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Summary: The applicant, a non-profit organifation, originally proposed to construct a 47,139 square 
foot, three-story, 53-unit senior housing complex on a 1.63-acre site (1.13-acre vacant lot, and the .5-
acre Chase Park) in the City of Pacific Grove's Lover's Point area (See Exhibits A, B and C). The 
project was continued at the May 9, 2001 California Coastal Commission meeting to give the applicant 
additional time to address concerns of the Coastal Commissioners and members of the public. The 
project description was changed in the following ways: a reduction in the number of units from 53 to 
50; a decrease in the amount of square footage from 47,139 square feet to 45,024 square feet; and a 
reduction in height of the building from 41 feet for the entire building to stepping down to sections of 
34, 31 and 27 feet in height above natural grade. 
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. 
Areas of concern raised at the May 9, 2001 public hearing were the size and massing of the building • 
and the adequacy of parking for the project. The Lovers' Point area of the city, being a popular tourist 
destination, is heavily visited during all times of the year, creating traffic congestion and parking 
shortages. The project area also borders on the Pacific Grove Retreat, a historic neighborhood and 
visitor destination in its own right, which raised concerns about the size of the building blending with 
the character of the neighboring Retreat. 

The City approved the original project subject to 25 conditions, finding it consistent with the Pacific 
Grove General Plan and Land Use Plan. The City has 'a certified Land Use Plan (LUP), but the 
Implementation Plan has not yet been certified. Therefore, a coastal development permit for the project 
must be obtained from the Coastal Commission and the proposal is subject to the policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. The policies of the City's LUP can be looked to for guidance. 

The proposed project raises land use issues with respect to the use of a parcel zoned for visitor-serving 
commercial use for a residential use. Currently the parcel is designated by the Land Use Plan as a public 
parking area. The LUP also provides that the site may be used for residential use if certain criteria are 
met. While visitor-serving land uses in the Lover's Point area are numerous, and the change to 
residential use will not hinder visitor experience, the loss of a potential parking area in a highly 
congested, popular tourist area could adversely impact the visitor experience. As proposed to include 
public parking, the project provides additional public parking to the area and enhances the visitor
serving use of the area. 

The parking needs of workers at the housing complex; its residents and their visitors also raise potential • 
impacts to existing public parking in the area. However, based on parking requirements of several other 
coastal towns, and a parking comparison among other South County Housing senior projects, the 
project does provide adequate on-site parking for its residents. Also, given the modifications in the 
proposed project, a reduction in the number of units accompanies a corresponding increase in the 
parking ratio of spaces available to residents and workers at the complex. 

In addition, the City has allowed the South County Housing Corporation to make use of a portion of an 
adjoining lot for public parking spaces, which could be used by the residents and the public. This lot is 
owned by the City and is known as Chase Park. It is currently undeveloped and is designated as open 
space by the Land Use Plan. This off-site parking lot would be separated from the senior housing 
complex's parking lot to limit its use by the senior housing residents and their visitors, although it 
would be a convenient parking area for both groups. 

The project raises community character issues with respect to its massing, height and overall unit 
density. Members of the community have expressed concerns about its size in relation to surrounding 
structures and feel that it will not fit in to the community (See Exhibit K). However, the project has 
been modified to reduce both the number of units overall, and to use the reduction in units to change the 
overall appearance, including height, of the building to help it blend in with the surrounding land uses. 

Community character is a visual resource concern, and staff analysis determined that the proposed 
project does have visual impacts with respect to community character policies in the LUP and the 
Coastal Act that must be mitigated. As modified by the applicant to change the appearance of the 
building, and as conditioned to require landscaping to partially screen and soften the appearance of the 
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building, the project is consistent with Coastal Act visual policies. 

Additionally, public comments have raised the issue of water supply in relation to the proposed density 
of this project (See Exhibit K). The City, which has set aside 4.63 acre-feet of water for this project, 
faces a limited water supply, as do all jurisdictions in this area. An estimated 4.276 acre feet is 
necessary to support both the residential use and planned landscaping, which is required to screen the 
project. As conditioned to follow an approved landscaping plan that uses native, drought-tolerant 
vegetation to minimize water use, the project will adequately mitigate for impacts to water supply. 

As conditioned to prepare a drainage plan to minimize runoff and assure that water quality will be 
maintained, and to adhere strictly to the requirement for water conserving devices, the project will 
adequately mitigate for impacts to water quality and water supply availability. The project will also be 
conditioned to be consistent with Coastal Act policies protecting archaeological resources. Therefore, as 
conditioned, Staffrecommends approval. 
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I. Staff Recommendation on CDP Application 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal development 
permit for the proposed development subject to the standard and special conditions below. 

Motion. I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number 3-01-105 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

Staff Recommendation of Approval. Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion 
will result in approval of the coastal development permit as conditioned and adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of 
the Commissioners present. 

Resolution to Approve a Coastal Development Permit. The Commission hereby approves the 
coastal development permit on the ground that the development as conditioned, will be in 
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of the coastal 
development 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 amended development on the environment; or (2) there are 
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no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effects of the amended development on the environment. 

II. Conditions of Approval 

A. Standard Conditions 

5 

1. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the 
Executive Director or the Commission . 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

B. Special ~onditions 

1. Landscape Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
permittee shall submit, for the review and written approval of the Executive Director, a plan for 
landscaping to screen the project from Ocean View Boulevard and from the Monarch Pines Park, 
located immediately to the north. The plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect and shall 
demonstrate that: 

A. New plantings shall be limited to plants that are native to the area, including all new trees, so 
that the project will be substantially screened from Ocean View Boulevard and Monarch 
Pines Park, except for a period of three years following the commencement of construction 
(to permit growth of the planted trees and landscaping). However, non-native, non-invasive 
plants may be consid~red along the northern boundary of the property and in Chase Park if 
native plants do not provide suitable screening . 
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B. All required plantings will be maintained in good growing conditions throughout the life of 
the project, and whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to ensure 
continued compliance with the landscape plan. 

At a minimum the plan shall include: 

A. A map showing the type, size, and location of all plant materials that will be on the 
developed site, the irrigation system, topography of the developed site and all other landscape 
features, and a schedule for the installation of plants; 

B. Monitoring and maintenance measures, including the identification of specific performance 
criteria, and the implementation of bi-annual inspections and maintenance activities for a 
minimum of five years to ensure that performance criteria and screening requirements are 
being met. Maintenance measures shall restrict vegetation trimming to the minimum amount 
necessary for the health of the species; include the removal of any exotic invasive species 
that become established in the planting areas and elsewhere on the project site; provide for 
the immediate replacement of any dead or diseased vegetation that provides visual screening; 
and call for supplemental planting as needed to ensure that the development remains 
substantially screened from Ocean View Boulevard for the life of the project. 

The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plan. Any 
proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes 

• 

to the approved final plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal • 
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

2. Drainage Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
Permittee shall submit a Drainage Plan to the Executive Director for review and approval. The Plan 
shall provide for the installation of an engineered filtration mechanism specifically designed to 
remove vehicular contaminants and other typical urban runoff pollutants 1 before discharge into the 
Monterey Bay. The Drainage Plan shall account for the following: 

(a) The drainage system shall be designed to filter and/or treat the volume of runoff produced 
from each and every storm event up to and including the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event 
prior to its discharge to the Monterey Bay. The drainage system and its individual 
components (such as drop inlets and filtration mechanisms) shall be sized according to the 
specifications identified in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Municipal 
Handbook (California Storm Water Management Task Force, March 1993); 

(b) All vehicular traffic and parking areas shall be swept and/or vacuumed at regular intervals 

Typical urban runoff pollutants describes constituents commonly present in runoff associated with precipitation and irrigation. Typical 
runoff pollutants include, but are not limitea to: paints, varnishes, and solvents; hydrocarbons and metals; non-hazardous solid wastes 
and yard wastes; sediment from construction activities (including silts, clays, slurries, concrete rinsates, etc.); ongoing sedimentation 
due to changes in land cover/land use; nutrients, pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers (e.g., from landscape maintenance); hazardous 
substances and wastes; sewage, fecal coliforms, animal wastes, and pathogens; dissolved and particulate metals; and other sediments 
and floatables. 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

3-01-105 Pacific Grove Sr. Housing Continued 5.23.02.doc 

and at least once prior to October 15th of each year. Any oily spots shall be cleaned with 
appropriate absorbent materials. All debris, trash and soiled absorbent materials shall be 
disposed of in a proper manner. If wet cleanup of any of these areas is absolutely necessary, 
all debris shall first be removed by sweeping and/or vacuuming, all storm drains inlets shall 
be sealed, and wash water pumped to a holding tank to be disposed of properly and/or into a 
sanitary sewer system. 

(c) All drainage system elements shall be permanently pperated and maintained. At a minimum: 

(1) All storm drain inlets, traps/separators, and/or filters shall be inspected to determine if 
they need to be cleaned out or repaired at the following minimum frequencies: (1) prior to 
October 15th each year; and (2) prior to April 15th each year. Clean out and repairs (if 
necessary) shall be done as part of these inspections. At a minimum, all traps/separators 
and/or filters must be cleaned prior to the onset of the storm season, no later than October 
15th of each year; and, 

(2) Debris and other water pollutants removed from filter device(s) during clean-out shall be 
contained and disposed of in a proper manner; and 

(3) All inspection, maintenance and clean-out activities shall be documented in an annual 
report submitted to the Executive Director no later than June 30th of each year . 

3. Water Permit. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
Permittee shall submit a water permit for the project from the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District for the Executive Director's review. 

4. Public Access Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the Permittee shall submit a public access plan to the Executive Director for review and approval. 
The plan shall provide an indication of proposed locations for and text of signs for the 30 public 
parking spaces. 

