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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. BACKGROUND

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) certified
the Monterey County Del Monte Forest Land Use
Plan (DMF LUP) in 1984 and the Coastal
Implementation Plan (CIP) in 1987. Taken together,
these documents constitute the County’s Local
Coastal Plan (LCP) in accordance with State law.
Measure “A”, the “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest
Preservation and Development Limitations,” was
approved by Monterey County voters on November

CONTENTS

A. Background

B. Summary of Measure “A”
C. Purpose of Analysis

D. Findings and Conclusions

7, 2000. This measure changed a number of elements of the Del Monte Forest Local Coastal
Plan (DMF LCP), including specific land use and zoning designations for a number of
properties. However, Measure “A” will not become effective until certified by the CCC as a
LCP amendment. This LCP amendment includes only those changes set forth in the Measure
“A” initiative as described in this analysis.

B. SUMMARY OF MEASURE “A"

The proposed amendment contained within Measure “A” includes changes to the Del Monte
Forest LCP which are fully described in SECTION 1. The changes consist of the primary
components:

)

2)

3)

4)

LAND USE AND ZONING DESIGNATION CHANGES: Measure “A” revises land use
designations on approximately 570 acres, resulting in an increase in designated open
space lands, a decrease in designated residential lands, and a decrease in residential
density.

LUP POLICY CHANGES: Measure “A” revises the text for four policies related to
provision of employee housing (Policies 78a, 82, and 116), and removal of designated
resource constraint areas (Policy 113).

OTHER LUP TEXT CHANGES: Revises text regarding land use by planning area,
circulation, and resource constraint compliance; add text for open space management
for Planning Units with new open space designations; and revises Figure 15 regarding
siting of new trails.

COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (CIP): Revises text of four sections to be consistent
with LUP policy changes.
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C. PURPOSE OF LCP AMENDMENT ANALYSIS

In considering Measure “A” as an LCP amendment, the California Coastal Commission has
requested information on the effects of these changes on coastal resources and other LCP
provisions. The intent of the analysis contained herein is to provide an assessment of coastal
issues requested by the Coastal Commission in letters to Monterey County dated November
21, 2000 and March 3, 200! as referenced parenthetically below. This analysis compares the
potential land use changes under Measure “A” with the current (pre-Measure “A™) LCP and
analyzes the cumulative impacts to coastal resources, access, public services and traffic as a
result of these changes. The primary areas of requested analyses include:

D. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Land Use and Potential Development.

= Residentfial Development. The overall effect of Measure "A” is to significantly reduce the
amount of residentially designated land as identified in the Land Use section of the LUP
by 440 acres, reduce the number of potential new residential lots by 815 lots, and reduce
the development density of most of the remaining residentially designated lands
(approximately 85 out of 95 acres), thus resulting in less residential development potential
than under the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP. Measure “A” would modestly increase the
employee housing development potential by at least 12 specified units in Planning Unit B
and would allow potential additional development associated with new visitor serving and
open space recreation sites (approximately 224 acres), that would be offset by a reduction
in the amount of residentially zoned lands, that also potentially could support employee
housing.

" Visitor-Serving Development. Measure “A” would increase visitor serving uses through
designation of a new area (4 acres/24 units) and increase the potential number of new
visitor units at the Spanish Bay Resort and The Lodge of Pebble Beach by an estimated
maximum of 150 and 106 units, respectively.l The actual number of new units would be
determined based on adherence to LUP policies, compliance with CIP and zoning
regulations, outcome of environmental review, and the general development plan
amendment and the coastal development permit process.

"  Qpen Spage. Measure “A” would increase the amount of land designated Open Space
Forest by 216 acres and would increase the amount of land designated Open Space
Recreation by 220 acres with specified references to potential development of a new
driving range and an equestrian center, the latter of which would represent an increase in
land use intensity at the Sawmill Gulch site. However, redesignation of the Sawmill Gulch
site from Open Space Forest to Open Space Recreation (41 acres) would be at least

! As a matter of comparison, it should be noted that on October 10, 2000, the Del! Monte Forest
Property Owners and the Pebble Beach Company entered into an agreement whereby, among other things, PBC
agreed te limit the number of visitor serving units to a maximum of 210 units. The agreement was recorded on
April 18, 2001. Thus, the estimated number for this analysis is conservatively high. Furthermore, the current
Pebble Beach Company development application proposes 160 new visitor-serving units.

" DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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partially offset with the redesignation of approximately 100 acres to Open Space Forest
adjcent to the Huckleberry Hill Natural Area.

Public Access. Measure ”A” has no effect on the provision of or requirements for public
access, but allows site-specific siting of trails in Planning Units M, N, O, U, V at the time
development plans are prepared and submitted for a coastal development permit.

Coastal Resources, The overall effect of Measure "A” is to reduce development potential with
redesignation of residential lands to open space lands, which generally would provide: a)
better protection to water and marine resources by reducing potential runoff (due to reduction
in structural development), providing increased watershed protection with increased open
space, and maintaining some existing drainages in open space; b) an overall better protection
of biological and forest resources of the Del Monte Forest than the current (pre-Measure “A”)
LCP with an increased area designated open space forest; ¢) increased preservation of the
forested and open space character of Del Monte Forest with additional lands designated open
space that would have a beneficial aesthetic benefit with less structural development; and d)
expand and enhance the recreational potential and visitor amenities in the Del Monte Forest.

Coastal development that is allowed under the current LCP (pre-Measure “A™) or under
Measure “A” would require approval of coastal development permits for most development
on existing designated and re-designated lands under Measure “A”. Measure “A” does not
change any existing LCP coastal permitting processes except as related to removal of the
resource constraint overlays related to traffic and water and sewer infrastructure. Future
development would have to comply with applicable LUP resource policies, CIP standards,
and conditions developed through coastal development permit and CEQA review processes
address potential impacts to resources under any land use designation scenario. Monterey
County retains discretion through CEQA review and permit review to condition future

development to avoid, reduce, and mitigate for direct and cumulative effect on coastal
Tesources.

Public Services and Traffic. Given the reduction in residentially designated land, combined with
the modest increase in employee housing allowed and the limited addition of visitor serving units, the
overall effect of Measure “A” is a reduction in potential potable water demand, wastewater
generation, and traffic generated by new development. Estimated water demand would be
within the water entitlement granted to the Pebble Beach Company by the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District. Estimated wastewater generation demand would be

within the wastewater treatment plant capacity that is allocated to the Pebble Beach
Community Services District.

Consistency with Coastal Act. Measure “A” makes no changes to the County’s Local Coastal
Plan which would be inconsistent with the Coastal Act. Measure “A” does not change policies
within the certified LUP relevant to provision of access. Measure “A” increases the amount of |
land designated Open Space Recreation by 220 acres that would facilitate development of
commercial recreational facilities (open to the public), which is considered a priority use
under Coastal Act Section 30222. Measure “A” would also facilitate development of
additional visitor-serving units available to the public.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Measure “A” reduces the amount of residentially designated lands and reduces the density in
most areas of the remaining residentially designated lands. Measure “A” does not include
commercial or industrial land use designations. The reduction in development potential would
provide better protection to water, marine and land resources as a result of increased open
space. Future development allowable under either the existing (pre-Measure “A”) LUP or
Measure “A” would have to comply with all relevant water, marine, wetland, ESHA,
biological resource policies, which are not changed or affected by Measure “A.”

Measure “A” does not include development sites that are located on or adjacent to the coast,
and does not affect coastal areas suitable for water-oriented recreational activities. Neither the
current (pre-Measure “A™) LCP or Measure “A” include commercial or recreational boating
facilities or facilities or land uses that would result in potential hazards due to oil spills or
propose dredging, shoreline alterations, or channelizations. There are no agricultural or timber
lands within the Del Monte Forest LCP. Measure “A” does not change LUP policies or CIP
standards related to the maintenance, enhancement, and restoration of wetlands; marine
habitats; EHSA; scenic resources; circulation and parking; or hazards. Measure “A” has no
effect on public access or transit. Measure “A” promotes additional commercial recreational
facilities adjacent to existing residential and visitor-serving areas. LUP policies and CIP
standards regarding circulation and parking are not changed by Measure “A”.

Implementing Measure “A”™ will not fundamentally change the overall character of the Del
Monte Forest, its neighborhoods, or visitor destinations because, in general, it promotes
development similar to the residential, recreational, and visitor-serving development that exist
at present. It will provide a future land use development emphasis on increasing open space
by reducing the current residential use potential while adding the potential for limited visitor
serving uses. Measure “A” does not include public works facilities. There are no sewa;e

treatment plants, coastal dependent uses, or industrial uses within the existing LCP or
Measure “A”.
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) certified
the Monterey County Del Monte Forest Land Use
Plan (DMF LUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan
(CIP) in 1987. Taken together, these documents
constitute the County’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) in | B+ Purpose of LGP Amendment &
. . p . nalysis
accordance with State law. This certification . . “nm
enables the County to consider and issue permits for | & Relationship of Measure “A
projects located in the coastal zone that are to Pebble Beach Company
consistent with the certified LCP. Amendments to a. Development Application
certified LCP must be reviewed and certified by the
CCC before they may take effect. Since its initial certification, the DMF LUP has been
amended a number of times.

CONTENTS

A. Background

Measure “A”, the “Del Monte Forest Plan: Forest Preservation and Development
Limitations,” was approved by Monterey County voters on November 7, 2000. This measure
changed a number of elements of the Del Monte Forest Local Coastal Plan (DMF LCP) and
affected specific land use and zoning designations for a number of properties with an overall
effect to increase lands designated for forest and recreational open space and decrease lands
designated for residential use.

According to the preamble, the purpose of Measure “A” is:

»  “To preserve additional Monterey pine trees and related habitat in Del Monte Forest,

s To significantly reduce future residential development and increase open space in the
Del Monte Forest,

» To encourage future visitor-serving development adjacent to existing visitor-serving
or recreational facilities in the Del Monte Forest, ' '

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

» To require that any fiture development in the Del Monte Forest area be subject to full
and complete environmental review and include public participation through the
holding of public hearings.”

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Introduction

B. PUrRPOSE OF LCP AMENDMENT ANALYSIS

Coastal Commission staff has interpreted Section 30514 of the Public Resources Code to
require Coastal Commission certification of the LCP amendments contained in Measure “A”
prior to it becoming effective. This section states that “a certified local coastal program and
all local implementing ordinances, regulations, and other actions may be amended by the
appropriate local government, but no such amendment shall take effect until it has been
certified by the commission.” Thus, although approved by County voters in November 2000,
Measure “A” will not become effective until certified by the CCC as a LCP amendment. This
LCP amendment includes only those changes set forth in the Measure “A” initiative as
described in this analysis.

As an initiative, Measure “A”, does not require an environmental review under CEQA.
However, in considering Measure “A” as an LCP amendment, the California Coastal
Commission has requested information on the effects of these changes on coastal resources
and other LCP provisions. The intent of the analysis contained herein is to provide an
assessment of coastal issues requested by the Coastal Commission in letters to Monterey
County dated November 21, 2000 and March 3, 2001 as referenced parenthetically below..
This analysis compares the potential land use changes under Measure “A” with the current
{pre-Measure “A”) LCP and analyzes the cumulative impacts to coastal resources, access,
public services and traffic as a result of these changes. The key areas of requested analyses
include:

s Analysis of potentially adverse cumulative impacts on coastal resources (including
ESHA and pine forest resources) and access due to change in density or public
service provision [addressed in Section V] and how the change can be tound
consistent with Coastal Act policies (Chapters 3 and 6) (November 2000)
[addressed in Section V1].

s Analysis of how amendment provisions along with existing County
environmentally sensitive habitat and tree removal policies (not proposed for
amendment) will protect special status species, environmentally sensitive habitat,
and Monterey pine forest (March 2001) [addressed in Section IV].

* Background regarding status and adequacy of water and sewer capacity and
highway capacity and circulation regarding proposed lifting of the resource
constraint overlay (March 2001) [addressed in Section IV].

» Discussion of the amendment’s relationship to and effect on other sections of the
previously certified LCP including the public access component (November 2000)
[addressed in Section V].

Exhibit C includes the referenced Coastal Commission letters with a summary matrix that

identifies where in this analysis or other submittal materials, the requests have been
addressed.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Introduction

The analysis is presented in the following sections:

. DESCRIPTION OF LCP AMENDMENT

. ExisTING CONDITIONS

V.  EFFECTS OF LCP AMENDMENT ON COASTAL RESOURCES

V.  EFFECTS OF LCP AMENDMENT ON QTHER SECTIONS OF THE CERTIFIED DEL MONTE FOREST LCP
VI. CONSISTENCY OF LCP AMENDMENT WITH COASTAL ACT POLICIES

C. RELATIONSHIP OF MEASURE “A” TO PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

The proposed LCP amendment as directed by Measure “A” provides changes to land uses,
policies and regulations in the Del Monte Forest LCP. It is the County’s General Plan for this
area. The Pebble Beach Company (PBC) development application, the “Del Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Plan” (DMF/PDP), also is currently under review by Monterey
County. The application is not part of the LCP amendment, but is referenced here with
regards to its relationship to Measure “A”.

All proposed DMF/PDP sites are affected by Measure “A.” Additionally all 2parcels affected
by Measure “A” are inciuded in the DMF/PDP, except for two sites.” Although the
Corporation Yard employee housing site land use designations were not affected by Measure

“A”, the Resource Constraint Overlay was removed from this site as described in the SECTION
in.

PBC proposed land uses are consistent with land uses and densities established under Measure
“A.” The DMF/PDP identifies specific uses and siting for new recreational open space areas
(new golf course, Spanish Bay driving range, and the relocated equestrian center). With
regards to land use intensity, the DMF/PDP includes 33 residential lots, which is slightly less
than allowed under Measure “A” (34), excluding 3 existing lots of record. The PBC
application specifies 160 new visitor-serving rooms at Spanish Bay (91), The Lodge (58) and
the new golf course (11 suites/24 rooms).The PBC project would also include preservation
and conservation of open space forest and other areas in the Del Monte Forest, as well as
resource management of these areas. The proposal includes formal dedication of 492 acres,
and also includes management of an additional 32 acres of land to maintained in open space.

In addition, the DMF/PDP includes a greater amount of acreage than included in Measure “A”
for the following sites: 1) Planning Unit G-the PBC application includes approximately 10
acres of land designated “Forest Open Space” that were not affected by Measure “A;” 2)
Planning Units MNOUV- the DMF/PDP includes approximately 214 acres that include the
existing Equestrian Center and portions of remnant dune areas that were not affected by
Measure “A”; 3) Sawmill Borrow site-the DMF/PDP for an equestrian center on this site

2 Areas F-1 (one existing lot) and J (three existing lots), both of which are owned by the Pebble Beach
Company.

DeL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT '
MEASURE “A” ANALYSIS I-3 2005
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Introduction

includes 4.36 acres that are located outside the coastal zone; and 4) “Preservation Area D)”-the
PBC application includes 17.1 acres for preservation that were not affected by Measure “A”.

Much of the data contained within this Measure “A” analysis was taken from the
environmental impact report (EIR) prepared for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte
Forest / Preservation Development Plan. This EIR is comprised of the Draft EIR (2 volumes),
a Partial Revision to the Draft EIR, and a Final EIR (4 volumes). While this document
analyses the impacts of a development project, the EIR does include a detailed inventory of
resources, including aerial photographs, relating to all parcels affected by Measure A. This
EIR can be used to provide more detailed information on resources and baseline conditions
contained in this analysis, including Monterey pine forest, wetlands, ESHA, special status
species, water supply, and traffic.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT :
MEASURE "A" ANALYSIS -4 EMiEH £00°
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Il. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT

A. OVERVIEW

The proposed LCP amendment
changes land use designations and CONTENTS
residential densities for certain sites
specified in the Del Monte Forest
Land Use Plan (DMF LUP), as set | B- Land Use Changes

A. Overview

forth in Measure “A.” Measure “A” + Land Use Designation Changes
also amends four policies in the DMF - Site-Specific Changes

LUP, removes the resource constraint | © Policy and 9"‘9" LUP Changes
overlay for specified sites, includes *  LUP Policy Changes

Resource Constraint Overlay
Public Access

minor changes to the Coastal
Implementation Plan (Title 20 -
Zoning Ordinance), and revises the Resource Management

zoning map to be consistent with LUP LUP Text Changes

land use designation changes. This D. Coastal Implementation Plan Changes
LCP amendment includes only the | E. LUP Policies & Development Sites Not
changes effected by Measure “A”. Affected By LCP Amendment

Figure 1 in EXHIBIT A illustrates the areas ,
that are affected by Measure “A.” The text of Measure “A” and identified changes are
included in ExHIBIT B.

* & &+ o

'The proposed amendment contained within Measure “A™ includes changes to the Del

Monte Forest LCP which are further described in this section.

1) LUP LAND USE MAP (Figure 5): Revises land use designations.

2) LUP POLICY CHANGES: Revises text for four policies (78a, 82, 113, 116).

3) LUP TEXT CHANGES: Revises text In Chapters 3, 4 and 6 regarding land use
designations, land use by planning area, circulation, and resource constraint
compliance.

4} LUP PUBLIC ACCESS: Revises Figure 15 (“Recreational Facilities™).

3) LUP OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT PLAN: Adds management text for Planning Units
with new open space designations.

6) COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (CIP): Revises text of four sections to be consistent
with LUP changes.

7) ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS: Revises Zoning Map to be consistent with LUP land
use designation changes.

* Measure “A” also amends Table 22 of the Monterey County Housing Element to change potential
Pebble Beach dwelling units from 353 to 98 and to change the associated income target groups for Pebble
Beach for moderate income (from 53 to 60 units) and for above moderate income {from 300 to 38 units). The
Housing Element is not part of the DMF LCP and is not further reviewed in this analysis.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Description of Amendment

B. LAND Use CHANGES

Land Use Designation Changes

Measure “A” changes the Del Monte Forest LUP land use and CIP zoning district
designations for 31 assessor’s parcels owned by the Pebble Beach Company,
encompassing approximately 722 acres. Following a request by the property owner the
County has found a total of 21 legal lots of record within these areas.* The 722 acres
include only those areas where LUP and zoning designations are changed. There are
approximately 58 additional acres that are affected by other Measure “A” changes, as
summarized in Table 3 and further discussed in SECTION 1v, to include: Spanish Bay
Resort (21.16 acres); The Lodge at Pebble Beach (22.61 acres); and the Pebble Beach
Company Corporation Yard (13.87 acre portion). Tables 1 and 2 at the end of this section
summarize the specific LUP land use designation and zoning changes. Pre- and post-
Measure “A” LUP land use designations are shown for the entire Del Monte Forest in
EXHIBIT A, Figures 1 and 2. Existing and proposed zoning designations are shown in
ExHIBIT A, Figures 3 and 4. Table 3 summarizes the Measure “A” changes per LCP
Planning Unit. :

Of the 722 acres included in Measure “A,” LUP land use changes would occur on
approximately 567 acres as summarized below’.

» Redesignate approximately 265 acres from Residential to Forest Open Space;

» Redesignate approximately 170 acres from Residential to Recreational Open Space;
* Redesignate 4 acres from Residential to Visitor-Serving;

* Redesignate 49 acres from Forest Open Space to Recreational Open Space;

* Redesignate approximately 79 acres from Medium Density Residential to Low
Density Residential; and

As a result of these changes, the proposed amendment would have the following overall
effect on land use designations in the Del Monte Forest:

Increase designated forest open space by 216 acres;
Increase designated recreational open space by 220 acres;
Increase designated visitor serving commercial lands by 4 acres; and

Decrease designated residential land by 440 acres and decrease residential density
at severa] sites as described below.

“ A total of 41 unconditional certificates of compliance were issued to the Pebble Beach Company
by the County between 2000 and 2002. Twenty of these were outside of the areas which were affected by
Measure “A.”

* The remaining 155 acres are portions of Planning Units in which land use designations do not
change from their Pre-Measure “A” Forest Open Space or Residential designations.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
MEASURE “A” ANALYSIS -2 Edlensh 2005
Monterey County’s Measure A Analysis (March 2005)
14



Description of Amendment

Site-Specific Changes

Site-specific LUP changes include those identified below. The changes are referenced to
“Planning Units” as described in the DMF LUP and shown on the LUP land use map.

Open Space Forest: Site-specific changes include designation of additional open space
forest in Planning Units B (part), G, H, I (part), J (part), L, and PQR (part); and removal of
open-space forest designations in Area MNOUYV (part) and the Sawmill Gulch site.

Open Space Recreation: Site-specific changes include designation of additional lands as
open space recreation in Planning Units C, K (part), MNOUV (most), and the Sawmill
Gulch site (except 3 acres outside the Coastal Zone). LUP Text has been added to indicate
that a driving range, golf teaching center and parking are expected to be constructed in
Area C to complement the existing Spanish Bay Golf Course. An existing LUP text
reference to a new golf course in the Middle Fork Planning Area is eliminated, but
language is added to indicate that “new recreational and visitor-serving uses may be
located in appropriate zoned areas” in the Spyglass Cypress area. In addition, Measure “A”
adds specific language that states that existing mined out areas at the Sawmill Gulch site in
the Gowen Cypress Planning Area can be used for an equestrian center.

Residential: Site-specific changes include reducing residential densities in Planning Units
F, I (part), J (part), and K (part) from medium to low density residential; further reducing
the low-density zoning designation for PQR (part) from 1 acre/unit to 2 acres/unit; and
removal of residential designations for Planning Units C, G, H, I (part), J (part), L, and
PQR (part). LUP text also is added to specify that 12 employee housing units may be
permitted in Planning Unit B.

Visitor-Serving Commercial: Site-specific changes include potential increased visitor-
serving units at the Inn at Spanish Bay and the Lodge at Pebble Beach by removing LUP
text references to the existing number of visitor units in these locations (270 and 161,
respectively); designation of 4 acres for Visitor-Serving Commercial in Areas M and N
and allowing up to 24 visitor-serving rooms in these areas; and removal of the 25% limit
for commercial area site coverage at the Lodge.

C. Poticy AND OTHER LUP Use CHANGES
LUP Policy Changes
The text of four LUP policies would be changed under Measure “A *‘as summarized below:
* LUP Policy 78a. Measure “A” would delete the language regarding employee

housing which is permitted for priority uses as being “in one dormitory/bunkhouse
or in temporary structures (i.e., former mobile homes)” opening up the possibility

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMEMDMENT
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of other means of providing employee housing for priority uses (visitor-serving
commercial) consistent with other plan policies.

» LUP Policy 82. Measure “A” would delete the requirement that Area B be the last
area developed in the planning area. Existing language that allows a maximum of
63 dwelling units is deleted, and new language is added that indicates Area B may
be used for up to 12 units of employee housing.

« LUP Policy 113. Measure “A” would change the Resource Constraint Areas
designated on Figure S of the LCP and the language of LCP Policy 113 to remove
the constraint overlay from the Pebble Beach Company owned areas.

» LUP Policy 116. Measure “A” would change the language of this policy to note
that portions of Area B may accommodate employee housing at the permitted same
density (presumably the underlying designated residential density for that Area),
although Policy 82 limits such use to 12 units at Area B. The policy also would be
changed to eliminate potential senior housing in the Spyglass M and Huckleberry G
Areas,

source Consiraini Overla

The Resource Constraint Overlay is removed from Planning Units B, C,F, G, H, 1, J, K, L,
MNOUV, PQR, and the PBC Corporation Yard due to a finding included in Measure *“A”
that adequate sewer capacity and water supply are available and that highway capacity and
traffic circulation solutions have been agreed upon and adopted. The Resource Constraint
Overlay was not removed on Planning Units S, X and Y. Planning Unit S is currently
developed, and Planning Units X and Y are not affected in any way by Measure “A.” The
Spanish Bay Resort site currently does not have a Resource Constraint overlay on it.

Reso e Mandagement

Measure “A” establishes new management directives for specified areas in the DMF LUP
Open Space Management Plan {OSAC Plan) to include: Category IV (Open Forest) for
areas to be designated OF (Open Space Forest) in Areas B, F, G, H, I, L, and PQR;
Category VI (Golf Courses) for areas to be designated OR (Open Space Recreation) in
Area C, K, MNOUYV, and the existing equestrian center/polo field location; and Category

VI (Equestrian Center) for the portion of the Sawmill Gulch site designated OR (Open
Space Recreation).

DeL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Public Access

Measure “A” adds the following language regarding LUP figure 15: “Trails shown within
Areas M, N, O U, and V of the Spyglass-Cypress Planning Area are illustrative. Location
and alignment will be determined at the time of development project approval.”

LUP Text Changes

LUP_Text Changes: In addition to policy and other LUP changes described above,
Measure “A” changes the LUP text as follows:

Chapter 3 — “Land Use Designations:” Revises general description to delete

references of planning area maps (6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, 10A, 11A, 12A and 13A); to
incorporate amended Figures 5 and 5A (Land Use Plan and legend); and to amend
Commercial subsection discussion to add a fourth visitor-serving commercial area
to include 24 future golf suites in Areas M and N.

Chapter 3 — “Land Use By Planning Area:” Revises introduction to delete
references to planning area maps and Table A, including references to the number
of residential and visitor serving units that may be permitted; and revises discussion
for all 7 planning areas under the “New Land Uses” subsections and also the
“Environmental Considerations” subsection for the Huckleberry Hill area as
described below.

Chapter 4 — “Land Use Support Elements:” Revises “Planned Circulation
Improvements” discussion to indicate that parking will be provided in a portion of
Area C to accommodate visitor-serving facilities in Spanish Bay.

Chapter 6 — “Implementation and Administration:” Adds a new section entitled
“Resource Constraint Compliance.”

Land Use Text Changes by Planning Area:

SPANISH BAY: Amend text to: Revise text to reference the existing 270-room resort
hotel and golf course; delete reference to 199 new future residential units; add new
text that indicates that a driving range, golf teaching center and parking in Area C
may be proposed; add language that employee housing may be proposed in Area B;
and revise summary of open space to indicate that when development is complete,
there will be 235 acres of open space (changed from 199.86). (NOTE: The
“Circulation Improvement” section allows visitor-serving parking in a portion of
AreaC))

SPYGLASS CYPRESS: Amend text to indicate that “New recreational and visitor-
serving uses” may be located in appropriately zoned areas; to delete text reference
to 249 residential units, but permit residential infill in Spyglass Woods Drive area
temains; and to revise summary of open space to indicate that when development is

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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complete, 246 acres will be “preserved forest, shoreline and recreational open space
areas” “(changed from 135.5 acres of forest and shoreline open space).

" MIDDLE FORK: Amend text to delete a potential new golf course and 131 residential
units and to add text that provides for open space and 11 residential lots in Area I.

