” (i.e., active
military personnel, nurses, and frontline workers) but that the eligibility and room rates
are not specified in the CDP but rather would be worked out later. The appeals further
contend that the lower-cost rooms are not targeted to the general public (which is the
actual LCP requirement) and that the project’s mitigation fee methodologies appear to
significantly underestimate the amount of required mitigation fees. In short, the appeals
contend that the City’s CDP approval does not adequately provide for lower-cost
accommodations nor follow the specific prescriptions for same as laid out in the LCP.
See Exhibit 5 for the full appeal documents.

Analysis

As noted, the Pacific Grove LCP is quite specific as to lower-cost accommodation
requirements. The first step in the analysis is to identify the minimum number of
required lower-cost accommodation units so as to identify the minimum threshold for
meeting LCP tests, all the while recognizing that the minimum threshold is just that, a
minimum, and the actual LCP requirement is to maximize the number of such units (see

36 Coastal Access Equity and the Implementation of the California Coastal Act, Reineman, et al., (2016)
Stanford Environmental Law Review Journal, v. 36. Pages 96-98.

37 Explore the Coast Overnight- An Assessment of Lower Cost Accommodations, published by State
Coastal Conservancy on January 8, 2019.
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IP Section 23.90.220(c)(6)). Such analysis requires an evaluation of the type of units
proposed, and whether they are low, medium, or high cost. The Commission has used a
variety of methodologies for this purpose, and here the LCP incorporates a version of
one of those methodologies, focusing on the average of all Pacific Grove area hotel and
motel unit rates during peak summer times that are below the statewide average daily
unit rate to determine the lower cost threshold. Here, the statewide average daily unit
rate for July/August 2023 (the most recent data on the issue) was about $200. There
were only six hotels and motels in the Pacific Grove area that have July weekend rates
below that amount, ranging from a low of $157 to a high of $199, with an average of
$184. Thus, based on the LCP’s specific methodology, the current lower cost threshold
is no more than $184 per night for a standard double-occupancy economy hotel room
(and, conversely, given that the LCP identifies higher cost as 120% of the statewide
average daily unit rate, the current higher cost threshold is $240 per night).

In this case, the Applicant’s lower-cost analysis (prepared in 2020) identifies all 225
hotel units (that range in size from 420 square feet for standard queen or king rooms to
685 to 800 square feet for suites) as higher-cost, with a proposed rate of between $250
and $400 per night.38 Thus, the LCP at a minimum would require the Applicant to
provide at least 56.25 lower cost units.®® However, the Applicant’s analysis concludes
that it is not feasible to provide any of the required 56.25 rooms as lower-cost, whether
onsite as part of the proposed project or as part of some other project completed by the
Applicant within the City.*° The analysis reviewed the financial feasibility of the project
under then-current economic assumptions (again, in 2020), employing a
$400/room/night rate for 104 of the 225 rooms and $250/room/night rate for the
remaining 121 of the 225 rooms. With those assumptions, along with information about
vacancy rates and other operating revenues, the Applicant’s analysis concluded that the
hotel would have an annual surplus of roughly $1.9 million which made the proposed
project financially feasible. However, with 56 of the project’s rooms at a lower cost rate
of $117/room/night, “on-site mitigation would make the ATC Project financially
infeasible” due to a “financial gap of approximately $9 million.”4!

In lieu of providing the LCP-required lower cost rooms on site, the Applicant proposed to
provide the City a mitigation fee that the City could use for development of lower-cost
overnight accommodations elsewhere, where the Applicant based their proposed fee on
a cost estimate of $32,000 to develop each such unit, or a total mitigation fee of $1.8
million (i.e., 56.25 x $32,000 = $1,800,000). However, during the City Council approval
hearing, and in response to Council questions regarding the preference for on-site
accommodations rather than an in-lieu fee, the Applicant informed the City that it was in

38 “L ower-Cost Overnight Accommodation Impacts and Mitigation Analysis for the American Tin Cannery
Project”.

39 225 high cost rooms x 25% = 56.25 rooms must be provided at lower-cost.

40 The LCP requires any such off-site and/or compensatory units developed from mitigation fees to be
provided within City limits.

41 The analysis uses a lower-cost average daily rate (ADR) of $117, based on the ADR for economy class
hotels in the Pacific Grove market area (including Pacific Grove, Pebble Beach, Carmel-by-the-Sea,
Carmel Valley, and Monterey) back in 2020 (when the statewide average daily room rate was about
$173), which would appear as reason for the difference in identified thresholds.
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fact feasible to provide lower-cost units on-site, and at that time proposed the ‘Heroes’
program. This program would provide lower-cost accommodations to nurses,
firefighters, and police officers. The City Council ultimately approved this program, with
the details regarding room cost, the mechanics of how one qualifies to be a ‘hero’, and
other program elements to worked out at a later date with the Applicant and City staff.

The City’s approval raises a series of questions and problems in terms of LCP
conformance. First, the Applicant’s feasibility analysis raises questions as to its
assumptions and utility, including because at a basic level the Applicant appeared to
disregard its ultimately conclusion that any on-site lower-cost units were infeasible when
it proposed the Heroes program. Clearly, some form of lower-cost accommodations
were actually feasible. And second, some of the assumptions made raise questions
about their validity. All development costs used in the analysis were provided by the
Applicant and the analysis states that some of the information provided deviated
substantially from industry norms and required reconciliation.*? The analysis also used
fairly low room rates for its estimates of revenues from the higher cost rooms as
compared to other higher end offerings nearby on the Monterey Peninsula, estimating a
per room cost at this site of only $250 per night, which is 60-80% less than nearby
higher end offerings,*® and only $10 more than what the LCP would define as moderate
cost. In addition, it applied a lower cost room rate of $117/room/night when the LCP
defined lower cost threshold was actually higher (and is $184/room/night today). By
doing so, it appears to significantly underestimate potential revenues, which skews the
analysis toward less feasibility for lower cost on-site rooms. Moreover, the analysis did
not identify a mix of on-site and off-site room options, but rather simply evaluated two
mitigation scenarios. The first scenario included reducing the total number of high cost
rooms (specifically, the rooms that would be priced at $250/room/night) from 225 to 169
rooms, and then pricing 56 rooms at a lower-cost rate of $117/room/night, and the
second scenario analyzed the feasibility of providing the above-described in-lieu fee for
those 56 rooms instead of making them lower cost. The analysis did not include any
evaluation of an off-site option, and it substantially deviated from the way in which the
Commission typically calculates in-lieu fees in such a circumstance. While the
Commission has used various metrics over the years for this calculation, in recent years
it has used $100,000 (in 2015 dollars) as a base construction cost estimate for an off-
site lower cost unit, and has updated that number yearly using the Turner Building Cost
estimate (in 2023, this amount is about $145,000).44 However, the Commission has
made clear that even this metric isn’t a perfect proxy, including because it can

42 As stated on page 19 of the report: “All development cost assumptions for the ATC Project were
provided by the Developer. However, EPS reviewed these cost assumptions against standard per unit
factors typical for hotel projects of this nature, and consulted with the Developer to reconcile any
assumptions that appeared to deviate substantially from industry norms.”

43 For example, the least expensive room for a one-night stay on a Saturday in July 2024 at other nearby
higher end hotels ranges from about $700 to over $1,300 (starting at $699 for the Plaza Hotel, $726 at
the Intercontinental, $995 at the Spanish Bay Inn, $1,145 at the Pebble Beach Lodge, and $1,345 at the
Casa Palmero Inn).

44 The Turner Building Cost Estimate is an industry standard that is used widely by federal and state
governments to measure costs in the nonresidential building construction market in the United States:
https://www.turnerconstruction.com/cost-index.
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significantly undercount the amount of money it takes to construct an actual lower-cost
unit.%® But, for comparison purposes, using this metric would result in a total in-lieu fee
of over $8 million,*¢ clearly well above the Applicant’s identified $1.8 million. This latter
number was calculated based on the difference between what it would cost to construct
a lower-cost unit off-site versus a ‘break even’ revenue stream. In other words, the
‘subsidy’ per unit, meaning that the developer would need a subsidy of $32,000 for each
off-site lower-cost unit, and this difference is what the in-lieu fee was based. The
Commission is not aware of using this financial/analytic approach in past projects, and it
certainly isn’t recognized in the LCP.

A perhaps more analytically appropriate in-lieu fee would not be based hypothetical
industry standards, but rather would use the site-specific assumptions provided in the
Applicant’s feasibility analysis of what it would take to build a lower-cost unit in Pacific
Grove. And in fact, the analysis included a series of metrics to estimate this cost,
including the size of a typical lower-cost unit (423 square feet, inclusive of needed
common spaces such as a lobby and hallways), 1 parking space per unit (at $33,095
per space in a structured lot, or taking up about 325 square feet of per space at
$335/square foot), land costs of $6 million per acre (where an estimated 0.72 acres
would be needed for a 47-unit lower-cost hotel), plus a 10% administration fee. When
applying these data points and assumptions, the cost to build a lower-cost unit in Pacific
Grove would actually be roughly $464,000 per unit based on the study’s numbers. At
56.25 units, this fee would equate to over $26 million. Since this in lieu fee amount is
based on more accurate and precise assumptions, including in terms of including land
costs and related measures necessary for an actual project to be realized, it clearly
represents a more accurate manner in which to assess an off-site in-lieu fee. And the
fee ultimately proposed by the Applicant and applied by the City, $1.8 million, is multiple
orders of magnitude less than such estimate, some 15 times less.

And lastly, the City’s approval of the ‘Heroes’ program (that would provide reduced cost
rooms to nurses, firefighters, and police officers), while well-intentioned, raises its own
LCP consistency problems. First, the LCP does not allow using this type of method to
identify those who would be eligible for lower cost rooms (see IP Section
23.90.220(c)(7)). Second, none of the ‘nuts and bolts’ in terms of actual implementation,
including room rates, eligibility, or other mechanics were actually specified in the City’s
approval. And third, the overall intention behind the requirement for lower cost rooms is
so that the general public is able to make use of the rooms, especially so that those with
more limited means are not priced out of overnight rooms in the coastal zone altogether,
and a ‘Heroes’ program of this type does not achieve that objective, even if it were
allowable by the LCP, which it is not.

In short, the City’s approval is not consistent with the LCP’s lower-cost visitor
accommodation requirements. And for a project of this scope and magnitude in an area
where it is so difficult to build new accommodations units of any kind, it is even more
important to ensure such consistency so as to ensure that lower-cost units are indeed

45 See Commission findings on this topic in the Ocean Avenue Partners mixed-use project in CDP 5-22-
0799.

46 56.25 lower-cost units times $144,750 construction cost-per-unit equals $8,142,187.50.
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provided. For all of the above reasons, the City’s approval raises a substantial LCP
conformance issue with respect to low-cost visitor-serving accommodations.

3. Public Views/Community Character

Applicable LCP and Coastal Act Provisions

The LCP is protective of public views and the visual qualities of Pacific Grove’s coastal
areas as a resource of great public importance. The LCP does this through policies and
standards that apply to new development more broadly, as well as specific provisions
that apply to the ATC site. Among the broader directives, new development is required:
to protect public views to and along the shoreline, and to minimize landform alteration
(LUP Policy SCE-1); to protect scenic resources and other coastal resources as a City
priority (LUP LUD-1), and to be evaluated against development standards where all
such standards are interpreted as maximums (such as for height) or minimums (such as
for story stepbacks) that are required to be reduced (or increased) to protect and
enhance such resources to the maximum extent feasible (LUP Policy LUD-1). For
development located in designated scenic areas, which includes development sites like
this one abutting and/or visible from Ocean View Boulevard, the LCP prohibits
development from blocking or significantly adversely affecting significant public views
(LUP Policy SCE-5), and requires visual analyses (e.g., renderings, story poles, etc.) to
document a proposed development’s potential visual impact (IP Section
23.90.160(b)(1)(E)). For visitor-accommodation projects like this project “that fronts on
and/or is visible from Ocean View Boulevard or the Ocean View Boulevard Recreational
Trail, story stepbacks and building articulation shall be required to ensure that buildings
and other structures do not dominate blue water ocean views, do not domineer over the
public space, and do not appear as large flat planes” (IP Section 23.90.180(c)(4)(B)).
And finally, the LCP includes numeric site development standards specific to the ATC
site, including specifying a maximum building height of 40 feet (with small
appurtenances up to 8 feet higher so long as they do not significantly impact public
views), and up to 90% site coverage only if additional public access amenities are
provided above and beyond which the LCP would typically require (IP Section
23.90.180(c)(4)(G)). The LCP states:

LCP Policy SCE-1: Public views to and along the shoreline shall be protected
and enhanced, and alteration of natural landforms shall be minimized.

LCP Policy SCE-5: The City will designate scenic areas of the Coastal Zone,
including those areas described in Policy SCE-3, as areas having special scenic
significance requiring the imposition of project-specific development standards
designed to protect these scenic areas (refer to Figure 4, Scenic Areas).
Development standards for such special scenic significance areas shall include,
but not be limited to, special siting and design criteria, including height and story
limitations, bulk and scale limitations, screening and landscaping requirements,
natural materials and color requirements, minimizing lighting that spills into
nighttime public views, avoiding glares from windows and reflective surfaces,
requirements to prepare landscaping plans utilizing drought tolerant and native
plants that protect and enhance scenic resources; minimizing land coverage,
grading, and structure height; and maximizing setbacks from adjacent open
space areas. Clustering to maximize open space views may also be considered.
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Development within visually prominent settings, including those identified on
Figure 4, and on all parcels that abut Ocean View Boulevard and Sunset Drive,
shall be sited and designed to avoid blocking or having a significant adverse
impact on significant public views, including by situating buildings, access roads,
and related development in a manner and configuration that maximizes public
viewshed protection, and through such measures as height and story limitations,
and bulk and scale limitations. Clustering development to maximize open space
views may also be considered.

LUP Policy LUD-1 (in relevant part): Protection of sensitive habitats, natural
landforms, scenic resources, and other coastal resources is a priority in all City
actions and decisions, and all development standards (including with respect to
height, setback, density, lot coverage, etc.) shall be interpreted as maximums (or
minimums) that shall be reduced (or increased) so as to protect and enhance
such resources to the maximum extent feasible. Development shall only be
authorized when the proposed use is allowed per the applicable land use
designation, and when it meets all applicable Local Coastal Program policies and
standards...

LUP Policy DES-3: The height limit for commercial development in Land Use
Plan Areas | and Il will vary, but in no case shall structures be more than 40 feet
high. Minor exceptions to such height limit may be allowed for mechanical
appurtenances that do not impact public views. Detached commercial signs shall
be of a size, location, and appearance such that they do not detract from the
area’s scenic qualities and cause visual clutter and blight.

IP Section 23.90.160(b)(1)(E): 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: ... (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.

IP Section 23.90.180(c)(4)(A)&(B): Visitor-Serving, Visitor-Accommodation and
Sunset Service Commercial Design Standards. In addition to all other applicable
LCP policies, the following design standards for development within the visitor-
serving, visitor-accommodation and sunset service commercial LUP land use
designations shall apply:

(A) Coverage. Building and other site coverages shall be limited to the degree
necessary to maintain public views, maintain adequate open space to preserve
small-scale visual landscapes, maintain water quality (including by limiting
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impervious surfaces), and maintain community character, including through
requirements for compact design, pervious materials, and maximized
landscaping and open space. In no case shall site coverage exceed 90 percent
of total lot area. To the extent possible, any space remaining uncovered should
be accumulated to maximize positive visual impacts and usability.

(B) Heights and Articulation. Building and other structure heights shall be limited
to the degree necessary to maintain public views, maintain pedestrian scale, and
maintain community character. In no case shall building and other structures
exceed 40 feet as measured from existing grade, and all such heights shall be
reduced as necessary to ensure to the maximum extent feasible that existing
blue water views from public vantage points are predominantly maintained. For
new development that fronts on and/or is visible from Ocean View Boulevard or
the Ocean View Boulevard Recreational Trall, story stepbacks and building
articulation shall be required to ensure that buildings and other structures do not
dominate blue water ocean views, do not domineer over the public space, and do
not appear as large flat planes.

IP Section 23.90.180(c)(4)(G)(1)&(ii) (in relevant part): (G) American Tin
Cannery Site. ... [T]he following additional design standards apply to new
development at the American Tin Cannery site comprised of Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers 006-231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-005, and the portion of Sloat
Avenue between Eardley Avenue and Dewey Avenue (C-V-ATC zoning district):
(i) Coverage. Site coverage may only be allowed up to 90 percent of the total site
area if the project includes consistent public amenities that enhance public
access (e.g., restrooms, bicycle racks, seating areas, sidewalk and roadway
access improvements on and off site, etc.) beyond that which is required by the
LCP for compliance with other requirements. Otherwise, site coverage may be
decreased if substantial public coastal access amenities are not incorporated into
the project. (ii) Minor exceptions to height limits may be allowed for mechanical
appurtenances up to an additional eight feet; provided, that no public views are
significantly impacted and the equipment is appropriately screened.

