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RECEIVED

APR 2 1 2005
DEL MONTE FOREST PLAN: FOREST PRESERVATION CALIFO
AND DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS COASTAL COE’M&S |0N
CENTRAL COAST AREA

THE PEOPLE OF THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. TITLE

This measure shall be known as the “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest Preservation and
Development Limitations.” .

Section 2. = FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
The people of the County of Monterey hereby find and declare the following:

a.  Habitat for Monterey pine trees in Monterey County is diminishing and steps need
to be taken to preserve additional natural stands of Monterey pine.

b. Areas of the Del Monte Forest, including the Pescadero Canyon area, provide
¢critical habitat for the preservation of the Monterey pine.

c. The people of Monterey County desire a significant reduction in the amount of
future residential development permitted in the Del Monte Forest area to reduce the impacts on
Monterey pine habitat and a significant increase in open space to assist in the preservation of the
Monterey pine. - '

d. Any future visitor-serving development should occur adjacent to existing visitor-
serving or recreational facilities. ’

e. Any future development in the Del Monte Forest area must be consistent with the-
protections currently provided by the California Coastal Act.

f. Any future development in the Del Monte Forest area must be subject to full and
complete environmental review as well as public participation through the holding of public
hearings.

Section 3. PURPOSE AND INTENT

‘The people of the County of Monterey hereby declare their purpose and intent in enacting
the Initiative to be as follows:

a. To preserve additional Monterey pine trees and related habitat in the Del Monte
Forest area of Monterey County.
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b. To significantly reduce future residential development and increase open space in
the Del Monte Forest area.

C. To encourage future visitor-serving development adjacent to existing visitor-
serving or recreational facilities in the Del Monte Forest area.

d. To require that any future development in the Del Monte Forest area be consistent
with the protections currently provided by the California Coastal Act.

e. To require that any future development in the Del Monte Forest area be subject to
full and complete environmental rev1ew and include public participation through the holding of
public hearings.

Sectiond. DEL MONTE FOREST AREA LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS
(Amendments are indicated by strikeeut and underlining.)

_ The Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan is amended as follows:

(a) Policy 78a of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to
read as follows:

Policies Specific to Maintaining Environmental Quality

73.  The OSAC Plan and the Sﬁe Specific Shoreline Public Access Design Criteria
' shall be the principal mechanism for implementing environmental quality aspects
of this LUP in open space areas.

74.  Environmentally sensitive habitat areas will remain undeveloped except for
parking or similar access facilities. Access improvements shall be developed
consistent with the site specific recommendations of the LUP Access Maps

- (Appendix B)

75.  Within their 1nd1genous range, Monterey cypress trees shall be protected to the
maximum extent possible. This shall be accomplished by design review during
the development review process.

76.  Prior to approval of any proposed development on the Hill property at Pescadero
Point, further archaeological review shall be required and mitigation measures
adequate to protect the sites archeological resource shall be developed and
implemented.

77.  Detached or attached guest rooms are not to be equipped for permanent living and
are not considered residences. They may be permitted at the maximum rate of
one (either attached or detached) per parcel or one (either attached or detached)
for each principal residence providing the constraints of the parcel and other plan

(35
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78.

78a. .

(b)

policies permit. Furthermore, detached guest rooms shall be located in close
proximity to the principal residence, share the same utilities except where
prohibited by public health or water management district requirements, contain no
kitchen or cooking facilities, and be limited to 425 square feet. Conditions shall
be implemented by CC&Rs or other legal restrictions, including revocation
provision for non-conformance. Subdivisions shall not be permitted to divide a
principle residence from a guest room.

Studios and other small non-residential and non-commercial accessory structures
such as tool sheds, workshops, or barns may be permitted on any size parcel
provided the constraints of the parcel and other plan policies permit. None of
these units shall ever be used for habitation purposes.

Encourage the use of caretakers’ accommodations as an appropriate means of

providing affordable housing for caretakers, ranch hands, convalescent help, and
domestic employees. Applicants for detached caretakers’ residences shall
demonstrate a need for the unit as part of the development review process.
Detached caretakers’ residences shall not exceed 850 square feet in size.
Subdivisions shall not be permitted to divide a principle residence from a
caretaker’s residence. Only one caretakers’ unit shall be allowed on the parcel.

Additional employee housmg is permltted for pnonty uses (e.g. v151tor-serv1n°

mobile homes) consmtept wrth all other plan po‘1c1es

Policigs 82 and 87 of Chapter3 are amended to réad_ as follows:

Policies Specific to Orderly Devélopment Balanced with Resource Conservation

79.

g0.

8l.

Recreation in environmentally sensitive habitat areas such as residual dunes,
wetlands, and areas with rare or endangered plants or animals shall be limited to
passive, low-intensity recreation use dependent on and compatible with the
sensitive resources. Conformance with the appropriate Site Specific Shoreline
Public Access Design Criteria and OSAC maintenance standards shall the test of
consistency with this policy, where appropriate.

Shoreline areas suitable for scenic outdoor recreé,ﬁon, such as from Cypress Point
to Point Joe, are intended for day use only, with improvements limited to trails,
picnic areas, parking areas, and restroom facilities.

Public access plans for the Spanish Bay planning area should be coordinated with
plans of the State Department of Parks and Recreation for adjoining Asilomar
State Beach to ensure compatibility and a balance of public access opportunities.
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83.

84.

85.

gé.

87.

©

Clustering of uses shall be encouraged wherever practical as a means of
preserving Forest values. -

New development fronting 17-Mile Drive shall maintain an adequate natural
buffer. A minimum setback of 100 feet from the centerline of the road shall be
maintained to screen new development from motorists, unless otherwise protected
by terrain. In the case of Area B, the setback shall be 200 feet from the centerline
of 17-Mile Drive. For existing legal lots of record fronting 17-Mile Drive, a
minimum setback of 15-20 feet from the front lot line shall be required consistent
with that presently required throughout Del Monte Forest. Direct driveway access
to 17-Mile Drive should be avoided where possible.

New subdivisions shall provide and maintain an adequate natural buffer to protect
the forested corridor throughout Del Monte Forest and to screen new
development. Accordingly, a minimum setback of 50 feet from the front lot line

shall be required in all new subdivisions.

‘Golf course development may be permissible in areas shown for residential

development. If golf course development is propesed and approved in any of
these areas, it shall result in a reduction in the number of dwelling units permitted
by this plan for the area in proportion to the number of acres devoted to the golf
course use. For example, a 50 acre golf course in an area shown for residential
use at a density of two units per acre will result in a reduction of 100 dwelling
units in that area.

New commercial development may be permitted when integrated with the resort -
hotels, the community hospital or the neighborhood commercial center on the.
Huckleberry Hill quarry site.

The Land Use Designations section of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development
Element) is amended to read as follows:

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

The basic categories of land use designated'in the Del Monte Forest are: 1) residential, 2)
commercial, and 3) open space.

These use categories are fully described in the following discussion. Figure 3 shows the
planning area framework within which these uses are subsequently discussed. Figures 4
and 4A show environmental considerations which were primary considerations affecting
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the location of new development. Figure 4A presents a detailed legend for Figures 6, 7,
8,9,10, 11, 12 and 13. Figure 5, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference,
shows the Del Monte Forest'Area Land Use Plan, - 1984 as amended. Figure 5A presents
a detailed legend for F 1gures—6A—%8&-9A—LOA—HA—L%&&d—43A— 3.

(d) The Commercial subsection of the Land Use Designations section of Chapter
3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as follows:

Commercial

Th:eé classes of commercial uses are indicated. They include: 1) Visitor-Service
Commercial, 2) General Commercial, and 3) Institutional. They are described as follows:

1) Visitor-Service Commercial - This category allows. for uses providing
basic support services and visitor needs associated with coastal recreation
and travel. Major hotel or inn accommodations and support commercial
facilities are principal uses. Residential uses consistent with LUP Land
Use Maps and intensities may be permitted as secondary uses under this
category at the density specified. The three four areas in this category are
the existing lodge and environs at Pebble Beach, the propesed Spanish
Bay resort, and the visitor-serving facilities at the prepesed NCGA. Golf
Course, and no more than 24 future golf suites to be located in Areas M
and N.

2) General Commercial - This category provides for commercial-use areas to
support community needs; it includes the professional/administrative
offices near the community hospital, and the rock quarry at Sunridge and
Lopez Roads, where reclamation for reuse is planned. Future uses will be
required to be compatible with the general retailing and community
service character of this designation, as well as community services and
storage facilities. '

3) Institutional - This designation is applied to a variety of uses, including the
' community hospital, Robert Louis Stevenson School firehouses, and a
utility substation.

(e) Figure 5 entitled “Land Use Plan” in Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development
- Element) is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit 1 which is incorporated
herein by reference. ‘

® The introductory subsection of the Land Use by Planning Area section of

Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as
follows:
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LAND USE BY PLANNING AREA

The Land Use Element is described for each of the planning areas. This provides for
easier understanding of the uses and the rationale for each use within each planning area.
The format for describing each planning area includes: a description of the location, size,
and extent of existing land use; a summary of relevant environmental considerations; a
summary of pubhc service availability and limitations; and a description of the land uses

planned for rcmaunng ava.rlable property Amap—r-s—meluded—fer—eeeh—phnm&a;e&

resource constramts present and ava.llablhty of pubhc services as determined through
project review.

(@ Table A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

(h) The New Land Use subsection of the Spanish Bay (Area 1) section of Chapter
3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as follows:

New Land Use (See Figure 6A.5)

| A combination of recreation and visitor-serving land uses along with open space and
residential uses is planned for Spanish Bay. Currently, a propesed270-roem-resort hotel
is would-be located seaward of 17-Mile Drive at the former sand mining site. I-is
e;epeeted—that—the The hotel complex will-includes retail, restaurants, tennis courts,

swimming pools, 80 re51dent1al umts (area “A”), and parkmg fac111t1es w1th d1rect access

to 17-Mile Dnve ne-h and 3 e

An 18-hole golf course is planned located at Spanish Bay; the areas along the shoreline
encompassing the remaining native dune habitat are shown as shoreline and open-space
land uses. The golf course wall- includes rehabilitated riparian and wetland habitat as
water hazards and will involves the enhancement of riparian areas as well as
rehabilitation of dune landforms and plant associations originally found in the now
mined-out area as part of the “links-land” golf course design. Sand necessary for dune
landform rehabilitation will be obtained onsite if possible, but may be obtained from
other sand pits or at locations designated on the Land Use Plan if insufficient quantities
are available on site. When completed, there will be 199.86 approximately 235 acres in
open space.
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TABLE A

SUMMARY OF NEW PLANNED DEVELOPMENT IN DEL MONTE FOREST#%%

New New New
Planning Developed Residential Visitor
Planning Area Unit Acreage Dwellings  Accommo-—
dations

Spanish Bay A 49.60° 80%*%* 270
B 28.90 63
o 28.00 56
- - 106.50 199
Spyglass Cypress J 11.57 22
K 11.08 22
L 23.08 46
M 17.00 68
N , 51.24 51
o* _20.00 40
133.94 249
Middle Fork H* 23.96 48
I 51.50 83
75.46 131
Pescadero P 34.30 34
Q 45.45 45
R 75.62 75
S* 41.32 41
¥ _20.41 20
N 217.10 215
Huckleberry Hill G 39.00 78
Conl. 27.00 _
66.00 78
Gowen Cypress D - -
F 43.30 86
43.30 86
Pebble Beach U 22.30 22
' v 26.00 52
w 18.00 12
X 23.00 23
89.30 109
Country Club - -~ -

TOTAL NEW DEVELOPMENT 731.60 1067 270

* This unit count reflects proposed subdivision.
*% These units are considered to be condominiums.

**% Summary does not include proposed new golf courses or

development of existing vacant lots of record.

49
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A driving range, golf teaching center, and parking are expected to be constructed in Area
C to complement the existing Spanish Bay Golf Course. Employee housing may be
proposed in Area B.

® Figure 6A of Chapter 3 (Land Use Development Element) is hereby repealed.

G) The New Land Uses subsection of the Spyglass Cypress (Area 2) section of
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as
follows:

New Land Uses (See Figure 7A: 5)

Continuity-oftThe existing pattern of low-density residential development and open
space is generally reflected in the land use plan. New recreational and visitor-serving
uses may be located in appropriately zoned areas. Residential uses will be allowed to
infill the Spyglass Woods Drive area. The remnant sand dune habitat areas near Seal
Rock Creek and behind Fan Shell Beach are to be protected in open space for their habltat

aad—‘i@l When baa%t—e&t—completed there w1ll be -1-35—5 app_rox1mate1y 246 acres n of

preserved forest, and shoreline, and recreational open space areas.

(k)  Figure 7A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

® The New Land Uses subsection of the Middle Fork (Area 3) section of
Chapter 3 Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as
follows:

New Land Uses (See Figure 84 5)

A-gelf course-and-131-additional-residential dwellinounits Open space and 11 Jots for

residential dwellings in Area [ are the pnnc1pa1 proposed land uses in this planmng area

(m) Figure 8A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

(n) The New Land Uses subsection of the Pescadero (Area 4) section of Chapter
3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as follows:
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New Land Uses (See Figure 9A 5)

The majority of the area is planned to be preserved as forest and upland open space
habitat, reflecting environmental constraints of slopes, soil erosion hazard, and plant and
wildlife habitats. Residential development clusters are shown on the more level terraces,
with 235 20 additional residential dwellings planned on land in Area Y. In addition, there
will be 7 lots located on approximately 15 acres, and approximately 230 acres preserved
in open space (areas “P”, “Q”, and “R"<8%-and-¥).

(o) Figure 9A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

(p) The Environmental Considerations subsection of the Huckleberry Hill (Area
5) section of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to
read as follows:

Environmental Considerations (Figure 10)

Much of the west-facing hillside within the Huckleberry Hill planning area has slopes
over 30%. Soil on the steeper slopes is generally shallow with rapid runoff potential.
Retention of the native trees and groundcover will minimize the erosion and runoff
hazards on steeper slopes. '

Elimination of residential units in Area G will result in preservation of approximately 965
acres of contiguous open space forest between the Gowen Cypress, Huckleberry Hill,
Middle Fork and Pescadero Canyon areas.

Rehabilitation of the operating granite quarry (as well as another small abandoned quarry)
should be accomplished in conjunetion with ultimate reuse of the property. The face of
the stockpiled overburden is subject to erosion into the branch of Sawmill Guich which
traverses the S.F.B. Morse Botanical Reserve. Ultimately, revegetation of the mine face
with Monterey pine forest and other indigenous plants will assist in blendlng the mine
site into the surrounding pine forest environment.

(9 The New Land Uses subsection of the Huckleberry Hill (Area 5) section of
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as

follows:

New Land Uses (See Figure 104 5)

The undeveloped area west of Los Altos Drive is shown primarily as open space for
protecnon of the forest cover on the steep slopes %&h—eae—a;ea—e#pes;éea&al—ase—shewa

éasea—G}~The quarry requ1res rehab111tat10n L1rmted ne1ghborhood commerc1a1 uses
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may be permitted in the quarry site and the total acreage devoted to such uses shall be
limited to ten acres. A corporation yard, recreation vehicle storage facilities, and potable
or sub-potable water storage may be permitted at the quarry site. The commercial land
use designation allows maximum planning flexibility and could permit this site to
become a transfer point for transit connections between normal bus service and intra-
Forest transit.

(r) Figure 10A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

(s) The New Land Uses subsection of the Gowen Cypress (Area 6) section of
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as
follows

New Land Use (See Figure 1A 5)

The land use designations for this planning area reflect the natural and scenic values of
the Gowen Cypress habitat. Most of the area will remain in open space in order to protect
the environmentally sensitive Gowen Cypress-Bishop pine habitat, riparian habitat and

the Sawmill Creek watershed. A total of 86-additional-residential-dwellings 16
residential dwellings is planned in-the- Gowen-Gypress-area in area “F”. Existing mined
out areas not used for reS1dent1a1 development can be used for pub lic Works purposes and
an equestrian center. In-ad o a:
the—westepl—}#pe;t—;ea—eﬁhe—plammg-&;ea— Apphcable OSAC Plan mamtenance standards
prescribe specific conditions for open space maintenance and limitations on development =
within future residential development areas as well as the maximum extent of the S.F.B.
Morse Botanical Reserve.

® Figure 11A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby
repealed.

(W)  The New Land Uses subsection of the Pebble Beach (Area 7) section of
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is amended to read as
follows:

New Land Uses (See Figure 124 5)

The entire Pebble Beach planning area, except for the townhouse area near The Lodge,
will continue its low-density residential designation. A General Development Plan has
been approved by the County for the Lodge and Associated Commercial Area.

The Plan reflects the visitor-serving facilities at The Lodge {maximum-of161-inn-units
per-General Development-Plan}-and associated commercial area Graximum-25%-site
coverage-perPlanning Commercial zoning)-along with the recreational uses of the golf
courses; and beach and tennis club;-and-equestdiancenter. For-Open space recreation uses
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are planned for pomons of the ;emama undeveloped areas 1n Pebble Beach -lew—

-‘in’) Twenty—three addltlonal resxdentxal umts are planned for area X

The area between Cypress Point and Pescadero Point and seaward of 17-Mile Drive is
shown for low-density residential use at 1 unit per 2 acres. Although subdivided, this
coastal strip contains'some parcels which may be difficult to develop due to the presence
of Monterey cypress specimens ‘a high water table, and rock outcrops.

(v)  Figure 12A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development E]ement) is hereby
repealed. '

(w)  The Planned Circulation Improvements subsection of the circulation section
of Chapter 4 (Land Use Support Elements) is amended to read as follows:

Planned Circulation Improvements

In developing circulation improvements for the Forest, it has been assumed that the road
system will continue to be privately owned and managed. Precise road locations will be
engineered for safety, convenience, and minimal environmental damage from grading and
tree removal, to be insured through the County’s environmental review and permit
process.

One important change to the existing visitor access along 17-Mile Drive will occur in the
Spanish Bay planning area where existing Spanish Bay Drive will be terminated 2,000
north of its existing intersection with 17-Mile Drive near Point Joe. In its place, 80
additional visitor parking spaces will be provided (as well as a foot trail along the
shoreline connecting with Asilomar State Beach). Additionally, parking will be prov1ded
in a portion of area C to accommodate visitor-serving facilities in Spanish Bay. Traffic
now using Spanish Bay Drive will be rerouted along a relocated Spanish Bay Road
skirting the south side of the Spanish Bay planning area.

A second change planned for the visitor circulation system is the rerouting of 17-Mile
Drive through the Country Club planning area via Lopez to Congress and thence to the
Spanish Bay planning area. This is intended to reduce congestion and visitor/resident
traffic conflicts at busy intersections along this segment of the scenic drive and to reroute
the drive out of primarily residential areas.

Additional visitor access improvement are proposed south of Point Joe along 17-Mile
Drive where parking areas will be reorganized and access improved. -All of these
roadway and parking improvements for visitors are consistent with Site Specific
Shoreline Public Access Design Criteria developed for these shoreline areas and will be

10
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implemented in a phased manner consistent with the timing shown in Appendix B of this
Land Use Plan.

(x)

Policy 113 of Chapter 4 (Land Use Support Elements) is amended as follows:

Policies

; 109.

110.

111.

112.

? 113.

The County shall reserve an adequate volume from its Cal-Am water allotment to
supply the proposed Spanish Bay hotel complex, condominiums, and golf
facilities and the NCGA. golf course facility. Non-priority residential subdivisions
shall not be approved until water is assured for these coastal-priority, visitor-
service facilities. ‘

If reclaimed wastewater becomes available to the Del Monte Forest Area, it shall
be used on golf courses in order to conserve and make available additional potable
water for domestic use. ‘

In reviewing development applications, the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District will be consulted to determine that water connections are
available.

The County shall reserve water from its allotment for present lot owners. Water
not set aside for coastal priority uses or existing legal lots of record may be used
as the source for new subdivisions.

The developments listed in Table B as first priority developments shall have first
priority for the use of available water and sewer capacity. Both water from the
County’s current allotment of unused water from California-American Water
Company (as allotted by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management Agency),
~and sewage treatment plant capacity as provided by the Carmel Sanitary District
have been reserved for such development.

development—The Resource Constraint Area designation shown on Figure 5 shall
be removed only when water and sewer capacity sufficient to serve such
development becomes available and that highway capacity and circulation
solutions have been agreed upon and adopted. Until such time that resource
problems are solved, there shall be no development other than existing lots of
record. The County shall cease issuing coastal development permits for
developments which would generate wastewater when the appropriate treatment
and disposal facilities reach a capacity threshold or when Pebble Beach Sanitary
District will not approve a connection.

13
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114. New development shall employ water conservation techniques to the greatest
possible extent. This shall include, among other things, use of water-saving
fixtures, retaining native plants, and installing drought- tolerant landscaping.

115. Wastewater reclamation projects are permitted and will be supported providing
that they meet all the standards of the Chief of Environmental Health, Monterey
County, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and mitigation measure
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.

(y)  Policy 116 of Chapter 4 (Land Use Support Element) is amended to read as
follows: ’

Policies

116. The housing goal for the Del Monte Forest Aréa, as with the rest of the County, is
to ensure the availability of adequate housing, at affordable prices, to persons of a
broad range of economic means. Portions of planning areas Spanish Bay B

Spyalass M-and Hucldeberrr- G may accommodate employee housing for-senies _
citizens at the permitted same density. -

117. The County shall protect existing affordable housing opportunities in the Del
Monte Forest Area from loss due to deterioration and demohtion or conversion:
This will be attained by:

- Discouraging demolition and requirement replacement on a one-for-one
basis of all demolished or converted units which were affordable to or
occupied by low and moderate income persons. Replacement housing will
meet affordability criteria as established in the County General Plan and
will be retained as low and moderate income units through deed
restrictions or other enforceable mechanisms.

- * Promoting housing improvement and rehabilitation programs for low and
moderate income persons in both owner-occupied and renter-occupied
units.

118. The County shall encourage the expansion of housing Opportunities for low and
moderate income households, consistent with the countywide prowsmns of the
County Housing Element. The County shall:

- Require all new residential subdivisions to contribute to the provision of
low and moderate income housing in conformance with the County’s
Inclusionary Ordinance and Housing Element. Exceptions may be made
for hardship cases.
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119. Time-share projects, time-share estates, and other time-share uses as defined in
Section 11003.5 of the Business and Profession Code shall be prohibited in
existing residential developments in the area covered by this plan.

New projects planned and designed for time-share use as defined above may be -
allowed in the plan area. Any such development will be subject to a Use Permit
or similar permit, requiring a public hearing and discretionary approval by the
Planning Commission or other appropriate decision making body. Inherent in the
consideration of such proposals is the plan for the overall design, management,
and maintenance of such facilities as well as the other applicable policies of this
plan.

(z) Figure 15 entitled “Recreational Facilities” in Chapter 5 (Public Access) is
hereby amended as reflected in Exhibit 2 which is attached hereto and
incorporated by reference. :

(aa) A new section is addéd to Chapter 6 (Implementafion and Administration)
following the section entitled “Water Allocation in Del Monte Forest” to read
as follows:

Resource Constraint Compliance

As reflected in Figure 5 as amended and in the map entitled “Section 10 of the Zoning

- Plan of the County of Monterey,” and “Section 16 of the Zoning Plan of the County of
Monterey,” each as amended, the Resource Constraints Qverlay has been removed from
certain lands in consideration of the following circumstances:

The Resource Constraint “Overlay” arises from Policy 113 of the Del Monte Forest Area
Land Use Plan (“DMF LUP™). Policy 113 states that “the Resource Constraint Area
designation shall be removed only when water and sewer capacity sufficient to serve such
development becomes available and that highway capacity and circulation solutions have
been agreed upon and adopted.” At the time of adoption of the 1984 DMF LUP; there -
was insufficient sewer and water service capacity. to serve all of the development allowed
in the DMF LUP, and the DMF LUP itself (Policy 99) called for a study and program to
define and implement traffic improvements.

These were the only constraints on which the Resource Constraint Area designation was
based. Since that time, all of these constraints have been addressed and eliminated with
respect to the following properties: Spanish Bay areas B and C, Gowen Cypress area F,
Huckleberry Hill area G, Middle Fork areas H and I, Spyglass Cypress areas J, K, L, M,
N and O, Pebble Beach areas U and V, and Pescadero areas P, Q and R (hereinafter
“Properties”). The constraints have been removed as follows:

Sewer. At the time of adoption of the DMF LUP, the Carmel Sanitary District (now
Carmel Area Wastewater District or CAWD) sewage treatment plant had an authorized

13
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capacity of 2.4 million gallons per day (MGD). One-third of the CAWD Treatment Plant
capacity (800,000 MGD at that time) is owned by the Pebble Beach Community Services
District (PBCSD), which is responsible for sewage collection in Del Monte Forest.
Based on then-existing flows, the remaining PBCSD capacity at the CAWD Plant was
insufficient to serve all of the development planned for Del Monte Forest.

Subsequent improvements to the CAWD treatment plant have raised its authorized
capacity to 3.0 MGD, of which the PBCSD share is 1.0 MGD. With this increased
capacity, there is sufficient capacity to handle the additional sewage generated by the land
uses contemplated in this Plan on the Properties so this constraint has been removed.

 Water Supply. At the time of adoption of the DMF LUP; Monterey County’s allocation
of water from the California-American Water Company system, allocated by the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, was insufficient to permit water service
to all development planned in Del Monte Forest based on the priorities established by
Monterey County. Subseguently, the owner of the Properties received a dedicated water
entitlement of 365 acre feet annually, independent of Monterey County’s allocation under
the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) jurisdictional water
allocation program. As a result of the owner’s financial guarantee of the cost of the
CAWD/PBCSD Wastewater Reclamation Project, there is sufficient water for the land
uses allowed by this Plan on the Properties so this constraint has been removed.

Traffic and Circulation. Policies 98 and 99 of the DMF LUP govern the traffic and
circulation improvement requirements for new development. Policy 99 requires an
independent engineering study to establish an arterial system, changes to Highway 68 and
access gates in order to provide for the increased traffic, and traffic controls. These
requirements were satisfied by the County’s acceptance of the Transportation :
Engineering Study for the Del Monte Forest, prepared by Burton N. Crowell and The
Goodrich Traffic Group (commonly referred to as the ' Crowell Report™), which
established all of the indicated requirements.

Under Policy 99, new development must either bear the incremental costs of necessary
improvements to Highway 68 and Highway 1 required as a result of traffic generated by
the development, or pay into a fund that will be administered by the County for the
incremental costs of the necessary improvements.

The highway capacity and circulation improvements identified in the Crowell Report
under Policy 99, and the funding mechanisms established by Policy 98, have been agreed
upon and adopted as required by Policy 113 in the Del Monte Forest Transportation
Policy Agreement between Monterey County and the owner of the Properties. The traffic
elements of Policy 113 have therefore been satisfied with respect to the Properties so this
constraint has been removed.
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(bb) The Management Plan for Del Monte Forest Open Space Property is hereby
amended to add the following section to the Introduction after the section
entitled “Compatibility with Law and Resident Objectives™:

LUP Figure S Conformance with OSAC

The areas designated OR in Areas C, K, M, N, O, U, and V of Figure 5 of the LUP, and
the location of the existing equestrian center and polo field, shall be managed and
maintained in conformance with the objectives, classifications, and policies for open
spaces as indicated for Category VI (Golf Courses) in the Management Plan for Del
Monte Forest Open Space Property. The areas designated OF on portions of Areas B, F,
G,H, I L, P, Qand R of Figure 5 shall be managed and maintained in conformance with
the objectives, classifications, and policies for open forest as indicated for Category IV
(Open Forest) in the Management Plan. The area designated OR within the Gowen
Cypress planning area shall be managed and maintained in conformance with the
objectives, classifications, and policies for open space as indicated for Category VII
(equestrian center). ‘

Section S. MONTEREY COUNTY COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
AMENDMENTS.

The Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan is amended to read as follows:
(a)  Section 20.147.020(N) is amended to read as follows:

N. Land Use Cétegories:’ The basic categories of land use designated in the Del
Monte Forest are: 1) residential, 2) commercial, and 3) open space.

1) Residential Land Use: New residential land uses planned for the Del
Monte Forest Area range in average density from one to four dwelling
units per gross acre. For convenience of designation, they are described in
terms of low density (maximum of 1 dwelling unit/acre), and medium
density (maximum of 4 dwelling unit/acre). Most of the existing and new
residential development areas within the Forest fall within the low or
medium categories. Caretakers units, servants quarters, and other separate
houses, but not senior citizen units, are considered units of residential
development for the purpose of calculating density. The County shall not
approve such units in excess of the density allocated by this plan for each
planning area.
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2)

3)

Commercial: Three classes of commercial uses are indicated. They
include:

a) Viéitor—Service Commercial,
b) General Commercial and
c) Institutional.

They are described as follows:

a)  Visitor-Service Commercial - This category allows for uses
providing basic support services and visitor needs associated with
coastal recreation and travel. Major hotel or inn accommodations
and support commercial facilities are principal uses. Residential
uses consistent with Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan Land
Use Maps and intensities may be permitted as secondary uses
under this category at the density specified. The four areas in this
category are the existing lodge and environs at Pebble Beach, the
proposed Spanish Bay resort, the visitor-serving facilities at the
propesed Northemn California Golf Assoc. Golf Course, and no
more than 24 golf suites to be located at Areas M and N.

b)  General Commercial - This category provides for commercial-use
areas to support community needs; it includes the professional/
administrative offices near the community hospital, and the rock

quarry at Sunridge and Lopez Roads, where reclamation for re-use

is planned. Future uses will be required to be compatible with the
general retailing and community service character of this
designation, as well as community services and storage facilities.

c) Institutional - This designation is applied to évariety of uses,
including the community hospital, Robert Louis Stevenson School,
firehouses, and a utility substation.

Open Space: All areas considered critical to maintenance of the natural
systems of the Forest are encompassed in this category, including
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the sites of endangered species,
riparian areas, wetland areas, and sensitive coastal strand areas. In
addition to the open space designation and policies within the body of this
Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan, a separate, more detailed plan has
been prepared for these areas by the Del Monte Forest Open Space
Advisory Committee. This Open Space Advisory Committee Plan is
adopted as a part of this plan. This Open Space Management Plan, to be
administered by the Del Monte Forest Foundation, is generally consistent
in terms of both map designations and policies with this Del Monte Forest
Area Land Use Plan and provides more detailed maintenance standards

16
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and funding mechanisms for management of open space. However, where
there may be conflicts between the Open Spac e Management Plan and
this land use plan, the land use plan policies will take precedence.

Open space is classified into three groups: a) recreational; b) forest and c)
shoreline. They are described as follows:

a) Recreational - This category permits golf course, the Beach and
Tennis Club, and the equestrian center, as well as necessary
. support and maintenance facilities such as the pro shops, cart
shops, parking areas, stables, and barmns.

b) Forest - This category includes the S.F.B. Morse Botanical
Reserve, riparian corridors, rare plants and specimen trees, and
geological hazard areas. Permitted developments are trails, low-
intensity recreational facilities, tree cutting, and public works only
if consistent with all other plan policies.

c) Shoreline - This category includes sandy beaches, rocky shorelines
and tide pools, remnant sand dunes. Permitted are associated
support areas for public access including parking turnouts, trails,
vista points, and related facilities, consistent with all other plan
policies.

.(b)  Section 20.147.090(B) is amended to read as follows:
B. Specific Development Standards

1. In environmentally sensitive habitat areas, access improvements
shall be developed consistent with the site specific
recommendations listed in Appendix B “Site Specific Shoreline
Public Access Design Criteria” contained in the Open Space
Advisory Committee Plan in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
(Ref. Policy #74 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

2. Detached or attached guest rooms are not to be equipped as
permanent living quarters and are not considered residences.
Guesthouses are permitted providing the constraints of the parcel
and other implementation ordinance development standards and
land use plan policies permit. Conditions shall be enforced by
CC&Rs or other legal restrictions, including a revocation provision
for non-conformance.
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Guesthouses in the coastal zone are subject to the following criteria
of development:

a.

Only one guesthouse per parcel or one for each principal
residence on the parcel shall be allowed.

Detached guesthouses shall be located in close proximity to
the principal residence.

Guesthouses shall share the same utilities with the principal
residence except where prohibited by public health

- requirements.

- The guesthouse shall contain no kitchen or.cooking

facilities.

All facilities such as “wetbars” must be proportionate to the
size and scope of the guesthouse. There shall be no more
than 6 feet of counter space, other than the counter space

‘pertinent to the bathroom and its attendant fixtures. There

may be no more than 8 square feet of cabinet space for
storage other than that for personal belongings in clothes
closets.

Guesthouses shall not exceed 425 square feet of interior
area.

- Guesthouses may not be separately rented, let, leased nor

subdivided from the main dwelling.

' Prior to the issuance of building permits for a guesthouse or

the use of an existing building for a guesthouse, the
property owner shall record a deed restriction reflecting the
regulations applicable to the guesthouse.

The guesthouse must be architecturally consistent and
compatible with-the main structure.

The height shall not exceed 12 feet, however, additions to
height to provide for architectural consistency and
compatibility shall be considered on a case by case basis.
The guesthouse may not be more than one story.
Exceptions may be made for guesthouses over structures
(i.e. 2 guesthouse over a garage) to provide architectural
consistency and compatibility.
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k. There must be a demonstration of adequate sewage disposal
and water supply.

Thé above criteria shall also apply to permitted accessory
structures.

(Ref. Policy #77 Del Monterey Forest Area Land Use
Plan).

Studios and other small non-residential and non-commercial .
accessory structures such as tool sheds, workshops, or barns may
be permitted on any size parcel provided the constraints of the
parcel and other implementation ordinance requirements permit.
None of these units shall be used for habitation purposes (Ref.
Policy #78 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

Caretakers quarters may be permitted throughout the Coastal Zone
as provided for in the applicable zoning district and this ordinance.
Caretakers quarters (attached and detached) are defined as “a
permanent residence, secondary and accessory to an existing main
structure, for persons employed exclusively on-site, for purposes of
security or to provide continuous care for persons, plants, animals,
equipment or other conditions on the site.” In the Del Monte
Forest Area Land Use Plan area, the following criteria shall be

used in applications for detached caretakers’ residences:

a. One caretaker unit shall be allowed per lot, subject to first
obtaining a use permit as approved by the Zoning
~ Administrator or Planning Commission, as applicable.

b. - The minimum lot size is two acres, in order to provide
sufficient water and sewer capability under Health
Department regulations. Where public water and sewer
services are available, there shall be no minimum lot size.

c. Caretakers quarters shall not exceed 850 square feet.

d. ‘The épplicant must supply evidence which demonstrates
the necessity for such a unit. Legitimate basis for a
caretakers’' unit include:

1) a security problem on the site;

19
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2) a situation which requires continuous care (i.e.
medical problems of an individual(s) or plants,
- - animals, equipment storage)

3) the owner of property cannot perform adequately
the function required and requires additional
assistance to a sufficient degree to warrant a
caretaker.

Acceptable evidence shall include (but is not limited to)
such items as a letter from a doctor stating medical needs of
an individual, a letter from a police department describing
the area's security problems, or employee job descriptions
of person intended to be housed in the caretakers’ quarters.

Caretakers quarters shall be located on the same parcel as-
the principal residence and may not be later subdivided
from the principal residence.

Caretaker units shall be excluded from density
requirements. However, during the use permit review
process, site characteristics shall be reviewed in order to
determine that the site is both capable of sustaining the
additional development and that the proposal is consistent
with the policies of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
and this ordinance. -

One of the occupants of the caretakers quarters shall be
employed on the property as their principal place of
employment.

A minimum of one off-street parking space shall be
provided for the caretaker unit.

policies Additional employee housing is permitted

consistent with all other plan policies. (Ref. Policy #78a
Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

The caretaker unit shall not be rented.
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k. Prior to the issuance of building permits for caretakers
quarters or use of an existing building for caretakers
quarters, the property owners shall record deed restrictions
reflecting the regulations applicable to the caretakers
quarters.

Recreation in environmentally sensitive habitat areas suchas -
residual dunes, wetlands, and areas with rare or endangered plants
or animals is limited to passive, low-intensity recreation use

. dependent on and compatible with the sensitive resources.
Conformance with the appropriate Site Specific Shoreline Pubhc
Access Design Criteria (Appendix B of the Open Space Advisory
Committee management plan) and Open Space Advisory
Committee maintenance standards shall be the test of consistency
with this development standard (Ref. Policy #79 Del Monte Forest
. Area Land Use Plan). '

Shoreline areas suitable for scenic outdoor recreation, such as from
Cypress Point to Point Joe, are for day use only, with
improvements limited to trails, picnic areas, parking areas, and
restroom facilities (Ref. Policy #80 Del Monte Forest Area Land
Use Plan). :

am%s—a—tetal—eﬂ-éé—amts—m%—sea—B— Up to 12 un1ts of emgloyee

housing may be provided in a portion of Area B. (Ref. Policy #82
Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

Use of the proposed golf courses by the general public shall be
maximized. Except for periods of scheduled tournaments, the
following requirements for public availability of the courses shall
be applied as conditions of approval:

a. Spanish Bay Golf Links: The course shall be available for
use by the general public as well as lodge guests on a first
come, first served basis at least 50% of the time. The
periods of availability shall be calculated in such a manner
as to assure reasonable starting times for the general public.

b. Northern California Golf Association Course: The
proposed NCGA owned and operated golf course shall, in
recognition of'its broad based, quasi-public membership
policy, be available to the general public on a space
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available basis. NCGA members and guests may reserve
times up to 3:00 p.m. on the day preceding a desired day of
play and one starting time per hour shall be reserved by the
NCGA. After 3:00 p.m., reservations for starting times for
the following day shall be available on a first come, first
served basis.