» PESCADERO: Amend text to change future residential lots from a total of 215 in
planning area to 27 (20 in Area Y as exists in pre-Measure “A” LUP and 7 lots on
approximately 15 acres in Area PQR); and to add text that indicate that there will
be 230 acres of “preserved open space” in areas PQR.

"  HUCKLEBERRY HILL: Amend text under “Environmental Considerations™ section to
indicate that “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 Pescaderc Canyon areas;” and amend
text to delete reference to 78 potential residential units in Area G.

»  GOWEN CYPRESS: Amend text to revise the residential units from a total of 86 to 16
in Area F; to add text to allow equestrian center in existing mined out areas in
addition to public works uses; and to delete text reference to planned golf course in
western portion of planning area.

* PEBBLE BEACH: Amend text to delete the reference to a maximum of 161 inn units at
The Lodge and a maximum of 25% site coverage; to delete text reference to
existing equestrian center; and to revise residential uses from a total of 109 to 23
(23 in Area X as exists in pre-Measure “A” LUP); and to add to indicate that “Open

space recreational uses are planned for portions of the undeveloped areas in Pebbie
Beach.”

D. COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN CHANGES

DMF CIP Text Amendments. Measure “A” revises four sections of the CIP to be
consistent with LUP changes and Zoning Map changes: -

= Section 20.147.020(N): Revises subsection 2a to include a fourth visitor-serving
commercial area as “no more than 24 golf suites” in Planning Units M and N.

® Section 20.147.090(B)(4)(i}: Deletes requirement that employee housing is
permitted for priority uses (e.g. visitor-serving commercial) in one
dormitory/bunkhouse or in temporary structures consistent with all other plan
policies, and add that “Additional employee housing is permitted consistent with all
other plan policies.” [Per amended LUP Policy 78a]

» Section 20.147.090(B)(7): Deletes text that indicates the maximum number of
potential housing units that can be developed in Planning Area B, and replaces witt
text to indicate that “Up to 12 units of employee housing may be provided in <
portion of Area B.” [Per amended LUP Policy 82]

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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»  Section 20.147.110(A)(1): Adds text that identifies that resource constraints have
been addressed and eliminated on the following properties: B, C,F, G, H, I, J, K, L,
M N, 0, U V,P, Q R, and the quarry and corporation yard areas in the
Huckleberry Hill Planning Area. [Per amended LUP Policy 113 and LUP Chapter 6
changes]

Zoning _Map Amendments. Measure “A” includes rezoning of all or part of 31
assessor’s parcels as shown in ExHiBIT A. Table 3 at the end of this section identifies
zoning changes by assessor’s parcel number (APN) for each affected Planning Unit.

E. LUP PoLiciEs & DEVELOPMENT SITES NOT AFFECTED BY
MEASURE “A"

Measure “A” does not change land use designations or the development potential on
property in the Del Monte Forest except for the Pebble Beach Company owned parcels
identified in Table 3. There are only two areas where the current LCP (pre-Measure “A™)
would allow future subdivision on undeveloped lands not owned by the Pebble Beach
Company ~ Arcas X (20 lots) and Y (23 lots). These lots presently have a resource
constraint overlay. Measure “A” does not change the land use designations, number of
allowable lots or residential densities and does not remove the resource constraint overlay
for these two areas. Thus, development potential in these areas remains unchanged under
Measure “A”. :

In addition to land use designation and zoning changes, Measure “A” revises four LUP
policies and four corresponding CIP sections as described above. No other policy or CIP
section is revised with Measure “A”.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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TABLE 1: Det. MONTE FOREST LUP LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGES

PLANNING UNIT PRE-MEASURE A" POST-MEASURE A"
AREA Acn!s DESIGNATION ACRES /UNITS DESIGNATION ACRES/UNIT
Spanish Bay Resort N/A VSC 270 new VS units No Change No limiton VS units
Pebble Bead Lodge N/A VSC 161 maximum VS units | No Change Ne limit on VS units
B 2434 MDR 18.14 acres MDR 4 acres/12 employee
units per text
OF 6.2 acres OF 20.34 acres
c 29.05 MDR 28.55 acres OR 28.55 acres
QF (.50 acres OF 0.50 acres
F 46.08 MDR 44.76 acres LDR 44.76 acres
QF 1.32 acres OF - | 1.32 acres
G 353 MDR 33.3 acres
OF 2.0 acres QF 35.3 acres
H 53.83 MDR 24.05 acres
OF 29.78 acres OF 53.83 acres
| 59.21 LDR 25.08 acres LDR 18.73 acres
MDR 22.89 acres
OF 11.24 acres OF 40.51 acres
J 9.38 MDR 9.38 acres LDR 8.58 acres
OF 0.8 acres
K 10.62 MDR 10.62 acres LDR 6.68 acres
OR 3.94 acres
L 18.15 MDR 18.15 acres QF 18.15 acres
MNOUV 149.49 LDR (N,U,EC) | 84.88 acres OR 145.49 acres
MDR (M,G,V) 56.75 acres VSC 4 acres / 24 suites
. OF () 7.86 acres
PGQIR 245.88 LDR 157.88 acres LDR 12.83 acres
OF 88 acres OF 233.05 acres
Sawmill Guich Site 41,12 OF 41.12 acres OR 41.12 acres
Corporation Yard N/A CG 13.87 CG 13.87 — No land use
Employee Housing change
TOTAL 722 acres | LDR 268 acres LDR 91 acres
MDR 267 acres MDR 4 acres -12 employee
units
V/5 No new units Vs 4 acres / 24 suites
CR 0 acres OR 220 acres
OF 187 acres OF 403 acres
VS = Visitor-Serving OR = Recreation Open Space
MDR = Medium-Density Residential {maximum of 4 units/acre) OF = Forest Open space
LDR = Low-Density Residential (maximum of 1 unit/acre) CG = General Commercial
DL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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TABLE 2: DEL MONTE FOREST ZONING DESIGNATION CHANGES

PLANNING UniT PrE-MEASURE A" POST-MEASURE"A"
AREA ACRES DESIGNATION Acres/Units DESIGNATION Acres/Unit
Spanish Bay Resort N/A VSC 270 new VS units No Change No limit on VS units
Pebble Beach Lodge N/A VS8C 161 maximum VS units | No Chanpe No fimit on VS units
| 2432 MDR/B-8 18.14 acres MDR/4 4 acresf12 employee
units per text
RC 6.2 acres RC 20.34 acres
C 29.05 MDR/B-8 29.05 acres OR 29.05 acres
RC 0.50 acres RC 0.50 acres
F 46.08 MDR/B-8 44.76 acres LDR/4 25.26 acres
RC 1.32 acres LDR/1.5 19.5 acres
RC 1.32 acres
G 353 MDR/B-8 33.3 acres i
RC 2 acres RC 35.3 acres
H 53.83 MDR/B-8 24,05 acres
RC 29.78 acres RC 53.83 acres
! 59.21 LDR/B-8 25.08 acres LDR/1.5 18.73 acres
MDR/B-8 22.89 acres
RC 11.24 acres RC 40.51 acres
J 9.38 MDR/B-8 8.48 acres LDR/4 4.29 acres
MDR/2 0.9 acres LDR/2 4.29 acres
: RC 0.8 acres
K 10.62 MDR/B-8 10.62 acres LDR/6 6.68 acres
OR 3.94 acres
L 18.15 MDR/B-8 18.15 acres RC 18.15 acres
MNOUY 14948 LDR/B-8 (N,U) | 81.03 acres OR 145.49 acres
LDR/1.5 (EC) 3.85 acres VSC 4 acres / 24 suites
MDR/B-8 56.75 acres
(M,0,V)
RC (D) 7.86 acres
PQR 245.88 LDRB-/3 157.88 acres’ LDRA2 7.59 acres
LDR/1 5.54 acres
RC 88 acres RC 233.05 acres
Sowmill Gulch Site 41.12 RC 41.12 acres OR 41.12 acres
Corporation Yard N/A 1 CGC/B-8 13.87 CGC 13.87 — No land use
Employee Housing change
TOTAL 722 acres | LDR/B-8 225 acres
LDR/6 39 acres LDR/6 7 acres
LDR/4 29 acres
LDR/2 12 acres
LDR/1.5 4 acres LDR/1.5 38 acres
LDR/1 1 acre
MDR/B-8 233 acres
MDR/6 33 acres
MDR/4 4 acres
MDR/2 1 acres
V/5 No new units VS 4 acres / 24 suites
OR 0 acres OR 220 acres
RC 187 acres RC 403 acres
V$ = Visitor-Serving OR = Recreation Open Space
MDR = Medium-Density Residential {maximum of 4 units/acre) RC = Resource Conservation
LDR = Low-Density Residential {maximum of 1 unit/acre) CGC = General Commercial
DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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1. EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. EXISTING DEL MONTE FOREST DEVELOPMENT

The unincorporated Del Monte Forest area

is located within the unincorporated area CONTENTS
of Monterey County, located on the
Pacific Coast between the cities of Pacific
Grove and Monterey on the north and east,
and the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea to the | €. Summary of Existing Coastal Resources
south. + Public Access

Marine and Water Resources
Biological Resources

Forest Rescurces

Scenic Resources

A. Existing Del Monte Forest Development
B. Exisfing Lots and Development

The area is comprised of residential areas,
two resort hotels (The Lodge at Pebble
Beach and The Inn at Spanish Bay), a
small commercial center (at The Lodge), Cultural Resources

* * * ¢

seven 18-hole golf courses, one 9-hole
course, Samuel F. B. Morse Botanical Reserve, Huckleberry Hill Natural Area, Forest
Lake Reservoir, Robert Louis Stevenson School, Pebble Beach Equestrian Center, several
clubhouses, trails, and roads. The offices of the Pebble Beach Company and the Pebble
Beach Community Services District are also located within the Del Monte Forest.

B. EXISTING LOTS AND DEVELOPMENT

There are currently an estimated existing 2,959 legal lots of record in the Del Monte Forest
(Del Monte Forest Architectural Review Board 2003), of which 2,815 are developed and
144 are vacant. Of the 144 vacant lots, Pebble Beach Company owns 33 lots which are
affected by Measure “A” land use designation and zoning changes (excluding one existing
lot at Spanish Bay Resort and 8 existing lots at The Lodge at Pebble Beach).

Existing land uses and development on properties affected by Measure “A” are
summarized below.

The Inn at Spanish Bay: The approved Inn at Spanish Bay consists of 269 guestrooms, three
restaurants, 14,000 square feet of conference space with a combined capacity of 500
persons, a 492 space parking lot, 80 condominium units, an 18-hole golf course (the Links
at Spanish Bay), golf clubhouse, tennis courts, and tennis pro shop. The Inn is open 24
hours/7 days a week. The Spanish Bay Fitness Center is open from 5:30 AM to 9:00 PM.
Golf pro.shops are typically open from dawn to dusk depending on the season.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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Pebble Beach Lodge: The existing development at this area includes The Lodge, comprising
161 guestrooms with an additional five guestrooms at Fairway One House, 24 guestrooms
at Casa Palmero, and the Beach and Tennis Club. The Lodge complex is located on
17-Mile Drive approximately 1.5 miles north of the lower Carmel Gate entrance to Del
Monte Forest. The Lodge and Casa Palermo are open 24 hours/7 days a week. The golf pro
shop is open dawn to dusk depending on the season. The Beach Club Fitness Center is
open from 5:30 AM to 9:00 PM, and the Spa at Pebble Beach (Casa Palermo) is open from
7:30 AM to 8:30 PM.

LUP Area B: The site is currently undeveloped Monterey pine. forest.
LUP Area C: The site is currently undeveloped Monterey pine forest.

LUP Area F: This area comprises three separate sites that currently consist of undeveloped
Monterey pine forest adjacent to Poppy Hills Golf Course, although a portion of Area F-2
has been cleared and used for the open air storage of materials.

LUP Area G, H, i These sites are currently undeveloped Monterey pine forest adjacent to
Poppy Hills Golf Course.

LUP Areus J, K, L: These sites are currently undeveloped Monterey pine forest adjacent to
Spyglass Hill Golf Course.

LUP Area K: The site is currently undeveloped Monterey pine forest adjacent to Spyglass
Hill Golf Course.

LUP Area MNOUV®: The remainder of the site is undeveloped except for an existing 5-acre
driving range and several recreational trails, and contains Monterey pine forest and coastal
dunes. Dune areas around the former Spyglass Quarry have been disturbed by previous
activities, including mining and use of the site as a corporation yard.

LUP Area PQR: The site is currently undeveloped Monterey pine forest

Sawmill Guich Site: The site consists of approximately 41 acres. The upper and lower
Sawmill sites were formerly used for sand mining as part of the construction of the Spanish
Bay Resort. As part of the Spanish Bay permit conditions, the Pebble Beach Company was
required to undertake revegetation efforts at the disturbed portions of the Sawmill site, and
to dedicate conservation and scenic easements over the upper and lower Sawmill sites. One
easement is held by Monterey County (the lower Sawmill area) and one is held by the Del

® The existing Equestrian Center and Collins Field are located adjacent to the MNOUYV area, but the
LUP Open Space Recreation land use designation for approximately 41 acres of the site was not changed by
Measure “A.” The MNOUYV area and several adjacent residential lots which are affected by Measure “A"
total approximately 150 acres. The existing Equestrian Center and other lands adjacent to MNOUYV are
included with MNOUYV in the pending Pebble Beach Company development application for a total of
approximately 213 acres.

DEL MONTE FOREST L.CP AMENDMENT
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Monte Forest Foundation (the upper Sawmill area) pursuant to conditions of an approved
Coastal Commission development permit. Efforts to reforest this site have not achieved a
level of success anticipated and are not anticipated to meet this level.’

Corporation Yard Employee Housing: The site is located on a former quarry site. The
project is located adjacent to the Pebble Beach Company’s Corporation Yard complex near
Sunridge and Lopez Roads. Entrance to the project site is off of Sunridge Road, just past
the entrance to the existing Corporation Yard. Existing facilities at Pebble Beach
Company’s Corporation Yard include office space, a vehicle maintenance shop, and
covered and uncovered storage areas. The facility is used for a variety of Company
departments. '

C. SUMMARY OF EXISTING COASTAL RESOURCES

Public Access

None of the sites affected by Measure “A” are located adjacent to the coastline. There are
currently approximately 29 miles of existing unpaved trails throughout Del Monte Forest,
used both for pedestrian and equestrian use. Within the areas affected by Measure “A”,
existing trails are found in Planning Units G, H, I, J, L, M, N, O, PQR, U, V, at The Lodge
at Pebble Beach, along the eastern edge of the Sawmill Gulch site, and adjacent to the
Spanish Bay Resort. This trail network accesses the coastline along the 17-Mile Drive
north of Cypress Point and in the vicinity of the Lodge at Pebble Beach.

Marine and Waler Resources

None of the sites affected by Measure “A” are adjacent to the coastline. The sites are
located within five coastal drainage watershed areas as summarized below that drain to
Carmel Bay (Pescadero) and the Pacific Ocean. Carmel Bay is a State Ecological Resource
and an “Area of Special Biological Significance.” Several creeks and drainages pass
through or adjacent to the affected areas including Pescadero Creek tributaries (through
PQR), Seal Rock Creek (through L), Sawmill Gulch tributaries {(adjacent to the Sawmill
Gulch site), and an unnamed drainage (adjacent to C). None of the affected sites are
located within designated 100-year floodplains.

*  MOSS BEACH WATERSHED. This watershed drains the area around the Spanish Bay
Resort and Planning Units B and C. The watershed contains an unnamed drainage on

the northeast side of C that drains along the northern boundary of The Links at Spanish
Bay.

7 Adrian M. Juncosa, Ph.D., Biological Consultant to Monterey County, April 9, 1999, letter to the
Director of the Planning & Building Inspection Department.
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*  SAWMILL GULCH WATERSHED, This watershed drains the existing Huckleberry Hill
Natural Area, the northern portion of the Poppy Hills Golf Course, residential areas,
and part of the Monterey Peninsula Country Club Dunes Course. The Measure “A”
sites within this drainage includes the Sawmill Gulch site and the Pebble Beach
Company’s Corporation Yard site. Sawmill Guich originates from three primary
unnamed tributaries on Huckleberry Hill; two of the tributaries flow just north and
south of the Sawmill Gulch site.

*  SEAL ROCK WATERSHED. This watershed drains the southern part of the Poppy Hills Golf
Course, surrounding residential areas, the Spyglass Hill Golf Course, and open space
areas near 17-Mile Drive. The Measure “A” sites within this drainage include Planning
Units F, G, H, I {most of), J, K, L, and M (portion). A tributary of Seal Rock passes
through area L.

*  FAN SHELL BEACH WATERSHED. This watershed drainage includes Measure “A” Planning
Units M {most of), N, O, U {part), and V (part), and also drains adjacent residential
areas and much of the Cypress Point Club.

= CARMEL BAY ASBS WATERSHED. This watershed drains Pescadero Canyon, residential areas,
Pebble Beach Golf Links, Collins Field and Peter Hay Golf Course. The Measure “A” sites
within this drainage includes Planning Units I (portion), PQR, and The Lodge at Pebble
Beach. Pescadero Creek is fed by a number of tributaries in Planning Unit PQR.

Biological Resources

The project area is dominated by six major biological communities: Monterey pine forest,
central maritime chaparral (Monterey Phase), Monterey pygmy forest, central dune scrub,
riparian habitats, and wetland habitats. Monterey pine forest is the dominant community on
the Measure “A” sites. (Central maritime chaparral is found scattered through the project
area and occurs in openings in the Monterey pine forest. A portion of Planning Unit F has
an area of Bishop pine/Gowen cypress forest, which is the only forest project area not
mapped as Monterey pine forest.

Coastal dune scrub is found on a portion of Planning Unit M. The Sawmill Gulch site has
some native Monterey pine forest and replanted forest. Riparian and wetland habitats are
found in scattered locations within most Planning Units. The Lodge at Pebble Beach and
Spanish Bay Resort sites are primarily developed. Del Monte Forest marine resources
include intertidal areas; offshore rocks which are used as major rookeries, roosting, and
haul-out sites; extensive kelp beds which support numerous species of sport fish as well as
the threatened southern sea otter and the endangered California brown pelican.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AReAs (ESHA). ESHAs in the project area are
defined in the DMF LUP: Figure 2 of the LUP shows the location of areas in the Del
Monte Forest that qualify as ESHAs and Appendix A of the LUP provides a complete list
of ESHAs for the Del Monte Forest. Under these definitions, the following ESHAs are
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present within the areas affected by Measure “A;” Table 4 summarizes locations of ESHA
and other biological resources by Planning Unit.

» Natural Freshwater Marsh (1.7 acres)
» Natural Seasonal Ponds (0.01 acres)
» Riparian Habitat (approximately 4,560 linear feet)
s Remnant Coastal Dunes, including LUP-specified ESHA plants [Menzies’
wallflower, milkvetch, Tidestrom’s lupine, Indian paintbrush,]} (0.4 acres})
Monterey Pygmy Forest, including listed Gowen cypress trees (3.5 acres)
Sandmat manzanita, significant occurrences only (15 occurrences in PQR)
» Areas that support specified special status plants
» Monterey clover habitat (8.2 acres)
> Monterey Indian paintbrush (occurrences in L) _ '
» Pt. Lobos buckwheat (a synonym for seacliff buckwheat), in shoreline areas
within Smith’s blue butterfly habitat (occurrences in L)

There are also approximately 8.75 acres of non-ESHA wetlands within the Measure “A”
areas.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES. Five special status plant species and three special status wildlife
species have been documented within the Measure “A” sites. Special status species are
plants and animals that are legally protected under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA), the federal ESA, other regulations, as well as species considered sufficiently rare

- by the scientific community to qualify for such listing (such as “Species of Special

Concern” or CNPS List 1B species). Species found in the Measure “A” areas include the
following:

= Planis:

1) Yadon’s piperia (Piperia yadonii), a federally listed endangered and CNPS
List 1B species, is found within 10 Planning Units, totaling approximately
127 acres. (See Table 4).

2) Hickman’s potentilla (Potentilla hickmanii), a federally and state listed
endangered species and a CNPS List 1B species, is not found within any
Planning Unit. However, Planning Unit L is located adjacent to the Indian
Village site that supports a known populations of this species.

3) Hooker’s manzanita (drctostaphylos hookeri), a CNPS List 1B species, is
found in 7 Planning Units, totaling approximately 148 acres.

4) Hickman’s onion (Allium hickmanii), a CNPS List 1b species, is found in 6
Planning Units, totaling approximately 5.6 acres.

5) Pine rose (Rosa pinetorum), a CNPS List 1b species, is found in 8 Planning
Units.
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6) Other Coastal dune species that would be included in ESHA areas as
identified above:

* Monterey spiheﬂower (Chorizanthe pungens var. pungens), a
federally listed threatened and CNPS List 1B species

e Beach layia (Layia carnosa), a federally and state listed endangered
and CNPS List 1B species

e Tidestrom’s lupine (Lupinus tidestromii var. tidestromii), a federally
and state listed endangered and CNPS List 1B species

o Menzies’ wallflower (Erysimum menziesii), a federally and state listed
endangered and CNPS List 1B species

o Sand gilia (Gilia tenuiflora var. arenaria), a federally listed
endangered, a state listed threatened, and CNPS List 1B species

= Wildlife:

1) California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a federally listed
threatened and State Special Status species, has been sited in the MNOUV
Planning Unit, but no breeding habitat has been identified.

2)  Monterey dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes Luciana), a California
species of special concern, has been found in the PQR Planning Unit.

3) White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), a California species of special
concern, has been sited in Planning Unit L.

The Measure “A” Planning Units also provide suitable wildlife habitat for special status
species that to date have not been documented at the sites:

Smith’s blue butterfly
Black legless lizard
Silvery legless lizard
California horned lizard
Southwestern pond turtle
Pallid bat

Ringtail

Monterey ornate shrew
Cooper’s hawk
Sharp-shinned hawk

Forest Resources

As previously indicated, Monterey pine forest is the dominant biological community in the
Del Monte Forest. There are approximately 680 acres of Monterey pine forest within the
Measure “A” sites as summarized on Table 4. Other trees found in the Measure “A” sites
include coast live oak and Gowen cypress trees, the later located within Planning Unit F.
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There are also planted Gowen cypress and planted Bishop pine trees at the Savhnill site
and planted Monterey cypress trees at The Lodge at Pebble Beach.

Scenic Resoutces

The sites affected by Measure “A” are located in areas generally characterized by
Monterey pine forest and surrounded by varying degrees of development. Figure 2 of the
DMF LUP identifies visual resources in the area to consist of the following:

* Ridgeline and areas visible from Point Lobos across Carmel Bay, which includes
portions of The Lodge at Pebble Beach and portions of Planning Units I, MNOUV,
and PQR.

* View areas from [7-Mile Drive and vista points, which includes The Lodge at
Pebble Beach, the Spanish Bay Resort, the Sawmill Guich site, and a portion of
Planning Units B, C, F, MNOUYV and PQR.

The LUP also identifies 17-Mile Drive vista points and designated coastal access locations,
but none of these are located within the sites affected by Measure “A™.

Cultural Resources

There are numerous archaeological sites recorded on the coast in the Del Monte Forest.
However, archaeological investigations that have been conducted for various project
proposals have found no recorded archaeological sites or evidence of human burials within
areas affected by Measure “A”.

Sites affected by Measure “A” are mostly vacant and undeveloped. Structural development
exists at the Inn at Spanish Bay and The Lodge at Pebble Beach. None of the structures or
buildings in these areas are included on the map of Monterey County Inventory of
Historical Resources or have been determined to be historical resources.
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IV. EFFECTS OF PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT
ON LAND USE & COASTAL RESOURCES

A. INTRODUCTION

This section provides the analyses of
coastal issues requested for review by
the Coastal Commission in their letters
to Monterey County (see Exhibit C).
This analysis compares the potential
land use changes under Measure “A”
with the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP
and analyzes the cumulative impacts to
coastal resources, access, public services
and traffic as a result of changes in land
use designations, density and intensity.

Consistent with the Coastal Commission
request, the following analysis includes:

CONTENTS
A. Introduclion

B. Land Use & Development
+ Residential Development
+  Visitor-Serving Commercial
*  Open Spoace Recreation
+ Open Space Forest
C. Public Access & Trails

D. Coastal Resources
*+  Marine and Water Resources
+ Environmentally Sensitive Habitat.
Areas (ESHA) & Other Habitat Areas
¢ Forestry Resources
Scenic Resources
+ Cultural Resources

E. Public Services

*+  Waoater Supply

+  Wastewater
Analysis of potentially adverse | F. Traffic & Circulation
cumulative impacts on coastal
resources and access due to change in density or public service provision. {Changes in
land use density are addressed in subsection IV-B. Effects on access are addresed in
subsection Iv-C; effects on coastal resources are addressed in subsection 1V-D; and
effects on public services are addressed in subsection IV-E.)

Analysis of how amendment provisions along with existing County environmentally
sensitive habitat and tree removal policies will protect special status species,
environmentally sensitive habitat and Monterey pine forest resources. (Effects of
Measure “A” on coastal resources, including those identified above are addressed in
subsection Iv-D.)

Background regarding status aand adequacy of water, sewer and highway capacity
related to the proposed lifting of the resource constraint overlay. Information regarding
water and sewer capacity is addressed in subsection IV-E and information regarding
highway capacity and circulation is addressed in subsection IV-F.)

Much of the data contained within this analysis was taken from the environmental impact
report (EIR) prepared for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest / Preservation
Development Plan. This EIR is comprised of the Draft EIR (2 volumes), a Partial Revision
to the Draft EIR, and a Final EIR (4 volumes). While this document analyses the impacts
of a development project, the EIR does include a detailed inventory of resources, including
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Effects of LCP Amendment

aerial photographs, relating to all parcels affected by Measure A. This EIR can be used to
provide more detailed information on resources and baseline conditions contained in this
analysis, including Monterey pine forest, wetlands, ESHA, special status species, water
supply, and traffic.

B. LAND Use AND DEVELOPMENT

As described in SECTION 1l of this analysis, Measure “A” changes land use designations
and/or development considerations on sites owned by the Pebble Beach Company. The
overall effect of Measure “A” is to designate larger portions of land as open space and
reduce the amount of residentially designated land. In addition to changes in land use
designations, Measure “A” would also result in changes to land use intensity for
residential, visitor-serving and recreational open space as discussed below.

Table 5 provides a comparison of development potential under the current (pre-Measure
“A”™) LCP and under an LCP amended by Measure “A” for affected sites. An analysis of
the effects of Measure “A” on development potential within these land use categories are
also described below.

