
Attachment C 



This page intentionally left blank.  



 

 

 Final EIR 

Mid-Valley Shopping Center 
Design Approval 

PLN190140 

SCH# 2020090480 

May 16, 2022 

Prepared by 

EMC Planning Group 





This document was produced on recycled paper. 

 

FINAL EIR 

MID-VALLEY SHOPPING CENTER 
DESIGN APPROVAL 

PLN190140 

SCH# 2020090480 

P R E P A R E D  F O R  
County of Monterey 

Housing & Community Development (Planning Services) 

Craig Spencer, HCD Services Manager 

1441 Schilling Place 

Salinas, CA 93901 

Tel  831.755.5233 

P R E P A R E D  B Y  
EMC Planning Group Inc. 

301 Lighthouse Avenue, Suite C 

Monterey, CA 93940 

Tel  831.649.1799 

Fax  831.649.8399 

Teri Wissler Adam, Senior Principal 

wissler@emcplanning.com 

www.emcplanning.com 

May 16, 2022 





EMC Planning Group Inc. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0  INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................... 1-1 

1.1 Draft EIR .............................................................................................................. 1-1 

1.2 Purpose of Draft EIR Public Review ................................................................ 1-1 

1.3 Final EIR ............................................................................................................... 1-2 

2.0  COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR .......................................................... 2-1 

2.1 CEQA Requirements .......................................................................................... 2-1 

2.2 List of Commenters on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments ........... 2-1 

2.3 Written Draft EIR Comments ............................................................................ 2-2 

3.0  CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR .............................................................. 3-1 

3.1 CEQA Requirements .......................................................................................... 3-1 

3.2 Changes to Environmental Setting (Section 3.0) ............................................ 3-1 

3.3 Changes to Project Description (Section 4.0) .................................................. 3-3 

3.4 Changes to Historical Resources  (Section 5.0) ............................................... 3-3 

3.5 Economic Effects ................................................................................................. 3-8 

3.6 Changes to Alternatives (Section 10.0) ............................................................ 3-9 

4.0  REVISED SUMMARY .............................................................................. 4-1 

4.1 CEQA Requirements .......................................................................................... 4-1 

4.2 Proposed Project Summary ............................................................................... 4-1 

4.3 Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures ......................... 4-2 

4.4 Summary of Alternatives ................................................................................... 4-2 

4.5 Areas of Known Controversy ........................................................................... 4-5 

4.6 Issues to be Resolved .......................................................................................... 4-6 

5.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES SOURCES ............................................... 5-1 



EMC Planning Group Inc. 

Tables 

Table 4-1 Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation  
Measures.................................................................................................. 4-3 



 

EMC Planning Group Inc. 1-1 

1.0 
Introduction 

1.1 DRAFT EIR 
The County of Monterey (hereinafter “County”), acting as the lead agency, determined that 
the Mid-Valley Shopping Center Design Approval (hereinafter “proposed project”) might 
result in significant adverse environmental effects, as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15064. The Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center’s status as a historical resource is an issue to be resolved and is the subject of the draft 
environmental (EIR) prepared by the County. In light of the differing conclusions of historic 
resource evaluations submitted by the applicant and those opposed to the project, the 
County chose to prepare an objective historic resource evaluation, which served as the 
primary basis in the draft EIR for determining whether the shopping center is a historical 
resource under CEQA and to evaluate the proposed project’s significant environmental 
effects.  

1.2 PURPOSE OF DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW 
As required by CEQA, the draft EIR was circulated for public review from November 24, 
2021 to January 10, 2022 and public comments were received. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15200 indicates that the purposes of the public review process 
include the following: 

 sharing expertise; 

 disclosing agency analysis; 

 checking for accuracy; 

 detecting omissions; 

 discovering public concerns; and 

 soliciting counter proposals.  
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1.3 FINAL EIR 
This final EIR has been prepared to address comments received during the public review 
period and, together with the draft EIR, constitutes the complete Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center Design Approval EIR. This final EIR is organized into the following sections: 

 Section 1 contains an introduction to this final EIR; 

 Section 2 contains written and verbal comments on the draft EIR and the responses 
to those comments; 

 Section 3 contains changes to the draft EIR;  

 Section 4 contains a revised summary section; and 

 Section 5 contains sources. 



 

EMC Planning Group Inc. 2-1 

2.0 
Comments on the Draft EIR  

2.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that the final EIR contain a list of persons, 
organizations, and public agencies that have commented on the draft EIR. A list of the 
correspondence received during the public review period is presented below. 

CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that the final EIR contain the 
comments that raise significant environmental points in the review and consultation process, 
and written response to those comments be provided. A copy of each comment letter or 
other form of correspondence received during the public review period is provided. The 
number of each letter is included at the top of the first page of each letter. Numbers inserted 
along the margin of each comment letter identify individual comments for which a response 
is provided. Responses corresponding to the numbered comments are presented 
immediately following each letter. 

Where required, revisions have been made to the text of the draft EIR. Comments that trigger 
changes to the draft EIR are so noted as part of the response. Revisions to the draft EIR are 
included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The following written correspondence was received during the 45-day public review period: 

1. Alli Wood, e-mail received December 3, 2021; 

2. Priscilla Walton, President, Carmel Valley Association, letter received  
December 14, 2021; 

3. Ed J. Stellingsma, President, Mid Valley Garden Homeowners Association, letter 
received January 5, 2022; and 

4. Anthony J. Lombardo, Anthony Lombardo & Associates, letter dated  
January 10, 2022. 
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2.3 WRITTEN DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 
Written comments on the draft EIR and responses to those comments are presented on the 
following pages. 
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Response to Letter #1 
1. The comment addresses an existing condition at the shopping center that is not 

impacted by the proposed project. No environmental issues are raised and no 
response is required. 

The project plans show a proposed four-foot-tall fence/ privacy wall and new 
tree/vegetation landscaping along the property line between Center Street and the 
back of Safeway. The applicant has been informed of the concerns and is willing to 
restore fence and tree screening in this area. This comment raises concerns that do 
not affect the environmental analysis contained in the draft EIR. The concerns will be 
included as comments on the Design Approval application and will be considered 
by the County through the permit review process. 

  





Letter #2

1

2

3



2

Mid-Valley Shopping Center’s architecture are well documented, and its architect, Olof 
Dahlstrand, is acknowledged as a master with his body of work described in the 
appendix to the DEIR, Painter Preservation’s Historic Resource Evaluation. 

The DEIR’s Alternative 2 meets project objectives by offering a framework for the 
developer to make repairs and improvements to the Mid-Valley Shopping Center while
respecting its key architectural elements.  By following this framework, new 
modifications to the property would avert environmental impacts, offensive alterations 
already made by the developer would be removed, and the changes would be consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for historic resources. 

The DEIR finds the project inconsistent with the following policies in the 2010 
Monterey County General Plan: PS 12-12; PS 12-13 and PS 12-17.  It also finds the 
project inconsistent with the Carmel Valley Master Plan Policy CV-3.13 and potentially 
inconsistent with Chapter 18.25 of the Monterey County Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.  The DEIR should be revised to find that the project would have a significant 
impact on the environment, based on these findings. 

Respectfully submitted,

Priscilla Walton, President
Carmel Valley Association
P.O. Box 157
Carmel Valley, CA 93924

Dated: December 14, 2021

3 cont.

4

5
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Response to Letter #2 
1. The commenter summarizes the conclusions of the draft EIR and does not provide a 

specific comment on the environmental analysis. No response is required and no 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

2. The project mitigation measures and alternatives as outlined in the draft EIR will be 
considered by the County Planning Commission, and/or the Board of Supervisors, 
contingent on the determination if the Mid-Valley Shopping Center qualifies as a 
historical resource under CEQA, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. If 
the Board of Supervisors determine that shopping center is a historical resource 
under CEQA, then all feasible mitigation and alternatives will be considered to 
reduce the significant and unavoidable impact identified in the draft EIR. The 
alternatives analysis found in Section 10.0, Alternatives, of the draft EIR addresses 
alternative design considerations prepared by Painter Preservation that would 
ensure exterior alterations for the shopping center would be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The alternatives presented in 
the draft EIR will be considered by the Planning Commission, and/or Board of 
Supervisors, in order to consider how to mitigate, if possible, the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

3. The commenter acknowledges the conclusions of the EIR and provides opinions 
regarding the shopping center and its architect. The commenter does not provide a 
specific comment on the environmental analysis. No response is required and no 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

4. The commenter concurs with the analysis prepared for Alternative 2 (Design 
Modifications to Proposed Exterior Alterations in Compliance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards of the Interior’s Standards) found the draft EIR (Section 10.) 
No response is required and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

5. The draft EIR does conclude the proposed project, which is reiterated in the policy 
consistency analysis contained in Table 3-1, would “materially alter” the historical 
significance of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, resulting in a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource and thus would create a significant 
and unavoidable impact. If the Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors 
agrees that the proposed project is inconsistent with the relevant general plan 
policies, the physical impact is still the same. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. See draft EIR Section 2.0, Summary, Table 2-1 for a summary of project 
impacts and mitigation measures. 

  





Letter #3

1
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Response to Letter #3 
1. See Response to Letter #1.  
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Response to Letter #4 
1.  The commenter states that the County has not designated the shopping center to be 

a historic resource as defined by Monterey County Code Section 18.25.030 nor has 
the County made a decision that the shopping center is a historic resource under 
CEQA. This comment is acknowledged and does not raise an environmental issue. 
No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

2. CEQA mandates in Section 15064(g) of the CEQA Guidelines that when expert’s 
opinions differ, the environmental effects must be treated as significant. As stated 
in Section 5.0, Historical Resources, under “Disagreement Among Experts,” in the 
draft EIR, due to the differing opinions of historic resource evaluations submitted 
by the applicant and those in opposition to the proposed project, the County chose 
to prepare a third-party, objective historic resource evaluation, prepared by Painter 
Preservation under contract to EMC Planning Group who is under contract to the 
County. This third-party evaluation serves as the primary basis in the draft EIR for 
determining whether the shopping center is a historical resource under CEQA and 
to evaluate the proposed project’s significant environmental effects. However, the 
final determination of historical significance under CEQA of the shopping center 
lies with the Monterey County Planning Commission and/or the Board of 
Supervisors with a recommendation from County staff and the County’s Historic 
Resources Review Board.  

While the draft EIR does base its analysis on the objective historic resource 
evaluation (HRE) prepared by Painter Preservation, the analysis contained in the 
Painter Preservation historic resource evaluation summarizes, reviews, and 
evaluates the various arguments made by the three other architectural historians 
(Dr. Anthony Kirk, Page & Turnbull, and Dr. Laura Jones) whose reports were 
made available at the time of the Painter Preservation prepare their historic 
resource evaluation in December 2020. The January 2020 letter prepared by Dr. Kirk 
(Exhibit D of Letter #4) in response to the 2019 Page & Turnbull historic resource 
evaluation and the report prepared by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht of Modern Resources 
in April 2021 (Exhibit C of Letter #4) were not available to EMC Planning Group 
and Painter Preservation and therefore was not incorporated into the draft EIR 
analysis. Further, the draft EIR also summarizes the conclusions and evidence on 
the three other historic resource evaluations in Section 5.0 (see page 5-11 and 5-14). 
The conclusions of both the Painter Preservation HRE and the draft EIR provide an 
objective evaluation, impact analysis and mitigation recommendations in light of 
the whole record before the County and based on a thorough review of all available 
evidence from available sources presented at the time of preparation of the draft 
EIR. In addition, the draft EIR (under Section 10.0, Alternatives) addresses 
alternatives to the proposed project and alternatives considered but rejected.  
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3. The commenter provides a discussion of the requirements of CEQA. No 
environmental issue raised and therefore no response is required. No changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 

4. As stated in the draft EIR, only the Planning Commission and/or the Board of 
Supervisors, can be make a final determination that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center 
is a historical resource under CEQA. In accordance with County Code Section 
18.25.090(A), the Board of Supervisors has the sole authority to designate an historic 
resource for listing on the County’s Historic Register; however, determining whether 
resources are a historical resource under CEQA, as well as if any significant impacts 
to a historical resource have occurred, can be made by either the Planning 
Commission and/or the Board of Supervisors. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

5. The CEQA Guidelines section (15604.5.b(2)(B)) referenced by the commenter does not 
exist. CEQA Guidelines end with section 15387. However, it is assumed that the 
commenter meant to refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(2) which states “A 
resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies 
must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.” The same section of 
the CEQA Guidelines, in subsection 3 states, “Any object, building, structure, site, 
area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically 
significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California 
may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.”  

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of 
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or 
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of 
the CEQA Guidelines) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the 
resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 
5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

The Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors will review whether there is a 
"preponderance of evidence" to not treat the shopping center as historic; or if there is 
"substantial evidence" supporting a conclusion that the shopping center is historic. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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6. The CEQA Guidelines state that social and economic effects shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment (Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines). 
However, an EIR may “trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on 
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to 
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes” (Section 15131(a) 
of the CEQA Guidelines). CEQA does not require an agency to evaluate the economic 
impacts of denying a project. However, to acknowledge the potential economic 
effects of the proposed project, an additional informational discussion has been 
added to Section 5.0, Historical Resources, under subsection 5.5, Economic Effects, of 
the draft EIR. See Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, for this discussion. 
Additional responses to the "ValBridge Property Advisor" letter are provided starting 
at response to comment #40.  