In addition, since Coastal Act public access provisions are also relevant in appeals like
this, Section 30251’s protection of public views as a form of public access also applies.
Section 30251 states:

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 land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 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.
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Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that the approved project oversubscribes the site with
development that will degrade public views and will not maintain community character
and compatibility, especially given that this site is a prime, highly visible location in the
City near many visitor destinations. The appeals also contend that the City failed to
require any onsite form of visual assessment (e.g., story poles and netting, balloons,
etc.) to approximate the project’s bulk, height, and scale, and thus it is not possible to
assess the impacts the approved development will have on public views in this highly
scenic area of the City’s waterfront. The appeals overall contend that the project is too
large for the site and doesn’t adequately meet the LCP’s provisions for development in
scenic, prominent locales like this one. See Exhibit 5 for the full appeal documents.

Analysis

The approved development would cover an area of roughly 6 acres, rise to 40 feet in
height, and total some roughly 350,000 square feet of floor area. Based on this size, it
would be one of the largest developments in the Monterey Peninsula, and larger than
the three largest structures in the Monterey/Pacific Grove communities combined.*” And
while the approved design does include articulation to break up the perceived mass and
scale of the project when viewed from Ocean View Boulevard, particularly when
compared with the existing ATC structures which are industrial-type facades that
encroach right up to Ocean View Boulevard, and visual renderings suggest only limited
blockage of any existing public blue water views, the project also considerably
increases the amount of development at the site overall. The project includes
substantial hotel development on what is presently a surface parking lot, as well as on
what is currently Sloat Avenue. This public street currently bisects the inland and
seaward portions of the ATC site, thereby separating structures on both sides. The
City’s approval allows for hotel development in this area, and thus this natural
articulation is lost, as is its ability to help limit perceived massing in public views. And
finally, and as discussed in more detail in the Public Access section, the project doesn’t
appear to provide the type of public access amenities that are required of a project at
this site to reach the LCP’s maximum 90% site coverage. Many of the amenities appear
more geared to hotel guests than to the general public, and certain public access
impacts related to the loss of public parking are unmitigated. Thus, it doesn’t appear
that the finding to provide for the site’s coverage can be met.

All of this is to say that a structure of this size and scope clearly raises questions as to
whether it meets the LCP’s specific prescriptions for development in this area, and
whether it meets the Coastal Act’s public view access protection provisions. And this is
only compounded by the fact that the site is located in a visually prominent spot kitty-
corner to the immensely popular Monterey Bay Aquarium, the Monterey Bay Coastal
Recreation Trail, and right near the City’s border with Monterey. It thus serves as a

47 The adjacent Monterey Bay Aquarium occupies approximately 2.5 acres and is some 30 feet height,
just next to it the Intercontinental Hotel occupies about 1 acre and is 46 feet in height, and just upcoast
the Monterey Plaza Hotel occupies some 2 acres at 47 feet in height.
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‘gateway’ location to the City, and highlights the importance of ensuring its visual
compatibility.

Finally, it should be noted that many Appellants have raised concern about the project’s
lack of story poles and reliance on visual simulations to guide decision-making. As part
of the City’s review, the City’s Building Official found that placing story poles to
document structure height would be a safety hazard given strong winds and adjacent
development. The Appellants argue the LCP requires story poles in order to make
affirmative findings regarding a project’s consistency with the LCP as it ensures an
understanding based on physical objective markers, and that visual simulations are an
imperfect substitute. While the Appellants raise some valid points, it is inaccurate to
state that the LCP affirmatively requires story poles. Rather, the LCP requires “any
other information deemed necessary to determine the visual impact of the proposed
project”, and lists story poles and renderings as types of tools to determine visual
impact. In sum, while it would appear that some form of story poles, balloons, or other
similar tools could have been employed (including on non-windy days, etc.), the lack of
same does not de facto render the project LCP inconsistent and thus unapprovable as
the Appellants suggest.

In any event, the sheer size and scale of this project, including the way it appears to
potentially oversubscribe the site in terms of mass, and its impacts on views and the
coastal viewshed all raise questions as to its conformity with applicable Coastal Act and
LCP public view and community character provisions. When understood in relation to
the site’s prominent location as a critical “gateway” site into the City, such issues clearly
warrant Commission review. In sum, the project raises a substantial issue with respect
to public views and community character compatibility.

4. Public Access

Applicable Coastal Act and LCP Provisions

The Commission’s appellate review lens includes the Coastal Act’s public access
policies as well as the access provisions of the LCP. The Coastal Act grants a high
priority to public recreational access uses and activities to and along the coast. The Act
protects and encourages lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities where feasible and
states a preference for developments providing public recreational opportunities. In
addition, the Coastal Act requires that oceanfront land and upland areas suitable for
recreational use be protected for recreational uses. In particular:

Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted,
and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access
to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization...

Section 30212(a): Public access from the nearest public roadway to the
shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects ...
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Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to
mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by
the public of any single area.

Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred. ...

Section 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected
for recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area.

Section 30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal
recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent
industry.

Section 30223: Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible.

Section 30240(b): Development in areas adjacent to...parks and recreation
areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of
those...recreation areas.

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to maximize public
recreational access opportunities. Section 30211 prohibits development from interfering
with the public’s right of access. In approving new development, Section 30212 requires
new development to provide access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline
and along the coast, save certain limited exceptions, such as existing adequate nearby
access. Sections 30213, 30221, 30222, and 30223 prioritize visitor-serving and
recreational uses on oceanfront land over other types of development, particularly uses
that provide lower-cost opportunities, and also require that parking be provided in a
manner that mitigates overcrowding of any particular area. Section 30240 protects
against impacts to adjacent park areas, such as the Pacific Grove recreational trail
along Ocean View Boulevard at the site. And finally, the Coastal Act Section 30210
direction to maximize public recreational access opportunities represents a different
threshold than to simply provide or protect such access opportunities and is
fundamentally different from other like provisions in this respect. Put another way, it is
not enough to simply provide access to and along the coast, and not enough to simply
protect access, rather such access must also be maximized. This terminology
distinguishes the Coastal Act in certain respects and provides fundamental direction
with respect to projects along the California coast that raise public access issues,
especially where a private developer is proposing to use public land for private
purposes, as is the case here.
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And the LCP includes a similar set of goals, objectives, policies, and implementing
standards designed to protect, maintain, and improve a multitude of public access and

recreational opportunities along the Pacific Grove shoreline and its parks and trails. For

example, the LUP includes policies encouraging ‘complete streets’ that are safe for

cars, bikes, pedestrians, and transit, maintaining a continuous bike path along the City’s
shoreline, provisions requiring bike racks, maintenance of existing public parking areas,

etc. The LUP also encourages enhanced visitor and public access, circulation, and

parking at the ATC site, and requires that any loss of public parking that may adversely

impact public access be relocated or otherwise mitigated. The IP requires that any
application for development that has the potential to impact public access, either
temporarily or permanently, must submit a Public Access Management Plan that
identifies existing access and recreational opportunities, analyzes impacts to such
opportunities, and provides mitigation to reduce or offset those impacts. Finally, with
respect to the project site specifically, IP Section 23.90.180(c)(4)(G)(i) only allows 90

percent coverage if the project provides public amenities over and above what the LCP

would otherwise require.*® Specifically, the LCP states:

LUP Policy INF-22: New development in the Coastal Zone shall include
adequate off-street parking to minimize the disruption of significant coastal
access routes. All traffic impacts associated with new development shall be
mitigated appropriately.

LUP Policy PRA-1 (in relevant part): The City will strive to provide safe and
adequate access to and along the City’s shoreline and other points of public
interest...

LUP Policy PRA-2: The City will enhance access to its shoreline, while
maintaining the Coastal Zone’s unique character, by reducing the impact of
automobiles. This shall be accomplished, in part, by encouraging use of public
transit within the Coastal Zone, and by providing nonvehicular Coastal Zone
access opportunities for bicycles and pedestrians. When considering a Coastal
Development Permit application for any development that could reduce or
degrade public parking opportunities near beach access points, shoreline trails,
or parklands, including any changes in parking timing and availability, evaluate
the potential impact on public coastal access, and ensure existing levels of public
access are maintained, including through ensuring that alternative access
opportunities, including bike lanes and parking, pedestrian trails, and relocated
vehicular parking spaces, are provided so as to fully mitigate any potential
negative impacts and maximize access opportunities. Any revenue from fee-
based parking programs within the Coastal Zone shall only be used to fund
public access improvements within the Coastal Zone.

LUP Policy PRA-3: Any sign that could reduce public coastal access, including
signs limiting public parking or restricting use of existing lateral and/or vertical
accessways, shall require a Coastal Development Permit. Appropriate signing

48 Where such provision was made applicable to the whole of the ATC site via the City’s first amendment

to the LCP in 2021 (LCP Amendment Number LCP-3-PGR-21-0038-1).
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should be considered for popular visitor destinations and access points in
conjunction with other sign programs under coastal access and habitat protection
policies. However, excessive signs and other visually intrusive landscape
features shall be avoided. The City will develop a coordinated sign program for
the City’s shoreline area to ensure consistency of information and presentation,
and to ensure that such signs effectively integrate into the shoreline with the least
amount of impact to public views.

LUP Policy PRA-5 (in relevant part): The City will also consider the following
opportunities: a. Encourage enhanced visitor and public access, circulation and
parking at the American Tin Cannery building and property...

LUP Policy PRA-8 (in relevant part): Development with the potential to impact
public access, whether during construction or after, shall develop a Public
Access Management Plan designed to identify and limit impacts to public access.
Plans shall identify peak use times and measures to avoid disruption during
those times, minimize road and trail closures, identify alternative access routes,
and provide for public safety...

LUP Policy PRA-9: New development shall ensure that public access
opportunities are maximized, including though offsetting any temporary (e.g.,
during construction) and potential permanent impacts to public access (including
in terms of increased traffic leading to impacts to public access use of the City’s
circulation system) appropriately and proportionally. Development shall provide
for public access enhancements and improvements as much as possible,
including in terms of providing public access use areas in private development
projects (e.g., visitor serving development) as appropriate. Development that
does not meet these requirements shall be denied.

LUP Policy PRA-11 (in relevant part): Lower cost visitor-serving facilities,
including overnight accommodations and public recreational opportunities, shall
be provided and encouraged...

LUP Policy INF-14: The City will seek to make “complete streets” improvements
to the existing circulation system serving the Coastal Zone for expanded use by
all users including pedestrians, bicyclists and transit passengers of all ages and
abilities, as well as trucks, buses and automobiles.

LUP Policy INF-16: The City will require a construction phase traffic control plan
for new development that has the potential to disrupt circulation on arterial or
collector streets.

LUP Policy INF-22: New development in the Coastal Zone shall include
adequate off-street parking to minimize the disruption of significant coastal
access routes. All traffic impacts associated with new development shall be
mitigated appropriately.

IP Section 23.90.180(c)(4)(G)(i) (in relevant part): (G) American Tin Cannery
Site. ... [T]he following additional design standards apply to new development at
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the American Tin Cannery site comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 006-
231-001, 006-234-004, 006-234-005, and the portion of Sloat Avenue between
Eardley Avenue and Dewey Avenue (C-V-ATC zoning district): (i) Coverage. Site
coverage may only be allowed up to 90 percent of the total site area if the project
includes consistent public amenities that enhance public access (e.g., restrooms,
bicycle racks, seating areas, sidewalk and roadway access improvements on and
off site, etc.) beyond that which is required by the LCP for compliance with other
requirements. Otherwise, site coverage may be decreased if substantial public
coastal access amenities are not incorporated into the project.

IP Section 23.90.220(b)(1): Applications for Development Potentially Affecting
Public Access. The following documentation and requirements shall be provided
for the following applications: (1) Paid Public Parking Program. The
establishment of a paid public parking program or changes to an existing
program (e.g., changes in hours, locations, rates, etc.) shall require a CDP. At a
minimum, applications must include the following: (A) Identification of the
location, hours, and rates of paid public parking. (B) Analysis of potential impacts
of paid parking on coastal access; including the availability of free parking at
other coastal locations, alternative access opportunities such as bike lanes and
public transit. (C) Establishment of a dedicated fund where all parking fees will be
held and utilized solely to improve and enhance coastal access and recreation
opportunities.

IP Section 23.90.220(b)(3): Permanent Public Access Impacts. Development
that has the potential to permanently impact coastal access, including in terms of
limitations of use hours, limitations on particular recreational activities, or
increased traffic leading to impacts to public access use of the city’s circulation
system, shall require development of a public access management plan. At a
minimum, the plan must include the following: (A) Identification of the locations,
times, and types of all closures and/or limitations to existing public access and/or
recreational opportunities. (B) Documentation regarding the necessity of any
closures and/or limitations (e.g., avoid overuse, protect biological resources,
maintain water quality, etc.). (C) Analysis of potential impacts to coastal access;
including the availability of alternative access and recreation opportunities at
other coastal locations. (D) Mitigation measures to avoid and/or offset impacts to
public access, including providing additional and/or enhanced public access
improvements in other locations and/or additional low-cost recreational
opportunities. (E) Private development projects (e.g., visitor-serving
development) shall provide for public access enhancements and improvements
both on and off-site as much as possible.

Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that the City-approved project does not provide adequate public
access amenities, and that the amenities provided are largely geared to hotel guests
and not the general public. The appeals further contend that the project reduces existing
public access and amenities by allowing private use of portions of the Sloat Avenue and
Ocean View Boulevard rights-of-way. The appeals also contend that the approved
project will result in the loss of existing on-street public parking spaces along public
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streets and that no mitigation was required for such loss, thereby adversely impacting
the general public’s ability to access and recreate in this area. Finally, the appeals
contend that traffic both during construction and post construction will impact the
public’s ability to access this highly visited area of the coast. See Exhibit 5 for the full
appeal documents.

Analysis

The Coastal Act and LCP both speak to maximizing public access and recreational
opportunities, and the LCP also requires such amenities be provided at the ATC site
above and beyond what the LCP would ordinarily require. In other words, the LCP
recognizes the site’s particular importance for public access purposes and seeks to
ensure that any project here makes public access amenities, needs, and spaces an
integral part.

The City-approved project does not meet such requirements. While the project does
include some public amenities, including access to a rooftop garden, interpretive
signage, and a public restroom, these do appear to be more geared towards hotel
guests than being reserved for public benefit, as the appeals suggest. In addition, the
rooftop garden and the courtyards are intended to be areas where individuals simply
walk from one end to the other and are not intended for individuals to occupy for longer
periods of time (with tables, seating areas, etc.), reducing any potential utility. Further,
both the garden and bathroom are accessed from the interior of the hotel facility itself,
meaning that the public must traverse private space (including retail and restaurant
space) where not only would such a configuration present psychological barriers to
general public access, but it would also create a perceived pressure to purchase goods,
or to only use such facilities with a purchase, all of which limits their public access utility.
Even with signage, the public rarely feels comfortable enough to access and use public
areas so engrained within a private structure, thereby enforcing the perception that such
uses are not open to the general public and reducing their public access usefulness in
this regard.

In addition, the project includes elements that will actually reduce public access and
amenities such as the conversion of roughly two-thirds of Sloat Avenue, or about 20,000
square feet, and a roughly 3,000 square-foot portion of the public sidewalk along Ocean
View Boulevard, from public to private use. These rights-of-way and street areas
currently provide significant public utility, including for general public use, access,
parking, and public views across about the half-acre in question, and all of that would be
lost through the project. The approved project would convert the entire portion of Sloat
Avenue, including its travel lane, sidewalks, and parking, from public use to private hotel
use (i.e., the hotel structure would be physically located in this space). And portions of
the public sidewalk along Ocean View Boulevard would be used as an elevated
walkway open for both public and private use. The City’s approval does not include any
form of mitigation of this loss of public property. With such unmitigated impacts and with
the limited utility of the project’s public access offerings, the requisite LCP findings
cannot be met. In sum, the City’s CDP approval raises a substantial Coastal Act and
LCP conformance issue regarding public access.
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5. Habitat Resources

Applicable LCP Provisions

The Pacific Grove coastal zone supports a wealth and diversity of environmentally
sensitive habitats (ESHAS), biologically sensitive species, and significant marine
resources. Many of these can be vulnerable to development activities, whether during
construction or for the life of projects. The LCP includes a robust framework to prevent
adverse impacts to such habitats and species, including those habitats located in
offshore marine areas. Relevant LCP provisions include:

LUP Policy BIO-1: Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, or “ESHAS,” are
defined as any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and
which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments. In Pacific Grove these areas include, but are not limited to, dune,
wetland, streams, coastal bluff, sandy and rocky beaches, intertidal and subtidal
zones, tide pools, kelp forests, offshore reefs, rocks, and islets, and rookery
areas.