7 

5. Archaeological Mitigation. Should archaeological resources be discovered at the project site during 
any phase of construction, the permittee shall stop work until a mitigation plan, prepared by a 
qualified professional archaeologist and using accepted scientific techniques, is completed and 
implemented. Prior to implementation, the mitigation plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the State Historical Preservation Office and by the Executive Director of the 
Commission. The plan shall provide for reasonable mitigation of the archaeological impacts 
resulting from the development of the site, and shall be fully implemented. A report verifying 
compliance with this condition shall be submitted to the Executive Director for review · and 
approval, upon completion of the approved mitigation. 

6. Conversion. Conversion of this project from its approved use as senior housing to another form of 
housing or any other landuse will require an amendment to this permit. 

California Coastal Commission 
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Ill. Recommended Findings and Declarations 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project Description 

1. Project Location 
The site of the proposed senior housing apartment complex is a 1.63-acre site comprised of a 1.13-acre 
empty lot located at 650 Jewell Avenue (APN 006-086-001) and a .5-acre lot known locally as Chase 
Park (APN 006-086-002), in the general vicinity of Lover's Point in the City of Pacific Grove (See 
Exhibits A, B and C). The parcel has a Visitor-Commercial Land Use Plan designation (See Exhibit D), 
and is zoned C-2 Heavy Commercial, although this zoning is not certified by the Commission. The LUP 
also designates this lot for visitor parking on its certified Shoreline Access Map (See Exhibit F). As an 
alternative use, up to 30 residential units per acre are allowed as a conditional use on this parcel by LUP 
Policy 3.3.4.2.a. The adjoining .5-acre parcel, Chase Park (APN 006-086-002), is zoned 0 Open Space 
and is designated as a city park on the certified Shoreline Access Map (Exhibit F). 

The Pacific Grove Retreat neighborhood lies immediately to the south of the project area (See Exhibit 
L), and is a "special community" under Coastal Act Section 30253. This neighborhood is characterized 
by one and two-story dwellings (See Exhibit J, photo 1), and is known for its high number of historic 

. 

• 

buildings and their unique architectural and visual character. The Land Use Plan describes the area • 
between Pacific Street and Grand A venue as "particularly rich in historic buildings" (See Exhibit B, 
hatched area). The proposed project area lies along the boundary but not within this historic section of 
the Retreat. 

The area also contains a one-story, non-residential senior center that is located directly across Briggs 
Avenue from the project site, and there is a driving range and golf course adjacent to the existing senior 
center. To the immediate north of the site is a mobile home park and beyond that a three-story motel 
which is directly across the street from Lovers' Point (Exhibit J, photo 3). This large, concrete block, 
stuccoed structure is an example of a pre-Coastal Act building that does not conform to community 
character. The area is a popular tourist destination because of Lover's Point, and numerous visitor
serving facilities are located along Ocean View Boulevard. 

The site is also located within an archaeologically sensitive area (see Exhibit E). Therefore, an 
archaeological survey was conducted for the subject parcel and a report prepared by Gary Breschini of 
Gavilan Foundation (April12, 1979). The survey results indicated that the western lot, proposed for the 
apartment complex, has been disturbed and filled and does not appear to have any archaeologic 
materials. However, there are three archaeological sites in the general area of the project, and two 
primary indicators of archaeological resources were found within the adjoining Chase Park parcel. The 
report concludes that the western parcel ( 650 Jewell St.) does not contain surface evidence of 
potentially significant cultural resources, but that work should stop in that area until the field is 
evaluated by a professional archaeologist and mitigation measures formulated if archaeological material 
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is found. For the Chase Park parcel, because of the proximity of known archaeological resources and 
because primary indicators were discovered on this site, the report recommends that no construction or 
excavation be "allowed in the park until an archaeological evaluation is conducted to determine the 
significance of the resource." 

2. Project Description 
The applicants originally proposed to build a 47,139 square foot, three-story (41.5 feet above existing 
grade), 53-unit senior housing apartment complex (Exhibits G and H) on a 1.63-acre site that is 
currently vacant of development. The project has been modified by the applicant to better address 
community concerns, and now consists of a 45,024 square foot, 50-unit senior housing complex that 
has been redesigned to address concerns about height and mass of the building (See Exhibit I). Given 
the reduction of overall units and the retention of parking spaces, the parking ratio will increase to .56 
parking spaces/unit from .53 spaces/unit. 

The areas of the western parcel and the .5-acre Chase Park parcel total 1.63 acres. Both parcels are 
proposed to be owned by the City of Pacific Grove and leased to South County Housing. With a 
proposed building footprint of 17,046 sf (34.6% lot coverage), and net impermeable surface coverage of 
23,386 sf, the total aggregate coverage would be 40,432 square feet, or 82.1% of the total lot area. 
While the City's zoning ordinance allows up to 90% coverage on a lot zoned C-1 or C-2, the zoning 
ordinance is not certified by the Coastal Commission as part of the LCP . 

The project also involves removal of 15 trees, including two 14" pines and a 30" cypress tree. Tree 
removal is primarily in Chase Park (See Exhibit J, photos 2, and 4-6) to provide public parking spaces, 
and was approved by the City of Pacific Grove with mitigation plantings recommended by the city's 
forester. The applicants propose to create 21 public parking spaces in the adjoining parcel, Chase Park, 
to accommodate the needs of visitors to the area, along with the 9 public spaces provided at the western 
end of the Jewell Ave. parcel. 

Additionally, the project has been allotted 4.63 acre-feet of water per year by the City of Pacific Grove. 
The applicant's water study asserts that with the use of low water-use appliances, approximately 4.276 
acre-feet of water will be required per year to satisfy both the project's residents and the proposed 
landscaping needs, which is less than the 4.63 acre-feet per year allocated by the City. Final approval 
was granted by the City" Council at the September 5, 2001 hearing with a vote of 6-0. This vote by the 
City Council overturned a previous denial of the project by the Architectural Review Board on August 
28, 2001. 

B. Standard of Review 
This portion of the City of Pacific Grove is within the coastal zone, but the City does not have a 
certified LCP. The City's Land Use Plan (LUP) was certified in 1991, but the zoning, or 
Implementation Plan (IP) portion of the LCP has not yet been certified. The City is currently working 
to complete the IP. Because the City does not yet have a certified LCP, the Coastal Commission must 
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issue coastal development permits, with the standard of review being the Coastal Act, although the • 
certified LUP may serve as an advisory document to the Commission. 

C. Issue Analysis 

1. Land Use 

a. Applicable Land Use Policies 
Section 30222 of the Coastal Act provides for priority of development purposes on private lands, and 
states "the use of private lands suitable to visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities ... shall have 
priority over private residential. .. " development. Additionally, Coastal Act Section 30250 directs 
development to be concentrated in "existing developed areas able to accommodate it". 

The City's certified Land Use Plan contains the following relevant policies: 

LUP Policy 2.5.3 "An objective of Pacific Grove's General Plan is "to protect and preserve open 
space lands from the encroachment of sprawling urban development. " The Open Space and 
Conservation Plan states that the City's open spaces include "passive recreational areas and 
scenic lands which provide visual amenities for residents and visitors. "" 

LUP Policy 3.3.4.2 The following coastal zone areas or facilities shall be reserved for visitor-
serving uses and are designated "V-A" (Visitor Accommodations) or "V-C" (Visitor • 
Commercial) on the LCP Land Use Plan Map: 

-Vacant parcel adjacent to Chase Park 

LUP Policy 3.3.4.2. Secondary or conditional uses for this land use designation include: 
a) Public parking facility in conjunction with residential use not to exceed 20 units per acre 
(or up to 30 units per acre if density bonus is granted by City to provide housing for lower 
income households), if at least one public parking space per housing unit is provided. Such 
public parking shall be dedicated to visitor use only, shall be conspicuously signed, and shall 
be rigorously enforced. This public parking requirement is in addition to any parking 
requirements that would be ordinarily required for such housing units. 

b. Land Use Policy Analysis and Conclusion 

1. 650 Jewell St. Parcel 

The parcel proposed for the senior housing apartments is designated by the LUP as visitor-commercial 
(See Exhibit D), and as Visitor Parking on the Shoreline Access Map (See Exhibit F). These uses are 
described as priority uses by the Coastal Act. Such priority uses, which provide recreational 
opportunities to both residents and visitors alike, are numerous in the coastal zone area of Pacific 
Grove. 

The Jewell St. parcel is located in the Lover's Point area, which is a popular tourist destination. The 
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Lover's Point area has a concentration of visitor-serving facilities, including public parks, parking 
areas, overnight accommodations and dining facilities. Nearby are a municipal golf course, driving 
range, bike and walking pathways and stairways to the beach. 

Although the LUP designates this parcel for visitor-serving use, because of the high concentration of 
visitor-serving uses in this area additional sites need not be retained for this use, and therefore it is 
appropriate to allow residential use of the project parcel. In addition, LUP policy 3.3.4.2.a indicates that 
residential use of this parcel was considered and provided. for, with the caveat that one public parking 
space is provided for each residential unit. This policy provides for a maximum density of 30 affordable 
housing units per acre, and the total area of the site (1.63 acres) allows 49 units, the addition of an 
additional unit is essentially consistent with the intent of the LUP, which is advisory. While this project 
does not strictly comply with this policy, it does provide the 30 public parking spaces mentioned in the 
LUP, which is more than would be probable with a lower density residential or commercial 
development of the site. 

Additionally, Coastal Act Section 30250 directs development to be located within or contiguous with 
areas of existing development with sufficient services to support it. Development of this parcel would 
be infill in an urban area, it has adequate water and would be serviced by sewer, and the existing senior 
center located across the street from the project site would provide services to meet the specific needs 
of those occupying the proposed development. Thus, this project is consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30250 . 