TABLE 5: ComPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL UNDER CURRENT (PRE-MEASURE “*A"}
LCP AND MEASURE “A"
. . Development Development
Land Use 1 Potential Under | Potential Under Net Change
' Current LCP Measure “A" '
New Residential Lots 849 34 [1] - 815 lots
Employee Housing Units Additional amount | 12 plus any additional 12 units specified
not specified or amount not specified or
known known
Visitor-Serving Units 0 280 [2] 280 [2]
Open Space Recreation (acres) 0 220 + 220 acres
Open Space Forest (acres) 200 417 + 217 acres
[1] Includes potential new lots through subdivision; does not include existing vacant parcels. For example, there are
three existing lots in Planning Unit J.
[2) Includes new suites (24 suites) at new visitor-serving location and an estimated additional 150 rooms at The Inn at
Spanish Bay and 106 rooms at The Pebble Beach L@gc.

-Eggigenliul Development

Residential Lot Development. Approximately 535 acres of lands currently designated
residential in the DMF LUP would be reduced to 95 acres under Measure “A”. This
represents a decrease in residentially designated lands by 440 acres. The amendment would
. also redesignate approximately 78 of these 95 acres from the medium land use
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designation to low density. Additinally, approximately 7.5 acres would be rezoned to 2
lower low-density designation in the PQR Planning Unit.

Measure “A” also revises LUP text in the Land Use Section and eliminates Table A, which
reduces the residential development potential in each Planning Unit. Table 6 summarizes
these changes. Under the current (pre-Measure “A™) LUP, 849 new residential lots would
be potentially allowed in Planning Units affected by Measure “A.” This excludes 133
existing developed residential units in Planning Units A, S and W, and 43 potential
residential lots in Planning Units Y and X, which are not affected by Measure “A”. Under
Measure “A,” new residential lots allowed total 34. The resulting effect is a net reduction
of 815 potential new residential lots.

TABLE 6: New ReSIDENTIAL LOT DEVELOPMENT POTENTIALL

Planning Area | Planning Unit Current LUP {Pre- Measure “A"
- ' . Measure “A") '

Spanish Bay (Area 1)[2] B 2113) 0

' C 56 0

Gowen Cypress (Area 6) F 86 16

Huckleberry Hill (Area 5 G 78 0

Middie Fork (Area 3) H 48 0

1 83 11

Spyglass Cypress J 22 0

(Area 2) K 22 0

L 46 0

M 68 Q0

N 51 0

O 40 0

Pescadero (Area 4) [2] p 34 7
Q 45
R 75

Pebble Beach {(Area 7) {2] U 22 0

v 52 0

TOTAL 849 34

(1] Does not include development potential on existing lots of record.

(2] Excludes existing developed residential areas (80 units in Planning Unit A [Spanish Bay]; 41 units
in Planning Unit § [Pescadero]; and 12 units in Planning Unit W [Pebble Beach]. Also excludes 43
potential dwelling units in Planning Units X (23) and Y (20) as these areas were not changed by
Measure “A”,

[3] The existing LUP indicates that the maximum total number of residential units permitted in Spanish
Bay may be reduced if the northerly area of Planning Unit B is acquired for open space, This area
was dedicated by the Pebbie Beach Company to the Del Monte Forest Foundation in 1989, The LCP
CIP indicates that this area be allowed a maximum of 42 units and the northeast portion of Area B
(the area included within Measure “A”) be allowed a maximum of 21 units.

It should be noted that the dwelling unit potential identified in the existing LUP is a
potential maximum based on land use densities. Site-specific development would be
subject to other LUP policies regarding ESHA, scenic resources and other coastal
resources. The actual number of lots that could be subdivided and developed on a given
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site may be less than these identified total numbers given site constraints and adherence to
other additional LUP policies regarding resource protection and other CIP and zoning
regulations. However, the reduction in the number of potential dwelling units is cited given
that the existing LUP contains this reference.

ConcLusIoN: The overall effect of Measure "A” is to significantly reduce the amount of
residentially designated land as identified in the Land Use section of the LUP (by 440
acres), reduce the number of potential new residential lots (by 815 lots), and reduce the
development density of most of the remaining residentially designated lands
(approximately 85 out of 95 acres), thus resulting in less residential development potential
than under the current (pre-Measure “A”’) LCP.

Employee Housing. A reference to allow 12 employee housing units at Spanish Bay

(Planning Unit B) is inserted into the LUP per Measure “A”. References to the type of

employee housing (dormitory/bunkhouse) that could be developed are deleted (Policy

78a). Additionally, Policy 116 is amended to delete references that portions of Spyglass M

and Huckleberry G may accommodate senior citizen housing and to add language that

Spanish Bay Planning Unit B may be used for employee housing. Neither the current (pre-
Measure “A™) LCP nor Measure “A” define “employee housing.”

Existing provisions of the LUP specifically allow for employee housing in two ways. First,
under LUP Policy 78a and CIP Section 20.147.090(B)(4), caretaker’s quarters are allowed
throughout the Forest subject to criteria contained in the zoning ordinance. These units can
be used to provide “affordable housing for caretakers, ranch hands, convalescent help, and
domestic employees.” This portion of the policy remains unaffected by Measure “A.”

The second portion of Policy 78a indicates that “additional employee housing for priority
uses (e.g., visitor serving commercial)” is permitted in “one dormitory/bunkhouse or in
temporary structures” consistent with all other plan policies. Measure “A” would modify
this second provision by removing the limitation that such additional employee housing be
permitted in “one dormitory/bunkhouse or in temporary structures.” Employee housing
would continue to be permitted consistent with other LCP policies and regulations,
although the type of housing permitted would not be specified. Neither the current (pre-
Measure “A™) LCP nor Measure “A” expand on this policy as to which land use categories
can accommodate employee housing.

The second means by which the LUP could allow for employee housing is within existing
zone districts. Within the Visitor-Serving Commercial (VSC) and Open Space Recreation
(OR) zone districts, employee housing is permitted as a conditional use as an accessory use
to an allowed use. One new 4-acre site is designated Visitor Serving Commercial unde-
Measure “A” (see discussion below under “Visitor Serving Commercial™), but the sm:

size makes it unlikely that both visitor serving uses and employee housing would t
constructed.
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Approximately 220 acres would be redesignated to Open Space Recreation under Measure
“A,” the majority of which (170 acres) are currently designated for residential' use.
Residentially designated sites could also support employee housing, as described below.
Therefore, there would be virtually no effect upon the potential to develop employee
housing with this land use designation change on all but approximately 50 acres. The 50
acres of newly designated open space recreational lands and potential for employee
housing development would be offset by the conversion of residentially designated lands
as described below. Furthermore, employee housing that may be permitted under the VSC
and OR zone districts would need to be accessory to the allowed use.

Employee housing could also potentially be developed within the low-density {LDR) and
medium-density residential (MDR) zone districts, as the Zoning Code does not stipulate to
whom a property owner shall rent or sell. The Zoning Code also has provisions which
allow residential uses of a similar nature, density and intensity as a conditional use. The
MDR designation also allows for “rooming houses and boarding houses”, which are
defined as “a dwelling other than a hotel where lodging with or without meals for three or
more persons is provided for compensation.” The uses permitted in these zone districts are
not changed by Measure “A” and Measure “A” would not increase the designated densities
of allowable residential development. However, most of the MDR land use designations
have been removed or reduced to LDR, thus effectively eliminating the potential for
rooming or boarding houses on lands designated MDR, except for the Planning Unit B
where 12 employee housing units are specifically identified. Thus, any employee housing
in these areas would still need to comply with underlying limits on density, development
standards, and design standards for the designated residential use.

Residential uses are also permitted in the Coastal General Commercial (CGC) district,
which is the current zoning of the Corporation Yard site. However, no land use designation
or policy changes are made under Measure “A” that would affect this site.

Measure “A” does revise LUP text to specifically indicate that Planning Unit B can be
used for 12 units of employee housing within an approximate 4-acre site. This represents
approximately 3 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with MDR densities. Thus,
while Measure “A” specifically permits 12 employee housing units not specified in the
current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP, Measure “A” does not result in change in land use
intensity or density related to potential employee housing in residentially designated areas.

Conciusion: The overall effect of Measure "A” on employee housing development
potential would be to modestly increase the development potential by at least 12 specified
units in Planning Unit B and to allow potential development associated with new visitor
serving and open space recreation sites (4 and 220 acres, respectively). This is offset,
however, by a reduction in the amount of residentially zoned lands (435 acres) that also
potentially could support employee housing. Additionaily, the type of employee housing
would not be restricted to “one dormitory/bunkhouse,” and would allow for construction
that would likely be more visually compatible with surrounding areas.
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isitor Serving Commercial

The current (pre-Measure “A”) LUP delineates general areas for visitor serving
commercial uses: the existing Lodge at Pebble Beach, the Spanish Bay Resort, and the
NCGA Golf Course (“Poppy Hilis™). Visitor serving commercial allows for uses providing
basic support services and visitor needs associated with coastal recreation and travel.
Principal uses include major hotel or inn accommodations and support commercia;
facilities. One of the stated purposes of Measure “A” is to encourage future visitor-serving
development adjacent to existing visitor-serving or recreational facilities in the Del Monte
Forest. Measure “A” proposes one new visitor-serving area. Measure “A” also eliminates
LUP text and Table A references to the number of rooms the Spanish Bay Resort and at
The Pebble Beach Lodge, 270 and 161, respectively. In addition, existing LUP provisions
establishing a maximum 25% building site coverage at The Lodge would be removed.
Each site is further described below.

New Visitor Serving Commercial Areas. Measure “A” designates visitor serving
commercial uses on 4 acres within Planning Units M and N (Spyglass-Cypress Planning
Area). Measure “A” provides that “no more than 24 golf suites “are to be located in this

area. Measure “A” does not define golf suites. The term is not used within the current {pre-
Measure “A”) LCP.

Spanish Bay Resort. Measure “A” deletes LUP text (in the “New Land Use” subsection of
the Spanish Bay Planning Area in Chapter 3) to remove references to a proposed 270-room
resort hotel, which has now been developed. The existing text does not indicate that this is
the maximum number of visitor units that could be constructed, but rather references
development potential at the time the LCP was prepared in which the existing resort was
being planned, and had not been completed. However, Table A also is eliminated with
Measure “A” in which 270 new visitor accommodations are identified for Spanish Bay.

Under the Visitor Serving Commercial (VSC) zone district, a General Development Plan is
required for any new development in VSC zones. Any change or expansion of use would
require approval of an amendment to an approved General Development Plan, pursuant to
the provisions of Section 20.22.030 of the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan
Zoning Ordinance. These provisions are not changed by Measure “A.”

The elimination of Table A with its reference to 270 new visitor accommodations is
interpreted as potentially allowing increased visitor serving commercial development on
this site. However, there are no policies or prohibitions in the current LCP (pre-Measure
“A”) that preclude the Pebble Beach Company from submitting a General Development
Plan amendment to the County to expand its visitor-serving facilities at Spanish Bay.

Future development at the Spanish Bay Resort would be dependent on any conditions of
the existing General Development Plan that limits development, of which there are none.
In the absence of such conditions, the number of additional visitor units or commercial
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space that could be developed would be based on existing zoning code regulations that
would constrain future development on the site to include the following restrictions from
Section 20.22.070, as well as other LCP policies and regulations:

maximum structure height of 35 feet;

maximum building site coverage of 50% , excluding parking and landscaping;
provision of parking pursuant to Chapter 20.58 of the Zoning Ordinance;
landscaping covering a minimum of 10% of the site area; and

setbacks established through project review.

According to parcel maps and zoning maps, the VSC-designated area at the Inn at Spanish
Bay is approximately 21 acres in size and currently contains 269 visitor-serving units.
Existing structural development totals approximately 3 acres, and existing paved areas
total approximately 6.0 acres with existing tennis courts and intervening landscaping.
Given the current site configuration, additional development would require conversion of
small landscaped areas, surface parking areas, and/or the existing tennis courts. Based on
PBC development applications and review of existing land available for additional
development, it is estimated that up to approximately 150 additional visitor units could be
developed at The Inn at Spanish Bay.

The Lodge at Pebble Beach. Measure “A” deletes LUP text (in the “New Land Use”
subsection of the Pebble Beach Planning Area in Chapter 3), which removes a reference to
a maximum of 161 inn units per the General Development Plan at The Lodge, and
eliminates Table A which lists no new visitor serving units at the Lodge. In addition, LUP
text is revised to delete a “maximum 25% building site coverage” for the associated
commercial area at the Lodge. Thus, additional visitor rooms and/or visitor serving
commercial uses could potentially be developed on the site. Any new development would
be governed by the Visitor Serving Commercial (VSC) zone district regulations as
reviewed above, and other LCP policies and regulations.

As previously indicated, any change.or expansion of use would require approval of an
amendment to an approved General Development Plan, pursuant to the provisions of
Section 20.22.030 of the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan Zoning
Ordinance. These provisions are not changed by Measure “A.”

According to parcel maps and zoning maps, the VSC-designated area at The Lodge at
Pebble Beach is approximately 23 acres in size and currently contains 166 visitor-serving
units and other commercial support uses. Given the current site configuration, additional
development would require conversion of small landscaped areas, surface parking areas,
and/or the existing tennis courts. Based on PBC development applications and review of
existing land available for additional development, it is estimated that up to approximately
106 additional visitor units could be developed at The Lodge at Pebble Beach.
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ConcLusion: The overall effect of Measure A" on visitor serving commercial uses is to
increase visitor serving uses through designation of one new visitor serving area (4
acres/24 units) and to increase the potential number of visitor units at the Spanish Bay
Resort and The Lodge of Pebble Beach by approximately 150 and 106 units, respectively
(256 units total).’ The actual number of new units would be determined based on
adherence to LUP policies, compliance with CIP and zoning regulations, outcome of
environmental review, and the general development plan amendment and the coastal
development permit process

Recreational Open Space

Measure “A” increases the amount of lands designated Open Space Recreation by 220
acres. Most of these lands are currently designated residential, except for approximately 49
acres that are currently designated Open Space Forest: 41 acres at the Sawmill Gulch site
and approximnately 8 acres at Planning Unit O. A LUP text reference to a new golf course
in the Middle Fork Planning Area is eliminated, which effectively acknowledges the
development of the Poppy Hills Golf Course. Language is added to indicate that “new
recreational and visitor-serving uses may be located in appropriate zoned areas” in the
Spyglass Cypress area. In addition, Measure “A” adds specific language that states that a
“driving range, golf teaching center, and parking may are expected to be constructed in
Planning Unit C” and that existing mined out areas at the Sawmill Guich site in the Gowen
Cypress Planning Area can be used for an equestrian center, in addition to being used for
public works purposes which is already stated in the LUP.

The existing Open Space Recreation zone district (OR) allows for a range of uses,
including hiking, bicycle and equestrian trails, picnic areas, parks, athletic fields,
swimming pools, hostels and campgrounds, and interpretive centers, as well as some
public use facilities. Golf courses and stables/accessory equestrian uses are allowed as
conditional uses with the approval of a Coastal Development Permit. The largest areas of
newly designated Recreational Open Space lands would be within the C and MNOUV
Planning Units and at the Sawmill Gulch site. Given the text changes noted above, it
would appear that the primary recreational uses to be developed at these sites include a
driving range in Planning Unit C and an equestrian center at the Sawmill Gulch site. Under
existing coastal zoning regulations, golf courses (and presumably driving ranges) are
permitted as conditional uses in both the low-density and medium-density residential zone
districts. Therefore, under the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP, the driving range could be
permitted as a conditional use in Planning Unit C, and the change to an Open Space
Recreation would not substantially alter this potential.

% As a matter of comparison, it should be noted that on October 10, 2000, the Del Monte Forest
Property Owners and the Pebble Beach Company entered into an agreement whereby, among other things,
PBC agreed to limit the number of visitor serving units to a maximum of 210 units. This agreement was
recorded on April 18, 2001. Thus, the estimated number for this analysis is conservatively high.
Furthermore, the current Pebble Beach Company development application proposes 160 new units.
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1 Recreational uses on the MNOUYV sites could include the range described above. As with

Planning Unit C, the existing residential designations for the MNOUV sites would already
B, allow a variety of recreational uses as a conditional uses. Therefore, the change to Open
Space Recreation would not substantially alter this potential.

Land use intensity would be increased at the Sawmill Gulch site (from Forest Open Space)

with Measure “A”. Under the existing zoning designation, only low-intensity recreational

uses would be allowed, such as resource dependent educational and scientific research
; facilities/uses, low intensity day use recreational uses (trails, picnic areas), wildlife
* restoration programs, and limited public facilities. With Measure “A” changes, a range of
' recreational uses could be permitted, as indicated above, with an equestrian center
specifically identified in Measure “A” for the Sawmill Guich site.

In addition, the site was mined in the past to provide sand for the Spanish Bay

' development. As a part of permit conditions for the Spanish Bay Resort, revegetation of

the site and dedication of conservation and scenic easements were required. Further
discussion of effects of land use changes on scenic and forestry resources are further -
discussed below under subsection V-D. The easement for the lower Sawmill site (between
Monterey County and the Pebble Beach Company) states that no development or use of the
site shall take place, although some exceptions are provided in the easement including:
“use for open space and recreational purposes and scientific study and the construction,
maintenance, repair and use of facilities related to maintenance and use for open space,
recreational and scientific study uses.”

The upper Sawmill site was included in the easement which dedicated the Huckleberry Hill
Natural Area (HHNA) pursuant to Coastal Commission conditions of approval. The
easement refers to an area as the “Huckleberry Hill Open Space” that includes both HHNA
and the Upper Sawmill despite the location of the upper Sawmill outside of the area
designated by the Del Monte Forest as part of the HHNA. Permitted uses and development
specified in this easement include public and private recreational uses and facilities for
active outdoor recreational pursuits.

The use of the Sawmill Gulch site as an equestrian center appears consistent with the
provisions of existing easements, which allow for recreational uses, although the specific
intensity of that use is not explicitly identified in the easement for the lower Sawmill site.
Monterey County staff have recommended, that as part of the coastal development permit
approval, this consistency should be clarified by the approval of minor amendments to the
existing easements to include reference to operation of an Equestrian Center. The easement
may be amended by the written agreement of the Grantor (the Pebble Beach Company),

the Grantee (the Del Monte Forest Foundation), Monterey County, and the California
Coastal Commission.

g
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Conciusion: The overall effect of Measure “A” is to increase the amount of land
designated Open Space Recreation (by 220 acres) with specified references to potential
development of a new driving range and an equestrian center. This increase in Open Space
Recreation decreases areas designated Residential by approximately 170 acres and areas
designated Open Space Forest by 49 acres. This would result in an increased land use
intensity at the Sawmill Gulch site, which is currently des:gnated Open Space Forest, with
development of an equestrian center.

Open Space Forest

Measure “A” increases the amount of lands designated Open Space Forest by
approximately 216 acres. All of these lands are currently designated residential, thus, the
changes reduce residential development potential as discussed above, resulting in greater
resource protection for these areas than currently exist. Additionally, approximately 100
acres are located adjacent to the existing Huckleberry Hill Natural Area (HHNA), and
would expand this protected open space area. Thus, redesignation of the Sawmill Gulch
site from Open Space Forest to Open Space Recreation (41 acres) would be at least
partially offset with the redesignation of approximately 100 acres adjacent to the HHNA.

CONCLUSION: The overall effect of Measure “A” is to increase the amount of land
designated Open Space Forest (by 216 acres) while reducing the amount of residentially
designated lands as indicated above.

C. PuBLIC ACCESS AND TRAILS

Measure “A” does not change any policies regarding public access. Measure “A” adds the
following language regarding LUP figure 15: “Trails shown within Areas M, N, O ,U, and
V of the Spyglass-Cypress Planning Area are illustrative. Location and alignment will be
determined at the time of development project approval.” Measure “A” does not change
the requirement for provision of trails in this location, but allows for changes in siting and
the alignment of trails at such time as development proposals are prepared. LUP Policy
124, which is not amended by Measure “A,” requires any trail realignment to be “generally
equivalent to the original route.”

CoNcLUsSION: Measure "A” has no effect on provision of or requirements for public access
because there would be no specific reduction in the existing amount of trails and there are
no changes to LUP policies regarding access. Measure “A allows for the re-siting of
trails in Planning Units M, N, O, U, V at the time development plans are prepared and
submitted for a coastal development permit.
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D. COASTAL RESOURCES

This section reviews the effects of Measure “A” on coastal resources addressed in the Del
Monte Forest LUP including water and marine resources, habitat areas, forest resources,
scenic resources, and cultural resources. The review also considers the definition of
“sensitive coastal resource areas” as defined in the California Coastal Act (section 20116),
which is defined as “those identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas
within the coastal zone of vital interest and sensitivity.” "Sensitive coastal resource areas”
include the following:

(a) Special marine and land habitat areas, wetlands, lagoons, and estuanes as mapped
and designated in Part 4 of the coastal plan,

(b) Areas possessing significant recreational value.

{c) Highly scenic areas.

(d) Archaeological sites referenced in the California Coastline and Recreation Plan or
as designated by the State Historic Preservation Officer.

(e) Special communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination
areas.

(f) Areas that provide existing coastal housing or recreational opportunities for low-
and moderate-income persons.

(g) Areas where divisions of land could substantially impair or restrict coastal access.

Given the above definition and the fact that Pebble Beach is a prominent recreational and
visitor destination, the section also examines recreational and visitor attractions as a coastal
resource. Subsections (f) and (g) are not applicable to the DMF LCP.

Water and Marine Resources

Measure “A” substantially reduces residential development potential and increases areas
designated as open space forest. As a result, the amount of potential structural development
and urban runoff would be also reduced. Development of an equestrian center at the
Sawmill Gulch site represents an increased land use intensity at this location with potential
drainage and water quality impacts associated with equestrian use at this location.

The redesignation of lands as Open Space Forest would provide better protection to several
existing drainages and watersheds including: the Moss Beach Watershed (with
redesignation of Planning Unit B); Seal Rock Watershed (with redesignation of Planning
Units G, H, I [part] and L); and Carme! Bay (with redesignation of PQR). Additionally, a
tributary of Seal Rock that passes through Planning Unit L would be within the
redesignated Open Space Forest with better protection. The natural drainages in Planning
Units P,Q,R would be also be better protected with the Open Space Forest designation
under Measure “A” with a reduction in potential urban runoff into the Carmel Bay “Area
of Special Biological Significance”™ (ASBS). The potential for increased visitor serving
development may slightly increase structural development and runoff. Recreational uses on
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lands currently designated residential could result in water quality impacts due to
landscape maintenance (i.e. application of fertilizers and pesticides), depending on the type
and extent of such development. However, as indicated above under subsection IV-B,
some recreational uses are currently permitted as condition uses within residential areas.

Coastal development that is allowed, under either the current LCP (pre-Measure “A”) or
Measuwre “A,” would require approval of a coastal development permit. Future
development would have to comply with applicable LUP water and marine resource
policies, CIP standards, and conditions developed through development permit and CEQA
review processes that would ensure proper control of drainage to prevent water quality
impacts. Additionally, management of horse wastes at the Sawmill Gulch site would be
required as part of any environmental / coastal development permit review to prevent water
quality degradation.

CoNcLusion: The overall effect of Measure "A” is to reduce development potential and
provide better protection to water and marine resources by reducing potential runoff (due
to reduction in structural development), providing increased watershed protection with
increased open space, and maintaining some existing drainages in open space (portion of
Seal Rock tributary and natural drainages within Planning Units P, O, and R.).

Environmenially Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) and Other Habitat Areas

Measure “A” increases the amount of Open Space Forest by approximately 216 acres, thus
eliminating potential indirect development impacts to ESHAs and other habitat areas,
particularly in Planning Units H, I, L, P, Q, and R. In other areas, residential land use
densities are reduced or residential lands are redesignated for open space recreational uses.
Measure “A” does not change LUP policies or CIP regulations regarding permitted uses in
or adjacent to ESHAs, requirements for setbacks or other protection measures. Under
either the existing LCP (pre-Measure “A”) or under Measure “A,” proposed development
would need to comply with the LUP policies regarding protection of ESHA, wetlands,
riparian corridors, and rare and endangered species. Coastal development that is allowed,
under either the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP or Measure “A,” would require approval
of a coastal development permit. Project consistency with LUP policies and project

impacts to biological resources would be reviewed as part of the coastal development
permit process.

The redesignation of the Sawmill Gulch site from Open Space Forest to Open Space
Recreation could result in the potential for impacts to a wetland located in the lower
Sawmill site, a portion of which has been determined to constitute ESHA, and indirect
impacts to the adjacent Huckleberry Hill Natural Area (HHNA), a designated ESHA.
Measure “A” includes amended text to indicate that the mined out areas of the site can be
used as an equestrian center. However, as indicated above, any development would be
subject to LUP ESHA policies and would be reviewed as part of the coastal
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permit/environmental review process. Additionally, the redesignation of Planning Unit G,
which is adjacent to HHNA, would provide additional buffer and protection to this ESHA.

In its expansion of recreational use, Measure “A” would facilitate recreational
development on a portion of Planning Unit O that is currently designated Open Space
Forest (approximately 9 acres). This land use designation change would not affect any
ESHA areas, since none have been delineated within this area.

Placement of recreational facilities in Planning Units MNOUYV could result in adverse
effects on non-ESHA coastal resources (e.g. Monterey pine forest, Yadon’s piperia, and
California red-legged frog), depending on the specific development proposed. However,
the existing LCP would allow for residential development in the same areas of concern,
which could also result in impacts to these same coastal resources. In this sense, Measure
“A” would not directly result in a new or increased potential for adverse effects to coastal
resources.

Coastal development that is allowed under the current LCP (pre-Measure “A’) or under
Measure “A” would require approval of coastal development permits. Future development
would have to comply with applicable LUP water and marine resource policies, CIP
standards, and conditions developed through coastal development permit and CEQA
review processes that would ensure proper control of drainage to prevent water quality
impacts. Monterey County retains discretion through CEQA review and permit review to
condition future development to avoid, reduce, and mitigate for direct and cumulative
effect on coastal resources consistent with coastal LUP policies.

CoNcLusioN: Measure "A” would reduce lands designated for residential development
and increase lands designated for open space forest for a net gain of 216 acres_open
space_acres. This would serve to provide an overall better protection of biological
resources of the Del Monte Forest than the current (pre-Measure “A”} LCP.
Redesignation of residential uses to open space recreational uses could potentially cause
similar impacts to sensitive habitat although as explained above alternate policy directives
remain in place to protect these resources. Redesignation from open space forest to
equestrian uses in the Sawmill area could affect resources in the Huckleberry Hill Natural
Area and wetland resources on the site although these resources are protected by other
LUP policy directives. On balance, Measure A will reduce the amount and intensity of
development potential near environmentally sensitive habitat given the areas involved and
the types of existing uses and for the most part their re-designation to more passive uses.