LUP Policy BIO-3: Applications for development within and near
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, including wetlands and streams, shall
be accompanied by a habitat assessment prepared by a qualified biological and
a botanical survey by a qualified expert prepared at the owner’s expense, prior to
consideration of a project within the City. The habitat assessment and botanical
survey shall, at a minimum, identify and confirm the extent of the Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Area, document any site constraints and the presence of
sensitive species, recommend buffers and development setbacks and standards
to protect the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, recommend mitigation
measures to address any allowable impacts, and include any other information
and analyses necessary to understand potential Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area impacts as well as measures necessary to protect the
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area resource as required by the Local
Coastal Program

LUP Policy BIO-7: The City will preserve its character-defining flora and fauna,
such as rosy ice plant (Drosanthemum floribundum), Monterey pine, Monterey
cypress, Coast Live Oak, Monarch butterfly, Harbor seal, Southern Sea Otter,
Humpback and Gray Whale and Black Oystercatcher.

LUP Policy BIO-11: The City will implement seal pupping protection measures,
including installation of split-rail fencing, installation of temporary “no climb” wood
lattice fencing or other alternative that provides visual access, and educational
signage if found necessary to prevent harm or harassment of harbor seals during
the spring pupping season generally February through May, at various locations
along the Pacific Grove shoreline east of Berwick Park and immediately adjacent
to the Pacific Grove Recreation Trail. Impacts to public access from such
measures shall be minimized. In addition, the City may use trained volunteer
docents, including National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration trained Bay
Net volunteer docents when available, to educate and engage the public on the
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activities of the seals, and to monitor and document all activities in the vicinity of
the program, including any unauthorized human interruptions.

LUP Policy BIO-12: The City will protect Black Oystercatchers and their rocky
intertidal habitat along the City’s shoreline. The City shall work in cooperation
with the California Central Coast Black Oystercatcher Monitoring Project or its
successor, the Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History, Monterey Audubon
Society, and other appropriate entities and research efforts, to implement
identified conservation measures necessary to carry out this policy. The
California Central Coast Black Oystercatcher Monitoring Project, which monitors
and assesses Black Oystercatcher populations and breeding success, is
developing specific conservation measures, and will coordinate with the City,
California Coastal National Monument/BLM, and California Department of Parks
and Recreation at Asilomar as appropriate to their respective jurisdictional
authority. Protective measures shall include an education program, using
interpretive signage, outreach material, and docents to promote public
understanding of the sensitive nature of the Black Oystercatcher habitat and the
importance of not disturbing breeding pairs. The California Central Coast Black
Oystercatcher Monitoring Project coordinators or their designees may seek
permission from the appropriate landowner (e.g., City of Pacific Grove, California
State Parks, Bureau of Land Management, etc.) to apply for a Coastal
Development Permit on the landowners behalf to place temporary signage,
physical barriers, and wildlife monitoring cameras where appropriate, at
vulnerable nesting areas during the breeding season (March into September) to
help reduce disturbance. Impacts to public access from such measures shall be
minimized.

LUP Policy MAR-5: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and
where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to species and areas
of special biological significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried
out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and
that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational
purposes.

LUP Policy DES-6: New lighting fixtures shall be mounted at low elevations and
fully shielded to direct lighting downward, and away from the shoreline. Lighting
along walkways should be mounted on low bollards or ground buttons. Lighting
shall be focused on targeted use areas, and floodlighting shall be prohibited.
Exterior lighting fixtures should complement the architectural style of structures.
Lighting shall be limited to that necessary to provide for public safety, and shall
be sited and designed to limit glares and light spill off-site.

Background

The project site is currently developed with several structures and parking lots and
surrounded on three sides with similar urban development. Immediately across Ocean
View Boulevard is rocky shore habitat, including tidepools (intertidal and subtidal areas),
and small sandy beaches, along with Stanford University’s Hopkins Marine Station
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complex. The marine environment here is part of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary (MBNMS) and the Lover’s Point-Julia Platt State Marine Reserve (SMR).
This shore habitat supports diverse marine bird life and marine mammals, including
three nearby beaches that are important known pupping and haul out areas for the
Pacific harbor seal (Phoca vitulina): Fisher Beach, which is located at the
eastern/upcoast end of the Hopkins Marine Station adjacent to the Monterey Bay
Aquarium and approximately 255 feet from the ATC site; West Beach, which is along
the downcoast/western side of Hopkins, and approximately 400 feet from the site’s
corner along Ocean View Boulevard and Dewey Avenue, and the Fifth Street Rookery,
which is further west/downcoast and about 1,000 feet from the ATC site. Harbor seals
regularly haul out on these beaches to rest and, in March and April, female harbor seals
give birth on these beaches. Females bear one pup each year and may nurse it for four
to six weeks before it is weaned, typically in the same location year after year,*°
including where the mother will leave the pup on the beach while she forages for food in
nearby waters.

Harbor seals are particularly vulnerable to human disturbance. Noise, light, and
vibration can cause stress to harbor seals, which can result in injury, relocation, or
abandonment of pups. Harbor seals are protected by the Marine Mammal Protection
Act implemented by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, or NOAA Fisheries),
which generally prohibits their ‘take’° unless authorized via an Incidental Take Permit
(ITP) issued by NMFS. Generally speaking, NMFS can authorize an ITP for certain
activities that will result in unintentional, but not expected, take, such as for construction
projects, scientific research, and energy/oil and gas projects. Since the offshore waters
are part of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, the Sanctuary also prohibits
take in a similar fashion as NOAA Fisheries does, with a National Marine Sanctuary
permit required to allow for such otherwise prohibited activity. In addition, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prohibits all injury, damage, take, or
possession of any living marine resource in State Marine Reserves (as applies to all of
offshore areas in the ATC vicinity) except in relation to scientific, research, or restoration
purposes.

Offshore of the project site, the larger rocks above high tide and wave spray support
roosting birds as well as the black oystercatcher (Haematopus bachmani), which is
present year-round and nests on these rocks. Nesting pairs have been observed along
the rocky shoreline adjacent to Hopkins Marine Station, approximately 500 feet from the
ATC project site.5! The black oystercatcher is federally listed as a “Species of
Conservation Concern” and CDFW placed black oystercatchers on a high priority status

49 Females have high site fidelity in that they will return to the same spot on the same beach or rocky
outcrop year after year to give birth to and raise their pups.

50 Which is defined similar to the Endangered Species Act in terms of hunting, capturing, harassing,
killing, or attempting same.

51 According to the project’s EIR, in 2016, seven pairs of black oystercatchers were documented to nest
along the Pacific Grove shoreline (pg. 185 of FEIR). And four nests were spotted in close proximity to the
Hopkins Marine Station in 2023 per the Monterey Audubon’s Black Oystercatcher Reproductive Success
Report. Black oystercatcher pairs are monogamous, nest March — September, and spend several months
teaching their young to forage for invertebrates.

Page 63



A-3-PGR-22-0004 (American Tin Cannery Hotel Resort)

for further investigation and conservation. Black oystercatchers are a species of high
conservation concern due to their small population size, low reproductive success, and
dependence on habitats that are highly vulnerable to human disturbance. If parents are
driven away from the nest by any disturbance, such as noise, the eggs or chicks are left
vulnerable to gulls and other predators. The young require four to five years to reach full
maturity and begin nesting.

See Exhibit 1 for a map of the offshore beaches located near the project site.

Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that the approved project does not adequately protect harbor seal
habitat or black oystercatcher nesting territory located offshore near the project site.
Specifically, the appeals contend that construction noise, including demolition and
excavation, could adversely affect these species, especially during pupping and nesting
seasons in violation of the LCP’s resource protection policies. The appeals also contend
that the City-approved mitigation measures are not adequate to protect these species
during construction activities and that the approved mitigations are vague, are reactive
and not proactive (i.e., mitigation is implemented after disturbance is noted), and do not
contain adequate standards for work stoppage, work recommencement, or noise
reduction effectiveness. One appeal also contends that the project’s lighting will
substantially increase the nighttime luminescence beyond the exterior of the
buildings/site, which could negatively impact birds in the surrounding area. See Exhibit
5 for the full appeal documents.

Analysis

As noted, the Pacific Grove LCP includes a suite of provisions to protect habitats
broadly, as well as black oystercatchers and harbor seals specifically. The LCP
requires, mirroring Coastal Act Section 30231, that marine resources be maintained and
enhanced, with special protections afforded to areas with special biological significance.
The offshore area clearly meet this ‘special biological significance’ standard given its
status as a National Marine Sanctuary and State Marine Reserve. The LCP also
includes specific protections for harbor seals and black oystercatchers, including
implementing measures to protect pupping, as well as to protect the rocky intertidal
habitat for oystercatchers, both of which are character-defining fauna in Pacific Grove,
and are also protected under relevant State and Federal law.

The project’s EIR recognized these resources and underwent an extensive review of
potential impacts, finding that construction noise from the project site could result in
impacts to offshore resources, and was the most potentially concerning aspect of the
proposed project.>? The EIR walked through the science and literature on construction

52 The EIR also evaluated the impact of lights and windows on such resources, and found that, in
conformance with LUP Policy DES-6, shielding, bird friendly windows, and other lighting downcasting
techniques so as to reduce light spill would adequately protect against any adverse impacts, particularly
when understood in relation to the surrounding urban context with the existing ATC site, residential
development, and the Hopkins Marine Station all being existing light-emitting uses.
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noise impacts, finding that NMFS uses 90 decibels® as the in-air threshold for when
harbor seals exhibit behavioral disruption, with 100 decibels for other pinnipeds.>*
However, it did note that much of the literature is based on underwater sound, and thus
while these above water thresholds are identified by the EIR as the ‘industry standard’
at this current time, more research was needed on this topic. This is particularly
important since pregnant harbor seals are stationary for long periods of time and don’t
have as much capacity for movement away from a disruptive noise source.

The EIR then quantified the construction activity for the purpose of estimating the
potential for offshore noise impacts. The Applicant estimates that construction will take
between 18-24 months, with the loudest potential for noise being during initial
demolition and subterranean excavation. During this loudest phase and at Fisher
Beach, which is the closest harbor seal location to the ATC site at 255 feet away, noise
is expected to reach up to 81 decibels. It also estimated that ambient noise at Point
Cabrillo, which is the seaward-most point of Hopkins Marine Station and in between
Fisher Beach and West Beach, is currently 64 decibels. Thus, the EIR concluded that
noise should not adversely affect marine mammals, including because it would be less
than the NMFS-recommended 90 decibel, and because of the distance from the project
site to area beaches, intervening structures and topography, and general existing noise
from surrounding ocean conditions and urban development. That said, the EIR also
found that harbor seals are “a unique receptor and marine mammal protection is a
priority for the City” and thus recommended a series of mitigation measures that were
included as part of the City’s approval. These measures included only allowing
demolition, grading, and excavation (the loudest activities) to take place outside of
harbor seal pupping season (i.e., no such work between February through June), and
biological monitoring during “phases of construction that generate higher noise and
vibration levels”, comprised of daily monitoring during demolition and excavation, and
twice monthly during the remainder of the construction program. It also provided
authority for the required on site monitor to stop work based on identified “activity or
behavior identified by the monitor(s) indicative of unusual stress or threatening
relocation”, with work to resume “only after noise levels are reduced and additional
noise/disturbance protection measures are employed and tested in the field for
effectiveness.”

The Commission’s Ecology group has reviewed project materials, relevant literature,
and consulted with numerous local experts in the field of marine mammal and avian
protection. With respect to potential black oystercatcher impacts, oystercatchers are
especially sensitive to visual disturbance, and susceptible to disturbance from
construction noise and vibration. And with respect to potential harbor seal impacts, the
general consensus is that there isn’t a clear answer as to whether or not the project’s
construction noise would or would not adversely impact harbor seals. As noted, the
literature on such issues is evolving and imprecise, and thus it can’t for certain be said

53 For perspective, 90 decibels is roughly equivalent to a food blender at 3 feet away indoors, 100
decibels is equivalent to a jet flyover at 1,000 feet, and normal speech is about 60 decibels.

54 See NMFS’ ‘Marine Mammal Acoustic Thresholds’ listed here: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-
coast/endangered-species-conservation/esa-section-7-consultation-tools-marine-mammals-west#marine-
mammal-acoustic-thresholds.
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that 90 decibels is the absolute threshold for acceptable noise impacts. Multiple harbor
seal experts agreed that behavioral responses can occur at noise levels below 90
decibels. And given that construction noise is estimated to be close to this noise level,
there remains the potential for adverse impacts. Therefore, the finding that the project
shall protect and maintain marine habitats and species cannot be made with certainty.
Hence, at a minimum, there is a need for much more robust monitoring, specificity on
actions that should be taken, and mitigation measures that should be applied to protect
such species and their habitats. Put another way, while the City-approved monitoring
program at a broad level is a good start, it lacks sufficient details to effectively carry out
its objectives. For example, it doesn’t specify the actual triggers for work stoppage,
including what would constitute harm and distress; it doesn’t specify/require that
relevant resource agencies, including NMFS, CDFW, the Sanctuary, or the Commission
would be notified of such stoppage (only the City and the Applicant would be notified);
and it does not specify what would happen if construction activity couldn’t safety restart.
Altogether, the project raises some significant habitat concerns that have not been
resolved though the City’s approval.

In sum, the City’s CDP approval raises a substantial LCP conformance issue regarding
coastal habitat resources.

6. Historic Resources

Applicable LCP Provisions

The LCP includes provisions designed to identify, maintain, enhance, and protect
historical resources throughout the City, including LUP directives for the City to
implement various programs and efforts to protect historical resources, including by
maintaining and updating an inventory of historic resources and engaging citizens and
groups in historic preservation efforts. The LUP also requires redevelopment of
structures of historical significance to retain the lines of original designs as much as
possible and requires compliance with federal historical resource protection standards.
Finally, the IP requires that applications for development that may impact historical
resources submit a Historic Resources Report that describes the potential resources on
site, discusses potential impacts, describes how impacts may be minimized, and
explores alternative designs and how they relate to existing historic resources. The LCP
states:

LUP Policy CRS-4: The City will update the background information for all
archaeological sites identified within the Coastal Zone to develop a current
assessment of the resources’ potential historical significance and evaluate their
vulnerability to climate change, including those sites recommended or
determined to be eligible for listing in either the National Register of Historic
Places or the California Register of Historic Resources; and conduct the further
research needed in order to determine the present condition of each site and to
make an assessment of their potential eligibility for listing on either register, and
therefore, their potential historical importance.

LUP Policy CRS-7: Rehabilitation, reconstruction, remodeling, or exterior

modification of existing structures with historic or architectural significance in the
Pacific Grove Retreat, and other neighborhoods in the Coastal Zone, shall relate
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to or retain the lines of the original design as much as possible and alterations
shall provide evidence of substantial compliance to the Secretary of the Interior
standards for historic resources.

LUP Policy CRS-8: Design review shall be required as part of the Coastal
Development process in order to maintain historical continuity and visual
harmony of new development within the Pacific Grove Retreat and other
neighborhoods in the Coastal Zone.

LUP Policy CRS-9: In order to protect historic structures, unwarranted
demolition shall be avoided by implementing standards for demolition.

LUP Policy CRS-10: The City will continue its ongoing programs of citizen
involvement in carrying out its historic preservation policies and programs.

LUP Policy CRS-12 (in relevant part): Other historic or architecturally unique
structures, including the Julia Morgan structures at Asilomar State Beach and
Conference Grounds, shall be protected and maintained to the fullest extent
possible...

LUP Policy CRS-13: The City will maintain and update the Historic Resources
Inventory, with assistance from professional consultants and the Heritage Society
of Pacific Grove, to provide a current description of the historic and visual
character of the Pacific Grove Retreat and of the other historical neighborhoods
in the Coastal Zone.

IP Section 23.90.200(b)(2)(A-C): Applications for Development Potentially
Affecting Cultural Resources. The following documentation and requirements
shall be provided for all CDP applications that may impact cultural resources:
...(2) Historic Resources Report. For new projects that include demolition or
alterations to potential historical resources, a historical assessment report
prepared by a qualified professional is required prior to approval of the project.
The lead author must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s professional
gualifications standards (36 CFR Part 61) in history or architectural history. At a
minimum, the historical assessment report shall include the following: (A)
Detailed description of the historical resources at the project site. (B) Discussion
of potential adverse impacts on historical resources from the project. (C)
Recommended mitigation, minimization, and/or avoidance measures to protect
historical resources, including description of alternative designs for the proposed
project (if any are proposed) and how alternative designs relate to the historical
resources on the site and alternative design impacts compare to those of the
project.