2. Chase Park Parcel 

The adjoining Chase Park parcel is zoned 0 Open Space. Under the current zoning regulations, which 
are not certified by the Coastal Commission as part of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), parking is a 
permitted use ofland designated for open space. One third of this parcel is proposed for conversion into 
public parking, and two thirds of the property would remain in use as a public park and be enhanced by 
additional landscaping. 

Chase Park is located in a congested area along Ocean View Boulevard, a scenic, oceanfront drive, and 
it is near a popular tourist destination, the Lover's Point park and beach. Public parking is allowed 
along the streets in this area, in a small parking lot at the Lover's Point Park, and directly across Ocean 
View Blvd. from Chase Park at the head of the Monterey Bay Coastal Trail (formerly termed the 
Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail). Offering a multitude of recreational opportunities, this area is a 
popular tourist destination and thus is typically congested on most weekends and during the summer 
months. Therefore, providing public parking that is easily accessible to this popular destination area 
should be a priority for the City. 

Historically, Chase Park has not been heavily used by residents or visitors to the area because its dense 
vegetation made access difficult and contributed to the park's somewhat undesirable image2

• Coastal 
Act Section 30240(b) requires development to be sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts to 

• 
2 

Personal communication with City of Pacific Grove Chief Planner Judith MacClelland on March 19, 2002. 
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parks and recreation areas, and to be "compatible with the continuance of those ... recreation areas." 
Addition of public parking in this general vicinity is greatly needed, but placement of public parking in 
the Chase Park parcel will impact this park through loss of vegetation. However, because this park is 
not the main focus of visitors to the area, a trade-off is being made to provide additional access 
opportunities to heavily used recreational areas at the expense of a small, underused recreational area. 
Provision of public parking in the Chase Park parcel prevents the City from having to convert a portion 
of the more heavily used parks into parking to serve the high level of use. 

Additionally, LUP Policy 2.5.3 requires preservation of open space and protection from "the 
encroachment of sprawling urban development." Conversion of a portion of Chase Park to provide 
additional public parking opportunities provides additional public access opportunities for the more 
heavily used recreational facilities nearby, while maintaining the majority of the parcel in public park 
use. Additional landscaping and the placement of benches on the Chase Park parcel will facilitate and 
increase use of the park, and thus complies with the policies designed to protect recreational areas. 

In conclusion, because there is a concentration of visitor-serving land uses in the general vicinity of the 
Lover's Point area where the project site is located, it is appropriate for the 650 Jewel Street parcel to 
contain residential use. Additionally, conversion of a portion of the Chase Park parcel to provide much 
needed public parking in a highly congested tourist destination area while maintaining the majority of 
the space as functioning open space is consistent with land use policies of the Coastal Act and the LUP . 

2. Public Access Resources 

a. Applicable Public Access Policies 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act provides for maximizing public access and recreational opportunities 
consistent with the need to protect public safety, public rights, private property rights and natural 
resource areas. 

Coastal Act Section 30252 gives further guidance with respect to public access: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the 
coast by ... 4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation ... and by 6) assuring that the recreational needs of new 
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of 
development with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite 
recreational facilities to serve the new development. 

The City's certified Land Use Plan contains the following relevant policies: 

LUP Policy 4.2.4.2 The City shall enhance access to its shoreline, while maintaining the coastal 
zone's unique character, by reducing the impact of the automobile ... 

LUP Policy 4.2.5.2 New developments in the coastal zone shall include adequate off-street 
parking to minimize the disruption of significant coastal access routes. 

California Coastal Commission 
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b. Public Access Analysis and Conclusion 
The Lover's Point area near the proposed senior housing project is a popular tourist destination that 
currently sustains a high level of congestion due to visitor and residential traffic. The parcel is located 
just off Ocean View Boulevard, which is a scenic route running parallel to the shoreline, popular with 
visitors and residents alike. In addition, the existing senior center on Briggs A venue contributes 
substantially to the amount of parking demand in the area on a daily basis (See Exhibit J, page 4), 
although primarily on weekdays rather than weekends. 

The LUP requires adequate off-street parking to minimize disruption of public access routes. As 
proposed, the project includes 28 residential parking spaces for 50 units, and an additional 9 public 
parking spaces to provide for visitors and workers at the complex and the general public, and an 
additional 21 public parking spaces in Chase Park. The proposed residential parking is roughly 56%, or 
just over 1 space for every two units. The City has stated that this ratio is similar to senior parking 
requirements of nearby cities, who require anywhere from .33 spaces/unit to .75 spaces/unit. 

Given the community concern about the supply of parking, and to comply with LUP Policy 4.2.5.2, the 
applicants chose to reduce the number of units to fifty. Reducing the number of units while retaining the 
original parking configuration has the effect of increasing the parking ratio of spaces to residents. The 
project will provide 28 parking spaces for 50 units for a parking ratio of .56 spaces/unit. 
Additionally, the provision of 30 public parking spaces brings the project into compliance with Section 
30210 of the Coastal Act, which provides for maximizing public access and recreational opportunities 
and LUP Policy 4.2.4.2., which requires the City to enhance public access to its shoreline. Thus, the 
project is in compliance with LUP and Coastal Act policies intended to protect public access and 
recreational opportunities. 

3. Community Character 

a. Applicable Visual Resources Policies 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act protects scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as a resource of 
public importance and requires development to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas. The Coastal Act, in Section 30240(b ), further provides that development adjacent to 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to avoid degradation of those areas and to be 
compatible with the continuance of recreation areas. 

The City's certified Land Use Plan contains the following relevant policies: 

LUP Policy 2.5.2 ... Coastal area scenic and visual qualities are to be protected as resources of 
public importance. Development is required to be sited to protect views, to minimize natural 
landform alteration, and to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas. 

LUP Policy 2.5.5.5 Landscape approval shall be required for any project affecting landforms 
and landscaping. A landscaping plan, which indicates locations and types of proposed 
nlantings, shall be approved by the Architectural Review Board . 

California Coastal Commission 
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LUP Policy 2.5.5.6 ... Utilities serving new single-family construction in scenic areas shall be 
placed underground. 

b. Visual Resources Analysis 

1. Description of Community Character 

The proposed senior housing complex is located in a transition area between the Lover's Point area of 
the City of Pacific Grove to the north, and immediately to the south, the Pacific Grove Retreat 
neighborhood (See Exhibits A, B, and L). The Pacific Grove Retreat area is primarily characterized by 
one and two-story residences, many of which have historic value. The Retreat meets the definition of 
"special communities and neighborhoods" in Coastal Act Section 30253, which provides for their 
protection because their unique characteristics renders them popular visitor destination points. 

Land uses in the Lover's Point area include residential, open space areas, and visitor serving uses such 
as accommodations and restaurants. The Jewell Ave. parcel is adjoined on the northern side by a mobile 
home park that contains single-story residences located at an elevation approximately 6-8 feet below the 
existing grade of the site. To the west is a golf driving range and course, and a single story, non
residential senior center located across Briggs Ave. from the proposed senior housing complex. A 
nearby visitor-accommodating structure visible from the site (See Exhibit J, Photo 3), the Lover's Point 
Inn, is inconsistent with community character due to its large size, utilitarian design, flat roof, concrete 
block construction, proximity to the road, and limited landscaping. 

• 

The proposed project includes construction of a senior housing complex containing 50 units that will • 
consist of varying heights in an area primarily characterized by one and two-story residential uses (See 
Exhibit I, Pages 5-7). The building height has been staggered so that only the eastern end will be the 
originally proposed 41 feet in height, and the western section of the building is broken up into sections 
34-27 feet in height. The project also involves removal of 15 trees in the Chase Park parcel to provide 
for public parking spaces. This development will have an impact on the neighborhood's community 
character by introducing a structure that larger than the smaller surrounding buildings. Conversion of 
the park area to parking involves the removal of mature trees that would serve to screen the building 
from visitors to Lover's Point Park' and those walking along the public access trail. However, the 
addition of landscaping at the southern end of Chase Park will serve to screen the building and mitigate 
for a reduction in vegetation at the northern end of the park. 

2. Visual Resources Impact Analysis 

Coastal Act Section 30251 only allows development that is visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas. As modified, the mass and size of the building have been broken up and the building 
now has staggered rooflines, some of which have been substantially reduced in height. However, while 
this development has been modified to achieve consistency with community character of the 
neighborhood, it is still inconsistent with the community character of some of the surrounding smaller
scale residences and open space land uses. However, the parcel is located in a transitional area between 
the Retreat and the visitor serving uses along the coastline, and the proposed modifications 

California Coastal Commission 
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As described above, the neighborhood surrounding the proposed senior housing complex is primarily 
residential and visitor serving, and the proposed development is greater in height than most nearby 
buildings. The exception to this would be the Lover's Point Inn located on Ocean View Boulevard, to 
the north of the site, which was built prior to the Coastal Act. All other surrounding structures are one 
or two-story, and there is also a fair amount of open space in the vicinity. Thus, the project involves 
development of a structure that is greater in height and more massive than surrounding structures and 
has the potential to conflict with community character. 