Forest Resources

Measure “A” increases the amount of Open Space Forest by approximately 216 acres, thus
providing better protection of forest resources. The reduction in residential density for
remaining residentially designated lands would result in less tree removal and fewer
indirect impacts to the forest.
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Measure “A"™ would result in an increase in land use intensity at the Sawmill Gulch site
with redesignation from Open Space Forest to Open Space Recreation and with added LUP
language to permit an equestrian center at this location would increase the potential for the
loss of forest resources. As previously indicated, the Sawmill Gulch site was previously
mined to provide sand for construction at the Spanish Bay Resort, and conditions of the
Spanish Bay permit required revegetation of the Sawmill site. As a result of revegetation
efforts, previously disturbed portions of the Sawmill site are partially covered with planted
Monterey pine, Bishop pine, and Gowen cypress trees and some native Monterey pine.

Future development of an equestrian center at the Sawmill site would remove revegetated
areas and potentially some limited areas of native Monterey pine forest, resulting in an
estimated potential removal of approximately 23 acres from revegetation efforts and 3
native acres of forest land. Measure “A” would offset this loss by an increase of
approximately 100 acres in open space forest lands adjacent to the Huckleberry Hill
Natural Area (HHNA). The overall resultant preserved area in and around HHNA will be
substantially expanded and managed for sensitive resources in a manner such that the
ecological values of the HHNA and surrounding area will be preserved. Recreational uses
on lands currently designated residential (Planning Units C, M, N, O, U V) could result in
a potential for greater tree removal than residential development, depending on the type
and extent of such development, but any removal would be governed by other LUP
policies that remain unchanged by Measure “A”. Additionally, as indicated above under
subsection IV-B, some recreational uses are currently permitted as condition uses within
residential areas.

CONCLUSION: Measure “A” would reduce existing forested lands designated for
residential development and increase lands designated for open space forest for a net
increase of 216 acres. This figure also takes into account the conversion of forest
resources in the Sawmill site to equesirian uses. This would serve to provide an overall
better overall protection of forest resources of the Del Monte Forest than the current (pre-
Measure “A”) LCP. Redesignation of residential uses to open space recreational uses in
Planning Units C and MNOUY could potentially cause similar impacts to forest resources
although as explained above alternate policy directives remain in place to protect these
resources in the same manner as these resources would be protected as residential uses.

Scenic_Resovurces

The current (pre-Measure “A™) LUP defines visually sensitive features in the Del Monte
Forest. Portions of sites affected by Measure “A” are located within these areas as follows:

* View areas from 17-Mile Drive — portions of Planning Units B, C, F, MNOUYV,
and PQR, the Sawmill Gulch site, as well as The Lodge at Pebble Beach and the
Spanish Bay Resort,
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* Ridgeline and visible area from Point Lobos — portions of Planning Units I,
MNOQUYV and PQR, and
* Scenic buffer zone for new development along 17-Mile Drive — Planning Unit F.

Measure “A” increases the amount of Open Space Forest by approximately 216 acres and
increases the amount of lands designated Open Space Recreation by 220 acres, thus
providing better protection of forest resources and increasing the amount of protected open
space lands than under the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP. This includes portions of
Planning Units MNOUYV and PQR that are located within LUP-identified visual resource
areas. Measure “A” would promote recreational development and preserve forest and
recreational open space lands in locations presently designated for residential use, except
for approximately 49 acres that are currently designated Open Space Forest that would be
designated for Open Space Recreation (41 acres at Sawmill Gulch site and 8 acres in
Planning Unit O). Other Measure “A” areas would generally result in reduced residential
density, which would result in less structural development and overall reduced aesthetic
impacts.

Measure “A” would facilitate additional structural visitor-serving development at the Inn at
Spanish Bay and at The Lodge at Pebble Beach, which could result in impacts to scenic
views from 17-Mile Drive. Depending on the specific siting, design and massing of future
proposed development, scenic views along 17-Mile Drive could be altered. The existing
views in the vicinity of the Inn at Spanish Bay and at The Lodge at Pebble Beach are
currently characterized by a mix of structural development and open space. Coastal
development that is allowed under the current LCP (pre-Measure “A”) or under Measure
“A” would require approval of coastal development permits. Project consistency with LUP
scenic resource policies, as well as environmental review regarding visual resources,
would be reviewed as part of the coastal development permit process. Any proposed
development would have to comply with other applicable LUP scenic resource policies,
CIP standards, and conditions developed through permit and CEQA review. These
controls would be expected to reduce the aesthetic effect of any future proposed
development at these locations.

Measure “A” would facilitate development of the Sawmill Gulch site that would change
the aesthetic character of this location from its current disturbed/partially revegetated
undeveloped state to that of an equestrian center. As portions of this site are visible from
the 17-Mile Drive any proposed development at this location will need to be reviewed for
its scenic impact. As previously indicated, future development would have to comply with
applicable LUP scenic resource policies, CIP standards, and conditions developed through
the coastal permit and CEQA review process. These controls would be expected to reduce
the aesthetic effect of any future proposed development at this location.

CoNcCLUSION: The overall effect of Measure "A” is to preserve the forested and open space
character of Del Monte Forest with additional lands designated Open Space Forest and
Recreational Open Space and with reduced residential structural development (as
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discussed above in subsection IV-B). This would have a beneficial aesthetic benefit with a
larger amount of land retained in open space and less structural development. Potential
additional development at the Inn at Spanish Bay, The Lodge at Pebble Beach, and the
Sawmill Guich site would be subject to applicable LUP scenic resource policies and
conditions developed as part of the environmental review and coastal permit process. On
balance those potential increases in structural additions are minor compared to the
reduction of residential structures that would cumulatively avoid potential scenic resource
impacts throughout Del Monte Forest.

Cyltural Resources

Measure “A” does not change policies regarding cultural resources. Archaeological
investigations conducted to date have found no recorded archaeological sites or evidence
of human burials within areas affected by Measure “A”. Coastal development that is
allowed under either the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP or Measure “A” would require
approval of a coastal development permit. Project consistency with cultural resource
policies and project impacts to cultural resources would be reviewed during the coastal
development permit process.

CoNncLusion: The overall effect of Measure “A” is to reduce lands designated for
residential development and increase lands designated for open space, which would result
in less ground disturbance and impacts to potential unknown, buried cultural resources.
Redesignation of residential uses to open space recreational uses in areas MNQUY couid
potentially cause similar impacts to archeological resources depending on the recreational
use proposed although alternate policy directives remain in place to protect these
resources in the same manner as these resources would be protected as residential uses.

Significant Recreational and Visitor Resources

As previously indicated, Measure “A” increases the amount of land  designated for
recreational use and could facilitate additional visitor-serving development, The Measure
“A” changes would further expand recreational values and visitor-serving amenit:>:
Coastal development under either the current (pre-Measure “A™) LCP or Measure *.- °
would require approval of a coastal development permit. Project consistency with LUy
policies would be reviewed as part of the coastal development permit process.

CoNcCLUSION: Given the redesignation of over 400 acres from residential to open space
Jore and recreational open space uses, and the fact that many of these areas are currently
accessed by an areawide trail network, the overall effect of Measure "A" is to expand and
enhance the recreational values and visitor amenities.
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E. PuBLIC SERVICES

Measure “A” would lift the resource constraint overlay currently imposed on Planning
Units B,C,F, G, H, 1, J, K, L, MNOUV, and PQR and at the Corporation Yard site. 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, The Resource Constraint "Overlay" arises from LUP Policy 113 that
states: "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."

Measure “A” would reduce the maximum aflowable residential development in the Del
Monte Forest by 815 units compared to the current LCP, which would result in a reduced
population, service demand, and traffic generation. While not all of the existing LCP
buildout is probably feasible, and some of the units built are second homes and would not
result in the same service and utility demands of first homes, with Measure “A” the overall
residential demand for public services would decrease. This decrease would be partially
offset by a potential increase in visitor-serving and recreational development.

A review of the rationale and results of removal of these constraints are addressed below
for water and sewer and in the following section for traffic. Table 7 provides a general
comparison of water demand, wastewater generation and trip generation under pre- and
post-Measure “A”.

Water Supply

One of the components of Measure “A” is the removal of the resource constraint overlay
(and B-8 zoning district) from a number of properties in the Del Monte Forest, At the time
of adoption of the DMF LUP, Monterey County was allocated a specified amount of water
by the Monterey Peninsuia Water Management District (MPWMD), which was
insufficient to permit water service to all development planned in Del Monte Forest based
on the priorities established by Monterey County. Subsequently, the Pebble Beach
Company participated in financing the CAWD/PBCSD Wastewater Reclamation Project,
and as a result, received a dedicated water entitlement of 365 acre feet annually from the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. Approximately 355 acre feet of this
entitiement remain unused. Therefore, Measure “A” concludes that there is sufficient
water for the land uses allowed in the Del Monte Forest LUP with Measure “A” changes
on the affected sites, which effectively removes this constraint. As shown on Table 7,
estimated water demand of potential development under Measure “A” is almost 50% less

than under the current (pre-Measure “A”) LCP, and can be served by the existing water
entitlement. '
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ConcLusioN: Given the redesignation of over 400 acres from residential to open space
fore and recreat:onal open space uses, the overall effect of Measure “A” is a reduction in
potential potable water demand for new development. Estimated water demand would be
within the water entitlement granted to the Pebble Beach Company by the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District. Thus, the analysis provides evidence that the
resource constraint overlay can be removed regarding water capacity.

stewater

One of the components of Measure “A” is the removal of the resource constraint overlay
(and B-8 zoning district) from a number of properties in the Del Monte Forest. 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 capacity of 2.4 million
gallons per day (mgd). One-third of the CAWD Treatment Plant capacity is owned by the
Pebble Beach Community Services District (PBCSD), which is responsible for sewage
- collection in Del Monte Forest. Based on 1984 flows, the wastewater 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 and the PBCSD share to 1.0 mgd. With this increased capacity,
Measure “A” concludes that there is sufficient capacity to handle the additional sewage
generated by the land uses identified for the sites included in Measure “A,” and thus this
constraint has been removed.

The current estimated PBCSD wastewater flows are between 500,000 and 600,000 gallons
per day (gpd). As shown on Table 7, estimated wastewater generation resulting from
potential development under Measure “A” is almost 65% less than under the current (pre-

Measure “A”) LCP, and can be served within the existing wastewater treatment capacity
allocated to the PBCSD.

CoNcLUsSION: Given the redesignation of over 400 acres from residential to open space
Jore and recreational open space uses, the overall effect of Measure “A” is a reduction in
potential potable water demand for new development. The overall effect of Measure “A”

is a reduction in poteniial wastewater generated by new development. Estimated
wastewater generation demand would be within the wastewater treatment plant capacity
that is allocated to the Pebble Beach Community Services District. Thus, the analysis

provides evidence that the resource constraint overlay can be removed regarding sewer
capacity.
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F. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

One of the components of Measure “A” is the removal of the resource constraint overlay
(and B-8 zoning district) from a number of properties in the Del Monte Forest. 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 for 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 | 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 conditions of Section 20.147.100.A,
General Transportation Development Standards, of the Del Monte Forest Coastal
Implementation Plan shall also continue to apply for all new development.

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
Apreement 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. Furthermore, future site-specific development projects would
be subject to other regional traffic impact fees in effect at the time. As shown on Table 7,
the potential future traffic generation within the Del Monte Forest is substantially lower
with Measure “A” (approximately 64%) than under the current (pre-Measure “A”™) LCP.

ConcLusion: The overall effect of Measure “A” is to reduce development potential and
traffic generation. As described above, the requirements for highwday capacity and
circulation improvements have been agreed to and adopted. Thus the analysis provides
evidence that the resource constraint overlay can be removed regarding traffic.
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Effects of LCP Amendment

TABLE 7: COMPARISON OF WATER, SEWER, TRAFFIC EFFECTS OF MEASURE ‘A"

Development Polenlial | Water Demand |1] | Wastewater Generation |2) |  Daily Trip Generstion [3]
Use P 1T Post Pre | Fost Pra Post Fre Posi
Residential 849 lots 34 tots 679 34 150,000 7,500 3029 325
Lots
Employee Nore 12 units 0 30 0 2,640 ] 81
Housing Specified
Units
Visitor- i} 280 rooms 0 59 0 16,800 0 1873
Serving Units
Open Space 0 220 acres 0 165 0 25,600 0 633
Recreation
Forest Open 187 acres 403 acres 0 0 0 i 0
Space
TOTAL | &79 288 150,000 52,540 8029 2922

[t] In Acre-Feet Per Year (AFY), Water Demand Rates:

=  Residential Lots = 0.8 AFY/Lot based on average Del Monte Forest use for pre-Measure “A™ and | AFY / Lot for
post-Measure “A” as density is reduced, which would allow for larger lots and .ncreased landscaping.

*  Employee Housing Units = 0.25 AFY/unit.
»  Visiter-Serving Units = 0.2]1 AFY / room.

= Open Space Recreation = 0.75 AFY/acre based on a conservative worst-case estimate that all open space recreation
acres would used for golf course uses requiring irrigation. Imigation water demand would be provided by recycles
waleT,

[2) In gallons per day {gpd), Wastewater Generation Rates:

*  Residential Lots = 220 gpd (3.1 houschold size and 70/gpd per person).

*  Employee Housing Units = 220 gpd (3.1 household size and 70/gpd per person).

s Visitor-Serving Units = 60 gpd / rcom.

= Open Space Recreation is based in estimates from Monterey County (February 2004).
{3] Average Daily Trip Generation Rates:

*  Residential Lots = 9.57 trips/lot.

*  Employee Housing Units = 6.4 trips//unit.

*  Visitor-Serving Units = = 6.69 trips / reom.

= Open Space Recreation is based in estimates from Monterey County (February 2004),

SOURCE: Monterey County. February 2004, “Draft Environmental Impact Repot—Pcbble Beach Company's Dei Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Plan.” Prepared by Jones & Stokes, Inc.
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V. EFFECTS OF LCP AMENDMENT ON
OTHER SECTIONS OF THE CERTIFIED DEL MONTE FOREST LCP

Measure “A” only changes land use designations and the development potential on property in
the Del Monte Forest owned by the Pebble Beach Company. There are only two undeveloped
areas where the current (pre-Measure “A™} LCP would allow future subdivision on lands not
owned by the Pebble Beach Company — Areas X (estimated 20 lots) and Y (estimated 23 lots).
The development of these lots is presently limited by a resource constraint overlay. Measure
“A” does not change land use designations, the number of allowable lots or residential densities
and does not remove the resource constraint overlay for these two areas. Thus, development
potential in these areas remains unchanged under Measure “A.”

In addition to land use designation and zoning changes, Measure “A” revises four LUP policies
(78a, 82, 113 and 116) and four corresponding CIP sections as described in SECTION Ii. No
other policy or CIP section is revised with Measure “A”. Thus, the majority of the LUP is not
altered by Measure “A”. Key policies relevant to this analysis that would not be changed include
the following:

Water and Marine Resources (Policies 1 -7)

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) (Policies 8 — 15)
Terrestrial Plants and Habitat (Policies 16-23)

Riparian Corridors and Other Terrestrial Wildlife Habitats (Policies 24-26)
Wetlands and Marine Habitats (Policies 27 — 30)

Forestry and Soil Resources (Policies 31 ~ 39)

Hazardous Areas (Policies 40 — 49)

Scenic and Visual Resources (Policies 50 — 59)

Archaeological Resources (Policies 60 — 67)

Land Use (Policies 68-95, except for 78a and 82)

Circulation (Policies 96-108)

Water and Wastewater (Policies 109-115, except for 113)

Housing (Policies 117-119 except for 116).

The Measure “A” land use designation and zoning changes, and the limited policy and CIP
changes do not have any effect on remaining LUP policies or CIP regulations.
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VI. CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED LCP AMENDMENT
WITH COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Table 8 presents a review of consistency of Measure “A” with the development policies in
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. A written summary is provided below.

PusLIiC ACCESS

Measure “A” does not change any access policies within the certified LCP relevant to access, but
does add language to LUP Figure 15 that would facilitate the rerouting of existing trails in
Planning Units M, N, O, U, V at the time development plans are prepared. This would allow for
better siting and alignment of trails as warranted. None of the Measure “A" development sites
are located on or adjacent to the coast, and shoreline access has already been provided in the Del
Monte Forest.

RECREATION

Measure “A” increases the amount of land designated Open Space Recreation by 220 acres with
specified references to potential development of a new driving range and an equestrian center.
Thus, Measure “A” would facilitate development of commercial recreational facilities (open to
the public), which is considered a priority use under Coastal Act Section 30222. Measure “A”
would also facilitate development of additional visitor-serving units available to the public.
Measure “A” does not include development sites that are located on or adjacent to the coast, and
does not affect coastal areas suitable for water-oriented recreational activities.

MARINE ENVIRONMENT

Measure “A” does not change LUP policies related to the maintenance, enhancement, and
restoration of wetlands and marine habitats. Measure “A” would reduce development potential
and provide better protection to water and marine resources by reducing runoff and maintaining
drainages in open space. The potential for increased visitor serving development would slightly
increase structural development and runoff., Recreational uses on lands currently designated
residential could result in water quality impacts due to landscape maintenance (i.e. application of
fertilizers and pesticides), depending on the type and extent of such development. However, as
indicated above under subsection IV-B, some recreational uses are currently permitted as
condition uses within residential areas.
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Effects of LCP Amendment

Future development allowable under Measure A would have to comply with all relevant water
and marine resource policies, which are not altered by Measure “A.” Future development
allowable under Measure “A” would have to comply with all relevant policies for marine
resource protection. Furthermore, Measure “A” does not change LUP policies related to the
protection of wetlands or marine habitats, Future development allowable under Measure “A”
would have to comply with all relevant LUP policies and regulations regarding protection of
wetlands. Neither the current (pre-Measure “A’™) LCP or Measure “A” include commercial or
recreational boating facilities or facilities or land uses that would result in potential hazards due
1o oil spills or propose dredging, shoreline alterations, or channelizations.

LAND RESOURCES

Measure “A” does not change LUP policies related to the protection of ESHA or the siting of
uses adjacent to ESHA nor allows for the potential for increased impacts to ESHA from the land
use designation changes noted. Measure “A” increases the amount of lands in protected Forest
Open Space designation and reduces residential development areas and intensity, resulting in
better protection of areas containing ESHA. Recreational uses on lands currently designated
residential (Planning Units C, M, N, O, U V) could result in a potential for greater tree removal
than residential development, depending on the type and extent of such development, but any
removal would be governed by other LUP policies that remain unchanged by Measure “A”.
Additionally, as indicated above under subsection IV-B, some recreational uses are currently
permitted as condition uses within residential areas,

All future development will be required to comply with LCP requirements for protection of
ESHA. Measure “A” does not change LUP policies related to the protection of archaeological
resources. Future development allowable under Measure “A” would have to comply witl: ail
LCP requirements. There are no agricultural or timber lands within the Del Monte Forest LCP.

DEVELOPMENT

Measure “A” reduces the amount of residentially designated lands and reduces the density in
most areas of the remaining residentially designated lands. Measure “A” does not include
commercial or industrial land use designations. Measure “A” redesignates 4 acres from
residential to visitor-serving uses within an area that is in proximity to other developed areas
within the Del Monte Forest. Measure “A” does not change any LUP policies related to scenic or
visual resources. Overall, the reduced residential development potential and increased open
space forest and recreational components of Measure "A” would have a beneficial aesthetic
benefit with a larger amount of land retained in open space and less structural development.
Potential additional development at the Inn at Spanish Bay, The Lodge at Pebble Beach, and the
Sawmiil Gulch site would be subject to applicable LUP scenic resource policies and conditions
developed as part of the environmental review and coastal development permit processes.
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Effears of LCP Amendment

Measure “A,” which primarily changes land use designations on specified sites, has no effect on
public access or transit. Measure “A” promotes additional commercial recreational facilities
adjacent to existing residential and visitor-serving areas. LUP policies and CIP standards
regarding circulation and parking are not changed by Measure “A”.

Measure “A” does not change LUP policies or CIP standards related to geotechnical, flood and
fire hazards. CEQA review and the requirements of Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control
District (MBUAPCD) of potential future development are unchanged by Measure “A”. Measure
“A” does not fundamentally change the overall character of the Del Monte Forest, its
neighborhoods, or visitor destinations as, in general, it promotes development similar to the
residential, recreational, and visitor-serving development that exist at present. Measure “A” does
not include public works facilities. There are no sewage treatment plants, coastal dependent uses,
or industrial uses within the existing LCP or Measure “A”.

o A
hd
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EXHIBIT A: MAPS AND FIGURES

1. ExisTiNG DEL MONTE FOREST LCP LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

2. PrOPOSED DEL MONTE FOREST LCP LAND USE DESIGNATIONS WITH MEASURE "A"
3. ExiSTING DEL MONTE FOREST ZONING DESIGNATIONS

4.  PROPOSED REZONING WITH MEASURE "A”

5. REvVISED LUP FIGURE 15 — RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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EXHIBIT B — Meawre "A” Changes

MEASURE “A"
“Del Monte Forest Plan: Preservation and Development Limitations”

(Amendments are identified in bold, italicized type and text changes are indicated by
strikeeut and underlining )

DEL MONTE FOREST AREA LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS [Section 4]

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:

78a. 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.

Addmonal employee housmg is pennmed for pnonty uses (e. g visitor- servmg commercial -n
h g OHBOFE rioture o—forr consistent

wnh all other plan pohmes.

(b) Policy 82 of Chapter 3 is amended to read as follows:

MMMM—%—H—AFB&—B— Area B may be used for up to 12 unlts of

employee housing.

(c) 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 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

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
MEASURE “A"" ANALYSIS B-1 Exhibit 7
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Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan, - 1984 as amended. Figure SA presents a detailed legend
for Figures-6A-FA3 A 9AH0A HA 2A-and 134 5.

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

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 pernitted 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 prepesed 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.

(e) Figure 5 entitied "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,

(f) 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:

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 eaci
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 public service avallablhty and ]lmltatlons and a descnpuon of the land uses p!anned for remammg
avallable property A—phe 2as 25 : ;

the The densmes shown on

-"Fhe-e*aet—denswy—rs-are contmgent upon natural resource constramts present and avallablllty of pubhc
services as determined through project review.

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

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
MEASURE “A" ANALYSIS B-2 Exhibit 7
Monterey County's Measure A Analysis (March 2005)
az



EXHIBIT B — Measure "A" Changes

(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 3)

A combination of recreation and visitor-serving land uses along with open space and
residential uses is planned for Spanish Bay. Currently, a propesed—270-reem-resort hotel js
weuld-be located seaward of 17-Mile Drive at the former sand mining site. H-is-expeeted-that
the The hotel complex will-includes retail, restaurants, tennis courts, swimming pools, 80
re51dent1al units (area "A"), and parkmg facrlmes wrth d|rect access to 17- Mlle Drive. Qne

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 will-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 19986
approximately 235 acres in open space.

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.

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

(/) 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 74 5)

Continuity-of tThe 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 o be protected in open spaoe for their habltat and scenic resource values ZFhe

: When bu-rlrt—ea{—comglet there will be
1355 approximately 246 aeres i of preserved forest, and shoreline, and recreanonal open
space areas.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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(k) Figure 7A of Chapter 3 (Land Use and Development Element) is hereby repealed.

(DThe 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 8A 5)

= anits Open space and 1! lots for
es:dcnhal dwellmgs in Area are the pnncnpal proposed land uses m thls planmng area @rea
g B : HARG wad-and

(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:

New Land Uses (See Fipure 94 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 245 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 spacc
(al.eas "P", "Q"’ _aLd “R" "E;“, EHd l|§l£ ")-

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

{p) The Environmental Considerations subsection of the Huckieberry Hiill (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 runod 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 quarr.?
should be accomplished in conjunction with ultimate reuse of the property. The face of the
stockpiled overburden is subject to erosion into the branch of Sawmill Gulch which traverses

DeL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
MEASURE “A” ANALYSIS B-4 Exhibit 7
Monterey County's Measure A Analysis (March 2005)
84



EXHIBIT B — Measure "A” Changes

the S.F.B. Morse Botanical Reserve. Ultimately, revegetatior: of the mine face with Monterey
pine forest and other indigenous plants will assist in blending the mine site into the
surrounding pine forest environment.

(q) 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 Dnve is shown pnmanly as open space for protect:on
ofthe forest cover on the steep slopes TGO osidential-y

: ; serPeat 2 prea—S The quarry requires
rehab111tat10n Lumted nelghborhood oommercml uses may be perrmtted 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 HA 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 residentia
dwellings is planned inthe-Gowen-Cypress-area in area "F". Existing mined out areas not used
for resndenna] development can be used for pubhc works purposes and an equestrlan center. {ﬂ

p}ﬂanmg-afee— Apphcable OSAC Plan mamtenance standards prescnbe spectﬂc condmons 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.

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

DL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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(u) 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 §)

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-of-161-inn—units—per
General-Development-Plas)-and associated commercial area (maximum-25%-sie-coverage-per
Planning-Gommersial-zoning)-along with the recreational uses of the golf courses, and beach
and tennis club—aad—eques&ma—een{ef Fer-Open space recreation uses are planned for portions

of the remmmag undevcloped areas in Pebble Beach -lew—densﬂy—fesldeﬂna%-devebpmem—rs

%hese—afeas—{&feasiUﬂ—M'—““L-and—le) Twentv~three addltlonal restdenual umts are

planned for area X,

The area between Cypress Point and Pescadero Point and seaward of 1 7-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 Element) 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 Couaty’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 provided 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.

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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(x) Policy 113 of Chapter 4 (Land Use Support Elements) Is amended as follows:

Policies

113.  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
prowded by the Carmel Samlary Dlstnct have been reserved for such developmem

Z sapas surrentiy-unave 2 slepme The Resource Constramt Area
des:gnatnon hown on F1g1_1 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.

(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 Area, 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 Spyglass-M-and-Huelklebery-G
may accommodate employee housing fer-senior-eitizens at the permitted seme density.

(2} Flgure 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 added to Chapter 6 (Implementation and Adminlistration)
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 Overlay 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

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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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 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 tc
3.0 MGD, of which the PBCSD share is 1.0 MGD. With this increased capacity, there .
sufficient capacity to handle the additional sewage generated by the land uses contemplated i
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 Subsequently, 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

DEL MONTE FOREST LCP AMENDMENT
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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 o the Properties so this_constraint has been
removed.

{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 Obfectives™;

LUP Figure 5 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, L L. P. O and 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 V1I {equestrian center).

MONTEREY COUNTY COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENTS
[Seclion 5]

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 Categories: 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, servanis 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. Commercial: Three classes of commercial uses are indicated. They include: a)

Visitor-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 prepesed Northem 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 geaeral retailing
and community service character of this designatior, as well &3
community services and storage facilities.