Appeal Contentions

The appeals contend that several of the buildings that will be modified or demolished
qgualify as historic for listing under State and local historic resource inventories. The
appeals further contend that the project was never referred to the City’s Historical
Resources Committee (HRC), which is the local deliberative body tasked with historic
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evaluation and recommendations, including adding and deleting properties from the
City’s Historic Resources Inventory. See Exhibit 5 for the full appeal documents.

Analysis

According to the EIR and as part of the project’s LCP-required historic review, the City
found that the existing ATC buildings are not listed on any national, state, or local
historic preservation registers, but do contain important historic elements of note. The
EIR found:®®

The American Tin Cannery does appear individually significant under Criterion 1
(Events) as a property that is individually associated with events that have made
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States. The American Tin Cannery,
originally known as the American Can Company, directly contributed to the
development of the Monterey Peninsula fish canning industry. Between 1927 and
1954, the complex served as the sole producer of the famous Monterey one-
pound oval sardine can. The plant’s physical location in proximity to the industry,
its use of modern methods of production, and its ability to efficiently produce the
product, assured a competitive edge for the Monterey sardine fishery against its
southern California competitors. The growth of the industry and the success of
the American Can Company was directly tied with industrial development during
the City’s 1927-1945 period of development, as identified in the Pacific Grove
Historic Context Statement (2011). (emphasis in original)

Thus, the site’s use has played an important role in local and state history. In addition,
architecturally, the site similarly is of local importance, including because it's the only
former industrial canning building in Pacific Grove (with other nearby historic canning
facilities along Cannery Row in Monterey having predominantly since been redeveloped
into hotels and other uses, including the adjacent Monterey Bay Aquarium which used
to be the Hovden Cannery). In addition, and while the site is not a canning facility
anymore and is instead a mix of retail and commercial uses, the upcoast portion of the
site is the only known example of Art Moderne design in Pacific Grove, and its
distinctive ‘sawtooth’ roof too has some architectural distinction related to same. In
short, the current buildings are not formally listed in any historic inventories, but they do
hold some relevant local historic significance.

The City-approved project would partially demolish the ‘sawtooth’/Art Moderne building
and completely demolish the neighboring warehouse building. While the City’s approval
incorporated a series of EIR-identified measures to mitigate for potential historic impacts
(including maintaining most of the sawtooth building and restoring its character-defining
elements in conformance with National Park Service historic repair/preservation
standards, and including a public interpretive display highlighting the building’s past
importance in the canning industry), the EIR nevertheless found that the project would
have significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources. The EIR found: “the
American Tin Cannery will no longer retain sufficient historic integrity to convey its

55 See Draft EIR page 8-25.
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significance and will no longer be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources or the Pacific Grove Historic Resources Inventory.”>6

While the EIR concluded that the project would result in adverse historic impacts, the
City approved the project nevertheless through a Statement of Overriding
Consideration. Some of the rationale for this finding was that the project met LCP
objectives related to historic preservation and coastal resource protection more broadly.

In short, the City, during CEQA and CDP review, analyzed the site’s potential historic
attributes, documented and described them, and required certain measures to retain
some of the more important historic attributes, particularly the distinctive sawtooth roof
element. The City found that demolition of the warehouse building was better from an
aesthetic perspective in terms of not having industrial facilities located in a prime and
conspicuous waterfront location, and that the sawtooth building’s facade changes would
break up mass and scale by creating courtyards and other architectural interest. In other
words, the City balanced the need for historic resource protection with other LCP
coastal resource objectives. And the LCP allows modifications to structures with historic
elements, whether listed or not, and the City appropriately followed its prescriptions.
These are all reasonable conclusions, particularly in light of the fact that some of the
most character-defining elements of the existing site will be retained, and that many of
these historic canneries in the area have been repurposed over the years into other
similar modern uses where history can be honored while also adaptively reusing these
facilities for modern purposes. The City’s approval does not raise a substantial LCP
conformance issue with respect to historic protection.®’

7. The “Five Substantial Issue” Factors

When considering a project on appeal, the Commission must first determine whether
the project raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity and/or Coastal Act public
access conformity, such that the Commission should assert jurisdiction over the CDP
application for such development. At this stage, the Commission has the discretion to
find that the project does or does not raise a substantial issue of LCP and/or Coastal
Act conformance. The Commission’s regulations lay out the following five factors that it
may consider when determining whether the issues raised in a given appeal are
“substantial” (14 CCR section 13115(c)): the degree of factual and legal support for the
local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as approved or
denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by
the decision; the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed
to those of regional or statewide significance. The Commission may, but need not,
assign a particular weight to a factor, and may make a substantial issue determination
for other reasons as well.

56 See Draft EIR page 8-24.

57 In addition, the City’s Historical Resources Committee is not listed in the LCP as having any required
CDP reviewing authority or given legal status to review CDP applications. This contention too does not
raise a substantial issue. And the project’s historic elements were reviewed by the Architectural Review
Board, Planning Commission, and City Council, thereby providing sufficient historic review in this regard.
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In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion that the City’s
approval of a CDP for this project does raise a substantial issue of both LCP
conformance and Coastal Act public access conformance.

In terms of factual and legal support, while the City’s record is voluminous and was
reviewed by various deliberative bodies, certain factual and legal conclusions are not
well founded, specifically in terms of water supply (e.g., rote reliance on the MPWMD’s
water allocation provisions to satisfy LCP water supply requirements and findings
without any independent analysis is not legally adequate), lower-cost accommodations
(e.q., feasibility assessments, mitigation fee amounts, specifying the only persons who
are eligible for lower-cost rates when the LCP prohibits same), and public coastal
access (e.g., finding the project maximizes public access while bona fide public access
impacts of the project related to the loss of public streets remain unmitigated). These
findings suggest a substantial LCP conformance issue.

In terms of the extent and scope of development, by almost any measure, the project is
large, and would be one of the largest on the entire Monterey Peninsula, spanning
almost 6 acres and multiple City blocks. Its size, and particularly when understood in
relation to the number of coastal resource issues implicated (water supply, habitat
resources, lower-cost accommodations, public views, public access, etc.) and the other
substantial issue factors, clearly argues for a substantial issue determination.

In terms of potential precedential and prejudicial impact, it should first be noted that any
one case, like this one, is decided on its specific facts and its specific merits, and is not
entirely dispositive as to how subsequent CDP decisions will be made. At the same
time, there is always the potential that the City (and/or potential future applicants) might
see the City’s action here as precedential. And in fact, it is possible that such a decision
could have ripple effects on nearby communities and their LCP implementation related
to the City’s interpretation of shared issues, particularly water supply, that could be used
in relation to other projects in the Monterey Peninsula coastal zone that are subject to
similar water issues, and thus it's important to analytically get it right, which also argues
for substantial issue.

In terms of the significance of the coastal resources involved, the project includes a
suite of significant coastal resource issues, ranging from water supply (and the
accompanying impacts to the sensitive aquatic environment) to lower-cost
accommodations to public coastal access to marine mammal protection, which also
argues for substantial issue.

Finally, in terms of whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to regional or
statewide issues, all of these issues are important locally as well as statewide given the
breadth and scope of the coastal resources implicated as described above.

Taken together, the City-approved CDP for the project does not adequately address
Coastal Act public access and LCP coastal resource protection issues, and the five
factors, individually, and on the whole, support a finding of substantial issue as to
conformity of it with the Coastal Act and the certified LCP. Thus, for the reasons stated
herein, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-PGR-22-0004 raises substantial
issues with respect to the City-approved project’s conformance with the certified LCP
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and the public access policies of the Coastal Act and takes jurisdiction over the CDP
application for the proposed project.

H. De Novo Coastal Development Permit Determination

The standard of review for this CDP determination is the City of Pacific Grove certified
LCP. All Substantial Issue Determination findings above are incorporated herein by
reference.

1. Proposed Project

On de novo review and including in response to the issues identified in the preceding
Substantial Issue analysis, the Applicant has modified their proposed project. While its
core elements remain the same in terms of it being a full-service hotel resort, several
changes have been proposed in response to the substantial issues previously identified
regarding the former City-approved version. The newly proposed project is reduced in
size and scope from 225 hotel rooms to 206 (along with a ‘Group’ wing with 64 beds in
16 units in a shared accommodations construct), removal of one pool and spa (from 2
pools and 2 spas to one pool and one spa), relocation of a vehicle entrance/turnaround
along Ocean View Boulevard and replacement with a public park/open space along the
intersection of Ocean View Boulevard and Dewey Avenue, and an overall reduction in
square footage of some 85,000 square feet. In addition, and as explained in more detail
in the subsequent findings, several project elements have also been modified, including
now providing direct public access to the ‘living’ green roof from the new public park and
direct public bathroom access from Eardley Avenue, and a new lower-cost
accommodations component comprised of 18 on-site traditional hotel rooms at LCP-
defined lower-cost rates, a 16-unit/64-bed on-site Group wing with shared
accommodations, and low- and no-cost overnight stays for lower-income groups for 300
guest nights (i.e., one guest for one night) per year within the Group wing, all as
described in more detail subsequently.

2. Water Supply

As discussed in the preceding Substantial Issue determination, the Pacific Grove LCP
can largely be understood as a two-step process. The first step is ensuring that the City
has a sufficient water allocation to provide the site with water. This can largely be
understood as whether the particular site in question has a water allotment from the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (i.e., whether the site is allowed water
in the first place pursuant to the District’'s water management programs and policies).
And the second step is ensuring that such water is coming from a source and in an
amount that is environmentally sustainable. On this point, the Commission has typically
understood ‘sustainable’ to mean water that is being extracted in such a manner as to
not have any adverse impacts to sensitive coastal resources, including wetlands,
streams, creeks, the ocean, and other aquatic habitats.

Regarding the first point, as discussed, MPWMD has allotted 18.53 AFY of water to the
ATC site, which it finds is both the amount the City is allowed to allocate for the site, and
which represents what the site is equipped to accommodate at full use. This metric is
what the District uses to ascertain the amount of water an existing site is ‘allotted’ and
thus what it will allow Cal-Am to serve. As applied to this project, the District has
indicated that, so long as water usage remains at or below this amount, the project
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doesn’t run afoul of their water allocation provisions. To be clear, this provision of the
LCP is akin to the requirement for a ‘will-serve’ letter or some other type of affirmative
determination that the applicable water provider can and will legally provide water to the
proposed development, including in conformance with their own procedures. If the entity
cannot or will not provide water for whatever reason, then this independently would
require a project’s denial regardless of whether the water source is sustainable or not.
In other words, this prong of the LCP can be understood as a factual yes or no in terms
of the water provider allowing water to be served to this proposed project. The District
has said yes, so long as it's below the 18.53 AFY amount. When viewed in this light,
such determination can serve to satisfy the first part of the LCP’s water supply
requirement as it relates to the allocation requirement.

However, regarding the second point, as explained in detalil in the Substantial Issue
findings, at this time, given the myriad factors facing the Monterey Peninsula’s water
supply, including in terms of historic adverse impacts to sensitive aquatic species in the
Carmel River as a result of water overconsumption, concerns regarding overdraft and
seawater intrusion in the Seaside Groundwater Basin, the State Water Board's CDO to
prohibit new connections and intensifications of existing connections, and various
uncertainties regarding the timing of Cal-Am’s desalination project, the efficacy of
Monterey One Water’'s Pure Water Monterey Expansion, and various determinations
regarding the region’s water demand and supply assumptions, it cannot be found at the
current juncture that such water would currently come from a long-term, sustainable

supply.

In light of such determination, the question then goes to how to apply such
understanding to this proposed project. While it's more straightforward to apply this
understanding to a new use on vacant land (as it's clearly new water-using development
when there isn't available supply to newly serve it), it's somewhat more complex to
apply it to existing developed sites. One way to understand it is that the public policy
goal of the area is to reduce water usage from existing levels so as to bring the
Peninsula’s water usage into a sustainable state. As such, it doesn’t really matter if
there is an existing water-using use as any form of new water-using development must
be denied unless and until the requisite Coastal Act findings regarding water supply
health and adequacy can be met. This position would certainly be consistent with the
intent of the State Water Board’s CDO, which is premised overall on the requirement to
reduce water usage to legal and sustainable levels. Reducing water usage would also
clearly be consistent with the LCP’s requirement to protect sensitive aquatic resources
and only provide water in an amount that sustains such resources. Applying this
understanding to this proposed project would result in its denial, as there wouldn’t be
any water available to serve it unless and until there is evidence about the sustainability
of the region’s water supply.

A second way to approach this is to cap water usage at existing usage amounts. The
idea in this scenario would be to recognize that there is currently water flowing at the
site, and thus limiting new development to that actual flowing amount wouldn’t
exacerbate the problem. It would effectively maintain the baseline status quo. The
guestion then would become one of how to calculate and determine the appropriate
‘baseline’. The MPWMD has its own protocols for doing so, including establishing water
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demand and use calculations based on the site’s ‘capacity for use’, or what the site is
physically equipped to accommodate water-wise at full build out rather than what it
actually uses. The State Water Board has opined that, while the District’s ‘capacity for
use’ method may be appropriate in some cases, another analytically compelling method
would be to determine the actual average water use for a water year from the past five
years, or to use both methods and use whichever is the lessor amount. This makes
sense for a variety of analytical reasons, not the least of which being that the idea that a
baseline should be based on the amount of water the site could use at full occupancy
and use is also inaccurate from a CDP perspective inasmuch as changes in use and
changes in intensity of use, such as would occur should new/different tenants come into
the space, is development requiring its own CDP, and such development itself would be
required to meet the same LCP water supply tests as this proposed development, and
would not be somehow ‘grandfathered’ in and allowed to use that amount of water no
guestions asked. As a result, the concept embedded in the District’s ‘full use’ baseline is
inherently flawed.

That said, MPWMD has strongly opposed the use of actual water consumption data,
arguing that doing so may incentivize prospective property sellers to artificially increase
water use to facilitate changes in use by prospective buyers, as well as penalize those
that implement conservation features to reduce water consumption. Additionally,
MPWMD claims that it is unlawful to use actual water consumption data because it
would violate CPUC policies regarding customer privacy,*® and MPWMD's Board even
went as far as to adopt a resolution identifying the flaws and legal problems associated
with using actual water data, and concluding that they will not do so when establishing
baseline water usage.®® It should be noted that Commission staff, despite repeated
requests for same, were not given the actual flowing water records for the ATC site, with
the non-disclosure agreement cited as justification for not doing so, even if it appeared
to staff that the property owner and underlying site users weren’'t under the same
restrictions as MPWMD and Cal-Am, and could have provided such data legally as it
was their own water data. In any case, and as a work around, the actual flowing water
for the site can be estimated by using the District’s water use factors as applied to only
the square footage that is currently occupied by a tenant, thereby avoiding counting
vacant space as using water. Commission staff worked with the Applicant to get such
rent data, and then applied the water use factors to that square footage. The results of
that exercise show that, as of July 2022, the estimated total water use was 5.924 AFY,
with water use as of July 2021 at 8.030 AFY, and, pre-Covid, at 13.159 AFY as of July
2019. While it is true that the pandemic and the project’s pendency has led to some
increases in vacancies, which could skew such numbers, it is also true that the site has
not been at full occupancy and use for many, many years, and since well before 2019.
Using these numbers as a proxy for what the State Water Board suggests is a more

58 Specifically, the District cites to a non-disclosure agreement required by Cal-Am of its customers as a
prerequisite to providing water service that prohibits providing access to water use records to anyone
other than the specific account holder. The District indicates that this agreement means that neither
MPWMD nor Cal-Am are legally allowed to provide actual water consumption data for existing service
addresses.

59 See Resolution No. 2018-05 adopted in 2018 at:
https://www.mpwmd.net/resolutions/2018/Resolution2018-05.pdf.
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accurate determination of existing/baseline water use shows that the site’s running
water has ranged from roughly 6 AFY to 13 AFY. And applying this metric to the site
would yield a pretty significantly downscaled project.

And finally, a third permutation, and related to the second one, is to cap water usage in
line with what the MPWMD did for this site in terms of its capacity for use. As described
previously, the MPWMD'’s 18.53 AFY water allocation is based on the amount of water
the site is physically equipped to accommodate at full occupancy. Water usage
fluctuates, particularly at a commercial building where tenants routinely change hands,
which is evident by the fact that the site appears to have used only about 6 AF last year,
but three years earlier it had used about twice that amount. And, to the District’s point,
looking at actual water usage can lead to deviations for a variety of reasons, particularly
for commercial spaces, that can make it difficult for use in planning applications like this.
At the same time, this is simply ‘paper water’ inasmuch as it doesn’t actually reflect
running water, nor the long-term sustainability of its source. When using this method,
which is the version relied on by the District and the City, the site would be allowed no
more than the 18.53 AFY identified/allocated for this site.