If ownership or operation of the NCGA Course changes,
use of the course by the general public shall be on the same
basis as that required at the Spanish Bay Golf Links.

Both courses shall be designed to include public viewing
areas and trails. The design of these facilities shall be
consistent with habitat and safety considerations. (Ref.

~ Policy #90). | ~

The golf course proposed for the Spanish Bay planning area
rehabilitation area shall provide, as a part of its design, for the
restoration of dune landforms and native habitat which once
occurred here. To provide maximum opportunity for the re-
establishment of native wildlife and plants and to preserve existing
dune remnants and forest habitats, the golf course design shall be
of the links-land type. Development standards shall include the
following criteria:

a.

Prior to grading of the site, a detailed rehabilitation plan
shall be submitted for approval by the County. Such plan
shall identify the locations and finished contours of the
dune, wetland, and riparian habitat restoration areas; source
and finished depth of surface materials to be used in the
dune area; species, sources, and methodology to be used in
re-establishing native vegetation cover; any structural
development within or adjoining the rehabilitation areas
(i.e. pedestrian barriers, bridges, etc.); a schedule for
completion; and measures for long-term maintenance of the
restored habitats in a natural condition, including control of

. invasive, non-native plants within designated natural

habitat areas.

The amount of contiguous marsh and open water areas will
equal or exceed those presently found on the site.

The amount of riparian vegetation and open water course
shall be equal to or greater than presently exists.
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10.

Where golf course tees, greens, fairways, paths, bridges,

and public accessways are developed within 100 feet of the
restored riparian and wetland areas, they shall be designed
to avoid any significant disruption (from construction and
future use) of such areas; other developments should be
located beyond this 100-foot wetland buffer area.

In the dune restoration areas, the restructured dune
landforms shall be surfaced with sand having substantially

_ the same mineral and physical properties, including color

and appearance, as that which originally occurred on the
site; the depth and composition of sand shall be sufficient,
subject to the availability of feasible sand source(s), to
provide optimum conditions for re-establishment of native
dune flora.

At least 25% of the approximately 165-acre golf course
area shall be designated as dune habitat restoration area
(including existing remnant natural dune habitat areas
which may be protected within the golf course perimeter)
re-establishment of native dune flora shall proceed as soon
as native sand is placed in accordance with criteria no. 1
and no. 5 above, and applicable OSAC standards.

Barriers, boardwalks, signing, informational materials and
other measures identified by the site specific access
recomumendations in Appendix B shall be provided in order
to protect existing and restored environmentally sensitive
dune habitats.

Accommodations for spectators shall be designed, located,
and managed to avoid trampling of restored habitat areas,
otherwise events which would attract spectators shall be-
precluded. :

Uses which may be permitted in the existing quarry site in the
Huckleberry Hill area include: limited neighborhood commercial
uses, corporation yard, storage facilities, and potable or sub-
potable water storage. As a condition of approval of such
development, a landscaping plan shall be required. The
landscaping plan shall include placement of Monterey pine to
stabilize fill embankments, screen quarry walls, and to blend the.
proposed development with the surrounding area. (LUP Policy
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11.  Proposed development shall not be permitted to make Bicycle
Access on 17-Mile Drive between Fan Shell Beach and the Carmel
Gate unavailable. Proposed development shall not include the
imposition of fees for bicycle access; however, bicycle access may
be regulated on weekends in the same manner approved for motor
vehicles on 17-Mile Drive as long as a separate coastal bike route
is not available. (Ref. LUP Policy #108). :

(c) Section 20.147.110 is amended to read as follows:

20.147.110 WATER AND WASTEWATER SERVICES DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS

Intent of Section: It is the intent of this section to insure that the County reserves .
from its allocated water supply a sufficient quantity of water to accommodate the
coastal priority land uses proposed in the Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan
area.

A. General Development Standards

1. The developments listed in table B of the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan as first priority developments shall have first priority for
the use of available water and sewer capacity. Both water from the
County's current allotment of unused water from California- '
American Water Company (as allotted by the Monterey Peninsula -
Water Management Agency), and sewage treatment plant capacity
as provided by the Carmel Sanitary District have been reserved for
such development. The Resource Constraint Ared designation
shall be removed only when water and sewer capacity sufficient to
serve such development becomes available and that highway
capacity and circulation solutions have been agreed upon and
adopted. Until such time that resource problems are solved, there
shall be no development other than existing lots of record. The
County shall cease issuing coastal development permits for
developments which would generate wastewater when the
appropriate treatment and disposal facilities reach a capacity
threshold or when Pebble Beach Sanitary District will not approve
a connection. All of these constraints have been addressed and
eliminated with respect to the following properties: Spanish Bay
areas B and C, Gowen Cypress area F, Huckleberry Hill area G and
the quarry and corporation yard areas, Middle Fork areas H and I,
Spyglass Cypress areas J, K, L, M, N and O, Pebble Beach areas U
and V, and Pescadero areas P, Q and R. (Ref. Policy #113 and
Resource Constraint Compliance Section (Chapter 6), Del Monte
Forest Area Land Use Plan).
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2. New development shall include water conservation techniques
such as use of water-saving fixtures, retaining native plants, and
installing drought-tolerant native-species landscaping (Ref. Policy
#114 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

3. Wastewater reclamation projects are permitted and will be
supported providing that they meet all the requirements of the
Director of Environmental Health, Monterey County, the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, and mitigation measure
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Ref.
Policy #115 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

4, Septic systems, package treatment plants, and individual water
wells shall not be permitted. Development shall utilize public
water and sewer services.

Section 6. ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS.

The maps designated Section 10 and Section 16 of the Zoning Plan of the County of
Monterey are amended as reflected in Exhibit 3 which is incorporated herein by reference.

Section 7. MONTEREY COUNTY HOUSING ELEMEN’i' AMENDMENTS.

Table 22 of the Monterey County Housing Element is amended as refiected in
Exhibit 4 which is incorporated herein by reference.

Section 8. INFORMATIONAL EXHIBITS.

Attached hereto for informational purposes only in Exhibit 5 are true and correct copies

of Table A and Figures 6A, 7A,-8A, 9A, 10A, 114, and 12A which are repealed by this
Initiative.

Attached hereto for informational purposes only in Exhibit 6 are true and correct copies
of Figures 3, 4, and 4A, 5A, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, which are referenced in the

introductory subsection of the Land Use Demgnanons sect1on of Chapter 3 (Land Use and
Development Element).

Attached hereto for informational purposes only in Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of -
Figure 5 prior to amendment as set forth in Exhibit 1.

Attached hereto for informational purposes only in Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of
Flgure 15 prior to amendment as set forth in Exhibit 2.
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Attached hereto for informational purposes only in Exhibit 9 are true and correct copies
of the maps designated Section 10 and Section 16 of the Zoning Plan of the County of Monterey
prior to amendment as set forth in Exhibit 3.

Section 9. IMPLEMENTATION.

If in the year this Initiative becomes effective the maximum number of General Plan
amendments permitted by state law for that year have already been made, the General Plan and
Zoning a.mendments made herem shall be made at the earliest possible time thereafter.

Section 10. CONSTRUCTION OF INITIATIVE.

This Initiative is not intended to preempt or conflict with state or federal laws or
regulations, and shall be so construed and applied. This Initiative is also intended to be and shall
be construed as consistent with each and every element, provision and map, and the whole of the
Monterey County General Plan.

Section 11. AMENDMENTS.

1. Except as expressly provided herein, this initiative may be amended or repealed
only by the voters at a County election.

2. The County of Monterey Board of Supervisors is hereby authorized and directed
to amend provisions of the General Plan and Zoning Code, and other ordinances
and policies not amended by this Initiative and in the manner and time required by
State Law, if such amendments are necessary to ensure consistency between this
Initiative and other elements of the County’s General Plan, Zoning Code, and
other County ordinances and policies..

Section 12. EFFECTIVE DATE.

~ The provisions of this Initiative shall become effective upon approval of the voters of the
County of Monterey pursuant to California Elections Code section 9122.

Section 13. COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT.

It is the intent of the voters of the County of Monterey that this Initiative be consistent
with the California Coastal Act. In the event any section, sub-section, sentence, clause, phrase,
or part of this Initiative is determined to be inconsistent with the Coastal Act by a final judgment

of a court of competent jurisdiction, this Initiative and the whole thereof shall be of no further
force or effect.
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Section 14. SEVERABILITY.

1. If any section, sub-section, sentence, clause, phrase, or part of this Initiative is held to
be invalid or unconstitutional by a final judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction,
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Initiative,
The voters hereby declare that this Initiative, and each section, sub-section, sentence,
clause, phrase, or part thereof would have been adopted or passed irrespective of the
fact that any one or more sections, sub-sections, sentences, clauses phrases, or parts
are declared invalid or unconstitutional.

2. The voters who signed this petition also declare that they would have signed the
petition irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences,
clauses, phrases, or parts thereof would be declared invalid or unconstitutional, and it

. is the intent of the voters that the rest of the Initiative be placed on the ballot.
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TABLE 22:
SUITABLE SITES FOR Low AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
# of Target Income Groups Project Details
Very Above
Potential | Low  Lower Moderate Moderate Density :
Units * | Income Income Income Income | Acres DU/Acre Location

Area Of Development Concentration
Rancho San Juan 2380| 0 119 357 1904| 1200 5.1
Development Incentive Zones
Boronda Vacant: 98 49 49 29.47 15
Castroville Vacant: 91 46 46 6.07 15
Chualar Vacant: 110 53 52 11 10
Chular 87 44 44 4.84 18
Pajaro Vacant: 270 135 135 18 15
San Ardo Vacant: 75 38 38 5 15
San Lucas Vacant:3 32 16 16 2.14 - 15
Subtotal: 763 380 379
Housing Development By Project/Developer Inclusionary Housing Requirements
Artichoke Inn 6 6 Castroville
Canada Woods 45 14 9 22 550 0.4
Carme] Greens 106 36 70 1 Carmel Valley
Coast Ranch 90 8 6 76 Carmel Valley
Country Club Hills 11 1 10 2.79 4
Del Piero Subdivision 17 17 North County
Elena Estates 20 20 5 4
Griffin Subdivision It <y 2 9
Holt Ranch Subdivision 149 65 84
Jim Rector 2 2 Las Lomas
Laguna Seca East 258 39 219 565 0.45
Las Palmas Ranch 515 32 483 River Rd. and Hwy. 68
Logan Knolls 7 7 64 0.2
Loma Vista Subdivision 24 24 4
Macomber Estates 28 - T4 T _2—4—| T e T e e - e
Mahroom 36 36
Marani Subdivision 17 17 0.2
Mc Donald Ranch 65 12 53 Corral De Tierra
Monte Def Lago Mobile 48 7 41
Home Park
Monterey Bay Estates 56 56 Castroville
Monterra Ranch 283 42 241 Hwy. 68 nr York Schoo
Nacim Resort 19 3 16
Pajaro Hills 16 2 14
Pajaro Views 29 4 25

Housing Element of the Monterey County General Plan

Table 22 continues
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Table 22 continued

# of Target Income Groups

Project Details

Very Above
Potential | Low  Lower Moderate Moderate Density :
Units * | Income Income Income Income | Acres DU/Acre Location
Pebble Beach 98 353 605> 38366
Quail Meadows 56 9 47 0.2 8000 Valley Greens Dr.
Ranchao Los Robles (Las 123 31 92
Lomas) '
Rolling Meadaws 24 3 21
Steve Macias 6 2 4 ‘Hyliand Drive, Baronda
Triple M Ranch 39 39 134 0.2
Valle San Juan Est 2 2 San Juan Grade Rd.
Salinas
Veeder Ranch 27 4 23 82 0.5 Garzas Rd. C.V.
Villa De Castro 20 20 Castroville
Subtotal: 2,519 22 104 424 1,969
Housing Development By Non Profit Corporations
Rancho Los Raobles (RTC) 250 75 150 25 Near Castroville
CHISPA
Pacific Meadows/American 200 99 61 40 Carmel Valley
Baptist Homes .
Loma Vista Townhomes/ 9 9 24 3 Las Lomas
Housing Autharity
Subtotal: 459 183 211 65
Joint Venture Agreements: Agreement Signed, Units AMBAG Approved:
Greenfield 48 17 15 16 0
Gonzales 25 16 0 9 0
Subtotal: 73 33 15 25 0
Fort Ord Reuse: 1253 752 251 251 0
Subtotal: 1,399 785 266 276 0

Sites Which Become Affordable By Applicati‘(");h'Of Housing Element Programs:

1. Second Units, Mixed Use, Accessory Apts.

Senior Citizen Units, Caretaker 135 67 68
Units:
2. Fort Ord E, Garrison:
Farmworker Housing 200 100 100
Transitional Housing 50 50
3. Units In Uninc. Area 50 50
Vacated By Fort Ord
Personnel:
4. New Inclusionary Units 100 20 80
5. Development Incentives 300 50 50 200
Plan
Subtotal: 835 267 238 330
Total Units To Be Constructed:  §,301 1,636 1,316 1,452 3,892
New Construction Goal: 5,692 1,587 1,315 1,414 1,376
No. of Units [n Excess of New
Const. Goak: 2,604 49 1 38 2,516

90

*Note: This ﬂgui'c shows potential units according to current land use densities. The patential number of units shown in this Column may
exceed available resources and the County's ability to satisfy this buildout within the context of County General Plan requirements as outlined
in Section 65300 of the State Government Cade.

Housing Element of the Monterey County General Plan
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FIGURE~-6A
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FIGURE 7A

SPYGLASS CYPRESS PLANNING AREA IAND USE
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FIGURE 8A
MTDDLE FORK PLANNING AREA LAND USE
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Figure

PESCADERO PLANNING AREA LAND USE
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FIGURE 10A

HUCKLEBERRY HILL PLANNING AREA LAND USE

Soiat A ,71_."_(.‘ . Sa
S &
Hon 3 O iy

-’?3'.?""5."9?5{;?

15 units /acre

SHErHanDS KNOTQ.
CONDOMINIYM S

2L

BDLE

ey

v s *
SR PRGN S ey

a— i,
S5
RS N

Exhibit 2, Measure A
Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05
44



FIGURE 1A

GOWEN CYPRESS PLANNING AREA LAND USE
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FIGURE 12A

PEBBLE BEACH PLANNING AREA LAND USE
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FIGURE 12A

PEBBLE BEACH AREA LAND USE
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FIGURE 3
PIANNING AREAS
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FIGURE 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 4A
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FIGURE 6

SPANISH BAY PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Exhibit 2, Measure A
Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05

51 53



FIGURE 7

SPYGIASS CYPRESS PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 8

MIDDLE TFORK PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FiGURE_9
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FIGURE 10
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FIGURE 11

GOWEN CYPRESS PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 12

PEBBLE BEACH PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 12

PEBBLE BEACH PLANNING AREA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 13

COUNTRY CLUB PLANNING AREA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
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FIGURE 15
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

- CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
PHONE: (831) 427-4863
FAX: (831) 427-4877

February 28, 2005

Supervisor W.B. Lindley, Chair
Monterey County Board of Supervisors
P.0. Box 1728

Salinas, CA 93902

Re: March 1, 2005 Agenda Item S-14: The Pebble Beach Company's Del Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Plan (PLN010254, PLN010341, and PLLN040160).

Honorable Chair and Supervisors:

We write to urge that you not approve the Pebble Beach Company (PBC) development project
because it violates both the Monterey County Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the
Commiission’s Spanish Bay coastal development permit (CDP). The LCP has not been amended
by Measure A and thus major components of the project cannot legally be approved. In addition,
with or without the certification of Measure A much of the project appears inconsistent with the
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) policies of the LCP, including requirements for
wetland protection. The project also directly contravenes the Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP
forest restoration requirements and associated recorded irrevocable conservation easements.
Concerning the adequacy of information for your decision, recent fieldwork by the
Commission’s biologist suggests that there is more wetland and dune habitat within the project
disturbance area than has been identified by the County to date. Similarly, our preliminary
review of the legal lot information indicates that there may be fewer legal lots (and thus more
proposed subdivision) than identified by the County. Finally, given the substantial evidence that
much of the project area qualifies as ESHA under the LCP, your staff recommendation
overstates both the “pre-Measure A” development potential under the certified LCP and the
project benefits for the Del Monte Forest. This overstatement brings into question the overall
rationalization being offered to the public that Measure A and the project will result in less
development than would be allowed under the certified LCP.

Project is inconsistent with the certified LCP
We have previously advised that the County not take a final action on any coastal development
permits necessary for the project until after the Commission has reviewed Measure A for
conformity with the California Coastal Act (PRC 30514(a); also Monterey County LCP Zoning
(CIP) 20.06.755 which defines the LCP as the Commission certified version). This is primarily
because in the absence of Commission certification of Measure A, major components of the
project have no legal basis for approval since they are patently inconsistent with the certified
LCP (i.e., without the proposed Measure A LCP amendments). Proposed development that is not
consistent with the certified LCP includes: the new Equestrian Center at Sawmill Gulch, which is
not allowed in the Open Space Forest (OF) land use designation and Resource Conservation
- (RC) zoning at this location (nor by a prior CDP and recorded easements, see below); 149 new
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Monterey County Board of Supervisors

March 1, 2005 Board of Supervisors’ Agenda item S-14: Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte
Forest Preservation and Development Plan (PLN010254, PLN010341, and PLN040160)

February 28, 2005

Page 2

visitor-serving units at Spanish Bay and the Pebble Beach Lodge, which are not allowed under
Table A of Chapter 3 of the LCP Land Use Plan (LUP); 11 new golf course cottages, which are
not allowed under Table A or current zoning; portions of the new golf course which conflict with
the OF designation and RC zoning; and, more broadly, all new development proposed beyond a
single residence on each legal lot because the B-8 resource constraint zoning that prohibits new
development has not been removed: this includes the proposed new golf course, driving range,
residential subdivisions, and visitor-serving units.

To address these inconsistencies, the County is proposing to approve the project with a condition
that precludes issuance of grading or building permits until the Coastal Commission “has
certified the Local Coastal Program changes contained within Measure A.” Such an action by the
County would be in excess of the County’s legal authority, or ultra vires.! Under the California
Coastal Act, the County only has delegated authority to issue coastal development permits that
are consistent with its certified LCP (PRC 30604(b)). The certified LCP also requires that all
coastal development permits approved by the County be consistent with the policies and
ordinances of the LCP (e.g., CIP 20.02.060(A), 20.06.755, and 20.70.050(B)(3)). The County
does not have the legal authority to issue coastal permits for developments that are clearly
inconsistent with the LCP on a presumption that the LCP will be changed in the future to allow
such development. This fundamental lack of authority is not cured by making the approval
contingent on the eventual certification of Measure A by the Commission. Moreover, as we have
previously observed, the outcome of the Commission’s review of the Measure A LCP
amendment is uncertain. If the Commission does not certify Measure A as proposed, the
County’s action will be rendered a nullity.

Project is inconsistent with the certified LCP and a Measure A amended LCP

Commission staff has previously delivered detailed comments to the County questioning the
consistency of Measure A and its anticipated land uses with the Coastal Act. We remain
concerned that Measure A is not approvable in its current form. Nonetheless, even if the
Commission were to certify Measure A as submitted, the PBC project would still not be
consistent with the LCP as so amended. The primary reason for this is because there is
substantial evidence that undeveloped portions of the project area are predominantly ESHA.2

We note that in prior instances where LCP amendments were required to allow development being considered by
the County, the County has only granted conceptual approval of the requisite coastal permits, and has only taken a
final action on the coastal permits after Commission review and approval of the necessary LCP amendments (see,
for example, the LCP amendments and permits associated with Mission Ranch (amendment 2-91 and CDP PC-
7595) and Oak Hills (amendment 1-95 and CDPs SB840-842) that were referenced by the Company in their
January 6, 2005 letter on this topic).

This conclusion is based on preliminary fieldwork and review of the administrative record that has been available
to date.
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Among other things, ESHA is defined by the LCP as the habitat of rare and/or endangered
species, includmg Federal and State listed species and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
List 1b spec1es (CIP 20.147.020(H); 20.147.020(AA)). The LCP also identifies wetlands, dunes,
and riparian habitats as ESHA (Ibid). As is well documented in the project EIR, the undeveloped
portions of the project area are mostly made up of large intact tracts of native Monterey pine
forest (CNPS List 1b) in association with a variety of sensitive plant (e.g., federally-listed
endangered Yadon’s piperia) and animal (federally-listed threatened California red-legged frog)
species, and include large areas of delineated wetlands, riparian areas, and dunes. Apart from
legal definitions, the EIR clearly establishes the biological sensitivity of these species and their
habitats. The EIR documents significant impacts to these coastal resources including converting
150 acres of Monterey pine forest to urban use, removing some 15,000 individual Monterey pine
trees, and reducing the total known population of Yadon’s piperia, an endangered species, by
25% (an estimated loss of 36,000 individual piperia plants).

In analyzing the project to date, the County has relied upon the LCP interpretation that ESHA is
only that area containing the habitats and species listed in LUP Appendix A. This narrow reading
of the LCP would, if carried forward into action, result in significant adverse impacts to any
number of the sensitive species and their habitats in the Del Monte Forest that have been
identified and/or listed since certification of the LUP in 1984, mcludmg the California red legged
frog (threatened), Yadon’s piperia (endangered), and many others.® This interpretation is at odds
with the letter and intent of the LCP’s ESHA protection provisions, and disregards the fact that
the reference to Appendix A is a reference to a list of known examples when the LCP was
certified in 1984 (and not a list meant to limit ESHA to Appendix A for all time).* The LCP
clearly contemplates that the resources on the ground at the time of proposed development
should be determinative of the presence or absence of ESHA for purposes of applying the ESHA
protection policies of the LCP. Biological surveys are required at the time of proposed
development so that ESHA’s might be identified and protected (LUP Policy 12; CIP
20.147.040(A)). In addition, the DMF Land Use Plan (LUP p. 6) clearly notes that the LUP
ESHA maps are “to be used as background resource material for decision-making” and that the
County “acknowledges that they are not definitive and may contain errors or may be
incomplete.” Indeed, “challenges™ to the accuracy of the maps are encouraged by the County to
facilitate updating of the maps and so that “decisions will accordingly be based on the new data.”

Consistent with the Coastal Act, the LCP requires that ESHAs be identified, avoided, and
buffered (LUP Chapter 2; CIP 20.147.040). Only resource-dependent uses may be approved
within an ESHA (e.g., LUP Policy 8; CIP 20.147.040(B)). Subdivisions: within ESHA are

* See the Commission’s Draft Periodic Review Findings for the Monterey County LCP, Chapter 3 (2003), for more
detail.

* This is clear from the LUP text and policies as well as the overall framing definition of ESHA from CIP Section
20.06.440, an LCP section which is generic to all of the coastal planning areas of the LCP. Section 20.06.440
mimics the Coastal Act Section 30107.5 general definition of ESHAS, and then refers the reader to each land use
plan segment for specific examples.
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prohibited (e.g., LUP Policy 10; CIP 20.147.040(A)(1)). A minimum undevelopable 100-foot
buffer around ESHAs, including wetlands, is required (e.g., CIP 20.147.040(B)). As documented
in the EIR, the project does not avoid or adequately buffer sensitive habitat areas that should be
treated as ESHA under the certified LCP. Except perhaps for some antlclpated new trails, none
of the development proposed in sensitive habitat areas is resource-dependent.’ Thus, much of the
proposed development is inconsistent with these ESHA protection requirements of the LCP. The
potential certification of Measure A (which doesn’t propose any changes to the LCP’s ESHA
policies) would not resolve these inconsistencies. In short, the implementation of the County’s
interpretation of the LCP’s ESHA policies for the identified sensitive species and habitats of the
Del Monte Forest is contrary to law, common sense, the County’s own LCP, and numerous
Commission and local government actions in other areas on California’s coast. We urge the
County to reject the staff recommendation to approve non-resource dependent development in
areas that qualify and must be protected as ESHA. 6

Project is inconsistent with the Coastal Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP

The Commission’s 1985 approval of the applicant’s Spanish Bay project, which allowed the
construction of the Spanish Bay Resort and golf course, was conditioned upon certain
mitigations to address the environmental impacts of that project. But for these mitigation
measures (which the PBC agreed to and has, in material respect, implemented when it accepted
the permit) the Spanish Bay project CDP could not have been approved. One such mitigation
was that all of the Sawmill Gulch site, both upper and lower portions, be restored.” The upper
portion was also added to the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area. To assure implementation
of this condition, the PBC recorded an Offer to Dedicate a conservation easement, since accepted
by the Del Monte Forest Foundation, for the primary purpose of permanent natural habitat
protection in perpetuity. As previously noted, all of the Sawmill Site is designated open space
forest and zoned resource conservation — a designation and zoning designed to “protect,
preserve, enhance, and restore sensmve resource areas in the County of Monterey” (IP
20.36.010).

The PBC now proposes to undo its restoration and conservation commitment by proposing
development that is in direct conflict with the mitigation requirements of the Commission’s
Spanish Bay permit. PBC proposes to put a new equestrian center in Sawmill Gulch. In addition
to being prohibited by the certified zoning of the LCP, this development is not allowed by the
Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP. To address this conflict, the County is proposing to approve
the project with a condition requiring the applicant to show that the “Coastal Commission has -
amended its Spanish Bay Coastal Development Permits to allow for the use of the Sawmill site

* Commission staff acknowledges and supports the proposed formal protection of other sensitive habitat areas
(through conservation easements) that also should not be developed pursuant to the ESHA protection policies of
the LCP.

¢ We note that to the extent that there rﬁay be a conflict between LCP ESHA policies, LCP section 20.02.060(D)
identifies the Coastal Act as the highest prevailing authority for resolving such conflict.

" CDP Conditions 3, 4, 5, and 28.
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for the proposed Equestrian Center.” This condition fails to consider the fact that the Executive
Director of the Commission is obligated to reject an application for a CDP amendment if he/she
determines that the amendment would lesson or avoid the intended effect of the original permit,
unless new material information is presented (14 CCR § 13166(a)). In this case, an amendment
request to develop the Sawmill Gulch restoration area, an area designed to be set aside and
restored as mitigation for Spanish Bay project impacts, and required under the recorded
easements to be permanently protected as sensitive habitat in perpetuity, would clearly be a
weakening amendment that would be rejected. We are not aware of any new information that
would support an application to eliminate this or any other requirement of the Commission’s
Spanish Bay CDP.

Information gaps preclude a finding of LCP consistency

In addition to the fundamental information gap associated with the unknown Measure A and
Spanish Bay CDP amendment outcomes, there appear to be significant additional information
gaps that make it difficult to fully assess the consistency of the project with the LCP. In
particular, as we informed the County in January, recent fieldwork conducted by Commission
staff in areas MNOUYV has led us to conclude that the EIR has not delineated all areas that would
qualify as wetland under the LCP using the methodology that we advised in 2002. In particular,
there appear to exist significant areas of wetland in the proposed golf course site that have not
yet been delineated and that would render additional areas undevelopable. Similarly, it appears
that areas of dune habitat at Signal Hill/Spyglass have not been delineated, and that portions of
the proposed golf course are sited on top of dune habitat. Finally, based on our preliminary
review of the administrative record for the certificates of compliance that have been issued for
the project area to date, the number of legal lots may be overstated, raising questions about the
level of proposed subdivision necessary to support the project (see also discussion below). We
recommend that the County not take a final action on the PBC project until the wetlands, dune,
and lot legality information can be appropriately updated, and the project further modified if
necessary. In sum, because of the aforementioned Measure A and Spanish Bay unknowns, and
because of these additional information gaps, approval at this time may be illegal since the
decision-makers (the Board) do not have before them the necessary information (including the
Commission’s future actions relative to Measure A and Spanish Bay) to make an informed
decision about potential environmental impacts (see, for example, Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino). '-

Development potential under the Del Monte Forest LUP/IP is overstated

PBC and the County staff report for Measure A have presented the project as both reducing the
scope and intensity of otherwise allowable development and increasing habitat preservation in
the Forest. However, this assertion relies on the unsupportable claim that the LCP allows much
more development than the proposed project. The LCP does not guarantee the development of
the +-850 residential units that has been suggested as the Company’s entitlement within the
project area. Rather, the LCP clearly states that the residential densities identified in various
planning areas are maximums that need to be understood in relation to resource and other
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constraints, where the actual density allowed by the LCP for any specific project area is
dependent on'the development constraints under relevant LCP requirements (e.g., LUP Policy
68a; CIP 20.147.090).

For example, the LCP prohibits subdivision within ESHA. As discussed above, there is

substantial evidence that the undeveloped project area lands, including areas proposed for

“preservation,” are predominantly ESHA. As such, their development potential is considerably

less than 850 residential units. Within the context of Constitutional takings law, the general

requirements of which are reflected in CIP 20.02.040 and 20.02.060(B), the maximum .
development potential of a residentially-zoned legal parcel that is entirely ESHA under the LCP

generally is probably not more than a single house.® As mentioned, we have not concluded our

review of the administrative record on this matter and believe that the number of developable

legal lots in the project area may be something less-than the 41 that the County has certified.

Even still, there is no doubt that the development potential of 41 lots substantially comprising

ESHA is significantly less than the 850 units that has been suggested. Moreover, to the extent

that the proposed preservation areas are ESHA, they are already substantially protected by the

LCP. Thus, only that development that must be allowed under the Constitution, such as a single

residence on an all ESHA parcel, should be countenanced as a resource protection “benefit” of
the project. In short, it is important that the public record reflect a more realistic statement of the

development potential of the Del Monte Forest under the certified LCP, particularly to the extent

that arguments about the purported reduction in LCP development potential by Measure A and

the project, as well as statements concerning the preservation benefits of the project, are being

used to rationalize approval of significant new development in environmentally sensitive areas.

Conclusion

There is no doubt that the proposed PBC development, including Measure A, is complex and
controversial. We acknowledge and sincerely appreciate the significant commitment that your
staff has made to evaluating and processing the project thus far. We look forward to continuing
to work with your staff as the process unfolds. Nonetheless, we have serious concerns with the
project, particularly with respect to its significant impacts on environmentally sensitive habitat
areas and the contravention of the restoration requirements of the Spanish Bay CDP. Conditions
of approval proposed by the County are not adequate to address these fundamental LCP and
. legal inconsistencies. Because Measure A has not been certified, the approval of much of the
project is without legal foundation. Finally, information with respect to wetlands and dune
habitats, as well as the number of legal lots, appears to be incomplete or uncertain.

There are other issues of project consistency with the LCP, including quéstions regarding public
access, scenic resources, mitigations outside the coastal zone and therefore beyond the
applicability of the LCP, water quality protection, and water supply, as well as more detailed

® Such an analysis is case specific. The actual development potential of any particular lot will depend on the
transactional history of the parcel, applicable laws and regulations, development context, environmental
constraints, etc.
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concemns related to the protection of habitat and wetlands, that may need to be further addressed.
But at this point and given the accelerated pace at which this project is now being moved through’
the County, these further issues are secondary to the fundamental conflicts of the proposed
project with the LCP’s ESHA protection policies. We recommend that you not approve the
project because it is not consistent with the Monterey County certified LCP and the
Commission’s Spanish Bay coastal development permit.

Sincerely,

Xﬁmﬁw%ﬁmmm

Charles Lester
Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission

cc: Ann Anderson, Clerk to the Board of Supervisors _
Lew Bauman, Monterey County Administrative Officer
Scott Hennessy, Monterey County Planning Director
Thom McCue, Monterey County Senior Planner
Mark Stilwell, Pebble Beach Company
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESQURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95080

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 4274877

December 22, 2004

Supervisor Louis Calcagno

Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
P.O. Box 1728

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Measure A and the Pebble Beach Company’s Project in the Del Monte Forest

Dear Chairman Calcagno:

I write to express the California Coastal Commission’s concern about the manner in which the
County is processing the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest project coastal
development permit (CDP) application. We understand that this project relies on, and is intended
to be measured against, the County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) as modified by Measure A.
However, the County has not yet submitted Measure A to the Coastal Commission for review
under the Coastal Act, and the LCP modifications proposed by Measure A are not part of the
certified LCP. It is premature for the County to take final action on the Pebble Beach Company’s
CDP application until the Coastal Commission has fully reviewed Measure A for conformance
with the Coastal Act. Similarly, because the Pebble Beach CDP application proposes significant
development of property in conflict with the previously implemented CDP for Spanish Bay,
neither the County’s nor the Commission’s review of this new project should precede Coastal
Commission action on an amendment to the Spanish Bay CDP. As you know, the Coastal
Commission holds the Spanish Bay CDP, not the County; therefore the Commission retains
continuing jurisdiction over the permit. Finally, the legality of the County’s pending action is in
question since the standard of review for the County at this time is the existing unmodified LCP.
The County’s decision to move ahead with the Del Monte Forest project CDP application prior
to establishing the degree to which Measure A can be incorporated into its LCP, coupled with the
bypassing of Coastal Commission action on an amendment to the existing Spanish Bay CDP,
will result in unnecessary and unwarranted expenditures of public funds by both of our agencies
and significant confusion for the public.

The Commission therefore strongly advises that the County refrain from taking any final action
on the Pebble Beach Company’s CDP application until after it has submitted, and the Coastal
Commission has acted on, the proposed Measure A LCP amendments, as required by law.
Similarly, the County should not take final CDP action until after the Coastal Commission has
acted on any Spanish Bay CDP amendment request. As our staff has advised the County on
several previous occasions, the Coastal Commission strongly recommends that the County
address proposed LCP amendments before conducting any further deliberations on the CDP
application for the project. ‘

In summary, the proposed LCP amendment as well as the amendment to the Spanish Bay CDP
need to be processed by the County and the Coastal Commission before the County takes further
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action on the CDP for the new Pebble Beach Company project. To discuss processing and
scheduling options, please contact Deputy Director Charles Lester or Coastal Planner Dan Carl
in the Commission’s Central Coast District Office.

As always, the Coastal Commission would like to work cooperatively with the County to
expeditiously process the County’s requests but this will be more difficult to do if the proper
processing order is not followed. Acting otherwise will only lead to a needless expenditure of
public funds and costly and time-consuming litigation and controversy, which is not in anyone’s
interest. We look forward to working with you to resolve this situation.

Sincerely,
Meg Caldwell

Chair, California Coastal Commission
On behalf of the California Coastal Commission

cc: District 1 Supervisor Fernando Armenta
District 3 Supervisor W.B. "Butch” Lindley
District 4 Supervisor Edith Johnsen
District 5 Supervisor Dave Potter
Ann Anderson, Clerk to the Board of Supervisors
Sally Reed, Monterey County Administrative Officer
Scott Hennessy, Monterey County Planning Director
Thom McCue, Monterey County Senior Planner
Mark Stilwell, Pebble Beach Company
Peter Douglas, Coastal Commission Executive Director
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* STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

+ CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
PHONE: (831) 427-4863
FAX: (831) 4274877

November 17, 2004
Thom McCue
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspectlon Department, Coastal Office
- 2620 First Avenue
Marina, CA 93933

Subject: Monterey County Public Hearings on “Pebble Beach Company’s Del Mohte
’ Forest Preservation and Development Plan” Project (PLN 010254, PLN 010341,
and PLN 040160)

Dear Mr. McCue:

Thank you for forwarding the County Subdivision Committee hearing notice to our office last
week regarding the above-referenced project, as well as forwarding the County’s staff report for
that hearing to our office this week. According to these materials, the County Subdivision
Committee intends to have a hearing on the Pebble Beach Company project on November 18,
2004, to be followed by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor hearings starting in
January 2005. The Subdivision Committee is being asked to recommend (to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors) that the project, including required changes to the
County’s Spanish Bay permit, be approved.

We continue to strongly advise that the project not be heard until after there have been
final Coastal Commission decisions on the LCP (Measure A) and coastal permit (Spanish
Bay) amendments that would be required for the project to proceed.

We note that the draft CEQA documents acknowledge these Coastal Commission review
requirements, and we further note that the County’s staff report also acknowledges these
requirements. However, the current staff recommendation then proceeds to identify a portion of
the project that could proceed absent any further Commission action on Measure A and Spanish
Bay, and a portion of the project that cannot. This is implemented by suggested conditions of
approval that are structured to require evidence of Commission certification of Measure A and
approval of the Spanish Bay coastal permit amendment (prior to issuance of grading and building
permits) for only a segment of the project. Presumably the intent is to allow the rest of the
project to proceed without such Commission action. In both cases, such approval appears
structured to precede submittal of Measure A. '

Such an approach is problematic and we strongly recommend that project approval not
precede required Commission approvals, and not be segmented in this manner.

It is inappropriate for project approval to be conditioned on future Coastal Commission
approvals, and it is inappropriate for an interrelated project of this magnitude to be segmented e
into a portion that requires Measure A certification and a portion that purportedly does not. We
disagree with the analysis that a portion of the project is consistent with the existing LCP.
Furthermore, conditioning the project approval in whole or in part in this manner presupposes
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that the Commission will certify the Measure A LCP amendment as submitted, and will modify
the Spanish Bay coastal permit as proposed. As you are aware from our previous comments, we
continue to have serious reservations about the project and the LCP amendment, and it is unwise
to presume that LCP and permit amendments would be approved as submitted. In short, the
outcomes of a Measure A amendment to the LCP and an associated amendment to the Spanish
Bay coastal permit are uncertain, and the specifics of these outcomes will necessarily affect the
manner in which all aspects of the project (both those deemed consistent and those not in the
staff report’s segmentation of the project) can be found consistent with the LCP and past permits.
County decision makers at each level need to have the benefit of this information prior to making
final decisions on the project. Without it, their understandmg of this large and contentious
project, and their discussions on the merits of it in relation to the LCP, will be significantly
hampered. Because of this, a final County action on the project prior to final Commission action
is not appropriate.