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

3. 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 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,
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 barms. :
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.
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EXHIBIT B — Measure “A™ Changes

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 tumnouts, 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

4, 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 applicant 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;
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.
e. Caretakers quarters shall be located on the same parcel as the
principal residence and may not be later subdivided from the principal
residence.
f. 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.
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g. One of the occupants of the caretakers quarters shall be employed
on the property as their principal place of employment.

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

i. Additional employee housing is permitted—for-prioFity—uses—{e-£-

otherplan-pelieies consistent with all other plan policies. (Ref. Policy
#78a Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).
j. The caretaker unit shall not be rented.
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.
5. Recreation in environmentally sensitive habitat areas such as 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 Public Access
Design Criteria (Appendix B of the Open Space Advisory Committee
management plan) and Open Space Advisory Committee maintenasce
standards shall be the test of consistency with this development standard (Ke¥.
Policy #79 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).
4, Shoreline areas suitable for scenic outdoor recreation, such as from
Cypress Point to Point Joe, are for day use only, with improvements limited 10
trails, picnic areas, parking areas, and restroom facilities (Ref. Policy #80 Del
Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan)

ag "R

Afea—B- Up to 12 umts of emplovec housmg may be prowded in a pomon of
Area B. (Ref. Policy #82 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).
8. Uses which may be permitied 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 #95)

9. 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 [7-Mile Drive as long as a separate
coastal bike route is not available, (Ref. LUP Policy #108).
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{c) Section 20.147.110 is amended to read as follows:

20.147.110 WATER AND WASTEWATER SERVICES DEVEL OPMENT 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 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. 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 |, Spyglass Cvpress 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 ), Del
Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan).

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.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS (Section 6)

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.

MONTEREY COUNTY HOUSING ELEMENT AMENDMENTS [Section 7)

Table 22 of the Monterey County Housing Element is amended as reflected in Exhibit 4 which is
incorporated herein by reference.
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MEASURE “A" / LCP AMENDMENT SUBMITAL REQUESTS

CCC Request

(Per Coastal Commission staff letters to County dated
November 21, 2000 and March 30, 2001 as noted
below with letters attached and cross referenced)

County Measure “A” Analysis
and Submittal Cross Reference

LCP AMENDMENT SUBMITTAL REQUESTS:

1. Copy of adopted amendments (11-00{1]) Included in Exhibit B

2. Official Initiative packet presented to electorate (3-01 [m]) | Included in Exhibit D

3. Declaration of Vote (11-00[6] Included in Exhibit D

4. Public Meeting Mailing lists, agendas, etc (11-00{7]) None required or provided with the ballot measure.

5. Clarification of the definition of “golf suites” (whether | Page IV-5 notes that a definition of these terms in
these are residential or visitor serving) and the definition | Neither provided in the pre- nor post-Measure "A” LUP.
of the employee housing assigned {o Area B (3-01 [o].
[e]. respectively).

6. Exact number of legal lots of record in areas proposed 21 legal lots of record have been identified by the
for rezoning (3-C1[f]). County as ldentified within Seclion 11.B.

7. Acreage and description of existing development in areas | Identified on Table 2 and discussed in Section [I-B.
proposed for rezoning (3-01{q]. {il}.

8. Documentation on historic use and permit history of area | The historic uses of this site are not relevant to existing
MN (old Spyglass quarry) used as a dumping (fill} site conditions or affected by Measure “A™ and are not
with location and extent of fill material shown on any addressed. Existing land uses for lands affected by
biological resource maps (3-01 [n}). Measure A" are discussed in Section [1-B.

9. Aenal photographs (3-01[h}). An aerial photo of Del Monte Forest and sites subject fo

Measure “A” is provided on revised Figure 2.0-2,
Chapter 3, Final Environmental impact Report, Pebble
Beach Company's Del Monte Forest Preservation and
Development Plan, Additional aerial photos are
inciuded in other portions of the EIR.

SUPPORTING ANALYSES REQUESTED:

10. Discussion of the amendment's relationship to and effect

on other sections of the previously certified LCP
including the public access component (11-00[2)).

Provided in Section V

1.

Analysis of potentially adverse cumufative impacts on
coastal resources and access due to change in density
or public service provision (11-00[3)).

Addressed in Section I11-B (regarding land use density
changes); Section 11}-C (regarding effects on public
access), Section I11-D (regarding coaslal resources);
and Section |II-E {regarding public service provision).

12. Address how change can be found consistent with

Coastal Act policies (Chapters 3 and 6) (11-00[4)).

Provided in Section VI

13. Analysis of how amendment provisions along with

exisling County environmentally sensitive habitat and
tree removal policies (not proposed for amendment) will
protect special stalus species and Monterey pine forest
(3-01{c], [d]).

Measure A does not change ESHA or treefforestry
policies thal would be applied to future development
projects. Measure “A” reduces residential development
potential, but does not change any coastal resource
policies that would be applied to site-specific
development projects. To the extent that additional
lands are designated for open space forest instead of
residential uses, Measure "A” provides a greater
degree of protection to ESHAs, Monterey pine forest
and special status species than under the existing (pre-
Measure “A") LUP,
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CCC Request

(Per Coastal Commission staff letters to County dated
November 21, 2000 and March 30, 2001 as noted
below with letters attached and cross referenced)

County Measure “A” Analysis
and Submittal Cross Reference

14.

Background materials regarding status and adequacy of
water and sewer capacity and highway capacity and
circulation regarding proposed lifting of the resource
consiraint overiay (3-01{p)).

Water entittement and sewer capacity exist as
discussed in section I1V-D; traffic capacity exists with
implementation of policies to enforce paymenit of traffic
fees as discussed in section IV-E. Additional
background information is included in the EIR for the
Pebble Beach Company’'s DMP/PDP. In particular
please refer to DEIR Section 3.7 and PRDEIR Section
P-4 relating to traffic and PRDEIR Section P-1 relating
o water.

15. Description of measures that coculd be taken to protect Policy 124 relates to siting of new development.
designated trails consistent with LUP Policy 124 (3- Measure A does not change access, except by adding
01[q]. language which allows betier site-specific alignment of

trails at time of development proposals as discussed in
section IV-C.

18. List of references used for analyses (3-01{al). Section VI

17. Environmentai Review Documents — Not required Not applicable.

because amendment results from a voter approved
initiative for which environmental documents are not
required {11-0{5]).

SUPPORTING STUDIES AND DOCUMENTS REQUESTED:

18.

Most recent information/mapping for natural resources
{i.e., Momerey pine forest, wetlands, dune habitats and
special status species); also request copy of mapping in
digital form (3-01[b]).

{The most recent information and mapping of natural
resources in the areas affected by Measure "A” are
included throughout the EIR for the Pebble Beach
Company's Del Monte Forest Preservation and
Development Plan. In parlicutar, please refer to
Appendix E.2 ("Biological Resource Figures™) in the
DEIR, mapping related 1o Yadon's piperia in the
PRDEIR, and an updated baseline of pine forest
resources in Appendix C of the FEIR

19. Additional wetlands mapping for MNOUV (3-01(j]).

The County has conducted additional wetlland mapping
on Planning Units, B, C, MNOUV, ana at the Sawmill
site, and have previously submitted these to the
Coastal Commission staff. The location and quality of
wellands is also exhaustively reviewed in the DEIR for
the Pebble Beach Company’s DMF/PDP in Chapters
33and 3.4.

20,

Updated information from the 1995-1997 EIR on project
description and environmental setting for resources {3-

O1{ip).

Comment is in reference to the previous development
application and use of EIR prepared in 1997. This
analysis references the EIR which was just completed,
Therefore the information has been updated. Refer to
Seclion |-G for additional information.

OTHER INFORMATION REQUESTED:;

21. Clarification of what constitutes the "detention basin” area

shewn on 1995-1997 EIR Biological
Resources/Subdivision maps (3-01[kJ).

The EIR for the previous Pebble Beach Lot Program
has been replaced by the recently compieted EIR.
Please refer to the Hydrology and Water Quality
Chapter of the DEIR for baseline information..

22. Describe lraffic improvements that have been

implemented in ang around DMF since original EIR was
completed (3-01[p]).

The existing traffic baseline is outlined in the EIR for the
Pebble Beach Company's Del Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Plan. In specific piease
refer to Chapter 3.7 of the DEIR and Chapter P-4 of the
PRDEIR.
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:' TE OF CALFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

7 TRAL COAST DETRICT OFACE
3 FRONT STREET, SUME X0

"aChz cA o0 C‘i::) %}\{

Annette Chaplin

Monterey County Land Use Programs Director
P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902 -

November 21, 2000

Subject: Local Coastal Program Amendment Submittals

Dear Annette,

This letter is a reminder of the requirements for a local coastal program amendment submittal.
With the recent passage of Measure A, we assume that your office will soon be submitting an
amendment application to us. Thus, as a courtesy, this letter outlines what is normally required
and what deviations from the requirements are acceptable because the amendment was
enacted by initiative rather than by the Board of Supervisors.

The Public Resources Code {P.R.C.; California Coastal Act chapters) and the California Code of
Regulations (CCR) ordinarily require the following as components of an amendment submittal -
that would be relevant to the contents of Measure A were it adopted by the Board {citations in
parentheses). It will be necessary to submit these:

1 (1) A clear, reproducible copy of adopted amendments:

- For additional text, an indication of where it fits into the previously certified document {e.g.,
“insert as p. 20a between pp. 20 and 21 as policy #7)

- For a revision to certified text, please submit either with strikeouts and underlines or with .
indication of what policies, paragraphs or page(s) it replaces.

- For a map change, please submit a new {replacernent) map or submit a supplemental map
, with indication that previously adopted map is to be superseded by the supplement {or the
specific geographic area indicated {CCR Tit. 14, Sec. 13552(b), (c)). '

10 (2) Discussion of the amendment's relationship to and effect on other sections of the previously
certified LCP including the certified public access component. (CCR 13552(b), {c) and {f)).

11 (3) An analysis of potentially significant adverse cumulative impacts on coastal resources and
access, due to the change in density or public service provision, and how the change can be

found consistent with the policies of Chapters 3 and 6 of the California Coastal Act (CCR
13552(d) referring to 13511).

12  (4) Policles, plans, standards, objectives, diagrams, drawings, maps, photographs, and
supplementary data addressing the proposed Land Use Plan amendment’s consistency with
the Coastal Act, and addressing the adequacy of the coastal implementation program, as

amended, lo conform with and to cany out the certified LUP. (P.R.C. Sections 30512 and
30513; CCR 13552(b))
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The Cddes also ordinarily requires the following three items:

(5) Any environmental review decuments, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act,
required for all or any portion of the amendment (CCR 13552(e))

(6) A resolution adopted and dated by the Board of Supesvisors or City Council after a public
hearing (P.R.C. Section 30510(a); CCR 13551):

- Indicating that the local government intends to carry out the LCP in a manner fully consistent
with the California Coastal Act.

- Indicat:lng when it will take effect (automatically upon Commission approval or requiring
formal local action after Commission approval).

(7) A summary of the measures taken to ensure public and agency participation including:
- list of hearing dates, sample notice, mailing list;

- comments received from hearing paricipants (written and verbal) and their names and
addresses;

- any response to comments by the local govemment. (CCR 13552(&)).

Because Measure A was a voter approved initiative, it did not go through the normal set of
hearings for a local coastal program amendment, pursuant to County Code Chapters 20.84 and
20.94 and Appendix 13 (Local Coastal Program Amendment Procedures) of Part 6 of the
Coastal Implementation Pian. Therelore we would suggest the following adjustments to comply
with the last three required items: .

Since no environmentai documents were required (item #5), this item Is moot.

For the resolution (item #6), please submit the declaration of the vote, pursuant to Election
Code Section 9122. )

For the evidence of public participation (item #7) we understand that the Board of Supervisors
did have at least one hearing devoted to the implications of Measure A. Thus, the submittal
should include mailing lists, notices, copies of correspondence, staff reports and the like from
that meeting as well as any other such meetings of the Board or Planning Commission. Also,
the subject of Measure A involves new development that has been part of what was termed the
Pebble Beach Lot Program (e.g., a new golf course), which has been subject to public hearings
and CEQA review. Thus, the County should have records of interested persons who have
testified or corresponded on this matler. From these records, please compile a mailing list of

those who you know to have an Interast in this matter. This will salisfy the mailing list
requirement, '

We do note that Section 11 of Measure A authorizes the Board of Supervisors to amend
provisions of the Zoning Code and other ordinances and policies, if necessary. |f the Board -
does adopt any such amendments that constitute amendments to the certified local coastal
program (i.e., the four coastal land use plans and the Coastal Implementation Plan), then those
would need to be submitted to the Coastal Commission as well. Since those amendments
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would go through the normal amendment process, the caveats described above would not
apply. In other words, for those amendments the submittal would need to include a Board
resolution pursuant to CCR section 13551, the full documentation of public participation, and
any environmental review documents.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

L
.

. E\sf l".-,
Rick Hyman
Deputy Chief Planner
Central Coast District Office

Cc: Anthony Lombardo
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
723 FRONT STREEY, SUTE 300
SANTACRUZ, CA 95060
a4

March 30, 2001

Scott Hennessy, Planning Director
Monterey County Planning Dept.
P.O. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Del Monte Forest Local Coastaf Program Submittal
Dear Scott:

This letter is a follow-up to our letter of November 21, 2000 to Annette Chaplin and subsequent
conversations on the subject of the Del Monte Forest Measure A local coastal program
amendment. In that letter we outlined the various submittal requirements as detailed in the
Commission's regulations and stated that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the
amendment was not strictly necessary for amendment filing purposes. The specific requirement
is "an analysis of potentially significant adverse cumulative impacts on coastal resources and
access...." We have since had the opportunity to review existing files and discuss the available
information with County staff. Given the amount of investigation that occurred on the subject
sites to date, we believe that it is possible for the County to submit the LCP amendment request
without wailing 1o first perform an EIR on a specific project proposal.

In order to comply with the quoted California Code of Regulations’ filing requirement, the
following, in combination with our previous letler, is a summary of the informalion needed to file
the Measure A amendment request.

16 (a) Alist of all references used for the County’s analysis (inciuding all maps, reports, aerial
photos, and other documentation), dated and indicating the preparers name and
 affiliation. Following a review of this list, we will inform you if any necessary reference

materials are missing.

18 (b) The most recent and up-to-date information and mapping for the natural resources
located in the planning areas proposed for rezoning (i.e., Monterey pine forest,
wetlands, dune habitats, and rare, threatened and endangered plant and animal species
such as Gowen cypress, Califomia red legged frog, Monterey spineflower, Yadon's
piperia, etc). We would also appreciate receiving a copy of any resource mapping the

County may have completed in digital format (e g., GIS layers in ARCView or similar
format).

13 (c) An analysis of how the amendment provisions along with existing County
environmentally sensitive habitat policies (not proposed for amendment) will protect the
rare. threatened and endangered plant and animal specles.

{d) An analysis of how the amendment provisions along with existing County tree removal
policies (not proposed for amendment) will protect Monterey pine forest resources,
particularly in light of the impact of pitch canker epidemic.

5 (e) The definition for the "employee housing® designation assigned to Area B and what
. would be allowed within this designation.
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{f) The exact number of legal lots of record in all areas proposed for rezoning.

The acreage of all areas proposed for rezoning by Measure A.

{(h) Any relevant aerial photographs of the Del Monte Forest area.

Assuming that the County will be using the previous EIR developed for the earlier Lot
Program (Volumes | and il dated November 1995, Volumes ill , IV and V daled June,
1997) for background information, we will need any updated mfon‘nahon on the pro;ect

. description and environmental setling for the resources listed (i.e., those listed in

Chapter 4 of Volume 1), indudmg updated tables and maps.

() Any additional wetlands mapping conducted specifically in area MNOUV for the

proposed golf course.

Clarification of what constilutes the “detenlion basin® area shown on EIR Biologicai

Resources/Subdivision maps. ( Is it exisling an wetlland, an existing basin or a basin

proposed for construclion?)

Description of all existing development in areas proposed for rezoning by Measure A.

{m) Official Initiative packel presented to eleclorate, and electronic version of Initiative text if

Page2
6
7 {(g)
9
20 ®
19
21 (k)
7
2
8 (n)
5 {o)
14 {p)
22
15

possible.

Any documentation on historic use and permit history of area MN (old Spyglass quarry
site west of the Stevenson Drive/Spyglass Hill Road intersection) used as a dumping
site (fill). The location and extent of the existing fill material should be shown on any
biological resource maps for that area.

Clarification of the definition of "golf suites,” and a description as to whether these are to
be residential or commercial visitor serving.

With regards to the proposed lifling of the B8 resource overlay, please provide any
background materials you may have regarding the status and adequacy of water and
sewer capacily, and highway capacily and circulation. Please describe any traffic
improvements that have been implemented in and around the Del Monte Forest since
the original EIR was completed.

(q) A description of measures that could be taken to proleét the designated trails and frail ‘

routes identified in the LCP, consistent with LUP Policy 124. (These may include
criteria for realignments, and for trail dedications as needed to insure continued
availability for public use.)

Based on our recent discussions and file reviews, it is our understanding that most, if not all, of
this information Is readily available to the County. Certalnly feel free to contact this office If you
wish to discuss this matier further,

Sincerely,

V)

i/
Tami Grove
Depuly Direclor
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Monterey County Planning Dept.
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Page 3

cc: Edith Johnsen, Chair, Board of Supervisors
Jim Colangelo, Monterey County
Tony Lombardo, Lombardo & Gilles
Alan Williams, Carmel Development Co.
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BEFORE THE Bom OF SUPERVISORS IN AND FOR THE
COUNTY OF MONTEREY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ADOPT STATEMENT OF VOTES CAST AT THE....)
NOVEMBER 7, 2000 PRESIDENTIAL GENERAL, ...} -
. ELECTION HELD IN MONTEREY COUNTY.......)

Upon motion of Supervisor Potter y seconded by Supervisor Calcagno
snd emanimously carried, the Board hereby adopts, pursuant to Elections Code Section
15308, the Statement of Votes Cast for the November 7, 2000 Presidential General Election

held within the Monterey County as certified by the Registrar of Voters and filed with the
Clerk of the Board.

»

L SALLY R REED, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monierey, Stae of California, horeby eertify tat the
Ioregoing is & true copy of an original order of s2id Board of Supcrvisors duly made and entered in the minutes thereof a?
page == ofMinutoBock /0 - ,on January 2nd . 2001,

DATED: January 2, 2001

SALLY R REED, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors,
County of Motorey, Swis of California

-

By:
CynthHia Juare Deputy
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e | o AGEEDA
SUBIRCT | MERTING NUMBER
| ADOPY STATEMENT OF VOTES CAST DATE
| AT THE NOVEMBER 7, 2000 PRESIDENTIAL
| GENERAL ELECTION | 01/0212001 4/,

RECOMMENDATION;
Pursuant to Elections Code section 15308 it is recommended that your Board:

1) Adopt the Statement of Votes Cast for the November 7, 2000 Presidential (reneral Election as
certified by the Registrar of Voters and filed with the Clerk of the Board.

SUMMARY:;

Your Board has a statutary obligation to acknowledge and adopt the Statement of Votes Cast at the
November 7, 2000 Presidential General Election as certified by the Registrar of Voters.

The Registrar of Voters has completed the canvass of the votes cast and has declared the results
official and final.

DISCUSSION:

The election ran smoothly with ballot counting being completed at 11:55 p.m. on November 7, 2000.
The official comvass was completed on November 27, 2000 and the election certified on November 28, 2000,
The canvass consisted of several steps to Insurc that the computer had counted the ballots correctly and that
the proper mumber of ballots were counted as compared to the number of voters who signed precinct rosters
on election day. All steps in the canvass resulted in accurate counts.
OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT:

The Clerk 1o the Board of Supervisors will receive the official results.
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FEB~08-2005 WED 08:50 AM MONTEREY CO. ELECTIONS ~ FAX NO. 831 755 5485 P, 02

MONTEREY COUNTY

EPARTMENT s
B O i e bsvn cromes SEE S
TONY ANCHUNDO © JUNEL DAVIDSEN
FRUSTRAN OF VOTERS | AGSITTANT REISTHAR OF VOTERS
E | CA

I, TONY ANCHUNDQ, Registrar of Voters for the Cmmty of Monterey, State of California,
do hereby certify that the attached Official Statement qf Votes Cast accurataly reflects the total
number of votes cast within each precinct for each Cangidate and For and Against each measure
voted at the idential o on Tn - Nov. 00 throughout
Monterey County. : '

T hereby set my hand and affix my official seal this 28th day of November 2000.

i
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Page 8

PC29

* PRESIDENTIA AL
** HELD WITHIN MONTEREY COUNTY NOVEMBER 7,

GENERAL ELECTION *Date 11/28/2000
2000 **Time 10:57:51

SUMMARY REPORT Report No. 11
COUNTY MEASURE A (#/PCT 188) MEASURE E-MARINA (# /PCT 10{]
(#/RPT 188) (#/RPT  10)
{No. to vote for 1) {(%¥/RP 100.0) (No. to vote for 1) (% /RP 100.0)l
DEL MONTE FOREST.... YES 70475 63.5| URBAN GROWTH........ YES 2925 52.¢9
PRESERVATION......... NO 40350 36.4| BOUNDARY LINES....... NG 2585 47.0
MEASURE B-SPRECKELS (#/PCT 1) | MEASURE F-SAND CITY (#/PCT 1)1
: (#/RPT 1) (#/RPT 1)

(No. to vote for 1) (%/RP 100.0) {No. to vote for 1} (¥/RP 100.0)
SPRECKELS MEMORIAIL.. YES 236 73.7 HOTEL OCCUPANCY.. YES 41 58.F
SPECIAL PARCEL TAX... NO B4 26.2| TAX....... .. NO 29 41.4
MEASURE C-MARINA {(#/PCT 10} | MEASURE G-MONTEREY (#/PCT 19)]
(#/RPT  10) (#/RPT  19)

{(No. to vete for 1) {($/RP 100.0) (No. to vote for 1) (%/RP 100.0)
HOME-RULE CHARTER. YES 3415 66.6| PRQOPERTY TRANSFER... YES 8734 84.]l
FOR MAYOR.......... NG 1711 33.3; SPECIAL ELECTIONS.... NC 1643 15.¢
MEASURE D-MARINA {§/PCT 10) MEASURE H-KING CITY (#/0CT 3)|
(#/RPT  10) (2/74 T 3)

(No. to vote for 1) (¥/RP 100.0) (No. to vote for 1) (¥/RP 100.0)
HOME-RULE CHARTER.. YES 3632 71.3| CELLUAR PHONE....... YES 476 28.4|
FOR CITY CQUNCIL.... NO 1456 28.6| TAX INCREASE......... NO 1197 71.}

OFFICIAL FINAL
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FIGURE 5: SPANISH BAY DRIVING RANGE SITE PLAN
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Area 1: Air photo looking north

Area 1: View of forest

Area 1: View from Drake Road
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Area 10; View of forest

=]
(3]
Q
o
=
Q
=
-
)]
L
2
Y—
(o]
=
L
>
»
3]
L
<

Area 12: Air photo viewed towards south

Area 11: View of forest
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Area 14: View of forest

- Areé 13: View of forest
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Area 15: View of forest

Area 15: View of forest



Area 16: View of forest

Area 16: View of forest from Sunridge Road

Area 17: View of fire road

Area 17: View of forest



Area 21: View of forest (northern portion)

Area 19; View of forest
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Area 20: View of forest
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Area 23: View of forest (eastern one acre portion)

Area 22: View from Lopez Road
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Mr. Peter Douglas
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont #2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:  Pebble Beach Development Project Alternatives

Dear Peter:

Based on a review of the issues raised in your staff report prepared for the March Coastal
Commission meeting, the Board of Directors of Pebble Beach Company (“PBC”) have reviewed
their development plans and have concluded that several of the concerns raised in the staff report
could be addressed through additional mitigations added to the project which implements Measure
A. Details of these project changes would be considered by the Commission at a subsequent appeal
hearing if Measure A is certified by the Commission in June.

These mitigations could include:

1.  The Relocation of the Proposed Equestrian Center from the Sawmill Gulch Quarry to the
Corporation Yard. This change would alleviate the necessity for an amendment to the Spanish Bay
conservation easement covering this area and reduce the number of trees being removed as a part of
the project by approximately 2,400. Additionally, approximately eight acres of previously disturbed
forest habitat exist in the Sawmill area that could be reforested with 1,000 trees as a part of the
conditions of approval of the newly proposed development project.

2. New Golf Academy can be Eliminated from the Proposed Spanish Bay Driving Range. The
additional driving range located in Area C proposed for the Spanish Bay Resort includes facilities
for both a practice range for the golfers at Spanish Bay and a golf teaching academy. The area
needed to accommodate the golf academy exceeds the needs of a practice range for the Spanish Bay
Resort by approximately one-third. The project can be revised so the golf academy component,
which is located at the southeast end of Area C, could be eliminated in its entirety. This change
would reduce the size of the driving range facility by approximately six acres and preserve an
additional 750 trees.

3. Monterev Pine Forest Restoration in the New Golf Course. The proposed new golf course is
planned in an area where development, including three other golf courses, is already concentrated,
and on a site that is already both substantially developed and fragmented. As a result, the current
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MTr. Peter Douglas

California Coastal Commission
May 26, 2006

Page 2

golf course design includes Monterey pine restoration in several areas of former forest that are
currently developed - for example, in areas of existing roads that will be removed. To address
issues raised during the environmental review process as well as during the March Commission
hearing, we have also identified further modifications to the golf course design that would enable us
to include additional restoration areas. With these modifications, the final golf course design will
include approximately 15 to 20 acres of restored forested areas. This forest restoration would
include relocating or replanting approximately 3,000 trees as well as the establishment of native
understory, including Yadon's piperia, in certain areas where appropriate. These reforestation
efforts would reduce the net loss of trees at the new golf course by about 30% (from approximately
10,000 to 7,000 trees). This reforestation would be in addition to the substantial areas of forest that
will remain undisturbed as part of the golf course design.

4, Additional Monterey Pine Tree Reforestation. Although Monterey pine is not a listed
species and is obviously not in danger of extinction or elimination from the Monterey Peninsula,
PBC is willing to agree to a condition requiring that to the maximum extent feasible, Monterey pine
habitat be restored in areas of its native range, including the Aguajito site, Old Capitol site and areas
within the Del Monte Forest (such as the eight acres of the Sawmill site discussed above) to further
reduce impacts to the Monterey pine forest.

Although during the March hearing you did not feel it would be productive to discuss project
modifications, the Pebble Beach Company Board of Directors wanted me to provide you with what
they believe would be additional mitigations to address concerns set forth in the staff report.