Each of the three permutations runs across the spectrum of methodologies for
evaluating water use under the LCP. The most conservative approach, of course, would
be the first alternative (no new water use allowed scenario) that indicates that no water
use at the site is permissible pursuant to the LCP, which would require project denial.
While this would help address coastal resource impacts more broadly as it relates to
water supply issues, the existing status quo at the site would remain, so it would only
hold such impacts steady, and not actually decrease them. In other words, denial of this
project would not mean that the existing commercial uses at the site also go away, and
thus water use would be expected to continue at current levels (i.e., roughly 6 AFY). To
put it another way, denial would eliminate new water use, but is not likely to reduce
water use at this site and there is still the possibility of the site being entirely rented out
and utilizing their full ‘paper’ water amount. That said, there would still be resource
value to applying this scenario.

The second alternative (actual flowing water scenario) makes more sense since it is
applying a more apples to apples comparison between the actual water currently being
used at the site and what a future project would be using. In other words, the water use
stays the same, but the use that is using it would change, from commercial uses to hotel
uses. Application of this scenario suffers from the fact that there can be any number of
reasons why water use might be at a certain level in an existing situation (including, as
the District identifies, where potential applicants might try to increase their water use in
order to be allowed a larger development in the future), but it also is more analytically
pure because it compares actual before and after consumption, and allows for decisions
to be made based on the water use difference, and what that difference means in terms
of the applicable LCP coastal resource requirements and questions raised. Even with
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the inherent issues, this scenario is probably the simplest, most straightforward, and
analytically accurate scenario.®®

And lastly, the third alternative would be to apply the District’s water use credits to the
site as the District recommends (the estimated water use at full capacity scenario). This
method is probably the least protective of coastal resources that are impacted by water
demand, but it has the benefit of providing the market with greater certainty in terms of
potential growth, even as it essentially represents ‘paper’ water credits and not actual
water use. As applied to the subject case, it also is the option that allows the City to
move forward with what it considers its largest growth opportunity site at the scale the
City has long envisioned, going back to the citizens’ initiative from almost a decade ago
that allowed the project at this location in the first place. And where that project is a
visitor-serving project, a project type that has priority over other types of projects that
might otherwise be considered here under the LCP and the Coastal Act. This scenario
also leans most heavily on estimates that the Peninsula’s water supply issues are
nearing a point where they will not lead to these types of difficult questions as a general
rule, and where development may be able to proceed in the relatively near future based
on a sustainable supply, thus mooting some of these very questions.

In short, it is a judgment call as to the best method to find LCP consistency, requiring
the weighing of costs and benefits, including costs and benefits of different potential
resource outcomes, and applying various temporal considerations. And while it may not
be directly applicable to other potentially proposed development on the Peninsula,
including as it is attributable uniquely to the context and attributes of the proposed
project at this location at this time, the Commission here applies the third scenario.
Thus, as long as water use is below 18.53 AFY, then the Commission can find the
project consistent with the LCP on this point. Special Condition 5 thus limits the
approved project to that amount, and requires the MPWMD to provide written
concurrence that the approved project in its totality (inclusive of all hotel rooms,
restaurants, pool/spa amenities, and any other water-using development, and not
offering ‘credit’ for off-site laundry or greywater system) is within such water budget.®? It
also requires audits of actual water usage so as to ensure compliance with such water
budget over time, and remedial measures if such usage is in excess of this limit.
MPWMD staff have reviewed the Applicant’s proposed project and has preliminarily
confirmed that it falls under the prescribed 18.53 AFY amount.

3. Lower-Cost Accommodations

As described in the Substantial Issue findings, the Pacific Grove LCP includes a robust
set of specific standards related to the provision of lower-cost accommodations. The
LCP defines what qualifies as lower-, medium-, and higher-cost accommodations,

60 And has been the method repeatedly recommended by Commission staff for as long as this application
has been pending at the local level; see Exhibit 7.

61 To be clear, this condition requires total water consumption to be within 18.53 AFY. If the Applicant
provides signoff of the efficacy of on-site greywater recycling and use by requisite agencies (as required
of Special Condition 1(d)), then such ‘credit’ could be understood in relation to the 18.53 AFY water
budget. In other words, the condition doesn’t provide for a ‘credit’ per se, but rather such savings would
be reflected in the amount of water the site actually uses.
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requires new development to provide lower-cost accommodations in an amount equal to
at least 25% of the number of high-cost accommodations, and requires such lower-cost
units to be provided on-site as part of the proposed project, unless doing so is found to
be infeasible. On this point, the LCP requires a detailed analysis underlying the factors
regarding a project’s infeasibility of providing such lower-cost units on site, including
specifying the financial assumptions and rationale for this conclusion. If on-site
infeasibility is determined, then the LCP allows for such lower-cost requirements to be
satisfied by the payment of an in-lieu fee in an amount equal to providing new such
accommodations units elsewhere in the City.

This LCP construct is specific and rather unique to the City, and three important points
should be made. The first is that the standards are more robust and detailed than many
other LCPs, which is reflective of the fact that the City’s LCP is the most recent newly
certified one in the State. The LCP was fully certified for the first time, with the City
assuming CDP review authority, in 2020, and thus the lower-cost provisions reflect
some of the Commission’s most recent contemporary understandings of the importance
of these issues. Second, the LCP speaks to the importance of providing lower-cost units
on-site as part of the proposed project, with in-lieu fees and off-site units allowed only
as a second resort due to on-site infeasibility issues. And this is for several reasons,
including both the Commission’s general difficulty in getting in-lieu fees spent on actual
new lower cost units, as well as the overarching goal of providing more equitable mixed-
use/income accommodations types in the coastal zone, which is both a public access
issue as well as an environmental justice issue. These understandings after almost 45
years of Coastal Act implementation helped inform the LCP’s on-site preferences. And
third, and perhaps most importantly for this project, these policies were written with the
ATC site in mind. This reason is twofold: one, the LCP envisioned a hotel at this site,
with various iterations of hotel proposals in the past. And in fact, this particular hotel
proposal was in its infancy when the LCP was being developed. And two, there simply
aren’t many other sites in the City where new hotel development would be possible.
Due to water supply issues as discussed previously, and due to voter initiatives from the
1980s that restrict the building of new hotel units, developing new hotel units at all, let
alone lower-cost ones, is a difficult endeavor in Pacific Grove. As such, and while the
LCP’s lower-cost requirements apply throughout the coastal zone to all
accommodations projects, there was a particular understanding of their applicability to
the then-upcoming proposed ATC project to meaningfully provide lower-cost units and
address this pressing affordable lodging issue in the Monterey Peninsula.

In this case, the Applicant is proposing 188 high cost rooms, which would necessitate
the provision of 47 lower-cost ones (i.e., 25% of the higher cost rooms) whether on site,
in an offsite project (i.e., a 47-room lower cost hotel), or a fee (calculated for 47 rooms
to be some $22 million in this case.®? In light of this, and in response to the articulated
issues with the City’s previous approval, the Applicant revised its lower-cost proposal to
include three parts. The first is to include 18 traditional, double-occupancy hotel rooms
interspersed within the rest of the hotel. These units would be capped at the LCP’s
defined lower-cost rates, which, as described previously, at the current time in 2024

62 Where that fee is inclusive of land acquisition, construction costs, and a 10% management fee,
estimated to be $463,972.55 per unit, or $21,806,710.08 for 47 units: see Exhibit 6.
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would be no more than $184 per night. The second component is the construction of a
‘Group’ wing somewhat separated from the main hotel facility, but still on-site and part
of the overall ATC hotel resort complex. In this area, there would be 64 shared beds
within 16 units. Each bed would be priced at $85 with common areas and shared
bathrooms (eight bathrooms in total, with each bathroom serving two units, or serving
occupants of up to 8 beds total). And third, within this Group wing, the Applicant
proposes a program to provide for low- and no-cost stays for groups, including from
schools, underrepresented youth, and underserved communities. The Applicant
proposes to provide at least 300 bed-nights per year®® in the Group wing for such
programming, where 150 such stays would be free, and the others would be provided at
lower cost (again, where each of the rooms wouldn’t cost more than $184 per night).
The Applicant indicates that the intent is also to work in partnership with the Monterey
Bay Aquarium and other area attractions and educational facilities to provide for
environmental education opportunities along with overnight stays.

There are numerous issues to discuss with respect to the Applicant’s proposal. It first
should be noted that the proposal to provide for on-site lower-cost hotel rooms is clearly
consistent with both the intent and letter of the LCP’s lower-cost requirements. That
said, the LCP requires 47 such units, and this proposal is for 18, thus not all of the
requirement is satisfied. The Applicant believes that the remainder of its proposal in
terms of its proposed Group wing and its low- and no-cost group programming efforts
fills in that remaining 29-unit gap. Their thinking is that, pursuant to the Commission’s
general understanding, including from research done by Hostelling International, a
hostel bed utilizes about 125 square feet and a lower-cost, double-occupancy hotel unit
250 square feet. Thus, based on these typical unit sizes, the Applicant seeks a ‘2:1
conversion’, meaning that 2 hostel beds are equivalent to 1 hotel room or “unit” for LCP
purposes. In other words, the Applicant wants the Commission to consider the 64 beds
in 16 shared rooms (with shared bathrooms) to be the equivalent of 32 standard lower
cost hotel rooms. And the Applicant posits that, along with programming efforts totaling
some 300 bed-nights per year within, more than satisfies the LCP’s requirements.

A first question is how to treat the proposed hostel/group/shared accommodations
construct as a form of lower-cost accommodation. One could argue that these units are
inferior to the luxury hotel units being proposed in the main hotel complex, and that the
lower-cost units should all be like-for-like in terms of affordable hotel rooms (with private
bathrooms, minimum double occupancy, and on the same grounds/treated in all the
same manner as the rest of the hotel). Another way to look at it is that these type of
proposed shared accommodations are an affordable way to target single travelers and
couples who may not need a full hotel room and would benefit from cheaper shared
accommodation. In addition, these types of units would be geared toward the budget
conscious traveler and would therefore be more amenable to being reserved for and
used by those who need such lower-cost accommodation the most, rather than a low-
cost hotel room that could be used by a higher-income traveler who would already be

63 Where one bed-night is when one user of one bed stays one night. At full occupancy of the Group wing,
and its 64 total beds, a group of 64 staying for one night would take up 64 of the 300 bed-nights.
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looking to stay at the high-end ATC hotel. In other words, a hostel/group quarters might
naturally better target those of lower income and be more fruitful in this regard.

Still yet, there are questions as to how to analytically compare an $85 per bed shared
room (4 occupants) with an individual $184 lower-cost hotel unit at double occupancy.
When looked at from the perspective of a single traveler or couple, the price point would
be below the $184 threshold and could therefore be considered lower-cost, bracketing
whether this is a correct comparison between these two accommodations types (i.e.,
sharing rooms and bathrooms with strangers). However, when looked at the price per
unit, the four beds in the hostel unit would be $340, almost double the $184 hotel room
cost and clearly not lower-cost, particularly for a family of four who each want their own
bed. In addition, while the Applicant believes the correct comparison between these two
accommodations types is two hostel beds to every one hotel room, there are questions
as to whether this is appropriate or not. While square footage and occupancy may lead
to the 2:1 conclusion, based on other metrics, like privacy, bathrooms, and price per
unit/bed, these are analytical apples and oranges that do not lend themselves to a clean
2:1 conversion.

In light of all of this, several points can be made. First, all of the benefits and limitations
identified previously regarding hotel vs. hostel/group quarters can be true. It is accurate
to state that hostels can provide a specific type of accommodation for couples and
single travelers, and can better naturally target the type of budget conscious traveler for
whom such lower-cost rooms are intended. And, based on the proposed rates, the
proposal can be understood as lower-cost for those that seek hostel style
accommodations — usually single travelers, couples, or groups of friends on a budget.
But it's also true that many people, including families with young children, will not seek
and will not be comfortable in a shared accommodation construct and will instead seek
a traditional hotel room. And in a hotel project with 188 traditional hotel rooms, and in an
area with severe limitations in terms of where additional hotel units can be built (again,
due to water scarcity, voter restrictions, lack of vacant properties, etc.) where it is
imperative to take full advantage of the extremely limited opportunities for when units of
any type are proposed, the lower-cost units provided should reflect the rest of the
product, and thus include lower-cost hotel units. And, again, such lower-cost hotel units
are more conducive to serve as an option for families, where they would be more likely
to seek out the privacy and lower-cost price point associated with this accommodation
type over a group quarter. As such, a package/mix provides the benefits of both of
them.

Second, while the Commission understands the rationale behind the Applicant’s 2:1
hostel bed to hotel room conversion based on size alone, the other inherent differences
between the two accommodations types simply does not lend itself to such a ‘clean’
ratio. Two twin hostel beds in a shared room is simply not the same as two twin beds or
one queen size bed in a private traditional hotel room. A more apt comparison between
the two would be to compare units for units, in this case one hotel room with one hostel
unit. The Commission can then understand the proposed Group wing to be comprised
of 16 units. Thus, the proposed project provides 18 hotel units and 16 group/hostel
units.

Page 78



A-3-PGR-22-0004 (American Tin Cannery Hotel Resort)

And third, while it is an even more ‘apples to oranges’ analytical comparison between
units and lower-cost programs, the Commission can ‘value’ the Applicant’s proposed
group programming provisions within the context of the LCP’s on-site lower-cost
requirements for this project. And in this case, the proposal seeks to provide at least
150 free and 150 lower cost stays per year for those who traditionally may not be able
to experience a coastal zone stay and related activities. This represents a meaningful
lower cost accommodation benefit, and clearly is in line with the Commission’s
environmental justice principles and the objective of ‘access for all’. Again, it is
acknowledged that this isn’t a perfect analytical fit, and that the program will mean that
the Group wing isn’'t available to other users during these group occupancy times. But
the ability to provide free and lower cost group accommodations so close to the shore
and in such a highly visible and prime coastal locale for schools, youth groups, and
other underrepresented communities is something that strikes at the heart of the
Commission’s lower-cost accommodations, public coastal access, and environmental
justice mandates.

In short, while some may argue that the Applicant should provide 47 standard double-
occupancy hotel rooms on site at a lower cost to satisfy the LCP, the Applicant has
actually proposed a mix of lower cost amenities to satisfy the LCP, and that package
can be considered by the Commission as well. The fact that the Applicant is proposing
eighteen on site, lower cost hotel rooms is significant, including as it has been difficult in
the Commission’s experience to get fully integrated lower cost rooms as part of these
types of projects, and there’s a significant benefit to having that in this case. In addition,
the 16 hostel/group rooms perform a different lower cost function, and target a different
type of user, which provides a range of different accommodation options. Together, and
together with the group programming aspect, the Applicant has proposed a significant
lower cost visitor serving package, one that avoids in-lieu fees, and actually targets on-
site and offsetting lower cost facilities, where the package can be considered adequate
to satisfy the LCP’s requirements in a slightly different way.

As such, Special Condition 6 codifies the Applicant’s proposal, and includes important
measures to ensure that these lower-cost provisions are effectively carried out over
time. Among other things, the condition specifies that the lower-cost thresholds are
caps,® and that all hotel fees, including parking, resort fees, and administrative fees,
with the exception of government-imposed fees/taxes, are to be reflected/included in
that price. The condition also specifies some minimum standards for the lower-cost
units, including that such hotel rooms must be at least 250 square feet (with a queen
size bed or two twins) and all users of the lower-cost hotel units and the hostel/group
guarters are required to have access to the same amenities in the rest of the hotel as
would any other paying guest, including those in the high cost rooms. As for
programming, while the condition is meant to be slightly broad in order to be nimble
enough for flexibility in program elements, the condition does specify some overall
minimum performance standards, including requiring at least 300 bed-nights per year of
group stays, with 150 of those free and the other 150 capped at the LCP’s lower-cost

64 Subject to changes with the Consumer Price Index.
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unit threshold,®® specifying that the targeted clientele is those from lower-income
communities, communities of color, and other communities that have been historically
marginalized and face greater barriers to coastal access, and requiring yearly
monitoring reports that identify program effectiveness and group composition, along
with the proposed programming for the upcoming year. The condition also requires
yearly monitoring and a third-party audit every third year to help measure effectiveness
of the lower-cost provisions overall, as well as outreach to market such rooms to inland
communities, including in Spanish and other appropriate languages.