7. This comment reiterates the conclusions of the Painter Preservation HRE and the 
commenter’s opinion that they are not substantiated. The Painter Preservation HRE 
found the shopping center to be historically significant today, not “at one time.” For 
more information see the evaluation and integrity analysis found in the Painter 
Preservation HRE, pp. 82-86 of 94. Additionally, see the historic contexts that 
substantiate the evaluation, including contexts on the history of shopping centers in 
the Carmel Valley; a profile of Dahlstrand himself and his career; influences on 
Dahlstrand, including Frank Lloyd Wright and Fred and Lois Langhorst; the 
environmental movement at the time and its influence on commercial design; 
changes in commercial landscape architecture design in the era; and examples of 
Dahlstrand’s work from a wide variety of sources. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

8. These comments are based on the “Review of Historic Significance Findings” 
(hereafter referred to as the Jones report) by Dr. Laura Jones for the applicant, dated 
October 10, 2020, which is included as Appendix G in draft EIR. 

a. The commenter summarizes the areas of concurrence in previous letters and 
reports by Dr. Anthony Kirk and Page & Turnbull, as reported in the Jones 
report. However, this comment does not raise an environmental issue and 
therefore, no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

b. The commenter summarizes the opinions and findings by Dr. Anthony Kirk, 
as put forth in previous letters, and the Jones report. Regarding the 
provenance of the service station, see response to comment #53(d)(4) for a 
thorough response. Regarding the source of aggregate, there is no discussion 
in the Painter Preservation HRE or in the draft EIR on the source of aggregate 
for the concrete aggregate found in the shopping center. The commenter 
further lists the areas of disagreement between Dr. Anthony Kirk’s letters and 
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the Page & Turnbull evaluation, as reported in the Jones report. These 
comments are not on the draft EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

c. The commenter is reiterating the findings of the Jones report. Jones’ findings, 
as reported in this letter, are noted here in italics with a response provided 
thereafter. 

i. Dahlstrand practiced in the style of Frank Lloyd Wright. Response: 
Dahlstrand incorporated elements of Wrights’ design vocabulary. 
There is no one “style” in the work of Frank Lloyd Wright. 

ii. Dahlstrand is not mentioned in scholarly literature on the Organic style. 
Response: The Organic style is a term used for elements seen in 
Dahlstrand’s body of work. There are actually a number of influences 
seen in Dahlstrand’s design of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center (see 
response to comment #83). The reason the term is used in the Painter 
Preservation HRE is because the Historic Context Statements for 
Carmel-by-the-Sea use this term. There is little scholarly research 
published on the Organic style   . The main proponent of the style was 
Frank Lloyd Wright and some of his followers. As a result, much of 
the scholarly research on the Organic style revolves around Wright 
and a handful of architects.  

iii. Olof Dahlstrand was a talented artist and illustrator. Response: Dahlstrand 
was artistically talented. The work he produced related to his and 
others’ architectural production is correctly termed renderings. He 
excelled at architectural renderings and produced them for himself 
and others including the internationally known John Carl Warnecke, 
for whom he produced the presentation drawings for the John F. 
Kennedy Memorial at Arlington National Cemetery, among other 
projects.  

iv. Olof Dahlstrand is not a figure of recognized greatness. Response: The term 
“recognized greatness” is a partial quote from National Park Service 
(NPS) Bulletin 15, p. 20. See the summary reference in the Painter 
Preservation HRE on the significance of Dahlstrand’s work as a local 
master on p. 83 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. See response to 
comment #42 and comment #50, for an explanation of how 
Dahlstrand’s work as a local master developed in the context of his 
work in Monterey County and the greater San Francisco Bay Area. 
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v. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center was not the work of a master. Response: 
See the reference to Dahlstrand as a “local master” above. Note that 
this does not take into consideration the other reason the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center is significant, which is for embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction. In this 
case, the reference is specifically to a type, a modern suburban 
shopping center. 

d. The commenter is reiterating the findings of the Jones report. Jones’ findings, 
as reported in this letter, are noted here in italics with a response provided 
thereafter. 

i. Page & Turnbull’s conclusions that the shopping center is the work of a 
master is not well supported. Response: This comment is not on the draft 
EIR or the Painter Preservation HRE, but on the Page & Turnbull 
report prepared by the project opposition. Therefore, no response is 
necessary and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

ii. Kirk finds that the shopping center is not a significant design by Dahlstrand 
in comparison to other buildings designed by the architect in the Carmel area. 
Response: This opinion is noted; however, it does not provide a 
comment on the draft EIR and therefore, no response is necessary. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

iii. Dr. Jones finds that the shopping center is not significant as the work of a 
master based on the evidence presented. Response: This aspect of 
Dahlstrand’s work is discussed in response to comment #42, and 
comment #50. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

9. These comments are based on the “Review of Historic Significance Findings” 
(hereafter referred to as the Jones report) by Dr. Laura Jones for the applicant, dated 
October 10, 2020, which is included as Appendix G in draft EIR. 

a. The commenter indicates concurrence with findings of the Jones report. This 
comment contains a list of the materials and colors found in the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center, as recounted in the Jones report. Note that this information 
is found in the Painter Preservation HRE on p. 3 of 94 and is based on the 
architect’s drawings for the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. 

The commenter is recounting the lack of integrity found in the shopping 
center, as discussed in the Jones report. Note that a discussion of changes to 
each feature of the shopping center and the resulting integrity are found on 
pp. 4, 10-11, 24, 33 and 40 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE and in a 
summary analysis of the shopping center’s integrity, which is found on pp. 
83-85 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE.  
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Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance (NPS Bulletin 15, 
p. 44). According to NPS guidelines, a resource must maintain most of the 
aspects of integrity to still convey its significance or historic character. “To 
retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually 
most, of the aspects. The retention of specific aspects of integrity is paramount 
for a property to convey its significance” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 44). The 
threshold of what constitutes sufficient integrity is different for different types 
of resources, and also varies depending on the reasons for which a resource is 
significant. For example, retail spaces, agricultural properties, and industrial 
resources are often given more “leeway” in consideration of their design 
values. Agricultural and industrial resources may accommodate more change, 
due to changes in technology over time or, in the case of agricultural 
resources, changes in the types of crops grown.  

In the case of retail or commercial properties, consideration is given to 
changes in marketing strategies or other design considerations, such as 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, that might influence 
design. The consideration of change in the design of retail storefronts is also 
judged with respect to the larger building context. For example, a new one-
story, metal-framed storefront in a four-story, brick masonry building will 
have less visual impact than a one-story storefront in a small, one-story retail 
building. In the case of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, the large, 
overarching hip roofs of the complex are the overriding visual aspect of the 
development, creating visual continuity. At the same time, many of the 
storefronts are behind and underneath deep, covered walkways, making their 
visual appearance less noticeable. These covered walkways, which are 
continuous throughout the development, create a strong horizontal line with a 
deep fascia and continuous extended rafter tails that front the walkways and 
creates an “edge” to the rooflines. These important design features also result 
in the fact that individual retail storefronts are not as visible as they might 
otherwise be. Therefore, even though the shopping center has undergone 
changes, it maintains sufficient integrity to still convey its significance and 
historic character. No changes to the draft EIR are required.  

b. The commenter is commenting on findings in the Jones report that the 
shopping center is not the work of a master as a “figure of recognized 
greatness.” See response to comment #42 and comment #50 for further 
discussion of how Olof Dahlstrand was found to be a local master in the 
context of this development and as noted in the Painter Preservation HRE. 
Note also that a discussion of the shopping center as historically significant, 
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specifically as a good example of a type, is part of the draft EIR and the 
Painter Preservation HRE and is not addressed in the commenter’s response. 
No changes to the draft EIR are required.  

c. The commenter indicates concurrence with findings presented in the Jones 
report, in which the commenter concurs with previous letter reports by Dr. 
Anthony Kirk. Dr. Jones indicates in this quote that the shopping center is not 
a historic resource based on a lack of integrity. For a discussion of how 
integrity was assessed for the shopping center, see pp. 4, 10-11, 24, 33, and 40, 
and summarized on pp. 83-85 in the Painter Preservation HRE. For further 
explanation of how integrity is assessed for retail uses, see response to 
comment #9(a). No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

10. The comments in this section are based on a one-page “Executive Summary” (author 
unknown) and a 27-page Letter of Memorandum by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht, dated 
April 2021, written for the applicant. Dr. Lamprecht’s findings, as reported in this 
letter, are noted here in italics with a response provided thereafter. 

a. Dahlstrand was not a figure of recognized greatness. Response: See responses to 
comments #42 and #50. 

b. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, or method of construction. Response: See response to comment #41. 

c. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not possess high artistic values. Response: 
See response to comment #43. 

d. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center’s design is derivative of the Del Monte Shopping 
Center. Response: See response to comment #43. 

e. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not exhibit a new and thoughtful response to 
the pedestrian environment. Response: See response to comment #43 

f. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not a historic district. Response: See response 
to comment #44 and comment #49d. 

g. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center’s buildings are not being demolished. Response: 
See response to comment #45.  

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

11. The comments in this section are based on a letter written by Dr. Anthony Kirk to 
Brandon Swanson with the County of Monterey and dated January 3, 2020 and 
attached to Letter #4. This letter was not available to EMC Planning Group or Painter 
Preservation prior to or during preparation of the draft EIR.  
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a. Kirk does not agree that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is “Wrightian-inspired” and 
believes it does not rise to the level of a shopping center designed by Frank Lloyd 
Wright in Beverly Hills. Response: See response to comment #85. 

b. Kirk does not believe the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is eligible for listing in the 
National, California, or Monterey registers. Response: See p. 83 of 94 in the 
Painter Preservation HRE for a formal evaluation of the significance of the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

12. The comments in this section are based on a letter written by Dr. Anthony Kirk to the 
applicant and dated December 14, 2021 and attached to Letter #4. These comments 
are also based on a letter written by Dr. Anthony Kirk to the applicant and dated 
December 24, 2021, which is also attached to this letter. Dr. Kirk’s findings, as 
reported in this letter, are noted here in italics with a response provided thereafter.  

a. Kirk is reiterating that he does not believe the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is eligible 
for listing in the National, California, or Monterey registers. Response: See p. 83 of 
94 in the Painter Preservation HRE for a formal evaluation of the significance 
of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. 

b. Kirk is reiterating that he does not believe the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is eligible 
for listing in the National, California, or Monterey registers and that Dr. Lamprecht 
agrees with him. Response: See response to comments #74 & #75. 

c. Kirk believes that Olof Dahlstrand is not a master architect. Response: See 
responses to comments #42 & #50.  

d. It is Kirk’s opinion that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not a good example of the 
Organic style of architecture. Response: See response to comment #83. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

13. The draft EIR addresses the severity of the project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts which would occur if the project were implemented (see Section 8.0, 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, of the draft EIR for further discussion). CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), which states “a project with an effect that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that 
may have a significant effect on the environment,” was referenced and used to 
evaluate the significance of effects of the proposed project. The significance of the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center would be “materially impaired” because physical 
changes would alter in an adverse manner, defining features that justify the shopping 
center as a historical resource under CEQA. See the Painter Preservation HRE (DPR 
page 85 of 94) for a list of defining features of the shopping center. No changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 
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14. In response to this comment regarding alternative mitigation suggestions and at the 
suggestion of the applicant, Mitigation Measure 5-1 has been added to the draft EIR. 
Mitigation Measure 5-1 requires installation of an onsite photo history of the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center and architect Olof Dahlstrand prior to issuance of building 
permits. See Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, of this final EIR. However, even 
with the inclusion of Mitigation Measure 5-1, the previously identified significant and 
unavoidable impact (Impact 5-1 from Section 5.0, Historical Resources of the draft 
EIR) would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No additional changes are 
necessary. 

15. As stated in Section 5.0, Historical Resources, of the draft EIR, no feasible mitigation 
was determined based on the applicant’s stated project objectives and proposed 
exterior alterations to the shopping center. Therefore, no mitigation was proposed; 
however, the alternatives presented in the draft EIR will be considered by the County 
Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors, in order to consider how to 
mitigate, if possible, the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. 
See also response to comment #14 above, regarding a new applicant-proposed 
mitigation measure. No additional changes to the draft EIR are required. 

16. The County of Monterey hired the contracted with the team of EMC Planning Group 
and Painter Preservation to provide an objective and independent evaluation of the 
historical significance of the shopping center. As a part of that evaluation, Painter 
Preservation reviewed and considered the other historic evaluations, which were 
prepared for either the applicant or the project opponents. The evaluations provided 
to EMC Planning Group were included in the draft EIR and are as follows: 

Appendix C Dr. Anthony Kirk Historic Evaluation of Carmel Valley 
Shopping Center (dated September 18, 2019); 

Appendix D Page & Turnbull Preliminary Opinion of Historic Significance – 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center (dated October 29, 2019); 

Appendix E Dr. Anthony Kirk rebuttal to Page & Turnbull Preliminary 
Opinion (dated November 4, 2019); 

Appendix F Page & Turnbull Phase One Historic Assessment (dated 
November 18, 2019); 

Appendix G Dr. Laura Jones Mid Valley Shopping Center Review of 
Historic Significance Findings (dated October 16, 2020); and 

Appendix H Dr. Anthony Kirk Updated Historic Evaluation and Response 
to Report Written by Dr. Jones (dated November 4, 2020). 
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As noted in Response to Comment #2 above, the January 2020 letter prepared by 
Dr. Kirk (Exhibit D of Letter #4) in response to the 2019 Page & Turnbull historic 
resource evaluation and the report prepared by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht of Modern 
Resources in April 2021 (Exhibit C of Letter #4) were not provided to EMC Planning 
Group and therefore, were not considered in the draft EIR analysis. Section 5.0, 
Historical Resources, presents a summary of each of the previous historic resource 
evaluations provided to EMC Planning Group and Painter Preservation at the time 
of preparation of the draft EIR. In addition, Section 5.0 presents a summary of areas 
of disagreement (p. 5-14, under 5.4, Impacts Summary and Mitigation Measures). 
The draft EIR includes an objective and independent evaluation of the historical 
significance of the shopping center and considered the opinions documented in the 
historical evaluations listed above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

17. This comment is regarding economic impacts. See Response to Comment #6 above. 

18. The roofing materials chosen as relates to safety impacts is not a component of the 
environmental impact related to historical resources as identified in the draft EIR. 
However, if the Planning Commission and/or the Board of Supervisors, adopts a 
statement of overriding considerations for the proposed project, the Commission 
could consider the benefit of changing roofing materials. No changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 

19. As stated previously in Response to Comments #2 and #16, while the Painter 
Preservation HRE serves as the primary basis for the environmental analysis of the 
draft EIR, Painter Preservation carefully reviewed the previous historic resource 
evaluations provided to EMC Planning Group. Each of the evaluations prepared by 
other qualified architectural historians were summarized in the body of the draft EIR 
and were included in their entirely as appendices to the draft EIR. Therefore, the 
Painter Preservation HRE was not the only professional document utilized in the 
draft EIR. Page 3-9 of the draft EIR specifically addresses the policy consistency 
analysis contained in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting. As stated in page 3-9 of the 
draft EIR, the policy consistency analysis uses Painter Preservation’s historic resource 
evaluation as an objective evaluation of the project’s consistency with the County’s 
various regulations and policies related to historical resources. No changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 