If you would like to discuss these mitigations further, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Al

Anthony L. Lompard

ALL:ncs
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ce: The Honorable Meg Caldwell
Ms. Sara Wan
Dr. William Burke
Mr. Steven Kram
Ms. Mary Shallenberger
Mr. Patrick Kruer
Ms. Bonnie Neely
Mr. Mike Reilly
Mr. Dave Potter
Mr. Larry Clark
Mr. Steve Padilla
Mr. Mike Chrisman
Mr. Cruz Bustamante
Ms. Sunne Wright McPeak
Ms. Sharon Wright
Ms. Alice Patino
Mr. Charles Lester
Mr. Clint Eastwood
Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. Bill Perocchi
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File No. 00368.011

Ms. Alana Knaster

Director, Monterey County Planning
168 W. Alisal, Second Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  Measure A/Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05
Dear Alana:

During the March Coastal Commission hearing on Measure A in Monterey, a couple of
comments were made by members of the public related to water quality in Stillwater Cove.

Specifically, Ann Notoff representing the National Resources Defense Counsel stated that
Stillwater Cove has been closed for a total of ten weeks due to exceedance of health standard
criteria between the years of 2001 and 2003 and intimated that these exceedances were a result of
runoff from Pebble Beach Company’s adjacent properties.

The Monterey County Department of Environmental Health is responsibie for water quality
testing under the guidelines of Assembly Bill 411 which requires weekly testing of certain
beaches between the months of April and October and monthly tests during the winter months.
Ms. Notoff | believe is misrepresenting the “Beach Advisory” postings with “Beach Closure”
postings. A beach advisory apparently puts the public on notice that at least one bacterial
standard has been exceeded in the nearby body of water,

It is Pebble Beach Company’s understanding that Stillwater Cove has only been closed one time
(between December 18 and 27 of 2002 as a result of storm related electrical power surges that
caused a sewer pump station to fail). Since that incident, Pebble Beach Community Services
District has installed additional precautionary measures to prevent such a spill from recurring. It
is also our understanding that the beach advisory postings were posted for a total of twenty-eight
(28) days, only nine of which were a result of high bacterial readings. During that same period,
it is my understanding that all Monterey County beaches were posted thirteen times for a total of
one hundred twenty-eight (128) days. The reason is that rain water carries surface contaminants
which can result in exceeding allowed bacteria levels.

Ms. Notoff’s claim that Stillwater Cove was closed for ten weeks between 2001 and 2003 is
simply inaccurate. More importantly, beach advisories that were posted had to do with E. coli
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Ms. Alana Knaster

Director, Monterey County Planning
May 26, 2006

Page 2

bacteria, not chemical or pesticide contamination which could, of course, be the only possible
cause that would relate to runoff from Pebble Beach Golf Course.

While specific testing was never done to determine the source of the E. coli, in all likelihood, it
was a result of native marine life activity. In fact, Heal The Bay’s website states that Stillwater
Cove has “poor circulation and little tidal flushing” and it tends to be a favorite of marine
mammals and birds and the most likely cause of high E. coli levels is marine life. This
conclusion is further supported by a study on a cove similar to Stillwater Cove that also
experienced elevated E. coli bacteria counts. In 2004, a $2,500,000.00 study on Campbell Cove
near Bodega Bay concluded that marine wildlife excrement from sea lions, seals and seabirds
was a cause of high E. coli bacteria. Since there is really no other possible source of E. coli
bacteria in Stillwater Cove, the conclusion must be the same.

This conclusion is also supported by the fact that the beach advisory postings all occurred during
summer months when, of course, there is no storm water runoff and correlates to the time when
the waves and tidal action are at a minimum in Stillwater Cove.

I believe it would be very helpful to the Cominission’s deliberations if the Monterey County
Environmental Health Department could send a letter confirming these facts. I believe John
Ramirez is the person in charge of that program at the Monterey County Health Department.

Sincerely,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

S

Anthony L. Lombardo
ALL:ncs

Enclosure ¥ W STAFF NOTE : EncLoSEn eePoer
NOT RE FROOUCED HERE. |
cc:  Mr. Allen J. Stroh M MLABLE Fo. RENVI B AT
Mr, Charles Lester
Mr. Alan Williams (w/o Enclosure) THE commisSionS SANTA
Mark Stilwell, Esqg. (w/o Enclosure) CeUZ OFFICE,
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and a copy has been sent to Mr. Peter Douglas at the State Coastal
Commission Office in San Franciscao.

The Honorable Meg Caldwell

Chair, Coastal Commission

Stanford Law School

559 Nathan Abbott Way, Owen House Room 6
Stanford, CA 94305-8610

Re:  Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)
Information related to Lifting B-8 Zoning

Dear Commissioner Caldwell:

In the March staff report on Measure A, staff indicated that further analysis was needed on the
issue of whether the B-8 resource constraint overlay zoning could be lifted on Pebble Beach
Company’s undeveloped properties, as provided in Measure A.

The relevant section of Policy 113 in the existing Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan reads: “The
Resource Constraint Area designation shall be removed only when water and sewer capacity
sufficient to serve such development becomes available and ... highway capacity and circulation
solutions have been agreed upon and adopted.” Importantly, the DMF LUP recognizes that first
priority for such resources be reserved for “coastal-priority, visitor-serving facilities”
(emphasis added) (see DMF LUP Policy 109). The rationale for this policy is clearly set forth in
the LUP (page 89): “Coastal Act policies require, where public works facilities can
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, that coastal-dependent land use,
including recreation and visitor-serving land uses, shall not be precluded by non-priority
residential development” (emphasis added).

The clear direction of the Coastal Act and the certified DMF LUP is that visitor serving-lodging
units and public recreational facilities such as golf courses are “coastal-priority” uses and
therefore should likewise have priority on available water, sewer and traffic capacity.

The record is clear that adequate water, sewer, and traffic capacity exists to service all uses
contemplated by Measure A, including both the coastal-priority visitor serving and recreational
uses as well as the in-fill residential homesites. In addition to the exhaustive analysis in the
County’s Final EIR, all relevant state and local water, sewer and traffic agencies are in
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The Honorable Meg Caldwell
Chair, Coastal Commission
May 23, 2006

Page Two

agreement with respect to this conclusion. | am including the following materials from the
record in support of this conclusion:

1. Water Capacity. Letters from the State Water Resources Control Board (dated March 27,
1998), the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (dated June 8, 2004) and the
California American Water Company (dated November 1, 2001) each confirming that Pebble
Beach Company owns a 365 acre/foot water entitlement for planned Del Monte Forest
improvements (approximately 250 acre/feet of which remain unused and available today). The
final potable water demand calculated for the Measure A project improvements is approximately
90 acre/feet per the County’s Final EIR, so there is an extensive surplus of potable water
entitlements for the improvements planned under Measure A. Additionally, the Carmel Area
Wastewater District/Pebble Beach Community Services District Wastewater Reclamation Project
has sufficient recycled water capacity to meet the irrigation needs of the new golf course and
practice range. Pebble Beach Company has guaranteed the financing for the original
$33,900,000.00 project and is now funding an additional $32,000,000.00 for reclamation project
improvements designed to eliminate the use of potable water for irrigation of all golf courses in
the Del Monte Forest (both existing and the proposed new course).

2. Sewer Capacity. Attached is a “will serve” letter from the Pebble Beach Community
Services District (dated November 8, 2000) confirming that the District has available sewer
capacity to serve all planned improvements.

3. Traffic Capacity. Attached is a letter from the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County (dated February 28, 2005) discussing the regional traffic mitigation measures that the
County, TAMC, CalTrans, and Pebble Beach Company have agreed upon. These regional
improvements include construction of significant improvements to the Holman Highway/
Highway 1/Highway | Pebble Beach Gate intersections to improve circulation and capacity at
these key road segments serving the cities of Monterey and Pacific Grove, the Community
Hospital, and the Del Monte Forest. Additionally, the Del Monte Forest Plan includes
intersection and road segment improvements to improve traffic circulation in the Del Monte
Forest, all as described more completely in the Final EIR. Finally, [ have also attached a letter
from the local public transit agency, Monterey-Salinas Transit, dated November 10, 2004,
regarding the provision of public transit to the Del Monte Forest and, in particular, to The Lodge
at Pebble Beach and The Inn at Spanish Bay.

The evidence in the record, the conclusion of state and local agencies and the Final EIR prepared
by Jones and Stokes for the County of Monterey all irrefutably support the findings of the voters
in Measure A that there are adequate water and sewer services available as well as “agreed upon
traffic solutions” to allow the removal of the B-8 zoning overlay.
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The Honorable Meg Caldwell
Chair, Coastal Commission
May 25, 2006

Page Three

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about this issue.
Respectfully submitted,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

Anthony L. Lombargdo
ALL:ncs

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Peter Douglas
Mr, Charles Lester
Mr. Clint Eastwood
Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. William Perocchi
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PSR12-2000

90} P So==t
Sacmamenig, CA
QSR 14
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MARCH 27 1898

Mr. Darby Fuerst
Montarey Peninsula Water
Management District

P.O. Box &5

Montersy, CA 93942-0085

Mr. Lary Foy

California American Water Company
P.O.Box 951
Monterey, CA 93942-0951

Dear Sirs:

RECLAMATION PROJECT WATER AVAILABILITY - CARMEL RIVER IN MONTEREY
COUNTY

In response to a November 14, 1997 request by the Del Monte Forest Property Ouners
organization this letter addresses the availability of 38C afa to setve development under the water
entitlement granted by the Monterey Peninsuta Water Management District (District) to sponsors
of the Carmel Areca Waste Water District (CAWD) — P=bble Beach Community Services Distnct
(PBCSD) wastewater reclamarion project and 1ts relatiza to SWRCB Order 95-10.

SWRCB Order WR 95-10 refers to the entitlement grz=red by the District and development of
the Del Monte Forest property. Footnote 2 of the Order states:

“The (Wastewater Reclamation) Project will provide 800 af of reclaimed water for the
irrtgation of golf courses and open space in the Del Monte Forest. In retarm for financial
guarantess, the Pebble Beach Company and other sponsors, received a 380 af potable
water entitiement from the DistricL based upoc issuance of an appropriatne right permit
to the District, for development within Del Mcae Forest.™

The wasiewater reclamation facility operated by the CAWD is presently producing more than
800 afa of reclaimed water annually for use upon golf courses and open space areas. Use of
tr=ated wastewatier has reduced the potable water delis =ries of California-American Water
Company (Cal-Am) for this urigation project by at lezst 500 afa. The SWRCB understands that
improvements are being considered that may allow reiction of potable water use by the full
80¢ afa.
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Mr. Darby Fuerst -2-
Mr. Larry Foy

The SWRCB has recognized that the P=bble Beach Company and other sponsors were project
participants in, and assistzd in funding, the wastcwater reclamation project which enabled
Cal-Am 10 reduce its deiivery of potable water 10 the Del Monte Forest property and thereby
reduce the demand on the Carmel River by at least 500 afa and poientially 800 afa. Upon
completion of the development project on the Del Monte Forest property, 380 afa will be
diveriad from the Carmel River by Cal-Am for delivery to these lands. Thus, there will be no net
increase in Carmel River diversions in the future over the level of past documented diversions as
a result of developing these projects. As a result of the reclamation project and especially during
the interim period while the Del Monte Forest property is being developed. the net diversion
from the Carmel River to serve the Del Monte Forest properties will be less than the level that
would have occurred if the wastewaler reclamation project had not been developed. Thus, under
Footnote 2 of Order WR 95- 10, the 380 afa is available to serve these projects.

As a result, Order WR 95-10 does not preclude service by Cal-Am to the Del Monte Forest
property under the 380 afa entitlement granted by the District " As you are aware, the SWRCB is
requiring Cal-Am to maintain a water conservation program with the goal of limiting annual
diversions from the Carmel Riverto 11,285 afa until full compliancs with Order WR 935-10 is
achieved. While Cal-Am has been exceading the limit, it is not the intent of the SWRCB to
penalize the developers of the wastewater reclamation project for their efforts 1o reduce reliance
upon the patable water supply via utilization of reaied wastewater.

Thus. the SWRCB will use its enforcement discretion to not penalize Cal-Am for excess
diversions from the Carmel River as long as their diversions do not exceed 11,285 afa plus the
quantity of potabie water provided to Pebble Beach Company and other sponsors under this
entitlement for use on these lands. This enforcement discretion will be exercised as long as the
wastewater reclamation project continues to produce 2s much as. or more than, the quantity of
potable water delivered to the De| Monte Forest property, and the reclaimed wasiewater is
atilized on lands within the Cal-Am service area

Footnote 2 of Order WR 95-10 deals only with the issue of water use for purposss of projects in
the Del Monte Forest. Consequently, the order does not provide disctetion to address any
projects involving the use of the unassigned 420 afa {800 afa minus the 380 afa identified in the
foomote equals 420 afa) developed by the wastewaler treatment facility.

In order to accurately document that only the historic level of diversion has been maintained, the
District is requesied to advise the SWRCB of both the quantity of potable water obtained from
Cal-Am on a monthly and total annual basis to senve these lands Information on both monthly

Exhibit 10
>
< Recycied Paper Our mission it (o presere ana&ggs?ntg ﬁmﬁfo?ﬁpfﬁqa"}pi?x S?J.[fes:P %ﬁfx’e":g

ensure their proper allocaiion and efficient use for the benejil of orese = and fuhore senerations.



0,0

I

Recycled Paper

MARCH 27 ..
Mr. Darby Fuerst -3-
Mr. Larmry Foy

and total annual production and beneficial use from the wastewater treatment project should also
be included in the submittal. This information should be submitted quanterly, and the annuval
data should document use during the water vear, The water year begins on October | of one yzar

and ends on Sepiember 30 of the subsequent vear.

If you have any questions regarding this maner. | can bz contacted at {316) 657-1339,

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNE™
EDWARD C. AN~

Edward C. Anton, Chief
Division of Water Rights

cc: Mr. Robert C. Gross
Del Monte Forest Property Owners
P.O. Box 323
Pebble Beach, CA 93933
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MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

5 HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G

POST OFFICE BOX 85

MOMNTEREY, CA 93942-0085 - (831) 658-5600
FAX (831Y 644-9560 « hutp://www. mpwmd.dst.ca.us

June 8, 2004

Thomas A. McCue

Senior Planner

Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: CLARIFICATION OF MPWMD COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR FOR
PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY DEVELOPMENT PLAN - SCH #2002021130

Dear Mr. McCue:

The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) previously submitted
comments on the above-referenced Draft EIR for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte
Forest Preservation and Development Plan in a letter dated March 22, 2004. This letter is
written to clarify our Comment #1 on Mitigation Measure PSU-E1, which I have enclosed for
reference. The District’s original comment stated that two mitigation approaches which entail
delivery of potable water to the Proposed Golf Course and other irrigation sites should not be
allowed because they would exacerbate existing adverse diversion effects to the Carmel River.

This letter is written to clarify that MPWMD acknowledges and recognizes an entitlement to a
total of 365 acre-feet of potable Cal-Am water held by the Pebble Beach Company.
Approximately 355 acre-feet of this entitlement remain available for development purposes.
This water can be used for any purpose if that use conforms to current County and MPWMD
regulations. Imrigation would be an allowabie use so long as there is not water waste as defined
by MPWMD Rules & Regulations. However, the District continues to strongly urge that all
efforts be made to minimize potable use for irrigation associated with the Proposed Project.
Expansion of the existing CAWD/PBCSD Recycled Water Project would enable the use of non-
potable water for project irrigation demands.

Continued .....
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Thomas McCue

Clarification of MPWMD Comments on Pebbie Beach EIR
June §, 2004

Page 2

Thank you for this opportunity to clarify MPWMD comments on this matter. If you have .any
questions, please contact Andrew Bell, Planning & Engineering Division Manager, at 658-5620.

Sincerely,
N S0
: !
‘f:.\.‘\'. N
Fran Farina

General Manager

Cec: MPWMD Board
Andrew Bell
Stephanie Pintar
Henrietta Stern
Dawvid C. Laredo, Esq-
Thomas Jarmison, Esq.

UAHeno\wpiceqa'\200\CommentsPB DEIRupdat=060404.doc
Revised June §, 2004; review by FE/DCL
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MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

S HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G

POST OFFICE BOX 85

MONTEREY, CaA 93942-0085 - (831) 658-5600
FAX (831) 644-9560 « htip://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us

March 22, 2004

Thomas A. McCue

Senior Planner

Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Manna, CA 93933

SUBJECT: MPWMD COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR FOR PEBBLE BEACH
COMPANY DEVELOPMENT PLAN - SCH #2002021130

Dear Mr. McCue:

The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Draft EIR for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Plan. The proposed project includes a new 18-bole golf course,
a new driving range, and 160 new visitor-serving units {173 rooms); relocation of the existing
Equestrian Center; creation of 33 residential lots within 5 subdivisions; and construction of 60
employee housing units.

The MPWMD is responsible for water resources management for the Monterey Peninsula,
including the Carmel River Basin, Seaside Groundwater Basin and the De] Monte Forest area.
Our comments are divided into two parts: (1) reclamation and associated water entitlements, and
(2) accuracy of water demand estimates.

Reclamation and Water Entitlements

Comment 1: Mitigation Measure PSU-E1 (pages 3.5-15 and 3.5-16). Three alternative T
mitigation approaches are proposed to address the impact of increased demand for
potable water for irmigation. The first two involve improvements to existing distnbution
systems to deliver potable water to the Proposed Golf Course and to other irrigation sites.
Neither of these two approaches should be allowed because they would exacerbate
existing adverse effects to the Carmel River due to water diversions to serve the
community. Potable water should not be used for irrigation of any proposed new
facilities; and all efforts should be made to minimize potable use for irrigation associated
with the Proposed Project and for existing users of the CAWD/PBCSD Recycled Water
Project. Only the third alternative mitigation approach should be allowed, that is,
implementation of the Phase I improvements to the CAWD/PBCSD Recycled Water
Project prior to any increased irmigation associated with the Proposed Project.

Exhibit 10
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\_\—\\ Californis-American Water Company

Monterey Division
50 Ragsdale Dr., Suite 100, P.O. Box 951 = Monierey, CA 939420251

November 2, 2007

Mr. Thom McCus, Associatc Planper

Monterey County Planning & Building Inspeciion Department
2620 - 1° Avenue

Marma, CA 93933

RE: Decl Monte Forest Preservation and Developmemnt Plan

Dear Mr. McCus:

This is to advise that the referenced proposed plan as on file with the Momerey County Planming
Department is located within our service area boundary and that water servics can be provided to the
project undsr the provisions of our rules and regulations as on fils with the California Public Utilies
Comrnission.

This lettzr 1s subject to the applicant acquirmg all necessary parmits and complying with all applicable
comparny rules and regulations as an fils with the California Pubbe Uulmics Commission. This lerter is
also subject to such changes or modifications by the California Public Unimies Commission or as said
Conomnission may, from ime to time, direct in the exsycise of s junsdiction.

Califomia-American takes no sxccption to Psbble Beach Company’s request to provids 66.12 AF of
water armually for the above subject project from the 357,745 AF of water allocated by the Momerey
Proinsula Warsr Management District “Monthly Allocavon Report” from their September 30, 2001
Board meeting pacleet to the Pebble Beach Company. Mams cxist within close proximity of the propossd
improvements to provide sufficient water flow and pressure to comply with current health and fare fow
requirements. If reinforcement of cxistmg mamms is required to me=t fire flow standards, the Pebble Beach
Company and/or daveloper will pay the costs.

Cajifonia-American makes no guaraniee 2s to the pressurs in this pipe, or the main supplying the same,
and shall not, under any circumstances, be held liable for loss or damage for a deficiency or failure in the
supply of water, whather occasioned by the shutting off of water in case of accidemt or for alt=rations,
extensions, coDmections or Iepairs, or for any cause whatsosver.

Sincerely,

O

Wayne D. Morgan
Vice President — Operations
American Water Works Service Company, Inc.

(imtenim Manager}
WDM/mh
ce: Ms, Derinda Messenger
Ms, Cheryl Burrell
P . . Exhibit 10
Administration Customer Seny
(831) 646-3201 (831} %&Piéf,&b'e Beach C°"’“"Yg§?{'§°}§’.ﬁ’g‘, 3":?



Richard Andrews, General Manager/Secletary

 PEBBLE]

S COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

FOREST LAKE AND LOPEZ ROADS « PEBBLE BEACH, CALIFORNIA 93053 » (831) 373-1274 » FAX (B31) 373-2357

November 8, 2000

Ms. Cheryl Burrell REC'D PEBBLE BEACH g
Planning Manager s i
Pebble Beach Company NOV 1 3 2p09
P.O. Box 1767 REAL

Pebble Beach, CA 93953 ESTATE DIVIsioN

Re: Will Serve Letter for Sewer Service
Del Monte Forest Plan (Mitigated Refined Alternative 2)
Pebble Beach, CA

Dear Ms. Burrell:

This will confirm the Pebble Beach Community Services District has
available sewer capacity to serve all of the components for the
proposed Del Monte Forest Plan. This confirmation is based on our
understanding mitigated Refined Alternative 2 includes a new golf
course, new golf clubhouse, 11 new golf cottages, 60 employee
housing units at two locations, a new equestrian center,
improvements to the Lodge at Pebble Beach and additions to the
Spanish Bay resort complex that will add up to 210 more hotel
rooms and additional conference meeting facilities.

The District will require proper connection to the District
wastewater collection system, and plans for each of the proposed
projects must be reviewed and approved by the District as part of
the Monterey County plan review process.

Please call me if you have any questions or require additional
information.

Very truly yours,
Michael A. Niccum, P.E.
District Engineer

C. Richard Andrews, General Manager, PBCSD
Mark Stilwell, Executive Vice President, PBCo

» willigm % Sianeili «» David Recay Pabhle Beaeh Gampany Goreespendencesion Stewart. Il
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TAMGC

TREANSPORTATION AGENCY
FOR MONTEREY COUNTY

rRegional Transportation Pianning Agency = Congastion Management Planning
Lozal Transportation Commissicr = Monterey Counly Service Authornty for Freeways & Expressways

February 28, 2005

Thomas A. McCue Viz post and fax
Senior Planner

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department

2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933-6205

. SUBJECT: TAMC Comments on the Revised Regional Traffic Mitigation Measures for
the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation 2nd Development
Plan

Dear Mr. McCue:

TAMC staff has reviewed the proposed regional traffic mitigation measures for the Pebble Beach
Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan (the “plan™) forwarded to our
agency on February 24™ by email. These measures were developed pursuant to agreements
reached at a meeting between County of Monterey staff, Caltrans, TAMC, and Pebble Beach
Company representatives. At this meeting, the project applicant agreed to construct in-ground
improvements that are a component of the “Phase 1B” Holman Highway/Highway 1 project
identified in the Draft EIR prepared for the plan, in addition to funding a project study report
(PSR) for proposed access improvements to the Ozk Hills residential area on Highway 156.
TAMC offers the following comments in order to clarify the wording incorporated into the
revised regional traffic mitigation measures for the Del Monte Forest Preservation and
Development Plan project that will be reviewed and considered by the County Board of
Supervisors for approval: '

1. The revised mitigation measure describing in-ground improvements included in the Phase 1B
Holman Highway project to be constructed by the project applicant should be revised to
clarify that the project applicant has agreed to construct in-ground improvements in-lieu of
payment of regional traffic mitigation fees that would be assessed on the project, and that no
reimbursement for improvements constructed by the developer over and above the project’s
regional fair share fee contribution will be provided. TAMC believes that the estimated cost of
the improvements agreed-to by the applicant are at least equivalent to, but most likely in
excess of, the amount of regional fees that would otherwise be paid by the project. The cost of
improvements to be constructed by the applicant should be disclosed for confirmation.

2. TAMC staff recommends that the revised mitigation measure describing funding and
preparation of 2 PSR for Highway 156/Qak Hills access improvements be revised to read:
“Applicant shall prepare a Project Study Report (PSR) acceptable to Caltans and TAMC for
for proposed improvements to provide safe access to the Oak Hills residgpialanga-”

o | Recent Pebble Beach Company Correspondence - P.3
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Pebble Beach Revised Regional Traffic Mitigations Page 2 of 2
.February 28, 2005

TAMC staff appreciates the opportunity to have participated in discussions with County staff and
the projed applicant to determine appropriate regional traffic mifigations for the Del Monte _
Forest plan. TAMC staff is satisfied that the regional traffic mitigation measures agreed-to by the
project applicant address the project’s regional traffic impacts, and further, that phasing of in-
ground improvements enabled by the revised mitigation measure will provide safety and
operational benefits to Highways 1 and 68 in advance of finding becoming available to constrct
the full Holman Fighway project.

TAMC staff would additionally like to thank the project applicant for proposing and agreeing to
have Pebble Beach Company owners lobby the state of Califorma for the additional state funding
that is required to complete the Holman Highway improvement project. These efforts will be
invaluable in assisting TAMC in funding and delivering improvements that will improve safety and
interregional access for Monterey Peninsula and Del Monte Forest residents.

If you have any questions, please contact myself, or Andrew Cook of my staff at (831) 775-0903.

Sincerely

D

Wm. Reichmuth,
Executive Director

cc:  Dave Muuray, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
John Olejnik, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
Ron Lundquist, Monterey County Department of Public Works

Ennque Saavedra, Monterey County Department of Public Works
Mark Stillwell, Pebble Beach Company |

TAMC Board of Directors, via enclosure to Board packet
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MST

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT

JOINT POWERS AGENCY MEMBERS:
City of Carmei-by-the-Sea « Cily of Det Rey Oaks = City of Maring » City of Monterey = Crrv of Pacific Grove
City af Salinas « City of Seaside =« County of Monlergy

November 10, 2004

Mr. Thomas A. McCue

Senior Planner '

Planning & Bldp. Inspection Dept.
Monterey County

2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

RE: Partial Revision of the DEIR
Del Monte Forest PDP

Dear Mr. McCue:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Partial Revision of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation
and Development Plan. Subsequent to our letter on the DEIR for the PDP dated March 19, 2004,
MST had the opportunity to meet with representatives of the Pebble Beach Company (PBC) on
several occasions to discuss concems related to transit access to the property. We have been
more than pleased with PBC’s responsiveness and willingness to work with MST to explore
ways of extending service into the Del Monte Forest. In particular, the hands-on efforts of
PBC’s Mark Verbonich and Mark Stilwell have been greatly appreciated.

As a result of this cooperative spirit, MST introduced the first ever regularly scheduled
transit service into the Del Monte Forest on September 11, 2004. MST’s Line 53 Monterey
Peninsula-South County Express enables workers who live in the south Monterey County
communities of King City, Greenfield, Soledad, Gonzales and Chualar to access jobs on the
Monterey Peninsula, including those at the Inn at Spanish Bay and the Lodge at Pebble Beach.
Along with PBC’s human resources managers, we participated in a South County job fair on
September 30, 2004, to further efforts of job accessibility on the Peninsula to underemployed
residents in the area.