To minimize disturbance to the atmosphere of the residential neighborhood that characterizes this area, 
the Coastal Act and LUP allow for residential use of this lot. Residential use of this parcel will blend 
with the surrounding community better a commercial use of this lot, and it is likely to have fewer 
impacts to community character as well as impacts to other resources such as traffic and parking. The 
reduction in both the height of the building and the overall number of units will serve to greatly reduce 
visual impacts of development on the site. The building has also been designed to reduce the 
appearance of its size by reducing the height of the building and setting back a portion of the third story, 
and to break up its mass by creating the illusion of separate units. Additionally, the building's siting 
next to Chase Park has maximized existing screening options, and as conditioned, landscaping will 
provide additional screening from Ocean View Boulevard and the Monarch Pines residential park. 
Given the reduction in size, and the existing Chase Park vegetation, and when the landscaping matures 
the project will be virtually unnoticeable from Ocean View Boulevard and the Monterey Bay 
Recreational Trail, and thus is not expected to detract from the historic nature of the Retreat and the 
visitor experience of the area. 

c. Visual Resources Conclusion 
The LUP standards provide guidance with respect to consistency with Coastal Act Section 30251. The 
proposed residential use generally blends with the surrounding neighborhood, and the project has been 
modified by the applicant to reduce the number of units and corresponding size of the building, and it 
has been designed to reduce the impact of the mass and scale of the proposed structure. Moreover, the 
project has been sited in a way to take advantage of existing screening available in Chase Park, and it 
has also been conditioned to provide for additional screening of the structure from the scenic Ocean 
View Blvd. and the adjacent residential park. 

As conditioned, to require screening of the proposed structure through the use of landscaping, the 
proposed development will reduce visual impacts to the neighborhood's community character. A 
reduction in height and the number of units, and landscape screening are necessary to conform to 
Coastal Act Section 30251, which protects visual resources and requires development to be visually 
compatible with the neighborhood character, and LUP policy 2.3.4.2.a. Thus, because it has been 
reduced in height and density, will be screened, and because it has been designed and sited to be 
visually unobtrusive, the project as conditioned is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251 . 

California Coastal Commission 
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4. Water Supply 

a. Applicable Water Supply Policies 
The Coastal Act provides for protection of drinking water supplies. Section 30231 states that 
development shall not cause depletion of groundwater resources, and Section 30250 limits new 
development to existing developed areas able to accommodate it and where it will not have significant 
adverse effects on coastal resources. This section also provides for prevention of cumulative impacts to 
coastal resources such as drinking water. 

The City's certified Land Use Plan contains the following relevant policy: 

LUP Policy 4.1.3 Permitting new development only when its water demand is consistent with water 
supply. Requiring low-water requirement/drought resistant landscaping; and Using reclaimed 
wastewater and captured runoff for irrigation where feasible. Native and/or drought resistant plants 
are to be planted in new development projects in order to conserve water. 

b. Water Resources Analysis and Conclusion 
City Council's approval included an allocation of 4.63 acre-feet of water to the project. The water use 
analysis notes that through the use of low-flow appliances such as toilets and washing machines, the 
expected water use for the site would be 4.276 acre-feet per year. This amount of water is sufficient to 
meet the needs of residents, which has been lowered by the applicant, and to provide for establishment 

. 

• 

and maintenance of landscaping. Landscaping is a condition of approval required by the LUP, and also • 
necessary to help the project blend in better to the neighborhood. 

The project as proposed requires less water than is currently available from the City of Pacific Grove. 
The use of 1-gallon flush toilets and 18-gallon per cycle washing machines lessens the water demand of 
the site to that which can be accommodated by the City of Pacific Grove and supplied by Cal-Am. 
Accordingly, the project can be found consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act and the LUP's 
water supply policy. 

5. Water Quality 

a. Applicable Water Quality Policies 
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act provides for protection of water quality by requiring maintenance and, 
where feasible, restoration of the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters. This is 
accomplished through controlling runoff, encouraging wastewater reclamation and maintaining natural 
vegetation buffer areas. 

b. Water Quality Analysis and Conclusion 
Currently both parcels are free of impervious surfaces, and stormwater is given an opportunity to 
percolate through the vegetation and soil rather than running off site. This project would result in 
impervious site coverage of 82.1% (58,293 square feet), which could be increased to 90% under the 
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zoning. Of course, at this time, the City's Implementation Program has not been certified by the 
Commission, and is used for guidance only. An increase of this nature has potential to adversely impact 
water quality through storm water runoff. Additionally, the proximity of this site to the shoreline further 
necessitates provisions to protect water quality. As conditioned to require a drainage plan to filter 
and/or treat stormwater runoff, the project is in conformance with Coastal Act Section 30231. 

The issue of further impact that 53 additional residences might have to aging sewer lines in the city was 
raised through a public comment letter. The Regional Wat,er Quality Board has levied fines to the City 
of Pacific Grove for past sewage spills, which have been used to fund educational programs aimed at 
reducing grease in the sewer lines. The Department of Public Works stated that capacity of the system is 
not an issue, but grease accumulation and tree roots are the main cause of sewage spills in the city. 
Public Works also stated that the Lover's Point area is not at high risk for these factors. Additionally, 
the number of units has been reduced from 53 to 50 units, which should have a lesser potential for 
impact. Therefore, because the Regional Water Quality Board and the City are working to mitigate for 
any spills that do occur, and to reduce the number of spills in the future, the addition of residential units 
proposed does not conflict with Coastal Act Section 30231. 

6. Archaeological Resources 

a. Applicable Archaeological Resources Policies 
Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as 
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

Land Use Plan Section 2.4 also provides guidance on this topic as follows: 

LUP Policy 2.4.5.1. Prior to the issuance of any permit for development or the commencement 
of any project within the areas designated on Figure 3, the Archaeological Sensitivity Map, the 
City in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Office and the Archaeological Regional 
Research Center, shall: 

(a) Inspect the surface of the site and evaluate site records to determine the extent of the 
known resources. 

(b) Require that all sites with potential resources likely to be disturbed by the proposed 
project be analyzed by a qualified archaeologist with local expertise. 

(c) Require that a mitigation plan, adequate to protect the resource and prepared by a 
qualified archaeologist be submitted for review and, if approved, implemented as part 
of the project. 

• 
3 

Personal Communication with Steve Leiker, Pacific Grove Department of Public Works 04/18/02. 

California Coastal Commission 
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b. Archaeological Resources Analysis and Conclusion 
As the subject site is located within an archaeologically sensitive area (See Exhibit E), an 
archaeological survey was conducted for the subject parcel, and a report prepared by Gary Breschini for 
Gavilan Foundation (April 12, 1979). File materials revealed that there are at least three archaeological 
sites in the general area of the project, and that one of them extends onto the Chase Park parcel. Survey 
results indicated that the western lot was found to be previously disturbed and filled. However, the 
Chase Park lot was found to have some archaeological materials most likely related to an adjoining site. 
Field reconnaissance of the site, conducted in both 1977 'and 1979, resulted in a finding of materials 
frequently associated with prehistoric cultural resources including dark soil containing shell fragments 
on the Chase Park lot. 

The Archaeologic report recommended that because the Chase park parcel contained evidence of 
archaeological resources, that no earth modification or construction be allowed in the park until an 
archaeological evaluation is conducted to determine the significance of the resource, and the project has 
been conditioned as such. Moreover, the project has been conditioned to prepare and implement an 
archaeological mitigation plan if archaeological resources are encountered on the western lot during 
excavation/construction. Therefore, as conditioned to require suspension of work to determine 
significance of the resources and development of a mitigation plan if archaeological materials are 
found, the proposed development is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act and approved 
LUP archaeological resource policies. 

D.Local Coastal Programs 
The Commission can take no action that would prejudice the options available to the City in preparing a 
Local Coastal Program that conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Section 30604 
of the Coastal Act). Exercising its option under Section 30500(a) of the Coastal Act, the City in 1979 
requested the Coastal Commission to prepare its Local Coastal Program. However, the City rejected the 
draft LCP in 1981, and then began its own coastal planning effort. The City's LUP was certified on 
January 10, 1991. 

The City of Pacific Grove does not have a certified Implementation Plan. Ultimately, the issue of 
community character will be an important issue for the Implementation Plan to address. In this case, the 
applicant is proposing a two and three-story senior housing apartment complex that has been mitigated 
to blend in with community character of the surrounding neighborhood so that the future LCP is not 
prejudiced. As designed to minimize and conditioned to mitigate for the impacts to community 
character in this residential neighborhood, for impacts to water supply and quality, public access and 
archaeological resources, the project does not prejudice the ability of the City of Pacific Grove to 
complete an LCP consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and is in conformity with Section 
30604(a). 

The City is currently formulating implementing ordinances. In the interim, the City has adopted an 
ordinance that requires that new projects conform to LUP policies. (Of course, the standard of review 
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for coastal development permits, pending LCP completion, is conformance with the policies of the 
Coastal Act.) 

Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the policies contained in 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the City of Pacific Grove to prepare 
and implement a complete Local Coastal Program consistent with Coastal Act policies. 

E. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding must be made in 
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with 
any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed 
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available that would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the 
environment. 

The environmental review of the project conducted by commission staff involved the evaluation of 
potential impacts to relevant coastal resource issues, including visual resources, water supply and 
archaeologically sensitive resources. This analysis is reflected in the findings that are incorporated into 
this CEQA finding. All public comments on this project have been addressed either in this staff report 
or by personal communication, and are included in Exhibit K . 

The Coastal Commission's review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the Secretary 
of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA. This staff report 
has discussed the proposal's relevant coastal resource issues, and has recommended appropriate 
mitigations to address adverse impacts to said resources and is incorporated in its entirety into this 
finding. Accordingly, the project is being approved subject to conditions which implement the 
mitigating actions required of the Applicant by the Commission (see Special Conditions). As such, the 
Commission finds that only as modified and conditioned by this permit will the proposed project not 
have any significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQ A. 

California Coastal Commission 
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------ BICYCLE ROUTE 

COASTAL ZONE 
BOUNDARY 

PLANNING AREA 
BOUNDARIES 

-··-··-.. - CITY LIMIT 

NOTES: 

MONTEREY PENINSULA 
RECREATIONAL TRAIL 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC A.A. 
(AIIANOONOEO RIGHT OF WAY) 

WALKING TRAil CONNECTING 
MONTEREY BAY PENINSULA 
RECREATIONAL TRAil. TO 
THE SPANISH BAY TRAIL 

OCEAN VIEWS FROM INLAND lOCATIONS 
EXIST CONTINUOUSLY ALONG SUNSET 
ORIVE AND OCEAN VIEW BOULEVARD 

ENTIRE AREA SEAWARD OF OCEAN VIEW 
BOULEVARD IS CITY PARK WITH 
CONTINUOUS LATERAL ACCESS 
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• 

Photo 1. View of neighboring structures along Pacific St., taken from site. 