20. The responder is providing his interpretation of a direct quote from CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15024(a) “Focus of Review.” No response is required and no 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

21. The responder is providing his interpretation of a direct quote from CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15090(a). No response is required and no changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 
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22. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states: “Generally, the lead agency should 
describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. 
Where existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary to 
provide the most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts, a lead 
agency may define existing conditions by referencing historic conditions, or 
conditions expected when the project becomes operational, or both, that are 
supported with substantial evidence.” The County has the discretion to determine an 
appropriate baseline based on historic conditions and due to changes at the shopping 
center that have occurred over time. Due to the unpermitted changes that occurred at 
the shopping center in 2019 (painting on concrete and aggregate piers and rafters at 
Building C and the covered walkway between Building A and Building C), the 
County has determined that the appropriate CEQA baseline is conditions at the 
shopping center prior to those unpermitted changes. The "no project alternative" 
includes resolution of the stop work order/violation that would likely include 
restoring the property to its pre-violation state. The language in the draft EIR is 
intended to recognize that the no project alternative does include some minor 
alterations and does not include no changes from existing conditions. No changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 

23. The commenter is quoting from the summary of the draft EIR. Refer to Section 10.0, 
Alternatives, of the draft EIR for a full description of exterior alterations to the 
shopping center that would ensure consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards (under the alternative description for Alternative 2: Design Modifications 
to Proposed Exterior Alterations in Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards). The current proposal would modify character defining features of the 
shopping center including modifying roof lines with signage and new dormers, 
opening and in some cases removing covered walkways around the buildings, and 
would cover the interglio concrete columns. Under the "Design Modifications to 
Proposed Exterior Alterations in Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards " alternative, the applicant would redesign the project consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards. The applicant has not provided an alternative 
design to specifically evaluate and there are countless possibilities for alternative 
designs that meet the Secretary of the Interior’s standards under this scenario. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

24. The commenter is quoting from the summary of the draft EIR. Refer to Section 10.0, 
Alternatives, of the draft EIR under 10.3, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, for a 
full description of the considered by rejected Affordable Housing Project alternative 
including an approximate calculation of possible affordable housing units that could 
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be accommodated on the project site. Consideration of an affordable housing project 
on the site as a project alternative was not considered as such an alternative would 
not meet any of the project objectives and would likely result in greater 
environmental effects including impacts to a potentially significant historical 
resource. 

Affordable Housing Overlay designation Policy LU-2.11 of the 2010 General Plan 
establishes an “Affordable Housing Overlay” (AHO) designation and applies that 
designation to five areas (General Plan Policy LU-2.11 a): 

1. Mid Carmel Valley; 

2. Monterey Airport vicinity; 

3. Highway 68 and Reservation Road; 

4. Community Areas; and  

5. Rural Centers. 

There are maps available for all of these on the County website and can also find the 
specific policies can be referenced here: 
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/housing-community-
development/planning-services/land-use-regulations/2010-general-plan 

The Mid Carmel Valley AHO map includes more than just the shopping center 
property. There are opportunities within the district for housing development that 
include but are not limited to the shopping center. This means that even if the 
shopping center had constraints to converting to housing, there is still opportunity to 
for housing within the AHO area. The designation of the property with an AHO 
overlay in the general plan provides incentives to encourage the optional 
development of affordable housing:  

“If a property meets all of the suitability criteria […], the property owner 
may voluntarily choose to develop an Affordable Housing Overlay project, 
rather than a use otherwise allowed by the underlying land use 
designation.” (General Plan Policy LU-2.11 c) 

Suitability criteria include (paraphrasing):  

1. The property is located within an AHO district;  

2. Development will achieve levels of affordability listed in LU-2.11 b 2; and 

3. A mix of housing types. 
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The Mid Valley AHO district is not relied upon to meet housing needs in the Housing 
Element. If the shopping center is found to be a historical resource it would be 
considered a significant impact to demolish that resource under CEQA. Demolition of 
the shopping center is not necessarily required in order to provide housing on that 
site and is not required to provide housing within the AHO area adjacent to the 
shopping center. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

25. See Response to Comment #1 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

26. The commenter addresses two separate statements from the draft EIR, both of which 
are accurate. However, the commenter does not indicate how either statement is 
inconsistent or inadequate. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

27. The comment is presented without the context of the rest of the analysis of the draft 
EIR as the comment addresses a component of Section 2.0, Summary, under Section 
2.6, Issues to be Resolved. The matter was resolved by selection of an independent 
architectural historian to review all of the available information including the reports 
from Dr. Kirk and Dr. Jones and provide an independent recommendation. Dr. 
Painter has, in response to comments on the draft EIR, also reviewed the letter from 
Dr. Lamprecht. Each historian has provided evidence and discussion supporting their 
conclusions which are recognized in the draft EIR. No error is assigned to any of the 
reports in the draft EIR. The Painter Preservation HRE does not require an additional 
peer review to determine its adequacy. See also Response to Comment #16. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

28. The commenter addresses exterior alterations that have occurred over time at the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center. The County acknowledges that several exterior 
alterations, both permitted and unpermitted, have occurred since at least 1987. These 
changes over time were considered in the Painter Preservation historic resource 
evaluation in determining the historical significance of the shopping center. To 
further address this comment, a list of past permitted and unpermitted exterior 
alterations to the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, drawn from documentation provided 
in the Page & Turnbull November 2019 historic resource evaluation, has been added 
to the draft EIR Environmental Setting section (Section 3.0). See Section 3.0, Changes 
to the Draft EIR, of this final EIR for a detailed list of known exterior alterations going 
back to 1987. The addition of this information does not change the conclusions of the 
draft EIR.  

29. The court cases cited by the responder conclude that the actual physical condition 
can, but not must, include conditions which were created without benefit of permits 
and approvals to establish the environmental baseline. The County, as the lead 
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agency, has the authority to establish the environmental baseline, which in the case of 
the proposed project is conditions at the shopping center prior to unpermitted 
exterior alterations made in 2019. See also Response to Comment #22 above. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

30. See Response to Comment #27. No changes to the draft are required. 

31. The policy analysis contained in Table 3-1 assumes that the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center is a historical resource under CEQA utilizing the Painter Preservation HRE 
conclusions which form the basis for the draft EIR analysis. However, as stated on 
page 3-9 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, the final determination of historical 
significance of the shopping center, and the project’s consistency with the historical 
resource-related policies contained in the County plans and regulations listed in 
Table 3-1, lies with the Monterey County Planning Commission and/or Board of 
Supervisors. If the shopping center had not been determined to be a historical 
resource, then the policy consistency analysis would have found the project 
consistent with most if not all of the policies listed. Clarifying language has been 
added to the draft EIR to help make this distinction. See Section 3.0, Changes to the 
Draft EIR, of this final EIR. 

32. The commenter requests a more complete definition of the Design Control District 
and its stated purpose according to Monterey County Code Section 21.44.010. The 
stated purpose of the Design Control District has been added to the Project 
Description (Section 4.0) of the draft under 4.2, Project Characteristics, and 
“Application.” See Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, for the full added language 
and removed purpose language. Additionally, the draft EIR does not recommend or 
support designating the Mid-Valley Shopping Center as a significant historic resource 
under County Code; rather the draft EIR, utilizing the available expert opinion, treats 
the shopping center as a significant historical resource under CEQA only. The impact 
analysis of the draft EIR reflects this conclusion. See also Response to Comment #6 for 
how CEQA addresses economic impacts. 

33. This EIR is only addressing the current project and cumulative projects across the 
defined geographic scope (Carmel Valley) with the potential to impact historical 
resources. The final EIR does not speculate on future projects at the shopping center. 
No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

34. The commenter states the purpose and responsibility of the County Historic 
Resources Review Board as stated in County Code Section 18.25.080 but does not 
explain why the draft EIR’s description of the Historic Resources Review Board is 
inadequate. No response is required and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

35. Page 5-11 of the draft EIR does direct the reader to Appendices C-H for the complete 
analysis and conclusions of each of the received historic resource evaluations. 
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Additionally, the draft EIR provides a Summary of Areas of Disagreement under 
Section 5.4 (page 5-14 and 5-15). The January 3, 2020 letter from Dr. Kirk to Brandon 
Swanson (Exhibit D of this comment letter) was not available to EMC Planning 
Group during preparation of the draft EIR. Therefore, this report was not included in 
the draft EIR. The January 3, 2020 letter from Dr. Kirk to Brandon Swanson was 
attached to this comment letter. The Dr. Kirk letter has been considered and is 
responded to more thoroughly below. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

36. The commenter is stating his disagreement with the conclusions of the Painter 
Preservation HRE, and has attached documentation (Exhibits B-F) with different 
opinions. See responses to comments 41 through 90, presented later. No changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 

37. When a EIR is prepared, a discussion of cumulative impacts is required per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130. The draft EIR addresses both past and reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative impacts within the specific context of historical resources 
within a defined geographic scope as determined by the County (within the Carmel 
Valley area in unincorporated Monterey County). No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

38. The commenter is commenting on the draft EIR section, Significant and Unavoidable 
Impacts. Refer to impact analysis for impacts associated with air quality, unique 
archaeological resources, noise, and transportation in Section 6.0, Other 
Environmental Effects. As stated on page 5-18 of the draft EIR, the feasibility and 
effectiveness of mitigation measures related to impacts on historical resources is 
based on guidance set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b). 
According to §15064.5(b)(2)(A-C) of the State CEQA Guidelines, generally, a project 
that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, shall be 
considered as mitigated to a level of less-than-significant impact on the historical 
resource. The draft EIR provided an abbreviated version of the CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5 (Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical 
Resources) under the Regulatory Setting discussion in Section 5.0, Historical 
Resources. In order to provide a full listing of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
the full guidelines language has been added in Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 
Refer also to Responses to Comments #14 and #15. 

39. The commenter is addressing Alternative 1: No Project (Return to Baseline 
Conditions). As previously stated in Response to Comment #6, CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to treat economic impacts of a proposed project as 
environmental impacts. The alternative analysis regarding returning the shopping 
center to baseline conditions utilizes general observations of the shopping center’s 
current operations and use. However, this comment is acknowledged and the 
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statement “However, returning the shopping center to its baseline conditions would 
still allow for attracting new businesses, providing a local job base, and providing a 
range of businesses to local in one central location” has been removed from the draft 
EIR. See Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

Exhibit A 
40. The County reviewed the letter and information and determined that the ValBridge 

Report conclusions do not reflect the County staff's independent judgement. There 
are many examples across the nation of successful historic shopping centers and 
districts. 

Financial hardships may be considered according to the criteria contained in Section 
18.25.175 of the Monterey County Code. This section allows the Historic Resources 
Review Board to approve or conditionally approve a permit even though it does not 
meet the criteria contained in Chapter 18.25, provided that the applicant “…presents 
facts and clear evidence demonstrating to the Review Board that failure to approve 
the application for a permit will cause an immediate and substantial financial 
hardship because of conditions peculiar to the particular structure or other feature 
involved, and the damage to the owner of the property is unreasonable in 
comparison to the benefit conferred to the community…” 

The request and information submitted by the applicant for a substantial financial 
hardship does not appear to meet the criteria established in Section 18.25.175 
primarily because no information has been provided to demonstrate or substantiate 
that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center cannot be remodeled or rehabilitated in a 
manner which would meet the Secretary of the Interior’s standards and allow a 
reasonable use of or return from the property to the property owner (18.25.175.C) and 
there has been no investigation into options for relief from economic hardship 
(18.25.175.D). It has not been determined with any certainty to this point that the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center could not be renovated or rehabilitated within the 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards.  

Refer also to Response to Comments #6 and #39. Exhibit B 
The following responses for Exhibits B and C are based on a review by Diana Painter, Ph.D., 
of Painter Preservation, of Dr. Lamprecht’s Executive Summary and Letter of Memorandum. 
Dr. Painter’s review and responses are summarized as follows: 

 The draft EIR and the Painter Preservation HRE, prepared as an independent 
analysis to form the basis of the draft EIR analysis, address and summarize 
competing professional opinions of several qualified architectural historians. As 
noted throughout the draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines 15064(g) states that “if there is 
disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the significance of an 
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effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant and 
shall prepare an EIR.” The draft EIR was prepared assuming the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center is a historical resource under CEQA. The report prepared by 
Diana Painter, Ph.D., under contract with EMC Planning Group and the County 
supports the CEQA conclusions that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is historically 
significant. Dr. Painter found that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center meets Criteria C 
of the National Register of Historic Places as embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, as the first post-war, suburban shopping center in Carmel 
Valley to exhibit a cohesive, comprehensive modern architectural expression, and as 
the work of a local master. 

 The draft EIR correctly identifies that the decision regarding local significance is 
reserved for the Board of Supervisors. 

 Olof Dahlstrand is considered a “master” architect at the local level of significance. 
Dahlstrand’s contributions are evaluated in the draft EIR and Painter Preservation 
HRE at the local (or regional) level of significance. That is the context within which 
Dahlstrand worked for most of his career. His significance is local (that is, regional, 
referring to the greater Bay Area). 

 The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not “derivative” of the John Carl Warneke-
designed Del Monte Shopping Center. A neighborhood shopping center such as the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not compare to a regional shopping center such 
as the Del Monte Shopping Center, except in its use of materials. In addition, 
Dahlstrand’s work expresses an affiliation to Frank Lloyd Wright’s influence and 
the tenets of Organic architecture by embracing natural forms or processes. 

 The design of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center was an important work in the career 
of Olof Dahlstrand because it allowed him to explore the appropriate response to a 
suburban setting in the Carmel Valley, in contrast to the urban Carmel Plaza in 
downtown Carmel-by-the-Sea. 

41. The commenter here lists the criteria under which a property may be eligible for 
listing under Criterion C of the National Register of Historic Places.  A property may 
be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C for 
any one, some, or all of the four provisions listed by the National Park Service (NPS). 
These are: 

 Properties that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or  

 that represent the work of a master, or 

 that possess high artistic values, or 

 that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may 
lack individual distinction (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 2, emphasis added). 
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In other words, the property may be considered a historic resource under Criteria C 
even if it meets just one of these criteria. The Painter Preservation HRE for the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center states that the shopping center is eligible for listing in the 
National Register (and by extension, the California Register and the Monterey 
County register as a property that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction and as the work of a master (pp. 83 of 94). For 
additional discussion of the work of a master at the local level of significance, see 
comment #42 and comment #50. 