We are confident that this productive relationship will continue as development plans are
realized in the Del Monte Forest, While funding issues will remain given current local
governmental budget constraints, MST is committed to working with PBC to ensure that its
current and future transit needs will be planned for and accommodated adequately. In that
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regard, we look forward to participating with PBC in preparing and impiementing an alternative
transportation plan which includes public transit as indicated in Mitigation Measure F1 of the
DEIR.

If you have any questions'regarding these matters, please contact me at 393-8120.

Sincerely,

L4

B. Hunter Harvath, AICP
Director of Customer Services

¢: Femando Armenta, Chairman — MST Board of Directors
William Reichmuth, Transportation Agency for Monterey County
Dave Murray, California Depariment of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
Lew Bauman, Monterey County Department of Public Works
Nicolas Papadakis, 4ssociation of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Douglas Quetin, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)
Mark Verbonich, Pebble Beach Company
Mark Stilwell, Pebble Beach Comparny
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File No. 00368.011

The Honorable Meg Caldwell

Chair, Coastal Commission

Stanford Law School

559 Nathan Abbott Way, Owen House Room 6
Stanford, CA 94305-8610

Re:  Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)
Mapping Errors

Dear Chair Caldwell:

Footnote 140 of your March staff report on the Measure A amendment to the Del Monte Forest
Local Coastal Plan insinuates that the public may somehow have been misled because the
Measure A initiative includes as an “information exhibit” Figure 5 from the official County
version of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (the “LUP™) which illustrates the Sawmill
Quarry area of the Del Monte Forest as being designated Commercial - Institutional rather than
as Open Space - Forest, as designated by the certified LUP.

The staff comment fails to inform the Commission that at no time during the Measure A
campaign did either the County or Pebble Beach Company (“PBC") ever state that the Sawmill
Quarry site was designated for institutional or industrial uses. In fact, as you can see from a copy
of the campaign material attached as Exhibit A, PBC always correctly identified the site as being
currently designated in Open Space - Forest and acknowledged that Measure A would
redesignate the Sawmill Quarry area to Open Space - Recreational uses thereby allowing the
Equestrian Center to be relocated to this area.

The reason for the staff’s footnote is that the official version of the LUP published by the County
of Monterey contains an inconsistency between Figure 5 (see Exhibit B), which illustrates the
entire Del Monte Forest and shows Sawmill Quarry area as Commercial-Institutional and Figure
11.A (see Exhibit C), which is a blow up of the map specific to the Gowen Cypress planning
area and which shows the Sawmill Quarry area in the correct designation of Open Space - Forest.

HOW DID THE INCONSISTENCY IN THE TWO MAPS OCCUR?

Shortly after the Coastal Commission certified the LUP in the fall of 1984, the County Board of
Supervisors approved a number of amendments to the LUP. These amendments included an
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amendment that would have allowed a wastewater reclamation plant 1o be located in the Sawmill
Quarry area. The Pebble Beach Community Services District (with the support of PBC) was
planning to construct a wastewater reclamation facility in the Sawmill Quarry area in order to
reduce dependence on potable water for golf course irrigation (subsequently, that goal was met
through the construction of the Carmel Area Wastewater District - Pebble Beach Community
Services District Wastewater Reclamation Project which has provided over 650 acre/feet of
reclaimed wastewater to the golf courses within the Del Monte Forest for over a decade, and is
currently being upgraded to meet all of the irrigation needs of the golf courses in the Del Monte
Forest, and to save over 900 acre/feet of potable water each year).

In reviewing the proposed amendments, the Coastal Commission, on March 28, 1985,
recommended modifications, including one rejecting the County’s request to redesignate the
Sawmill Quarry area to the Commercial-Institutional use designation. When these modifications
came back to the Board of Supervisors, however, they were never approved or adopted, so the
LUP remained unchanged, including the designation of the Sawmill Quarry area as Open Space -
Forest.

Unfortunately, in printing the County’s official version of the LUP, the county graphics
department reprinted Figure 5 as it was submitted to the Coastal Commission in 1985 for
amendment, even though the amendment was never certified. This mapping error exists only on
Figure 5 of the LUP since the more specific Figure 11.A (Exhibit C) clearly shows the Sawmill
Quarry area as Open Space - Forest. At most, the LUP contains an inconsistency between the
illustration in Figure 5 and in Figure 11.A.

The applicant takes strong issue with the insinnation in Footnote 140 of the February 24, 2006
staff report that the voters would have been misled by the mapping error contained in the County
LUP. Nowhere in the text of Measure A does it state that the [and use designation for the
Sawmill Quarry area is being changed from Commercial-Institutional to Open Space -
Recreation, since it was not. It is abundantly clear that the voters were specifically informed of
what could happen in the Sawmill Quarry area as a result of the amendments to Measure A.
Measure A clearly states in its text what may be developed in the Sawmill Quarry area as a result
of the approval of Measure A and that is what the voters approved.

While it is clear that Figure 5 is presently reproduced by the County as its official map and that it
contains a mapping error from the certified LUP, we feel one would logically conclude from the
LUP that the land use designation for the Sawmill Quarry area is Open Space - Forest and that
the issue raised by the staff was simply an attempt to cast the County and the PBC in a bad light.

Notwithstanding the error in the County’s mapping, the Coastal Commission staff report’s
conclusion that no recreational uses would be allowed in the Sawmill Quarry area without the
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Measure A amendment is not an accurate representation of the limitations contained in the
existing easements which are in place on the site.

The Spanish Bay project was approved in 1985 by the Coastal Commission. In March of 1986,
the County approved the scenic easement for the lower Sawmill Quarry area, which was required
by the County’s conditions of approval for a portion of the Spanish Bay project. That scenic
easement allows “use for recreational purposes and construction, maintenance and repair, and
use of facilities related to ... recreational uses ... .” In 1987, the Commission staff approved the
offer to dedicate a conservation easement over the entire Hucklebetry Hill area. Paragraph IL.J.
of this easement specifically reserves in the upper Sawmill Quarry site the right for
“construction, maintenance, repair and use of ... facilities for active outdoor 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.”

Each of these scenic easements thus allows recreational uses and facilities in a portion of the
former Sawmill Quarry areas. While we recognize the staff has consistently taken the position
that an equestrian center exceeds the scope of those allowed recreational activities, it cannot be
denied that some level of recreational activity facility is allowed under the existing easements.

THE OPEN SPACE FOREST DESIGNATION IN A PORTION OF AREA O

The Del Monte Forest LUP Table A designates the twenty acres contained in Area O for the
development of forty homes which the LUP references as being the number of units contained in
a “proposed subdivision.” The reference to the proposed subdivision is a reference to the fact
that a subdivision had been approved by the Monterey County Planning Commission in May of
1975, which was finally approved by the Board of Supervisors in February of 1979. By the time
the Board of Supervisors approved this subdivision, the California Coastal Act had passed and
no further major subdivisions were being approved by the Commission pending the adoption of
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan. At the time of the approval of the LUP, the lot and open
space configuration for the previously approved subdivision were carried over into the LUP (a
copy of which is attached as Exhibit D). If you compare the two maps, you will see that the
tentative map drawn in 1975 and the configuration of the land use designation in the LUP
mapping are identical. The land use designations were not resource-based but simply drawn to
match the configuration of the then-pending subdivision application which was never finalized.
The reference by the staff to the “upzoning” of a portion of Area O is at best a selective reading
of the policies contained in the LUP. It is clear that the land use map for Area O was drawn in
reference to a specific development proposal which is no longer relevant to the deliberations of
the Coastal Commission and bears no relation to any environmental or resource considerations.

The effect of the Measure A amendment passed by the voters of Monterey County must be
judged based on the development it allows and the resources it protects and not the configuration
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of a proposed backyard greenbelt from a subdivision that was never implemented or the
erroneous designation of a land use in one of the County’s LCP maps.

Respectfully submitted,
Lombardg & Gilles, PC

Wi

Anthony L. Lombardo

AlLL:nes
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Peter Douglas
M. Charles Lester
Mr. Clint Eastwood
Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. William Perocchi
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and a copy has been sent to Mr. Peter Douglas at the State Coastal
Commission Office in San Francisco.

The Honorable Meg Caldwell

Chair, Coastal Commission

Stanford Law School

559 Nathan Abbott Way, Owen House Room 6
Stanford, CA 94305-8610

Re:  Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)
Voter Information on Plans for New Pebble Beach Golf Course

Dear Commissioner Caldwell:

In numerous written materials and comments at the March 9 hearing on Measure A, certain
members of the public made the unsubstantiated claim that the voters had no idea that Pebble
Beach Company planned a new golf course as part of its future resort improvements. We would
like to correct the record with respect to this misrepresentation.

I am enclosing the following materials for your information:

1. Articie from the Monterey County Herald of June 7, 2000, announcing the owners’ plans
*10 eliminate most of the residential lots in the Del Monte Forest and build a new golf course

”

2. Editorial from the Monterey County Herald entitled “Pebble Beach’s new plan rates
applause” in which it is noted that “The centerpiece is a new 18-hole golf course located near the
Lodge at Pebble Beach ... .” The editonal ran on June 11, 2000 -~ like the previous article, well
in advance of the vote on Measure A.

3. The ballot Argument in Favor of Measure A and the Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of
Measure A, the opponents included in their opposition a statement that a new golf course was
proposed. These arguments, of course, were in the possession of every voter, so the public
clearly knew that the Company planned a new golf course.

I can provide you with many other examples of the publicity that surrounded the vote on
Measure A, and the repeated references to the fact that Pebble Beach Company planned a new
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golf course in the area of the existing equestrian center, if you feel that would be heipful. The
public has been aware since the day Measure A was proposed that Pebble Beach Company
proposed to build a golf course in conjunction with the hundreds of acres currently zoned for
residential development proposed to be placed into permanent open space.

Respectfully submitted,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

Anthony L. Lombafdo
ALL:ncs
Enclosures

cc:  Mr. Peter Douglas
Mr. Charles Lester
Mr, Clint Eastwood
Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. William Perocchi

Exhibit 10
Recent Pebble Beach Company Correspondence
32



a1 afed BAJTBJIU] A Ry

‘parE|d@
OpTY R s to 1
TRl JAI[IE] 30URMPIO O s [esod
-01d aipy wlope snl o} apwap uap
p|ros sioswaadng jo preeg £jumod
ap Csuennad Sl w0 Eamieuls
Pea $11°6 198 ©wauoadoxd aq
: “AEpsan], pres opunyauy
Aoo], 512104 Jo yeustday ‘jojreq A
uo od 0) AABY AfETIOR 1,0S30p Lep
-safy, un '07) Ipeaq ajqqad ay 4q
PMOGITE JARENMT TONZA Y[

60A IN0YYM pojdope
aq PInod eAIEIIY

]
1
'
i
1
]
I
i
]
1
1
t
I
]
I
1
1
]
]
]
]
I

'

'
I
1
1
'
r
1

1

L
1
]

1

]

1

1

F1V o aBsq Bgry - iy

10 B3IR 3tf] U1 3SMOD JlOF J|OYRT Iy«
3PN [lw wejd mam

g ‘depsang W paupno AM[ st g
"PIES SWRMAL "Hod31 [RDaLuaTtaa e
10 SjUSUNL0d 0} Sasuodsal & Aedutod
P Yitw papnpsur 3 [ sueld mau i),
JE6T W 4Tmod 3y) o pannugns podas
VAUl [Ruawuonans TR 10} 3AnRuIA|®
patapaid man e g8 Jgnd ApRW dq pua
SAEp (9 ) (O U1 PALSTUY 3G 0} pa1dade
atam A3[], "ples suremig PUB TYomg

o paiom Jag [Ms am SLp 31y],
TEBEH

an Aq pamaialn amm oAy ‘Fmwigm
Aepsan], uo slosiafading Jo pmog mod

atp o) suepd i) pauy

{3a3(] PULEY pue
Wpooiad mg g
3ARMISYA 07 1363
qqa4  ‘nnuagan
1o Ruoissmnne
{[Eqaseq Jaulle} pue
UKD MO[R) 1w
m:c_u ‘ponmisey

I} 3t 1) FUNY & 33
o] Jues apg, Amf

o SN -
JRume Wy EuEmo

157 4vedmios an nfnogq oM IO
) 'poomisEy )
IMICZUMOD 233,
‘lesodnud jwaltdopaap
m Wio| pre Fmoz
L 0] 10][eq 13qILDADN] T U0 JAN]
“eqmn e jnd oy Buejd pastmouus Aoy,
"Aepsan |, pres 43t} ' Fnsnoy aakodnra
auiog pire sl Sugsne naty Yo suop
-ppe _'33my00 JoF, v ‘asmod JJoF amau
B PIng pue 15310] U0 RQ 3 U sjo|
[EGUAPIERT 311 Ja [S0m JJEUNNE 0] INEm
JAmpadiod mes 77 W AR 3 Jo sluao 3yy,

a1 ffing pras
RYRIAY KONl £a

a3} Jo usory umvm
0

PrES 'SaAjasin

paon
apa

13

o
-
=
O
=
Fe
w

“Kprodoad ey o) us&_
BB £.6La0 3POY opjQes A ___._Ema aon
DR B TTIAN0

uTB poomygeE il

o 5
each Company Correspondence

Rnt Pebbie |

‘19 ‘108dsns gopues
_d0j %.m..a__u Moy

rmﬁ._ap maz:aw Ini =z¢ YINSNINIA

AJHILNOW .“__._— mz_pmum

33



Oy oy [ —

PIBS 1] '3NM U0 WIS A
pre suneufe aip 194 0] sRoongad
ap e dn €3t WYL PES opURLDTY
suonnad atp ue jnd o1 sEsodoxd
S,9ATRGIUT A1 Jo ATBUTOMS 2 Jllm
1RALL A0YJ0 §,|asUMOD AJuUmed Yyl

*OpIeqLUOT AUOLIUY AR0
-I0JJE SEUTES 0] gu0Rsanb srRjay pue
JSuOnEIUIry juawdofpaa pue uon
BATRRRL] 183t0y :treld wATod O
120, PO JanEOmR UE sjUasald )]

. a0 H 0zg e
pred pue waunrda(] vogaag Yl Ik

1031m JO T3N3 B pa[g “a]) YIeag ajq
-qag ) JO SI0DAIP NG Al Jo aUo
'PaoMISET WMD) puadal atour uaym
Aepsan], pPaMErls  ssa00id Ay
pres
OpUMLPUY SNl Lo YIBN 15E] Al3A
B 2aeY 0} dary 0] Bmod asdoyg,
quem S[E1IgJ0 Aueduiod se Jo[[eq
JAQUIAA0N U1 UO TI afeul 0f §] 3R
QML BU1 J19EED s Ul [ Bny 4q
— uon3A3 A Alojaq SABD gy UOIE
93P JEIN e KN pmoq JIy,

Q0}feq ai Uo jond o ‘ua) |

Jum &8 Esodoid a1 wope Ly wey
preoq AL Slostaradng o preog ai

01 WA Spresioj pie snonnad i
sagnusa Y ‘are Aoq Jp pres A pl
{eA A somreudis ay jo y¥nola ey
Auaa 01 sdep (f Sey Waunmedag
uolPary SAUmMOd fy ‘Ul paum)
are suonnad poufis S UIYAL
"pres
opumiping ‘osE2 SO W PI1'6 SRUL
1O [RUOJRTLIRANY 18Y AN M
wred yoo1 oym ojjm S1a104 £3MOD Jo
IHUITIEL 3t JO Juadsad ()] 15E9] 1B —
suonnad ALY UHIS 0) BI04 PIIANS)
-8ar 128 1snut sjuauodeord Jup ‘s10m
gsa301d Jagennn SUE Aem 2y,

1y eied verury

aAfreniuj

Wodad STy 0] pAIRGLy o2
sMopy nIGFY 4Ly SIS pinaag

L'13AR10] OO] [T 1IRAG 21
4134 Aes ]} S1RLY] ‘SPAIDINS 5041 J].
s paossey 'Simp poed e s Sul
-UOTUMOP 2SNE22G ) (UM JUOp A3t
7 aw o) Asudms v aq pnom |,
I tesm ) UOp 310 [ FIUes
Ay n — Ba3joA 2y o] Mo 3 Huy
Jad jo Aem e sem szndoxd aageqrul
a 1yinon) 180l A, pres 3] Ay
I WSEISNYILS  JWes Al "Lsels
-nefua s 2nqnd ayg 112n0s ol ayn snl
Py, "seapl ay) 10] Ueddns onynd
Ifle 0] A0 0] SAIENNN ¥ UG PAPIDAp
$1AUM0 MAU I PIES poomisey
B13J04 M) 0) PANNLATS 34 0] PAu
stepd mau B Auedliod ay jo auay
‘pres 2
saadojdur o Bursmoy Joj Funjoof
1IETS 0F E[NSUTUA] A209)U0 ] ) pue
Uoeag a1qq-4 10§ aum Ea[, ‘YoEwg
a1qqag ut %u_:_.m_n_ Ainnq Aimsnoy
oafopdwa Zwnaoe payn  Areadss
3y pres oud 5o losaradng
Tesodoad mall a1 1sann
pwssaid@  Elostuadny [iaseg
‘SlUAWRADIAL pEOT
Papaam-PNUl 10] A3UOWT ¥E)LUOOS
Mmal ay) YElies s1oskixins AUnoo
| parsaffng spEoyjo Awedwor)
' "pTES N300 'sqol Jo 1aq

UM [ENUEIS] NS € 218310, PUBAINMoY

Ay lop se| Auedrolo WSEURR
1 a4 B Uofmu gz¢ Jnoge aonpaud
P[nOIfs (0AIIA0J3AIR mau Y] “pasod
-oud g2 pasoxide s ued ay Jj
Tead

® uogy 673 pafeumso we aonposd
pfnod ooEURda |9j0Y 1R PuUe T3k
B Uofu Z$ noqe sonpoid wed
— YB3 GOES 10) YT jio0 yIeag

VA1 1B UROUS 5 “D oREY BIGH94 40 () TYOIIed I MOy Are)-

ADLIG AUT-IU0 B 0] 134 Bl Palaury
Al sjop hnppog g AR
. -adnsa
PUB SMIEIS SIb UTEIUTRLL [[Ls LIOSAJ
Jlod snowe-pLom M) eyl SnsUa
‘sanipoe] Sudpoy pue Jod ap
Jo unsiredxa arp (v ‘matidotaaap
panopar ng pres ay ‘saek Apadord
LN SIE[OP JO SLOI[II 5121w 1)) 350
M sj0] Ampmq oy Somddorg
ST faaLaa Qradowd sig mooy
Aal) pue jod molny 2 £ap 1o st
ANPUGLILOS A1) PIfE S[ENPIAIPLL AaU
s Aluon gy, pws [loudagan
Juoqeiodroy Jiq o s si ], pres
DL AAN WRYY Jo Iipmo) Y OCSE T sk
yaeag 31993 a1} olym s1f10F e e
EEIUMO mAU 1)) PIES JO.LNGa[)
“Auediund I 0 510)
-03Mp s 2a13s oym sadiound o)
sy jo quaurRdpni 3N w1 IRJ Akl
— Eollalily Jo YUueg) Ay} pUE JSnip
SEIUTENE DU [RPUIY i snid
'SENPIAIPIN ()] LEY ol — Junf
7€) 0] youagg Nggag AN 4nq 0]
uofqnu J2g$ A1 dn ind otpa §1@apu3)|
PUe S101EAAIN 3t PIES pOOMISEY
JBaIe 3y aaasad 0 jje
Intaq 2253 1w Buop oy o ane ' A[eD
U003 pood 58 JOU §]] *° UOEIAP
ptunos B Aubfelu jou a1om Hindes
ISOY) aNg U], 'prEs J1f 'REANSNG
Jdopaap 210 Jo o @pF o dnod
‘DI ur-am ag, "pES (IOLIIGAI(Y
' JU0ISA] )Iq JMUT € SE SMQ) 328 |,
‘prag aq
<3 10 £36no1) [ellonppe 068 Smofje
Plw ‘we] IS[) pue] JUOK g
Amsprd 2 o sNrRmNdE A doip
Pmos 2anEnan aq w Suroz ayy,
‘amlz] m Sinsnoy Areuors
MM ) e 2emod Jjod sou pue

sUI0ed je3oy ppw e} sedey Auedies eyl JeU Aumeides egya demn e 03 Swjod

PYLEH B(]SHIAN ITRALD

HEpU meu ug )
1 _.1.En
SIENLAY pPUe W00 Tesosdde
3Nods o) s)ssd0nd Muminuwad pue
Huwrreyd Ipanod [euniow ay) oy
[ Hig BAREUND JoyRg Al
Jo ped 31 a0 suejd ogomis di| |
i linon
ay Jo s2outwmo snowaad Aq pasodoad
se ‘osele] W hisnoy 'leetawsn|yo,
1O “HqRpIOjfe IO J0 SHEN A«
AR
A[[ETUALLIOMAL £14 _.i_mm._ M
SUH Atpdy M YRLY JO TUDUHLMED
AMS Y] jpYy] LA IEUS ALE
2sn0a fod pasodord up ne aEE
MUOS NOLEEYy OLPEISIY (R ﬁw—
F0|3A3p [OUIPISII 10} pINOZ RO
SEQIE 1 JO ISoR RApmimn ‘aowdd
uatn eauewiad Jo saIE CZb« -
I3 3q9ad 10
paneas smpe mp sy Addog,
AN AN Jo )] ORIy DEpLYSY,
jo Aayduad M 0 HIAD JO £ S
A0 Aeald 0 MOS 30 0] 1oed saLg
701 G jo 80} jEapisas 8y« o
‘Aeg ysnreds wau 2D
'STC 8 I0NRLIOD S aedu gy =
Sa0A0LID 10y SHUn Hsnoy g0 O
-Aegy ysnreds
] ootz S0 ik tondmfuod
1PN 39 0} 1G04 [T0Y (F 01 ).« @
1arag angag 1e adpdg

AU RIE(ILL [um

1[ing g 0f W00t |210Y (09 0) 051
LI

UMMAUOpUE ¥Z 10] paloz mox

EAIR e 1 ‘3% mod [jod pasedond 3

01 xau adead fod, NS4y Y« &

. amuay ey

sanby yoesq aqqad wasad ap

|y ofed wirii g

jaeag 8|qqad

Ueai 19T AN e Uorunivoy X

B[3US B J6YEJ 1$9103 SO Jq U]
‘0 etdo|pAsg |BUNES JO SUTETHA URY

T .




. SUNDARY, JUNRE 11, 200D

pinion
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Pebble Beach’s
new plan
rates applause

he Pabble Beach Company’s new plan for developing

Del Monte Fores! is a significant improvement over

the earlier one. It also seems smart — palitically,

finandcially, environmentally,

The new plan refiects a deep understanding of what

Jack Nicklaus meant when he said, "Nobody

redesigns Pebble Beach.” The COmparny’s previous
owners didn't seem to get thal

The plan positions Pebbie Beach Company Lo remain
true to its easence — I is the world's greatest golf resort,
bar none — and to build on its core sirengths. The
centerpiece is a new 18-hole golf course located near The
Lodge at Pebbie Beach and additional facilities at The
Lodge and The Tnn at Specish Bay. The previous owners'
plan, in contrast, would have taken the company intc a new
direction — housing development, specifically 316 new
houses on quarter-acTe lots.

The new plan reflects greater sensitivity to

- - epvironmiental concerns than the previous plan. It does so

: by whittling the plans for housing
dcv%lg'plrxr:;nt from sew;xg hundred home; 0
opink st eed, most of the areas previou
The on of targeted for residential develapment in Y
the MontereY Pescadero Canyon would kgﬂgm of 425 acres
Courty Harald of permanent open space, & areas
desigrnaled for oper SPace aTe near Spanish
Bay, Spygiass Hill and Seal Rock and in the
vicinity of Sawmill Creek. The company also plans new
forest protections and new efforts 10 increase the number
of Monterey pines.

The new plan provides {or 60 housing units for
employess and 54 units of “affordable” housing in Pajare.
The previous piar did not provide for any on-aite employee
housing.

Peter Usberroth claimed at Tuesday’s unveiling that the
new pian is "not as good economically,” but to almost
anyone else it looks like a deal with a juscious potential for
a strong refym on investment. The buiidin lots were
expected to sell for a one-time price in the gl millien range,
but a go¥f course in Pebbie Beach can produce about $20
mﬁm&r. and the hotsl expansion could produce an
esti 695 million a year. The plan also provides 1
addiional iobs and increases the county’s tax base.

- The plan for an initiative with a grand-sounding name —
Del Mante Forest Preservation and Development
Limitation Initiative — is an interesting fip. It should
defuse the son of criticism that constantly shadowed the
aartier plan, help build community sugport and
expeditiously get the company where it aims o go,

Ervironmentalists, who concede the plan s an
improvement, say that doesn't necessarily make it fight for
the community. Asthey correctly note, much hinges on
the detalls, and detailed plans won be made public for a
manth or two, Likewise, the plans haven't been subjecied
to public scrutiny, and the California Coastal Commission
may 76t be as enamored as the company’s Owners. |

Tven so. the new plan is a ba'd step in the FERhSSIENT |
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ARGUMENT 1N FAVOR OF MEASURE A

Vois Yvas on Measure A 10 Eg]:thgL?ﬂu_m; In Ine Del
Monte Foreal and \o fequite volef approval lor afy lulure Chanpes
o Mese projeciions.

Vois Yes on Measure A lo-

/ down-zone mpproximaloly 425 ac’yy of rezigentially zoned
lgng o lores) and rocraaiional open space

7 (wdyce the number of potential hew homes op ynd coversd

by Mcaguis A trom B0 jo T8

v approve Amiled visitor-sarying Bnd recrexlional zoning 3t
Pabble Beach.

Vol Ya3 an Waaaurs A wih coafidence thal lulure aevelopment
on land covared by ths measure must:

" bs cansiglen! with the rew roning Speroved Yy yolers
7 undarge required envirgnmenisl fguiew
v be reviewed by (e County P'anping Commizsios and approveq

by [y Bowrd of Supervisorg
Mcasure A dm_nﬂ_azv_rvis_-_ru.m-_nmmmm. Bul Maasure
A would allow Petble Bsach Company W0 lacua an visitor-serving aad
recreational facilives rather than hpmey, o relocaie an ting
equealrign centet, and 10 provide much-nesdgd smpioyes hoysing
n wa,

The proposad vishor-serving and recraatonal Inprovemants, in turn,
waula create miili ! Iness lax 1 < D Syppagl
ozl tenaole librar w_enipr, and oiher pubdhc servicas,

VW approved by [he valers, M2ASUTE A MUt be ceffificd a3 2onaistend
with the Califomig Cozstal A<t by Ihe Coxalal Commission. Ang no
curropt or fulure owner of Pebbie Beach Company cam chunge the

oning and land usa provisians in Measurs A wnthout local yular

dporeval,
The hesuly of |he Def Monte Forast and the open paces of Ihe
:nfbb Beach wea mahe Monlcr_lr Counly special. Measws A wil
elp i [l ia

| [45)] [4
ﬁmuu A is 3 balances spproach in the bast Imerests of (he

evwonmenl, Monlercy Counly residents and Ihe region's sconomy.
Vate Yas on Measurc A.