And finally, Special Condition 7 requires that all overnight accommodations (hotel
rooms and group quarters) be open and available to the general public, that rooms shall
not be rented to any individual, family, or group for more than 29 consecutive days and
that no individual ownership or long-term occupancy of hotel rooms shall be allowed. To
further ensure that the hotel operates as proposed and approved, Special Condition
7(b) prohibits the conversion of any of the hotel overnight rooms to limited-use overnight
visitor accommodation units (e.g., timeshare, fractional ownership, etc.) or to full-time
occupancy condominium units or to any other units with use arrangements that differ
from the approved project, as well as requires annual monitoring reports to ensure
same.

In conclusion, the Applicant has proposed a meaningful package of lower-cost
accommodation types that can serve as lower cost options for families (in 18 such hotel
rooms), for single/couple travelers (in 64 beds in shared group accommodations), and
for underserved groups (via at least 150 free and 150 lower cost stays for group
programming). The Commission welcomes — and prefers — these types of on-site lower
cost packages as a means of addressing Coastal Act and LCP lower cost overnight
accommodation issues, and finds that as conditioned the project can be found
consistent with the LCP.

4. Public Views/Community Character and Public Access

As described in the Substantial Issue section previously, the LCP is protective of public
views, including stating that the visual qualities of Pacific Grove’s coastal areas are a
resource of public importance, requiring development to be compatible with its built and
natural environment surroundings, and otherwise ensuring development does not
significantly adversely impact significant public views. To meet these overarching
objectives, the LCP specifies that protection of scenic resources and other coastal
resources must be the priority in all City actions and decisions, and that all development
standards (including with respect to height, setback, density, lot coverage, etc.) must be
interpreted as maximums (such as for height) or minimums (such as for setbacks) that
are required to be reduced (or increased) to protect and enhance such resources to the
maximum extent feasible. And for the project site specifically, development needs to
include sufficient articulation and massing so as to avoid the appearance of
domineering over the adjacent public realm.

65 Meaning that 150 guest nights are free, and 150 guest nights are capped at the LCP’s lower-cost
threshold of $184 per night as of 2024.
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In addition, because the project site is located in such a visually conspicuous and
popular visitor-serving location, the LCP only allows the proposed site coverage of up to
90% if significant public access amenities are provided beyond which the LCP would
ordinarily require. In other words, the LCP requires some of the allowed site coverage to
be programmed for public plazas, parks, restrooms, and similar public access amenities
SO as to maximize public recreational access and utility at this important site. With such
requirements, and with the overall understanding that the LCP mirrors the Coastal Act in
terms of the requirement to maximize public recreational access opportunities, the
issues of access and views/character are largely intertwined. In short, the project needs
to respect its surroundings and ensure that public access is an intrinsic part of the
project.

Analysis

As described previously, while the overall site plan and design aesthetic has largely
been retained from the City-approved version, the Applicant has made some
modifications to better address views and access, including to ‘fix’ some of the issues
and problems identified from the City’s approval. There are several design changes,
including by overall making the project smaller by some 85,000 square feet and
removing a proposed vehicular ingress/egress along Ocean View Boulevard. Doing so
provides for the creation of a new public park/plaza at the downcoast site corner at
Ocean View Boulevard and Dewey Avenue. Such change, along with other proposed
articulation and small ‘pocket’ plazas along the rest of the Ocean View Boulevard
frontage and proposed landscaping, should help to soften the perceived mass and scale
of the building from the road and from the Monterey Bay Coastal Trail, which is a key
LCP objective so as to avoid structures looming over the public viewshed. In addition,
the Applicant has also modified certain public access elements to better meet LCP
objectives, including now providing direct access from the new park to the living roof,
which itself will be open and available for public enjoyment with benches, interpretive
displays, and other amenities. The living roof area will aid in public enjoyment and offer
an exciting opportunity for the general public to obtain expansive views of Monterey Bay
from an elevated vantage point. In addition, the public restroom has been relocated
closer to Eardley Avenue so as to better provide for access and use for the general
public without having to venture deep into the hotel itself. Having a readily accessible
public restroom, particularly in this area with the many children and families coming to
and from the Monterey Bay Aquarium, is an important public benefit.

The Applicant firmly believes that the proposed design and access offerings materially
will benefit this site over the existing status quo and meet the LCP’s requirements for
this site, including going ‘above and beyond’ what would ordinarily be required and
provide extra benefits for the public and not just hotel guests. They opine that this
project isn’t introducing a new structure to a currently undeveloped site, or even one on
the seaward side of the road or fronting the shoreline, but rather is replacing the existing
ATC building which itself is a large two-story structure that takes up the entire City block
with little setback from the road and few amenities geared to the general public. And
while the sawtooth building includes some notable and distinctive architectural features
(and these features, like the roof, will be predominately retained), it otherwise is a flat,
uninterrupted plane along this visually prominent stretch.

Page 81



A-3-PGR-22-0004 (American Tin Cannery Hotel Resort)

While reasonable people can — and often do — disagree when it comes to matters of
design and community character, in this case and given the context, the Commission
agrees with the Applicant’s assessment. While the project is clearly still quite large, and
there could be other permutations that could further add articulation (e.g., not building in
the Sloat Avenue right-of-way and keeping it as a public street) or otherwise reduce its
size and scope, it’s also true that the site is not pristine. Rather, the site is a mix of old
industrial buildings and surface parking lots that can be put to better and higher uses. In
sum, the project will provide for some pretty substantial public access benefits that
materially will benefit the public, and will do so with a design approach that similarly
respects the character of the area as much as possible for a large project of this type.

Special Condition 1 thus approves the proposed site plan and overall design, and
includes a series of conditions and performance standards to ensure consistency with
LCP design requirements, including final plans that specify landscaping (e.g., only using
native and non-invasive species to provide for visual softening and screening of
structural development), signage (e.g., reducing their number and visibility, and using
natural materials and earth tones to effectively blend in with the surrounding aesthetic),
lighting (e.g., using wildlife friendly lights facing downward and shielded to prevent light
spill and glare), utilities (e.g., placing them underground or away from public view), and
windows (e.g., using non-glare and bird safe glass) to all be compatible with the overall
area design aesthetic. And Special Condition 4 similarly codifies the proposed public
access amenities via a Public Access Management Plan, with provisions to ensure that
such amenities (e.g., the public park, living roof, and public restroom) are clearly
identified on final plans, adequately signed to alert the public of these spaces, include
appropriate amenities to aid in their enjoyment (e.g., benches, picnic tables, and trash
cans), and maintained over time to maximize their use and utility in this regard.

That being said, the proposed project does materially affect public parking and the use
of public street space. The project still proposes to convert portions of the existing Sloat
Avenue public street to private hotel use. Doing so will result in the loss of some 20,000
square feet of publicly owned space, 17 parking spaces along the street (along with an
additional 7 spaces lost along Dewey and Eardley Avenues due to curb cuts, driveways,
and similar measures to access the proposed hotel), as well as its sidewalk space and
corresponding ability for the public to easily walk between Eardley and Dewey Avenues.
The project also proposes to encroach into the Ocean View Boulevard right-of-way with
an elevated sidewalk that will be privately owned but open to public use, totaling some
roughly 3,000 square feet. While the Ocean View Boulevard encroachment can be
addressed through conditions that clearly state that such elevated walkway is to remain
open and available for public use without obstruction (and Special Condition 1(a) does
just this), the Sloat Avenue and public parking impacts require more evaluation. The
privatization of this area represents both a direct, quantifiable impact,®® including direct
loss of parking spaces, as well as a more intangible loss of public space to private use
that is difficult to fully quantify. Public space of any type, particularly so close to the

66 As part of the City’s street right-of-way vacation efforts, the appraised value of the roughly 20,000
square feet of road space that would be sold to the Applicant was valued at roughly $2 million, or about
$200 per square foot (as of December 2021). The City has not yet sold the street, pending resolution of
the Commission’s action on this CDP.
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ocean and prime visitor-serving uses, is a valuable common resource that must be
protected, or, at a minimum, sufficiently mitigated. While one way to address this issue
is through alternative siting and design that eliminates the privatization of this street,
including eliminating it from hotel use (and instead having elevated walkways above the
street to connect ‘wings’ on either street side, as is done with some structures along
Cannery Row) and thereby avoiding the impact in the first place, another way is to
ensure that the public utility of the street space is fully mitigated.

The Applicant proposes to mitigate for the loss of parking by adding six on-street
spaces (through elimination of existing driveways that serve the existing ATC site), and
providing 20 new spaces in a new paid public lot at 124 Central Avenue. The end result
will be a net gain of 2 spaces. And while this is true, it's also true that the public is losing
sidewalk space, that the new spaces will be located further away and not as close to
area amenities, and that the public’s real estate is lost. The on-street parking around the
ATC site represents some of the closest, low-cost parking for visitors to the Monterey
Bay Aquarium and Monterey Bay Coastal Trail. To access the coast, visitors who park
in the public lot on 124 Central Avenue will have to traverse around the ATC hotel and
downhill from Central Avenue. This represents an even greater barrier for visitors with
ADA-needs.%’ In short, the Applicant’s public parking proposal does not have the same
utility nor access to the coastline as the on-street parking spaces that will be removed
around the ATC site, and thus does not sufficiently mitigate for the impact.

To do so, Special Condition 4(d) requires the 20 spaces in the public lot to be free for
6 hours a day subject to a 3-hour maximum stay for any one vehicle (and ADA spaces
free all day and not subject to such restrictions). This requirement recognizes that the
utility of these spaces isn’t as high as the status quo, and thus to make up the
difference, the spaces are free of charge during this time frame. Along with the fact that
there is a net increase in public parking overall, the finding can be made that parking
and public space impacts from Sloat Avenue’s conversion to private use are
appropriately mitigated in this way. To further ensure that the project addresses traffic
and multi-modal transportation requirements, Special Condition 8 requires the
preparation of a Transportation Demand Management Plan that requires, among other
things, ride sharing programs and transit passes to reduce single-occupant car trips for
workers, as well as shuttles and free bikes for guests to accomplish same.

As proposed and as conditioned, the project meets the LCP’s requirements for public
view and public access protection and provision overall, as well as the specific
directives for this specific site. It also adequately mitigates for the project’s impacts to
public streets. The end result is a project that should be a measurable improvement
over the status quo and one worthy of this prime coastal setting.

67 It should also be noted that the on-street parking spaces located on Ocean View Boulevard, Eardley
Avenue, Dewey Avenue, and Sloat Avenue are authorized by a Commission-issued CDP (3-04-027) that
allows the City to operate a metered parking program that includes a 2-hour time restriction for 31 parking
spaces on Sloat Avenue and Ocean View Boulevard between 9am and 6pm, consistent with other 2-hour
parking areas within the City (i.e., at Lover’s Point). Any changes proposed to the on-street parking
spaces on these streets must obtain an amendment to the CDP, for which the City must apply.
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5. Habitat Resources

As explained in the Substantial Issue section, the LCP includes numerous provisions to
protect the area’s rich biological resources, including policies mirroring the Coastal Act
in this regard to prevent adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive habitats and
biologically sensitive species, including marine wildlife haul-out, breeding, and nesting
habitats located along the beaches and offshore rocky areas near the project site. The
LCP also includes specific protections for marine mammals such as harbor seals. And
while the project is located in an inland location and not physically within coastal waters,
as identified in the project’'s EIR and as noted in the substantial issue findings, the
project’s construction may result in adverse impacts that transcend the site, particularly
with respect to noise. And while the project’s EIR recognized such potential impacts and
identified ways to mitigate them, it didn’t go into sufficient detail regarding the specific
mechanisms by which construction noise and impacts would be defined, monitored,
reported, and corrected should there be any.

In this vein, Commission staff, including the Commission’s Ecologist Dr. Rachel Pausch,
has reached out to various local marine mammal and avian experts to best articulate
the specifics of what would constitute adverse impacts and recommended monitoring
techniques to sufficiently document such impacts should they occur. The result of such
collaboration is the Marine Wildlife Protection Plan required by and specified in Special
Condition 3. This condition builds upon that which the Commission required in previous
projects in the area,®® and defines, among other things, the locations for habitat
monitoring (i.e., the ‘Protection Areas’, defined as the three identified harbor seal
rookeries at West Beach, Fisher Beach, and Fifth Street and out to at least 10 meters
offshore), the protocols for where and how biological monitors are to assess for
potential impacts (including provisions for on-site as well as remote monitoring), the
specific behavioral cues for what may constitute an adverse impact (e.g., sustained
head raises/alerts, rapid movements in response to acute noise stressors,
feeding/nursing disruptions), and the notification process for when, in the monitor’s best
professional opinion and in conformance with the identified criteria, construction noise is
adversely impacting marine wildlife, including harbor seals and black oystercatchers.
These notifications include the Commission’s Executive Director, as well as other fellow
resource experts at the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary and NOAA Fisheries,
and may, depending on the severity of potential impact, necessitate a stop work order
and new CDP authorization.

Again, it's important to reiterate that these are all precautions and that the EIR found
that construction impacts should not be substantial, including in light of expected noise
levels in these sensitive offshore environments, as well as with precautions to avoid the
loudest construction activities during pupping season (which is similarly included in the
special conditions). And that analysis was based on the previous City-approved project,
which was larger and included more extensive grading than what is currently proposed.
In fact, the project’s smaller scope and elimination of certain structural elements along
Ocean View Boulevard (and replacement with the public park/plaza) reduces excavation

68 Including in the Monterey Bay Aquarium’s new sea otter research and rescue facility authorized via
CDP 3-23-0656-W.
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by about 27,500 cubic yards, which should translate into a reduction of noise and
vibration impacts at the most seaward project location.

With such understanding and as conditioned, including ensuring that such provisions
are identified as part of required Construction Plans (see Special Condition 289, the
project can be found consistent with the LCP’s habitat resource provisions.

6. Archaeological/Cultural Resources

As shown on Figure 7 of the LUP, the entire coastal zone in the City of Pacific Grove
has been designated an Archaeologically Sensitive Area, including the project site. The
LUP requires development to implement reasonable mitigation measures to protect
identified archaeological or paleontological resources. The LUP further requires a site
survey and associated report, and a mitigation plan to be completed by a qualified
archaeologist for projects within an archaeologically sensitive area. Applicable LUP
provisions include:

LUP Policy CRS-1. The City will conduct consultations with any federally
recognized California tribal government listed on the most recent notice of the
United States Federal Register and any non-federally recognized California tribe
listed on the California Tribal Consultation List maintained by the California
Native American Heritage Commission that identifies as native to the Monterey
Peninsula, including the Ohlone Costanoan Esselen Nation, in accordance with
state law.

LUP Policy CRS-2. The City will ensure the protection, preservation, and proper
disposition of archaeological resources within the Coastal Zone by assessing the
potential impact of proposed development and ensuring, to the maximum extent
feasible, that tribal concerns are considered before actions on proposed
development are taken and that such impacts are avoided, minimized, or
mitigated in conformity with the Coastal Act and other applicable legal
requirements.

LUP Policy CRS-3. The City will assist developers and landowners by providing
early identification of sensitive sites so that archaeological resources can be
considered and protected during the early phases of project design. The City
shall require new development to prepare an archaeological report by a qualified
professional and, where appropriate, shall require mitigation measures to
adequately protect and preserve potential archeological resources.

An archaeological assessment was included in the EIR and found that the project
location has a high sensitivity for archaeological resources. Prehistoric shell middens
and habitation sites have been recorded to the immediate northwest, north, and
southeast of the project site and given their distribution and the recorded depths of
deposition (approximately one meter below the surface), there is a high likelihood that

69 Special Condition 2 also includes the Commission’s suite of typical best management practices to
ensure that construction activities avoid adverse coastal resource impacts, including on water quality and
nesting birds. And Special Condition 9 also protects coastal water quality and habitats through a
required Plastic Reduction Program to minimize single-use plastics in all aspects of hotel operations.
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additional prehistoric resources may lie beneath the current ATC facility complex.
Furthermore, the site is situated within the recorded boundaries of an historic Chinese
village and intact deposits relating to this resource have been recovered within the
project vicinity.

The Monterey Bay region is represented by the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation
(OCEN), which is comprised of over 600 enrolled tribal members of Esselen,
Carmeleno, Monterey Band, Rumsen, Chalon, Soledad Mission, San Carlos Mission
(Carmel) and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent. The EIR documents the Applicant’s
and City’s tribal consultation efforts, including working with OCEN officials to develop
appropriate construction mitigation protocols (such as on-site monitoring during ground
construction activities and stop-work orders should human or other sensitive
remains/materials be unearthed).

Special Condition 10 carries forward these measures, and includes the Commission’s
typical archaeological protection protocols, which, similar to the identified habitat
resource protections, must be identified on all required construction plans. As
conditioned, the project can be found consistent with the LCP’s archaeological/cultural
provisions.