With respect to the provision, the “distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction,” the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is recommended as 
eligible for listing in the National Register as a type, as the first post-war, suburban 
shopping center in the Carmel Valley to exhibit a cohesive, comprehensive modern 
architectural expression. The commenter is commenting on the design of the 
shopping center as combining a number of styles from various sources and time 
periods. This can be said of many buildings and complexes, if the history of the style 
is analyzed and put into the context of the sources of that style. The ways in which 
these influences are combined and the degree to which they successfully serve the 
aesthetic and functional purposes of the shopping center is what is significant. 

The commenter is commenting on the construction and materials of the shopping 
center as being common in commercial design work. At the time, the design of this 
shopping center presented a new model of modern stylistic design in the Carmel 
Valley, that stands out even today as being in contrast to the themed or eclectic 
shopping centers of the Carmel Valley. The commenter does not comment on the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center as a type, a new model in the Carmel Valley in which 
the components of the center are integrated to serve the modern suburban shopper, 
including integrated parking and convenient, protected pedestrian walkways, which 
is what this criterion is intended to address in the Painter Preservation HRE. 

For a summary description of how this shopping center meets this criterion, see p. 83 
of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. The historic contexts that support and explain 
these conclusions are found throughout the Painter Preservation HRE. In particular, a 
discussion of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center in the context of shopping center 
development in the Carmel Valley is found on pp. 47-50 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. Design influences on this center in the context of modern 
commercial architectural design is found on pp. 54-55, 55-57, 58-59, and 59-60 of 94 in 
the Painter Preservation HRE, among other references. No changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 
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42. The commenter is commenting on the work of architect Olof Dahlstrand as the work 
of a master, using a partial definition of the criteria as found in NPS Bulletin 15, p. 20, 
with a brief listing of why this is the case. (Note that the General Services 
Administration guidance referenced here was developed to evaluate large-scale, 
federal government buildings and is not necessarily relevant here). The commenter 
implies that Dahlstrand’s works should be evaluated in the context of what would be 
a “master” at the national level. 

The significance of a historic resource, whether an individual resource or a resource 
made up of multiple elements, such as a district, is judged within the framework of a 
context: “The key to determining whether the characteristics or associations of a 
particular property are significant is to consider the property within its historic 
context” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 11). The NPS elaborates, “A structure is eligible as a 
specimen of its type or period of construction if it is an important example (within its 
context) of building practices of a particular time in history” (Bulletin 15, p. 18, 
emphasis added). 

The work of a master refers to the “technical or aesthetic achievements of an architect 
or craftsman” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 17). An architect’s significance and contributions 
are assessed in relationship to the milieu in which they worked. The shopping center 
was identified numerous times in the Painter Preservation HRE, including in the 
summary evaluation (p. 83 of 94) as the work of a local master, because Dahlstrand’s 
contributions are evaluated at the local (or regional) level of significance. That is the 
context within which Dahlstrand worked for most of his career. His significance is 
local (that is, regional, referring to the greater Bay Area). See also response to 
comment #50.  No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

43. The commenter is commenting that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not possess 
high artistic values. The Painter Preservation HRE does not promote the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center as possessing high artistic values. It is found eligible for listing in 
the National, California, and Monterey County registers as embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, and as the work of a local 
master. See p. 83 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE for a summary description of 
the significance of the shopping center. The following is a brief response to the 
commenter’s statements supporting their assertion that the shopping center does not 
“possess high artistic values:” 

 The style of the shopping center is common. Response: The design of the shopping 
center represented a new model in the Carmel Valley, as it was the first (and 
remains the only) modern (in style) shopping center in the Valley. See pp. 47-50 of 
94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. 
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 The features of the shopping center are not modern. Response: The features are 
modern, in that they eschew traditional architectural detail, express the structure 
of the complex, and use natural materials to decorative effect. See p. 55 of 94 in 
the Painter Preservation HRE. 

 The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is derivative in design of the Del Monte Shopping 
Center. Response: The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not “derivative” of the Del 
Monte Shopping Center, which implies that Dahlstrand ‘copied’ his colleague 
John Carl Warneke in the design of the center. However, the commenter also 
notes that Dahlstrand developed early conceptual sketches for the Del Monte 
Shopping Center, which apparently preceded its design (construction for the Del 
Monte center began in 1967). As a result, Dahlstrand would not be copying 
Warnecke but perhaps working in tandem with him. Secondly, the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center is a 75,000 square foot neighborhood shopping center occupying 
under 5.5 acres. The Del Monte Shopping Center is a 675,000 regional shopping 
center occupying over 37 acres. They are not comparable. See response to 
comment #53(d)(1). 

 The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is common, in that the center wraps around a parking 
lot. Response: This was a new model for shopping center design in the Carmel 
Valley when it was developed. Note again that the context here is local. This 
became the common model in the United States after World War II, but it is the 
first known one of its type to appear in the Carmel Valley, which previously had 
strip-type commercial developments with strips of parking. For a discussion of 
post-war landscape design for suburban shopping centers, see pp. 59-60 of 94 in 
the Painter Preservation HRE. 

 The landscape and pedestrian design for the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not “new and 
thoughtful,” unlike the Del Monte Center. Response: The Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center was designed as a neighborhood shopping center. It is space-constrained 
at under 5.5 acres and is designed to appeal to the community. The Del Monte 
Shopping Center was designed as a regional shopping center. At over 37 acres for 
the buildings alone (it is additionally adjacent to significant open spaces and 
regional trails), the Del Monte Shopping Center is designed to have a regional 
draw and appeal to tourists as well. For a discussion of post-war landscape 
design for suburban shopping centers, see pp. 59-60 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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44. The commenter is commenting that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center was 
inappropriately evaluated as a district and it is not a district. 

This is not the definition of a district as defined by the National Park Service, which is 
a resource that “. . . possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of 
sites, buildings, structures or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or 
physical development” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 5). The definition quoted by the 
commenter refers to the NPS’s definition of how a historic district of vernacular 
resources may meet Criterion C, which is not applicable here. 

For a discussion of the evaluation of the Mid-Century Shopping Center as a district, 
see Response #49d. 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

45. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center meets Criteria C as embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type (see response to comment #41) and as the work of a local 
master (see response to comment #42 and comment #50), as established in the Painter 
Preservation HRE (see pp. 82-86 of 94). For a discussion of the character-defining 
features of the shopping center, see pp. 85-86 in the Painter Preservation HRE. 

While the buildings of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center are not proposed to be 
demolished as a part of this redevelopment, character-defining features are proposed 
to be demolished (for example, the covered pedestrian walkway), materially altered 
(for example, the roof forms), or obliterated by new cladding or painting (for 
example, the columns and structural members). This constitutes a significant adverse 
effect under CEQA. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

Exhibit C 
46. Dr. Lamprecht summarizes her purpose for preparing the letter of memorandum 

along with providing a brief summary of the conclusions of the previously prepared 
historic resource evaluations and her qualifications. No response is required and no 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

47. For a discussion of how the National (Criterion C) and California (Criterion 3) criteria 
may be met with respect to this property, see comment #41. The property may be a 
historic resource with respect to the National, California or the Monterey County 
criteria. The Monterey County criteria quoted – with the exception of Dahlstrand’s 
work as a local master, which is discussed in comments #41 and #50 – are not 
necessarily applicable to this resource. The design of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center 
was an important work in his career because it allowed him to explore the 
appropriate response to a suburban setting in the Carmel Valley, in contrast to the 
urban Carmel Plaza.  
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The examples the author has chosen to illustrate why the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center does not represent a significant milestone in Dahlstrand’s career refer to 
buildings that are significant at the national level. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is 
significant at the local level.  

48. Dr. Lamprecht provides a summary of list of the previously prepared historic 
resource evaluations of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. No response is required and 
no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

49. The first (a) and second (b) paragraphs of this comment restates summary comments 
from the Page & Turnbull and Painter Preservation HREs. The third paragraph (c) 
states that it is not clear which aspects of Criteria C/3 are responded to. Note that the 
paragraph from the Painter Preservation HRE that is included in comment 49(b) is a 
summary statement. Information about which aspects of Criteria C/3 make the 
shopping center eligible for listing in the National and California registers can be 
found in the Painter Preservation HRE summary evaluation for the shopping center, 
which is on p. 83 of 94.  

Additional responses to Comment #49 are as follows. 

 The evaluation by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht finds that the shopping center is not eligible for 
listing in the National Register under Criteria A or C. Response: This comment is 
noted. See reference above for the conclusions of the Painter Preservation HRE in 
the draft EIR. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

 The shopping center does not display high artistic values and relies on precedents 
established by others, particularly the Del Monte Shopping Center. Response: See 
response to comment #53(d)(1) and comment #71. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

 The shopping center does not display any more artistic characteristics than are found in 
other suburban shopping centers. Response: The context for evaluating the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center is the Carmel Valley. The discussion of the shopping 
center in the Painter Preservation HRE focuses on the design of this center and 
why it is different than what was previously developed in the Carmel Valley, 
because the context here is local. As stated in the cover letter to the Painter 
Preservation HRE, the Mid Valley Shopping Center is significant for its design 
and as the first shopping center in the Carmel Valley to exhibit a cohesive, 
comprehensive modern architectural expression. As such it displays a level of 
sophistication not previously seen in shopping center design in the valley.” (p. 3 
of 4 and p. 1 of 94). A discussion of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center in 
comparison to the other shopping centers in the Carmel Valley can be found on 
pp. 47-50 in the HRE. A discussion of the character-defining elements of the Mid-
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Valley Shopping Center are listed on pp. 85-86 of 94 in the HRE. A summary of 
the unique qualities of this shopping center can be found on p. 83 of 94 in the 
HRE. The basis of comparison for this statement is other shopping centers in 
Carmel Valley, not shopping centers in other locations. No changes to the draft 
EIR are required. 

 The Mid-Valley Shopping Center displays design characteristics that may be found in 
other architectural examples throughout the Monterey Bay region. Response: As 
concluded in the Painter Preservation HRE, the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is 
eligible for listing under Criterion C as embodying the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction, as exhibiting a cohesive, 
comprehensive modern architectural expression. It is unique in the Carmel 
Valley, which is the appropriate context. The particular sources or names of 
architectural styles from which it may draw is not an environmental issue. No 
further response is necessary. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

 Dahlstrand was not a master architect. Response: See response to comment #42 and 
comment #50. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

 ‘Wrightian Organic’ sources for the architectural design of the shopping center is not 
strong. Response: Agreed, but this is not an environmental issue. For further 
description of the styles from which the Mid-Valley center draws, see response to 
comment #83. No further response is necessary. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

 Dahlstrand’s work has not been widely published. Response: The Painter Preservation 
HRE did not indicate that Dahlstrand’s work was widely published. Refer to pp. 
60-64 of 94 for the places where Dahlstrand’s work is published in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

 The Mid-Valley Shopping Center did not reflect an important phase in Dahlstrand’s 
career. Response: The shopping center was the first (and only) suburban shopping 
center designed by Dahlstrand. It is the counterpoint to Carmel Plaza, his first 
shopping center, which is located in the urban center of Carmel-by-the-Sea. The 
design of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center allowed Dahlstrand to demonstrate his 
response to the respective sites. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

Note that if Dahlstrand is not considered a master by the commenters, then the 
discussion of whether the Mid-Valley Shopping Center represents a turning point 
in his career, as noted here, is not relevant. Nonetheless, the Painter Preservation 
HRE finds that Dahlstrand was a local master and that this suburban shopping 
center was an important and new type of commission for him. No changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 
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 The shopping center is not a historic district. Response: The distinction is not 
relevant. The complex is historic whether evaluated as a complex made up of 
several buildings or a historic district made up of buildings developed at different 
times. Building B was constructed approximately 13 years later than most in the 
complex. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

50. The commenter is commenting on whether or not Olof Dahlstrand can be considered 
a master architect.  

The Painter Preservation HRE assumes that Dahlstrand’s significance as a master is at 
a local (or regional) level. The California Office of Historic Preservation instructs that 
“the significance of a historical resource is best understood and judged in relation to a 
historic context (Instructions for Recording Historic Resources,1995: 9). Accordingly, 
Olof Dahlstrand’s work as a master assumes that his work must be taken in context. 
The context is local. 

The NPS also requires that historic significance must be evaluated in context. This is 
extended to include the context within which an architect or “master” may be 
working. The work of a master refers to the “technical or aesthetic achievements of an 
architect or craftsman” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 17). The shopping center was identified in 
the Painter Preservation HRE as the work of a master. This is judged in context. In 
other words, it is assessed in relationship to the milieu in which the architect worked. 
His significance is local (or regional, referring to the greater Bay Area). The work of 
architect Olof Dahlstrand was assessed in relationship to his contributions to 
architecture, both his single-family residences and the work he undertook in his own 
firm in Carmel. His career is assessed as significant as the cumulative result of his 
training, including obtaining an Ivy League degree at Cornell University; his early 
apprenticeship with the noteworthy firm of Herbst and Kuenzli in Wisconsin, who 
were known for their design of prominent churches and schools in the Milwaukee 
area as well as buildings for Marquette University; his early professional work with 
the highly regarded modernist firm of Langhorst and Langhorst Associates in San 
Francisco; his professional position as a project manager for the internationally 
known firm of Skidmore, Owings and Merrill (SOM) out of their San Francisco office; 
and his 25-year practice in his own firm in Carmel. His contributions to the 
community also speak to the high regard within which he was held in Carmel, 
serving as he did on the Planning Commission, an advisory role in land use and 
design decisions, for nine years, and as a city council person, a decision-making 
position, for three years. His professional work as a renderer and delineator was also 
recognized at the national level in his work for the internationally known architect 
John Carl Warnecke and others, as well as in his renderings for his own projects. In 
other words, Dahlstrand’s career and professional achievements are considered 
broadly as the results of his professional training, architectural positions with other 



2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR 

2-122 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

firms, his design work as an architect on his own, his community contributions and 
public service, and his artistic work seen in his renderings for his own work and that 
other architects. 