• 

Photo 2. View of site and Chase Park in background, taken from Jewell St. 
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Photo 3. View of site showing Lover's Point Inn in background. Taken from Jewell St. 

Photo 4. ·View of site and Chase Park , taken from 17th St. 
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Photo 5. View of Chase Park showing Lover's Point Inn and Ocean in background. 
Taken from Jewell St./Ocean View Blvd. intersection 

Photo 6. View of site through Chase Park , taken from 17th St./Ocean View Blvd . 
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California Coastal Commissioners: 

RECEIVED 
SEP 2 1 2001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

l ;_ . ' 
• r-·-, 
'i ' 

' j I 1 

The City of Pacific Grove has given approval for a fifty-three unit complex to be built across from the 
Monterey Bay at Lovers Point. 

They have given them a sixty-six percent bonus density and permission to take out thirteen mature trees. 
In addition they have exceeded their O'-""D requirements on height and parking . 

. 
I know your board is fully aware of the sewerage spills in the bay from the old system time and again. 
Putting that many more people in an already taxed to the max sewer system will surely result in more 
spills into the bay. The city has already stated they can not afford to put in new sewers at this time. 

Chase Park is the location where they are ready to take out those thirteen mature trees. They are to replace 
those beautiful trees with paved parking. Those trees and that park provide a buffer along the coast line at 
that point . 

This proposed building is to be forty-one feet high, normal for this area is twenty-five feet. Which means, 
there will be no way to hide it from the street or boats in the bay. It is to be three stories tall with parking 
under the building. 
Parking is already a nightmare in the Lovers Point area , the city is giving a variance from the normal 
eighty four spaces to twenty eight for this building for the residents. 

If this is allowed to be built in this already impacted area, we all eventually will pay the price. We can not in 
any way replace the natural beauty that is here, if a mistake is made now, we will live with the problems 
created by that mistake for always. 

I trust your board will search your souls , and preserve what is our duty to keep for generations to come. 
Monterey has spent time and money to open up a window on the bay. 
Pacific Grove seems to have chosen to block our part of the bay, why I still do not understand. 
There are other locations that are larger for this size building. Where the almost ever present tourists 
do not already overburden a fragile area. 

I hope your board members visit this location prior to making a decision. It is so obvious that this is not 
the best solution . I implore you to come see for yourself and to preserve what we can not make again. 

Thank you so much for taking the time to listen to my fears. 

Bev and Leo Lok 
700 Briggs 
Pacific Grove, Ca.93950 

~31-_3.12 -ct7Z..7 
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12-03-2001 10:20PM FROM JOHN C. PETERSEN 831 648 8634 

October 1, 2001 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

A Resident Owned +55 Cor m1unity 

700 Bri~s Avenue 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

{83 I) 3' i.5-0220 
Fax (831) 3 75-270'l 

On behalf of the 102 shareholder residents of the Mon~h Pines Homeowners 
Association, I ask that a proposed constzuction project in Pacific: Grove be reviewed for 
compliance with coastal standards. 

• 

The City Council has approved a plan to· construct a 58·unit housing complex for lew- • 

income seniors at 650 Jewell Avenue, across the street from the coastal trail and Lovers 
Point Park, in the City of Pacific Grove. In approving the plan, the City granted a 60% 

plus variance from its own density limit~ as well as variances from parking and height 
limits. The location is at the confluence of seven streets1 which will impact both ror tin.e 

daily local traffic and the seasonally heavy traffic along the Monterey Bay shore. 

Residents of the 102 homes at Monarch Pines are concerned about the design of the 

proposed senior housing project at 650 Jewell Avenue, which will affect the livability of 
houses i~ the shadow of the proposed structure. We support plans for development · )f 
affordable accessible housing for seniors. We recognize its importance, and we 
commend the City for giving priority to the issue. But we note that planners and 
advocates for the project have underestimated issues of density, traffic and parking in 
the immediate vicinity and that planning decisions to date involve compromises that 

will be later regretted. 

Parking space in the vicinity is already insufficient to meet the needs of current users of 
the adjacent Sally Griffin Senior Center. Events scheduled at the Center impact stre ;-t • 

parking for blocks in each direction. Available spaces are filled during peak activit) 
3-01-105 Exhibit K 

Pacific Grove Senior Housing pg.l of 2 <:J 



12-03-2001 !0:21PM FROM JOHN C. PETERSEN 831 64.8 8634. 

• periods for Meals on Wheels. The already-dense traffic situation around Lovers Pojnt 

will become more chaotic. Increased traffic, including searchers for insufficient parking 
places, will create predictable traffic density, with concomitant hazards for all drivers. 
Plans for the 650 Jewell project must consider impact on the coast and provide for 
sufficient parking and manageable traffic arrangements. 

• 

• 

Building height and location are matters of concern to the Homeowners Association. 
The proposed three story building over parking spaces to be constructed closely 
adjacent to the Monarch Pines property Hn·e would loom over our houses with an 
effective height differential approaching fifty feet. Light would be obstructed for 
Monarch Pines homes, creating an unsightly canyon-like effect between the senior 
housing project on one side and a multi-story motel on the other. Additionally, the 
proj~ct calls for removal of a number of trees by Lover's Point. 

A multi-unit housing project at this location should be designed so as to accommodtte 
to the parking and traffic realities of the project, the neighborhood, and the Lovers Point 
recreation area on which the local economy depends. The open space at 650 Jewell 
should, in the public interest, receive the: most thoughtful design to achieve its hight~st 
and best use without degrading the coastal environment or making life more difficu :t for 
the neighborhood. 

The project would construct a sizeable structure across the street from a heavily used 
coastal tourist destination where parking is already scarce. We respectfully ask that the 
project receive attention from the Commission. 

Homeowners Association 

3-01-105 
Pacific Grove Senior Housing 
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MONARCH PINES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 

: L~, 

I; [! 

( [ t 

A Resident Owned +55 Community 
700 Briggs Avenue 

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
(831) 375-0220 

Fax (831) 375-2702 

• 
September 8, 2001 

RECEIVED 
California Coastal Commission 

45 Fremont Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

OCT 1 8 2001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

On behalf of the 102 shareholder residents of the Monarch Pines Homeowners 

Association, I ask that a proposed construction project in Pacific Grove be reviewed for 

compliance with coastal standards. 

The City Council has approved a plan to construct a 58-unit housing complex for low

income seniors at 650 Jewell A venue, across the street from the coastal trail and Lovers 

Point Park, in the City of Pacific Grove. In approving the plan, the City granted a 60% 

plus variance from its own density limit, as well as variances from parking and height 

limits. The location is at the confluence of seven streets, which will impact both routine 

daily local traffic and the seasonally heavy traffic along the Monterey Bay shore. 

Residents of the 102 homes at Monarch Pines are concerned about the design of the 

proposed senior housing project at 650 Jewell Avenue, which will affect the livability of 

houses in the shadow of the proposed structure~ We support plans for development of 

affordable accessible housing for seniors. We recognize its importance, and we 

commend the City for giving priority to the issue. But we note that planners and 

advocates for the project have underestimated issues of density, traffic and parking in 

the immediate vicinity and that planning decisions to date involve compromises that 

will be later regretted. 

Parking space in the vicinity is already insufficient to meet the needs of current users of 

the adjacent Sally Griffin Senior Center. Events scheduled at the Center impact street 

parking for blocks in each direction. Available spaces are filled during peak activity 

3-01-105 
Pacific Grove Senior Housing 
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• 

• 

• 

periods for Meals on Wheels. The already-dense traffic situation around Lovers Point 

will become more chaotic. Increased traffic, including searchers for insufficient parking 

places, will create predictable traffic density, with concomitant hazards for all drivers. 

Plans for the 650 Jewell project must consider impact on the coast and provide for 

sufficient parking and manageable traffic arrangements. 

Building height and location are matters of concern to the Homeowners Association. 

The proposed three story building over parking spaces to be constructed closely 

adjacent to the Monarch Pines property line would loom over our houses with an 

effective height differential approaching fifty feet. Light would be obstructed for 

Monarch Pines homes, creating an unsightly canyon-like effect between the senior 

housing project on one side and a multi-story motel on the other. Additionally, the 

project calls for removal of a number of trees by Lover's Point. 

A multi-unit housing project at this location should be designed so as to accommodate 

to the parking and traffic realities of the project, the neighborhood, and the Lovers Point 

recreation area on which the local economy depends. The open space at 650 Jewell 

should, in the public interest, receive the most thoughtful design to achieve its highest 

and best use without degrading the coastal environment or making life more difficult for 

the neighborhood. 

The project would construct a sizeable structure across the street from a heavily used 

coastal tourist destination where parking is already scarce. We respectfully ask that the 

project receive attention from the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Homeowners Association 

3-01-105 
Pacific Grove Senior Housing 

Exhibit /( 
pg. ;Qoft'l 



CI(C. 