Given the inextricable link between the LCP amendment and the proposed project, we
understand why the County would want to use the ongoing CEQA review process to help
develop information both for the permit review and to support an LCP amendment submittal. To
a point, such a combination makes sense as a way to pool scarce County resources on common
questions. However, it is now time that these review processes be separated. To do otherwise
seems to us to be poor use of time and resources because any series of County hearings on the
project now will be without the benefit of knowing what the Coastal Commission will do later.
In other words, if the County holds a series of hearings leading to an action now (as is the
intended approach according to the notice and staff report that we received), these hearings will
not have the benefit of critical information for making coastal permit decisions. Any “final”
decisions made after this series of hearings will need to be revisited at additional hearings
following Coastal Commission actions, and are thus premature.

Moreover, even the existing “known” body of information is in question, and this also indicates
that decisions on the project now would not be prudent. Specifically, the aforementioned CEQA
documentation, and the current County staff report analysis that incorporates and relies upon it,
is incomplete and has been compromised by an incorrect evaluation foundation. This is
particularly the case in terms of the DEIR’s identification of environmentally sensitive habitat
area (ESHA) and its ESHA impact evaluation methodology (please see our March 22, 2004 letter
on the original DEIR and our November 10, 2004 letter on the PRDEIR for specific reasons for
this). We continue to highlight that the DEIR’s evaluation has not been sufficiently inclusive of
Del Monte Forest ESHA, and has not been clearly premised on Coastal Act and LCP
requirements that impacts to ESHA be avoided. Likewise, and related to County staff report
references to legal lots and certificates of compliance (whether conditional or unconditional), we
have not seen supporting documentation for determining the number of legal lots of record that
are a part of this application (most recently requested in our DEIR comments), and thus there
remains significant uncertainty in this regard. Remember, too, that conditional certificates of
compliance require coastal development permits. Any decisions on whether a certificate is
conditional or unconditional is also a question of whether a coastal permit is required and subject
to Coastal Commission concurrence in this regard. In sum, as we have advised since March of
this year, and most recently reiterated in our November 10, 2004 PRDEIR comments, we
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continue to recommend that the DEIR be revised and recirculated for public review and
comment.

We strongly recommend that hearings (if there are any at all) at this time at the County
level be limited to perfecting supporting information for the LCP amendment (including
perfecting project CEQA information), and that any such hearings explicitly not include
any decisions on the project in advance of final Commission actions on both the Measure A
LCP amendment and the Spanish Bay coastal permit amendment.

We continue to believe that good planning and public policy require that the review process for
the LCP amendment and the Spanish Bay coastal permit amendment conclude and precede any
coastal permit decisions on the project itself. To do otherwise appears to us a poor use of scarce
staff and decision-maker time and resources, would diminish the value of the project
deliberations at each decision-making level leading to a final Board decision, and would only
serve to unnecessarily complicate and delay an ultimate decision on the project itself. That said,
if the County decides to proceed with the project review schedule and recommendations noted in
the hearing notice and staff report despite our recommendation, please note that any ultimate
Board approval of the project should be considered tentative and cannot be forwarded to the
Commission as a final action. At a minimum, the Board would have to hold at least one
additional coastal permit hearing (preceded by at least one hearing on the LCP in the case
Measure A is not approved by the Commission as submitted) after Coastal Commission action to
take final action on the coastal permits and then send them to the Coastal Commission to start the
ten-day appeal period. This needs to be made explicit in any staff report and/or approval
documents, and any approval conditions requiring future Coastal Commission actions should be
omitted. In the case that the County proceeds with hearings, please provide this letter, and our
DEIR and PRDEIR letters, to the Subdivision Committee members, Planning Commissioners,
and Supervisors for those hearings.

We hope that this letter has again helped to frame the LCP and coastal permit context for this
project. We, like the County and the Pebble Beach Company, are anxious to come to final
resolution on the project and on the LCP. As we have said before, the proposed project is one of
the largest to be proposed in the Central Coast in recent years, it involves significant impacts to
important coastal resources, and it remains the subject of considerable public debate. It would be
unfortunate if the final outcome was unnecessarily hindered and complicated by a flawed
process. We are optimistic that this can be avoided.

As always, feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.
Sincerely,

BMecesn_

Dan Carl
Coastal Planner

cc: Pebble Beach Company
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

November 10, 2004
Thom McCue
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, Coastal Office
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Subject: Partial Revision of the Draft Environmental Impact Report titled “Pebble Beach
Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan” (SCH Number
2002021130)

Dear Mr. McCue:

Thank you for forwarding the above-referenced Partial Revision of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (PRDEIR) to our office for review. In sum, please note that we continue to have
serious reservations about the Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendment necessary for Pebble
Beach Company’s proposed project (Measure A), and the project itself (see also our previous
correspondence to this effect, including our recent March 22, 2004 letter on the original DEIR).
As has only become clearer with the PRDEIR, the proposed project would significantly and
adversely affect coastal resources, including significant environmentally sensitive habitat area
(ESHA) resources. This PRDEIR, like the DEIR before it, neglects to identify all ESHA as
ESHA, and fails to account for the LCP and Coastal Act ESHA requirements in this regard,
including continuing a reliance on mitigation as opposed to avoidance. The EIR’s utility for LCP
amendment and project review is compromised as a result. Nonetheless, we continue to provide
comment here with the intent of helping the County in its preparation -of the underlying
information necessary for further project review and discussion. We hope that these comments
prove helpful in this regard.

CEQA Process

We were surprised to see a PRDEIR as opposed to a completely revised DEIR as we previously
requested. We continue to believe that the CEQA evaluation process has been compromised by
an incorrect evaluation foundation — most significantly in terms of the DEIR’s identification of
ESHA and its ESHA impact evaluation methodology (please see our March 22, 2004 letter on
the original DEIR for specific reasons for this). In particular, the DEIR’s evaluation has not been
sufficiently inclusive of Del Monte Forest ESHA, and has not been clearly premised on Coastal
Act and LCP requirements that impacts to ESHA be avoided. We continue to recommend that a
complete revised DEIR would be the most appropriate means to rectify these problems. This is
particularly the case if, as the County has indicated in the past, the CEQA document is being
developed for both the proposed project and the Measure A LCP amendment supporting it.
Moreover, due to degree to which the fundamental changes necessary would lead to a substantial
increase in the severity of project environmental impacts, CEQA requires recirculation in this
case (including but not limited to CEQA guidelines section 15088.5(2) and (4)). Please revise the
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DEIR (in response to previous comments received as well as information developed and
comments received on this PRDEIR) and recirculate it for public review and comment.

PRDEIR

We appreciate the depth of additional information developed in the PRDEIR. Other than our
basic CEQA objection described above, we found the PRDEIR to be informative and helpful on
the limited subset of issues that it evaluated. That said, other than our request for additional water
data and our request for additional information regarding potential indirect impacts to Yadon’s
piperia (on page S of our March 22, 2004 letter), the PRDEIR does not otherwise respond to the
questions and comments from our March 22, 2004 letter. Accordingly, any subsequent CEQA
documents must respond to all other comments in our previous letter, and our comments here are
limited accordingly. To the extent that there is any question in this regard, then we incorporate
our March 22, 2004 letter in its entirety as a part of this letter by reference, and consider it to
have been submitted on this PRDEIR as well. We have the following comments specific to the
PRDEIR:

1. The PRDEIR water impact evaluation appears to be premised at least partially on limiting
annual Cal-Am Carmel River diversions from the Carmel River to 11,285 AFY per State
Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Order WR 95-10, and on the effect of the project
as related to current withdrawals from the River.

(a) The PRDEIR omits a copy of SWRCB Order WR 95-10. Please ensure that any
subsequent CEQA documents include a copy of SWRCB Order WR 95-10, and any
relevant attachments, amendments, and/or other SWRCB documentation affecting the
order.

(b) The PRDEIR appears to indicate that Cal-Am has not perfected a legal water right to
11,285 AFY from Carmel River. As the PRDEIR indicates, SWRCB has indicated that
Cal-Am has -legal rights to only 3,376 AFY (see also SWRCB March 17, 2004 letter
commenting on the DEIR). Please provide a clear explanation of, and supporting
documentation for, Cal-Am’s existing legal water rights pertaining to Carmel River.

(c) The PRDEIR does not explain how (including from what source) water will be provided
to serve the proposed project in the event Cal-Am cannot perfect a legal right to its
existing Carmel River diversions. This information is necessary for understanding water
impacts due to the project. Please ensure that subsequent CEQA documents include this
information.

(d) The PRDEIR does not make a compelling case that existing withdrawals (nor the 11,285
AFY figure) are an appropriate baseline from which to measure project impacts. We note
that the PRDEIR appears to acknowledge as much (though the analysis baseline isn’t
changed in light of this) when it indicates that existing withdrawals both exceed Cal-Am
legal rights and have resulted in adverse biological impacts. Rather, we need to
understand the effect of the project related to the estimated maximum amount of water
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that could be withdrawn from the River without affecting River resource values (fisheries
and otherwise). Please provide this information, including any supporting assumptions
and information as well as the most current recommendations in this regard from the
resource agencies involved (including the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), NOAA Fisheries, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), SWRCB,
etc.).

2. It is clear from the PRDEIR that Cal-Am’s withdrawals from the Seaside Basin have
increased in recent years, and it appears clear from the PRDEIR that this has had and is
continuing to have an adverse impact on this groundwater resource.

(a) The PRDEIR briefly touches on the types of problems associated with overpumping of
the Basin (such as saltwater intrusion), but does not provide a clear baseline description
of the existing condition of the Basin in this regard. Please provide information on the
Basin’s water quality trends, including at a minimum a clear description/assessment of
the effect of historical pumping levels on saltwater intrusion in the Basin, and potential
responses being considered (i.e., limits in pumping, importation of water, etc.). Please
provide any supporting documentation and maps as well.

(b) Similar to Carmel River resources, the PRDEIR does not make a compelling case that
existing Seaside Basin withdrawals are an adequate baseline from which to measure
project impacts. Rather, as with Carmel River, we need to understand the effect of the
project related to the maximum amount of water that could be withdrawn from the Basin
without affecting its resource value. If trends indicate this figure to be changing (as
indicated in the PRDEIR where “safe yield” estimates have been lowered just this year),
then please extrapolate such trends in this regard. Although it is not clear from the
PRDEIR whether the Basin’s estimated “safe yield” (currently estimated in the PRDEIR
at 4,375 AFY) represents this maximum potential withdrawal amount, at a minimum, the
project impacts as compared to the basin’s safe yield should be evaluated. Please provide
this information including any supporting assumptions and information as well as the
most current recommendations in this regard from the resource agencies involved (again,
CDFG, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, SWRCB, etc.). '

3. The PRDEIR water impact evaluation also appears to be premised at least partially on the
Pebble Beach Company’s water entitlement agreement with the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District (MPWMD).

(a) The PRDEIR omits a copy of the agreement. Pleaée ensure that any subsequent CEQA
documents include a copy of the agreement, and any relevant attachments, amendments,
and/or other documentation affecting it.

(b) It is not clear from the PRDEIR how or why this agreement translates into a right to
water; something that is governed by water law and not by agreements made between
water management districts and private companies. Please provide clear explanation of
how this entitlement translates into a water right.
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(c) It is not clear from the PRDEIR how or why the agreement should be read to allow
Pebble Beach Company to use water that is not actually physically available. We note
that the agreement is based on two primary suppositions: that the Pebble Beach Company
will use less Cal-Am water because it is using reclaimed water instead, and that the
entitlement of 365 AFY of Cal-Am water is available. Pebble Beach Company has
greatly reduced its reliance on Cal-Am water for irrigation purposes, but in only one year
so far reached the target of 800 AFY saved, upon which the agreed upon entitlement was
based. If reclamation efforts are not yielding expected water savings, commitments to
reserve water based on reclamation may no longer be appropriate; particularly in light of
resource impacts to Carmel River and the Seaside Basin due to existing (and proposed)
withdrawals. It appears that the agreement needs to be updated to reflect the current
impact (from withdrawals) and reclaimed water use realities. This is particularly the case
given that the agreement’s 365 AFY was apparently developed based on estimates of Del
Monte Forest buildout that do not appear to have adequately accounted for the number of
legal lots of record and resource constraints on them otherwise (see also March 22, 2004
‘comments in this regard), and was developed well before the agreement itself. Please
provide a clear analysis of how and why the agreement helps demonstrate a long-term
water supply to serve the project when even existing withdrawals of water are leading to
resource degradation and have not themselves been legally perfected (see also above).
Please also provide evidence of input from MPWMD in this regard.

(d) PRDEIR Table G.2-6 indicates that the Company has used only 9.9 AFY out of an
original agreement for 365 AFY. Please provide-a breakdown for how the 9.9 AFY has
been allocated, including underlying information documenting that amount of use for the
projects to which the allotment has been directed.

4. The PRDEIR relies in large part upon Recycled Water Project (RWP) Phase II improvements
to offset water use impacts due to the proposed project.

(a) The PRDEIR omits an analysis of how project impacts will be offset if Phase II: (a) is not
developed for whatever reason; or (b) is less successful than estimated. Given the track
record with reclaimed water use in the Forest (where use of same has not generally
achieved all of the potable water savings predicted, and the PRDEIR indicates that
approximately 30% of the RWP water currently supplied is actually potable water), it
seems unwise to rely so heavily on such a mitigation without some sort of mechanism for
ensuring that expected savings are achieved, and if they aren’t, a companion mechanism
for offsetting shortfalls. Please perform an expanded analysis and mitigation assessment
that is based upon a spectrum from complete success with Phase II in effect down to it
not being developed at all (i.e., the current reclaimed water status quo). Such analysis
should include rational demarcation points for scenarios in-between (e.g., using success
rates of 25%, 50%, 75%, etc), perhaps based on the current track record of success with
recycled water in the Forest.
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(b) Except in very dry years, the PRDEIR indicates that all water supplied for irrigation in
the Forest would be from recycled water (PRDEIR Table P1-6), and refers to Appendix
G for details and assumptions supporting this. It is not clear to us from the PRDEIR
discussion how and/or why such irrigation use quantities would be achieved, and we
couldn’t find a clear explanation of this in Appendix G. Please provide a clear
explanation (including maps and figures) as to what constitutes the irrigation use within
the Forest to which Table P1-6 corresponds, and please also clarify the Appendix G
explanation for why this would be the case. Please also explain and provide a description
of the implementing mechanisms that would be used to ensure that only recycled water is
used in this regard.

5. Please modify the EIR’s overall water supply impact assessment (and mitigation framework),
including that relative to cumulative impacts, to address the above comments.

6. We appreciate the PRDEIR’s improved information regarding indirect impacts to Yadon’s
piperia due to the project, but we continue to disagree with the ESHA identification and
impact assessment methodology applied to this federally-listed endangered species. The
PRDEIR does not identify Yadon’s piperia and its habitat as ESHA. As we have previously
indicated, most recently in our March 22, 2004 letter, Yadon’s piperia must be evaluated as
ESHA and impacts to this species avoided (we note here that all comments regarding ESHA
in our March 22, 2004 letter are included in their entirety in this comment by reference).
Toward this end we cannot agree that project impacts on piperia can be mitigated to a less
than significant level. According to the PRDEIR, the project would directly remove 36 acres
of occupied Yadon’s piperia habitat (and over 36,000 individual plants). Such project direct
impact includes removal of the world’s largest known occurrence of piperia at the site of the
proposed golf course; an occurrence appropriately recognized by the PRDEIR as “considered
important to the recovery of the species.” Project direct impacts in this regard represent
destruction of over a quarter of the known Yadon’s piperia population in the Forest and 21%
of the known population in the world. In addition, the PRDEIR indicates that the project
would result in indirect adverse impacts to 24 acres of occupied piperia habitat (some 17,000
individual plants), and to 63 acres of other potential piperia habitat. Accordingly, future
CEQA documents. must be modified: to identify this species and its habitat (see also below)
as ESHA; must be premised on avoidance of impacts to it; and must consider impacts to
Yadon’s piperia to be significant and unmitigatable (please also refer to our March 22, 2004
letter).

7. The PRDEIR begins to discuss the habitat conditions for Yadon’s piperia, including
identifying Monterey pine forest areas as potentially suitable habitat, but stops short of
providing conclusions or a useable methodology in this regard. Rather, the PRDEIR relies on
a methodology that uses a 50-foot “occurrence buffer” around piperia plants and clusters to
determine an “occurrence area” for piperia. Although the 50-foot buffer can be used to
acknowledge some “habitat” surrounding individuals found above ground, we don’t believe
it can be used to meaningfully estimate Yadon’s piperia habitat areas. Rather, based on the
sensitivity of the species, it is incumbent upon the EIR documents to clearly explain its
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10.

11.

habitat characteristics, and to delineate the acreage of the area within which such
characteristics are present in order to quantify the area of piperia habitat. In this respect, the
PRDEIR appears to support applying at least a conservative approach where areas of
Monterey pine forest are deemed to provide habitat for piperia. Given the endangered status
of the species, and the fact that its known population is almost entirely limited to the Del
Monte Forest, such a cautious approach seems appropriate here. Please provide an analysis of
Yadon’s piperia habitat characteristics, and an evaluation of the Forest areas containing such
characteristics, including updated maps and acreage tables. For any Monterey pine forest
areas deemed not to exhibit such characteristics, please provide an explanation as to why thls
is the case.

The PRDEIR is equivocal in terms of quantifying indirect impacts to Yadon’s piperia. As
previously indicated, we believe the most conservative approach would be to analyze such
indirect impacts as direct impacts if it is not clear whether indirectly impacted resources will
continue to provide habitat/resource value due to the project. In this case, the PRDEIR makes
a compelling case that indirect impacts will result in adverse impacts. This is particularly
obvious where large areas of habitat would be fragmented by the project (e.g., as is perhaps
most obvious with the proposed golf course fragmentation as shown in Appendix E Figure E-
9-YP). As such, the more conservative approach is even more compelling in this case. Please
supplement the piperia impact analysis with tables (modeled on PRDEIR Tables P2-1, P2-2,
and P2-3) that quantify indirect piperia impacts in this regard and that can be used in to an
additive manner (avoiding overlap with direct impacts).

The PRDEIR indicates that the 2004 Yadon’s piperia survey methodology differed from that
done in 1996, and that this has resulted in a 2004 estimated acreage of occupied habitat that
is roughly 1/10 the size of that estimated in 1996. Please provide documentation indicating
that the California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service concur with the methodology and conclusions documenting Yadon’s piperia habltat
including that based upon the requested habitat characterization method above.

The PRDEIR identifies two new areas — the Company’s Old Capitol and Aguajito (Jack’s
Peak) sites — where conservation easements would be applied to offset project impacts. The
PRDEIR indicates that Yadon’s piperia surveys would be done to identify that portion of
these sites that would be subject to such easement. Please ensure that any such delineation
process also be based upon habitat characterization (as discussed above), and that it be clear
in any final documents what portion of these sites would be subject to easement. For
example, the PRDEIR indicates that only one acre of the much larger Aguajito site would
have such an easement applied to it, though this seems counterintuitive to us given that this
area is covered in Monterey pine forest that appears otherwise conducive to Yadon’s piperia.
Please supplement any subsequent CEQA documents with this information.

For any subsequent CEQA documents, please include clear maps, acreage figures, and
narrative description of all of the areas to which protective legal instruments (e.g.,
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conservation easements, property restrictions, outright dedications, etc.) would be applied,
accompanied by the relevant controlling text of any such instruments.

Final CEQA Documents

The utility of final CEQA documents (for use by decision makers and the interested public) is
often compromised by the use of a final EIR document that isn’t actually “final” but rather
represents acknowledgement of a suite of changes in response to comments received on a draft.
Such a “final” EIR necessitates painstaking and difficult cross-referencing between documents to
be able to understand a project and its expected impacts. These difficulties are only exacerbated
when there are multiple and/or atypical CEQA documents and substantial comments (such as in
this case with a DEIR in two parts, a PRDEIR so far, and a significant amount of comments).
The value of final CEQA documents for informing public debate on projects is decreased in such.
cases. :

As you know, the proposed project is one of the largest to be proposed in the Central Coast in
recent years, it involves significant coastal resources, and it remains very controversial. Because
of this, and to provide for the most open and informed public discussion and debate on its merits,
we recommend that any final CEQA documents be prepared in such a way that reference back to
drafts is not necessary. In other words, the final CEQA document would include the final text
and figures within which all changes (in response to comments or otherwise) are reflected.
Comments and responses on drafts could be in a companion final appendix document of some
sort, but would not require cross-referencing. The revised and recirculated DEIR requested offers
an opportunity to begin organizing the document to be finaled in this way.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. As with our prior DEIR comments, we hope that
these comments help to frame the LCP and coastal permit context for this project and future
development within-the Del Monte Forest. We continue to be available for consultation in this
regard. Although the project will no doubt remain controversial, we continue to believe it is
important that the County and the Commission maximize the extent to which we are working
from a common understanding of the environmental baseline, and potential project impacts, in
our reviews. Good planning and public policy require as much, and informed public debate on
the merits of LCP amendments and coastal permits is better accomplished when this is the case.
As always, feel free to contact me if you’d like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

Ml

Dan Carl
Coastal Planner

cc: Pebble Beach Company
State Clearinghouse (SCH # 2002021130)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY : ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 4274877

March 22, 2004

Thom McCue

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, Coastal Office
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Subject: Draft Environmental Impéct Report titled “Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte
Forest Preservation and Development Plan” (SCH # 2002021130)

Dear Mr. McCue:

Thank you for forwarding the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to
our office for review. We appreciate the information developed and presented in the DEIR, and
the level of complexity and difficulty associated with an evaluation of a project of this
magnitude. The Pebble Beach Company’s (PBC) project is one of the largest to be proposed in
the Central Coast in recent years, it involves significant coastal resources, and it remains very
controversial. As you know, it is important that any Local Coastal Program (LCP) and coastal
development permit (CDP) decisions in this matter be well-supported with clear and
comprehensive evidence and analysis, and the CEQA process plays a critical role in this regard.

In light of this, we are concerned that some of the fundamental coastal resource issues raised by
the PBC project are not framed correctly thus far in the DEIR, and that this significantly
compromises the utility of the document for purposes of LCP and coastal development permit
decision-making. In particular, we don’t believe that the DEIR accurately frames the
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) issues associated with the project and Measure A,
and has mostly overlooked our previous comments in this regard. Because the EIR will be used
by the County and the Commission for LCP and CDP decision making, we believe the process is
better served by the County circulating a revised DEIR that is significantly changed as described
below. Therefore, our comments here are brief, limited primarily to highlighting what we believe
to be the significant DEIR problems in need of correction. For example, the DEIR continues to
rely on mitigation for impacts as opposed to avoidance of ESHA as required by the Coastal Act.
We have also attached our previous comments on PBC’s proposal for development within the
forest and its relation to Monterey County LCP requirements (i.e., the PBC Lot Program
(predecessor) project and Measure A) and on the protection of the forest’s Monterey pine habitat
specifically (i.e., our periodic LCP review draft findings) that remain relevant inasmuch as they
provide background information, draft discussion of Monterey pine forest habitat issues, and
more detail with respect to the concerns summarized in this letter (see attached correspondence
and our excerpted LCP periodic review findings). Please include these attachments within the
CEQA record as a portion of our input on the DEIR.

Finally and more generally, we are concerned that the DEIR does not correctly identify the
extent of ESHA within the forest and the proposed development areas, in part because it fails to
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through the Commission. In addition, the DEIR should be corrected to indicate that such
amendments are required, and not that they “may” be required.

ESHA and Avoidance

The DEIR continues to use the interpretation that the LCP’s Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
(LUP) Figure 2 and Appendix A define all ESHAs within the forest. We continue to disagree
with this methodology, and don’t believe that it is the correct interpretation of how to identify
ESHA within the forest under the certified LCP (please see our previous comments attached in
this regard). The Del Monte Forest in general, and the proposed development area specifically,
are home to a high number of sensitive species and/or significant habitat resources. Much of this
habitat is inter-related understory and overstory (like the Monterey pine-Yadon’s piperia
association). We do not agree with the DEIR categorization that some of these resources are
ESHA and some not based strictly on LUP Figure 2 and Appendix A. There are at least nineteen
species of plants in the project area that are considered to be rare or endangered for the purposes
of CEQA, and at least seven of these that are state and/or federally listed. Similarly there exists
habitat for at least thirteen special-status wildlife species in the project area, and at least four
listed species have been documented in the project area. The DEIR clearly shows that severe
impacts to these resources would be expected with the proposed project. We cannot agree that
only that portion of these species shown on LUP Figure 2 and Appendix A (circa 1984) are
ESHA as defined by the LCP and the Coastal Act, and are the only habitats, therefore, to which
ESHA protections apply. To take this approach lacks biological common sense. For example,
Yadon’s piperia, a federally-listed endangered species found almost exclusively on the Monterey
peninsula and in the Del Monte Forest, had not yet even been discovered in 1984, and thus is not
represented in the 1984 LUP references. Yet, listed endangered species habitat is, almost by
definition, typically considered to be ESHA by the Commission. The fact that Federal and
California Engendered Species Act “take” authorization would be required for species that would
be displaced by the project but that are not listed in LUP Appendix A (like California red-legged
frog) is a good indicator that there is more ESHA present than only that in the 1984 LUP
references.

We recommend that the DEIR be modified to assess impacts to LCP and CEQA-recognized rare
or endangered species habitat, including all listed species habitat, and all wetlands, particularly
where associations of various sensitive species exist, as ESHA. This includes undeveloped areas
of indigenous Monterey pine forest (identified by the California Native Plant Society as a List
1B species; see also attached letters, and attached LCP periodic review findings on Monterey
pine in this regard). Please note that the LCP defines “rare and/or endangered species” in the Del
Monte Forest as “those identified as rare, endangered, and/or threatened by the State Department
of Fish and Game, United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Native Plant Society and/or pursuant to the 1973 convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna” (LCP Section 20.147. OZO(AA)) This LCP
definition is clear, and is an appropriate method for defining which specws habitats in the forest
are considered ESHA.
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corrected in this regard (see our attached correspondence, particularly the letter dated May 19,
1999 for the correct Coastal Act and LCP definitions for ESHA).

e The DEIR does not appear to exp11c1tly quantify indirect impacts to resources, such as to
Monterey pine and Yadon’s piperia (see, for example, DEIR pages 3.3-22 and 3.3-33). These
indirect resource impacts should be explicitly identified in any DEIR impact assessment and
tabular counts. The most conservative DEIR approach would be to analyze indirect impacts as
direct impacts if it is not clear whether indirectly impacted resources will continue to provide
habitat/resource value due to the project. Please supplement the DEIR in this regard.

e The precise number and current legal status of the underlying PBC properties is not totally
clear from the DEIR or otherwise (see also our attached comments, and specifically the October
23, 2000 letter on this point). We recommend that the DEIR be supplemented to include a clear
description of the individual properties involved, including any chain of title and other
information necessary to determine the number and configuration of legal lots. This information
is important for understanding the basis from which project evaluation can proceed.

e The DEIR mapping of the Huckleberry Hill Nature Preserve is from the 1984 LUP, and does
not include an updated map that includes the Sawmill Gulch restoration areas added to the
Preserve by the Spanish Bay permits (see also our attached comments, and specifically the May
19, 1999 letter). The DEIR should include a clear map of the current boundaries of the Preserve.

e We appreciate the complexity of the water supply and demand issues as they relate to PBC’s
entitlement. This is clearly a complicated issue area, and we appreciate the information and
analysis in the DEIR. That said, it is not clear to us from the DEIR information presented that the
Carmel River would not be adversely affected by water use due to the proposed project. It is our
understanding that existing river withdrawals have already resulted in significant resource
degradation. We believe that additional information is necessary to understand the relation of the
project to the withdrawals from the Carmel River and the health of the River as a result. Please
supplement the DEIR to provide information and analysis regarding the health of the Carmel
River, including an analysis of the effect of current withdrawals on listed and other species -
habitat there, the optimum River levels necessary to support these species’ needs, and the effect
of additional withdrawals on Carmel River health due to project-related demand. We would
suggest that NOAA Fisheries, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and Cahfomla '
Department of Fish and Game (at a minimum) be consulted in this process.

e A portion of the proposed golf course is located on what was apparently historically the
Spyglass Quarry. The DEIR does not provide adequate information on the history of the quarry
and subsequent development that has resulted in fill and use as a PBC corporation yard/landfill
of sorts. Please supplement the DEIR with a history of this portion of the project area that

includes, at a minimum, a description of (including dates associated with) past quarrying -

activities, all subsequent development (including the apparent fill that has created the level
portion of this area), and all permits for any development. '
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review. In terms of pfocess, we recommend that Measure A be submitted and acted on, and that
the required CDP amendments be applied for and acted on, before the County further considers
or acts on the proposed project.

We hope that these comments help to frame the LCP and CDP context for this project and future
development within the Del Monte Forest. In the interest of facilitating the decision processes of
the County and the Commission to the maximum degree feasible, we would welcome and invite
you to engage in more direct consultation with our planning staff with respect to the various
biological and ESHA issues raised by the project. Although the project will no doubt remain
controversial, it is important that the County and the Commission maximize the extent to which
we are working from a common knowledge base, including biologic expertise, concerning the
basic facts and science underlying the various resources at issue. We continue to be available to
the County and PBC, within the restrictions of our limited staffing, for such consultation.

Sincerely,
Diane Landry
District Manager

Attachments: Letters dated May 19, 1999, October 28, 1999, October 23, 2000, November 21,
2000, March 30, 2001, and April 3, 2002; Draft Periodic LCP Review Findings for “Protection
of Monterey Pine Forest Habitat”

cc: State Clearinghouse
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 85060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 4274877

December 31, 2003

Scott Hennessy, Director

Department of Planning and Building Inspection
Monterey County

P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Coordination on Habitat Planning for Del Monte Forest

eetf)

Dear Wessy

I am writing to follow up briefly on our phone conversation of several weeks ago in which we
discussed on-going work associated with the Pebble Beach Company “Measure A” project
(PBC). I also spoke with Thom McCue. Although there are many issues related to this project
that require close coordination between the County and the Commission, I am concerned that we
have not coordinated sufficiently on the detailed habitat related planning that has been on-going,
and that will eventually be incorporated into the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the project.

As you know, potential habitat impacts of the PBC project, and appropriate mitigation measures
where impacts cannot be avoided, will be one of the significant issues that the County and the
Commission will need to address in the review of LCP amendments and the project. While we
understand that your staff is somewhat constrained in its review given the origins of the project
in the voter-approved Measure A, we believe that the decision-making processes of both the
County and the Commission can only be improved by early coordination on such critical
planning issues. In particular, potential conflicts between the County and the Commission, and
thus project delays, may be better avoided by coordinating, before completion of the DEIR, on
the biological data collection, field work, evaluation, etc. being conducted by the County. We
appreciated the opportunity to do such coordination early in the process, particularly that
between our wetlands biologist and consulting biologists for the project. However, we have
heard very little from the County about on-going habitat planning in the last year.

I understand from Mr. McCue that the DEIR may be completed as early as next month. If this is
the case, it may be too late for the Commission to provide meaningful input into the baseline
planning work of the DEIR, although we will certainly provide the County with feedback for the
Final EIR. If this is not the case, though, we invite you to meet with us to discuss the current
status of habitat planning in Del Monte Forest, so that we may help to maximize the utility of the -
DEIR for purposes of future public review. In either case, improving our coordination
concerning the review of the PBC project can only assist us in our mutual review responsibilities,
particularly given the severe financial constraints under which our agencies are operating.
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Finally, we have recently completed the background materials and draft findings for the
Commission’s Periodic Review of the Monterey County LCP. I have enclosed a CD with all of
the materials for your review. Although we have been and will continue working closely with
the County’s General Plan Update staff, we look forward to feedback from the Department of
Planning and Building Inspection on the Preliminary Recommendations and our analysis of LCP
implementation. We are planning to present the preliminary Periodic Review recommendations
and findings to our Commission at the March meeting in Monterey, and we hope to further refine
our recommendations prior to that meeting based on review and input from the County and the
public. We have tentatively planned on presenting the material to the Monterey County Board of
Supervisors at the end of January. Of course, there are a significant number of Periodic Review
recommendations related to habitat protection, particularly Monterey pine forest habitat. In terms
of the PBC project, short of direct coordination, it may be beneficial for your Department to
consider these recommendations and analysis in your on-going Measure A and PBC project
review. Please do not hesitate to call Rick Hyman or me if you have questions about the
Periodic Review. We look forward to working with your Department in the new year.

Charles Lester
District Director

Enclosures: Monterey County Periodic Review CD

cc: Cheryl Burrell, Pebble Beach Company
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SYATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, SUTE 300

SANTACRUZ CA 95080

(B3T) 427-4863

October 23, 2000

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
c/o Lou Calcagno, Chair

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Pebble Beach Company Proposed Initiative: “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest
Preservation and Development Limitations”

Dear Honorable Supervisors,

Our office would like to take this opportunity to provide initial comments on the “Del Monte
Forest Plan: Forest Preservation and Development Limitations” Initiative (the Initiative)
proposed by the Pebble Beach Company and placed on the November ballot by your Board. As
you know, the Initiative proposes making numerous changes to the Monterey County Local
Coastal Program (LCP), including amending the Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan (LUP)
and the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan (IP). If County voters approve the
Initiative in November, it will next be submitted by the County as an LCP amendment request to
the Coastal Commission. The Commission will then process the submittal in the same manner as
any LCP amendment. It is important, therefore, that the changes proposed by the Initiative be
understood within the context of both the Coastal Act and the resource protection requirements
of the existing LCP. In particular, we note that much of the land in the Del Monte forest that
would be affected by the Initiative is constrained by existing natural resources on site, such as
environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest, wetland, riparian and dune habitats, and several
rare and endangered sensitive plant spec1es that the LCP protects, regardless of underlying land
use designations.

Proposed Land Use Changes

As we understand it, the Imtlatlve would change the Del Monte Forest Area LUP land use and IP
zoning district designations' for approximately 35 parcels owned by the Pebble Beach Company
(PBCo). These parcels cover approximately 592 acres?, the maJorlty of which are currently
undeveloped and characterized by large tracts of Monterey pine forest, wetlands, and other
sensitive habitats. [Please refer to: (1) Attachment 1 for a figure prepared by PBCo that shows
both existing and proposed zoning under the Initiative; (2) Attachment 2, a table prepared by
CCC staff showing the existing conditions and changes proposed for each land use area; and (3)
Attachment 3, staff analysis of the land use changes proposed for each area.]

! Throughout this letter, land use designations are generally spelled out, followed by zoning district in parentheses;
for example Open Space Forest (RC) represents the Open Space Forest land use designation and the Resource
Conservatlon zoning district,

ZAll acreages are approximated from those given in the Pebble Beach Lot Program — PrOJect Applications Summary

Handout, prepared by Monterey County Planning & Building Dept. for Minor Subdivision/Subdivision Committee
January 12, 1999.
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Approximately 500 acres of the undeveloped area affected by the Initiative is currently
designated Residential [zoned medium-density residential (MDR/B8) or low-density residential
(LDR/B8)]. About 80 acres of the affected area are currently designated Open Space Forest
(zoned Resource Conservation, or (RC)), and about 12 acres are currently designated General
Commercial (zoned Coastal General Commercial or (CGC)). Under the proposed Initiative,
approximately 198 acres would be redesignated as Open Space Forest (RC), approximately 288
acres would be redesignated Open Space Recreation (also zoned Open Space Recreation or
(OR)), and approximately 9 acres would be redesignated Commercial Visitor Serving (zoned
Visitor Serving Commercial or (VSC)). Approximately 12 acres would remain General
Commercial (CGC), and approximately 85 acres would remain Residential (94% zoned LDR and
6% zoned MDR).

Generally speaking, the Initiative would rezone large tracts of undeveloped, largely forested land
in the Spanish Bay, Spyglass/Cypress, Gowen Cypress, Middlefork, and Pescadero planning
areas from Residential (MDR/B8 and LDR/BS8) to Resource Conservation (RC). Other areas in
the Spanish Bay, Spyglass Cypress and Pebble Beach planning areas would be rezoned from
Residential to Open Space Recreational (OR). These area changes would modify zoning
designations in order to facilitate a new 18-hole golf course and clubhouse (in the
Spyglass/Cypress and Pebble Beach planning areas), and a new driving range and golf teaching
center (in the Spanish Bay planning area). The Initiative also proposes to rezone the Sawmill
Gulch area, located in the Gowen Cypress planning area, from Resource Conservation (RC) to
Open Space Recreation (OR), in order to allow for the relocation of the equestrian center from its
current site near Peter Hay Hill.

Proposed changes to Residential (MDR/B8 and LDR/B8) and General Commercial (CGC)
designations would allow up to 60 residential units to be developed in Del Monte Forest for
employee housing, including up to 12 employee housing units in the Spanish Bay Planning Area
B (zoned MDR), and up to 48 employee housing units in the Gowen Cypress Planning Area
(zoned CGC). The Initiative would also remove the B8 Resource Constraint overlay from the
residentially zoned areas defined in the Initiative.