A property may be eligible for listing in the National Register at the national, state, or 
local level. Its significance is related to its context, which may be national or 
significant at the state or local level. Similarly, the work of a master may be 
significant at the national, state, or local level. The context for evaluating the body of 
work by Olof Dahlstrand is local (or regional). His work is important as it relates to 
the environment in which he worked. The property can be significant at the local 
level, reflecting the work of a local or regional master that have made their mark on 
the community. An example of the work of a local master is illustrated in NPS 
Bulletin 15 in portraying a work that represents a historic adaptation. The National 
Register property is noted as significant as a “local variation of significant trends in 
building construction or remodeling, and was the work of a local master . . .”  (NPS 
Bulletin 15, p. 19, emphasis added).  

NPS Bulletin 16 explains that a nomination must identify how, under Criterion C, a 
person was accomplished in his or her field and made contributions to the art, 
architecture, or landscape architecture of the community, state, or nation (NPS 
Bulletin 16, p. 51, emphasis added). An example is provided on p. 46 of the bulletin 
about the levels of significance that may occur in the work of a master. The Edward 
Jones House, is considered “an exceptional example of the craftsmanship of a 
regionally prominent master builder” (emphasis added). The significance of the 
house is at the state level. Under Criterion C, the house is considered significant in 
the area of Architecture for its design, as one of the best residential examples of the 
Arts and Crafts style in the state, and “as the work of master builder and craftsman 
Gustav Gustavsen,” who lived and worked in Texas (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 46).  

If a resource is considered significant at the national level, it may be listed in the 
National Register with a national level of significance, which must be demonstrated 
by providing a national historic context for the resource. If it additionally has 
“exceptional” importance, it might be eligible as a National Historic Landmark 
(NHL). The bulletin states that, “only the finest or the most influential works by a 
master American architect are likely to be designated NHLs.” Again, evidence must 
be provided by comparing the resource to other similar properties (NPS Bulletin 16, 
p. 70). The context is national. The historic contexts for the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center provided in the Painter Preservation HRE address local issues, because the 
level of significance for the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is local and the architect has 
local (or in this case regional) significance. If Olof Dahlstrand was considered a 
master architect at the national level, it is likely that the historic contexts for the 
development would also have to address a higher level of significance. No changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 
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51. The commenter is commenting on available sources of information that support or do 
not support the architectural work of Dahlstrand and his possible status as a 
“master.” Note that Dahlstrand here is being evaluated against the work of others 
who may be significant at the national level, whereas Dahlstrand’s greatest 
contribution is at the local level. Nonetheless, responses on these data sources are as 
follows: 

a. The PCAD database does not include the work of Dahlstrand. Response: The PCAD 
database on architecture and architects was initiated by Alan Michelson at 
UCLA in 2002 as a record of California architects. Since 2005 it has been based 
in the University of Washington, when Michelson took a position as Head of 
the Built Environments Library. It is maintained on a part-time basis. The 
database is intended to bring lesser-known architects and designers to 
scholar’s and the public’s attention. Olof Dahlstrand is listed in the database 
(personal communication, Alan Michelson, February 2022). No changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 

b. Dahlstrand did not belong to the American Institute of Architects (AIA). Response: 
The AIA is a professional, members-based group. It is not necessary to be a 
member of the AIA to practice architecture. To practice architecture, one has 
to pass a board example and gain NCARB certification. The AIA directory 
does not include non-members, as was stated in this comment. In the 
Monterey Bay service area approximately 46 percent of practicing architects 
(including Associates) are members of AIA (personal communication, 
Shirmaine Jones, AIA Monterey Bay, March 2022). While being a member of 
the AIA is a professional credit, there are any number of reasons why an 
individual may prefer not to join. One may be that the architect’s market is in 
place and further marketing through the AIA is unnecessary. No changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 

c. Dahlstrand is not among the ‘masters’ listed in the USModernist website. Response: 
The USModernist website and database contains, among other resources, the 
texts of 34 national architecture, design, and builder’s magazines plus an 
additional 25 magazines that are no longer published. It has listings for 127 
prominent modernist architects (they are not referred to as masters). It has no 
listing of architects in California per se, although it contains a listing of Palm 
Springs architects and Case Study architects. Olof Dahlstrand would not be 
among the top 127 modernist architects in the United States because his 
significance is local (https://usmodernist.org/masters.html, accessed March 
2022). No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

d. The fact that Dahlstrand is included in this highly-selective archives is significant. 
Response: The University of California, Berkeley’s Environmental Design 
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Archives is a curated collection of architects and design professionals in the 
San Francisco Bay Area. Dahlstrand was asked to submit his archives to the 
collection in 2007. The archive includes extensive records of his design work 
and other records of his architectural career. This collection was used 
extensively as a resource in the Painter Preservation HRE. See for example pp. 
54 and 60 of 94. (https://archives.ced.berkeley.edu/collections/dahlstrand-
olof). No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

e. The commenter is commenting that Dahlstrand’s Dodd house was published in a 
1976 compendium of architects whose work is inspired by Frank Lloyd Wright and 
exhibited as part of “Architecture of the Monterey Peninsula.” Response: This is a 
factual statement that supports Dahlstrand’s importance in the local 
community; no response is necessary. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

f. The commenter is commenting on other publications that contain references to or have 
Dahlstrand’s work as a subject. Response: These resources and more are listed in 
pp. 60-64 in the Painter Preservation HRE. For a discussion of Pierluigi 
Serraino’s coverage of Dahlstrand’s work, see response to comment #80. For a 
discussion of Frank Lloyd Wright’s influence on Dahlstrand see pp. 55-57 of 
94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. This may be summarized as follows.  

“Dahlstrand’s work expresses an affiliation to Frank Lloyd Wright’s influence 
and the tenets of Organic architecture by embracing natural forms or 
processes; the concept that a building (and its appearance) should follow 
forms that are in harmony with its natural environment; that the materials 
used on the exterior should be sympathetic to the building’s locale, thereby 
relating the building to its setting; and that use should be made of low-
pitched overhanging roofs to provide protection from the sun in the summer 
and to provide some weather protection in the winter. In addition, maximum 
use should be made of natural day lighting (Olof Dahlstrand Collection, 
University of California Berkeley, Environmental Design Archives).” 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

g. This comment addresses the fact that Dahlstrand did not write any books on 
architecture in his career or appear in prominent magazines. Response: Dahlstrand 
did not write any books on architecture. Dahlstrand appeared twice in the 
prominent national architectural magazine Architectural Record, in the 
September 1950 issue and the June 1962 issue. For a discussion of Dahlstrand’s 
career in general, see pp. 52-55 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. For a 
summary of his career accomplishments see pp. 80-81 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE.  No changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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h. Dahlstrand appears in three local/regional historic context statements. Response: 
Historic context statements provide a general overview of the history and 
architectural history of an area. These documents are not likely to provide any 
detailed new information on any architectural practitioner but their career 
may be covered generally. Dahlstrand’s appearance in the two local historic 
context statements for Carmel and Carmel Valley is discussed on pp. 45-47 of 
94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. There is no particular reason that 
Dahlstrand would appear in the Pebble Beach Historic Context Statement 
since he did not live or work there. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

It was an honor for Dahlstrand to appear in the regional context statement, 
Modern Design Historic Context Statement Case Report, published by the City of 
San Francisco, where he was noted as affiliated with the Second Bay 
Tradition. Below is a quote from the document that includes mention of 
Dahlstrand and the other august modernists that are included on the excluded 
list. 

“Other key architects excluded from the biography section include architects 
who contributed to the development of a regional Modern style, yet who 
never built in the City of San Francisco. These architects include: Donald 
Olsen, David (Beverly) Thorne, Mario Corbett, Serge Chermayeff, Olaf 
Dahlstrand, Harwell Hamilton Harris, Rowan Maiden, Craig Ellwood, 
Gilcrest Kosmak, Evelyn Hall Kosmak, William Corbett, Bruce Goff, Mark 
Ellis, Gordon Drake, Mark Mills, and Paul Williams [and] Raphael Soriano.” 
(Modern Design Historic Context Statement Case Report, 2011:207). 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

i. Dahlstrand’s record of public service is significant and his artwork noteworthy. 
Response: A discussion of Dahlstrand’s public service and his artistic 
endeavors are discussed on pp. 52-54 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE 
and in the sources cited. Both are laudable and noteworthy. Dahlstrand’s 
exhibit record includes exhibits with the Milwaukee Art Institute, the San 
Francisco Museum of Art, and the Monterey Peninsula Museum of Art.  

Note also that Dahlstrand’s work was praised as part of the highly lauded 
exhibition of his and his employers Fred and Lois Langhorst’s work as part of 
exhibition at the San Francisco Veteran’s Memorial Building for the San 
Francisco Museum of Art in June of 1950. Notice of the exhibit, entitled 
“Architecture: variations within a concept: exhibition of the work of Fred 
Langhorst, Lois Langhorst, Olaf Dahlstrand,” was published in Architectural 
Record. This is discussed on p. 64 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 



2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR 

2-126 EMC Planning Group Inc. 

j. Dahlstrand’s work was not necessarily noted by his peers. Response: An interview 
with one person on Dahlstrand’s design work and career production is not 
necessarily definitive. Dahlstrand’s record of serving on the City of Carmel-
by-the-Sea Planning Commission (nine years) and City Council (three years) 
is an indication of the level of respect with which he was held among his 
peers and in the community for his advice on design, land use and 
environmental issues. This information is found in the profile of Dahlstrand 
on pp. 52-54 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. No changes to the draft 
EIR are required. 

52. The commenter is commenting on the status of Dahlstrand as a “master.” Response: See 
response to comment #42 and #50 for additional information on the ability of 
architects to be considered masters within a local, state, or national contexts. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required.  

53. The following responses address the report’s discussion of “Notable Commercial 
Buildings: Carmel Plaza, Wells Fargo Bank, and the Mid-Valley/Carmel Valley 
Shopping Center”:  

a. Dahlstrand completed about 20 commercial commissions in his career, out of about 75 
projects that are in his archives at the University of California Berkeley 
Environmental Design Archives. He also spent a significant amount of time in his 
career completing renderings for others. Response: The scope of Dahlstrand’s 
career interests and activities are noted in pp. 52-54 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE and pp. 80-81 of 94. It is clear that he divided his time 
between the various activities he took part in. It is also clear that his shopping 
centers – Carmel Plaza and the Mid-Valley Shopping Center – were both 
substantial projects for a one-person office. For a list of architectural projects 
by Dahlstrand, see pp. 91-92 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE.  No 
changes to the draft EIR are required.  

b. The next nine pages of the commenter’s comments include detailed accounts of three 
of Dahlstrand’s commercial buildings, which focus on architectural design. 
Response: The purpose of this review was not stated. A discussion of the 
architectural design of these three examples of Dahlstrand’s work is less 
relevant to a discussion of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center because that 
center was evaluated in the Painter Preservation HRE as embodying the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, not for 
possessing high artistic values.  
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A comparison of these three projects as examples of a comparable type in the 
context of Dahlstrand’s career is not directly relevant, because they are each 
different. Carmel Plaza is an urban, in-town shopping center. The Wells Fargo 
Bank is a free-standing commercial building. And the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center is a suburban shopping center, which is a different type than an urban 
shopping center. 

The first discussion is on the Carmel Plaza Shopping Center. It first focuses on 
whether or not Dahlstrand designed Carmel Plaza. Both this question and 
Carmel Plaza as an example by which to examine Dahlstrand’s commercial 
work is not relevant to the significance of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, in 
part because Carmel Plaza is lacking in integrity; little of its original 
appearance is apparent today. 

There are many reasons why buildings can be attributed to different 
architects. But the most likely reason here, which is noted in Note 6, p. 54 of 94 
in the Painter Preservation HRE, and is the result of a personal 
communication between Olof Dahlstrand and Pierluigi Serraino is that 
Dahlstrand was acting as Project Manager for the project when he was 
working for SOM in San Francisco, and when he began his own firm and 
moved to Carmel-by-the-Sea, the company handling the project decided to 
give the project to him. Nonetheless it is not a good property for comparison 
purposes today because it no longer retains integrity. It has no bearing on the 
environmental impacts on the Mid-Valley Shopping Center in Carmel Valley. 

The commenter next discusses the Wells Fargo Bank in Carmel-by-the-Sea by 
Dahlstrand, comparing the building to the Frank Lloyd Wright-designed 
Walker house in Carmel and noting similarities in detailing between this 
building and the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. The commenter concludes that 
the building appears eligible for designation, which is also noted on p. 54 of 
94 in the HRE. Response: If the building was listed in the National, state or 
Monterey County registers it would raise Dahlstrand’s stature, but it is not at 
this time according to the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea Community Planning & 
Building Director, Brandon Swanson (phone conversation, March 23, 2022). 