7. Other

Other Agency Approvals

In addition to CDP authorization under the Coastal Act and LCP, the proposed project
appears to affect the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, which may need to
provide authorization, and may affect marine resources that are protected by NOAA
Fisheries, as well as water resources governed by the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District and applicable health and building departments. To ensure that
the Applicant has a sufficient legal interest to carry out the project consistent with the
terms and conditions of this CDP and to ensure that the proposed project is authorized
by all applicable regulatory agencies, Special Condition 11 requires the Applicant to
submit written evidence either of these other agencies’ approvals of the project (as
conditioned and approved by this CDP) or evidence that such approvals are not
required. Special Condition 12 also specifies that the Permittee is to follow all other
requirements and conditions imposed by the City of Pacific Grove pursuant to their non-
Coastal Act authorities. If there is any conflict, however, between those conditions and
this CDP, this CDP shall govern.

Future Permitting

The Commission herein fully expects to review any future proposed development at
and/or directly related to this project and/or project area, including to ensure continued
compliance with the terms and conditions of this CDP through such future proposals,
but also to ensure that any such future proposed development can be understood in
terms of same. Thus, any and all future proposed development at and/or directly related
to this project, this project area, and/or this CDP shall require a new CDP or a CDP
amendment that is processed through the Coastal Commission, unless the Executive
Director determines a CDP or CDP amendment is not legally required (see Special
Condition 13).
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Minor Changes

This CDP authorizes the project proposed except as modified by the special conditions.
As is typical of large and complicated construction projects like this, there can be the
need for minor changes as circumstances dictate. Thus, this approval allows for such
changes through either (a) a CDP amendment, or (b) if the Executive Director
determines that no amendment is legally required, then such changes may be allowed
by the Executive Director if the Executive Director determines that such changes: (1)
are deemed reasonable and necessary; and (2) do not adversely impact coastal
resources (Special Condition 14).

Indemnification

Coastal Act Section 30620(c)(1) authorizes the Commission to require applicants to
reimburse the Commission for expenses incurred in processing CDP applications. Thus,
the Commission is authorized to require reimbursement for expenses incurred in
defending its actions on the pending CDP applications in the event that the
Commission’s action is challenged by a party other than the Applicant. Therefore,
consistent with Section 30620(c), the Commission imposes Special Condition 15
requiring reimbursement for any costs and attorneys’ fees that the Commission incurs in
connection with the defense of any action brought by a party other than the Applicant
challenging the approval or issuance of this CDP, or challenging any other aspect of its
implementation, including with respect to condition compliance efforts.

Deed Restriction

The terms and conditions of this approval are perpetual and run with the land, thus
binding any future buyers and owners of the properties subject to this CDP. This
approval is also conditioned for a deed restriction to be recorded against the property
involved in the application (see Special Condition 16). This deed restriction will record
the conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and
enjoyment of the property.

I. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(a) prohibits a proposed development from being approved
if there are feasible alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures available that
would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the development may have
on the environment. CEQA further 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 a project. If the specific
benefits of a proposal outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”

The City of Pacific Grove, acting as the CEQA lead agency, certified a final
Environmental Impact Report for the project in January 2022. Pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093, the City prepared and adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations that notes that although the EIR identifies significant and unavoidable
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impacts in the categories of Aesthetics and Cultural Resources,’? the City found that
there are overriding considerations that provide specific economic, legal, social,
technological, and other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental
benefits, that outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects.

The Commission’s review, analysis, and decision-making process for CDPs and CDP
amendments has been certified by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency as
being the functional equivalent of the environmental review required by CEQA (CCR
Section 15251(f)). Accordingly, in fulfilling that review, this report has analyzed the
relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal, has addressed comments received,
and has identified appropriate and necessary modifications to address adverse impacts
to such coastal resources. The Commission finds that only as modified and conditioned
herein will the proposed project avoid significant adverse effects on the environment
within the meaning of CEQA. Thus, the proposed project as modified will not result in
any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not
been employed, consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).

4. APPENDICES

A. Substantive File Documents’®
= American Tin Cannery Hotel and Commercial Project EIR

B. Staff Contact with Agencies and Groups
= City of Pacific Grove Community Development Department
= California Public Utilities Commission
= California Water Resources Control Board
= California Department of Fish and Wildlife
= Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
= United States Department of Fish and Wildlife
= NOAA Fisheries
= Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
= Stanford University, Hopkins Marine Station
= Unite Here

70 Cultural resources include archaeological and historic resources. In this case, the EIR found that the
project would have significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources, namely historic structures,
but not archeological/cultural resources.

1 These documents are available for review in the Commission’s Central Coast District office.
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AgendaNo. 13 C

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

| AGENDA REPORT I

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Luke Coletti, Councilmember

MEETING DATE: April 03, 2024

SUBJECT: Ballot Measure(s) to Amend PGMC 23.45 and PGMC 6.11

CEQA: Does not constitute a Project per California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15378

RECOMMENDATION

Direct the City Manager to return to the Council with the documents necessary to place a measure(s) on the
November 5, 2024, ballot asking the voters to amend Measure B (PGMC 23.45) and Measure C (PGMC 6.11) to
implement the following:

1. Amend PGMC 23.45 to: (1) provide a definition for "timeshare" or "timeshare project," including those
fractional interest uses marketed, sold, and managed as timeshares, and (2) allow the City Council to make
any future amendments to the definition via Council Ordinance.

2. Amend (or rescind) PGMC 6.11 in order to be consistent with: (1) the proposed voter-adopted definition(s),
and (2) the City's transient occupancy tax rate (i.e., existing timeshare projects (there are two) shall be taxed
at the same rate as hotels/motels per PGMC 6.09).

DISCUSSION

Measure B (1982)

On November 2, 1982, Pacific Grove voters adopted Measures B, which: (1) prohibits timeshare projects
throughout the city, and (2) imposes strict zoning standards on condominium development.

On November 17, 1982, the City Council adopted Ordinance 1315 N.S. (see Attachment-1), which codified
Measure B under Chapter 23.45 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code (PGMC).

PGMC 23.45 includes the following provisions:

23.45.020 Timeshare projects prohibited.
Timeshare projects shall not be permitted in the city of Pacific Grove.

23.45.030 Intention of chapter.

It is the intention of this chapter to avoid special privileges for condominiums and planned unit developments and
to have such forms of development conform to the zoning standards and subdivision standards applicable to
single-family residential district development. It is also the intention of this chapter in prohibiting timeshares to
avoid the conversion and loss of the city's residential stock and character (emphasis added).

Definition of "Timeshare"

The authors of Measure B did not include a definition of "timeshare project." However, the zoning code at the
time, which allowed timeshare projects as a permitted use (see Ordinance 1250 N.S.), included the following
definition:

23.64.025 Use permit -- Timeshare project.
A timeshare project, as such term is defined in Section 11003.5 of the Business and Professions Code ...



At the same November 2, 1982, election, voters also adopted Measure C (see Ordinance 1316 N.S.), which
established the following definitions:

6.11.010 (b) Time Share.
"Time-share" shall have the meaning as defined in Section 11003.5 of the California Business and Professions
Code and in Section 23.64.025 of the Municipal Code.

6.11.010 (c) Time Share Owner.
"Time-share owner" means the person or persons who own one or more time-share interests in a time-share
project within the city, whether or not approved under said Section 23.64.025 of the Code.

Section 23.64.025 was removed from the zoning code in 1997 (see Ordinance 97-22).

Section 6.11.010, last amended in 1997 (see Ordinance 97-39), is currently the only part of the city's municipal
code that defines "timeshare":

6.11.010 Definitions.
"Time-share" shall have the meaning as defined in Section 11003.5 of the California Business and Professions
Code.

"Time-share owner" means the person or persons who own one or more time-share interests in a time-share
project within the city.

The Problem

The city's municipal code and definitions are out of date. For example, PGMC Section 6.11.010 references
Section 11003.5 of the California Business and Professions Code, which was repealed by the State Legislature in
2004 (see Statutes of California 2004, Ch. 697, Sec. 4).

Conclusion
The Council should provide the voters an opportunity to amend Measure B (PGMC 23.45) and Measure C
(PGMC 6.11) in order to better effectuate the City's longstanding prohibition of timeshare projects.

OPTIONS

1. Take no action.
2. Provide alternate direction.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
It typically costs less than $10,000 to place a measure on the ballot of a consolidated (general or presidential)
election (see Attachment-3).

GOAL ALIGNMENT: Not Applicable.
Attachments

1. Timeshare Ordinances (Pacific Grove)
2. Election Costs (Pacific Grove)


https://clerk.assembly.ca.gov/sites/clerk.assembly.ca.gov/files/archive/Statutes/2004/2004_Statutes_1669_Vol_4.pdf#page=3
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ORDINANCE NO. 1315 N.S.

ORDINARCE CODIFYING INITIATIVE MEASURE B

LTIPLE UNIT DEVELOPMENT INVOLVING
CONDOMINIUMS, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS, AND TIME-SHARES

ENACTED IN NOVEMBER 1982 ELECTION -

TRE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS

FOLLOWS :

1. Measure B, as enacted by the Election of the City of
Pacific Grove on November 2, 1982 is hereby codified so that

the same may be conveniently referred to in the Municipal
Code of the City as follows: :

“Chapter 23%

INITIATIVE ORDINANCE ENACTING REGULATIONS FOR
MULTIPLE UNIT DEVELOPMENTS INVOLVING
CONDOMINIUMS, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS, AND TIME-SHARES

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DO ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS: '

23.2&.010 Effective the date of the adoption of this
ordinance by the City Council or by the voters of the City
of Pacific Grove, the following regulations shall apply to
multiple residential developments involving condominiums or

Planned Unit Developments (PUDs), in lieu of any ordinance
or resolution to the contrary:

A. In any planned unit or condominium development, the
permitted number of dwelling units per acre shall not
be more than twenty-five percent (25%) greater than
that constructed in the nearest Single~Family
Residential District (hereafter reférred to as defined
in the Pacific Grove Zoning Ordinance Section
23.12.010, as it existed on June ist, 1982), Should
more than one Single-~Family Residential District be
adjacent to the development, the lowest number of units
per acre will be observed. However, in no case shall
there be less than 4,000 square feet of lang per unit.
In computing land area available for such purposes,
areas shall be excluded which would not normally
constitute part of the building site, such as:

1. A minj{mum of 24-foot-wide strip for the length of
any private roadway proposed for common use;

2. Any arga serving as commercial or visitor-
commercial use and uses ancillary thereto; and

3. Club houses, common recreational buildings,
meeting raoms, and sales rooms and area.




B. Fifty per cent (50%) of the entire building site
area, but exclusive of common roadways, shall not be
covered vertically from the ground upward and shall be
landscaped with permeable Plants or materials.

C. The height of any structure shall not exceed 25
feet.

D. Two covered automobile parking spaces shall be
provided for the exclusive use of each dwelling unit.

23.2?.010 Time~share projects shall not be permitted in the
City of Pacific Grove.
23.2?.030 It is the intention of this ordinance to avoid
special privileges for condominiums and Planned Unit
Developments and to have such forms of development conform
to the zoning standards and subdivision standards applicable
to Single-Family Residential District development. . Tt is
also the intention of thig ordinance in prohibiting time-

shares to avoid the conversion and loss of the City's
residential stock and character, .

23.2?.040 No building permit shall be issued that is not
consistent with the provisions of this enactment.

23.25:050 The provisions of this enactment are
independent and separable and if any one provision is held
to be invalid the People hereby declare their intention that
they would have enacted each provision Separately."

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC
GROVE this 2nd day of November, 1982.

2, Nothing contained herein is intended to -alter, amend,
or effect any provision in the Initiative Ordinance as
adopted.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY PACIFIC GROVE
this 17th day of November, 1982, by the following vote:

AYES: Fisher, Hughes, Martine, Russell, Sloan, Williams
NOES: Eaton

ABSENT: None
APPROVED: November 17, 1982

-

LORUS C. WILLIAMS, Mayor

ATTEST: _
U 00 o N

WILLIAM S. PITT, City Clerk

{Suggested by City Clerk.)
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ORDINANCE NO. 1250 N.S.

ORDINANCE AMENDING MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS 23.08.020 AND
23.08.110 AND ADDING SECTION 23.64.025 RE TIMESHARES
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 23.08.020 of the Municipal Code is hereby amended by
adding the following sentence thereto:

"An apartment house shall not include any timeshare project
as defined in Section 11003.5 of the Business and Professions
Code, added by Chapter 601 of Statutes of 1980."

Section 23.08.110 of the Municipal Code is hereby amended by
adding the following sentence thereto:

"A dwelling group shall not include any timeshare project as
defined in section 11003.5 of the Business and Professions
Code as added by Chapter 601 of Statutes of 1980."

Section 23.64.025 is hereby added to the Municipal Code to
read as follows:

193 .64.025. A timeshare project, as such term is defined in
Section 11003.5 of the Business and Professions Code, shall

be restricted to the C, I, V. C., and R-3-M Districts,

subject to first securing a use permit. Timeshare projects,
when permitted, shall be limited to forms of interest and

use as inhere in the definition of "Community Housing

Project" at Section 24.18.010(b) of this Code. Any conversion
from an existing use, including motel or hotel use, to a
timeshare project shall conform to Chapter 23.29 of this Code
as if the conversion were from a multiple-dwelling rental
development; provided, however, the provisions of Subsections
(d)(1), (e), (f) and (k) of Section 23.29.040, Sections
23.29.050(f), 23.29.080, 23.29.090, and 23,29.110 shall not
apply except to units used as residences. An applicant for

a timeshare project shall submit with the application at

least 15 copies of all documents required to be filed with

the California Real Estate Commission in respect thereto,

and in the form as thus filed. No use permit shall issue

for a timeshare project which, in the discretion of the
Planning Commission, lacks proper means of securing adequate
maintenance of the project or which lacks a reliable mechanism
or plan to secure the payment of the Transient Occupancy Tax
under Chapter 6.09 of this Code." A special processing fee of
$100.00 plus $10.00 for each proposed unit subject to timeshar-
ing shall accompany each timeshare application, in addition

to the applicable use permit fee.

This ordinance shall take effect 30 days after final passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
this 18th day of March, 1981, by the following vote:

AYES: Fisher, Hughes, Martine, Sloan, Williams
Noes: None
Absent: Eaton, Franco

APPROVED:

e e e n

Mayor

ATTEST:

D00 o Q,_ﬁ

By

City Clerk



ORDINANCE NO. 1316 N.S.

ORDINANCE CODIFYING MEASURE C
APPROVED BY VOTERS ON NOVEMBER 2, 1982
AND IMPOSING TAX ON TIME-SHARE OCCUPANCY
IN LIEU OF TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS

FOLLOWS :

1. The City Clerk is instructed to effect codification of
Measure C as Chapter 6.11 of the Municipal Code, 1in
accordance with the numbered sections thereof adopted by the
voters of the City on November 2, 1982.

2. Notwithstanding the provision of Measure C requiring a
vote of two-thirds of the voters for enactment, by authority
of the decision of the California Supreme Court on August 5,
1982, in City and County of San Francisco v. John C.
Farrell, 32 Cal. 3d 47, the Council finds that the tax
involved does not qualify as a special tax so that its
approval by a majority of the voters suffices to enact the
measure.

3. As provided in Measure C, Chapter 6.11 shall go into
effect on January 1, 1983.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC

GROVE this 17th day of November, 1982, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

Eaton, Fisher, Hughes, Martine, Russell, Sloan, Williams

None

ABSENT: None

APPROVED: November 17, 1982

ATTEST:

TRy

WILLIAM S. PITT, City Clerk

(Suggested by City Clerk.)
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ORDINANCE NC. _ 1316 N.S. ‘

' ORDINANCE TO BE SUBMITTED TO VOTERS IMPOSING TAX ON TIME-SHARE
= . OCCUPANCY IN LIED:OF TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX.