In addition, the Initiative would remove the existing 161-unit cap on Commercial Visitor Serving
development in the Lodge area, and the similar 270-unit cap in the Spanish Bay Resort area.
And, the new Commercial Visitor Serving (zoned VSC) designation in the Spyglass Cypress
Planning Area would allow for the potential development of up to 24 “golf-suites.”

Coastal Planning Issues Raised by the Initiative

In general, the Del Monte Forest would certainly benefit from a “down-zoning” meant to clearly
limit future potential development in currently undeveloped forest areas, particularly given the
extent of sensitive coastal resources present there. For example, some areas currently designated
for residential development would be more aptly described by the Open Space Forest land use
designation and Resource Conservation zoning district, as proposed in certain instances under
the Initiative. We recognize as well that any reduction in future residential development would
also be expected to correspondingly decrease the amount of traffic, water use, and other public
service requirements associated with such development. (Of course, other potential changes
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under the Initiative, such as the increase of visitor serving units, also represent their own
corresponding increases of such impacts.)

Nonetheless, as we have indicated previously (see most recently our letters dated May 19, 1999
and October 28, 1999; Attachments 4 and 5, respectively), Commission staff remains concerned
about the impacts that any future development may have with respect to the existing native
Monterey pine forest and other environmentally sensitive habitats located in the Del Monte
Forest. For example, both the golf course and driving range are being proposed for areas that
contain some of the most important remaining undeveloped Monterey pine forest, wetland and
other sensitive habitats in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Area. Other areas slated by the
Initiative for development contain similar resource constraints. The current LCP and the Coastal
Act provide an array of policies aimed at protecting sensitive resource areas. As such, we are
concerned that the proposed Initiative, read as a whole, is not adequately consistent with existing
resource protection policies in light of the significant on-the-ground resources found in the
affected areas.

. In addition, our limited analysis to date has identified other coastal planning issues raised by the
Initiative, including: proposed relocation of the equestrian center to Sawmill Gulch in light of
previous permit conditions that require conservation easements and reclamation/restoration of
the site; the impacts that increased equestrian use may bring to sensitive habitat areas in and
adjacent to the Sawmill Gulch site; and the potential impacts from the proposed increase in
visitor-serving uses at various sites.

Overall Development Potential in Del Monte Forest

Overall, the Initiative indicates that it would reduce the total number of potential new residential
units from 889 single family dwelling to 38 general residential units, 60 employee residential .
units and 24 visitor-serving units (See Attachment 2). However, it should be understood that the
889 potential residential units cited by the PBCo do not represent any entitlement. There are not
currently 889 vacant residential lots owned by PBCo in Del Monte Forest. The 35 residentially
zoned parcels owned by PBCo would first have to be subdivided to obtain this number of new
residential sites. The 889-unit number appears to have been derived solely by calculating the
acreage of the affected area, and applying the maximum allowed density to derive a total of
potentially developable units. '

The actual current development potential of the land proposed for rezoning, though, is
considerably less. This is because development within any of the areas described in the Initiative
would be severely constrained by the sensitive coastal resources present there, including
wetlands, dunes, riparian corridors, and Monterey pine forest. As shown on previous resource
maps prepared by the PBCo (contained in the Pebble Beach Lot Program — Project Applications
Summary Handout), almost all of the areas listed in the Initiative are currently occupied by
Monterey pine forest. Most of the areas also include some amount of environmentally sensitive
dune, wetland and riparian habitats, as well as Yadon’s piperia (Piperia yadonii), a federally
endangered plant species of which nearly the entire remaining population is limited to the Del
Monte forest. Other rare, threatened and endangered plant species found in these areas include
Gowen Cypress, Bishop Pine, Hookers manzanita, Hickman’s onion, and Monterey Clover. As
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required by the currently certified LCP, protection of these existing resources (i.e., avoidance
and buffers) would restrict the location and size of any potential building envelope, significantly
reducing the actual development potential for the undeveloped land that would be affected by the
Initiative. '

Inasmuch as the effect of the proposed changes to the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan is being
described in relation to an overall development potential, it would appear to be in everyone’s
interest to have a better understanding of this actual potential. We note that a more accurate
representation of current development potential could be calculated by identifying the number of
existing legal lots of record in the forest (which appears to be only 35), mapping out the
environmental constraints for the affected properties (including necessary buffers), and then
identifying the remaining potential building envelopes.

Management of Monterey Pine Forest

The LUP policy guidance for forest and soil resources in Del Monte Forest states

The natural beauty of the Del Monte Forest is one of its chief assets. The forest
resource, in addition to its role in the areas natural environment, is a principal
constituent of the scenic attractiveness of the area, which should be preserved for the
benefit of both residents and visitors. The Forest is more than an aggregate of trees. It
is home to the area’s wildlife and serves to moderate climatic extremes. Therefore,
long-term preservation of the Forest resource is a paramount concern.

As noted in Commission staff’s previous correspondence on the earlier Pebble Beach Company
Lot Program Application, LUP policies regarding preservation of the forest resources require .
that: the forest be retained “to the maximum feasible degree” (LUP policy 31); projects minimize
tree removal (CIP Section 20.147.050(D)(3)) with preference for design concepts which pursue
this goal (LUP Policy 34); for all projects proposing tree removal, “preservation of scenic
resources shall be a primary objective” (LUP Policy 33); and perhaps most importantly, where
LUP objectives conflict, “preference should be given to long-term protection of the forest
resource” (LUP Policy 32).

Since certification of the County’s LCP in 1984, the status of species that have become rare or
especially valuable today have changed from those originally listed in the LCP. Changes
associated with the Monterey Pine forest are particularly pertinent to the Del Monte Forest.
Within its native range, Monterey Pine is found in just four places in the world—the largest
stand being that which mantles the Monterey Peninsula and defines the Del Monte Forest. While
native pine forest has generally been threatened in post-European times by habitat conversion,
the continued existence of native Monterey Pine forest at all is currently threatened by the pitch
canker epidemic. Estimates are that pitch canker disease could result in the death of up to 85%
to 90% of the Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) trees within the Forest. Because of its limited
native range, the threat of ongoing habitat conversion, and now pitch canker, the native
Monterey Pine has been listed as a federal Species of Concern and placed on the California
Native Plant Society List 1B, making it specifically eligible for recognition under the California
Endangered Species Act. [The Native Plant Society has already submitted a petition (in August
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1999) to list Monterey Pine as a threatened species, although it was temporarily withdrawn in
December 1999 to allow the California Department of Fish and Game time to analyze the
volume of information submitted.]

Because of the pitch canker threat, and in light of the special status now associated with the
native Monterey pine forest, we recommend that any comprehensive LCP amendment, such as
the land use changes proposed by the Initiative, include policies that protect Monterey Pine
forest habitat and minimize the risk of native pine forest extinction’. Such policies should
require designation of the most sensitive forest tracts as ESHA. For those areas not so identified,
and not otherwise determined to be ESHA through environmental review, comprehensive tree
protection and diseased tree removal protocols should be put in place, including: identification
of infected and/or disease resistant/tolerant trees; protection and genetic preservation of disease
resistant strains; designation of proper techniques for reducing the spread of the disease
(covering removal, handling and disposal of infected materials); and specification of replanting
requirements using disease resistant trees. '

Along these lines, if the Initiative is submitted as an LCP amendment, the Commission also will
have to determine if the proposed Open Space Management Classifications are appropriate,
given the existing sensitive resources on each site. As written, the Initiative proposes to manage
Open Space Forest under the Open Space Management Classification VI. This classification was
originally developed for lands adjoining those planned for development and for permanent forest
space that generally consists of even-aged Monterey pine forest. However, it may be more
appropriate to manage these areas under Open Space Management Classification II, which was
developed for areas such as the SFB Morse Reserve, Crocker Cypress Grove and other areas that
consist of “...rare, endangered, or unique plants and their associated communities that have been
designated as natural areas of special botanical interest.”

We would additionally anticipate that any future amendment to the LCP also will need to
provide for the incorporation of potential future technology and/or knowledge that could aid in
the long-term protection and preservation of forest resources in the Del Monte Forest (e.g., new
cloning, green waste management, and/or pest eradication techniques), as recommended by the
Monterey Pine Watch program and experts in this field.

Land Use Designations and Zoning for Open Space

Because the Initiative proposes to redesignate large areas of forest from residential to open space
zoning, it is important to understand the differences between the different proposed open space
land use designations. Overall, open space land use areas are critical to maintaining the natural
systems of the Del Monte Forest, including sites of endangered species, riparian areas, wetland
areas, and sensitive coastal strand areas (dunes and beaches). The LUP has two land use
designations involving such areas: Open Space Forest and Open Space Recreational. Open
Space Forest land use areas are implemented by the Resource Conservation (RC) zoning
districts; Open Space Recreational land use areas are implemented by the Open Space

3 That is, whether or not the Initiative passes, we encourage the Board of Supervisors to consider submitting
additional LCP amendments to the Coastal Commission aimed at accomplishing this goal.
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Recreational (OR) zoning districts. Regulations for RC and OR zoning districts are outlined in
the County’s Coastal Implementation Plan (IP) Chapters 20.37 and 20.38, respectively.

The purpose of the Resource Conservation (RC) zoning district is to protect, preserve, enhance,
and restore sensitive resource areas in Monterey County. Principal permitted uses in a RC
zoning district are (a) resource dependent educational and scientific research facilities uses, and
low-intensity day use recreation uses such as trails, picnic areas and boardwalks; and (b)
restoration and management programs for fish, wildlife, or other physical resources. Currently,
Open Space Forest land uses specified in the Del Monte Forest Land Use area are aimed at
protectmg such resources as the SFB Morse Botanical Reserve, riparian corridors, rare plants and
~ specimen trees, and geological hazard areas. Potential development allowed in Open Space
Forest areas include trails, low-intensity recreational facilities, tree cutting, and public works
only if consistent with all other plan policies.

The purpose of Open Space Recreation (OR) zoning district is for the establishment,
enhancement and maintenance of the outdoor recreation uses in Monterey County. Principle
permitted uses in Open Space Recreation zoning districts include hiking and equestrian trials,
picnic areas, minimum accessory facilities, such as restrooms, parking accessory to other
principal permitted uses and open air recreation facilities, such as parks, athletic fields and
swimming pools. Currently, Open Space Recreational land uses in the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Area include the golf courses, beach and tennis club, and equestrian center along with the
necessary support and maintenance facilities such as pro shops, cart shops, parking areas, stables
and bams. As such, the Open Space Recreational land use designation represents a fairly
intensive level of use. Thus, these zoning classifications should be understood as a spectrum
from most protective (RC) to less protective (OR).

Roughly estimated, the Initiative would rezone approximately 198 acres from, Residential
(MDR/B8 and LDR/B8) to Open Space Forest (RC). This would be an appropriate strategy in
light of the resources present in these areas (as discussed above), in that it would reduce the
potential intensity of use and would provide stronger resource protection policies to these areas.
New Open Space Forest (RC) areas would include much of the sensitive Pescadero Canyon area
and most of the currently undeveloped lands that abut the Huckleberry Hill Nature Preserve and
the Samuel F. B. Morse Botanical Reserve.

The Initiative would also rezone approximately 288 acres of land in the forest to Open Space
Recreational. While most of this land would change from Residential (R) to Open Space
Recreation (OR), approximately 42 acres would be changed from Open Space Forest (RC) to
Open Space Recreation (OR). These zoning changes are intended to facilitate development of a
new golf course in the Spyglass/Pebble Beach planning areas and relocation of the equestrian
center to the Sawmill Gulch area. The Initiative would also rezone approximately 24 acres from
Residential (MDR/B8) to Open Space Recreation (OR), to allow for a new dnvmg range and
golf teaching center in the Spanish Bay planning area.

In general, the change from Residential (MDR/B8 or LDR/B8) to Open Space Recreation (OR)
is welcome inasmuch as it might better protect on-the-ground resources in the designated areas.
Still, we expect that the pursuit of any future development activities in those areas necessarily
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will follow the required sensitive resource protection policies contained in the existing LCP. The
proposed changes from Open Space Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreation (OR) are
questionable in that they could allow for an increased level of recreational use and structural
development in areas previously considered suitable only for low-intensity uses and facilities.
Such activities could have significant impacts on sensitive habitats in and adjacent to these areas.
(See, for example, the discussions that follow.)

Proposed Golf Course, Equestrian Center, and Spanish Bay Driving Range

Again, the Initiative proposes, among other changes, land use changes from Residential
(MDR/B8, LDR/B8) and Open Space Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreational (OR). This
change is intended to facilitate the potential development of a new 18-hole golf course, driving
range and golf teaching center, and relocation of the existing equestrian center and polo fields.
As indicated in the most recent resource maps prepared by the Pebble Beach Company, the areas
proposed for development of the new golf course and driving range, as well as the area proposed
for the relocation of the equestrian center are all significantly constrained by environmentally
sensitive habitat. The area proposed for development of the golf course (Area MNOUYV) is
almost entirely occupied by Monterey pine forest, and contains rare and endangered plant
species, including Hooker’s manzanita, Hickman’s onion, and large areas of Yadon’s piperia.
Wetland and dune habitats also exist scattered throughout this area. The Sawmill Gulch area -
(marked EQ on Attachment 1) is similarly constrained by Monterey pine forest and sensitive
wetland habitat. The area proposed for the new driving range (Area C) has previously been
identified as a high priority for preservation due to the rare Monterey pine forest habitat that is
located on middle-aged dunes at the site. ESHA and terrestrial resource policies of the LCP
protect all wetlands, marshes, seasonal ponds, remnant coastal dunes, riparian corridors, and
other sensitive resources such as the Monterey Pine forest. (With respect to wetlands, the
County in cooperation with the Pebble Beach Company is currently conducting new
delineations. Once these are made available, a thorough review should be conducted to
determine what level of recreational use and associated development, if any, may be appropriate
in or adjacent to these sensitive wetland habitat areas.)

Additionally, we note that some of the Initiative’s proposed changes conflict with provisions of
previous coastal permits issued to the Company that required two scenic and conservation
easements over the upper and lower Sawmill Gulch quarry sites.* As we described in our May

4 As part of the Spanish Bay Resort project permitting (CDP PC-5202), a Conservation and Scenic Easement Deed
was granted March 10, 1986 for the Sawmill Borrow Site (lower Sawmill Gulch quarry site) that had been mined for -
sand during project construction. This Deed restricted any development and uses in the area to project activities,
restoration and revegetation, construction, maintenance, repair and use of public services (new road, utility
lines/pipes, existing fire roads, pedestrian and equestrian trails) and “...use for open space, recreational and
scientific study uses.” As we have stated in previous correspondence (see letter dated May 19, 1999), facilities
required to accommodate an entire equestrian center would be substantially more intense that the limited
development contemplated by this easement.

A second Scenic and Conservation Easement was required under the Spanish Bay Coastal Development Permit
(CDP 3-84-226), for the protection of natural and scenic resources within the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area,
including the upper Sawmill Gulch quarry site (Area 6). A separate condition of that permit also required
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19, 1999 correspondence, amendments to easements and underlying Coastal Commission
permits would be needed to pursue relocation of the proposed full-scale equestrian center to the
Sawmill Gulch site. Additionally, any such amendment request would need to demonstrate that it
would not substantively weaken the effect of the Commission’s previous actions, including
provision of similar forest open space benefits elsewhere.

On a related note, the Spanish Bay permit (3-84-226) Special Condition 28 also required a
mitigation program that included, among other things, rehabilitation of the Upper Sawmill Gulch
quarry site, its incorporation into the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, and abandonment
and reforestation of the existing Haul Road slopes and roadbed. The Pebble Beach Company is
not yet in full compliance with this condition.

Resource Constraints Overlay

The Initiative proposes to lift development restrictions related to infrastructure constraints by
amending the LCP to include language that states that water, sewer and highway capacity are
now considered sufficient to serve the level of development proposed by the Initiative. The
Commission will need a substantive analysis of these resources, in conjunction with the proposed
development potential in the Initiative to determine whether the applicable resource constraints
overlay is in fact no longer required.

Commercial Visitor Serving Land Use

The Initiative would remove the existing potential development limitations for the Lodge and
Spanish Bay Areas, which are presently set in the General Development Plan at 161 and 270-inn
units, respectively. As the Initiative does not establish any new limits or restrictions, any new
development would be subject to zoning regulations for the Visitor Serving Commercial zoning
district, including a requirement that it conform to an approved General Development Plan. Any
increase in development in these areas may result in direct, indirect and cumulative impacts that
can affect land use, water use, public access, traffic circulation, parking, and other public
services within Del Monte Forest. A more detailed analysis of these factors is needed to
determine whether or not the proposed zoning changes and anticipated future uses can be found
to be consistent with the existing LCP and the Coastal Act.

Related to these issues are the Initiative’s proposed zoning changes in the Spyglass Quarry Dune
area to allow for “golf suites.” The Initiative, however, does not make clear what a “golf suite”

“...reclamation plans for the upper and lower Sawmill Gulch quarry sites... these locations shall be reclaimed as
natural wildlife habitat suitable for addition to the adjacent Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area unless a separate

" CDP allows an alternative use.” The Conservation Easement OTD was recorded October 12, 1987 and added areas
within the Sawmill Gulch quarry site to the Huckleberry Hill Open Space area. Development and uses within the
easement area are restricted to those that comply with the LCP and are consistent with the primary purpose and
intent of preserving and maintaining the natural plant and wildlife habitats found within the Huckleberry Hill
Natural Habitat Area. Increased equestrian use in and adjacent to SFB Morse Preserve and Huckleben'y Hill Natural
Habitat Area could be expected if the equestrian center is relocated nearer to these preserve areas, raising questions
of consistency w1th this 1987 easement.
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is, nor how these units would be managed. For proper evaluation, any LCP and/or General
Development Plan amendment request would have to detail the size and scale of these units as
well as the proposed arrangement for ownership and visitor-serving use.

LCP Amendment Process

The Initiative proposes a number of changes to the County’s current Local Coastal Program for
Del Monte Forest. If the initiative passes, the changes proposed by it will not be effective until
they are certified by the Coastal Commission as part of the Del Monte Forest LUP and IP. An
initiative adopted by the voters has the same legal status as a plan or ordinance adopted by a City
Council or County Board of Supervisors. If the initiative amends a certified LCP or affects land
use in the coastal zone, the measure must be submitted to the Coastal Commission for review
and certification as an LCP amendment.

If the voters pass the Initiative, the County would submit the revisions proposed in the ballot
measure to the Coastal Commission for review and certification. The standard of review for an
amendment to the Del Monte Forest LUP is conformance with all policies of the California
Coastal Act of 1976. The standard of review for the Coastal Implementation Plan (County
Zoning Ordinances) is conformance with the policies of the LUP. Regulations for amendments
to certified LCPs are generally outlined in Title 14, Article 15 of the California Code of
Regulations, although, as discussed in the following paragraphs, the process is somewhat
different for LCP amendments proposed through the initiative process.

Unlike LCP amendments proposed by local governments, amendments proposed by the passage
of an initiative are submitted directly to the Coastal Commission by the local government after
certification of the election results. Thus the usual local public hearings, CEQA review and
public notices associated with the preparation of an LCP amendment are not required.

Following submittal of such an amendment, the Commission will set the item for a public
hearing and prepare a staff report on the proposal. The Commission hearing will be noticed as
required by the regulations and the staff recommendation will be available for public review
prior to the hearing. After the close of the public hearing, the Commission may either (1)
approve the amendment without modification; (2) approve the amendment with suggested
modifications to the proposed amendment; or (3) deny the proposed amendment all together. If
the amendment is approved with suggested modifications, the Board of Supervisors may either
- accept or reject the Commission’s proposed revisions in order to complete the process.

In closing, we would like to reiterate the critical importance of analyzing the changes proposed
by the Initiative in light of the sensitive resources currently existing within the Del Monte Forest.
We are supportive of proposed land use changes that protect the pine forest and other ESHAs
present within the areas defined by the Initiative. We remain concerned, however, that a number
of the proposed land use changes have the potential to substantially increase the level of intensity
of use in areas that contain significant sensitive habitats, specifically with regard to portions of
the areas proposed for the new golf course, driving range and relocated equestrian center.
Changes to the Del Monte Forest Area plan definitely are in order given the age of the County’s
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LCP, but any such changes must protect the Monterey pine forest, wetlands, and other sensitive
species there if the area is to remain the special coastal resource that it is today.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. As always, we remain available to answer
any questions and to assist with any LCP amendment(s) or related coastal permlts that may result
from the Initiative.

Sincerely,

uﬂanwggﬁ/wc/

Tami Grove
Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission

Cc:  Jim Colangelo, Assistant Admin. Officer, Monterey County Planning and Building
Dept.
Jeff Main, Supervising Planner, Monterey County Planning and Building Dept.
Adrienne Grover, Esq., Acting County Counsel, Monterey County
Dave Potter, District S Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Peter Douglas, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission
Allen Williams, Carmel Development Company (Representative for Pebble Beach Co.)
Tony Lombardo, Esq., Lombardo & Gilles (Attorney for Pebble Beach Company)

Attachments:
1. Map showing Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations (prepared by Pebble Beach
Company)

2. Existing Conditions and Proposed Land Use Changes (Table prepared by CCC staff)

3. Staff Analysis of Proposed Changes to LUP Land Use Designation and CIP Zoning Districts
Described in Pebble Beach Company Proposed Initiative (prepared by CCC staff)

4. May 19, 1999 Correspondence from Tami Grove to Bill Phillips, Monterey County Plannmg
Director on Pebble Beach Lot Program

5. October 28, 1999 Correspondence from Tami Grove to Bill Phillips, Monterey County
Planning Director on Pebble Beach Lot Program
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ CA 95060

(B31) 427-4883

Attachment 3.

STAFF ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO LUP LAND USE DESIGNATION
AND CIP ZONING DISTRICTS DESCRIBED IN
PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY PROPOSED INITIATIVE: “DEL MONTE FOREST
PLAN: FOREST PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS.”

The following information provides the Commission staff's analysis of the zoning and land use
designation changes proposed by the “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest Preservation and
Development Limitations” initiative (“the Initiative”). Comments are given for each area
described in the initiative, organized within each of the different planning areas outlined in the
LUP.

Spanish Bay Planning Area:

AreaB
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area B would be changed from Residential
(R) to Open Space Forest (RC). The LUP land use designation for the rest of Area B would
remain Residential (MDR), and would allow the potential development of up to 12 Employee
housing units. Language in the LUP would also be amended to remove the restrictions for
additional employee housing units to “dormitory/bunkhouse or temporary (ie, former mobile
homes),” thereby allowing permanent rather than temporary affordable housing units to be
built consistent with all other plan policies. LUP language would also be amended to
accommodate employee, rather than senior citizen, housing.

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area B allows a maximum of 63 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area B would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources', including environmentally
sensitive riparian habitat areas, Monterey pine forest habitat, and Yadon's piperia.
According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area B is almost
entirely covered with Monterey pine forest, and approximately 20% of the area contains
environmentally sensitive riparian habitat areas and Yadon’s piperia.

e Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area B on October 3, 2000, and observed that the
site contains two cleared and graded areas, and a fairly wide, unpaved roadway. These
disturbed areas appear to be appropriately zoned for residential development, as
designated in the current LCP and as proposed in the Initiative. The area surrounding these
two disturbed areas, however, is densely forested and would seem to be more appropriately
zoned Open Space Forest (RC). Although the Initiative proposes doing just that for a

! References made to mapped ESHA and other mapped sensitive resources in this attachment are based on 1) Pebble
Beach Lot Program Project Applications Summary Handout for the Monterey County Minor Subdivision /
Subdivision Committee (January 12, 1999, for hearing January 14, 1999); 2) CCC staff field visits; and 3) CDP
permit history for Del Monte Forest.
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portion of the site (see Attachment 1) itis not clear that the proposed residential areas would
be located only within the disturbed areas in Area B.

Area C
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designation for Area C would be changed from Residential (R) to Open
Space Recreational (OR) and would allow for the development of a new driving range, golf
teaching center, and parking areas to compliment the existing Spanish Bay golf course.

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area C allows a maximum of 56 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area C would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including environmentally
sensitive wetlands, and Monterey pine forest habitat. According to the previous resource
maps prepared by the Company, Area C is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine
forest, and approximately 10% of the area contains environmentally sensitive wetlands.

e Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area C on October 3, 2000, and observed that the
site is densely forested with both Monterey pine and oak woodland habitats, and contains a
dense, well developed brushy understory. Based on existing site conditions, Commission
staff believe that Area C would be more appropriately zoned Open Space Forest (RC) than
Open Space Recreational as proposed by the Initiative. Please note Area C has been
identified by the California Department of Fish and Game as a high priority area for
preservation due to the rare Monterey pine forest habitat located on middie aged dunes
according to the Monterey Pine Forest Conservation Strategy Report (Jones & Stokes,
1996).

Gowen Cypress Planning Area:
Areas F-1, F-2, F-3
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designations for Areas F-1, F-2, and F-3 would remain Residential but the
zoning would be changed from MDR/B8 to LDR, and would aliow a maximum of 16 potential
residential development units, when combined.

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Areas F-1, F-2, and F-3 allows a maximum of
- 86 potential residential development units when combined. However, any potential
development in these areas would be constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive
resources, including environmentally sensitive Gowen cypress/Bishop pine forest habitat,
Monterey pine forest habitat, Yadon’s piperia, Hooker’s manzanita and Hickman's onion.
According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, each of these three
areas is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest habitat. Additionally, nearly 50%

of Area F-1 contains Yadon’s piperia and 30% contains Hooker's Manzanita. Area F-2
contains about 25% Hooker’s manzanita, 10% Yadon's piperia, and some number of Bishop
pine and Gowen cypress trees, and Area F-3 contains about 80% Hooker's manzanita, 5%
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Yadon’s piperia, and 20% environmentally sensitive Bishop pine/Gowen cypress forest
habitat.

e Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area F-1 on October 3. Areas F-2 and F-3 have
not yet been visited by staff. Additional research is necessary to analyze the proposed
changes here. However, previous resource mapping indicate that Areas F-1, F-2 and F-3
are heavily constrained, irregardless of the land use and zoning designations.

Huckleberry Hill Planning Area:

Area G
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designation for Area G would be changed from Residential (MDR/BS8) to
Open Space Forest (RC).

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area G allows a maximum of 78 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area G would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources on site. These include
Monterey pine forest habitat, Yadon's piperia, Hookers Manzanita, Monterey clover, and
Hickman’s onion. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area
G is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest habitat, nearly 60% of Area G
contains Hooker's manzanita, approximately 30% contains Yadon's piperia, and
approximately 15% contains Monterey clover.

e Commission staff has not yet conducted a site visit to Area G. Given the coverage
suggested by the previous mapping and the proximity of Area G to the rest of the
Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, however, Commission staff believe that the
appropriate zoning designation for Area G would be Open Space Forest (RC), as proposed
by the Initiative, rather than the current Residential (MDR/B8) zoning designation.

Middle Fork Planning Area:

AreaH
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area H would be changed from Residential

(MDR/B8) to Open Space Forest (RC). The rest of Area H would remain Open Space
Forest (RC).

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning district for Area H allows a maximum of 48
potential residential development units. However any potential development in Area H
would be constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources on site. These
include Monterey pine forest habitat, Yadon's piperia, Hookers Manzanita, and Hickman's
onion.  According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area H is
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almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest habitat, approximately 25% of the site
contains Yadon’s piperia, and approximately 25% contains Hooker’'s manzanita.

Commission staff has not yet conducted a site visit to Area H. Given the coverage
suggested by the previous mapping and the proximity of Area G to the rest of the
Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, however, Commission staff believe that the
appropriate zoning designation for all of Area H would be Open Space Forest (RC), as
proposed by the Initiative. .

Areas |-1 and I-2

Proposed under the Initiative

According to Attachment 1 and Attachment 2, the LUP land use designation for Area I-1
would be changed from Residential (LDR/B8) to Open Space Forest (RC). As shown on
Attachment 2, however, Area I-1 would also include 11 lots for residential development.
This is not indicated on Attachment 1, nor is it shown on Exhibit 1 of the Initiative (Revised
Figure 5 Land Use Plan). Exhibit 1 of the Initiative, shows the proposed land use changes
in Area I-1 as all Open Space Forest (RC). However, the text of the Initiative states that
“Open space and 11 lots for residential dwellings in Area | are the principal proposed land
uses in this planning area.” The text does not further define how many of the 11 lots would
be in Area I-1 or Area |-2.

Staff Comments

Any residential development in an Open Space Forest (RC) zone would conflict with the
limited uses allowed in a (RC) zoning district. Attachment 2 states that 11 residential lots
are proposed in Area |-1 and 3 residential units are proposed in Area I-2. Thus there is an
apparent conflict between the Initiative text and Exhibit 1, as well as between Attachment 1
and Attachment 2 for the land use and zoning designations proposed for Areas I-1 and [-2.

The existing Residential (LDR/B8) zoning in Area |-1 allows a maximum of 46 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area I-1 would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including environmentally -
sensitive riparian corridor habitat, Monterey pine forest habitat, Yadon’s piperia, Hooker’s
manzanita, and Hickman's onion. Area |-1 is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine
forest, approximately 40% of the site contains Yadon's piperia, 20% of the site contains
Hooker’s manzanita, and two environmentally sensitive riparian corridors traverse the area.

The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area |-2 allows a maximum of 37 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area I-2 would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including Monterey pine forest
habitat and Yadon’s piperia. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the
Company, Area |-2 is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest, and approximately
10% of the area contains Yadon’s piperia.

Commission staff has not conducted a site visit of Area |-1.

Comrpission staff conducted a site visit to Area I-2 on October 3, and observed that the area
contains poth mature Monterey pine trees as well as numerous pine saplings. Many of the
mature pines appeared to be infected by pine pitch canker. Additional research would be
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necessary to understand the relation of Areas I-1 and I-2 to future development. However,
previous resource mapping suggests that these areas are constrained by environmentally
sensitive habitat irregardless of land use and zoning designations.

Spyglass Cypress Planning Area:

AreaJ
Proposed under the Initiative

e The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area J would be changed from Residential to
Open Space Forest. The rest of area J would remain'Residential, but would be down-zoned
from MDR/B8 to LDR to allow one (1) potential residential development unit.

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area J allows a maximum of 22 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area J would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including environmentally
sensitive wetlands and riparian habitat areas, Monterey pine forest habitat, and Yadon's
piperia. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area J is
almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest, approximately 40% of the area is
constrained by Yadon's piperia, and approximately 10% of the area contains
environmentally sensitive wetlands and riparian corridor habitat.

o Commission staff conducted a site visit of Area J on October 3, and observed a small
remnant of native pine forest, with numerous mature Monterey pine trees. Area J is
generally surrounded by residential development. Commission staff agree that the majority
of Area J should be zoned Open Space Forest (RC) as proposed by the Initiative as it
contains riparian habitat located adjacent to Seal Rock Creek. Commission staff also agree
that it is possible that one residential unit could be developed in this area, as proposed by
the Initiative. However, any residential development here would need to be found consnstent
with all other plan policies.

Area K

Proposed under the Initiative

‘e The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area K would be changed from Residential to
Open Space Recreational. The rest of Area K would remain Residential, but would be
down-zoned from MDR/B8 to LDR. No additional residential development would be allowed
in this area.

Staff Comments

e The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area K allows a maximum of 22 potential
- residential development units. However, any potential development in Area K would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including environmentally
sensitive wetland areas, Monterey pine forest habitat, and Yadon's piperia. According to the
previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area K is almost entirely covered with
Monterey pine forest, approximately 60% of the area contains Yadon's piperia, and
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approximately 10% of the area contains environmentally sensitive wetlands and riparian
habitat. :

Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area K on October 3, and observed that the area
east of Stevenson Drive contains both mature Monterey pine trees as well as numerous
pine saplings. Many of the mature pines appeared to be infected by pine pitch canker. This
eastern area lies between the existing Spyglass Hill Golf Course and Stevenson Drive. The
portion of Area K west of Stevenson Drive, proposed by the Initiative to be zoned Open
Space Recreation (OR) (for the potential development of a clubhouse) appeared to be
densely forested, with slopes steeply sloping away from Stevenson Drive. According to the
previous resource maps prepared by the Company, this portion of Area K also contains
environmentally sensitive freshwater wetlands and riparian habitat. Based on our current
understanding, Commission staff believe that this western portion of Area K would be more
appropriately zoned Open Space Forest (RC) rather than Open Space Recreational (OR) as
proposed by the Initiative. Additional research is necessary to understand the relationship
of the forested strip adjacent to the existing golf course (portion of Area K east of Stevenson
Drive) to surrounding habitat areas.

Area L

Proposed under the Initiative

The LUP land use designation for Area L would be changed from Residential (MDR/B8) to
Open Space Forest (RC).

Staff Comments

The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in Area L allows a maximum of 46 potential
residential development units. However, any potential development in Area L would be
constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including environmentally
sensitive dune, wetland, and riparian corridor habitat areas, Monterey pine forest habitat,
and Yadon’s piperia. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company,
Area L is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest, approximately 5% of the area
contains Yadon's piperia, and approximately 5% of the area contains environmentally
sensitive dune, wetland and riparian corridor habitat.

Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area L on October 3, and observed that the area
contains riparian habitat adjacent to Seal Rock Creek. Commission staff agree that Area L
would be more appropriately zoned Open Space Forest (RC), as proposed by the Initiative
rather than Residential as currently zoned.

Area M/N

Proposed under the Initiative

The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area M/N would be changed from Residential
(MDR/B8) to Commercial Visitor Serving (VSC), and would allow for the potential
development of up to 24 “golf suites.” The Initiative does not further describe the size,
layout or planned use of these units. Language in the LUP would be changed to add the

fﬁturLe golf suites as a new visitor serving commercial area to those areas currently listed in
the LUP.
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' Staff Comments

The existing Residential (MDR/B8) zoning in this portion of Area M/N allows a maximum of
24 potential residential development units. However, any potential development in this area
would be constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources on site, which include
environmentally sensitive dune habitat areas and Monterey pine forest habitat. According to
the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area M/N is almost entirely covered
with Monterey pine forest, approximately 50% of the area contains Yadon's piperia, and
approximately 10% of the area contains environmentally sensitive dune habitat.

Commission staff conducted a site visit to Area M/N on October 3, and observed that the
area contains the old Spyglass quarry site, which has been used for some time as a
dumping and fill site for the Pebble Beach Company. This site originally included a coastal
dune complex that was quarried during the development of the Spyglass Golf Course. The
area surrounding the fill includes both intact dunes, stabilized by Monterey pine, as well as
degraded dunes (due to previous quarrying activities) that are regenerating. Remnants of
the original dune complex could be observed along the edge of Stevenson Drive, indicating
that the dune complex originally extended at least this far inland. The history of the quarry
and fill in relation to the Coastal Act at this location need to be better understood. It is not
clear when quarrying stopped, when fill began, and what Coastal Act requirements applied
(and apply) here. Further research along these lines is necessary before a determination on
the appropriateness of the zoning changes proposed by the Initiative for this area can be
made.

Spyglass / Pebble Beach Planning Area:

Area MNOUV _
Proposed under the Initiative

The LUP land use designation for Area MNOUV would be changed from Residential
(MDR/B8, LDR/B8), and Open Space Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreational (OR).
Existing recreational facilities adjacent to Area MNOUV include the Pebble Beach
Equestrian Center and Collins Field, both of which are currently zoned Open Space
Recreational (OR). This land use change would allow the potential development of a new
18-hole golf course, which would require the relocation of the existing equestrian center and
Polo Fields located near Peter Hay Hill to the Sawmill Gulch area (see below).

Staff Comments

The existing Residential (MDR/B8 and LDR/BS8) zoning in Areas MNOUV could possibly
allow a maximum of 207 potential residential development units when combined. However,
any potential development in these areas would be heavily constrained by existing ESHA
and other sensitive resources on site, which include environmentally sensitive dune and
wetland habitat areas and Monterey pine forest habitat. These areas also contain several
rare and endangered plant species, including Yadon's piperia, Hooker's manzanita,
Tidestrom’s lupine, Monterey spineflower, Layia carnosa, Pacific Grove clover and
Hickman's onion. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area
MNOUV is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest habitat, 40% of the area
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contains Yadon’s piperia and approximately 10-15% of the area contains environmentally
sensitive wetlands.

Commission staff conducted a brief site visit to Area MNOUV on October 3, and observed
that the undeveloped areas here are densely forested with Monterey pine with a well
developed understory. Recent wetland habitat mapping of the area also shows numerous
wetland habitats in the area. Commission staff will have to conduct further field
investigations of these areas before a determination can be reached as to the extent of
wetlands. This area appears highly constrained by Monterey pine and other ESHA. Based
on our current understanding, a traditional 18-hole golf course appears to be overly
ambitious in light of these constraints. In any case, while golf course development is
already an allowed use within areas zoned Residential in the Del Monte Forest, any
development in these areas must be consistent with the resource protection policies of the
LCP.

Area O
Proposed under the Initiative

The LUP land use designation for a portion of Area O would be changed from Open Space
Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreational (OR).

Staff Comments

This land use change would increase the type and intensity of recreational use from that
currently allowed. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the Company, Area
O is almost entirely covered by Monterey pine forest habitat, Yadon’s piperia, and Hooker’s
manzanita.

Commission staff are concerned that because Area O is nearly 100% sensitive habitat,
changing zoning from Open Space Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreational (OR), as
proposed by the Initiative, is not appropriate in that it would weaken the resource protections
currently provided for the sensitive coastal resources in this area.

Pescadero Planning Area

Area PQR
Proposed under the Initiative

The LUP land use designations for a portion of Area P would be changed from Residential
to Open Space Forest (RC). A portion of area P would remain Residential (LDR) to allow a
maximum of 7 potential residential development units.