The third project that is discussed here is the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. 
The discussion focuses mainly on a description of the photographs shown. 
The narrative notes that two architectural historians have called out the center 
as eligible for listing in the National Register, documented in the Page & 
Turnbull report and the Painter Preservation HRE. Response: These are 
factual statements; no response is necessary and no changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 
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c. The next section presents background on the Del Monte Shopping Center and its 
design influences, including Dahlstrand’s role in its design; its design features, 
including how its design was characterized in the Pebble Beach Historic Context 
Statement; the design features of contemporaneous projects on the Monterey 
Peninsula; and lastly, the influence of Frank Lloyd Wright on the design of architects 
in the area. Response: This section is presented in the way of a discussion and 
is not necessarily related to the Mid-Valley Shopping Center; no response is 
necessary and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

d. In this section the commenter is commenting on the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center and comparing it to the Del Monte Shopping Center. They are also 
commenting on the method of evaluation chosen for evaluation of the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center. Finally, they are commenting on individual 
buildings in the Mid-Valley Shopping Center and their provenance. The topic 
areas and Responses are noted below. 

i. The commenter notes the similarities between the Del Monte Shopping 
Center and the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. Response: No conclusions 
are drawn here, therefore, no response is necessary. The following 
conclusions are offered here. Olof Dahlstrand and John Carl Warnecke 
both worked on the Del Monte Shopping Center, although John Carl 
Warnecke is the architect of record. The two shopping centers share 
design features and are both suburban shopping centers. Beyond this, 
however, the similarities end. The Del Monte Shopping Center is a 
regional center with 675,000 square feet of shops on a site that is over 
37 acres in size, accessed by a state route. The Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center is a neighborhood center, with 75,000 square feet of shops, on a 
site that is less than 5.5 acres in size, accessed by what used to be a 
country road. Del Monte was designed to have a regional draw and 
additionally attract tourists. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center was 
designed as a neighborhood shopping center. The Del Monte 
Shopping Center is nine times the size of the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center. There is no comparison. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

ii. The commenter notes that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center should not have 
been evaluated as a historic district in the Painter Preservation HRE. The 
commenter states that the buildings are a complex, designed to a master plan, 
and were opened at the same time. They should have been considered as one 
building complex. Response: The buildings were not constructed and 
opened at the same time; Building B opened approximately 13 years 
later than the average date of the rest of the complex. Nonetheless, the 
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outcome of the evaluation in the Painter Preservation HRE would not 
differ if the evaluation was conducted in this manner. Whether 
evaluated as a building complex or a historic district, the shopping 
center is still considered historic. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

iii. The commenter notes that the Safeway, an anchor building for the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center, is a variation on the 1959 Wurster, Bernardi & Emmons-
designed Marina Safeway in San Francisco. Response: This is true. The 
Marina Safeway, with its curved roof, resembles the Safeway at this 
shopping center, which has been modified to take on characteristics 
found in other buildings in the center. The fact that the Safeway was 
modified from a prototypical design for the aesthetic chosen for this 
shopping center does not lessen its contributing status to this shopping 
center. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

iv. The design of the former service station is in doubt; it might be a Standard Oil 
corporate design. Response: Service stations were typically designed as 
prototypes by architects and/or industrial designers (Liebs, “Gas 
Stations,” 104). They might then be modified to suit particular settings 
as they occur in the field. This former service station reflects the 
components of a standard service station. However, it also displays the 
shingle-clad hip roofs, panels with battens, and planters, that are also 
seen on the former bank building at the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. 
The design modifications are evidenced in the circa 1966 rendering for 
the complex. The service station did not open until 1968. It is most 
likely that this service station was modified by Dahlstrand as 
envisioned in the master plan. See pp. 58-59 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE for a discussion of how commercial buildings, 
including service stations, were modified in the 1960s to have a 
‘softer,’ more environmentally friendly appearance, and fit in with 
their surroundings. The fact that the service station may have been 
modified from a prototype does not lessen its contributing status to 
this shopping center. No changes to the draft EIR are required.  

54. The following responses address the report’s discussion of “Significance of Mid 
Valley/Carmel Valley Shopping Center Related to Other Centers”: 

a. The commenter comments that it is common for post-war shopping centers to be 
integrated such that the car and pedestrians have some separation. The commenter 
also quotes the Jones report, which states that there may be better preserved examples 
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post-war shopping centers in California. Response: The significance of the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center is that it was the first one in the Carmel Valley, to our 
knowledge, to create a parking area that was not a strip parking area that 
simply paralleled a strip commercial mall, and that achieved a separation of 
pedestrian and parking areas through the use of covered pedestrian 
walkways and other design devices. See pp. 59-60 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE for a discussion of how commercial landscape design 
evolved during this time frame. Note, however, that the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center is a small center. It is not a destination center and did not, through 
scale alone, receive a great deal of automobile traffic. No changes to the draft 
EIR are required. 

b. The commenter comments that the Del Monte Shopping Center achieves pedestrian 
separation and an integrated landscape design. Response: The Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center and the Del Monte Shopping Center are two very different 
properties, with different design expressions and capacities. See response to 
comment #53(d)(1). No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

c. The Linda Vista Shopping Center in San Diego is another illustration of a shopping 
center that achieves a more progressive integration of buildings and pedestrians. 
Response: This property is in San Diego, whereas the context addressed in this 
project is the Carmel Valley. The Mid-Valley Shopping Center design 
reflected a new model for the Carmel Valley. The context for this evaluation 
and resulting statement of significance is local. No changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 

d. The commenter makes a number of points that support their point of view that the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not a historic resource. Response: All these points, 
have been made elsewhere in the Lamprecht report. All the points –such as 
the definition of a historic district used here – are discussed in the Painter 
Preservation HRE with the appropriate historic contexts to substantiate them. 
The eligibility of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is summarized on pp. 82-86 
of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

55. The commenter repeats comments made above, but with respect to the County of Monterey 
Criteria for designation. In response to Criteria A.5, the commenter makes the comment that 
the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is not the work of a master. The commenter also comments 
on Criteria C.1 and C.2, although no definitive answer is provided. Response: See response 
to comment #42 and comment #50 on the work of a master. See comment #47 for a 
discussion of the Monterey County eligibility criteria. For a list of the character-
defining features of the shopping center, see pp. 85-86 in the Painter Preservation 
HRE. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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56. The commenter makes the comment that the structures and rooflines of the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center will remain as they have been since 1967 as a result of this project. 
Response: The changes to the rooflines of the center, as well as the materials and 
finishes of the shopping center, will be materially altered as a result of the project to 
the degree that the project constitutes a significant adverse effect to a historical 
resource under CEQA. See response to comment #45. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

Exhibit D 
57. The commenter is commenting on the report prepared by Page & Turnbull for the 

Carmel Valley Association on the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. While Painter 
Preservation reviewed the Page & Turnbull report, as well as the other reports 
included in the draft EIR appendices, the draft EIR was not prepared based upon the 
Page & Turnbull report, but on the independent and objective report prepared by 
Painter Preservation. Therefore, these comments are not on the draft EIR and no 
response is necessary. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

Exhibit E 
58. The commenter makes the comment that they do not believe that the Mid-Valley 

Shopping Center is eligible for listing in the National, California, or Monterey County 
registers. They also make the comment that the HRE prepared by Painter 
Preservation for the draft EIR on the Mid-Valley Shopping Center appears to rely on 
the information presented in the November 18, 2019 Phase One Historic Assessment 
for the property by Page & Turnbull. 

The Historic Resource Report (HRE) and Phase I Assessment written by Painter 
Preservation for the draft EIR and dated December 21, 2020 includes original research 
conducted by Painter Preservation. If it bears some resemblance to the work 
undertaken by Page & Turnbull it is because many of the same principal sources for 
the report, both primary and secondary, were utilized. One of the most important 
resources informing both reports was the Olof Dahlstrand archives at the University 
of California Berkeley, Environmental Design Archives, which include 78 project 
files, as well as personal and office correspondence and the like. It also includes the 
presentation drawings for the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. Additionally, Painter 
Preservation was able to find additional resources on Dahlstrand, in particular his 
appearance in publications. Painter Preservation interviewed several people with 
knowledge of the significance of his work and that of his colleague, John C. 
Warnecke, for whom he worked on occasion. Many of these sources are summarized 
on p. 3 of 4 in the cover letter for the Painter Preservation HRE and discussed in more 
detail on pp. 60-64 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. Often, if architectural 
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historians have the same training and skills, can access the same research materials, 
are looking at the same features as they exist on the ground, and hold the same 
values, their conclusions will be similar. In the case of the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center, a knowledge of modern architecture and retail development practices is 
critical. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

59. The letter to Brandon Swanson, Interim RMA Chief of Planning for the Monterey 
Resource Management Agency, dated January 3, 2020, was not available to EMC 
Planning Group and Painter Preservation during preparation of the draft EIR.  

See also response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

60. The commenter here notes that the Letter of Memorandum by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht 
(“Lamprecht report”), which had many useful comments about the historical 
significance of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, was not included in the draft EIR. 
The Lamprecht report was not available to EMC Planning Group and Painter 
Preservation during preparation of the draft EIR.  

Note that it is likely that the reason why Pebble Beach Historic Context Statement 
does not include any mention of Olof Dahlstrand is because he did not have projects 
there nor did he live there. He is included in both historic context statements 
prepared for Carmel-by-the-Sea and immediate environs. No changes to the draft EIR 
are required. 

61. See response to comments # 59 and 60 above. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

62. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

63. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

64. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

65. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

66. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

67. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

68. The commenter is recapping an evaluation prepared by Dr. Barbara Lamprecht 
(Lamprecht report) on the Mid-Valley Shopping Center for the project proponent. 
These comments appear briefly in comments 69-73. For detailed comments on the 
points raised here, see the responses to comments #46-55.  No changes to the draft 
EIR are required. 
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69. The commenter is stating that Olof Dahstrand was a skilled renderer and did not 
produce as many architectural projects as someone who did not also do renderings 
might. Response: This is not relevant to the architectural significance of the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center and no further response is required. No changes to the draft 
EIR are required.  

Note that Dahlstrand had a 44-year career in architecture, including employment 
with two firms in San Francisco, Langhorst and Langhorst Associates and SOM, both 
of whom were known for their modernist views and practice at this time. During the 
eight years he worked for SOM, he continued his own practice on the side in 
residential design. He had his own firm in Carmel from 1958 to 1984, a total of 26 
years. For additional discussion of Dahlstrand’s career, see pp. 52-54 of 94 in the 
Painter Preservation HRE. For a total list of projects undertaken by Dahlstrand in his 
career see pp. 91-92 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE, which appears in 
Appendix A. This list of approximately 50 projects includes projects of all types, 
including commercial, institutional and residential design. 

70. The commenter is commenting on the Lamprecht report and its expansion of the 
discussion of Carmel Plaza by Page & Turnbull. The Carmel Plaza shopping center 
no longer retains integrity and is therefore not a good representation of Dahlstrand’s 
work, so the purpose of this discussion is not clear. Further, the discussion of who 
designed the initial stages of the center is not relevant, as Dahlstrand, who was 
previously the project manager for the project while at SOM, became the architect of 
record circa 1958. The fact that he ‘took the project with him’ when he left SOM and 
began his own firm in Carmel is documented in Note 17, p. 54 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. More detailed responses to the Lamprecht report are contained in 
response to comments #46-55. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

71. The commenter is commenting on the Lamprecht report, which compares and 
contrasts the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, which is 75,000 square feet in size, with 
the Del Monte Shopping Center, which is 675,000 feet in size. It notes that the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center is “derivative” of the Del Monte Center in design. Note that 
“derivative” is not a value in historic preservation, unless it supports the concept that 
one shopping center was just like another within the same service area, negating the 
importance of either in historic preservation terms. This is not the case here though.  
A neighborhood shopping center such as the Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not 
compare to a regional shopping center such as the Del Monte Shopping Center, 
except – in this case - in its use of materials. See response to comment 53(d)(1). No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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72. The commenter recaps the Lamprecht report, noting that Lamprecht states that the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center was evaluated in the Painter Preservation HRE as a 
historic district, whereas that is not the appropriate approach for evaluating this 
resource. Note that utilizing another evaluation method would not change the results 
of the Painter Preservation HRE for the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. No changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 

73. The commenter is commenting on the Lamprecht report, which asserts that the Mid-
Valley Shopping Center is not a ‘Modern’ development but ‘takes its cues’ from other 
local and prevalent styles. Response: The Mid-Valley Shopping Center is modern in 
the sense that it is a post-war, suburban shopping center that displays elements of 
Regional Modernism, among other influences. For further discussion of these and 
related conclusions, see response to comment #83. 

The commenter also notes, based on the Lamprecht report, that the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center does not “represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction.” This remark is intended as a critique of 
the methodology undertaken in the Painter Preservation HRE to evaluate the 
property as a historic district. Response: Note that the correct definition of a historic 
district is one which “ . . . possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity 
of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or 
physical development” (NPS Bulletin 15, p. 5). The definition offered by Lamprecht 
and noted again here is the definition of what may make a historic district significant 
under Criterion C of the National Register. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

74. The commenter reiterates that they believe that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is 
not eligible for listing in the National, California, or Monterey County registers, and 
that Dr. Lamprecht agrees with them. No response is necessary and no changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 

75. See response to comment #74 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

Exhibit F 
76. The commentor recaps the career of Olof Dahlstrand, who is profiled in additional 

detail in pp. 52-54 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE with discussions on the 
influences on his work. Examples of his work, including built work, unbuilt work, 
and renderings, are found in pp. 65-79 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. His 
career is additionally summarized on pp. 80-81 of 94 and a list of his works is found 
on pp. 91-92 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. One error noted in this comment 
is that the commentor says that Dahlstrand worked briefly in Wisconsin before 
moving to the West Coast. Dahlstrand actually worked for eight years for the 
prominent firm of Herbst and Kuenzli in Milwaukee. See response to comment #50. 
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The author’s comment that Dahlstrand’s work is not comparable to Frank Lloyd 
Wright’s Usonian designs is noted. This argument was not made in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. See response to comments #55-57 for additional detail on the 
influence of Frank Lloyd Wright on Olof Dahlstrand and the architects of the day. No 
changes to the draft EIR are required. 

77. The commenter is referring to the report prepared by Page & Turnbull for the Carmel 
Valley Association. The commenter’s disagreement with the stated significance of 
Dahlstrand’s work is noted; however, no response is necessary and no changes to the 
draft EIR are required. 

78. This discussion focuses on two partial excerpts of the definition of the work of a 
master from NPS Bulletin 15. One is the ‘generally recognized greatness’ argument, 
which appears in NPS Bulletin 15, p. 20. This appears to have been taken to mean 
‘greatness’ at a national level in discussions by Dr. Anthony Kirk, Dr. Laura Jones, 
and Dr. Barbara Lamprecht in the reports and letters submitted by the applicant. See 
responses to comment #42 and comment #50 for more discussion on the work of a 
master. 

The argument that not all works by a master are eligible is also made in NPS Bulletin 
15, p. 20. Commenters have also utilized this argument, which is not applicable 
because if the commenters do not believe that Dahlstrand is a master, the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center cannot also be considered a lesser example within his oeuvre (body 
of work). The design of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center was a new type to 
Dahlstrand and a new type in the Carmel Valley, representing as it did the first 
comprehensively designed, modern suburban shopping center in Carmel Valley. 
Earlier centers were essentially commercial strips. Undertaking this commission 
allowed Dahlstrand to display his sensitivity to this semi-rural (at that time) setting, 
in contrast to the urban setting of the Carmel Plaza shopping center. For additional 
discussion of Dahlstrand’s approach to setting, see pp. 48-49 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. For additional discussion of shopping centers in Carmel Valley, 
see pp. 47-50 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. No changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

79. See response to comment #57 above. No changes to the draft EIR are required. For 
additional discussion of coverage of Dahlstrand’s work, see pp. 60-64 of 94 in the 
Painter Preservation HRE. (Note that Dahlstrand retired as an architect in 1984, not 
1993). 