RECEIVED 
October 12,2001 OCT 2 9 2001 •. 
Dennis Boehlje 
Pacific Grove Community Development Department 
300 16th Street 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 

RE: Proposed Senior Housing (APN 006-086-001). 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

This letter is written in protest of the proposed development at the subject site (APN 006-
086-001) and at Chase Park (APN 006-086-002), the contiguous parcel east ofth~ site. The 
proposed development should not be allowed for the following reasons: 

1. Em Required California law requires that an EIR be prepared for all projects with 
potential environmental impacts. The proposed project is for constructing 53 units of 
studio, single bedroom and two-bedroom senior housing units on approximately 
1.1 acres of1and. The increased housing and car parking requirements will affect the 
local environment and traffic in the area and must be addressed in an EIR. An EIR. 
should address potential alternatives and mitigation measures to the proposed 
development, issues that have not been considered by the City of Pacific Grove to 
date. Moreover, the fol1owing impacts have not been addressed: 

• Only 28 residential parking spaces are being proposed for the tenants on the 
subject site, with an additional 28 public parking spaces being proposed on the 
subject site. The ratio of 0.53 residential parking spaces to housing units is 
unacceptable because the public parking spaces will become de-facto private 
parking spaces (i.e. more than half the residents will own at least one car). 

• Traffic from the proposed development will enter and exit onto 17tl' Street I Ocean 
View Avenue at one of the busiest intersections in Monterey County. The 
planned driveway exiting onto Ocean View will be immediately adjacent to a 
heavily used sidewalk for the Recreation Trail, across the street from the parking 
lot for Lovers Point, and near the intersection of Ocean View, 17th Street and 
Jewell Avenue. The potential traffic jams and hazards to pedestrians caused by 
this poor design must be addressed in an EIR. 

• The potential environmental impacts to existing utilities caused by water usage 
and storm water run-off. 

2. Zoning Ordinances Violated - The proposed development breaks height and 
setback requirements set by the City of Pacific Grove for the current property zoning. 
The proposed building height of approximately 42 feet exceeds the maximum 
allowable building height of 25 feet. The almost doubling of the allowable building 
height for this project will have negative visual and lighting impacts on Chase Park to 
the east and will affect the ambiance of the surrounding area and the shoreline. The 

• 

negative impact on Chase Park will be exacerbated by the zero (or negative) setback • 
of the proposed building to the property line betv.·een Chase Park Wld the subject site. 
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Dennis Boehlje Proposed Senior Housing (APN 006-086-001) 
Pacific Grove Community Development Department 

The excessive height of the proposed project will cause the natural beauty of Chase 
Park, the shoreline, and public beach to be diminished because the massive bulk and 
proximity of the proposed building will add to the feeling of over-development at the 
water's edge. 

3. Real Property Deed Restrictions -The deed for Chase Park does not permit the 
proposed development of the land for uses other than a public park. Plans for the 
proposed development show parts of the proposed building and a parking lot being 
built in Chase Park. Although the proposed parking lot is shown as a public parking 
lot in the plans, the parking lot is an extension of the residential parking lot and 
therefore considered here as a de-facto private parking lot. The proposed parking lot 
will spoil the land by demolishing and removing trees, shrubs, benches, and other 
facilities used to beautifY the park. The CC&Rs for Chase Park expressly forbid this 
proposed development, to wit: 

· "That the said land or premises shall be devoted to and used for the sole and 
exclusive use and purposes of public parks, for the benefit and behoof (sic) of 
the citizens of the said City ofPacific Grove, forever; and said City of Pacific 
Grove shall, from time to time, as they are fmancially able so to do, beautify 
and adorn the said land and premises by the laying out of walks and the 
planting of trees and shrubbery therein, and maintaining the same ... 

".t\..1\JD should the said City of Pacific Grove, suffer allow or permit any 
person or persons whatever to use or employ the land or premises, or any part 
thereof for any purpose whatever except the said purpose of a public Park as 
herein-before stipulated then, in that case ... the whole estate above ... shall 
immediately revert to and become ·the property of the [Pebble Beach 
Company] ... " 

I am requesting that you consider the issues addressed in this letter in a public forum (e.g. a 
regularly scheduled city council meeting) so that all public concerns are addressed before 
further action on this project is considered. 

Sincerely:. ,/ 
·~ / 1 II / 

:i:?fl r 
lA Ferntower 
London, N5 2JE, England 

cc: Franlf. Octigan 

1; ~. fltf,(orf}Jd aCisM. {]m?tttr3s-un 
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Dear Sirs: 

RECEIVED 
NOV 2 6 2001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOfJ 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Nov.l8,2001 

This letter is regarding the proposed construction of the Senior Housing project 
at 650 Jewell Ave. Pacific Grove. 

I live across the street from the above mentioned project and my neighbors and 
I have several concerns about it. 

Our neighborhood is one of the oldest, if not the oldest in Pacific Grove. Most 
of our homes were built before the invention of the automobile and consequently 
we have no garages or off-street parking. 

About 15 years ago the "Senior Center" was built to accommodate the older 
Citizens of Pacific Grove, unfortunately they tailed to provide adequate parking. 
Today when there are functions, almost daily, the overflow moves into our neighborhood. 

We are a R-1 residential zoning and we are butted up against a high density 
poorly designed put of character for the areaJproject. We feel the project is ill-advised 
for the following reasons: 

1. The addition of 50 plus homes in a low density area is poor planning and will 
further decrease the already compromised air quality which the existing ''Senior 
Center" has created. 

2. The project will initiate additional traffic in the area and with the added housing 
and existing tourist traffic in the Lovers Point area, noise level will be greatly 
increased. 

3. It will overcrowd already inadequate parking causing additional hardships to 
individuals in the neighborhood who have physical handicaps and will be unable to park 

near their homes. 
4. Most importantly we decry the poor judgment by the Pacific Grove city council 

in putting a high density project right in the most vulnerable area where raw 
sewage is poured into the Monterey Bay Sanctuary on a regular basis. The city 
of Pacific Grove shamefully fouls the waters with raw sewage and argues and 
points fingers while they continue to pollute the once pristine waters of Lovers. 
Point. 

I had a rather distressing conservation with Mayor Sandy Kau:ffinan with regard 
to the project. She basically said, "We really don't care about your neighborhood." I 
therefore feel that we are not represented by anyone. 

My fiunily has lived in the neighborhood since 1956, and we've seen the degradation 
of air quality, overcrowding, and water pollution increase significantly, especially since 
the erection of the Senior Center. The mayor is from the Los Angles area where the 
mentality is push it through, then crush any opposition to the project and finally worry 
about the problems later. If the full blown project is built the damage will be done. This 
is one of the last open spaces in Pacific Grove and this "L.A mentality" which the city 
council adheres to is unfortunate. 

I hope that we can look to you for an unemotional, well balanced. and logical 
approach to this situation which detennines the filte of our fine old neighborhood. 

The Pacific Grove city council proudly calls Pacific Grove "The Last Hometown'~ 
I wonder if I'm the only one who sees the irony. Thank You. Don Basseri . 

~(Q I 
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12-03-2001 10:20PM FROM JOHN C. PETERSEN 831 6d8 863d 

3 December, 2001 

California Coastal Commission 

Santa Cruz Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 

Fax (831) 427-4877 (three pages) 

p_ 1 

A Resident Ov.•ned +55 C)rnmllflit~· 
700 Bri.Sl :sA venue 

Pacific Grove.•:;A 93950 
(831) 375-0221) 

Fax (831_1 375-2702 

I am $ending a copy of the letter that this organization sent to the San Francisco office of 
the Commission in October. It is our hope that the Coastal Commission will not overlook 
the development at issue. 

• The Homeowners Association is protesting lthe design of a planned structure which vrould 

exceed the height limits established by th1! City of Pacific Grove, and would exceed the 

City's density requirements, while exacerbating an already serious parking and traffi: 

situation at that location. The development~ located immediately across Oc:ean View 
Boulevard from Lovers Point, will impos~~ further limitations on public use of the co• tstaJ 
recreation area by increasing competition for scarce public parking spaces. The City 
further proposes to reduce public space by appropriating a portion of Chase Park, at 1 he 
corner of Ocean View and Jewell Streets. 

• 

The Homeowners Association does not oppose senior housing. Monarch Pines is 1 o:.-unit 

park of senior residences. Nor do we oppose a reasonable development of the 650 Jewell 

Street property. We do ask that the Commission require the City of Pacific Grove to 

consider the quality of life for the neighborhood, consider the long-tenn impact on P• Lrking 
and traffic, and consider the impact on public enjoyment of the coastal recreation 
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Charles Lester 
Acting Director 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
725 F:.ont Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

GEORGE M. VLAZAKIS 
ATIORNEY AT LAW 
225 BRUSH STREET 

OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94607 

TELEPHONE: (510) 836-4437 
FACSIMILE: (510) 836-4464 

November 29, 2001 

Re: Proposed 53-unit senior citizens housing project 
City of Pacific Grove 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

RECEIVED 
DEC 0 4 2001 

CALIFORNIA . 
j,,,r 

COASTAL COMMISSIOtJ 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 

The City of Pacific Grove, in a joint venture with a nonprofit, South County Housing 
Corporation, is attempting to construct 53 senior citizens housing units on an irregularly shaped 
lot with only 28 on-site parking spaces. The project will level and destroy approximately 40% of • 
an adjoining public open space park which will be further compromised by this project by having 
various deck structures built on and overhanging into the public parks airspace. Several public 
parking spaces are proposed to be built on this parkland. Setbacks at various locations have been 
reduced from the required 20 feet to 9 feet to allow for the project to be more expansive. The 
project will include clusters of structures of three stories with a maximum height of 41 feet. This 
parcel and the adjoining Chase Park are situated on land which is higher in elevation to the 
Monarch Pines property to the south and west. The elevation declines as one walks in the 
direction of Lovers Point and the coastline. Most of the surrounding buildings in this 
neighborhood are two stories or less, excluding the Lovers Point Inn, which is three stories and 
was built in the early 1960's. 

This 53-unit project is too large, the density is too high, and there are insufficient on-site 
parking spaces to service the uci.:upm:..ts, their visitor~' !:'.no f,;ends. management and service 
providers such as health care providers, laundry services, plumbers and electricians, 
professionals, and other service providers. On-site parking resources will be insufficient to 
service the project. 