The LUP land use designations for Areas Q and R would be changed from Residential
(LDR/B8) to Open Space Forest (RC).

Staff Comments

Thg exigting Residential (LDR/B8) zoning in Areas PQR allows a maximum of 154 potential
residential development units, when combined. However, any potential development in
these areas would be constrained by existing ESHA and other sensitive resources, including
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environmentally sensitive riparian habitat areas, Monterey pine forest habitat, and other rare
and endangered plant species. According to the previous resource maps prepared by the
Company, Area PQR is almost entirely covered with Monterey pine forest, and 25% of the
area is constrained by wetlands, riparian corridor habitat, Yadon's piperia, Hooker's
manzanita, Hickman's onion and Sandmat manzanita. The portion of Area P that would
remain Residential (LDR) is almost entirely constrained by Monterey pine forest habitat,
Yadon's piperia and Hooker's manzanita.

e Commission staff conducted a site visit of Areas PQR on October 3, and observed that
much of this area is steeply sloped and densely forested with both mature Monterey pine
and young Monterey pine saplings. Rezoning the majority of these areas from Residential
(LDR/B8) to Open Space Forest (RC) is appropriate, as these areas lie adjacent to lands of
the Pescadero Canyon Open Space, which is one of the largest remaining tracts of
Monterey pine forest habitat in the Del Monte Forest. Any residential development within
this area must be consistent with the resource protection policies of the LCP.

Huckleberry Hill - Corporation Yard

Proposed under the Initiative
e The General Commercial LUP zoning designation for the Corporation Yard would remain
unchanged and would allow development of up to 48 employee residential units.

Staff Comments

e This land use would seem appropriate, as this site is located in a barren or disturbed area
that is not apparently constrained by on-site ESHA or sensitive plant species. The
Corporation Yard area is located adjacent to Monterey pine forest habitat, however, so any
potential development will still have to comply with resource protection policies of the LCP.

o Commission staff has not yet conducted a site visit to the Corporation Yard Area. Given the
amount of disturbed land and developed facilities currently on site (i.e., existing Pebble
Beach Offices and Corporation Yard facilities), additional employee housing in this area, as
proposed by the Initiative, appears to be an appropriate use of the site. It should be noted,
however, that under the current zoning ordinance, the General Commercial (CGC/B8)
zoning district allows for residential development only as long as the gross square footage
for residential use does not exceed the gross square footage of commercial use.

Gowen Cypress Planning Area - Equestrian Center

Proposed under the Initiative
e The LUP land use designation for the area designated EQ (Equestrian Center) would be
changed from Open Space Forest (RC) to Open Space Recreational (OR). This change in

zoning would increase the amount and type of recreational uses from those currently
allowed in Open Space Forest.

Staff Comments

e This area, known locally as Sawmill Gulch, was mined in the past to provide sand for the
Spanish Bay Qevelopment, and as part of previous permit conditions is subject to scenic
and conservation easements that require restoration, revegetation and reclamation for
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wildlife habitat. A portion of this area (approximately 17 acres) is a part of the Huckleberry
Hill Natural Habitat Area. The level of use and facilities required to accommodate an entire
equestrian center in the Sawmill Gulch site would be substantially more intense than the
limited development contemplated by the current Open Space Forest (RC) zoning, the
Spanish Bay CDP, and the applicable easements. Any potential development in the
Sawmill Gulch area, regardless of the Initiative, would either have to be found consistent
with the land use restrictions provided for in the easements, or would require amending the
Spanish Bay Permit and the associated easements. Any such amendment would have to
demonstrate that it would not weaken resource protection efforts of the Commission’s
previous actions. (See also Attachment 3 for previous correspondence on this topic.)

Commission staff conducted a site visit of the Sawmill Guich area on October 3, and"
observed that restoration efforts in both the Upper and Lower Borrow Site areas have so far
produced large areas occupied by wetland, Monterey pine and Gowen cypress forest
habitats. While the restoration of these areas is not yet completely successful, it is clear that
this area is becoming a part of the surrounding Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area in
resource value. What is more, it is clear that with some minor efforts, slope erosion in the
upper quarry could be reduced to improve soil development and accumulation that would
greatly improve growing conditions in these areas. The intensive recreational use that
would occur if the equestrian center were to be relocated to the Sawmill Guich area and the
amount of structural facilities that would be necessary to support such activities would have
significant impacts on the largely undisturbed habitats that currently exist in that area.
Based on our site visit and observations of existing conditions, Commission staff believe that
the Sawmill Gulch area should continue to be zoned Open Space Forest (RC), rather than
be changed to Open Space Recreational (OR) as proposed by the Initiative.

Additional changes to the LUP include the following:

Initiative: Table A, Summary of Planned Development, would be deleted without a
replacement, and would thereby delete the numbers established as maximums for new
development (residential and visitor accommodations) in Del Monte Forest.

Staff comments: Without limitations on maximum development allowed in each area, future
development will be regulated based on the ordinances for each zoning district (e.g., height
restrictions, setback restrictions and parking requirements), and the resource protection
policies of the LUP.

Initiative: LUP Figure 5 would be replaced with a revised Figure 5 showing all proposed
Land Use designation changes. Figures 6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, 10A, 11A, 12A, and 13A (maps
showing land use designations within each Planning Area) would be removed without
replacement. Staff Comments: Such a modification is only supportable to the extent that
(1) the revised Figure 5 reflects on the ground resources as discussed in this attachment
and the letter it accompanies; and (2) Figure 5 is replaced with a revised figure such that the
sub-maps (i.e., 6A, 7A, 8A, etc) are no longer necessary for planning purposes. Because it
is difficult for a single 11x17” map to provide adequate detail for such a large land use area,
we believe that the sub-maps for each planning area are still necessary and should continue
to be included in the LUP. Obviously, any sub-maps should also be revised to reflect those
land use changes shown on the revised Figure 5.
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e Initiative: The Initiative would remove the existing 161-unit limitation on potential
development for visitor serving use in the Lodge area and 270-unit limit on potential
development for visitor serving use in the Spanish Bay area. Staff Comments: The .
Initiative does not propose any new limits or restrictions for further development or
expansion of existing visitor serving facilities in the Del Monte Forest, therefore any new
development would be subject to zoning regulations for the Visitor Serving Commercial
zoning district. Any increase in development in these areas may result in direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts that can affect land use, water use, public access, traffic circulation,
parking, and other public services within Del Monte Forest.

e Initiative: The “New Land Uses” subsection of the Spanish Bay planning area would be
updated to describe existing development in the area, including the Spanish Bay hotel
complex and the Spanish Bay Golf Course. The Spanish Bay hotel complex currently

- includes retail, restaurants, tennis courts, swimming pools, and 80 residential units. New
language would be added to indicate that a driving range, golf teaching center, and parking
area are expected to be constructed in Area C to compliment the existing Spanish Bay Golf
Course. Staff Comments: LCP changes that update the fact that the Spanish Bay Resort
is now built are supportable. However, changes to language that allow for conversion of
native pine on middle aged dune at Area C (as proposed by the Initiative) do not appear
consistent with protecting the valuable coastal resources at this location.

e Initiative: New language would be added to the “New Land Uses” subsection for each
planning area to reflect the new proposed land use designations shown in Attachment 2.
Staff Comments: As discussed above, some of those changes do not appear consistent
with protecting valuable coastal resources located within particular areas of the Del Monte
Forest.

e |[nitiative: The initiative would remove the Resource Constraints overlay (for water, sewer,
highway capacity and traffic circulation), which presently exists over Areas B, C, F, G, H, |,
JKLMNOUVP, Q and R. Staff Comments: The Commission will require a
substantive analysis of these resources, in conjunction with the proposed development
potential in the initiative to determine whether the applicable resource constraints overlay is
in fact no longer required.

e Initiative: The initiative would amend the CIP to allow up to 24 “golf suites”, to be located in
Areas M and N, as a Visitor-Service Commercial use. Staff Comments: As the initiative
does not make clear what a “golf suite” is, and how these units would be managed, any LCP
and General Development Plan amendment would have to describe the size and scale of
these units as well as the proposed arrangement for ownership and visitor-serving use.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

™ CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 35060
(831) 4274853

May 19, 1999

William L. Phillips

Planning Director

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Pebble Beach Lot Program Application

Dear Mr. Phillips,

We would like to take this opportunity to offer our views on some of the important Local Coastal
Program (LCP) issues associated with the proposed Pebble Beach Lot Program which your
Planning Commission will soon be reviewing. We understand that the Lot Program is still
subject to several levels of review at the County level and that, as such, the final disposition of
the project is some months away. Accordingly, the purpose of this letter is to clearly frame some
of the larger coastal concerns early enough in the County's process to allow County decision-
makers to proceed with knowledge of these important issues. Of course, this letter only reflects
the major issues that have surfaced during our review thus far, with recognition that other
concerns may arise as we continue our analysis of the proposal as it moves through the review
process.

First, we want to thank your staff, specifically Jeff Main and Kate McKenna of the County
Planning Department's Coastal Team, for contributing their time and energy to the Del Monte
Forest field trip visit on Tuesday, March 30, 1999. This field trip allowed Commission staff,
including the Commission’s Executive Director, to meet and discuss Lot Program issues with

- County Planning staff as well as representatives of the Pebble Beach Company, California
Department of Fish and Game, California Native Plant Society, Del Monte Forest Open Space
Advisory Committee, Del Monte Forest Property Owner’s Association, Concerned Residents of-
Pebble Beach, and several other individuals interested in the project. | understand from the
participants from our office that the site visits to proposed development nodes were very
informative and that a number of opposing points of view were heard.

This letter is meant to document and elaborate for the record the comments that Commission
staff members made during the March 30 field trip, and to further clarify several Lot Program
issues that have otherwise come to our attention. Specifically, we want to be certain that the
definition and application of LCP policies regarding Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
with respect to the Lot Program are proceeding correctly. As part of this issue, we are especially
concerned about the County's treatment of native Monterey pine forest and wetland resources.
And finally, we would like to provide guidance on the effect of the Commission’s requirement to
record a conservation easement covering the Upper Sawmill Gulch borrow site, as well as the
need for LCP amendments for the Lot Program as it is currently envisioned.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
Issue: All Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs), including wetlands, need to be
properly delineated and then all applicable LCP policies need fo be ‘applied.

Commission staff is concerned that County staff's interpretation of what constitutes an ESHA
within the Del Monte Forest is not sufficiently inclusive. Our understanding is that County staff
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has recognized certain species and habitats (such as Yadon's piperia) in the CEQA and
Ecological Management Implementation Plan processes, but has interpreted the LCP's ESHA
policies to apply only to those habitats that are listed in Appendix A (“List of Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats of Del Monte Forest Area”) of the 1984 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use
Plan (LUP). LUP Figure 2 schematically identifies the locations of these Appendix A habitats.
However, this method relies on a list created 15 years ago as opposed to the reality of the
resources present on the ground today. As a result, a number of rare and sensitive habitat
areas are not being considered ESHA for the purposes of Lot Program planning. This ESHA
interpretation, in our opinion, is inconsistent with the certified LCP and the effect of such an
interpretation is that rare and sensitive habitat areas would not be protected consistent with the
protections provided for them by the certified LCP.

The California Coastal Act defines ESHA as follows:

“Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
an ecosystem and which could be eaS/ly disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.

The certified Monterey County LCP definition for ESHA is essentially the same as the Coastal
Act definition, Zoning Code Section 20.06.440 defining ESHA as follows:

Environmentally sensitive habitat means an area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.(See individual land use plan segments definitions for specific examples.)

The Lot Program project is located within the Del Monte Forest Area Segment of the LCP which
is governed by Chapter 20.147 of the Zoning Code. Section 20.147.020(H) of Chapter 20.147
further defines ESHA in the Del Monte Forest as follows:

Environmentally sensitive habitats: Enwronmentally sensitive habitat areas are those in
which plant or animal life or their habitats are rare or especially valuable due to their .
special role in an ecosystem. These include rare, endangered, or threatened species
and their habitats; other sensitive species and habitats such as species of restricted
occurrence and unique or especially valuable examples of coastal habitats; riparian
corridors; rocky intertidal areas; nearshore reefs; offshore rocks and islets; kelp beds;
rookeries and haul-out sites; important roosting sites; and Areas of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS).

In the Del Monte Forest area, examples of terrestrial, aquatic, and riparian .habitats
which have been determined to be entirely or in part environmentally sensitive include:
the rare Monterey cypress and endangered Gowen cypress forest communities, the
endemic Monterey pine/Bishop pine association, remnants of the indigenous coastal
sand dunes, riparian corridors, wetlands, and sites of rare and endangered plants and
animals associated with these and other habitats.

This ESHA definition mirrors and implements the definition in the Del Monte Forest LUP, where
it states that “environmentally sensitive habitat areas are those in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are rare or especially valuable due to their special role in an ecosystem.” The LUP
goes on to describe “examples” of ESHAs in the Forest (such as sites of rare and endangered
plants and animals) and states that a complete listing of these examples is shown in LUP
Appendix A. LUP Appendix A states that “the environmentally sensitive habitats of the Del
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Monte Forest Area include the following” (emphasis added) and then proceeds to provide a
categorical and species listing. As such, we believe that Appendix A is not meant to be the
definitive list of Forest ESHAs for all time, but rather a listing of ESHA examples known in 1984.

In fact, much has changed in the Forest since 1984 and the LUP ESHA maps and listings have

never been updated to reflect these changes. Since 1984, new sensitive species have been -
discovered and listed (e.g., Yadon's piperia, listed as a federal endangered species), other

species have become more endangered and given new listing status (e.g., Tidestrom's lupine,

state and federal endangered species), and yet others are threatened in ways not imagined in

1984 (e.g., pitch canker and the native Monterey pine; Monterey pine is now listed as a federal

" species of concern and a petition is being prepared to propose Monterey pine for state

threatened list status).

Irrespective of the LUP's maps and lists, the LCP specifically requires a biological survey for all
proposed development in or near ESHAs whether the ESHA is shown on the LUP's ESHA map
(LUP Figure 2), or the ESHA is determined through the evaluation of “other current available
resource information” and/or on-site investigation (Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(A)(2)). The
LCP-required biological survey includes the requirement that all projects in or adjacent to such
ESHAs be referred to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and that
“recommendations from the California Department of Fish and Game shall be included as
conditions of project approval” (see Zoning Code Attachment 2, Botanical/Biological Report
Format). it is our-understanding that COFG has pointed out that certain sensitive habitats would
be impacted by the Lot Program, but that these areas were not being treated as ESHAs. We
further understand that CDFG has consistently recommended to the County that all such
ESHAs be recognized in the planning process. To date, these recommendations have been
embraced only within the context of identifying CEQA impacts and mitigations, as opposed to
pursuing relevant avoidance strategies as required by the LCP.

Consistent with County Zoning Code Sections 20.06.440 and 20.147.020(H) defining ESHA
within the Del Monte Forest, and Section 20.147.040(A) defining biological survey requirements,
the ESHA designation applies not only to resources known and mapped at the time of LUP
certification (i.e., 1984), but also to sensitive habitat areas as they exist today. As such, the
ESHA designation applies to: LUP Appendix A habitats, LUP Figure 2 habitats, newly identified
habitat areas associated with species known and LUP mapped/listed in 1984, newly identified
habitat areas for sensitive species which were not identified or listed as ESHA in 1984, and
newly identified habitat areas for sensitive species which were not even known in 1984. In sum,
the LCP requires resources on the ground to dictate the presence or absence of ESHA. If
biological analysis indicates that an area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are “rare
or especially valuable” today, those species and habitats must be treated as ESHAs today. As
a general rule, State and Federally listed species, California Native Plant Society List 18
species, other species which have been formally so designated, and their habitats fall
into the category of ESHA to which the LCP’s ESHA policies apply. Likewise, all
wetlands, marshes, seasonal ponds, remnant coastal dunes, and riparian corridors,
among other sensitive resources, are protected by the ESHA policies of the LCP.

Please note that Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), though not yet currently state or federally listed
as threatened or endangered, has been listed on the California Native Plant Society's List 1B
("Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere"); according to CDFG's
Natural Diversity Data Base, List 1B species are specifically eligible for state listing. Due to the
threat of pitch canker disease, it has been predicted that 85% to 90% (or more) of the native
pine stock constituting the Forest in the Del Monte Forest will eventually die. Because the native
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range for Monterey pine is limited only to the Monterey Peninsula (main) stand and three other
isolated places on the globe, the primary hope for the survival of the Monterey pine worldwide is
that there will be enough natural diversity within the native stands so that at least some trees will
have genetic disease resistance and/or tolerance, that these trees can be used to propagate
new trees for urban repopulation, and that larger tracts of native Monterey pine forest habitat
can be preserved and managed so that natural regeneration can take place to repopulate pine
forest habitats. As such, the native pine stands in the Del Monte Forest represent a global
resource for native forest management efforts and for breeding programs to develop disease-
resistant and/or tolerant stock. The Pebble Beach Company has been active in developing
disease resistant stock and thus far has identified 60 individual trees which exhibit resistance to
pitch canker. It is not clear at this time whether or not these efforts alone will eventually be
enough to ensure the continued survival of the species. In fact, because uncombined native
pine genetic materials may as yet lead to resistance and/or tolerance unmanifested to date in
any one individual specimen, propagation of individual trees must be complemented by
preservation of farge, manageable tracts of native pine forest habitat.

Although pitch canker had yet to be identified when the LUP was certiﬂed in 1984, the LCP is
very protective of Monterey pine in the Del Monte Forest. In fact, in addition to its List 1B and
Federal Species of Concern status, the native pine forest making up the Del Monte Forest is to
be preserved as a matter of “paramount concern” (LUP Policy Guidance Statement); the natural
forest is to be retained “to the maximum feasible degree” (LUP Policy 31); projects are required
to minimize tree removal (IP Section 20.147.050(D)(3)) with preference for design concepts
which pursue this goal (LUP Policy 34); for all projects proposing tree removal, “preservation of
scenic resources shall be a primary objective” (LUP Policy 33); and, perhaps most importantly,
“where LUP objectives conflict, preference should be given to long-term protection of the forest
resource” (LUP Policy 32). '

Because of the pitch canker threat and in light of the special status now associated with the
native pine forest in the Del Monte Forest, the LCP's ESHA policies will also come into play, as
discussed above. Extinction, or merely extinction in the wild — however remote the possibility —
is not acceptable. Therefore, we recommend that until the pitch canker threat is clearly resolved,
that the most cautious approach is warranted. The County's treatment should distinguish
between Monterey-pine forest habitat and individual pine specimens, including ascribing greater
sensitivity to those individual specimens which thus far exhibit disease resistance and/or
tolerance (regardless of size), and should identify how Monterey pine are to be treated in a
planning context. We should note too that the Monterey pine forest in the Del Monte Forest
must be understood and treated as a complex, interdependent web of living organisms rather
than just a collective noun for a group of trees in the landscaping sense. Given the severity of
the threat, the dawning realization of the importance of any disease resistant and/or tolerant
trees, the significance of larger manageable forest tracts available for natural genetic
recombination and regeneration, and our belief that there is ‘no acceptable risk when the
possibility of extinction exists, the County must demonstrate that the environmental sensitivity of
Monterey pine in the Del Monte Forest has been thoroughly analyzed in a manner befitting its
importance to the species as a whole, as well as its current threatened status.

Accordingly, we recommend that to achieve LCP compliance with respect to Monterey pine
forest, the County must identify the different levels of sensitivity associated with the different
areas of Monterey pine forest involved in the Lot Program. An illustrative example of this type of
differentiation is provided in the LUP for the adjacent Carme! Area LCP segment which
distinguishes between ESHA pine forest and non-ESHA pine forest as follows (Zoning Code
Section 20.146.040):
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The sensitivity of Monterey Pine habitats in the Carmel area shall be determined on a
case-by-case basis through the completion of a biological/botanical report for the project.
Examples of sensitive Monterey pine forest include naturally-occurring groves which:

a. function as habitat for rare or endemic plant or animal species;

b. have special value for wildlife due to the presence of snagé suitable for cavity-
dwelling species, or occurrence with Coast live oak, or native shrub understory;

c. have high aesthetic value due to their location within the public viewshed.

Under this methodology, rather than categorically describing all Monterey pine forest as ESHA,
' _some Monterey pine habitat areas may meet the ESHA criteria while others may not. And while
this Carmel Area LCP policy doesn’t address the pitch canker threat either, it does suggest a
more sophisticated planning basis for reviewing proposed development which could
acknowledge the current threat to the species, and protect those areas that are sensitive while
allowing for development as appropriate, and otherwise LCP-consistent, in those ‘areas
determined to not be sensitive. The Carmel LUP method would need additional pitch canker-
related sensitivity indicators (for example, 'naturally occurring groves which lend themselves to
active management, including prescribed burning' may be an appropriate indicator ‘of ESHA
pine). In any event, it would appear very useful for such a delineation to take place prior to any
further review of the Lot Program. Pursuant to the LCP's biological survey requirements, CDFG
should take part in any such effort.

In any event, please be aware that in a manner similar to the Coastal Act, the certified LCP
provides substantial protection for ESHAs. In fact, the LUP’s ESHA policy guidance statement
states that “all categories of la’nd uses, both public and private, shall be subordinate to the
protection of these [ESHA] areas.” LUP Policies 8 through 30 provide the policy direction for
protection of these areas. Of particular note, and mlrrorlng the requirements of Coastal Act
Section 30240, LUP Policy 8 states:

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas that are not designated as rehabilitation
areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values.
Within environmentally sensitive habitat areas, new land uses shall be limited to
those that are dependent on the resources therein. Land uses immediately adjacent
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be compatible with long-term-
maintenance of the resource; development shall be sited and designed to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade the protected habitat. In designated open
space areas, conformance fo the applicable OSAC Plan maintenance standards shall be
considered the test of consistency with this policy. (Emphasis added.)

LUP Policy 8 is implemented through Zoning Code Section 20. 147.040(B)(4) which likewise
states “new land uses within environmentally sensitive habitat shall be limited to resource-
dependent uses...." The effect of these policies is that ESHAs are protected against any

significant disruptlon and only uses dependent on the ESHA resource are allowed within these
areas.

Of note for the Lot Program'’s proposed subdivisions, LUP Policy 10 states:

New subdivisions which create commitment to development immediately adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be allowed only at densities compatible with
protection and maintenance of these resources. New subdivisions may be approved
only where potential adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive habitats can be
prevented. Conformance fto the applicable OSAC maintenance standards shall be
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required wherever open space lands would be affected. No residential subdivision shall
be allowed unless it is first demonstrated that, for each new residential lot, normal
residential development, including driveway and utility connections, is feasible without
damage to any environmentally sensitive habitat. (Emphasis added.)

LUP Policy 10 is implemented by Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(A)(1) which only allows new
residential lots where the eventual residential development would be “feasible without damage
to any environmentally sensitive habitat." Furthermore, the LCP’'s development standards
require a 100-foot buffer around ESHAs within which “no new residential parcels shall be
created whose only building site is in the buffer area" (Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(B)(1)).
Whenever ‘rare/endangered and/or threatened species are encountered on the site of a
proposed development...performance standards...are intended to isolate building sites from
identified locations of rare and endangered plants or other environmentally sensitive habitats”
(Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(B)(3)). These are but a few of the many ESHA-protective
policies of the LCP. Please further consuit LUP Policies 8 through 30 and Zoning Code Section
20.147.040 for a better understanding of the limitations on development in or near these areas.

Finally, it is our understanding that the Lot Program was submitted without eXpllCIt dellneatlons
of each of the wetland areas within the project boundaries. Final wetland delineation would take
_place as a condition of project approval. If this is accurate, such an approach would not conform
with LCP policies which require the precise location of these sensitive areas to be mapped,
buffered (with 100 foot setbacks from the edge of the wetland) and avoided (Zoning Code
Section 20.147.040). It is incumbent upon the project applicant to explicitly delineate all wetland
areas prior to any permit decisions being rendered on the project. Accordingly, we would
recommend that all wetland delineations, and any other outstanding ESHA delineations, be
completed prior to any further debate on the merits of the project.

Upper Sawmill Gulch Easement
Issue: If the proposed full-scale equestrian center is to be constructed at the Upper Sawmill
Gulch site, the existing easement (and the underlying permit) needs fo be amended.

On December 8, 1998, Monterey County Planning staff requested from Coastal Commission
staff clarification of the terms and conditions of the Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area
Conservation Easement required by the Commission in 1985 as a condition of approval of the
Spanish Bay project. As part of this 1985 Commission approval, the Upper Sawmill Gulch site
was to be rehabilitated and incorporated into the Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area if the
Applicant (Pebble Beach Company) elected to build a new fifth entrance gate and road in Del
Monte Forest (which it did). Accordingly, pursuant to the recorded and accepted Easement, the
entire Upper Sawmill Guich site is within the Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area and is subject to
the terms of the easement. Among other things, development and uses permitted in the
Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area include “...facilities for active recreational pursuits (such as
parks and picnic areas, but excluding tennis courts, off road vehicle use or similar activities
inconsistent with the primary purpose of this Offer).” “The primary purpose of this offer is the
permanent preservation of natural plant and wildlife habitat within the Huckleberry Hill Open
Space.”

Although “facilities for active recreational pursuits” could be interpreted to include facilities to
accommodate equestrian trail use, Commission staff believe that an entire equestrian center
(buildings, stables, rings, etc.) stretches the limit of such an interpretation. Such an equestrian
center would be substantially more intense than the limited development to facilitate active
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recreational pursuits that is contemplated by the easement. This is not consistent with the
primary purpose of Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area of preserving the natural habitat therein.

Although relocation of the equestrian center may be consistent with the Coastal Act, it is our
opinion that prior to the County approving an equestrian center at the Upper Sawmill Guich
location (at or near the intensity currently proposed), the Huckleberry Hill Open Space
Conservation Easement would need to be amended to allow for this use. Pursuant to the terms
of the Easement, such an amendment would take the form of a written agreement between the
Pebble Beach Company, the Del Monte Forest Foundation (the -Grantee), the County and the

‘Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.

In addition, the Upper Sawmill Guich area was dedicated open space to offset the impacts of
development of the new fifth gate and entrance road (which has been completed) associated
with the Spanish Bay Resort project. As such, if the equestrian center is to be relocated to this
protected open space area, we would need to process an amendment to the Spanish Bay
coastal development permit (CDP 3-84-226) to provide for this alteration; specifically, Special
Condition 28 would need to be amended. Such an amendment request would need to
demonstrate that it would not substantively weaken the effect of the Commission's previous
action and should be predicated on the provision of similar forest open space benefits
elsewhere. It would appear that a range of suitable alternative preservation sites, including, but
not limitéd to the Pescadero Canyon Watershed, are available.

Resource Constraint Overlay/B-8 Zoning

Issue: All LCP amendments necessary for the proposed development to proceed must be
identified, forwarded to the Coastal Commission, and approved by the Commission before
coastal permits are approved.

In order to allow for the proposed Lot Program development, the LUP’'s Resource Constraint
Overlay must be removed and the overlay zoning for the underlying parcels must be changed
from B-8 to B-6. The Resource Constraint designation on LUP Figure 5 appears to be a good
candidate for removal. LUP Policy 113 states in applicable part:

The Resource Constraint Area designation shall be removed only when water and sewer
capacity sufficient to serve such development becomes available and that highway
capacity and circulation solutions have been agreed upon and adopted.

The implementing zoning classification can likewise be altered. Zoning Code Sectlon
20.42.030(H)(4) states:

Reclassification of an area from “B-8" zoning may be considered when the constraints
existing at the time of placing "B-8" zoning on the area zoned “B-8" no longer exist and
additional development and/or intensification of land use will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the area, or the County as a whole.

However, the County has thus far categorized these changes as “determination[s] that
measurable public facility constraints no longer exist resulting in amendment to the LUP
(removal of resource constraint overlay on LUP Figure 5 and reclassification of Title 20 ~ CIP
Section Maps 10 & 16 from MDR/B-8 to MDR/B-6)." From recent conversations between
Commission staff and County staff, we now understand that the County intends to process LCP
amendments to accomplish these changes. Be that as it may, please note that it is not clear
from the materials we have seen to date that such LCP amendments are included as part of the

_current Lot Program package. The County can determine that measurable public facility
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constraints no longer exist, but these determinations do not of themselves “result in
amendment” to the LUP and the Zoning Code. Rather, these discretionary decisions on the part
of the County must be reflected in adopted amendments to the LUP and the Zoning Code.

LUP Policy 113 and Zoning Code Section 20.42.030(H)(4) allow for the resource constraint
designation to be removed and for property to be reclassified from B-8, but the LCP does not.
provide a self-implementing procedure for this to occur. in fact, the only zoning changes not
requiring Coastal Commission approval as an LCP amendment are described by Zoning Code
Section 20.94.042 (“Zoning Changes And Amendments Not Subject To California Coastal
Commission Certification”):

Zoning designation reclassifications constituting an amendment to this Title and initiated
for the purpose of preserving or enhancing the coastal resources including adding any
“B" “A" “HR" “Z" overlay zoning designations shall not require certification by the
California Coastal Commission.

In other words, the Commission has to approve the removal (but not the addition) of such
designations. Because both the LUP and Zoning Code would be changed, and lacking any
previously certified means for so changing the LCP without an amendment, the Lot Program as
it is currently constituted requires an LCP amendment to modify the Resource Constraint
overiay/B-8 zoning. As such, the County decision-making body would need to make the
determination that the applicable resource constraints no longer exist and forward to the
Commission an LCP amendment package for these changes, as well as any other LCP
changes otherwise necessary or contemplated for the Lot Program (e.g., re-zoning for the
Sawmill Gulch Borrow Site).

Other LCP Issues
Issue: Findings are needed to establish the appropriateness of a golf course and any accessory
facilities within a residentially zoned area.

At the outset, we believe that we should be clear that the Lot Program golf course may or may
not be viable due to a number of factors, including the ESHA issues highlighted above.
Notwithstanding the question of viability, the proposed golf course would be located on fands
partially zoned residential and on lands partially zoned open space recreational (i.e., Collins
Field and the existing equestrian center).

The LCP's Del Monte Forest open space recreational land use definitian specifically
encompasses golf courses and golf course support facilities, such as pro shops, cart shops, and
parking areas (Zoning Code Section 20.147.020(N)(3)(a)); all existing golf courses in the Del
Monte Forest are zoned Open Space Recreational. This derives from the LUP's land use
categories which prescribe golf courses for open space recreational lands. In contrast, the
LCP’s Del Monte Forest residential land use definition does not include golf courses or golf
course support facilities (Zoning Code Section 20.147.020(N)(1)). Nonetheless, golf courses are
allowed as conditional uses in the subject residential and open space recreation zoning districts.

Golf courses as a conditional use in residential districts derive from LUP Policy 86 which states
in part that “golf courses may be permissible in areas shown for residential development.”
Based upon this LUP Policy, golf courses were added as a conditional use to the medium and
low density residential zoning districts by LCP amendment in 1995 (Zoning Code Sections
20.12.050(2) and 20.14.050(D)).

WW(—‘()%&)
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In light of this conditional nature of the golf course use, it will be important for the County to
make findings that a golf course facility is or is not compatible with the land use category within
which it is eventually placed. Moreover, it is clear that some amount of accessory “facilities”
and/or “structures” to support golf course use are allowed in the subject residential and open
space recreation zoning districts (Zoning Code Sections 20.12.050(R), 20.14.040(R), and
20.38.050(B)). The issue to be analyzed is what level of intensity and what types of uses can be
appropriately characterized as “accessory to the main golf course use." The LCP defines
Accessory Use as follows (Zoning Code Section 20.06.1330):

Accessory use means a use accessory to and customarily a part of the permitted use,
clearly incidental and secondary to the permitted use and which does not change the
character of the permitted use.

It is our understanding that the proposed Lot Program golf course clubhouse building is
approximately 40 feet tall and approximately 125 feet wide by 200 feet long, and includes a
2,600 square foot restaurant, a 3,100 square foot meeting room facility, and a 2,300 square foot
retail area. It will be incumbent on the County to make the requisite findings that all aspects of
such a facility are “accessory to,” “customarily a part of,” and “incidental to” any golf course that
may eventually be approved. If such findings cannot be made for any particular component of
the clubhouse or other structural development proposed as accessory to the golf course, then it
must be deleted or reduced in size to comply with the LCP. In the alternative, an LCP
amendment to redesignate a portion of the site to a commercial use could be pursued.

Thank you for the opportunity to help frame these important Lot Program LCP issues. In closing,
I would like to reiterate that the certified LCP requires the County to identify and analyze all
ESHAs based upon the reality of the resources on the ground. Furthermore, the LCP requires
that this identification and analysis be done prior to a discretionary body making a decision on
the project’so that these areas can be avoided and protected. Finally, for the project to be
approved as it is currently constituted, amendments to the LCP and to the Huckleberry Hill
Open Space Area Conservation Easement would be appropriate We hope that you take these
very important LCP issues into consideration before preparing your recommendation(s) on the
Lot Program applications. In any event, please note that any coastal permits approved for the
Lot Program are appealable to the Coastal Commission.

If you.should have ‘any questions about these issues, please feel free to contact Lee Otter,
District Chief Planner, at the address and phone number above.

Sincerely,

L7t

Tami Grove
Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission

cc: Dave Potler, District 5 Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Ed Brown, Vice President, Planning, Pebble Beach Company
Brian Hunter, Central Coast Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game
Kate McKenng, Coastal Team Supervising Planner, Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
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STATE.QF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

" CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
PHONE: (831) 427-4863
FAX: (831) 427-4877

October 28, 1999

William L. Phillips, Director

Monterey County Planning and Bulldlno Inspectlon Dept.
P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Squect: Pebble Beach Lot Program
Dear Bill:

We appreciate your thoughtful letter of June 3, 1999, responding to various Local Coastal
Program (LCP) issues raised by the Pebble Beach Company’s application for the subject “Lot
Program.” Specifically, our reading of your response is that we have reached agreement on how
to resolve several issues raised in our earlier correspondence. However, there remain at least four
important topics where we have not reached closure: 1) the definition of environmentally
sensitive habitat area (ESHA); 2) 1mpact avoidance, rather than mitigation, as the appropriate
response to development proposed in an ESHA; 3) adoption of a protocol for development
projects that would impact native Monterey pine forest; and, 4) the need to delineate wetlands
according to State and Federal standards, prior to the decision on the application. The purpose 6f
this letter is to emphasize the Commission’s continued focus on the need to rigorously protect all
ESHAs, and to reiterate the recommendations in our May 19, 1999 letter.

Definition of ESHA. We cannot agree that the Appendix A list of ESHAs in the Del Monte
Forest Land Use (LUP) can be relied upon as the sole criteria for whether or not an ESHA exists
on a property where development is proposed. In fact, as we detailed in our May 19 letter, the
LCP requires resources on the ground to dictate the presence or absence of ESHA; if biological
analysis indicates that an area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are “rare or
especially valuable” today, those habitats and species must be treated as ESHAs today. This
ESHA determination is critical because it tells the County (or, upon appeal, the Coastal
Commission) whether a development is (or is not) subject to the LCP policies that are designed
to protect ESHAs.

We acknowledge the history of Land Use Plan (LUP) Appendix A as an effort to produce a list
of ESHAs that could be relied upon for making land use decisions. However, circumstances have

- changed since the appendix was developed in the early 1980’s. Obviously such mapping
approaches can have utility only if they are frequently updated. In this case, changes since the
Del Monte Forest Area LUP was certified include the listing of additional species’ habitat, and a
better understanding of forest resources. Again, the. LCP requires that the ESHA protection
pohc1es must be applied to all environmentally sensitive habitat areas — whether explicitly listed
in the LCP or not. The facts on the ground have priority over dated inventories.

Avoidance of ESHAs, rather than mitigation. We recognize that the County has considered
impacts to non-LUP listed species within the context of CEQA. However, CEQA mitigation and
LCP/Coastal Act avoidance requirements are not the same thing. The Coastal Act and LCP do
not allow for mitigated “take.” Rather, development must avoid ESHA unless it is both resource
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dependent and does not significantly disrupt habitat ‘values. We understand that these LCP
requirements create difficulties with respect to the Lot Program (including Refined Alternative
2). For example, based on what we know to date, it appears that the proposed golf course and
many (if not all) of the proposed subdivisions, are especially constrained by the presence of
substantial areas of Yadon’s piperia habitat. In any case, we believe the only LCP-consistent
course is to pursue a strategy that begins with avoidance of impacts rather than mitigation of
impacts.

- Measures to protect Monterey Pine forest. We agree that the cornerstone of any effort to
preserve native forest habitat is to set aside extensive tracts of intact natural forest and provide
for active management that replicates the effects of natural processes. However, as noted in our
correspondence of May 19, 1999, such habitat conservation measures need to be supplemented
with genetic preservation measures. Otherwise, the saving of habitat could potentially become
meaningless. "

Therefore, as recommended in our May 19t letter, different areas of Monterey pine forest need
to be distinguished according to their varying degrees of biologic importance and sensitivity. In
particular, the importance of those large, intact tracts which lend themselves to active
management and represent major reserves of genetic diversity, needs to be recognized and -
formally identified. The Del Monte Forest LUP already identifies two broad forest habitat areas
as ESHAs: the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, and the original range of the Monterey
cypress. Accordingly, based on new information and better ecological insights, we would expect
that additional ESHAs would be designated for the most sensitive portions of Monterey pine
forest. Once identified, recognition of these areas as ESHAs, along with appropriate long term
management policies, should be confirmed through the LCP amendment process.