WHEREAS, there has recently been promoted the matter of selling time-shares

2s a form of vacation plan, whereby persons may purchase fractional estates im new
or converted condominiums, apartments, or motels, whereby they attain the right to
occupy a unit in the facility for a certaln time perlod znnually;

WHEREAS, the Leglslature has Iecognized the need to regulate this type of pro-

motion inm 1980, when it enacted Chapter 601 to define time shares and make then
subject to regulatlons of the California Department.of Real Estate;

WHEREAS, the City enacted Ordinance No. 1250 N. S. on Marchl18, 1981, vhereby

a use permit must first be obtained for any time-share pfo;ect under Section
23.64. 025 of the Municipal Code; .7

THEREAS, the City has taken the position that time-share interests are subject
to the Trzpsient Occupancy Tax under Chapter 6.0%9 of the Mupicipzl Code, so thzt the
zx is applicable to whatever comsideration is pzyzble for the periodic right of

occup:ncy, the problem has arisen-2s to the manner of collecti ing the szme and the
perﬂod of time over which the seme may be collected, and a chzllenge has been raised
as' to the appllcablllty of such tax to such zn interest;

WH?RkAS it is Tecognized that time-share interests may be sold to persons who me

have perlodlcally vacationed in the City and who 'may previously. paid the Transient Oce
pancy Tax vhen occupying motels 2nd other forms of lodging, so that if the tax were he

inzpplicable to the time-share form of interest the City might suffer 2 serlous -loss
0f revenue for its v1t=l operations;

AND WHEREAS, the City wishes to insure this source of revenue on 2z steady relnab‘

baeis 2nd in the zmount it would have reasonzbly expected to receive had the purchaser
cohtinved to uvse traditional forms of transient occupancy, especially in view of the

fzcts that the charges on and demznds of the vacationer for City services will be
substentizlly the same:

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DO ORDAIN £S5 TOLLOWS

1. Chzpter 6.11 is hereby zdded to the Huvlczp:l Code to be entitled,

.Shzre Tex in Lieu of Traznsient Occupzney Tex'", to read zs follows:

"Tj_me

Section 6.11.010. Definitions. EIxcept where the context otherwise reguires,
the definitions in this section govern the construction of this chapter

(2) Person. ‘'Person' mezns any individuvel, {irm, partnership, joint venture,
2csociation, socizl cludb, fraternal organization, joint stock compzny, corporztionm,
ectate, trus;, business trust, receiver, trustee, syndiczte, or zny other group or
ccobinztion azcting 2s 2 unit. )

(t) Time Shate. "Time shzre” shall have the m

mezning &s delined in Section
11003.5 of the 'Czlifornia Business znd Professions Code znd in Section 23.64.025

¢f the Municipal Code.
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(c¢) Time Share Owner. "Time Share Owner" means the persom or persons who
cwn one or more time share interests in a time share project within the City,
whether or not approved under said Section 23.64.025 of the Code.

(d) Transient Occupancy Tax.

“"Transient Occupancy Tax" means the tax imposed
by Chapter 6.09 of this Cede. '

(e) Promoter. "Promoter" means the owner of the time share project who sells
or offers time share interest for sale to the general public.

(£) Hanager., fManage:_ meanS'the person who is employed by the owner znd/or

association to manage, maintain the operate a time share project.

FE

(g) Association. "Association" means the organization of owners as.-organized
in a recorded Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for the time share project,

and includes the promoter for such times as the promoter is entitled to controlling
vote in the association or its Board of Directors.

(h) Tax Administrator.::_Tax Administrator™ shall mean the City Clerk.

Section 6.11.020. Time Share Tax Imposed. For the ﬁrivilege of occupancy in .
any time share project for any periocd of time, and in lieu of the Transient Occupancy
Tax under Chapter 11.09 of this Code, any time share owner or person occupying throu

or under-a time share owner, shall pay a tex for each such period of occupancy equiva

lent to eight (8) percent of rental value of the premises occupied for the period of
occupancy.

; .
The Tax Administrator shall determine the rental value of each time share unit

periodically in.zdvance from whatever evidence which mzy be availzble, including but
not limited to: preveiling rates for remtal of similar facilities; actuzl rentals

charged by the promoter in unsold time share units in the project; rentals charged
by individual time share owners. :

Each time 2 Tental value is estzblished £

ior a time share project, the Tax Admini
trator shall m2il written notice of the determination to the Associztion znd the

Manager of the project. Any person zggrieved by such 2 determinztien shzll have‘ls
dzys from the receipt of the notice to appeal such to the City Council. The City
Council's determination on zppeal shall be final,

The tax hereby imposed shall not apply to transient rentals of units by the
promoter prior to sale, but such shall be subject to Chzpter 6.09.
this Chapter shall zpply, in lieu of Chapter 6.09,
individuazl time share owner,

The tzx under

to occupancy by or throuvgh an
whatever consiceration mzy have been given.

Section 6.11.030. Collection of Tax. The mznzger or the zssociztion shzll
collect the zpplicable tax from the individual time share owner or the person actual

occupying the unit by or through such owner either zt the time of actuzl occupzney ¢
2t the time of its collection of the maintenznce assessment.

Section 6.11.040. Reporting and Remitting. £Each promoter, memzger, or associ:
tion shall, cn or before the last dzy of the month following the close of ezch
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calendar quarter, or at the close of any, shorter reporting period which may be
established by the tax administrator, make a2 return te the tax administrator, on
forms provided by him, of the total occupancies of each time share unit and the
taxes due hereunder on account thereof and the taxes collected. Such return may
collectively report units bearing .similar rental values, if supported by required
records. At the time the return is filed, the full amount of the tax collected shall
be remitted to the tax administrator. The tax administrator may establish shorter
reporting periocds for anmy certificate holder if he deems it necessary in order to
insure collection of the taxand he may require further information in the returnm.
Returns and payments are ‘due immediately ‘upon cessation of business for any reason.

All taxes collected pursuant to this chapter shall be segregated from the promoter

or association's funds and shall be held in trust for the benefit and account of

Vthe city until payment thereof is_made to the tax administrator.

Section 6 11. OSO.P Penalties and Interest. (&) ORIGINAL DELINQUENCY. Any
promoter or association which fails to remit any tax imposed by this chapter within

the time required shall pay a penalty of ten perceﬂt of the amount of the tax ia
addition to the amount of the tax.mcm

(b) CONTINUED DELINQUENCY;;_Any promoter or association vho fails to remit

any delinquent remittance on or.before a period of thirty days following the date.
on which the remittance first became delinquent shall pay a second delinquency

penalty of ten percent of the amount of the tax in addition to the amount of the
tax and the ten percent penalty first imposed.

(c) FRAUD. 1If
remittance due under
of the amount of the

the tax administrator determines that the non-payment or zny
this chapter is due to fraud, a penalty of twenty- -five percent
tax shall be added thereto in addition to the penaltzes stated

3in subparagraphs (a) and (b) of this section.

~(d) INTEREST. 1In addition to the penalties imposed, any promoter or associa-
tion who fails to remit any tax imposed by this chapter, shall pay interest at the
rate of one-half of one percent per month or fraction thereof on the =zmount of the

tax, exclusive of penalties, from the date on which the remittance first became
delinquent until paid.

"(e) PENRALTIES MERGED WITE TAX. Every penalty imposed and such interest as

accrues under the provisions of this section shall become a part of the tax herein
required to be paid.

Section 6.11.060.

Failure to Collect and Report Tax--Determinaztion of Tax by
Tax Administrator.

If any promoter or association shazll fail or refuse to
said tax and to make, within the time provided inm this chapter, any report
tance of said tax or any portion thereof required by this chapter, the tex zdminis-
trator shall proceed in such manner a2s he may deem best to obtain fzets and informz-
tion on which to base his estimate of the tax due. As soon as the tax zéministrator
shall procure such facts and information a2s he is zble to obtain upon which to base
the zssessment of any tax imposed by this chapter and payable by any promoter or
associzarion who has failed or refused to collect the same and to make such report
and remittance, he shall proceed to determine 2nd assess agzinst such promoter or
association the tax, interest and penalties provided for by this chapter. In case
such determination is made, the tax administrator shall give 2 notice of the amount
so assessed by serving it personally or by depositing it in the United States mail

postage prepaid, addressed to the promoter or association so assessed zt his last

known place of a2ddress. Such promoter or association mzy within ten days zfter the
serving o maziling of such notice, make zpplication in writing to the tax administra-

tor for a hearing on the amount a2ssessed., 1If application by the promoter or

collect
and remit-
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association for a hearing is not made within the time prescribed, the tax,uinterest
and penalties, if any, determined by the tax administrator shall become final and
conclusive and immediately due and payable. If such application is made, the tax
administrator shall give not less than five days written notice in the manner
prescribed herein to the operator to show cause at a time and place fixed in said
notice why said amount specified therein should not be fixed for such tax, interest
and penalties. At such hearing, the promoter or association may appear and offer
evidence why such specified tax, interest and penazlties should not be so fixed.
After such hearing the tax administrator shall determine the proper tax to be re-
mitted and shall thereafter give written notice to the person in the manner pres-
cribed herein of such. determination and the amount of such tax, interest and
penaltles. The amount determined to be due shall be payable after fifteen days
unless an appeal is. taken as provided in Section 6.09. 090.

Section 6.11. 070.2 Appeal. Any promoter or zssociatdon aggrieved by any de-
cision of the tax administrator with respect to tHe amount of such tax, interest
and penalties, if any, may appeal to the council by filing a notice of appeal with
the city clerk within fifreen days of the serving or mailing of the determination
of tax due. The council shall fix a time and place for hearing such appeal, and
the city ‘celerk shall - give notice in writing to such operator at his last known
place of address. The findings of the council shall be final and conclusive and
shall be served upon the appellant in the manner prescribed above for service

of notice of hearing. Any amount found to be due shall be immediately due and
payable upon the service of notice.

Section'6.11.080.:'Records; It shall be the duty of every promoter or asso-

" ciation liable for the collection and payment to the city of any tax imposed by this

chapter .to keep and preserve, for a period of three years, all records as mzy be
necessary to determine the amount of such tax as he may have been liable for the
collection of and payment to the city, which records the tax admlnlstrator shall

_have the right to inspect at all reasonable times.

Section 6.11.090. Refunds. (a) FILING CLAIM. Whenever the zmount of any
tax, interest or penalty has been overpaid or paid more than once or has been
erroneously or illegally collected or received by the city under this chapter
it may be refunded 2s provided in subparagraphs (b) and (c) of this section pro-
vided a claim in writing therefor, stating under penalry of perjury the specific
grounds upon which the claim is founded, is filed with the tex administrator with-

in three years of the date of payment. The claim shall be on forms furnished by
the tax administrator.

(b) REFURD TO OPERATOR. A promoter or zssociation may claim a refund or tzke
2s credit against taxes collected and remitted the zmount overpaid, pzid more than
once or erroneously or illegally collected or received when it is estzblished in 2
panner prescribed by the tax administrater that the person from whom the tax hzs
been collected liable therefor; provided, however, that neither z refund nor a2
credit shall be allowed unless the amount of the tax so collected has either been

refunded to such persenm or credited to tax subsequently payable by such person
to the promoter or association,

(¢) REFUND TO OCCUPANT. An occupant mzy obtain a refund of taxes overpaid
or paid more than once or erroneously or illegally collected or received by the
city by filing a2 claim in the manner provided in subparagraph (z) of this section,
but only when the tax was paid by the occupant directly to the tax zcéministrator,

or when the occupant having paid the tax to the operator, estzblishes to the
satisfaction of the tax administrator that the occupant has been unzble to obtain
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a refund from the promoter or association who collected the tax. '

(8) PROOF REQUIRED. No refund shall be paid under the provisions of this
. section unless the claimant establishes his. right thereto by written records
- showing entitlement the:eto. ) ) oo : :

Section 6.11.100.. Adt:_'z.ons ‘to Collect. Any tax required to be paid by any

occupant under the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed a debt owed by .
" the occupant to the ;:_ity;:i:-Aiiy_'s_.u;h tax collected by a promoter or associatioﬂf“;‘"‘,"
~ which has not been paid to the city shall be deemed a debt ow ed by the promote:"-"_.'
*of association to the city, for which the city may bring suit in addition to i 7.
emedies for misappropriating of city.funds. Any tak% which a promoter or assoeta- -
“tion bhas failed to_collect, wilfully or negligently or by failure to carry out the
“duties hereunder employed, #nd any interest or penalties thereon shall be deemed -

“a"debt owed the city,.* Any person’ owing money to_the city under the provisions of |
_this chapter shall be: liable-to an action brought in the name of the City of Pacific

. Grove for the recovery.of such amount:
. Section 6:11.110: Pensalties for Violations--Dnlawful Acts.™ Any person viola-
. 'ting any of the provisions of .this chapter shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and .-
'sbhall be punishable therefor by 2 fine of not more than five hundred dollars or-.
" by impriscoment in the county jail for a period of not more tham six months or by
both such fine and imprisomment.. . @ .7 oo

L. - -

_ " Any promoter or association or other person who fails or refuses to regiéter

- as required hereinm, or tlo,furnish any return required to be made, or who fails or
-refuses to furnish a supplemental return or other data required by the tax adminis-

L tr'atq:,. or wvho renders a false or fraudulent return or claim, is guilty of a
misdemeanor, and is punishable as aforesaid. Any person reguired to make, render

sigd or verify any report or claim who makes any false or.frauvdulent Teport ot ’

claim with intent to defeat or evade the determination of any 2mount due requifed

by this chapter to be made, is guilty of a misdemeanor and is punishable 2s afore-
said. |

ALY

. Section 6.21.120. Invalidity. Should any provision of this chapter be declé_rec
. invalid or inzpplicable to any person or class of persons, the remaining provisions
cshz21l continue in force and/or remain applicable to other persons or classes of
persons.

T 2. This ordinznce shall tazke effect on the first day of the sec md month
which begins after it shall have been approved by a vote of two-thirds of the

voters voting in an election to approve or diszpprove the pzsszge of this ordinznce
under Article XIII A, Sectioa & of the Californiz Constitution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY TRE PEOPLE OF TRE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE this 2nd
day of November, 1982.
' APPROVED: November 2, 1982

‘%ﬁv@ Z

Florus C. Williams,

<=

Mayor

ATTEST:

William S. Pitt, City Clerk



ORDINANCE NO. _g7_37

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE RESCINDING
SECTION 23.64.025 OF THE PACIFIC GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE TO DELETE
REFERENCE TO TIMESHARE USE PERMITS

WHEREAS, by initiative ordinance the people of the city in 1982 adopted Section 23.45.020 of
the Pacific Grove Municipal Code, which section prohibits timeshare projects; and

WHEREAS, there remains in the Municipal Code a provision, found at Section 23.64.025, setting
out conditions under which timeshares may be developed in the city; and

WHEREAS, Section 23.64.025 is in conflict with the aforedescribed initiative provision and
should be deleted from the Code;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES ORDAIN
AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Section 23.64.025 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code hereby is rescinded.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE this 4th

day of Tune. , 1997, by the following vote:
AYES: Costello, Davis, Fisher, Honegger, Huitt, Koffman, Martine
NOES: None

ABSENT: Nomne

APPROVED:

;:ml&ah \d/\!»/;émf

SANDRA L. KOFFMAN, K#yor

ATTEST:

%Z /] /’//M’,L/a/

PETER WOODRUFF, City Clef&

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

GEORGE C. THACHER, City Attorney




ORDINANCE NO. 97-39

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE AMENDING
SUBSECTIONS (b) AND (c) OF SECTION 6.11.010 OF THE PACIFIC GROVE MUNICIPAL CODE
TO DELETE REFERENCES TO A PREVIOUSLY RESCINDED PROVISION OF THE CODE

WHEREAS, this council has previously rescinded Section 23.64.025 of the Pacific Grove Municipal
Code; and

WHEREAS, Section 6.11.010 of the Municipal Code includes two references to Section 23.64.025;
and

WHEREAS, this council desires to delete said references as obsolete;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Subsections (b) and (c) of Section 6.11.010 of the Pacific Grove Municipal Code hereby
are amended to read as follows:

(b) “Time-share” shall have the meaning as defined in Section 11003.5 of
the California Business and Professions Code.

(c) “Time-share owner” means the person or persons who own one or more
time-share interests in a time-share project within the city.

SECTION 2. This ordinance shall become effective on the thirtieth day following final passage and
adoption hereof.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE this 20th day
of August , 1997, by the following vote:

AYES: Costello, Fisher, Honegger, Koffman, Martine

NOES: None

ABSENT:  pavis, Huitt
APPROVED:

Soretsd FE S e

SANDRA L. KOFFMA%Y, Mayor

ATTEST:

o7 Tkl

PETER WOODRUFF, Citf Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

/U

GEORGE C. THACHER, City Attorney

95



Election Date: 11/6/2012 11/4/2014 4/19/2016 11/8/2016 11/6/2018 11/3/2020 4/12/2022  11/8/22

Election Type: Presidential  General Special Presidential General  Presidential  Special General
Registered Voters: 9,547 9,213 9,338 10,165 10,025 10,694 10,450 10,488
Ballots Cast: 8,049 5,700 5,134 8,463 7,960 9,677 4,051 7,334
Turnout: 84.31% 61.87% 54.98% 83.26% 79.40% 90.49% 38.77% 69.93%
Council Candidates: 9 6 0 6 7 6 0 6
Mavyoral Candidates: 2 2 0 2 3 1 0 2
Local Measures: 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 2
Election Cost: $46,469 $17,055 $79,327 $38,503 $53,583 $60,671 $124,484 $63,595

Cost Per Registered Voter: $4.87 $1.85 $8.50 $3.79 $5.34 $5.67 $11.91 $6.06
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