80. Note that the quote from Pierluigi Serraino contained a typographical error, which he 
has since corrected. His corrected version states, “Only architects who are principled 
[in the area of modern design] gave us worthy structures. And Olof was 
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unquestionably one of them. That I am certain of beyond reasonable doubt.” 
(Personal communication with Pierluigi Serraino, March 21, 2022). The book 
NorCalMod actually touches on a variety of topics and profiles numerous architects 
and designers. For additional discussion of Serraino’s interviews with Dahlstrand 
and his family see pp. 3 of 4, 4 of 4; 53, 54, 57, 61, 62 and 80-81 of 94 in the Painter 
Preservation HRE. In terms of styles, different architectural historian use different 
terms for the same style or same influences. In fact, influences here may more 
appropriately be from the Second Bay Tradition (Gebhard, et al., 1976), not Bay Area 
Tradition, as noted in this letter. For a list of buildings by Dahlstrand see pp. 91-92 of 
94 in the Painter Preservation HRE, contained in Appendix A, which lists about 50 
projects. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

81. This comment summarizes much of the information presented by Dr. Barbara 
Lamprecht in her evaluation of April 2021. For a more detailed response to this letter, 
see response to comments #46-55. (Note that Dahlstrand’s work was published twice 
in Architectural Record, in contrast to what is stated here, in September 1950 and 
June 1962). The last sentence refers to the Page & Turnbull report on the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center, prepared for the Carmel Valley Association. The commenter’s 
comments on the contents of the report are noted; however, no response is necessary 
and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

82. This comment offers two observations. One is a partial excerpt on the definition of a 
master, as outlined in NPS Bulletin 15. The other comment is that the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center was considered significant for its design, as noted in both the Page 
& Turnbull and Painter Preservation reports. Since these are factual observations, no 
further response is necessary and no changes to the draft EIR are required. 

83. This comment offers a definition of the Organic style, as found in Cyril M. Harris’s 
Dictionary of Architecture and Construction and discusses it in the context of the 
work of Frank Lloyd Wright. The commenter notes that there are aspects of the 
Organic style in the shopping center. Note that different architectural historians have 
different terms for different styles and building types. Further, several influences are 
noted in the Painter Preservation HRE on the design of the shopping center, 
including the Second Bay Tradition, Regional Modernism as interpreted in the 
Carmel area and Carmel Valley, and aspects of the Rustic style, as seen in the design 
of the shopping center. The reason that the Organic style was emphasized in the HRE 
is because that terminology is used in the historic context statements for Carmel-by-
the-Sea and vicinity and the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is specifically mentioned as 
representative of the style as interpreted here. 
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For a discussion of Organic architecture within the context of the Painter Preservation 
HRE and the influence of Frank Lloyd Wright seen in Dahlstrand’s work, see pp. 55-
57 and p. 83 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE. 

The commenter also notes that the design of the former service station at the corner of 
Carmel Valley Road and Dorris Drive is “entirely conventional in appearance.” The 
former gas station is not entirely conventional in appearance, although the photo that 
is included in the letter makes it appear that way. Gas stations are typically designed 
by architects and/or industrial designers as prototypes. They can often be sited and 
modified to suit a particular setting. The elements that are not conventional, and can 
be seen in Dahlstrand’s rendering for the gas station in the master plan, is the roof 
form (a cross hip roof), the roof cladding (wood shake), the paneled building 
cladding, which is similar to the finishes seen on the former bank building and 
compatible with the complex as a whole, and the planters on both sides of the 
building. See p. 43 of 94 in the Painter Preservation HRE for Dahlstrand’s rendering 
for the design of the gas station as envisioned circa 1966 and pp. 41-42 of 94 for 
additional photos of the gas station. See pp. 58-59 of 94 in the Painter Preservation 
HRE for a discussion of how the environmental movement affected commercial 
design in this era. See comment #53(d)(4) for a discussion of the design of gas stations 
in this era. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

84. Different architectural historians define styles and types in different ways. 
Additionally, different terms can be used in different geographic areas. The Mid-
Valley Shopping Center embodies aspects of the Organic style, in its use of natural 
materials and incorporation of large, hovering roof forms that echo the surrounding 
hills. Other elements are present as well, like aspects of the Second Bay Tradition and 
Regional Modernism, which can be seen in its treatment of local influences in 
building materials (such as the shingle roof) and forms, which this complex displays. 
The reason that the Organic style is drawn from here is because Carmel has two 
contexts that call the style out as being an important influence. It is a term used in the 
Carmel and Carmel Valley area. (Note that the commenter here uses residential 
examples to illustrate their point, which is inappropriate when discussing 
commercial architecture). 

No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

85. This comment refers to a comment in the Page & Turnbull report that states that the 
Mid-Valley Shopping Center “was built in a modern style influenced by the work of 
Frank Lloyd Wright.” The commenter responded that Frank Lloyd Wright designed 
only one shopping center, which is the Beverly Hills shopping center illustrated in 
this comment letter. The commenter notes that this historic example is noteworthy 
and that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not resemble this example. The fact 
that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center does not resemble this example and the 
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commenter’s disagreement that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center was developed in a 
style reminiscent of the work of Frank Lloyd Wright is not relevant to the significance 
of the subject shopping center. No further response is necessary and no changes to 
the draft EIR are required. 

86. In this comment the commenter makes the point that Olof Dahlstrand is not a master 
architect. They also make the comment that the Page & Turnbull report does consider 
Dahlstrand a master architect. The commenter’s disagreement with this statement is 
noted; however, no response is necessary and no changes to the draft EIR are 
required. 

Exhibit G 
87. The commenter is commenting on the report prepared by Page & Turnbull for the 

Carmel Valley Association. The commenter notes a lack of conclusive evidence that 
the work of Olof Dahlstrand is that of a master. See response to comment #57 above. 
No changes to the draft EIR are required. 

88. The commenter is commenting on the two reports prepared by Page & Turnbull for 
the Carmel Valley Association. The commenter notes that neither report refers to Olof 
Dahlstrand as a “master architect.” See response to comment #57 above. No changes 
to the draft EIR are required. 

89. The commentor states that five different historians have reviewed the work of Olof Dahlstrand 
and not found it to be the work of a master. The commenter notes that the Painter 
Preservation report concludes that Dahlstrand’s work is that of a master. Response: For 
further background on the work of Dahlstrand see the Painter Preservation HRE. For 
further discussion of the methodology that informed the conclusion that Dahlstrand’s 
work was that of a local master, see response to comments #42 and #50. No changes 
to the draft EIR are required. 

90. See above response to comment #89. No changes to the draft EIR are required. 
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3.0 
Changes to the Draft EIR  

3.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS  
CEQA Guidelines section 15132 requires that a final EIR contain either the draft EIR or a 
revision of the draft EIR. This final EIR incorporates the draft EIR by reference and includes 
the revisions to the draft EIR, as presented on the following pages. 

This section contains text from the draft EIR with changes indicated. Additions to the text are 
shown with underlined text (underline) and deletions are shown with strikethrough text 
(strikethrough). Explanatory notes in italic text (italic) precede each revision. The following 
changes are made: 

3.2 CHANGES TO ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
(SECTION 3.0) 

In response to a comment regarding the project setting and changes over time at the Mid-Valley Shopping Center, 
the following discussion has been added to Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, under Section 3.1, Project Site and 
Vicinity Setting, which address changes over time at the shopping center. 

Past Exterior Alterations to the Mid-Valley Shopping Center 
According to the November 2019 Page & Turnbull historic resource evaluation, building and 
planning permit records on file with the County of Monterey for the years 1987-2016 suggest 
that alterations from that time onward consisted primarily of interior tenant improvements 
to different stores (Page & Turnbull 2019, DPR Form p. 29-30). However, several exterior 
alterations have occurred over time since at least 1987 as reflected in the list below: 

 On-site sign (April 1987); 

 Commercial building addition (August 1993); 

 New store fronts (October 1994); 

 Various site improvements – trellis, enhanced entryway, enclosures (March 1997); 

 Non-illuminated enlargement extension of an existing Safeway sign (May 1997); 
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 Construction of a six-foot-tall tan color wood fence to enclose garbage containers 
(February 1999); 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (October 2002); 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (October 2003); 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (September 2004); 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (July 2006); 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (July 2007); and 

 Reroof – portion of shopping center (November 2009). 

Though not specified in permits or drawings, several additional minor alterations are 
evident in comparison of the complex with historic photos. These include: 

 Addition of an ornamental truss and renovation of business entrance within the 
open cross gable at the northwest façade of Building C. 

 Conversion of drive-through teller window at northeast façade of Building D to 
double-leaf glazed door. 

 Painting of large, fixed rectangular windows at east side of southwest façade of 
Building D; 

 Removal of gas pumps at automotive service station; 

 Installation of wood panels partially obscuring windows at northwest façade of 
Building E; 

 Painting in incompatible color (white) of concrete and aggregate piers and rafters at 
Building C and the covered walkway between Building A and Building C; and 

 Removal of a section of roofing from a portion of the southeast façade of 
Building A. 

In response to a comment on the policy consistency analysis contained in Table 3-1, Historical Resources Policy 
Consistency Review (Monterey County 2010 General Plan, Monterey County Historic Preservation Ordinance, 
and Carmel Valley Master Plan), the following clarifying language has been added at the end of the paragraph 
included on page 3-9 of the draft EIR. 
If the evaluation in the draft EIR determined the Mid-Valley Shopping was not a historical 
resource, then the project would have been consistent with most, if not all, of the policies 
listed in Table 3-1. 
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3.3 CHANGES TO PROJECT DESCRIPTION (SECTION 4.0) 
To address a comment regarding the full purpose of the Design Control Zoning District, the following detailed 
purpose statement taken from Chapter 21.44.010 of the County Code has been added to the “Applications” 
discussion under Section 4.2, Project Characteristics found on page and replaces the previous abbreviated purpose 
statement. 
In accordance with County Code Section 21.44, the proposed project is subject to the 
County’s Design Approval process. Design Approval is the review and approval of the 
exterior appearance, location, size, materials and colors of proposed structures, additions, 
modification and fences located in an “Design Control” overlay. The Design Control overlay 
are those areas of the County which include "D" (design control) "S" (Site Plan Review) or 
"VS" (Visual Sensitivity) in their zoning as well as all parcels in the Carmel Area Land Use 
Plan. The purpose of Design Approval is to protect the public viewshed, neighborhood 
characters, and the visual integrity of development with Design Control Districts. According 
to Chapter 21.44.010 of the County Code, the purpose of the Design Control District is to 
provide a district for the regulation of the location, size, configuration, materials, and colors 
of structures and fences, except agricultural fences, in those areas of the County of Monterey 
where the design review of structures is appropriate to assure protection of the public 
viewshed, neighborhood character, and to assure the visual integrity of certain 
developments without imposing undue restrictions on private property. 

3.4 CHANGES TO HISTORICAL RESOURCES  
(SECTION 5.0) 

In response to a comment regarding determining the significance of impacts to historical resources, the full CEQA 
Guidelines language for Section 15064.5 has been added to the draft EIR Section 5.0, Historical Resources, 
under the CEQA discussion under “Regulatory Setting.” The draft EIR included only an abbreviated summary 
of the CEQA Guidelines language for Section 15064.5. 
According to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, for the purposes of CEQA, historic resources are: 

 A resource listed in, or formally determined eligible by the State Historical 
Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources 
(PRC §5024.1, 14 CCR, §4850 et seq); 

 A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in 
§5020.1(k) of the PRC or identified as significance in a historic resources survey 
meeting the requirements of §5024.1(g) of the PRC; and 

 Any building, structure, object, site, or district that the lead agency determines 
eligible for national, state, or local landmark listing; generally, a resource shall be 
considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” (and therefore a 
historic resource under CEQA) if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the 
California Register of Historical Resources (as defined in PRC §5024.1, 14 CCR, 
§4852).  
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California Environmental Quality Act (§ 15064.5. Determining the Significance of 
Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources) 

a. For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the 
following: 

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical 
Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in 
section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an 
historical resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the 
Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally 
significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless 
the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or 
culturally significant. 

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a 
lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the 
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an 
historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is supported by 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be 
considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource 
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources 
(Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following: 

(a) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

(b) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

(c) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative 
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

(d) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

4. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register 
of historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources 
Code), or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in 
section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency 
from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in 
Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 
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b. A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on 
the environment. 

1. Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource 
would be materially impaired. 

2. The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

(a) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 
the California Register of Historical Resources; 

(b) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical 
resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its 
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of 
section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of 
evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(c) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of 
Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of 
CEQA. 

3. Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as 
mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource. 

4. A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant 
adverse changes in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency 
shall ensure that any adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse 
changes are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures. 

5. When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in 
Public Resources Code Section 5024, and the lead agency is a state agency, the 
lead agency shall consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as 
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provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. Consultation should be 
coordinated in a timely fashion with the preparation of environmental 
documents. 

c. CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites. 

1. When a project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first 
determine whether the site is an historical resource, as defined in subdivision 
(a). 

2. If a lead agency determines that the archaeological site is an historical resource, 
it shall refer to the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, 
and this section, Section 15126.4 of the Guidelines, and the limits contained in 
Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code do not apply. 

3. If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in subdivision (a), 
but does meet the definition of a unique archeological resource in Section 
21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, the site shall be treated in accordance 
with the provisions of section 21083.2. The time and cost limitations described 
in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (c-f) do not apply to surveys and site 
evaluation activities intended to determine whether the project location 
contains unique archaeological resources. 

4. If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor an historical 
resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource 
and the effect on it are noted in the Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to 
address impacts on other resources, but they need not be considered further in 
the CEQA process. 

d. When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of 
Native American human remains within the project, a lead agency shall work with 
the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage 
Commission as provided in Public Resources Code section 5097.98. The applicant 
may develop an agreement for treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, 
the human remains and any items associated with Native American burials with the 
appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage 
Commission.” Action implementing such an agreement is exempt from: 

1. The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human 
remains from any location other than a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5). 

2. The requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act. 
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e. In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery, the following steps should be taken: 

1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

(a) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be 
contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is 
required, and 

(b) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission 
within 24 hours. 

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person 
or persons it believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased 
Native American. 

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the 
landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of 
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and 
any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code section 
5097.98, or 

2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized 
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated 
grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject 
to further subsurface disturbance. 

(a) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most 
likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a 
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission. 