There may also be smaller, more fragmented stands of native pine which qualify as ESHA. The
sensitivity of these smaller Monterey Pine habitats should be determined on a case-by-case basis
through the completion of biological/botanical reports as development is proposed. Examples of
such smaller stands which might be identified as ESHA include naturally-occurring groves: that
function. as habitat for rare or endemic plant or animal species; that have special value for
wildlife (e.g., due to the presence of snags suitable for cavity-dwelling species, or occurrence
with Coast live oak, or native shrub understory); or that lend themselves to active management,
including prescribed burning. Smaller tracts that so qualify as ESHA must likewise be avoided
and buffered consistent with the LCP’s ESHA protection policies.

A companion effort to protect the Monterey pine genetic resource should also be undertaken in
those projects that impact Monterey pine not determined to be ESHA (as described above). This
effort should reflect current understandings of Monterey pine forest biology and the pine pitch
canker disease epidemic. The County should apply a site-specific avoidance and mitigation
strategy as you have already begun to do for other sites in Del Monte Forest and the Carmel area
containing Monterey pine.

We are encouraging the formal adoption of such a strategy, including a consistent set of tree
removal criteria, by each City and County having native stands of Monterey pine forest. This

A et 6'(73?_
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standardized protocol could be written into the County’s Forest Maintenance Standards and
Forest Management Plan requirements. Although the details are still evolving, the following
general measures summarize what we believe at this time to be an appropriate protocol. These
steps would apply for any new development that would require removal of non-ESHA native
pines within the indigenous range of the Monterey pine forest: |

1. Each affected tree would be identified and evaluated for possible resistance or tolerance to
pitch canker, by a qualified licensed arborist or Registered Professional Forester; within
infected groves, only a relatively small number of trees are expected to so qualify.

2. Based on this. evaluation, the project would be modified as necessary (including
consideration of feasible project alternatives) to avoid impacting those trees that are healthy
and/or disease tolerant specimens.

3. Where such avoidance is infeasible, the lot-specific Forest Management Plan (already
required by the LCP) would identify appropriate mitigation measures to insure that the
genetic characteristics of all resistant and disease tolerant trees flagged for removal are
perpetuated (all healthy and disease tolerant trees would be so treated unless through
innoculum testing they were demonstrated to be susceptible to pitch canker). Such measures
may include transplanting resistant young trees, salvage of cones/seeds/tip cuttings from
other resistant trees, support for genetic conservatorship programs, legal preservation for
retained on-site and/or off-site habitat, and care and maintenance of transplanted or
regenerated resistant stock.

4. Removed trees would be subject to handling and disposal requirements that would not
exacerbate the spread of pine pitch canker disease.

5. Replacement trees (LCP-required) should be of transplanted natural stock, from within the
original Monterey pine range (possibly limited to the particular lot or adjacent lots) and
showing no evidence of pitch canker infection. Disease resistant nursery stock could be used
if no suitable transplants are available.

Wetland delineation standards. We are encouraged that County staff recognizes the need to
perform wetland delineation prior to consideration by decision makers. And, we especially
applaud the recognition of the need to develop more specific criteria to refine the definition of
wetlands in the Del Monte Forest area.

We note that Coastal Act and LCP wetland definitions are quite broad. Further detail is found in
Section 13577(b)(1) of the Commission’s regulations. Namely, that “[a] wetland shall be defined
as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long enough to promote the
formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes...." We interpret this to mean
that if the site is wet enough long enough to support a preponderance of wetland plants, or to
result in the formation of hydric soils, it is a wetland. Although hydrology is obviously
important, soils or hydrophytes are sufficient indicators. In general, we rely on the federal
procedures as contained in the Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual to make
the determinations regarding soils and wetland vegetation. However, we note that we will
consider all relevant data that are available to delineate wetlands.
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Accordingly, we are concerned about the County’s reliance on Federal wetland standards,
without mention of State standards, for the Lot Program wetland delineations. According to the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), wetlands can be delineated in terms of
standing water, hydric soils, or the presence of obligate and facultative vegetation. As described
above and based on this CDFG methodology, only one of the three criteria is necessary to
qualify an area as a wetland. As such, the lack of one or more of these factors does not rule out a
particular feature being protected as a wetland; the strict application of the Federal rules alone
may have this undesirable result.

Therefore, we recommend that the County require that the delineations be done in a manner that
reflects both Federal and State standards. And, these delineations need to be completed prior to
any decision on a project’s design, layout; or configuration that could affect the wetland.

Contrary to the indication in your letter, the most recent draft Lot Program wetland mapping that
we have seen to date would appear to require more than “minor changes to project design” in
order to avoid and buffer wetland resources consistent with the LCP. In fact, it appears that the
refined Alternative 2 golf course site is home to a number of wetland sites that, in tandem with
'the Yadon’s piperia habitat, would appear to require major project reevaluation of this
component. We are particularly interested in reviewing any additional wetland delineation
materials that have been developed for the development areas.

In closing, we would like to re-emphasize that avoidance of impacts to ESHAs (including
wetlands) is required by the LCP. This includes provision of sufficient buffers to assure
protection of wetland and other ESHA resources. Allowing impacts and then mitigating for them
is not consistent with the LCP. Any variances that may be pursued to the LCP’s 100-ft. ESHA
setback standard will need to be very carefully justified, on a case-by-case basis, so that the
decision makers can be certain that development will in fact meet the LCP standard (i.e., “will
not adversely affect the long term maintenance of the environmentally-sensitive habitat” (Zoning
Code Section 20.147.040(B)(1))). '

With this letter, I would like to invite you to call or meet with me personally in order to insure
that we have not missed signals. Similarly, I am asking my staff to be available to you for any
necessary clarifications, and to assist in shaping the anticipated LCP amendments.

Sincerely,

ChL7 U

Tami Grove
Deputy Director

cc: Dave Potter, District 5 Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Brian Hunter, Central Coast Regional Manager, California Department of Fish & Game
Ed Brown, Vice President, Planning, Pebble Beach Company
John Dixon, Senior Biologist, California Coastal Commission

p ﬁ 4’ Exhibit 3, Correspondence
- Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05

66



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
{B31)427-4863

A . . ' October 26, 2000

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
¢/o Lou Calcagno, Chair

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Pebble Beach Company Proposed Initiative: “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest
Preservation and Development Limitations” — Addendum

Dear Honorable Supervisors,

The Coastal Commission recently commented on the “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest
Preservation and Development Limitations” Initiative (the Initiative). It has come to our
attention that the acreages given in our letter for lands be1ng proposed for rezoning may be
inaccurate. These areas were calculated using acreages given in the Pebble Beach Lot Program

- Project Applications Summary Handout for the Minor Subdivision/Subdivision Committee
dated January 12, 1999. The current information available to us is not adequate to determine the
accurate acreage for each area being changed by the Initiative.

While we acknowledge these inaccuracies, it does not substantively change any of the comments
or conclusions made in our previous letter of October 23, 2000.

In addition, some coples of our comments may be missing Page 3 of Attachment 3 Please find
this page attached. :

CL s

Tarm rove
Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission

Sincerely,

Cc:  Jim Colangelo, Assistant Admin. Officer, Monterey County Planning and Building Dept.
Jeff Main, Supervising Planner, Monterey County Planning and Building Dept.
Adrienne Grover, Esq., Acting County Counsel, Monterey County
Dave Potter, District 5 Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Peter Douglas, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission
Allen Williams, Carmel Development Company (Representative for Pebble Beach Co.)
Tony Lombardo, Esq., Lombardo & Gilles (Attorey for Pebble Beach Company)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AGENCY o GRAY DAVIS, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (B31) 427-4877

October 28, 1999

- William L. Phillips, Director
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspectlon Dept.
P.O. Box 1208
Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Pebble Beach Lot Program
Dear Bill:

We appreciate your thoughtful letter of June 3, 1999, responding to various Local Coastal
Program (LCP) issues raised by the Pebble Beach Company’s application for the subject “Lot
Program.” Specifically, our reading of your response is that we have reached agreement on how
to resolve several issues raised in our earlier correspondence. However, there remain at least four
important topics where we have not reached closure: 1) the definition of environmentally
sensitive habitat area (ESHA); 2) 1mpact avoidance, rather than mitigation, as the appropriate
response to development proposed in an ESHA; 3) adoption of a protocol for development
projects that would impact native Monterey pine forest; and, 4) the need to delineate wetlands
according to State and Federal standards, prior to the decision on the application. The purpose of
this letter is to emphasize the Commission’s continued focus on the need to rigorously protect all
ESHAs, and to reiterate the recommendations in our May 19, 1999 letter.

Definition of ESHA. We cannot agree that the Appendix A list of ESHAs in the Del Monte
Forest Land Use (LUP) can be relied upon as the sole criteria for whether or not an ESHA exists

on a property where development is proposed. In fact, as we detailed in our May 19 letter, the
LCP requires resources on the ground to dictate the presence or absence of ESHA,; if biological
analysis indicates that an area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are “rare or
especially valuable” today, those habitats and species must be treated as ESHAs today. This
ESHA determination is critical because it tells the County (or, upon appeal, the Coastal . .
Commission) whether a development is (or is not) subject to the LCP policies that are de51gned.- :

to protect ESHAs.

We acknowledge the history of Land Use Plan (LUP) Appendix A as an effort to produce a list
of ESHAs that could be relied upon for making land use decisions. However, circumstances have

. changed since the appendix was developed in the early 1980’s. Obviously such mapping
approaches can have utility only if they are frequently updated. In this case, changes since the
Del Monte Forest Area LUP was certified include the listing of additional species’ habitat, and a
better understanding of forest resources. Again, the LCP requires that the ESHA protection
policies must be applied to all environmentally sensitive habitat areas — whether explicitly listed
in the LCP or not. The facts on the ground have priority over dated inventories.

Avoidance of ESHAs, rather than mitigation. We recognize that the County has considered
impacts to non-LUP listed species within the context of CEQA. However, CEQA mitigation and
LCP/Coastal Act avoidance requirements are not the same thing. The Coastal Act and LCP do
. not allow for mitigated “take.” Rather, development must avoid ESHA unless it is both resource
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" dependent and does not significantly disrupt habitat values. We understand that these LCP
requirements create difficulties with respect to the Lot Program (including Refined Alternative
2). For example, based on what we know to date, it appears that the proposed golf course and
many (if not all) of the proposed subdivisions, are especially constrained by the presence of
substantial areas of Yadon's piperia habitat. In any case, we believe the only LCP-consistent
course is to pursue a strategy that begins with avoidance of impacts rather than mitigation of
impacts.

. Measures to protect Monterey Pine forest. We agree that the cornerstone of any effort to
preserve native forest habitat is to set aside extensive tracts of intact natural forest and provide
for active management that replicates the effects of natural processes. However, as noted in our
correspondence of May 19, 1999, such habitat conservation measures need to be supplemented
with genetic preservation measures. Othermse the saving of habitat could potentially become
meaningless.

Therefore, as recommended in our May 19" letter, different areas of Monterey pine forest need
to be distinguished according to their varying degrees of biologic importance and sensitivity. In
particular, the importance of those large, intact tracts which lend themselves to active
management and represent major reserves of genetic diversity, needs to be recognized and
formally identified. The Del Monte Forest LUP already identifies two broad forest habitat areas
as ESHAs: the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, and the original range of the Monterey
cypress. Accordingly, based on new information and better ecological insights, we would expect
that additional ESHAs would be designated for the most sensitive portions of Monterey pine
forest. Once identified, recognition of these areas as ESHAs, along with appropriate long term
management policies, should be confirmed through the LCP amendment process.

There may also be smaller, more fragmented stands of native pine which qualify as ESHA. The
sensitivity of these smaller Monterey Pine habitats should be determined on a case-by-case basis
through the completion of biological/botanical reports as development is proposed. Examples of
such smaller stands which might be identified as ESHA include naturally-occurring groves: that
function as habitat for rare or endemic plant or animal species; that have special value for
wildlife (e.g., due to the presence of snags suitable for cavity-dwelling species, or occurrence
with Coast live oak, or native shrub understory); or that lend themselves to active management,
including prescribed burning. Smaller tracts that so qualify as ESHA must likewise be avoided
and buffered consistent with the LCP’s ESHA protectlon policies. '

A companion effort to protect the Monterey pine genetic resource should also be undertaken in
those projects that impact Monterey pine not determined to be ESHA (as described above). This
effort should reflect current understandings of Monterey pine forest biology and the pine pitch
canker disease epidemic. The County should apply a site-specific avoidance and mitigation
strategy as you have already begun to do for other sites in Del Monte Forest and the Carmel area
containing Monterey pine. :

We are encouraging the formal adoption of such a strategy, including a consistent set of tree
‘removal criteria, by each City and County having native stands of Monterey pine forest. This
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" standardized protocol could be written into the County’s Forest Maintenance Standards and
Forest Management Plan requirements. Although the details are still evolving, the following
general measures summarize what we believe at this time to be an appropriate protocol. These
steps would apply for any new development that would require removal of non-ESHA native
pines within the indigenous range of the Monterey pine forest:

1. Each affected tree would be identified and evaluated for possible resistance or tolerance to
pitch canker, by a qualified licensed arborist or Registered Professional Forester; within
infected groves, only a relatively small number of trees are expected to so qualify.

2. Based on this evaluation, the project would be modified as necessary (including
consideration of feasible pI‘O_]CCt alternatives) to avoid 1mpact1ng those trees that are healthy
and/or disease tolerant specimens.

3. Where such avoidance is infeasible, the lot-specific Forest Management Plan (already
~ required by the LCP) would identify appropriate mitigation measures to insure that the
genetic characteristics of all resistant and disease tolerant trees flagged for removal are
perpetuated (all healthy and disease tolerant trees would be so treated unless through
innoculum testing they were demonstrated to be susceptible to pitch canker). Such measures
" may include transplanting resistant young trees, salvage of cones/seeds/tip cuttings from
other resistant trees, support for genetic conservatorship programs, legal preservation for
retained on-site and/or off-site habitat, and care and maintenance of transplanted or
regenerated resistant stock.

4. Removed trees would be subject to handling and disposal requirements that would not
exacerbate the spread of pine pitch canker disease. :

5. Replacement trees (LCP-required) should be of transplanted natural stock, from within the
- original Monterey pine range (possibly limited to the particular lot or adjacent lots) and
showing no evidence of pitch canker infection. Disease resistant nursery stock could be used

if no suitable transplants are available,

Wetland delineation standards. We are encouraged that County staff recognizes the need to =~ .
perform wetland delineation prior to consideration by decision makers. And, we especially
applaud the recognition of the need to develop more specific criteria to refine the definition of
wetlands in the Del Monte Forest area.

We note that Coastal Act and LCP wetland definitions are quite broad. Further detail is found in
Section 13577(b)(1) of the Commission’s regulations. Namely, that “[a] wetland shall be defined
as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long enough to promote the
formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes...." We interpret this to mean
that if the site is wet enough long enough to support a preponderance of wetland plants, or to
result in the formation of hydric soils, it is a wetland. Although hydrology is obviously
important, soils or hydrophytes are sufficient indicators. In general, we rely on the federal
procedures as contained in the Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual to make
the determinations regarding soils and wetland vegetation. However, we note that we will
consider all relevant data that are available to delineate wetlands.
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 Accordingly,” we are concerned about the County’s reliance on Federal wetland standards,
without mention of State standards, for the Lot Program wetland delineations. According to the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), wetlands can be delineated in terms of
standing water, hydric soils, or the presence of obligate and facultative vegetation. As described
above and based on this CDFG methodology, only one of the three criteria is necessary to
qualify an area as a wetland. As such, the lack of one or more of these factors does not rule out a
particular feature being protected as a wetland; the strict application of the Federal rules alone
may have this undesirable result.

Therefore, we recommend that the County require that the delineations be done in a manner that
reflects both Federal and State standards. And, these delineations need to be completed prior to
any decision on a project’s design, layout, or configuration that could affect the wetland.

Contrary to the indication in your letter, the most recent draft Lot Program wetland mapping that
we have seen to date would appear to require more than “minor changes to project design” in
order to avoid and buffer wetland resources consistent with the LCP. In fact, it appears that the
refined Alternative 2 golf course site is home to a number of wetland sites that, in tandem with
‘the Yadon’s piperia habitat, would appear to require major project reevaluation of this
component. We are particularly interested in reviewing any additional wetland delineation
materials that have been developed for the development areas.

In closing, we would like to re-emphasize that avoidance of impacts to ESHAs (including
- wetlands) is required by the LCP. This includes provision of sufficient buffers to assure
protection of wetland and other ESHA resources. Allowing impacts and then mitigating for them
is not consistent with the LCP. Any variances that may be pursued to the LCP’s 100-ft. ESHA
setback standard will need to be very carefully justified, on a case-by-case basis, so that the
decision makers can be certain that development will in fact meet the LCP standard (i.e., “will
not adversely affect the long term maintenance of the environmentally-sensitive habitat” (Zoning
Code Section 20.147.040(B)(1))).

With this-letter, I would like to invite you to call or meet with me personally in order to insure
that we have not missed signals. Similarly, I am asking my staff to be available to you for any
necessary clarifications, and to assist in shaping the anticipated LCP amendments.

Sincerely,
Tami Gibwe
Deputy Director

cc: Dave Potter, District 5 Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Brian Hunter, Central Coast Regional Manager, California Department of Fish & Game
Ed Brown, Vice President, Planning, Pebble Beach Company
John Dixon, Senior Biologist, California Coastal Commission
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STATL OF C.ALIFORNIA-THE RESQURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

{831) 427-4863

May 19, 1999

William L. Phillips

Planning Director

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Pebble Beach Lot Program Application

Dear Mr. Phillips,

We would like to take this opportunity to offer our views on some of the important Local Coastal
Program (LCP) issues associated with the proposed Pebble Beach Lot Program which your
Planning Commission will soon be reviewing. We understand that the Lot Program is still
subject to several levels of review at the County level and that, as such, the final disposition of
the project is some months away. Accordingly, the purpose of this letter is to ciearly frame some
of the larger coastal concerns early enough in the County's process to allow County decision-
makers to proceed with knowledge of these important issues. Of course, this letter only refiects
the major issues that have surfaced during our review thus far, with recognition that other
concerns may arise as we continue our analysis of the proposal as it moves through the review
process.

First, we want to thank your staff, specifically Jeff Main and Kate McKenna of the County
Planning Department's Coastal Team, for contributing their time and energy to the Del Monte
Forest field trip visit on Tuesday, March 30, 1999. This field trip allowed Commission staff,
including the Commission’s Executive Director, to meet and discuss Lot Program issues with
County Planning staff as well as representatives of the Pebble Beach Company, California
Department of Fish and Game, California Native Plant Society, Del Monte Forest Open Space
Advisory Committee, Del Monte Forest Property Owner's Association, Concerned Residents of
Pebble Beach, and several other individuals interested in the project. |1 understand from the
participants from our office that the site visits to proposed development nodes were very
informative and that a number of opposing points of view were heard.

This letter is meant to document and elaborate for the record the comments that Commission
staff members made during the March 30 field trip, and to further clarify several Lot Program
issues that have otherwise come to our attention. Specifically, we want to be certain that the
definition and application of LCP policies regarding Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
with respect to the Lot Program are proceeding correctly. As part of this issue; we are especially
concerned about the County’s treatment of native Monterey pine forest and wetland resources.
And finally, we would like to provide guidance on the effect of the Commission’s requirement to
record a conservation easement covering the Upper Sawmill Guich borrow site, as well as the
need for LCP amendments for the Lot Program as it is currently envisioned.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
Issue: All Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs), including wetlands, need to be
properly delineated and then all applicable L.CP policies need to be applied.

Commission staff is concerned that County staff's interpretation of what constitutes an ESHA
within the Del Monte Forest is not sufficiently inclusive. Our understanding is that County staff
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has recognized certain species and habitats (such as Yadon’s piperia) in the CEQA and
Ecological Management implementation Plan processes, but has interpreted the LCP’'s ESHA
policies to apply only to those habitats that are listed in Appendix A (“List of Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats of Del Monte Forest Area”) of the 1984 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use
Plan (LUP). LUP Figure 2 schematically identifies the locations of these Appendix A habitats.
However, this method relies on a list created 15 years ago as opposed to the reality of the
resources present on the ground today. As a result, a number of rare and sensitive habitat
areas are not being considered ESHA for the purposes of Lot Program planning. This ESHA
interpretation, in our opinion, is inconsistent with the certified LCP and the effect of such an
interpretation is that rare and sensitive habitat areas would not be protected consistent with the
protections provided for them by the certified LCP.

The California Coastal Act defines ESHA as follows:

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.

The certified Monterey County LCP definition for ESHA is essentially the same as the Coastal
~ Act definition, Zoning Code Section 20.06.440 defining ESHA as follows:

Environmentally sensitive habitat means an area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.(See individual land use plan segments definitions for specific examples.)

The Lot Program project is located within the Del Monte Forest Area Segment of the LCP which
is governed by Chapter 20.147 of the Zoning Code. Section 20.147.020(H) of Chapter 20.147
further defines ESHA in the Det Monte Forest as follows:

Environmentally sensitive habitats: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas are those in
which plant or animal life or their habitats are rare or especially valuable due to their
special role in an ecosystem. These include rare, endangered, or threatened species
and their habitats; other sensitive species and habitats such as species of restricted
occurrence and unique or especially valuable examples of coastal habitats; riparian
corridors; rocky intertidal areas; nearshore reefs; offshore rocks and islets; kelp beds;
rookeries and haul-out sites; important roosting sites; and Areas of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS).

In the Del Monte Forest area, examples of terrestrial, aquatic, and riparian habitats
which have been determined to be entirely or in part environmentally sensitive include:
the rare Monterey cypress and endangered Gowen cypress forest communities, the
endemic Monterey pine/Bishop pine association, remnants of the indigenous coastal
sand dunes, riparian corridors, wetlands, and sites of rare and endangered plants and
animals associated with these and other habitats.

This ESHA definition mirrors and implements the definition in the Del Monte Forest LUP, where
it states that “environmentally sensitive habitat areas are those in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are rare or especially valuable due to their special role in an ecosystem.” The LUP
goes on to describe “examples” of ESHAs in the Forest (such as sites of rare and endangered
plants and animals) and states that a complete listing of these examples is shown in LUP
Appendix A. LUP Appendix A states that “the environmentally ‘sensitive habitats of the Del
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Monte Forest Area include the following” (emphasis added) and then proceeds to provide a
categorical and species listing. As such, we believe that Appendix A is not meant to be the
definitive list of Forest ESHAs for all time, but rather a listing of ESHA examples known in 1984.

In fact, much has changed in the Forest since 1984 and the LUP ESHA maps and listings have

never been updated to reflect these changes. Since 1984, new sensitive species have been

discovered and listed (e.g., Yadon's piperia, listed as a federal endangered species), other .
species have become more endangered and given new listing status (e.g., Tidestrom's lupine,

state and federal endangered species), and yet others are threatened in ways not imagined in

1984 (e.g., pitch canker and the native Monterey pine; Monterey pine is now listed as a federal

species of concern and a petition is being prepared to propose Monterey pine for state

threatened list status).

Irrespective of the LUP's maps and lists, the LCP specifically requires a biological survey for all
proposed development in or near ESHAs whether the ESHA is shown on the LUP’s ESHA map
(LUP Figure 2), or the ESHA is determined through the evaluation of “other current available
resource information” and/or on-site investigation (Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(A)(2)). The
LCP-required biological survey includes the requirement that all projects in or adjacent to such
ESHAs be referred to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and that
“recommendations from the California Department of Fish and Game shall be included as
conditions of project approval” (see Zoning Code Attachment 2, Botanical/Biological Report
Format). It is our understanding that CDFG has pointed out that certain sensitive habitats would
be impacted by the Lot Program, but that these areas were not being treated as ESHAs. We
further understand that CDFG has consistently recommended to the County that all such
ESHAs be recognized in the planning process. To date, these recommendations have been
embraced only within the context of identifying CEQA impacts and mitigations, as opposed to
pursuing relevant avoidance strategies as required by the LCP.

Consistent with County Zoning Code Sections 20.06.440 and 20.147.020(H) defining ESHA
within the Del Monte Forest, and Section 20.147.040(A) defining biological survey requirements,
the ESHA designation applies not only to resources known and mapped at the time of LUP
certification (i.e., 1984), but also to sensitive habitat areas as they exist today. As such, the
ESHA designation applies to: LUP Appendix A habitats, LUP Figure 2 habitats, newly identified
habitat areas associated with species known and LUP mapped/listed in 1984, newly identified
habitat areas for sensitive species which were not identified or listed as ESHA in 1984, and
newly identified habitat areas for sensitive species which were not even known in 1984. In sum,
the LCP requires resources on the ground to dictate the presence or absence of ESHA. If
biological analysis indicates that an area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are “rare
or especially valuable” today, those species and habitats must be treated as ESHAs today. As
a general rule, State and Federally listed species, California Native Plant Society List 1B
species, other species which have been formally so designated, and their habitats fall
into the category of ESHA to which the LCP’s ESHA policies apply. Likewise, all
wetlands, marshes, seasonal ponds, remnant coastal dunes, and riparian corridors,
among other sensitive resources, are protected by the ESHA policies of the LCP.

Please note that Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), though not yet currently state or federally listed
as threatened or endangered, has been listed on the California Native Plant Society’s List 1B
(“Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere”); according to CDFG's
Natural Diversity Data Base, List 1B species are specifically eligible for state listing. Due to the
threat of pitch canker disease, it has been predicted that 85% to 90% (or more) of the native
pine stock constituting the Forest in the Del Monte Forest will eventually die. Because the native
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range for Monterey pine is limited only to the Monterey Peninsula (main) stand and three other
isolated places on the globe, the primary hope for the survival of the Monterey pine worldwide is
that there will be enough natural diversity within the native stands so that at least some trees will
have genetic disease resistance and/or tolerance, that these trees can be used to propagate
new trees for urban repopulation, and that larger tracts of native Monterey pine forest habitat
can be preserved and managed so that natural regeneration can take place to repopulate pine
forest habitats. As such, the native pine stands in the Del Monte Forest represent a global
resource for native forest management efforts and for breeding programs to develop disease-
resistant and/or tolerant stock. The Pebble Beach Company has been active in developing
disease resistant stock and thus far has identified 60 individual trees which exhibit resistance to
pitch canker. It is not clear at this time whether or not these efforts alone will eventually be
enough to ensure the continued survival of the species. In fact, because uncombined native
pine genetic materials may as yet lead to resistance and/or tolerance unmanifested to date in
any one individual specimen, propagation of individual trees must be complemented by
preservation of large, manageable tracts of native pine forest habitat.

Although pitch canker had yet to be identified when the LUP was certified in 1984, the LCP is
very protective of Monterey pine in the Del Monte Forest. In fact, in addition to its List 1B and
Federa! Species of Concern status, the native pine forest making up the Del Monte Forest is to
be preserved as a matter of “paramount concern” (LUP Policy Guidance Statement); the natural
forest is to be retained “to the maximum feasible degree” (LUP Policy 31); projects are required
to minimize tree removal (IP Section 20.147.050(D)(3)) with preference for design concepts
which pursue this goal (LUP Policy 34); for all projects proposing tree removal, “preservation of
scenic resources shall be a primary objective” (LUP Policy 33); and, perhaps most importantly,
“where LUP objectives conflict, preference should be given to long-term protection of the forest
resource” (LUP Policy 32).

Because of the pitch canker threat and in light of the special status now associated with the
native pine forest in the Del Monte Forest, the LCP's ESHA policies will also come into play, as.
discussed above. Extinction, or merely extinction in the wild — however remote the possibility —
is not acceptable. Therefore, we recommend that until the pitch canker threat is clearly resolved,
that the most cautious approach is warranted. The County’s treatment should distinguish
between Monterey pine forest habitat and individual pine specimens, including ascribing greater
sensitivity to those -individual specimens which thus far exhibit disease resistance and/or
tolerance (regardless of size), and should identify how Monterey pine are to be treated in a
planning context. We should note too that the Monterey pine forest in the Del Monte Forest
must be understood and treated as a complex, interdependent web of living organisms rather
than just a collective noun for a group of trees in the landscaping sense. Given the severity of
the threat, the dawning realization of the importance of any disease resistant and/or tolerant
trees, the significance of larger manageable forest tracts available for natural genetic
recombination and regeneration, and our belief that there is 'no acceptable risk when the
possibility of extinction exists, the County must demonstrate that the environmental sensitivity of
Monterey pine in the Del Monte Forest has been thoroughly analyzed in a manner befitting its
importance to the species as a whole, as well as its current threatened status.

Accordingly, we recommend that to achieve LCP compliance with respect to Monterey pine
forest, the County must identify the different levels of sensitivity associated with the different
areas of Monterey pine forest involved in the Lot Program. An illustrative example of this type of
differentiation is provided in the LUP for the adjacent Carmel Area LCP segment which
distinguishes between ESHA pine forest and non-ESHA pine forest as follows (Zoning Code
Section 20.146.040):
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The sensitivity of Monterey Pine habitats in the Carmel area shall be determined on a
case-by-case basis through the completion of a biological/botanical report for the project.
Examples of sensitive Monterey pine forest include naturally-occurring groves which:

a. function as habitat for rare or endemic plant or animal species;

b. have special value for wildlife due to the presence of snags suitable for cavity-
dwelling species, or occurrence with Coast live oak, or native shrub understory;

c. have high aesthetic value due to their location within the public viewshed.

Under this methodology, rather than categorically describing all Monterey pine forest as ESHA,
some Monterey pine habitat areas may meet the ESHA criteria while others may not. And while
this Carmel Area LCP policy doesn't address the pitch canker threat either, it does suggest a
more sophisticated planning basis for reviewing proposed development which could
acknowledge the current threat to the species, and protect those areas that are sensitive while
allowing for development as appropriate, and otherwise LCP-consistent, in those areas
determined to not be sensitive. The Carmel LUP method would need additional pitch canker-
related sensitivity indicators (for example, ‘naturally occurring groves which lend themselves to
active management, including prescribed burning' may be an appropriate indicator of ESHA
pine). In any event, it would appear very useful for such a delineation to take place prior to any
further review of the Lot Program. Pursuant to the LCP's biological survey requirements, CDFG
should take part in any such effort.

In any event, please be aware that in a manner similar to the Coastal Act, the certified LCP
provides substantial protection for ESHAs. In fact, the LUP’s ESHA policy guidance statement
states that “all categories of land uses, both public and private, shall be subordinate to the
protection of these [ESHA] areas.” LUP Policies 8 through 30 provide the policy direction for
protection of these areas. Of particular note, and mirroring the requirements of Coastal Act
Section 30240, LUP Policy 8 states: :

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas that are not designated as rehabilitation
areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values.
Within environmentally sensitive habitat areas, new land uses shall be limited to
those that are dependent on the resources therein. Land uses immediately adjacent
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be compatible with long-term
maintenance of the resource; development shall be sited and designed to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade the protected habitat. In designated open
space areas, conformance to the applicable OSAC Plan maintenance standards shall be
considered the test of consistency with this policy. (Emphasis added.)

LUP Policy 8 is implemented through Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(B)(4) which likewise
states “new land uses within environmentally sensitive habitat shall be limited to resource-
dependent uses....” The effect of these policies is that ESHAs are protected against any
significant disruption and only uses dependent on the ESHA resource are allowed within these
areas.

Of note for the Lot Program’s proposed sUbdivisions, LUP Policy 10 states:

New subdivisions which create commitment to development immediately adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be allowed only at densities compatible with
protection and maintenance of these resources. New subdivisions may be approved
only where potential adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive habitats can be
prevented. Conformance to the applicable OSAC maintenance standards shall be
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required wherever open space lands would be affected. No residential subdivision shall
be allowed unless it is first demonstrated that, for each new residential lot, normal
residential development, including driveway and utility connections, is feasible without
damage to any environmentally sensitive habitat. (Emphasis added.)

LUP Policy 10 is implemented by Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(A)(1) which only allows new
residential lots where the eventual residential development would be “feasible without damage
to any environmentally sensitive habitat.” Furthermore, the LCP’s development standards
require a 100-foot buffer around ESHAs within which “no new residential parcels shall be
created whose only building site is in the buffer area* (Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(B)(1)).
Whenever ‘rare/endangered and/or threatened species are encountered on the site of a
proposed development...performance standards...are intended to isolate building sites from
identified locations of rare and endangered plants or other environmentally sensitive habitats”
(Zoning Code Section 20.147.040(B)(3)). These are but a few of the many ESHA-protective
policies of the LCP. Please further consult LUP Policies 8 through 30 and Zoning Code Section
20.147.040 for a better understanding of the limitations on development in or near these areas.

Finally, it is our understanding that the Lot Program was submitted without explicit defineations
of each of the wetland areas within the project boundaries. Fina! wetland delineation would take
place as a condition of project approval. If this is accurate, such an approach would not conform
with LCP policies which require the precise location of these sensitive areas to be mapped,
buffered (with 100 foot setbacks from the edge of the wetland) and avoided (Zoning Code
Section 20.147.040). It is incumbent upon the project applicant to explicitly delineate all wetland

“areas prior to any permit decisions being rendered on the project. Accordingly, we would
recommend that all wetland delineations, and any other outstanding ESHA delineations, be
completed prior to any further debate on the merits of the project.

Upper Sawmill Gulch Easement ‘
Issue: If the proposed full-scale equestrian center is to be constructed at the Upper Sawmill
Gulch site, the existing easement (and the underlying permit) needs to be amended.

On December 8, 1998, Monterey County Planning staff requested from Coastal Commission
staff clarification of the terms and conditions of the Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area
Conservation Easement required by the Commission in 1985 as a condition of approval of the
Spanish Bay project. As part of this 1985 Commission approval, the Upper Sawmill Gulch site
was to be rehabilitated and incorporated into the Huckleberry Hifl Open Space Area if the
Applicant (Pebble Beach Company) elected to build a new fifth entrance gate and road in Del
Monte Forest (which it did). Accordingly, pursuant to the recorded and accepted Easement, the
entire Upper Sawmill Gulch site is within the Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area and is subject to
the terms of the easement. Among other things, development and uses permitted in the
Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area include “...facilities for active recreational pursuits (such as
parks and picnic areas, but excluding tennis courts, off road vehicle use or similar activities
inconsistent with the primary purpose of this Offer).” “The primary purpose of this offer is the
permanent preservation of natural plant and wildlife habitat within the Huckleberry Hill Open
Space.” :

Although “facilities for active recreational pursuits” could be interpreted to include facilities to
accommodate equestrian trail use, Commission staff believe that an entire equestrian center
(buildings, stables, rings, etc.) stretches the limit of such an interpretation. Such an equestrian
center would be substantially more intense than the limited development to facilitate active
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recreational pursuits that is contemplated by the easement. This is not consistent with the
primary purpose of Huckleberry Hill Open Space Area of preserving the natural habitat therein.

Although relocation of the equestrian center may be consistent with the Coastal Act, it is our
opinion that prior to the County approving an equestrian center at the Upper Sawmill Guich
location (at or near the intensity currently proposed), the Huckleberry Hill Open Space
Conservation Easement would need to be amended to allow for this use. Pursuant to the terms
of the Easement, such an amendment would take the form of a written agreement between the
Pebble Beach Company, the Del Monte Forest Foundation (the Grantee), the County and the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.

In addition, the Upper Sawmill Gulch area was dedicated open space to offset the impacts of
development of the new fifth gate and entrance road (which has been completed) associated
with the Spanish Bay Resort project. As such, if the equestrian center is to be relocated to this
protected open space area, we would need to process an amendment to the Spanish Bay
coastal development permit (CDP 3-84-226) to provide for this alteration; specifically, Special
Condition 28 would need to be amended. Such an amendment request would need to
demonstrate that it would not substantively weaken the effect of the Commission’s previous
action and should be predicated on the provision of similar forest open space benefits
elsewhere. It would appear that a range of suitable alternative preservation sites, including, but
not limited to the Pescadero Canyon Watershed, are available.

Resource Constraint Overlay/B-8 Zoning

Issue: All LCP amendments necessary for the proposed development to proceed must be
identified, forwarded to the Coastal Commission, and approved by the Commission before
coastal permits are approved.

In order to allow for the proposed Lot Program development, the LUP’s Resource Constraint
Overlay must be removed and the overlay zoning for the underlying parcels must be changed
from B-8 to B-6. The Resource Constraint designation on LUP Figure 5 appears to be a good
candidate for removal. LUP Policy 113 states in applicable part:

The Resource Constraint Area designation shall be removed only when water and sewer
capacity sufficient to serve such development becomes available and that highway
capacity and circulation solutions have been agreed upon and adopted.

The implementing zoning classification can likewise be altered. Zoning Code Section
20.42.030(H)(4) states:

Reclassification of an area from “B-8" zoning may be considered when the constraints
existing at the time of placing “B-8" zoning on the area zoned “B-8" no longer exist and
additional development and/or intensification of land use will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the area, or the County as a whole.

However, the County has thus far categorized these changes as ‘determination[s] that
measurable public facility constraints no longer exist resulting in amendment to the LUP
(removal of resource constraint overlay on LUP Figure 5 and reclassification of Title 20 — CIP
Section Maps 10 & 16 from MDR/B-8 to MDR/B-6)." From recent conversations between
Commission staff and County staff, we now understand that the County intends to process LCP
amendments to accomplish these changes. Be that as it may, please note that it is not clear
from the materials we have seen to date that such LCP amendments are included as part of the
current Lot Program package. The County can determine that measurable public facility
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constraints no longer exist, but these determinations do not of themselves “result in
amendment” to the LUP and the Zoning Code. Rather, these discretionary decisions on the part
of the County must be reflected in adopted amendments to the LUP and the Zoning Code.