This area is the focal point above Lovers Point, and its scenic beauty and tranquillity 
needs to be preserved in order to maintain the character of this coastal town. It serves as the 
beginning point for bike and pedestrian trails leading to and around Ocean View Boulevard. The 
area needs to be planned out carefully to maintain the scenic beauty, visual appeal and 
desirability of this location .. The public's right of access to scarce coastal resources needs to take 
precedence over inadequate land use planning and potential traffic gridlock in an important area 
on the Central Coast. Trees and plant life need to be preserved and maintained in this and 
adjoining areas. The archaeological resources in the area need to be preserved. Placing • 
undersized asphalt parking spaces on Chase Park as part of this project does not achieve these 
objectives. 
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California Costal Commission 
November 29, 2001 
Page2 

Chase Park needs to be preserved for the public use and access in this coastal area. There 
are only 3.82 acres of natural open space public parks in the City ofPacific Grove, per 
information disclosed in its General Plan at page 93. This is not enough open space for 
neighborhood parks for an area of its unusual scenic beauty and tranquillity. This scarce public 
resource needs to be preserved for the benefit of the general public. Additional parking spaces, 
including underground spaces, can be placed on site for the project. The proposed courtyard for 
this project can be made smaller, with parking spaces Ideated in a circular direction in and around 
the courtyard. Minimal changes to the design of the project can allow for more on-site parking 
cost effectively and without unreasonable delay. 

The public right to access, including the access of other seniors who visit the area, 
outweighs the design and planning expediencies of this senior citizens housing project. . 
Ordinance No. 01-25 of the City of Pacific Grove 23.73.070(c) requires parking lots of over five 
vehicles to be iandscaped. This .issue Ikeds to Le addres:::ed for t.~is prcjec~ as it relates to Chase 
Park. 

. Section 23.73.070(d) of the ordinance requires the Architectural Review Board to 
approve the size, location and arrangement of on-site parking and paved areas, together with 
ingress, egress and internal traffic circulation. This required approval to the best of my 
knowledge was not specifically obtained from the Architectural Review Board, and the internal 
traffic circulation was not adequately considered by the project proponent and the City Council at 
the September 5, 2001 public hearing, where the project was approved subject to certain 
conditions and future approval by the California Coastal Commission. 

Data and archaeological reports establish that the undisturbed land involving Chase Park 
and adjacent areas may contain archaeologically significant artifacts and items of past Native 
American populations. This is based on a recent and older finds in nearby areas. For example, 
as recently as three weeks ago, the remains ofNative Americans going back to distant times (the 
exact date and era to be determined by carbon dating) have been discovered in excavations on the 
Monarch Pines property located adjacent to the proposed project and Chase Park. These finds 
and potential future finds makes this area a very significant archaeological treasure in the coastal 
zone. This publicly held property, including Chase Park, should be carefully assessed and 
evaluated before permanent structures such as buildings, asphalt roads or parking structures are 
placed, preventing further archaeological digs or studies. 

I:n co:J.clusion, afte~ carefully reviewing this project, its significant impact on scarce 
coastal resources, including archaeological resources oi the remains of Native A.tncricru13 
inhabiting this area, and its potential effect on the character and ambiance of the neighborhood, I 
am confident that the project can be placed into further design review with reasonable limitations 
on size, density and height, as outlined in this letter so that all interests may be protected. 

Very truly yours, 

LAW OFFICES OF GEORGE M. VLAZAKIS 

~lt/h¥'k 
GMV:drw 

George M. Vlazakis 

cc: Irene Michael 
c:lwp9docs\michael\loverspt. inn\semorhousing\letters\lester.2 3-01-1 05 Exhibit_L_ 
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C.KC. 

Marion H. Trentman 
700 Briggs Avenue #32 

Pacific Grove, CA 939SO • RECEIVED 
December 5, 2001 

C. Kelly Cuff, Coastal Program Analyst 

California Coastal Commission 

Central Coast District 

725 Front Street, Ste 300 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: Proposed Project at 650 Jewell A venue, Pacific Grove, CA 

Dear Ms. Cuff: 

DEC 1 8 2001 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

As a resident of Monarch Pines senior community, a 1 02-house development adjacent to 

the proposed Senior Housing Project at 650 Jewell Avenue, I urge the Coastal 

Commission to apply Coastal Resources Planning and Management policies in Chapter 3 

to the proposed project. 

Monarch Pines is the largest concentration or neighborhood sharing a contiguous border 

with the project. Our concerns were reflected in the City of Pacific Grove's Architectural 

Review Board, which rejected the proposed senior housing project. 

The project's 50 foot building is not "visually compatible with the character of the 

surrounding areas" (Section 30251). On higher ground than Monarch Pines, it will dwa.If 

our houses, none of which~ higher than 17 feet. It will destroy our privacy. 

This new development will not "encourage expansion of public transit," which already 

exists, provide "nonautomobile circulation within the development or provide adequate 

parking facilities" (Section 30252). It will, in fact, be all building and 

driveway/roadways. Cars will circulate freely and landscaping will be at a minimum. 

There will not be 2 parking spaces per unit as required by the Pacific Grove Land Use 
Plan. 

This project will not be compatible with the "continuance" of "adjacent parks." It will, in 

fact, "degrade" the adjacent Chase Park by cutting down the majority of the trees in the 
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park to provide additional parking spaces (Section 30240). Chase Park offers Monarch 

Pines a beautiful view of its tall trees as well as all tourists and resident of Pacific Grove 

who travel down Ocean View Avenue on their way to Lover's Point---a focal point of 

public activities in Pacific Grove. We, at Monarch Pines, will now suffer exhaust and an 

ugly asphalt view just yards from our living room windows. 

Monarch Pines submitted to the Pacific Grove City Council a petition signed by virtually 

all its residents opposing the current project proposal at 650 Jewell Avenue. All residents 

believe it is not compatible with the neighborhood, will increase traffic in an already 

congested area, and will destroy our beloved Chase Park. 

We urge you to reject the proposed project unless modifications can be made to building 

height, traffic and parking congestion and Chase Park be preserved. 

Yours truly, 

Cll~~//~ 
Marion H. Trentman 
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California Coastal Commission 

725 Front St., Suite 300 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commissioners: 

RECEIVED 
JAN 2 5 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

We are deeply concerned about the Pacific Grove Housing Project and how it 

effects the .. sewer situation." With so many spills over the years that have closed 

the beach and businesses, adding an oversized project on a small lot to such an 

antiquated system is pure folly, environmentally damaging, and a potential 

disaster for ~e quality of life for the ocean and human species around Pacific 

Grove. 

The other major concern is that the Pacific Grove Council has ignored most of the 

regulations, procedures, and their own Architectural Review Board to put this 

project through. I believe, they will also disregard and gloss over the 

archaeological and environmental procedures. On the adjoining property, 

remains of Indians artifacts and fossils have been unearthed in small trenches. 

Therefore, there could be significant fossil remains on this property. 

PleaseJ do not base you decision on the social merits of this project, which is 

meritorious, but on the standards your commission has maintained. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. &: Mrs. Wm. Zebutis 
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RECEIVED' 
California Coastal Commission 
125 Front St. Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

FEB 0 6 2002 

CALIFORNIA • 

Stephanie Mattraw; 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

For the files you are compiling regarding the project at 650 Jewel] in Pacific Grove , please also consider the 
following: 
1. Infonnation obtained from the Monterey County Envionnental Dept. 

From 199Q..Jan. 2000, there were 26 sewage spills into the Monterey Bay, 19 of those spills were 
attributed to Pacific Grove. 

2001 there were 5 spills from Pacific Grove 
2002 has just begun and we have already had one spill. 

2. There is solid proof now that these raw sewage spills are making our ocean wildlife sick and even 
killing some. Such as our Otters, seals and other marine life so dear to the envirorunent . 
These spills also result in the closures of beaches and numerous warnings posted when contamination 
is not high enough to close, but high enough to warn residents and tourists of potential danger. 
Many have noticed that the squirrel population have reduced in size and are not nearly as visible as 
before. 

3. The article which states the board decision to deny this project. The city council did not even take 
into consideration their own architectural review boards recommendation . 
That same board now bas four vacancies after this decision. 
The board also did not understand why the story poles, which are used everywhere else in Pacific 
Grove, were not erected at this site. Had they been, the out cry would have been much greater. It is 
very difficult to imagine a 41 foot building without the visual aides of story poles. 

4. A couple of web sites that are infonnative include; http://www.pacificgrove.com/sewer/welcometo.html 
www,concemedresidentsofPebblebeach.org 
Vicky Nichols of Save Our Shores, also speaks concerning what we are doing to our shore lines. 

Thank you for all your efforts in researching this matter. It is of the essence that we try to doal1 we can 
to preserve our natural beauty. As we all know, once it is gone, we will never have another chance in our 
lifetime to get back what is lost. 
I am thankful to the Coastal Commissioners and their staff for being dedicated so following generations 
will enjoy the beauty we have and sometimes take for granted. 

BevLok 
700 Briggs 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
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JE.A/'l/'lE. C. E:>YR/'lE., FAIA 
A R C 1'1 I T E. C T J 

December 10, 2001 

Ms. C. Kelly Cuffe 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front St., Suite 300 
Santa Cniz, CA 95060 

RECEIVED 
FEB 0 8 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Re: City of Pacific Grove Senior Housing Project, 650 Jewell Ave., Pacific Grove 

Dear Kelly, 

As a past Mayor of Pacific Grove and an Architect, I wish to express my deep concern 
about the above mentioned project. The project was denied by the Pacific Grove 
·Architectural Review Board. It was then appealed directly to City Council without benefit 
of Planning Commission comments. There were over 100 neighbors and citizens at the 
Council meeting to oppose the project, including members of the ARB. There were 
approximately four citizens at the meeting speaking for the project Yet the project was 
passed unanimously by the Council . 