(b) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

(c) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the 
recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by the Native 
American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the 
landowner. 

f. As part of the objectives, criteria, and procedures required by Section 21082 of the 
Public Resources Code, a lead agency should make provisions for historical or 
unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered during construction. These 
provisions should include an immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified 
archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique archaeological 
resource, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow for 
implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation should be 
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available. Work could continue on other parts of the building site while historical or 
unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place. 

In response to the applicant’s comment regarding alternative mitigation suggestions, such as an onsite photo history 
of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center and architect Olof Dahlstrand, Mitigation Measure 5-1 has been added to the 
draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measure 

5-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall install an onsite photo 
display highlighting the history of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center and the work 
of architect, Olof Dahlstrand. The display shall feature a photo history of the 
shopping center and other works of Olof Dahlstrand to be placed on an exterior 
wall of the shopping center or in the form of a standalone display sign. The 
display shall be subject to the review and approval by County staff, with 
recommendations and input on the content and design of the display to be 
provided by the County’s Historic Resources Review Board. 

In response to a comment addressing the potential economic and financial impacts if the Mid-Valley Shopping 
Center were to be deemed a historically significant, the following discussion has been added to Section 5.0, 
Historical Resources. 

3.5 ECONOMIC EFFECTS 
The CEQA Guidelines state that social and economic effects shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment (Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines). However, an EIR may 
“trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated 
economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by 
the economic or social changes” (Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines). CEQA does not 
require an agency to evaluate the economic impacts of denying a project. 

However, the County does acknowledge that a determination by the Planning Commission 
and/or the Board of Supervisors that the Mid-Valley Shopping Center is historically 
significant would result in the shopping center being treated as an historical resource 
pursuant to CEQA and therefore the County’s historic preservation policies and practices 
will be considered when reviewing the currently proposed alterations, and well as changes 
that may be proposed in the future. Such a determination could potentially have some 
economic impacts for the property owner as alterations to the shopping center must conform 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. If 
project or future alterations would impact the historic significance of the shopping center, it 
would represent a significant effect on the environment. 
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Should the applicant choose to pursue it, the Monterey County Code has a procedure for a 
substantial "financial hardship determination" (18.25.175 of the Monterey County Code). The 
Historic Resources Review Board may consider the request for financial hardship if 
requested by the applicant. 

Despite a determination of historic significance potentially adding to the cost of designing 
alterations at the Mid-Valley Shopping Center and the time needed to permit those 
alterations, the shopping center would continue to function in its current capacity. Upgrades 
and rehabilitation of the shopping center would not be precluded and there are not 
anticipated physical impacts that can be traced to the economic effects of the historic 
determination. 

3.6 CHANGES TO ALTERNATIVES (SECTION 10.0) 
In response to the applicant’s comment regarding Alternative 1: No Project (Return to Baseline Conditions), the 
following sentence has been removed from the draft EIR’s discussion of Alternative 1’s attainment of project 
objectives. 

Alternative’s Attainment of Project Objectives 
While this alternative would not change the shopping center’s ability to continue to operate 
as it currently does, this alternative would not permit the applicant to revitalize or 
modernize the shopping center as stated in the applicant’s objectives. However, returning 
the shopping center to its baseline conditions would still allow for attracting new businesses, 
providing a local job base, and providing a range of businesses to local in one central 
location. Therefore, the “no project” alternative, while still meeting some of the applicant’s 
objectives, does not meet all objectives particularly those that would require design and 
visual modifications to the shopping center, as well as allowing for individual diversity and 
identification of businesses, that may attract a greater diversity of businesses and 
visitors/customers. 
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4.0 
Revised Summary 

Where changes to the draft EIR text described in Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR also 
require changes to the Summary, those changes are identified below. Additions to the text 
are shown with underlined text (underline) and deletions are shown with strikethrough text 
(strikethrough). Note that a number of additions shown in the revised summary table are 
completion of mitigation measure text that was presented in the draft EIR, but truncated in 
the summary table - the full text of all mitigation measures is included in the revised 
summary table. 

4.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15123 requires an EIR to contain a brief summary of the proposed 
project and its consequences. This summary identifies each significant effect and the 
proposed mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce or avoid that effect; areas of 
controversy known to the lead agency; and issues to be resolved, including the choice among 
alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.  

This summary also includes a brief summary of the project description. Detailed project 
description information, including figures illustrating the project location and components, is 
included in Section 3.0 Project Description.  

4.2 PROPOSED PROJECT SUMMARY 
Monterey County Housing and Community Development - Planning Services (County) 
received an application for Design Approval (PLN190140) in May 2019 for proposed exterior 
alterations to existing buildings at the Mid-Valley Shopping Center. In accordance with 
County Code Section 21.44, the proposed exterior alterations are subject to the County’s 
Design Approval process. Design Approval is the review and approval of the exterior 
appearance, location, size, materials and colors of proposed structures, additions, 
modification and fences located in an “Design Control” overlay. The Design Control overlay 
are those areas of the County which include "D" (design control) "S" (Site Plan Review) or 
"VS" (Visual Sensitivity) in their zoning as well as all parcels in the Carmel Area Land Use 
Plan. The purpose of Design Approval is to protect the public viewshed, neighborhood 
characters, and the visual integrity of development with Design Control Districts. According 
to Chapter 21.44.010 of the County Code, the purpose of the Design Control District is to 
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provide a district for the regulation of the location, size, configuration, materials, and colors 
of structures and fences, except agricultural fences, in those areas of the County of Monterey 
where the design review of structures is appropriate to assure protection of the public 
viewshed, neighborhood character, and to assure the visual integrity of certain 
developments without imposing undue restrictions on private property. 

The proposed exterior alterations include painting the building exteriors including window 
trim and roof facias; wrapping select aggregate concrete columns in a hardy board material 
that mimics rough-sawn siding; removal of the covered walkway connecting Building A and 
Building C; and alterations to eight roof areas on several of the buildings to provide better 
visibility of the tenant spaces. The major components of the roof structure would remain in 
these areas with the facia and major roof joists being visible. The roof areas at six corners 
would be removed exposing the facia and joists and substituting a bronzed aluminum 
decorative panel. The panels would be attached to the remaining joists and facia. New 
exterior paint colors, new wood vertical siding at walls and select columns and new metal 
roofing at the entry gable on Building C. The proposed colors include earth-inspired soft 
light to medium colors, including tans, sage-like greens, and blues. Select roof elements 
would be upgraded to include a standing-seam steel material in a non-reflective silver tone. 
The project also includes replacement of the portions of the existing landscaping with 
drought-tolerant landscaping. 

4.3 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

The proposed project would result in some significant or potentially significant impacts. 
Each of the significant impacts is identified in Table 4-1, Revised Summary of Significant 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, located on the following pages. The table lists each 
significant impact by topic area, mitigation measures to avoid or substantially minimize each 
impact, and the level of significance of each impact after implementation of the mitigation 
measures. Less-than-significant impacts are not included in the summary table. 

4.4 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 
This EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the following alternatives to the proposed 
project. 

1. Alternative 1, No Project (Return to Baseline Conditions). The “no project” alternative 
assumes that the proposed project would not occur and that the white paint and 
Hardie Board (hardiplank) that was added without a permit would be removed. 
This would return the shopping center to its “baseline” condition prior to the 
unpermitted alterations that occurred in 2019. All proposed exterior alterations to 
the shopping center would not occur under the no project alternative. 
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Table 4-1 Revised Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Significance Impact Significance Level without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure(s) Significance Level after 
Mitigation 

Unique Archaeological Resources 

Impact 6-1. Potential for impacts 
related to the inadvertent discovery of 
archaeological resources during 
project related ground disturbance and 
vegetation removal activities due to the 
sensitive archaeological project setting 

Significant Mitigation Measure 6-1. Prior to commencement of site 
disturbance, the applicant shall verify that all 
contractors/employees involved in ground disturbing and 
vegetation removal activities have received training from a 
qualified archaeologist. The training shall address the 
following issues: 
a. Review the types of archaeological artifacts and 

resources that may be uncovered; 
b. Provide examples of common archaeological artifacts 

and resources to examine; 
c. Review what makes an archaeological resource 

significant to archaeologists, and local Native 
Americans; 

d. Describe procedures for notifying involved or interested 
parties in case of a new discovery; 

e. Describe reporting requirements and responsibilities of 
construction personnel; 

f. Review procedures that shall be used to record, 
evaluate, and mitigate new discoveries; and, 

g. Describe procedures that would be followed in the case 
of discovery of disturbed as well as intact human burials 
and burial-associated artifacts. 

Mitigation Measure 6-2. Prior to commencement of any 
site disturbance, the applicant shall submit to the County of 
Monterey Housing and Community Development – 
Planning Services a signed letter by a qualified 
archaeologist reporting the date of training and a list of 
names and signatures of those in attendance. 

Less than Significant 
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Significance Impact Significance Level without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure(s) Significance Level after 
Mitigation 

Historical Resources 

Impact 5-1. The project would 
“materially alter” the historical 
significance of the Mid-Valley 
Shopping Center, resulting in a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource. 

Significant and Unavoidable No mitigation measure identified.  
Mitigation Measure 
5-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
applicant shall install an onsite photo display highlighting 
the history of the Mid-Valley Shopping Center and the work 
of architect, Olof Dahlstrand. The display shall feature a 
photo history of the shopping center and other works of 
Olof Dahlstrand to be placed on an exterior wall of the 
shopping center or in the form of a standalone display sign. 
The display shall be subject to the review and approval by 
County staff, with recommendations and input on the 
content and design of the display to be provided by the 
County’s Historic Resources Review Board. 
 
See also Section 10.0, Alternatives, for discussion on 
Alternative 2: Design Modifications to Proposed Exterior 
Alterations in Compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards. Adoption of Alternative 2 by Monterey 
County Planning Commission, or Board of Supervisors on 
appeal, would reduce project impacts associated with 
historical resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Significant and Unavoidable 

SOURCE: EMC Planning Group 2022 
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2. Alternative 2, Design Modifications to Proposed Exterior Alterations in Compliance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Under this alternative, certain 
proposed exterior alterations to the Mid-Valley Shopping Center would be modified 
to ensure consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

Additionally, this EIR evaluated two other alternatives that were rejected for further 
consideration: 

1. Alternative Location. An alternative location for the proposed improvements at the 
shopping center are specific to the existing shopping center location, and therefore, 
the proposed changes at the shopping center would not be applicable at any other 
location. Additionally, an alternative project location (i.e., an alternative location for 
construction of a new shopping center) is not a feasible alternative as there are no 
readily available alternate locations in Carmel Valley for a new shopping center to 
be constructed. Therefore, the alternate project location was rejected for evaluation. 

2. Affordable Housing Project. The County general plan designation for the project site 
(“Visitor Accommodations/Professional Offices”) includes an Affordable Housing 
Overlay (AHO) which would allow an affordable housing development. The project 
site is approximately 6 acres and could accommodate between 36 and 180 affordable 
housing units. Consideration of an affordable housing project on the site as a project 
alternative was not considered as such an alternative would not meet any of the 
project objectives and would likely result in greater environmental effects including 
demolition of a potentially significant historical resource). 

If the Monterey County Planning Commission, or Board of Supervisors on appeal, finds that 
the property is not eligible for listing on the local, state, or national historic registers, then the 
County’s decision would reflect a review and approval/denial of the proposed project 
without an impact on a historical resource. 

4.5 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 
CEQA Guidelines section 15123, Summary, requires a discussion of areas of controversy 
known to the lead agency including issues raised by agencies and the public. The County is 
aware of public concern about how the proposed exterior alterations to the shopping center 
may impact its eligibility as a historical resource as well as concerns from neighbors about 
landscaping changes that have exposed neighboring residences behind the shopping center 
to loading/unloading areas and dumpsters used by businesses. A comment letter in response 
to the notice of preparation were received by the Native American Heritage Commission, 
included in Appendix A. The commission identified the need for the County to comply with 
the noticing and consultation requirements of AB 52 and SB 18. The County’s actions to 
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comply with AB 52 is described in Section 6.0, Other Environmental Effects (under “Cultural 
Resources” and “Tribal Cultural Resources”). SB 18 only applies to general plan amendments 
and therefore, is not relevant to the proposed project. 

4.6 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15123 requires an EIR to discuss issues to be resolved, including 
the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects. The 
shopping center’s status as a historical resource is an issue to be resolved and is the subject of 
this EIR. In light of the differing conclusions of historic resource evaluations submitted by 
the applicant and those opposed to the project, the County has chosen to prepare an 
objective historic resource evaluation, which serves as the primary basis in this EIR for 
determining whether the shopping center is a historical resource under CEQA and to 
evaluate the proposed project’s significant environmental effects. However, the final 
determination of historical significance of the shopping center lies with the Monterey County 
Planning Commission, or Board of Supervisors on appeal. In conjunction with that 
determination, the Planning Commission, or Board of Supervisors on appeal, will be 
required to consider the analysis in this EIR, and make a decision whether to approve the 
proposed project, or one of the alternatives. 
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5.0 
Comments and Responses Sources 

This section provides the document, personal communications and web sources referenced 
in the final EIR, Section 2.0, Comments and Responses. 

Brown, Mary, Preservation Planner, City and County of San Francisco. June 12, 2011.  
San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970. Available online: 
http://sfplanninggis.org/docs/Historical_Context_Statements/Modern%20 
Architecture%20Context%20adopted%20Jan%202011.pdf 

Jones, Shirmaine, AIA Monterey Bay. Telephone conversation with Diana Painter, Ph.D., 
Painter Preservation, 23 March 2022. 

Michelson, Alan, Head of Built Environments Library, College of Built Environments, 
University of Washington. Email message to Diana Painter, Ph.D., Painter 
Preservation, 7 March 2022. 

USModernist website. Accessed March 23, 2022. https://usmodernist.org/masters.html.  

Serraino, Pierluigi, architectural historian. Email message to Diana Painter, Ph.D., Painter 
Preservation, 21 March 2022. 

Swanson, Brandon, Community Planning & Building Director, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea. 
Telephone conversation with Diana Painter, Ph.D., Painter Preservation,  
23 March 2022. 

 

  

http://sfplanninggis.org/docs/Historical_Context_Statements/Modern%20%0bArchitecture%20Context%20adopted%20Jan%202011.pdf
http://sfplanninggis.org/docs/Historical_Context_Statements/Modern%20%0bArchitecture%20Context%20adopted%20Jan%202011.pdf
https://usmodernist.org/masters.html
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