LUP Policy 113 and Zoning Code Section 20.42.030(H)(4) allow for the resource constraint
designation to be removed and for property to be reclassified from B-8, but the LCP does not
provide a self-implementing procedure for this to occur. In fact, the only zoning changes not
‘requiring Coastal Commission approval as an LCP amendment are described by Zoning Code
Section 20.94.042 (“Zoning Changes And Amendments Not Subject To California Coastal
Commission Certification”):

Zoning designation reclassifications constituting an amendment to this Title and initiated
for the purpose of preserving or enhancing the coastal resources including adding any
“B” “A” “HR", “Z” overlay zoning designations shall not require certification by the
California Coastal Commission.

In other words, the Commission has to approve the removal (but not the addition) of such
designations. Because both the LUP and Zoning Code would be changed, and lacking any
previously certified means for so changing the LCP without an amendment, the Lot Program as
it is currently constituted requires an LCP amendment to modify the Resource Constraint
overlay/B-8 zoning. As such, the County decision-making body would need to make the
determination that the applicable resource constraints no longer exist and forward to the
Commission an LCP amendment package for these changes, as well as any other LCP
changes otherwise necessary or contemplated for the Lot Program (e.g., re-zoning for the
Sawmill Gulch Borrow Site).

Other LCP Issues
Issue: Findings are needed to establish the appropriateness of a golf course and any accessory
facilities within a residentially zoned area.

At the outset, we believe that we should be clear that the Lot Program golf course may or may
not be viable due to a number of factors, including the ESHA issues highlighted above.
Notwithstanding the question of viability, the proposed golf course would be located on lands
partially zoned residential and on lands partially zoned open space recreational (i.e., Collins
Field and the existing equestrian center).

The LCP's Del Monte Forest open space recreational land use definition specifically
encompasses golf courses and golf course support facilities, such as pro shops, cart shops, and
parking areas (Zoning Code Section 20.147.020(N)(3)(a)); all existing golf courses in the Del
Monte Forest are zoned Open Space Recreational. This derives from the LUP’s land use
categories which prescribe golf courses for open space recreational lands. In contrast, the
LCP’s Del Monte Forest residential land use definition does not include golf courses or goif
course support facilities (Zoning Code Section 20.147.020(N)(1)). Nonetheless, golf courses are
allowed as conditional uses it the subject residential and open space recreation zoning districts.

Golf courses as a conditional use in residential districts derive from LUP Policy 86 which states
in part that “golf courses may be permissible in areas shown for residential development.”
Based upon this LUP Policy, golf courses were added as a conditional use to the medium and
low density residential zoning districts by LCP amendment in 1995 (Zoning Code Sections
20.12.050(Z) and 20.14.050(D)).
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In light of this conditional nature of the golf course use, it will be important for the County to
make findings that a golf course facility is or is not compatible with the land use category within
which it is eventually placed. Moreover, it is clear that some amount of accessory “facilities”
and/or “structures” to support golf course use are allowed in the subject residential and open
space recreation zoning districts (Zoning Code Sections 20.12.050(R), 20.14.040(R), and
20.38.050(B)). The issue to be analyzed is what level of intensity and what types of uses can be
appropriately characterized as “accessory to the main golf course use.” The LCP defines
Accessory Use as follows (Zoning Code Section 20.06.1330):

Accessory use means a use accessory to and customarily a part of the permitted use,
clearly incidental and secondary to the permitted use and which does not change the
character of the permitted use.

it is our understanding that the proposed Lot Program golf course clubhouse building is
approximately 40 feet tall and approximately 125 feet wide by 200 feet long, and includes a
2,600 square foot restaurant, a 3,100 square foot meeting room facility, and a 2,300 square foot
retail area. It will be incumbent on the County to make the requisite findings that all aspects of
such a facility are "accessory to,” “customarily a part of,” and “incidental to” any golf course that
may eventually be approved. If such findings cannot be made for any particular component of
the clubhouse or other structural development proposed as accessory to the golf course, then it
must be deleted or reduced in size to comply with the LCP. In the alternative, an LCP
amendment to redesignate a portion of the site to a commercial use could be pursued.

Thank you for the opportunity to help frame these important Lot Program LCP issues. In closing,
I would like to reiterate that the certified LCP requires the County to identify and analyze all
ESHAs based upon the reality of the resources on the ground. Furthermore, the LCP requires
that this identification and analysis be done prior to a discretionary body making a decision on
the project so that these areas can be avoided and protected. Finally, for the project to be
approved as it is currently constituted, amendments to the LCP and to the Huckleberry Hill
Open Space Area Conservation Easement would be appropriate. We hope that you take these
very important LCP issues into consideration before preparing your recommendation(s) on the
Lot Program applications. In any event, please note that any coastal permits approved for the
Lot Program are appealable to the Coastal Commission.

If you‘ should have any questions about these issues, please feel free to contact Lee Otter,
District Chief Planner, at the address and phone number above.

Sincerely,

Ll e

Tami Grove
Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission

cc: Dave Potter, District 5 Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Ed Brown, Vice President, Planning, Pebble Beach Company .
Brian Hunter, Central Coast Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game
Kate McKenna, Coastal Team Supervising Planner, Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
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PROJECT DESCHIPTION

v : . APPLICANT: _Pebble Beach Company . -

'PERMIT NO: 3-84-226

PROJECT. IOCATION: Resort, golf course; condominiums: 17 Mile Drive;
adj. to Asilomar St, Beach. Sand Quarry site: Sawmill Gulch, off Congress
RA. Road development: Hwy. 68 to 17 Mile Drive. All in Del Monte Forest,

.- Monterey County ]
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: ° Develop Spanish Bay Resort and condominiums.

Includes 270 hotel units, 18-hole golf course, relocation of Spanish

Bay Road; 80 residential condominium uhits, land division; new entrance -

: road for Del Monte Forest off State Highway 68; sand guariry and reclamation
- of mined areas. See next page for details.
Condo. site-Resjidenti 3.
I0T AREA: 236 acres @ Spanish Bay; ZONING: un’{tg [acte; uo%e?“'s‘l?;ﬁ g0

25 acres @ Sawmill borrow site. Planned Commercial - (PC) -
BLDG.COVERAGE: 334,650 sq, ft.  -FPLAN DESIGATION: commercial Visitor
(new) ; 19,404 sq. ft. (proposed .- Service '(hotel and condo. sites) ;-

. demolition) -. )
PAVEMENT COVERAGE:352,480 sq. ft. Open Space (balance of project)
@including 742 parking spaces) '~ 'PROJECT DENSTIY: Condos.-~4/acre

1ANDSCAPE COVERAGE: ' 674,522 sq.  HEIGHT ABV.FIN.GRADE: 52 ft. -(max.),’
fe. : 46.5 Ft. (typ.) -

LOCAI, APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval of Combined Development Permit, Use Permit

for sand quarry site and certification of EIR, by Monterey County Board of

Superv1sors, 11-6-84; Pebble Beach Community Services District, sewer "w111
serve” letter, 11-9-84, . :
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCIMENTS: ifi [ rest LUP; Spani Bay EIR?

Transportation Engineering Study for the Del Monte Forest, March 1984;

Route Concept Report, Route 68 in Monterey County, Caltrans District 5; Geo-
technical and Ocean Wave Runup Reports by Rodgers Johnson & Associates;
Coastal Commission Preliminary Staff Report and Exhibits for hearing of 12/12/84.

. Exhibit 4 s _ e ‘-
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STAFF REOOMMENDATION

The Staff recammends that the Commission adopt the following Resolution:

: T Approv'all with Conditions

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a pemmit
for the proposed development on the grounds that the development, as
conditioned, will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of
the local ‘government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a -
Iocal Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act, is located between the sea and the first public road nearest
the shoreline and is in conformance with the public access and public
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have
any significant adverse impacts on the enviromment within the meaning
of the Califormia Envirommental Quality Act.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

- Stardard Conditions

See Bxhibit A. .

Special Conditions

SROJECT 1. The Coastal Development Permit for this project shall be chir.uied J.ntb
OMPONENTS three components, as described below, .for the purpose of satisfaction of
conditions:

L 4

a.’ %-_E nent I shall include installation of golf course, clubhouse
with 130-seat restaurant), and golf course maintenance build-
ings; the resort hotel, not to exceed 270 rooms; tennis courts;
. ..Seventeen Mile Drive alignment changes; all parking areas at

- Spanish Bay; drainage structures and wetland restoration work
at Spanish Bay; visitor parking lot; Spanish Bay Road relocation,
and pedesh::.an public access trails; all dune rehabilitation,
erosion control, and forest management measures authorized pursu-
ant to this pemmit; 3-parcel land division; demolition of existing
structures and all grading and removal of vegetation to the
extent sufficient to camplete this camponent, J.rx:ludlng excavation
of material from the Sawmill Gulch borrow pit area if required to
camplete dune rehabilitation.

b. Comonent II shall include the resideni:i.ai corﬂmnuumn develonrent, )
mot to exceed 80 units, including the subdivision of land as
required for condominium ownership.

Exhibit 4, Spamsh Bay cop 3-84-226
- Monterey Co.
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"tions shall be subject to review and approval by the Executive Director,
" and if found to be material, shall require amendment of this Coastal
-Development Permit. The road development allowed pursuant to Camponent

Bay or other on-site des:.gn measures which could reduce the 530,000 cubic

c. Ocmponent IIT shall include the new Del Monte Forest entrance
Toad between State Highway 68 and 17 Mile Drive, eonstruct:.on
of new intersection at Highway 68, toll gate facility, and
-removal of vegetation sufficient to camplete this phase.

This permit does not include approval of any "package plant" or other waste-
water treatment or reclamation facility, ror any excavations for the express

purpose of installing such facility.

2. Those portJ.ons of the Ooastal Developnent Permit for coxrponents IT or
IIT respectively, shall not be transmitted unless the "PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL"

corditions for Component I have been satisfied prior to such.transmittal.

3. To the extent that County permit conditions (Exhibit B) are consistent
with the project as approved by this permit, such County permit conditions
shall be ‘considered as conditions of this permit as well, to the extent

applicable to each respective camponent of this project. All changes,
amendments, or other modifications of County permits and/or permit condi-

III is not required as a condition of this permit.

4. PRIOR TO EXCAVATION CF' ANY PORTION COF THE SAMMILL GULCH BORFOW SITE
WITHIN THE COASTAL ZONE, permittee shall provide for the Executive Director's
review and approval, a detailed analysis/description of the measures to be
used to minimize disruption of natural forest hahitat due o excavations

at Sawmill Gulch. First priority shall be given to receipt of surplus

£i11 and sand from current off-site excavations, specifically including

the Presidio of Monterey. This permit authorizes stockpiling of such -
materials at Spanish Bay,” subject to the approval of the Emecutlve Director
as ‘b siting of such stockpiles.

Second priority shall be given to deeper on-site excavations at Spanish

yard lel inmportation requ:.renent.

Only in the event that the above measures are not sufficient for campletion
of the golf course and dune rehabilitation program, may the Sawmill Gulch
sand mining site(s) be reopened and deepened. However, excavation of
natural forest habitat at Sawmill Gulch will be allowed only if:

a. all the above measures, including deepening of the existing
sand quarries, are insufficient to result in an aesthetic,

- functional design with required dune habitat re.‘nabllltatl.on
at Spanish Bay; ]

'b. the excavations are limited in area so as to disturb only the
minimm area needed to complete the project; and

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDEA84226. ... . ‘wuics
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S c.'themethodoffillt:ansportwiﬂminﬂnecoas{:alzoneiscmsis—4
{INIMIZE = tent with the cbjectives of the Coastal Act, especially with

‘FF-SITE S ‘ respect to public safety, health and welfare, and will not sig- ".
MPACTS nificantly interfere with coastal access as it crosses 17 Mile |
JF SAND Drive. {

£ CAVATTION 'Ihls pecm:.t spec:Lf:Lcally requ:.res mbstlmtwn of a conveyor belt system
AND HAULING for £ill transport purposes, in event that excavations in the Sawmill Gulch
{CONT.) area are required. The plans for that portion of the system which lies
' mtmnthecoastalzoneshanbeamrdttedforthemecuuvemrectors
review and approval prior to clearing or excavations within the Sawmill -~
Gulch or Navaho Tract areas, and shall be acconpamed by any necessary
local government approvals.

NEDICATION OF 5. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL CF THAT PORTION OF THE PERMIT which allows excava-
XKLEBERRY tion of nmatural forest habitat at Sawmill Gulch, and/or road develcpment

.IIL HABITAT within the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, the permittee shall

AREA execute and record a document, in a form and content approved by the
Executive Director of the Commission, irrevocably offering to dedicate
to a public agency or a private association approved by the Executive
Director, an easement for the protection of natural aihd scenic resources
within the area identified below. The terms and provisions of such offer

- shall be in accordance with the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (LUP) as

certified by the California Coastal Commission on Septerber 24, 1984,
particularly Policy 13 with respect to dedication of easements ard Policy 26
with respect to dedication of the Huckleberry Hill wildlife habitat area
(i.e., the Gowen cypress-Bishop pine habitats and adjacent areas within
Del Monte Forest, shovn as "Terrestrial Sensitive Habitat" and "Rare Plant"
on Figure 2 of the LUP). * Such scenic and conservation easement shall also
encompass any additional area within Del Monte Forest shown within the
"Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area" on Figure 5 of the certified LUP.
The terms of the easement shall specifically identify the permanent preserv-
ation of existing natural habitats as the primary purpose of the dedication,
and shall provide for scientific study and public visitation consistent
with this purpose. _ }

The offer shall run with the land in favor of the pecple of the State of
California, binding successors and assigns of the applicant or landowner..
The offer of dedication shall be irrewocable for a period of 21 years,
such period running from the date of recording.

REPLACEMENT 6. PRIOR!IOANYIMIVETREEREMJVALPUESW'IOMSPERET (other than
FOREST removal of reclaimed forest), permittee shall submit for review ard approval
HABITAT by the Executive Director a legally enforceable document which will pmvide
for preservation of critical envirormentally sensitive forest habitat in
place of natural forest habitats which are disrupted or removed pursuant

to this permit. Specifically, such document shall obligate the permittee
to prov:de for the acqms:.tmn amd preservation of specified envirommentally
sensitive forest habitat sites elsewhere within Del Monte Forest, as follows:

. en———— ———

Exhlbit 4, Spamsh Bay CDP. 3-84-226

v » ' T Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05 R




FINAL SITE
PLAN(S)

| 3-84-226

a.

-

PEEBLE BEACH ®©. ~© " Page 5

The Monterey cypress habitat parcel on the seaward side of 17
Mile Drive and Crocker Grove, identified in Policy 21b of the
certified Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (LUP) as Assessor's
Parcel N, 8-491~19; or,

_Assessor‘s Parcel No. 8-491-10 on Sunset Point or other suitable
vacant parcel within the Monterey cypress plant community as
shown on LUP Flgure 2A; or,

Assessor's Parcel No. 8-051-3 at #1 Holman Highway, wlthm the
Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, together with rehabili=-

tation of the Upper Sawmill Gulch borrow site as part of the

Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, and dedication of the

rehabilitated area as open space.’

In event that the above properties identified by Assessor's Parcel Number
canrot be purchased at fair market value, or less, alternate parcels

may be proposed in lieu of the above-identified sites in order to satisfy
this condition. Such alternate parcel(s) shall not be substituted unless
the Executive Director finds, in writing, that the proposed substitute(s)
will mitigate the loss of natural forest habitat in a functionally equiv-~
alent manner as that proposed herein. _

7. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE PMT, permittee shall submit for the ]
Executive Director's review and approval, a final site plan for the Spanish

Bay golf course. The final site plan shall indicate the following:

a.

Area designated for shoreline public recreational use;

Shoreline access mprovemmts required by the certified LUP
for the site; )

Adequate recreational and safety buffer between golf course use
and public recreational areas, including existing and future
beach use area (based on a 50-year shoreline erosion rate),
beach parking areas, and pedestrian trails. In order to

insure the unimpaired recreational enjoyment of the beach use
area, a separate explanation and Justiflcat:'.on shall be provided.
in each mstance where 'che buffer is less than the follow:.ng

1) Edge of fa.u:ways -~ 100 yards

2) Beyord greens =~ 100 yards
3) Be}u.ndtees - 25 yards

Revised tee locations based on a 50-year shoreline erosion.rate
(assumed to be 20 feet as measured from existing bluff edge .
except where erosion rate is demonstrated as less by appropriate

expert investigation);

- Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226
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Iocations of fencing or other type of physical barrier, gen~: !
erally not to exceed three feet in height; to be located .
between the shoreline open space area and the Spanish Bay !
golf course where the safety buffer is less than 100 yards;

such barrier shall, among other puxposes, be designed to prevent
small children from straying imto the areas of golf course play;

No significant disruption of remnant natural dune habitats
which support native plant commumnities;

o loss or disturbance of any natuiral dune habitat which

supports any of the rare plants listed in Appendix A of

the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan—provided that the :
transplant method of mitigation may be utilized for isolated
occurrences of Tidestrom's lupine which are mot located on
natural dune surfaces or which do ot constitute viable
populations where presently located; A :

Iocation ard design of emergency beach écces's to both North
and South Moss Beach, and aesthetic redesign of 80-space
visitor parking lot;

Iocation and design of public access trails:v

- Along blufftop, along entire shoreline frontage (indicate

both irmediate preferred location, and pmv:.smnal future
relocatwn to account for S50-year shoreline erosion rate),

- 2) From Spanish Bay hotel site to shorelme,

.3) From City of Pacific Grove trail system to shoreline,

subject to realigmment due to special access study
conducted jointly. with Asilomar State Beach;

Iocation of bikeway for resort guests which connects to the

. designated future location of the Monterey Peninsula Recreational

Pine forest.

Trail and encourages non-automobile access to the primary v:Lsrbor
attractions of the Monterey Peninsula;

Rev:.s:.on of tennis courts area to maximize retent:.on of native

Revised drainage plans (i.e. detention basin and WEJ.I) subject
to staff consultation with Dept. of Parks and Recreat.mn, and
Dept. of Fish and Game, prior to Executive Director appmval

Upon acceptance of th:.s permit, permittee shall submit to the Executive '

FOR SHORELINE Director written ackrowledgement that neither the Commission nor local
STRUCTURES
TO PROTECT
GOLE COURSE

govermment is obligated to approve construction of a shoreline protective
device to protect the subject property in any event that the golf course,
at some future point in time, is subject to damage from erosion or waves.
In such event, the landowner (deed holder) may be required to modify the
golf course as needed or take some other measure to protect the golf course
than the construction of a shoreline protection device.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226




FINAL GRADING, 9. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF GRADING OR CLEARING FOR ANY PARTICULAR
PORTION OF 1HE PROJECT, permittee shall submit for the Executive Director's
CONTFOL, TREE review and approval, the following project plans for the respective port:.on
of the project, as applicable: _

EROSION

FPEMOVAL,
FOREST
MANAGEMENT,
FOUNDATION
RECLAMATION
PLANS

RARE SPECIES .
TRANSLOCATION

3-84-226 PEBRLE BEACH CO. . .  Page7 -

a. Final grading plan, consistent with the above corditions;

‘ b. Erosion control plan which incorporates all applicable measures .
listed in certified IUP Policy Mo. 35, including the limita-
tions on wet—-season operations;

c. Final tree removal plan, consistent with the above conditions,
along with evidence that the proposed tree removal does not
constitute a conversion of cormercial timberlands within the
meaning of Coastal Act Section 30243; :

d; Forest Managatent Plan for all parcels includéd in that port:.on
of the project. Such Forest Management Plan(s) shall conform
to the criteria contained in Policy No. 32 of the certified LUP;

" e. Foundation plans for any included buildings; -

f. Reclamation Plan for Spanish Bay, including the following plans,
each of vhich shall be in accordance with the respective stan~
dards for such plans as detailed in the Findings:

1) Resource Management Plan for Dune Preservation and
Rehabilitation Areas, including temporary, permanent,
and intermittent (i.e., special event) fencing or other
measures as needed for habitat protection and erosion
centrol; such fencing/barriers shall generally not
exceed 3 feet in height; .

2) Wetland Rehabilitation and Management Plan for the
Spanish Bay Area; ard,

3) Forest Management Plan.

g. Reclamation Plans for the upper and lower Sawmill Gulch quarry
" sites, if disturbed; these locations shall be reclaimed as .
natural wildlife habitat suitable for addition to the adjacent
Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area unless a separate coastal
. development permit allows an alternative use. _

10. Rare plant specimens discovered growing on man-made surfaces outside

of known natural sand dune habitats shall be protected Where no other
means of p:otectlon is feasible, all rare plant species and rare animal

host species (including, but not limited to Tidestrom's Jlupine, Sand gilia,
and wild buckwheat (Enngomm sp.) which are found growing in any area which
will be disturbed by golf course or other development pursuant to this permit
shall be transplanted, using the best available techniques. Such transplant-
ing shall conform to California Department of Fish and Game rotification
procedures and other requizemens as applicable. The receiving location

for such transplants shall in each case be identified prior to removal of
such plants from their original location and shall be subject to prior

review and approval by the Executive Director. Relocation of representative
Black legless lizard populations shall be provided for in a similar manner.
Such relocations shall not be considered an acceptable mitigation if signif-
icant disruption of envirommentally sensitive habitat would result.

' ._ . Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226
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) Special Conditions - _ _
'REREMNEE-6N  11. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE PERMIT FOR COMPOMENT I of the develop-

EXISTENG ment, permittee shall ececube—mﬁ-reeerd—en—agreemenb—bebveen—mttee
RESOURESB end-the-Californin~-Coastal~Comnmission:——Such-agreement-s e
MANREEMENT that-the-separate-: -Fudy-24,—~3984

aceess-penefi tred-as-conditions-of-this
s ~speetfy-that-any-amendmeants~to
_ the-July-247-19847-agreement-which-affect-public-access-or-the-preserv—
_ akion-of-o tect-to-approval-of-the-cCatifornia
EFFECT ON Coastal-Cemmissiony submit to the Executive Director written ackmowledge-
EXISTING ment that, notwithstanding | the separate agreement between Pebble Beach

AGREEMENT %%y__ar‘ﬂ the Monterey County Board of Supervisors dated July 24, 1984
1t C, attached), the specific standards contained in these condi-

: tions for the open space and public access areas which are the subject
h of this permit shall define the standards of performance for penm.ttee'
obligations under the agreement.

DEDICATION OF 12. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT,

ON~SITE ACCESS permittee Shall execute and record & document, in a form and ‘content approved

EASEMENTS by the Executive Director of the Camnission, J.rrevocably offe.r:.ng to ded:.cate
public actess easements as follows: _ . )

-- ——— . -

CT a. mtheSInrelueOpQSPaceareaasdesignatedmtheLUP,
easement(s) for Resource Conservation, Public Access and :
Recreation consistent with the final site plan (Cordition No. 7
above), Resource Management Plan (Cbndltmn No. 9 akove), |
the specific standards contained in the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan; and , . )

b. Along each of the routes for access to the shorel:.ne as spec:.fled

_in Condition No. 7.i. above, at a width of at least 10 feet,

public access easements for pedestrian and (between the former

' ra:.lmad alignment. and 17 MJ.le Dr:l.ve) blcycle access. - :

The offer sha.ll run w:.ﬂ'x the land in. favor of the people of the state of
California, binding successors and assigns-of. the ‘applicant or landowner.

: The offer of dedication shall be irrevocable’ for a permd of 21 years,

} '.smhpermdnnmmgfranﬁxedateofrecordmg . _

EL MONTE '13. PRIORmocamAmYOFﬂEHOM.ORmbmvauB,pemutteesmusubmt
‘OREST ROAD.  an effective agreerent between the property owner and the Oounty of Monterey . -
SYSTEM : regarding publlc use of the Del Monte. Forest Road system. This agreement - .
*GREEMENT . shall be consistent with the requirements of the certified Del Monte Forest
" Land Use Plan, particularly Policies 96, 108, and 145 and shall be submitted
for the review and approval of the Dnecutwe Director. In order to avoid :
- duplication, such agreement may incorporate ‘the’ existing management ‘agree~
ment of July 24, 1984 between the Ooxmty and the Pebble Beach Oompany

Exhlbrt 4 Spamsh Bay CDP 3-84-226

Monterey Co, LCP




PLANS FOR
QFF-STTE

3-84-226 _ - PEEBLE BEACH CO. - Page 9

14. PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY OF THE HOTEL OR CONCOMINIUMS, OR JUNE 30, 1986,
whichever occurs first, permittee shall submit offers of dedication ard -
maps indicating the areas offered for the .following shoreline access areas:

“Spanish Bay, Point Joe to Bird Fock, Bird Fock to Fan Shell Beach, Fan Shell |
""Beach, Cypress Point, Ghost Tree and Stillwater Cove (areas identified

in Access Recommendations #1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,12 in the LUP), The-size
&—m—nﬁm&é—sh&i*ﬂ&sm&aﬂyﬂm%m

indieated-on-the-certifiad-LuP-tand-Use-Map:—Offors—shall-bo-conaisteant
with-EEP-Poticy-128 rev&:ew—and—appm}-ef—the

-ard-are-subject—to-the-
Executive—birecters  The terms of the offers, including size of the areas
‘offered, shall be com:.stent with certified LUP Policy 128, Appendix B
‘OF the certified LUP, and may provide for management and maintenance of
access areas by permittee under the temms of the access easement. Offers
shall be subject to the review and approval Of the Executive Director.

15. PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY COF ,'IHE HOTEL OR CONDOMINIUMS, or in accordance
with the schedule contained in Appendix B of the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan. (LUP), whichever is first, permittee shall submit plans for -
signing and irprovements to the access areas identified in the Access
Recommendations of the certified LUP as areas 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12.
The Plan shall be consistent with certified IUP Policies 143, 145 and
the Recommendations contained in Appendix B of the certified LUP. In -
addition, the costs of improvement of the public access trails required
parsuant to Condition 7, either on-site or en adjacent State Beach lands,
shall be borne by the permittee and its successors and assigns. A
Performance Bond in the amount of 1 million dollars shall be posted to
ensure that the planned irprovements are completed.” The Irprovement
Plan and Performance Bond shall be submitted for pr:.or review ard-
approval by the Executive Director. ~ .. . = - e -

16. BAll on-site access improvements at. spamsh 'Bay,' 'm'cludixig the tra:.l

* between the S.P.R.R. right-of-way and North Moss Beach, shall be constructed .-

- and available for public use prior to the opening of the golf course .
or cccupancy of the hotel or condmu.rmm's, wh:.chever occurs first. = - v

17. NJaccessarﬂresourcemmgeuentmprovamfsspecﬁledbythe
Del Monte Forest.Land Use Plan for Areas 7 (Crocker Cypress Grove), 9. . -
(Midway Peint), :and 12 (Stillwater Cove Beach Access) shall be implemented

© and available for public use prior to occupancy of the hotel or condominiums, -
' or June-30, 1986, w}n.cheveroccurs first. - The access. improvements for the - -

“other sites specified in Condition M. 15-abtove shall be completed 'in cl
. accordance with the schedule oontalned in Append:.x B of. the Del Monte ©: =

'Forest I.and Use Plan.

ST o d s
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PROVISION OF - 18. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE PERMIT, permittee shall submit a plan .
AFFORDABLE for Executive Director review and approval, for the prov:tsmn of adequate
RECREATTON low/mo/moderate cost public recreational/visitor serving facilities on
FACILITIES site. At a minimm this plan shall include the following: °

a. improved/signed publlc path £rom hotel to the—up—ceast
‘end-e€ South Moss Beach;

b. six table picnic area in the forested area south-west
of the hotel, . ,

c. moderately pr:l.ced restaurant mttnn the resort complex;

d. provisions of bike racks adequate to accommodate 20 bicycles;
and ’ :

e. availability of golf cart paths for pedestrian use during.
ron-golfing daylight hours. -

All improvements shall be completed and available for public use prior to '
occupancy of the Spanish Bay Hotel.

-— - - o P PR . et e B e mw———— i ma . e e s s s . e w

JLF COURSE: = 19. PRIORTOOPENILGOFGJIFGDUI&EATSPANISHBAY,appchantshallmhmt

“UBLIC a plan for Executive Director review and approval indicating a method of

JATLABILITY implementing Certified LUP Policy 90 which requ:.res adequate opportum.ty
forthegeneralpubllctnusethegalfcourse :

All other visitor-serving facilities at Spamsh Bay shall ke avallable
to the public on a daily-occupancy (i.e., non-timeshare) basis. 2n
exception will be allowed in event the 80-unit condominium phase of the
project, or portion t'txe_reof, is made awilé;ble_ on a tineshare basis..

.OCESS \20. PRIOR o occwm oF 'IHE HOI'EL, and upon” Jmprovanent of each access

'“IEORMA'I’ION "area, gate handouts. (b:oclmres) shall be .updated to include desc:ra.pt.mns of

" all public access points and low/m/mderate cost visitor serving facilities”
(hiking trails,:bike paths, picnic areas, moderate cost, restaurants, -etc.)

" consistent with agreements (See Condition No.-11 above) and requ:.red improve~
_rments; (per cert.l.fled Land Use Plan) - . All signing shall be consistent with

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay GDP 3-84-226
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21. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THAT PORTION OF THE PERMIT FOR COMFONENT I

OF THIS PROJECT, or portion thereof, permittee shall sulmit for the
Executive Director's review arnd approval, written documentation which
certifies that sufficient wastewater treatment capacity (beyord the
maximum recorded average dry weather flow of 751,000 gallons per day)

will unconditionally be available from the Pebble Beach Cammunity

-Sexrvices District at the time that the hotel (or portion thereof, including
restaurants and golf course) is first occupied; and that the available
capacity is adequate to serve all of the following developments: '

a. ell-service-commitments—izes7 all comections approved, :
but rot yet placed into service (at 279 gpd per residence);

b. two additional years of residential development on existing
vacant parcels (estimated at 20 hames per year at 279 gpd
each) ; .

¢c. -all development result:mg fmm Conponent I conétruct:.on at
‘Spanish Bay (or portion thereof if insufficient capacity
exists for all of Comporent I). ,

Available capacity shall be defined as that from a system with all covern—
mental approvals and funding, and in operaticn or under construction, if

it can be damnstrated that the improvements will be operational when
needed for the Component I developments. The baseline flow figure of -
751,000 gpd may be adjusted to reflect the improved capac:.ty of the waste— A
water treatment lines resulting from repairs completed since the 751,000
grd flow rate was recorded. Evidence of such mp:oved capacity on the

part of the Pehble Beach Community Services District shall be presented

for review ard approval by the Executive Director before any adjust:nents
to the baseline flow rateax:emade _ .

22. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR COMPONENT I.
OF THIS PROJECT, permittee shall commit funding for Highway 68 improve- -
ments near Commnity Hospital as-specified by Caltrans (see Exhibit D).
Permittee shall also submit a construction schedule and evidence that the
application process to permit this work has wnmenoed ' Necessary furds

as determined by Caltrans shallbeplaoedmanescrwaccountorother-
wise camnitted exclusively to these. mprmrezen's, subject to the approval
of the Executive Diredtor.”. Also, prior to occupancy of hotel or condomin- -
iums, vhichever.is first,- Ppermittee shall provide evidence for Executive
Director review ‘and approval of a fmading commi tment-and implementation -
schedule for all those items specified in the.'altermative transportation
plan" as required by Monterey County (See Exhibit B, .OondJ.tJ.on No.-15).
The required visitor shuttle shall include daily txips o najor visitor

' points (e.g., Cammel, Cannery Ibw, Monterey Point Iobos) in addlt:.on
o the alrport. :

Prior to the occupancy of the hotel or condammmns, or oonpletlon of

the new access road (Project Component III), whichever occurs first, ..

the Highway 68 improvements near Commumnity Hospital -and the requirements

of the "alternative transportation plan" shall be completed and operational.

Exhlblt 4 Spanlsh Bay CDP 3-84-226 |
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26. Prior to occupancy (or upon sale, if earlier) of each condominium
unit, permittee shall deposit the sum of 4,000 dollars into the Del Monte
Forest Foundation's Open Space Capital Improvements and Acquisition Fund

as identified in Chapter 7 of the certified Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
(OSAC Plan Implementation). The purpose of such deposits shall be identi-
fied as the acquisition and preservation of envirommentally sensitive
habitat. particulasiy-as-specified-in-Cond—Nor-6—abover—-The—specific
preangements—for-sush-deposite-shali-be-the-same-as—for-other—residentind
development—in-bDel-Monte-Forest-purseant-to—the-agreement-between—permittee
__an&-the-eemty—ef-ibntereyr—dated-auiﬂrﬁ%—fﬁxhibit—&—attaehe&h

COMPONENT III

27. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THAT PORTION OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
FOR COMPONENT III OF THIS PROJECT (i.e., new Del Monte Forest entrance
road) pemuttee shall submit final |grading/site plans, for Executive

‘Director review and approval, which show the following:

! a. utilization of either the existing Haul Road route as identified
‘ in Figure 11A of the certified LUP, or the Sawmill Gulch (“Alternata.ve

C") aligmment;

b. limits of grading or other physical disruption, indicating (in
the case of the Haul Road alternative) no significant disruption
of envirommentally sensitive habitats;

c. all feasible measures to minimize loss of natural forest habitat
and to minimize grading, including use of maximum feasible vertical
angle for cut and £ill slopes; minimum safe lane and shoulder
widths within the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area; protection
of retained trees in accordance with certified LUP Policy No. 34;
and in the case of "Alternative C", reduction in the radius of the
curve on the entrance road where adjacent to Highway 68; ’

d. salvage of topsoil and replacement on exposed slopes as part of the
erosion control plan required by Condition 9.b;

e. design and location of signs and other structures within view of
both Highway 68 and the new road;

f. location of tollgate, passing and holding lanes beyond view of
Highway 68;

g. an intersection design which will not further degrade the Level of
Service on Highway 68.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Ba )
y CDP 3-84-2
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TIGATION 28. 1In event that entrance road "Alternmative C" is selected by permittee,

VERAM PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THAT PORTION OF THE COASTAL LDEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR

JR ROAD COMPONENT ITI OF THIS PROJECT, permittee shall submit, for Executive Director

UTERNATIVE review and approval, a rigorous, enforceable habitat and scenic resource

! mitigation program. Such mitigation program shall kbe~im-sccordance-with
the-standards-of-acceptability-detaited—in-FPinding-No—5S—and-skali-pre. ‘de-
for-the include, at a minimum, the following measures: '

a. 19 Rehabilitation of the Upper Sawmill Gulch quarry site,
"and its incorporation into the Huckleberry Hill Natural
" ‘Habitat Area;

© 2) Abandorment and reforestation of the existing Haul Road
"-slopes. and roadbed (except that an emergency access
" ‘lane of minimm width may be retained for forest fire
" suppression and other emergency purposes and for
' equestrian/pedestrian use);

"'3) Scarification and rehabilitatio..'of existing redundant,
unneeded fire tralls within the Huckleberry Hill habita
area; -

4) Submittal of final gqrading/site plans which show all
- feasible measures to minimize grading and loss of natural
forest habitat; and,

4

Preservation of all parcels identified by Assessor's Parcel
Number in Condition No. 6 above (subject to the provisions
therein for substitution of alternative parcels in event
that a designated parcel is not available for purchase).

Exhibit 4, Spanish Ba
, .Bay CDP 3-84-22¢
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FINDINGS AND DECIARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows: A
1. fThe purpose of this application by the Pebble Beach Company is o
develop the Spanish Bay Resort and condominiums. The application includes

" a 4-story, 270-room hotel, restaurant, health spa, retail shops and 499-

space parking facility; 80 condominium units with an internal street
system; ard 18-lole golf course, plus tennis courts; drainage improvement
ard sewage treatment facilities; new road development between State Highway
68 and 17 Mile Drive (approx. 2 miles), new Del Monte Forest entrance gate,
and relocation of Spanish Bay Road; golf course maintenance facility;
restrooms; landscaping; dismantling of 18 existing corporation yard and
storage structures; removal of approx. 15 acres of Monterey pine forest
(£1200 txees); 83-space visitor beach parking facility and improved shore-
line access path; 530,000 cubic yard sand borrow pit, and dune/forest/
riparian habitat reclamation program. The resort site is located on 17
Mile Drive, adjacent to Asilomar State Beach at the rorthern corner of

Del Monte Forest; the borrow site and new Del Monte Forest entrance road
are located in the Sawmill Gulch-Huckleberry Hill area, about one mile

- east of the Spanish Bay Resort site. All of these sites are in the

unincorporated area of Monterey County.

Sand mining operations, now abandoned, have reduced a substantial portion
of the Spanish Bay site to bedrock. Uphill'in the Sawmill Gulch area,
another abandoned sand mine is proposed to be reopened as a source of

£i11 to rebuild the Spanish Bay landscape. The new resort will face the
Pacific Ocean across the expanse of a major new golf course. This proposed
new use will reclaim an area once dominated by a spectacular formation

of crystalline white sand dunes. The proposed golf course will be distin-
guished by its links-land design and substantial areas devoted to native
dune plant rehabilitation? :

- public recreational use is focused on the 17 Mile Drive-Spanish Bay Road‘

circuit, as well as the shoreline. The beach area is divided by a low,
rock-punctuated bluff into South Moss Beach and North Moss Beach—a

- moderately wide, gently sloping crescent popular with surfers and other

beach users who walk southwards from Asilomar State Beach.