The issue is not the need for senior housing. The issues are the mass, height, lot 
coverage and encroachment on the adjacent Chase Park open space. The size of the 
project far exceeds the site on which it is being proposed. 

At no time has staking and flagging been required for the project, even though a height 
variance of 15' was granted from the 27' height limit to 42'. Even members of the City 
Council are unaware of the true height and impact of the building. It will not only impact 
the coast line of Pacific Grove, it will visually impact our neighboring communities. The 
Senior Housing project will be within inches of being as high as the Holman Building in 
down town Pacific Grove. 

In order to accommodate the parking, the City is taking approximately 1/3 of the adjacent 
open space for parking spaces. This is being referred to as "public parking", however, it 
is actually providing for some of the required parking which was deleted from the site in 
order to accommodate the additional lot coverage which is well over the ordinance limit. 
In addition, I believe that the park was gifted to the City some years ago with the 
stipulation that it remain a park. Any deed restrictions on the park should be 
investigated. 

I ask that you require the City of Pacific Grove to adhere to its own regulations. When I 
was Mayor, I was adai'TJant that what was fair for one was fair for all and that the City 
should hold itself to the rules it has made for it's citizens. I do feel that there should be 
some reasonable lee way in regulations for small changes that may make a better 
project. However, the massive variances being granted to this project far exceed 
anything reasonable. 

591 Lighthouse Ave. Juite 5 3-01-105 
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If the project is approved in its present configuration, it will set a disastrous precedent for 
approval of other projects in the coastal area of Pacific Grove that drastically exceed the 
current zoning and coastal requirements. Please, at a minimum require full flagging for 
the project, showing the heights and building comers, so the community and Coastal 
Commission are aware of the huge impact this building will have on the coast line. 

Sincerely, 

~O-tt~ 
nne C. By E( FAI 
hitect 
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California Coastal Commission 

725 Front Street 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: Pacific Grove Senior Housing Project 

Dear Commissioners: 

RECEIVED 
MAR 1 4 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

As a homeowner in Monarch Pines, which is adjacent to this project, I am upset 

by comments made by Committee members and supporters of this project when 

objections are raised. "Those trailer people" and how can you be against this 

considering --. Monarch Pines was erected at a time when it was still an active 

train yard with units 10 feet away from the tracks. We have come a long way and 

have spent over 2 million upgrading sewers, utilities, and landscaping. We offer 

affordable housing to seniors and try to maintain a low visual and environmental 

impact on Lovers Point. 

Understandably, I am not opposed to senior housing but am deeply opposed to 

this project on many important issues. Pacific Grove has allowed many 

variances on height, density, traffic and parking issues while ignoring its own 

Architectural Review Board. In a historic area, it plans to add a project that 

dwarfs the tiny homes, historic churches, and Victorian Inns and destroys the 

character of the neighborhood and scenic corridor of the recreational trail, Lovers 

Point, and Chase Park. This modern inappropriate buirding harms the sensitive 

visual integrity and resources of this area. 

I would hope that they would design an appropriate and suitable housing project. 

Sincerely, 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District 

Carrell Barrow 
615 Ocean View Blvd. 
Pacific Grove, Ca. 93950 
March 18, 2002 

• 

• 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060 RECEIVED 
Attn: Ms. Stephanie Mattrau 

MAR 2 0 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
Dear Commission Members: COASTAL COMMISSION 

CENTRAL COAST AREA 
We reside and own the home at 615 Ocean View Blvd, Pacific Grove, Ca. It is 
diagonally across the street from the proposed Senior Citizens Housing project off Jewell 
Ave. 

We are vehemently opposed to that use of the property. Our reasons are: 

1. Traffic i~Vthis area is already diminishing the quality of life for those of us who 
live there. This is a favorite route for tourists and tour buses. In addition it is a 
favorite place for local civic events such as The Feast of Lanterns, numerous 
charity races, etc. The parks and beaches at lovers point draw both locals and 
tourists and parking space is already inadequate. 

2. A four-story structure in that area is inconsistent with the character of the 
neighborhood. It will adversely affect the skyline and ruin the view shed. There 
are no other buildings that tall in the vicinity. 

3. The pollutants produced by the added traffic and other human activity will 
inevitably adversely impact the purity of the shoreline and the ocean waters. 

4. No one was ever promised that when they got old, they would be provided with 
subsidized housing along the bay front. There are many areas in the United States 
and in California that provide much more affordable sites for subsidized senior 
housing without damaging the quality of the area. 

Please disapprove this project for the good of the State, the Coast and the people who 
have invested in homes in this environment and will be damaged if the project is allowed 
to go forward. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

/'~4' -1J 
3-01-105 (_ ~ p· E h'b't /:... 

Pacific Grove Senior Housing p~;)~~f 2Cf 

• 

• 



. 

• 
l\Iarch 25, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Attn. !\Is. Steph:1nie Mattraw 

Dear Coastal Commission ~lembers, 

Nancy and Leonard Dolton 
700 Briggs Ave, # 8 
Pacific Gro"ie. CA 93950 

RECEIVED 
MAR 2 7 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

.A.s seniors and residenb of Pacific Gro\'e we lh'e witbin walking distance of Lo"·er's 
Point and the proposed 650 .Jewell senior housing development. \Ve are very much 
aware of the need for affordable housing for older adults. Our entire professional 

• 
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care of the aging population. 

• 

Now in our years of retirement we are faced. with a threat that win destroy the 
aesthetic character of Lover's Point, a coastal treasure that must be preset-ved. Fm· 
the following reasons we believe the proposed development detracts from the appeal 
and accessibility of this coastal area. 

1. The four·-~tor-y structure wiii detract from the character of the 
neighborhood and coast line drive embracing Lover's Point. Traffic 
cungcsiiun in the area ha·ought ahuut by special events, tour buses, tourists, 
..... stnn .. antc .......... .............. : ... ..,. a ...... ":ti: .... o:- at ts.. .... ~ .. lh:r r:-. .. ;f'f.· ...... s ...... o .. £'.a.nt .... t"" a •'" •••u• · ••e..;;,' oa•u v••&v•••6 "-&.A't ..... -....., ~••"' ..._,._..••J ~a I.&~"•• '-'••• a '-"''-' .1\."'1 .:!t 

• • T ffi • • . . .. · . . t • • th 1\._.,. i pnmaem now. ra rc anu parKmg as tunner smpac eo oy e i~1ea son 
''ih,.ol,;- srtn th•lt prnru., ..... .,. h.n""""' ................................... .,. .,...,.. .. 1\tl.nnt ........ , ~-,,. ......... , 

T • ii"'"'e...:t .... .._. &c..&. \..·tzt.i.* '-'J i:kV&.i.i'-" U'-,j.i 't Ll. '-'U i.i.s,..,&&.ta.7 .Iva .:...t..a.va.a-."'a ......,j ~uu.J..&'II.J 

homebound seniors. Congregate meals attract from 35 to 100 fllus seniors. 
!\·lost of these older adults drive to the center t1·re days a \''t'eek. l\1ea!s on 
\\'heeis urivers and supply deiivery tntcks add to the heaviiy congested 
area. 

,2. There were many variances made to bring fonvard this development. 
Among them is the partia I destruction of Chase Park with maturing trees to 
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create parking spaces. The natural allure of Chase Park is a compelling 
invitation to enjoy and appreciate the coastal drive thHt leHds to Lover's 
Point. 

3. lirbanizing one of California's most treasured coastal attractions is an 
abominable act and speaks to a complete insensitivity to marveling and 
appreciating the beauty of nature and all we owe to a greater purpose. 

Surely there must be some satisfying compromise that will soften the conflict of two 
discordant goals. \Ve ask that you requil·e the building plan be down sized and 
redesigned to be compatible with the area. This action will presen'e one of our most 
precious coastal areas. 

\Ve respectfully look to you for the protection and preservation of our magnificent 
Lovers Point Sboreline. 

i 

I 
Sincerely /ours, 

Nancv a d Leonard Dolton 

I~ DJ&J 
~~~ 
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County 
Lovers Point 
beach reopens 
L ove:s Point beach in 

Pacific Grove was 
reopened Wednesday 

The beach was shut down 
Tuesday after test sam I 
showed unsafe P es 
contamination levels. A 
collapsed sewer line leadin 
to a home on Lobos Street g 
was responsible for the 
~ntamination, said Richard 
C Warner, of the Monterey 
E oll?ty Health Department's 
_n~onmental Health 

diVISIOn. 

An estimated 1 000 all 

h
of sewage are belleve!to ons 

ave entered the bay. . 
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California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
Suite300 
Santa Cruz, CA 
95060-4508 

RECEIVED 
APR I' 7 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSrON 
CENTRAL COAST AAtA 

Apri113, 2002 

I am writing regarding the proposed senior housing project on Jewell Ave. in Pacific 

Grove near Lover's Point. I feel that this project is not at all appropriate for the location 

chosen. There are many reasons that this project w;ould have a negative impact on the 
area. First of all, the size of the buildings would be far too large for the lot. Parking is 

already scarce, and the proposed development would exacerbate the situation. The 
removal of numerous trees on the property would change the character of the area, 

creating a very negative impact. With more paving and concrete, more runoff will 

result and flow directly into the bay. The existing property has been an open space for 

several years, and has been basically used as a park. I think building a four-story 

buil~g in this space, which more appropriately should be turned into a park, is 
atrocious. 

Kimber 

753 Bayview Ave. 

Pacific Grove, CA 

93950 
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Key: 

1: Project Site; 650 Jewell St. 
2: Chase Park 
3: Lover's Point 
4: Trailhead for the Monterey Bay Coastal Trail 
5: Ocean View Boulevard 
6: Pacific Grove Retreat 
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