Ancther important public use feature is State Highway 68, which is proposed
as a State Scenic Highway in the City of Monterey's Skyline Land Use Plan.
This busy arterial provides access between State Highway 1 and the shore-
line at Asilomar. A new entxance road for Del Monte Forest is required

by the conditions of the County's permit, and will require the construction

. of & new intersection with Highway 68.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226
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For purposes of condition compliance, the project has been divided into
three components, according to Coastal Act priority and public works
capacity considerations. Component I includes the ©lf course, landscape
rehabilitation, and hotel portions of the project. Component II comprlses
the residential condominium portion of the project, and Component III is -

the new Del Monte Forest entrance road and toll gate required as a condition

of County permit approval.

2. Within the Spanish Bay project area, more than 100 acres of former
natural dune habitat and forest have been severely disrupted by the now-
abandoned sand mines. Only bare ground, ron—-native :Lceplant, pampas

- grass, genista (Scotch broom, French broom), and acacia can be found

over much of this damaged landscape. At the other extreme the new

Del Monte Forest entrance road portion of the project will cross the
unspoiled slopes of Huckleberry Hill, densely forested and krnown for its
concentration of rare, disjunct, and endemic native flora.

Overall, the Spanish Bay project will affect four different categories of
natural habitat: remnant coastal dunes, native Monterey pine forest,
riparian vegetation, ‘and beach/rocky shoreline. In the dure ard pine

" forest areas the project as submitted will have adverse impacts; however,

substantial dune, forest and riparian habitat restoration efforts are
part of the project design and are intended to offset the adverse impacts.
A more detailed analysis by habitat category follows.

a. Coastal dunes. The Asilomar area's most important identify-
ing matural feature has historically been its brilliant '
white sand dunes, eroded from the underlying granite bedrock
at the tip of the Monterey Peninsula. The sard in the Asilomar
dunes is distinguished from the dunes that mark the shoreline
of Monterey Bay rnot only by color, but also by purity of
silica content, lack of riverine supply, and different geologic
provenance., Correspondingly, the nmative flora which stabilizes
the Asilomar dunes represents a unique assemblage as well.

Originally, the inland margin of the dunes was anchored by
native Monterey pine-Coast live ocak forest. Seaward of

the forest, a variety of specially-adapted native wild flowers
carpeted the dunes. However, the original extent of the
native flora has been drastically reduced. Sand mining at
Spanish Bay eliminated the highest of the dunes. Residential
development, encroachment by non-native iceplant and pampas -
grass,. ®olf course development and trampling by heavy concentra-
tions of recreational users have each taken their toll of the
remaining portions of this nmative dune flora between Pt. Pinos
and Fan Shell Beach.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDF 3-84-226
Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05
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IDENTIFICATION Now, only a few small examples remain of dunes stabilized
OF NATURAL by Monterey pine forest; one such example-occurs on the
HABITATS Spanish Bay site near the proposed location of the main
WITHIN _ resort buildings. Further seaward, the rare.Menzies
PROJECT ARFA - . - wallflower has disappeared altogether frum the Spanish
(cont.) : Bay site, although scattered exanples remain in adjacent

dune areas, possibly in the City of Marina, and at Humboldt

Bay. Two other rare plants, Coast gilia and Tidestrom's

lupine still retain a foothold at Spanish Bay—ard the rare
lupine appears to be reestablishing itself in at least two = -
formerly disturbed dune areas.

. = Another plant species of particular interest at Spanish Bay
is the Seacliff buckwheat (Eriogomum parvifolium). This
coastal shrub is the host plant for the endangered Smith's
blue butterfly where it occurs in Big Sur to the south,
ard in the Monterey Bay dunes to the north. While four
stands of the buckwheat are found on the site, generally
on the low dunes behind the Moss Beach headland, they have
been subjected to wind damage and pedestrian trampling. A ‘ B
field survey, June-August 1983, found mo Smith's blue butter- ’
flies on the site. The buckwheat itself is rot considered a
rare or endangered species.

One animal species which is especially sensitive to the loss
of dune habitat is the Black legless lizard. This i
denizen of the dunes is found at Spanish Bay, although mining
and the encroachments of ron—native iceplant have drastically
reduced suitable habitat. The species is under consideration
for listing by the Federal government, and has already been
placed on the international (ITUCN) list. The lizard's most
important requirement appears to be the protection of suffi--
cient areas of naturally-vegetated dune surface, linked by
continuous sandy corridors so as to avoid isolating "islands”
of such habitat. ’

b. Monterey pine forest. Native Monterey pine forest covers
that portion of the Spanish Bay resort site closest to 17
Mile Drive. In addition, the primary sand borrow site at
Sawmill Gulch and most of the new road between Highway 68
and 17 Mile Drive will be located in this forest type.
Monterey pine has became a popular species for landscaping
and forest products plantations. However, the natural
stands of this tree are limited to just three locations:
the Aro Nuevo area at the San Mateo-Santa Cruz county line,

the Cambria area in San Luis Obispo County, and the Monterey
Peninsula area.

~ Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226
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While the species itself is not in danger, the natural
character of much of its original habitat has been lost to
urban and suburban develogment., As a result the only exten~

. sive tract of this forest type that remains on the Monterey

Peninsula is the approx. one square mile area identified

as the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area in the IUP.

In this area the various native plant and animal species
which are fourd in the forest urderstory remain in a
relatively undisturbed condition. The best~krown features

of the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area are the included
groves of the rare Gowan cypress—found mainly in or near

the S.F.B. Morse Reserve—ard. a disjunct population of Bishop
pine.

Arother unique portion of the Monterey Peninsula's native pine
forest stabilizes the remnant dunes at Asilomar and on the
Spanish Bay site. While the-occurrence of Monterey pJ.ne forest
on sard dunes was undoubtedly once more widespread, mmng

and development have reduced this phenomenon to the point that
only a relat.wely few areas of the or:.glnal dune-pine forest
interface remin. A prominent example is located near the
point at which the existing Spanish Bay Road emerges from

the forest before descending to the beach area below.

Riparian habitats. Three different drainages cross the Spanish
Bay Resort site. The northern drainage chamnel parallels
Sunset Drive, entering Asilomar State Beach lands before reach-
ing the shoreline, The central drainage corridor spreads out
into the mined area without reaching the sea. The southerly
drainage area is located near the seaward end of the Sawmill
Gulch drainage basin. Each of the drainages were severely
impacted by mining activity, and no longer represent natural
stream channels. Deep accumlations of silt are found at the
seaward end of each drainage. Willow scrub and pampas grass

are now characteristic vegetation in these areas.

In the upper portion of the Sawmill Gulch watershed are
located two abandoned sand pits. Eroding surfaces and
siltation problems are still evident here, despite reclam-
ation plantings of substantial areas with Monterey pine

and Gowan cypress. Invading acacia and pampas grass

are encroaching into the disturbed areas. Above the aban-
doned sand pits, the headwaters of the Sawmill Gulch water-
shed within the Huckleberry Hill habitat area are relatively
untouched ard support various native plant species..

Exhlblt 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-=84-226
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COASTAL Many of these important mitigating measures will be detailed in the -
DUNES: - required Resource Management Plan (RMP) for Dune Preservation and Rehabil-
IMPRCTS, itation Areas. A satisfactory RMP will include, at a minimum, the follow-
MITIGATION ing: documentation amd identification of dune preservation and rehabil-
(CONT.) itation areas comprising at least 25% of the l65~acre golf course area,

and wherever feasible being continguous so as to meet habitat requirements
for the Black legless lizard (as determined through consultation with the
California Dept. of Fish & Game, and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service); measures
to be used to prevent damage to protected areas from construction activity,
golf course operations, and public use; species, locations, densities,
propagation methods, interim irrigation methods (if any), and soil treat-
) ments for all plantings; incompatible non-native plant species likely to

e be fourd in the area, and procedures for continuwous surveillance for, amd )
eradication of such incompatible species; procedures which take into account
future shifts in dune shape ard location, as well as any adjustments in '
the golf course design which may be required; and the legal and financial
arrangements, including enforceable deed restrictions in favor of the. _
State of California or the functional equivalent, through which the permanent
maintenance of the Dune Preservation and Rehabilitation Areas will be assured,
regardless of ownership. _

In summary, the preservation of existing remnant dune features, together
with the rehabilitation of coastal dune plant habitat within the context

- of the golf course, will be assured and reinforced by the conditions
attached to this permit. Therefore, with respect to coastal dune habitats,
this project is found consistent with the applicable Coastal Act policies
identified in Finding No. 3 above, particularly with respect to Section
30240 regarding envirommentally sensitive habitats.

MONTEREY 5. Monterey Pine Forest Habitat: A substantial area of Monterey pine
PINE FOREST forest 1s proposed for removal. These forest areas will be removed to -
IMPACTS acoamodate a portion of the main hotel site; tennis courts; parts of

MTTIGATION the 499-space parking lot; greens, tees; and fairways for a portion of
the golf course (particularly the 10th, 11lth, and 12th holes); golfer
restroom facilities and golf course maintenance facilities; the new
forest entrance road, including the new Higlway 68 entrance gate area
ard the Congress Road extension; and the Sawmill Gulch sand borrow site.
According to the EIR, approximately 32 acres of forest will be removed
altogether, including 7.3 acres at the resort hotel site, 9.0 acres of
©lf course development, and 5.8 acres of natural pine forest at Sawmill
Gulch.

Some mitigating aspects of the project will be the replanting of approx.

26 acres of forestland, reforestation of the mow-denuded sand plant (future
condominium) site, and rehabilitation of about 12 acres of riparian (mainly
willow thicket) vegetation. Additional mitigation required under the LUP
would include, among other things, dedication of a conservation/scenic
easement over the Huckleberry Hill natural habitat area; the implementation
of forest management plans or OSAC Maintenance Standards for each develop-
ment site; protection of retained trees from construction equipment damage;
application of wet~season grading criteria (per LUP Policy No. 35); sup-
pression of invasive non-native plants; dedication of visually prominent _
areas as scenic or conservation easements; ard deed restrictions or protec-
tive easements on other envirommentally sensitive habitat areas, which '
would include dunes stabilized by Monterey pine forest.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP .
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SONTEREY Add:.t:.onally, scme siting adjustments in the golf course ard golf cart
*INE FOREST: path designs appear necessary to avoid disrupting the pr:.nclpal remaining
MPRCTS, exanple of coastal dune stabilized by nmative Monterey pine forest. As
ATTIGATION conditioned, these adjustments are required through sul:nuttal of a reviséd
{CONT.) site plan for the Spanish Bay area. - .

Because the route proposed for the new.Del Monte Eorest entrance road will
penetrate and partially fragment the envirommentally sensitive Huckleberry
Hill Natural Habitat Area as identified in the Del Monte Forest land Use
Plan (LUP), a substantial adverse impact will result. While the traffic
generated by this development will not by itself require such a new road,

a new entrance road is reguired by the LUP (Policy 100). Although the

LUP allows the existing Haul Road aligrment to be utilized for this purpose,
the current proposal was found to be more desirable fram a traffic engineering
standpoint. The certified LUP specifies the existing Haul Road aligrment
"or another acceptable nearby location" (LUP p. 78). Commission-certified
LUOP Figure 14 shows potential collector rcad aligrments in both areas; but
LUP Policy 100 requires only a (single) entrance road, which shall be routed
and designed to "avoid significant disruption of the environmentally sensi-
tive Huckleberry Hill habitat area." _

Approximately 2700 lineal feet of the new road (identified as "Alternmative C"

- in the County permit conditions) will run through "Terrestial Sensitive
Habitat” as shown on Figure 2 on the certified Land Use Plan (see Exhibit F,
attached). Approximately 1000 lineal feet of this distance falls within the
Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area (LUP Figqures 5 and 11A).  The width
of the cleared corridor through the forest will be variable, but typical |
sections are estimated to require 60-100 feet including euts, fills, and réad-""
bed. Additional habitat loss will result fram the extra lanes needed for the
new toll gate facility, and from the widening of Highway 68 at the new inter-
section to 4 lanes—tapermg to 2 lanes several hundred feet each direction
fram the intersection. . .

ThJ.S portion of the-LUP's de51<3nated Forest Open Space was 1nc1uded in the '
. Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area because of the unspoiled forest corrldor
along Highway 68, because it contains part of the unique disjunct Blshop
pine population, because it buffers the Gowan pygmy cypress groves and other
: adjacent rare plant habitat, and because it contributes to the overall extent -
. of the essentially undeveloped block of native:forestland which occupies the
: center of the Monterey Peninsula. . However, theproposedallmnent of the
"Alternative C" road will not affect the watershed of the Gowan cypress groves,
and will remove only 33 Bishop pines.. -While the Bishop pines are a unique = .
and scientifically-interesting occurrence, they'are not an endangered species
.and the projected lossmllbemnormcanparlsonmththetotalpopulatlon
to be protected pursuant’ to Condition No.. 5. . Therefare,; while the pmposed .
“"Alternative C" will undeniably and substant.lally impact -2 designated environ-
- mentally sensitive habitat,” by removing several.hundred native trees of various
species and eroding the essential continuity of this "pocket wilderness", :
. the selected aligrment maintains a respectful distance :fram the even more
sensitive central por.t:.on of the Hucklebeny H.111 Natural Habitat Area.

' Exhibit 4, spamsh Bay COP3-84:226° .. .- i i
Montere




" forest habitat. In fact, this route is already used intermittently by quarry

3-85-226 . PEBBLE BEACH CO. : "Page 24 a

In contrast to "Alternative Cc", the existing Haul Road represents an existing
high standard roadbed, and further removal of native forest will be avoided.

The Haul Road al:.gmnent if constructed with a "right-turn only" type of inter-
section at Highway 68 could be utilized.without further loss of sensitive

trucks and by autamobile traffic durmg the Bmg Crosby golf tournament,

However, the traffic analysis contained in the EIR predicts that it would

be much less effective in collecting traffic and providing for future in-
termal circulation needs upon full residential development of Del Monte
Forest. The more effective "Alternative C" will result in significant loss
of envirommentally sensitive forest habitat as detailed above and in Finding
No. 10b regarding scenic resources. But, these impacts can be offset if a
very rigorous program of mitigation is éffected. Such a program would result
in a substantial improvement in the quantity and quality of envirommentally
sensitive forest habitat to be preserved within Del Monte Forest, which
would not otherwise be preserved under the LUP or exlstmg camitments by

permittee.

An acceptable mitigation program would have all measures effectively ..mple-
mented w:Ltlun 5 years of project commencement, and would include: K .

a. Pe.manent rreservation of certain parcels identified in the
certified Del Monte Forest LUP, the approved City of Monterey
Skyline LUP, and in the Cammission's permit process. Each of
these parcels are identified by Assessor's Parcel Number in .
Cardition No. 6 of this permit, and prov:.sxm is made to preserve
alternate parcels in event the identified sites camnot all be o
secured. While the identified parcels are relatively small— -
the largest is only 3.38 acres—they represent the most critical
unprotected locations of envirommentally sensitive forest habitat °

7Y within or adjacent to Del Monte Forest. - Accordingly, their value
for mitigation purposes is relatively great, and their preservation
is essential to the implementation of the respective ICP {Land Use
Plans in a manner consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240.

b. ' Rehabilitation of the Upper Sawnu.ll (;ulch quarry site, and.its
_ incorporation into 'che Huckleberry H.lll Natural Hab:.tat Area.

C. Abandoment and reforesta’uon of the exlst:.ng Haul Road slopes and
roadbed (except that an emergency access lane.of minimum width
. could be retained for forest fire suppression and other emergency
_purposes and for equestr:.an/pedesb::.an use) P

. d.' ' Scar:.f:.cat:.on and rehab:.l:.tat:.on of exlstmg redundant, unneeded
S f:.re trails w:Lthm the Huckleberry HJ.ll habltat area. and,

€. Submittal of final grad:.ng/s:.te plans which show all feas:.ble :
- .+ measures to minimize grading and loss of natural forest habitat. .

' Exhlblt 4, Spamsh Bay CDP 3-84-226
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The result of such a program, when all elements are carried out, will be a
net enhancement of environmentally sensitive habitat within both Del Monte
Forest overall, and within the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area in
particular. Therefore, while a significant degradation of environmentally
sensitive habitat would result fram the "Alternmative C" aligmment, on
balance the cbjectives contained in Chapter 1 of the Coastal Act will be .
met through this mitigation program. _

" Accordingly, this permit is conditioned to allow—but not require—a new
Del Monte Forest entrance road; to allow use of either the Haul Road or
"Alternative C" alignment; to require a rigorous mj.ﬁgatinp program whmh i
clearly results in a substantial net enhancement of Del Monte Forest's en-
virommentally sensitive habitats, including retirement of the Haul Read,
in event that "Alternative C" is selected; and to require submittal of =
‘ final grading/site plans for either route. In this mammer, the requirements
of LUP Policy 100, as well as Coastal Act Section 30240, will be met
with respect to the protection of the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area.

Similar mitigations are in order with respect to the Sawmill Gulch sand

- borrow site. An approximately 6 acre area of the excavation site is

- mantled by the same type of dense Monterey pine forest habitat which
characterizes the surrounding portion of the Huckleberry Hill Natural
Habitat Area. Because the proposed borrow site comprises a use adjacent
to an environmentally sensitive habitat, the Coastal Act requires the
permit to be conditioned so that the contimiance of the adjacent environ—
mentally sensitive habitat can be assured. A most important step in this
regard would be to excavate no nmore area than is absolutely necessary to
meet the sand requirements for rehabilitation work at Spanish Bay.

To date, the only alternate sand/fill source which has been determined to

be feasible is the excavation work now underway for expansion of the :
Defense Language Institute on the Presidio of Monterey. This source can
provide an estimated 50,000 cubic yards, or about 10% of the off-site £ill
demand, Beyornd this, the permit is conditioned to require a rigorous
analysis of potential measures to reduce sand/fill demand frocm the Sawmill
Gulch site. While it is likely that the analysis will show that excavation
- will be needed in the Sawmill Gulch area, the required analysis will help

to ascertain that no natural forestland will be excavated unless satisfactory
proof is provided that no other’ fill source is feasible.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3.84.
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The approximately 9 acres of native Monterey pine forest to be cleared -
for the golf course represents a substantial long-term impact. Additional
joss of trees is likely to result from nsindthrow"”, as the cleared area
icular to the site's
strong prevailing winds. The ‘LUP as certified acknowledges such an
aligrment for the golf course, but requires the specific golf course
design "to maximize the retention.of the Monterey pine forest."

A parallel issue'is raised by the conversion of pine forest to ¢olf course - .
and the removal of forestland at the Sawmill Gulch sand pit site. Monterey
pine is defined as a cammercial species by the State Board of Forestry.
The area to be converted is of sufficient size to have been considered as
cormercial timberland in 1977 when this portion of Del Monte Forest was
designated as a forestry Special Treatment Area pursuant to Coastal Act
Section 30417. However, ro cormercial timber harvest has occurred in
recent years, and the LUP does mot desigmate any portion of Del Monte
Forest for commercial timber harvest. Further analysis of the issue of
+inberland conversion will require assistance from the State Board of
Forestry/California Department of Forestry staff. Accordingly, the permit
is conditioned to require Coastal Act Section 30243 conformance, either

" through a reduction in acres cleared or by a determination by the Dept..

of Forestry that the affected areas do not constitute "commercial tinber—
1ands" in units of ecoromic size.

A variety of specific measures (in addition to those mentioned above) are
incorporated in the corditions of this permit for the purpose of mitigating
the project's substantial impacts on the native Monterey pine forest habitat.
These measures include a requirement to preserve specified envirormentally
sensitive forest habitats elsewhere within or immediately adjacent to

Del Monte Forest, with option to rehabilitate upper Sawmill Gulch quarry
site as part of the Hucklsberry Hill Natural Habitat Area; requirement to
rehabilitate either Sawmill Gulch quarry site if excavated; recognition

of Forest management measures contained in the July 24, 1984, agreement
between Monterey County and the Pebble Beach Company, including the $4,000
per residence donation to the 0.S.A.C. operating fund for the purpose of
implementing the Forest Maintenmance Standards contained in Chapter 7 of

the certified LUP; application of a similar $4,000 per cordominium unit
standard to Component II of this project (which was rot included in the
County agreement), which would be applied to preservation of specified
exwi:;ormentally sensitive forest habitats; redesign or relocation of

tennis courts; and a Forest Management Plan (FMP), as required by the LUP,
for each forested parcel within the project area.

Exhibit 4, Spanish Bay CDP 3-84-226




SINE FOREST:

IMPACTS,
“ITTIGATION
(CONT.)

WETLAND,
RIPARIAN
HABITATS:
MITIGATIONS

3-84-226 ' DEBBIE BEACH 0. Page 26

‘Besides the general quidelines for Forest Management Plans contained in

the LUP, a satisfactory FMP for the project area, or portion thereof,
will include the following: specific measures to insure the continued

- wviability of the forest, particularly with respect to tree replacement

with mchgenous gene stock; measures to prevent damage of retained trees

by construction activity; identification of, surveillance for, and eradi-
cation of incompatible mon-native plant smczes and tree diseases; retention
of nest trees for cavity-dwelling bird species; and the legal and financial

arrangements through which the permanent maintenance of retained and replace-
nent natural forest habitat areas will be assured, regardiess of ovmersh.tp.

In smrnery, the preservat:.on of the majorlty of the native Monterey pine
forest in the project area will be assured; and substantial, meaningful
mitigation will be provided to offset all losses of such habitat, as
required by the conditions attached to this permit. . Therefore, with
respect to the area's matural forest habitats, this project is found con~ .
sistent with the applicable Coastal ‘Act policies identified in Fmdmg

No. 3 above, particularly with respect to Section 30240 regard:.ng env:.mn—
mentally sen51t1ve habitats.

6. Wetland ard Riparian Habitats: Applicant's proposal to rehabilitate
and enhance the previously-damaged riparian habitats at Spanish Bay will
carry out the LUP's policy comcepts for this part of the Del Monte Forest.
However, submittal of detailed riparian habitat restoration plans will be
necessary, as will detailed site stabilization/reclamation plans for the
Sawmill Gulch sand pit (per County Use Permit conditions).

A detailed riparian habitat restoration plan for the Spanish Bay area

would be part of the Wetland Rehabilitation and Management Plan required

by the conditions of this permit. Such a Plan, to-be found satisfactory,

will include the following: identification of the extent and location

of all wetland areas; depth of open water areas; methods of sealing where
located on sandy substrate; species, locations, densities and propagation
methods for all plantings; incompatible non-native plant species likely

to be found in the area, ‘ard procedures. for continwous surveillance and
eradication of such species; ard the legal and financial arrangements
through which the pemanentnamtenanceof thewetlandareasmllbeassurcc, .
regardless of ownership. - Co s A

Such Plan will also detnnstrate that the an'ount of rehab:l:.tated riparian
habitat is equal or exceeds that which now exists on the site (per LUP
policies 24 and-93). Reclamation Plans for: the Sawmill Gulch quarry s:.tes, :
if reopened, w:.llbeprcv:.dedaswell To be found sattsfactory, such
Reclamation Plans shall emphasize st:ckp:.l:l.ng ard replacement of all 'copso:.l
from existing natural forest ‘habitat areas ! with natural succession being

the primary method of habitat restoration in those locations which have not
been previously disturbed. b assist this process, the Reclamation Plan

shall specify procedures for stabilizing the replaced topsoil; identification
of, surveillance for, and eradication of incompatible non-native plant spec1es,
erosion control and revegetation on all exposed quarry surfaces; and the :
‘legal and financial arrangement maintenance of the rehabilitated forest
habitat and erosion control measures will be assured, rega.rdless of ownership.

Exhlblt 4, Spanlsh Bay CDP 3- 84-226
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6. At least 25% of the approximately l165-acre golf course
area shall be designated as dune habitat restoration
area (including existing remnant natural dune habitat
areas which may be protected within the golf course
perimeter); reestablishment of native dune flora shall
proceed as soon as native sand is placed in accordance
with criteria no. 1 and no. 5 above, and applicable
OSAC standards.

7. Barriers, boardwalks, signing, informational materials
and other measures identified by the site specific
access recommendations in Appendix B shall be provided
in order to protect existing and restored
environmentally sensitive dune habitats.

8. Accommodations for spectators shall be designed,
located, and managed to avoid trampling of restored
habitat areas, otherwise events which would attract
spectators shall be precluded.

94. In those rehabilitation areas designated for residential
use, native plants typical of surrounding areas should be
incorporated into landscape plans.

95. Limited neighborhood commercial uses may be permitted in
the existing quarry site in the Huckleberry Hill planning
area, and the total acreage devoted to such use shall be
limited to no more than 10 acres. In addition, a
corporation yard, storage facilities and potable or sub-
potable water storage may be permitted at the quarry site.
As part of this neighborhood commercial development,
Monterey pine should be utilized in 1landscaping to
stabilize £fill embankments and to screen quarry walls, thus
helping the area to blend in with the surrounding
environment as best as possible.

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

The basic categories of land use designated in the Del Monte
Forest are: 1) residential, 2) commercial, and 3) open space.

These use categories are fully described in the following
discussion. Figure 3 shows the planning area framework within
which these uses are subsequently discussed. Figures 4 and 4A
show environmental considerations which were primary
considerations affecting the location of new development.
Figure 4A presents a detailed legend for Figures 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12 and 13. Figure 5 shows the Del Monte Forest Area Land
Use Plan - 1984. Figure 5A presents a detailed legend for
Figures 6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, 10A, 11A, 12A and 13A.

41
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Residential Land Use

New residential land uses planned for the Del Monte Forest Area
range in average density from one to four dwelling units per
gross acre. For convenience of designation, they are described
in terms of low density (maximum of 1 du/acre), and medium
density (maximum of 4 du/acre). Most of the existing and new
residential development areas within the Forest fall within the
low or medium categories.

Caretakers units, servants quarters, and other separate houses,
but not senior citizen units, are considered units of
residential development for the purpose of calculating density.
The County shall not approve such units in excess of the density
allocated by this plan for each planning area.

Commercial

Three classes of commercial uses are indicated. They include:
1) Visitor-Service Commercial, 2) General Commercial, and 3)
Institutional. They are described as follows:

1) Visitor-Service Commercial - This category allows for
uses providing basic support services and visitor
needs associated with coastal recreation and travel.
Major hotel or inn accommodations and support
commercial facilities are principal uses. Residential
uses consistent with LUP Land Use Maps and intensities
may be permitted as secondary uses under this category
at the density specified. - The three areas in this
category are the existing lodge and environs at
Pebble Beach, the proposed Spanish Bay resort and the
visitor-serving facilities at the proposed NCGA Golf
Course. »

2) General Commercial - This category provides for
commercial-use areas to support community needs; it
includes the professional/administrative offices near
the community hospital, and the rock quarry at
Sunridge and Lopez Roads, where reclamation for reuse
is planned. Future uses will be required to be
compatible with the general retailing and community
service character of this designation, as well as.
community services and storage facilities.

3) Institutional - This designation is applied to a
variety of uses, including the community hospital,
Robert Louis Stevenson School, firehouses, and a
utility substation.

open_ Space

All areas considered critical to maintenance of the natural
§ystem§ of the Forest are encompassed in this category,
including environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the sites of
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endangered species, riparian areas, wetland areas, and sensitive
coastal strand areas. In addition to the open space designation
and policies within the body of this ILUP, a separate, more
detailed plan has been prepared for these areas by the Del Monte
Forest Open Space Advisory Committee. This OSAC Plan is adopted
as a part of this plan. This Open Space Management Plan, to be
administered by the Del Monte Forest Foundation, is generally
consistent in terms of both map designations and policies with
this LUP and provides more detailed maintenance standards and
funding mechanisms for management of open space. However, where
there may be conflicts between the Open Space Management Plan
and this land use plan, the land use plan policies will take
precedence.

Three classes of open space are indicated. They include: 1)
Recreational, 2) Forest, and 3) Shoreline. They are described
as follows:

1) Recreational -~ This category permits golf course, the
Beach and Tennis Club, and the equestrian center, as
well as necessary support and maintenance facilities
such as the pro shops, cart shops, parking areas,
stables, and barns.

2) Forest - This category includes the S.F.B. Morse
Botanical Reserve, riparian corridors, rare plants and
specimen trees, and geological hazard areas.
Permitted developments are trails, low-intensity
recreational facilities, tree cutting, and public
works only if consistent with all other plan policies.

3) Shoreline - This category includes sandy beaches,
rocky shorelines and tidepools, remnant sand dunes.
Permitted are associated support areas for public
access including parking turnouts, trails, vista
points, and related facilities, consistent with all
other plan policies.

Other developments listed in the OSAC Plan are also permitted in
all the above classes subject to the limitations described
above.

Area of S8pecial Concern

The Area of Special Concern category is intended to be used in
conjunction with the underlying land use designation. 1Its
purpose is to facilitate a comprehensive planned approach for a
specifically designated property  where there is unique natural
and scenic resources and archaeological resources. Particular
attention is to be given towards siting and planning development
to assure compatibility with existing resources and adjacent
land uses. The property designated Area of Special Concern is
shown on the Land Use Map.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF ENVIRONHENTALLY SENSITIVE
HABITATS OF DEL MONTE FOREST AREA

The environmentally sensitive habitats of the Del Monte Forest
Area include the following:

A. Categorical listing:
1. Natural freshwater marshes.
2. Natural seasonal ponds.
3. Riparian habitat.
4 Remnant coastal dunes where the natural landform is

stabilized by Monterey pine forest or other native
vegetation.

Huckleberry Hill wildlife habitat area, as shown on

5.

Figure 2 of this LUP.

6. Intertidal areas on the rocky portion of the shore-
line.

7. Pescadero Rocks, Bird Rock, and other offshore rocks
and islets. '

8. Any other sea bird or heron rookery or marine mammal
haul-out area not included above.

9. Kelp beds.

10. Pescadero Pinnacles and other nearshore reefs, i.e.,
rocky bottom areas down to the ten fathom depth
contour. .

11. Carmel Bay State Ecological Reserve.

12. Carmel Bay Area of Special Biological Significance.

B. Species listing (animals):

1. Southern sea otter (Enhydra Jlutris nereis), nursery
and (if any) haul-out areas.

2. Southern bald 'eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus
leucocephalus), nesting (if any), feeding, and resting
areas.

3. California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis

californicus), inshore feeding and resting areas,

‘especially near Bird Rock.

A-1
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6.

California least tern (Sterna albirfrons browni),

shoreline feeding and resting areas.

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), nesting
areas if any.

Smith's blue butterfly (Shijimiaeoides enoptes
smithi), dune areas on Pt. Lobos buckwheat.

Species listing (plants):

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) forest
community (indigenous natural range only).

Gowen cypress (Cupressus goveniana) forest community.

The disjunct Bishop pine (Pinus muricata) forest,
mixed and pure stands.

Hickman's cinquefoil (Potentilla hickmanii) habitat,
known from Seal Rock Creek area.

Coastal Dunes milk vetch (Astragalus tener var. titi)
habitat, dune areas.

Menzies wallflower (Erysimum menziesii) habitat, dune
areas.

Tidestrom's lupine (Lupinus tidestromii) habitat, dune
areas.

Eastwood's goldenfleece (Ericameria fasciculata)
habitat, sandy areas including portions of the Gowen
Cypress area.

Monterey clover (Trifolium trichocalyx) habitat, Gowen
cypress area.

Pacific Grove clover (Trifolium polyodon) habitat,
Indian Village area.

Monterey ceonothus (Ceonothus 'rigidus), significant
occurrences only. -

Sandmat manzanita ( rctostaphg;os pumila), significant
occurrences only.

The endemic Shaggy-barked manzanita (Arctostaphylos
tomentosa var. hebeclada), significant occurrences
only.

Seaside painted cup (Castilleja latifolia ssp.
latifolia) habitat, dune and shoreline areas.

Exhibit 5
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15.

16.

17.

18.

Beargrass (Xerophyllum tenax), disjunct occurrences on
Huckleberry Hill.

Coast rhododendron (Rhododendron _californicum),
disjunct occurrence (may be extirpated).

Hutchinson's larkspur (Delphilium hutchinscniae)
habitat (may be extirpated).

Pt. Lobos buckwheat (Erigonom parvifolium ssp.

lucidum), shoreline areas within Smith's blue butter-
fly habitat. ‘
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Cupressus govenCana.
OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND CLASSIFICATION

Objectives. The primary objective in managing Del Monte Forest open
space wi |l be to ensure continued existence of the fundamental character of
the Forest and its natural plant communities in concert with uses allowed by
the Del Monte Forest Area LCP Land Use Plan. This will primarily involve pro-
viding appropriate levels of maintenance of open space properties:

e to protect native flora and fauna on open space properties from
direct adverse human impact such ‘as excessive trampling, damage
by vehicles, horses, vandalism, etc.,

e to protect native plant communities on open space properties from
invading exotic vegetation by removing such exotics and deterring
their re-establishment,

e to perpetuate a natural ecological balance where it now exists on
open space properties, and restore the balance where it has been
significantly altered, and

o to provide implementation mechanisms, with respect to open space
areas, consistent with the resource management- and access poli-
cies of the LCP Land Use Plan.

Within the urbanized Del Monte Forest, basic management objectives must
also take into consideration human safety, particularly where hazardous condi-
tions occur near areas of concentrated human activity, or where nearby resi-
dential property is threatened.

These basic open space management objectives have been established keep-
ing in mind that natural, self-perpetuating communities are an important basis
of the Forest's value in terms of both aesthetic .attraction and scientific
interest. Human access and activities within open space must therefore be
suberdinate to and compatible with this concept.

Open Space Classification. For the purposes of developing speéific
management poiicies, open space areas within the Del Monte Forest have been
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categorized. Categorization was considered necessary to account for fundamen-
tal differences in character between different open space parcels and the
intensity of use to which these areas are now, or can be expected to be sub-
jected as the LCP Land Use Plan is implemented. The following categories
encompass all open space presently existing within the Forest, regardless of
ownership.

I. Intensively Used Area. a) Seaward of 17-Mile Drive; b) Inland
of 1/-mile Drive. Consisting of heavily utilized visitor access
and recreational space, including both the intertidal and natu-
ral coastal land on the seaward side of 17-Mile Drive as well as
intensively utilized recreational areas such as Indian Village
and scenic roadway turnouts inland of 17-Mile Drive.

II. Protected Natural Resources. a) SFB Morse Reserve; b) Crocker
Cypress Grove; c) Other. Consisting of rare, endangered, or
unique plants and their associated communities that have been
designated as natural areas of special botanical interest,
including aesthetically prominent groves of Cypress trees within
Cypress Point Golf Links, including several representative exam-
ples of typical Monterey pine forest communities. The LCP Land
Use Plan describes these areas as either environmentally sensi-
tive habitat (ESH) or as environmental consideration areas.

III. Developed Area. a) Privately Held; b) Held in Common. Consist-
ing of existing or developed subdivisions, commercial uses, and
single-family lots, including scenic easements associated there-
with. |

IV. Open Forest. a) Land Adjoining that Planned for Development; b)
Permanent Forest Space. Consisting generally of even-aged Mon-
terey pine forest with understory ranging from open oak woodland
to dense brush. '

V. Road Rights-of-Way. Consisting of rights-of-way of Forest road-
ways managed for scenic values consistent with LCP policies and
maintaining public safety.

VI. Golf Course. Consisting of the golf course rough areas desig-
nated Recreation by the LCP Land Use Plan adjoining relatively
natural forest cover or developed subdivisions managed for the
enhanced wildlife value they possess. Management to be accom-
plished by golf course operators pursuant to quidelines compati-
ble with overall golf course maintenance.

' Exhibit 6
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VII. Other. a) Equestrian Center (Collins Field Industrial Horse
Trail); b) RLS School; c) Cal-Am Forest Lake. Consisting of all
other open space uses with existing buildings or improvements
which by virtue of the nature of their use do not require spe-
cific open space management criteria.

VIII. Riparian and Wetland. Undeveloped land along streamcourses and
Tn wetland areas which requires special management considera-
tion. These areas are described as environmentally sensitive
habitat and are designated in the LCP Land Use Plan (Figure 2 -
ESHA).

IX. Scenic Buffer or Easement. Land set aside to screen development
or to provide access between lots ca111ng for special management
consideration.

.X. Sensitive Habitat. Land requiring special management considera-
tions to retain natural interrelationships of native vegetation.

XI. Rare and Endangered Species.l Land in the immediate vicinity
‘of known locations of endangered or rare plant species.

Categories I through IV include areas which will ultimately come under
the management responsibility of the Del Monte Forest Foundation. Category I
represents areas in which the most intensive maintenance efforts will be
required; Category IV represents areas in which the least intensive efforts
will be required. Categories V through VII represent special-purpose areas
that will continue to be maintained by existing owners subject to criteria
developed by OSAC in this Plan. A1l seven categor1es will be subject to more
stringent management criteria if they possess riparian, scenic buffer, sensi-
tive habitat, or rare or endangered species values. These more stringent
classifications are shown as categories VIII through XI. o

Figure 3 shows the distribution of open space management categorieé I
through VII within the Forest.2 Figure 4 shows the areas where management

Iror purposes of this Plan, the most current edition of the California
Native Plant Society List is considered the criterion for rare or endangered
status (a more restrictive.criterion than that required by the LCP.)

2Except for Areas IIl and IVa, which represent open space within areas
already developed or to be developed pursuant to the provisions of the LCP
Land Use Plan., These areas are in addition to the areas shown in Figure 3
and will be specifically designated in maintenance standards prepared at the
time individual project applications are considered in the County development
permit review process.
: . Exhibit 6
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Figure 4 1
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