« ClIm Easwand
Dai Manle Forest Regldenl, Acios
W Sam P. Narex
Former Member, Calllomia
Coasial Commisaian
s/ Willam A. McCormick
Howasg Jarvis Tampays's Association,
Montersy County Hepreasmislive
& Robsrt B, Frunce
Forrmet Mzmbar,
Calilorras Comxtal Commlzsian

'REBUTTAL YO ARGUMENT 1N FAVOR OF MEASURE A

Yoru Nu Da Muessurs A

Measure A is WOV a ‘Foyest Prggaryation” initigiivg,
Pubble Bench Companhy wauld haue wners befieve 425 scres woub
be open ypsce for all to use. |1 igpY Jo

Ova( 200 agrps would be 3a1 asids for a EE&MM
and &iving range as wclusive open space v the wealthy an
daslray ouver 12,000 Usps.

Ovyt 4D aeres of Opan Space Fores) would be rezopad o Opu

Snaca Rocreatlon for e propoaed cquasitian cemter. Up-zaonin
n i

Qver \af) actes of nondeveiopable Peacadsrn Canyon land woul
bacoms Open Spaca Fareat Pebble Beach Campany had airsat
commilled Lhit 13nd ta Opan Space Forasy .

4 U Y Dy Speos Forpal.
jmi i I sncuurage.

1aig Oevesopment miliaiive promoled b

ynimmjied
J WE&MLMM

ble Buach Ce™pany is gnanigng (e groyod ruiey for real painl
dewalopment in Dol Maniz Forest Thay don't wanl ie follow ih

ruiss |zl apply ls wvaryane sise, Montwrey County olficiziy wi
hava to yse Pebbls Baach Company's new 2anen and landuss policies

ng[_lh- mElp's land Use ptan, .

iy ol Izm:i e Grove, Pacific Grove Residenly Associzuon, Carme
Valisy Proparly Ownars Associallon, Concerned Residems of Publi
Beach, Carmel Residents Assotiation Bowd of Deeciors, Puninauli
Concermed Meighbors ot Dal Mants Foram, and tarmer prasidens o
Del Monte Farest Proparty Owners M

Muasura A iz MOT
environmeni :n Del Mama Forast o

VOTE NO ON MEASURE A

o R Gass NOT prolect ™
rerey Counly eadents.

5 Gat B Kisisam
Co-Chair, Concamned Residenic of Pabbin Basch
& Ted R. Hunter bR

Formst President Del Monts Foraxz Propay Cwnien

BALLOT MEASURE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PRINTED *AS SUBMITTED" AND
PROQFED BY THE PUBLIC AGENCY SUBMITYING THE MEASURE PRIOR TERBMTING.
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Anthony L Lombardo
Joflery R, =ik
Dadnda L. Messenger
James W, Sulion
Jocaoaing M. Ischie
Stewven D. Pertose”

E. Scran D

Sheri L Domen
Vegmea A Hings
Patrick .M. Casay
Pod W, Moncrial
Biociey W. Suivan
Kankorm Schakat

Kely McCarthy Suthenond

Kan Gomman
Dennss Beougher
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ANCImE S A Low

May 3, 2006

218 Cayuga Stroet

P. Q. Box 2119

Sabnas, CA 93902-2119
83)-754-2444 GaALNAR)
8E-757-2444 puONTEREN
831-752-2071 Fax

225 Sixth Shreet
Homstar CA 95023
831-630-9444

File No. 00368.011

SOCORIGNGn (1 O SCUCKuET (-\ P !L"
JA'__.I Il

I Exterie PoRaing. I ang 4
ProCato Low. . oy R AR T
COASTAL OO ATyl SSION A copy of this letter has bean provided to each of the Commissioners
CENTRAL COAST AREA and a copy has been sent to Mr. Peter Douglas at the State Coastal
Commission Office in San Francisco,

Mr, Steven Kram

Coastal Commissioner

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:  Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)
Limitation on Future Additions to Hotels

Dear Commissioner Kram:

In its March staff report on the Measure A amendment to the Del Monte Forest Local Coastal
Plan, the staff comments on the fact that Measure A does not contain any limits on how many
visitor serving units could be built in the Del Monte Forest in the future.

What the staff report fails to inform the Commission is that under the Monterey County Zoning
Ordinance, hotel rooms are not a matter of right under the Zoning Ordinance and require the
approval of a discretionary coastal development permit. In other words, whether or not there is a
numerical limit contained in the Land Use Plan, the addition of hotel rooms (as is proposed as a
part of the project implementing Measure A) requires the issuance of a local coastal permit
which not only requires a public hearing but also is fully within the authority of the County
Board of Supervisors to either grant, deny or modify.

This process is exactly how visitor serving uses are regulated in every other Local Coastal Plan
segment in the County of Monterey.

Pebble Beach Company, however, took it a step further and, prior to the adoption of Measure A,
sought community input on what would be the appropriate future addition to the existing visitor
serving uses in the Del Monte Forest. As a result of that outreach, the Company entered into an
agreement with the Del Monte Forest Property Owners Association (a copy of which is attached)
that specifically addresses that very issue. In this agreement, Pebble Beach Company agreed to
limit the total number of additional hotel rooms which could be added to the existing facilities to
two hundred ten (210) units. While the Coastal staff was provided copies of this agreement after
the voters’ approval of Measure A, they apparently chose not to provide you with that
information in their March staff report.

Exhibit 10

Recent Pebble Beach Company Correspondence
37



Mr. Steven Kram
Coastal Commissioner
May 3, 2006

Page Two

Although the property owner does not believe this is an issue which is relevant either to the
certification of Measure A or the approval of the project which has been submitted to implement
Measure A, if the Commission wishes to add a condition which is consistent with the language
of the agreement with the Del Monte Forest Property Owners Association as a part of its
deliberations on the project after the certification of Measure A, the property owner has no
objection.

Respectfully submitted,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

Anthony L. Lombatd
ALL:ncs

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Clint Eastwood

Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. William Perocchi

Exhibit 10
Recent Pebble Beach Company Correspondence
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RECEIVED
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o LERN : ' >3 oo 1
* Recording Requested by, and Hont:::e : .c:;::a CROLIE
" When Recorded Mail To: Recorded at the f‘:qu:zfo;der 4/18s20¢
[=] .
: Filer : & 41:55
Pebble Beach Company .
£ 2700 17 Mile Drive POCUMENT: 201029238} Titles: I/ Pages: g
Pebble Beach. CA 93953
' _f;'ees. . 32 83
An'n: Legal Affairs I o:::f :
2501072 35m AMT PAID  $32 g

ENDORSEMENT AGREEMENT

To be recorded against certain real property situate in the County of Moaterey, State of .
California, as shown and designated as Parcel 2 on that certain map filed in Volume 16 of Parcel
Maps. at page 155. Records of Monterey County.

e Exhibit 10
Dascriptieon: Montersy,CA Document-Yaar, DocID 2001.259 : :
Ordon ommen g REERFsbtloBedth Company Correspondengg



AGREEMENT

This Agreement (“Agreement™) is entered into as of this tenth day of October, 2000, by
and between the PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY (“PBC™), a California general partnership
including its successors and assigns, and the DEL MONTE FOREST PROPERTY OWNERS
(“DMFPO™), a California not-for-profit Corporation, including its successors and assigns,

RECITALS

A PBC is proposing a development project in Del Monte Forest (“PROJECT™),
which will inchsde additional hotel rooms, polf cottages, golf course, club house, driving range,
employee housing. relocation of an existing equesirian center, the rezoning of certain property 1o
open space use and road circulation 1mprovcmcnts

B. PBC seeLs the pubhc support and endorsement of the DMFPO for “Measure A”, a
PBC sponsored Initiative in Monterey Coumy that will make various changes 10 the Del Monte

Forest Land Use Plan. The election to determine if “Measure A™ will pass is scheduled for
November 7_2000.

C. DMEPO is willing 10 provide the requested endorsements and support provided
PBC agrees to certain conditions {*CONDITIONS™), which are set forth hercinafier.

WHEREFORE, the pa.nieS agree as follows:
I CONDITIONS. PBC agress to the following conditions:

a, The maximum number of additional hotel rooms built by PBC on
land currently owned by PBC in the Del Monte Forest will not exceed 210 umits.
These rooms will be 58 rooms at the Lodge, 91 at the Inn at Spanish bay, 24 Golf
Suites at Spvglass Hill and an additional 37 rooms that could be divided between
the Lodge and the Inn a1 Spanish Bay on an as needed basis.

b. The existing Equestrian Center will not be taken out of operation
by PBC or materially reduced in scope of operation until 2 new Equestrian Center
on land currently owned by PBC is fully operational at a scope of operation that is
not less than that of the existing facility and also includes a covered arena. Beach
access for the trails will be preserved. This condition will only take effect if and
to the extent PBC obtains a vested right to construct the new Equestrian Center on
land currently owned by PBC. However. until the vested rights are obtained or

denied, the Equesman Center will not be taken out of operation or maie-naﬂy
reduced tn scope by PBC.

Exhibit 10

Description: Monterey,CA Document-Year.DocID 2001. ZQmmbbqe%a%h Company Correspondence
Ordsr: mh Commant: 40



Agreement between PBC and DMFPO
October 10, 2000
Page 2 of 4 Pages

9

c. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a2 map generally illustrating the
final “build-out” (i.c. zoning) in the Del Monte Forest for RESIDENTIAY.,

COMMERCIAL. VISITOR-SERVING, OPEN SPACE and RECREATIONAL
areas on propetty that the Company presently owns.

d PBC agrees 10 complete construction of the road immprovements for
the Highway One Gate entering and exiting the Del-Monte Forest, as identified on
a portion of tbe plans submitted 10 CaiTrzms by PBC as Aliernative 4C-1, as soon
as practicable after final approvals for such improvements bave been received
from CalTrans and any ether necessary government agencies. The Company’s
developmens plans shall include responses to reasonable concerns of traffic safety
and traffic volume especizally 1n the areas at the Lodge and the Inn at Spanish Bay.

SUPPORT. DMFPO agrees to publicly endorse and support the INITIATIVE, as
evidenced by DMFPO Board of Director appm\ral of this AGREEMENT and by
formal resojution of the board.

EFFECTIVE DATE. This AGREEMENMT will become effective upon approval
of the DMFPO board of directors and the CEO of PBC.

CONDITION AFFECTING VALIDITY OF AGREEMENT. In the event that
“Measure A” fails to pass as a result of the ontcome of the eiection on November
7, 2000, or “Measure A’ is not certified by the California Coastal Commission, or
PBC fails to obtain a vested right 1o construct the new golf course and hotel
rooms substantially as requested in PBC’s application, this AGREEMENT wiil be
considered void and invalid. In the event that this AGREEMENT is rendered
void and invalid because PBC fails to obtain a vested right to construct the new
golf course and hotel rooms substantially as requested in PBC’s application, and
the existing equestrian center is displaced. by another PBC project, then Condition
1.b. of this AGREEMENT will remain a valid obligation.

NO THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARY INTENDED. This AGREEMENT is

- made solely for the beneflt of the parties to this AGREEMENT and their

Tespeclive successors and assipns and no other person or entity shall have or
acquire any rght or benefit by virtue of this AGREEMENT.

AMENDMENTS, Amendments to this AGREEMENT are permitied only with

the written consent of both parties.

Exhibit 10

Dascription: Monterey,CA Document-Year,DocID 2001, 29Rm:mﬁabh!e£9m:h Company Correspondence
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Agreement between PBC and DMFPO
October 10, 2000
Page 3 of 4 Pages

7. CONTROLLING LAW AND CONSTRUCTION. The interpretation and
. performance of the AGREEMENT shall be governed by the laws of the State of
California. This AGREEMENT contains the entire agreement between the parties
with respect to the issues recited hereinbefore.

(SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS)

Exhibit 10

Dascription: Monterey,CA Documant-Year,DocID 2001.2% 3
eomption e Récbropeorierdodch Company Correspondensg



Agreement between PBC and DMFPO
Ociober 10, 2000
Page 4 of 4 Pages .

WHEREFORE, the parties have executed this AGREEMENT as of the date first written above:

PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY: DEL MONTE FOREST
PROPERTY OWNERS:

By:

: By:
William Perocchi, CEO

G. F. Craig, Jr_,

[ hereby certify that this AGREEMENT was properly approved by action of the board of the Del
Monte Forest Property Owners at their regularly scheduled board meeting on October 10, 2000.

L__ .
Bdw£ ;g Keith, Sec;etary .

Del Monte Forest Property Owners

Dascription; Montersy,CA Documant-Yasar, DocID ZGOI'ZQﬁgceﬂFPébtﬁepﬁegch Company Correspondence
Order: mh Comment: '
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FINAL BUILDOUT ZONING
FOR REMAINING PARCELS
OWNED BY PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY
IN DEL MONTE FOREST

- RECREATYON OPFEN SPACE ZONING

- FOREST OFFEN SPACE ZONING

z/,/?,’//{,. INSTTTUTIONAL AND ©OMMERCLAL ZONNG

) . Exhibit 10
Description: Montaeray,CA Document-Ysar.DocID 2001.29R3deRepPebbie BEalh Company Correspondence
Onder: mh Comment: 44



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY QF MONTEREY )
On Nowvemnix- o, 00 , before me, STACEY RAE, personally appeared

e E. Crmg | 7.

3 personally known to me
X}  proved 1o me on the basis of satisfactory evidence

to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to
me that he executed the same in his authorized capacity, and that by his signature on the

instrumemt the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the
mstrument. :

Witness my hand and official seal.

M\é’a&

Signature Nbtary Public
My commissicn expires: November 20, 2002

Dascription: Monterey,CA Document-Year.DocID 2001.28238 Page: 7 of 9 Exhibit 10
Crder: mh Comment: RecentPebble Beach Company Correspondence
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGHENT

Slate of Califomnia

County of Moﬂ-‘fu{, [ £ 4 "r

Onﬂo'ﬂm&/ 7 )ooD , before me, é”74 EIHﬂS }/)&714"‘72-‘415

m:m.uol'n-z-o “kano Dob, Nelbry Putac]
persanalty appeared ]/O / LL’ (s Rt} ; .

N-Indlwlsm
EXpersoral'ry known o me
O proved to me on the basis of satisfactory
evidence
!W o be 'me- person whase namg%ﬂ(a@
Commission # 124854 subscribzd to the wil instrument  and
z acknowledged o me she/tRey executed
T the same in Ais/haiNgir thorized
capacity'igs), and that by ir
signa an the instrument the person

the enlity upon baenall of which the pers )
acted, executed the instument.

W%my hth and official seal.
% A————S

< poe wolay Sen ABOve Sgrohsn of Noory Pubec

|

[

nt , OPTIONAL
Though the wnformation bolow (s not reqQuired by faw, & may prove valuable to persons relying on the docunmrent
and could prevent fraudwient removal and reattachmen” of ifrs form o enothér document.

Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document:

Document Dale:

Capacity(ies) Ctaimed by Signer
chners Name:
— Individual
— Coporale Officer — Titke(s):
. Partner — __ Limited "_ General
Artomey in Fact

Trustee

Guardian or Conservalor

_ Cther

% Signer{s} Other Than Named Above:
g
g
;

INERE

"+ Signer |s Representing:

T A" NRSsel NIy Afantulor > 350 D S0k Ava, PO Bo 1AL - Chaceom. CA $13715-2802 & were rafos BNty o woc o 27 Srprenmy- Cub Tab-Frs 1-800-0T6-8E2T

Dascription: Mon terey,

\ o Exhibit 10
CA Document-Year.DocID 2001.,25 =) ,
order: Comment _ T.Yos R fPuple Bodtn Company Correspondence
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) S8
COUNTY OF MONTEREY )
On Noveravoe~ 1O ), &0 , before me, STACEY RAE, personally appeared

Eduod T Kedhn

%] personally known to me
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence

10 be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrumemnt and acknowledged to
me that he executed the same in his anthorized capacity, and that by his signature cn the

instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, execuied the
instrument. :

Witness my hand and official seal.

Signamre Nothkey Public
My commissicn expires: November 20, 2002

EKD OF DOCUMENT

Exhibit 10

Dascription: Monterey,CA Document-Year.DocID 2001. 283 8fSamsbHeHadh Company Con"espondenca
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Anthany L Lomborde L i N YT 318 Cayuga Straet
aftery R, Gilles O[ ‘k_,f(-J- I OO P O.Box 2119
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b and a copy has been sent to Mr. Peter Douglas at the State Consial

Commission Office in San Francisco.

Mr. Peter Douglas

Executive Director

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2221

Re:  Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)
Dear Mr. Douglas:

Coastal Commission staff has argued, in its February 24, 2006 Staff Report on Measure A, that
Monterey County’s conditional approval of Pebble Beach Company’s (“PBC™) Del Monte Forest
Preservation and Development Program (“DMFPDP”) project, prior to the Commission’s
certification of the LCP amendments of Measure A, was unprecedented and “in excess of legal
authority” or “ultra vires.™’

Staff’s argument is neither factually nor legally accurate, and it is not relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of Measure A,

> Footnote 47 of the Staff Report states:
“In prior instances where LCP amendments were required to allow development being considered by
the County, the Counry 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.)”

Footnote 50 of the Staff Report states:

“Such an action by the County was in excess of the County’s legal authority, or ultra vires. Under the
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 did not have the legal authority
to issue coastal permits for developments that are clearly inconsistent with the LCP on a presumption
that the LCP would be changed in the future to allow such development, This fundamentai lack of
authority is not cured by making such an approval contingent on the presumed outright certification of
Measure A by the Commussion.”
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Mr. Peter Douglas
Executive Director
May 5, 2006

Page Two

Monterey County (the “County™) has on at least two previous occasions conditionally approved
projects in Del Monte Forest with refated LCP amendments before the LCP amendments were
certified by the Commission, subject to a condition that the approval was subject to the
Commission’s certification of the LCP amendments. In neither of the two previous approvals did
Commission staff object to this procedure which is exactly the process Monterey County followed
with the PBC project.

On February 2, 1993, the County Board of Supervisors approved the Macomber Estates Subdivision
(including a Coastal Development Permit), which required certain LCP amendments (approved by
the Board on the same date).”® The Board’s Resolution of approval stated that it was approved
“subject to certification of the related and necessary Local Coastal Program amendments ... .” The
LCP amendments were then forwarded to the Commission and approved by the Commission at its
June 1993 meeting. The Commission Staff Report dated May 28, 1993, on these amendments
(Monterey County: Local Coastal Program Major Amendment No. 1-93) specifically recognized
that the subdivision had already been approved by the Board as it states:

This proposed amendment would allow the Macomber Estates Subdivision
Tentative Map to be recorded. The conditionally-approved subdivision provides for
a clustered development pattern . . . .

On September 14, 1994, the County Planning Commission approved a coastal development permit
and rezoning for a new California Department of Forestry (“CDF”) fire station and employee
parking lot in Del Monte Forest which required certain LCP amendments.” The County Planning
Commission’s approval was subject to Condition No. 36, which stated:

That the Land Use Plan Amendment and the Rezoning request portion of this
Combined Development Permit be adopted, prior to the issuance of any permits for
the project. In the event that the amendment or the rezoning request is denied, this
permit entitlement shall be null and void.

The LCP amendments were approved by the Board of Supervisors on October 25, 1994.%° and then
forwarded to the Commission and approved by the Commission on January 11, 1995 (Monterey
County: Local Coastal Program Major Amendment No. 2-94).

*® The LCP amendments included modifying the Land Use Plan (“LUP”) Map boundaries for portions of
the site from Open Space-Forest to Residential, and vice versa, with corresponding modifications to the
Coastal Implementation Plan (*“CIP”} zoning designations; and lifting of the LUP “Resource Constraints”
overlay designation and CIP B-8 zoning designation.

* The L.CP amendments consisted of changing the LUP Map designation for the site from Open Space-
Forest to Commercial Institutional. with corresponding changes to the CIP zoning from “RC” {Resource
Conservation) to “PQP” (Public/Quasi-Public).

** The permit approval of the Planning Commission became final, because it was not appealed to the
Board or the Commission. Thus, the Board had to act only on the LCP amendments.
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Executive Director
May 5, 2006

Page Three

The County’s conditional approval of the PBC project prior to certification of the Measure A LCP
amendments by the Commission is identical to the process followed in these two prior permits.
With respect to the County Board of Supervisors approval of this DMFPDP project, Condition No.
16 states in pertinent part:

The applicant shall submit evidence that the Coastal Commission has certified the
Local Coastal Program changes contained in Measure A, as it was approved by the
voters on November 7. 2000, Without this certification_all project approvals will
have no force or effect ... . (emphasis added)

The Commission staff appears to be treating this application differently than it has treated prior
applications, claiming the process they condoned in previous applications to now be “without legal
authority” or *“ultra vires.” The reality is that there is no practical difference in how the Commission
considers the certification of Measure A and the project appeals. The Commission will consider
certification of Measure A at its June meeting and if Measure A is certified, it will then consider the
appeals filed against the project at a subsequent Commission meeting. The Commission’s
consideration would be the same whether the County’s approval was a “‘conceptual approval” or a
“conditional approval.” The staff is simply attempting to avoid the debate over what is the real
issue - which is whether the merits of Measure A and the environmental benetits of the project
deserve the Commission’s support.

Respectfully submitted,
Lombardo & Gilles, PC
it
Anthc‘){y L. Lorgbagio
AlL:ncs
cc: Mr. Charles Lester
Mr. Clint Eastwood

Mr. Peter Ueberroth
Mr. Bill Perocchi
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A copy of this letter has been provided to each of the Commissioners
and a copy has been sent to Mr. Peter Douglag at the State Coastal
Commission Office in San Francisco (without attachments).

The Honorable Meg Caldwell

Chair, Coastal Commission

Stanford Law School

559 Nathan Abbott Way, Owen House Room 6
Stanford, CA 94305-8610

Re:

Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 1-05 (Measure A)

Dear Chair Caidwell:

Sierra Club and various other persons have claimed that in the Coastal Commission’s approval of
Spanish Bay in March of 1985, Pebble Beach Company (“PBC”) “promised” or “assured” the
Coastal Commission that Spanish Bay would be the “last” polf course in Del Monte Forest.
Sierra Club has broadcast this claim not only in testimony before the Commission, but also in
printed and electronic communications to its members, direct mail and the media. We do not
know what purpose or relevance it has to the present Commission proceedings, other than an
attempt to cast PBC in an unfavorable light. We do know, however, that the claim is a total
fabrication based on the record of the hearings on the Commission’s approval of Spanish Bay in

1985.

The Commission and individual Commissioners can make that determination for themselves.
Enclosed are copies of the court reporter’s transcripts of the December 12, 1984 and March 28,
1985 Coastal Commission hearings, which were the only two hearings held by the Commission
on the Spanish Bay coastal development permit. There are no statements in any of these
transcripts by PBC representatives or any other person that Spanish Bay was to be the “last” golf
course in Del Monte Forest, much less any “promise” or “assurance” by PBC to that effect. The
Coastal Commission staff reports and recommendation for those hearings similarly do not
contain any statements to such effect.

In fact, the language of the existing Del Monte Forest LCP does not support the Sierra Club’s
claims. Policy 86 of the LUP, certified by the Coastal Commission in September 1984,
specifically provides that: “Golf course development may be permissible in areas shown for
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The Honorable Meg Caldwell
Chair, Coastal Commission
May 2, 2006

Page Two

residential development.”' In 1995, the Commission certified updated amendments to the Del
Monte Forest LCP in order to make the Implementation Plan zoning consistent with Policy 86
{Monterey County Code Sections 20.12.050.Z and 20.14.050.D of the certified LCP).2

While the Sierra Club’s story may make good copy, it is unsupported by either the record or the
language of the Del Monte Forest LUP. The PBC has the right to request approval of its
proposed golf course under the language of the existing Del Monte Forest LUP. The only
change Measure A makes is that it precludes homes from also being built around that golf course
as allowed under the language of the current LCP.

Respectfully submitted,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

Anthony L. Lombar
W STAFFNOTE : ENCLOSED

ALL:ncs
TRANS cRAPTS NOT
Enclosures'* REPRODVCED HELE. .
cc: Mr. Peter Douglas (w/o Enclosures) MAIL-ABLE. Fol BENVISW
Mr. Charles Lester (w/o Enclosures) ATTUE ComprI DS 'oN’S
Mr. Clint Eastwood (w/o Enclosures)
M. Peter Ueberroth (w/o Enclosures) SANTA-CRUZ OFFICE |

Mr. Bill Perocchi {(w/o Enclosures)

! The full text of Policy 86 reads as follows: “Golf course development may be permissible in areas
shown for residential development. If golf course development is proposed 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 2 units per acre will result in a reduction of 100 dwelling
units in that area.”

* Commission staff specifically acknowledges in its February 24, 2006 Staff Report on Measure A

{at page 65) that “the LCP allows golf course development in residentially designated arcas within the
DMF LCP segment.”
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California Native Plant Society

CNPS MONTEREY PINE FOREST POLICY
Adopted March 1995

Policy Statement

Because of habitat fragmentation and other cumulative impacts to Monterey Pine Forests, CNPS
recommends that there should be no further removal of healthy, non-hazardous native Monterey Pine
trees, except for minimal removal on existing lots of record and to meet fire safety requirements.
Preservation efforts should be concentrated on stands 20 acres or larger and contiguous stands of
smaller acreages that provide wildlife corridors, habitat connectivity, or occupy rare terrace soils. Fire
resistant construction should be required for homes located in and near Monterey Pine Forests.

In landscaping, reforestation and/or mitigation projects, replanting of native Monterey Pine Farest habitat
with trees grown from locally-collected seeds, preferably from trees uninfected with pitch canker, should
be encouraged. Special care should be taken to avoid contamination of seedlings with pitch canker.
Monterey Pines propagated from non-native genetic stock should be replaced when they occur near
native forests. In some cases where Monterey Pine Forest stands are not regenerating, management
techniques that encourage natural seedling establishment and forest rejuvenation should be considered.
This includes prescribed fire where appropriate, As new information is developed, additional management
techniques may be identified.

While breeding programs for resistant strains will be a part of the response to the pitch canker threat, the
primary emphasis of action should be on maintaining the maximum appropriate natural genetic and
ecological diversity in the native forest habitat.

CNPS recommends that all remaining natural stands of Monterey Pine Farest be incorporated into an
effective regional forest conservation plan, with specific criteria for identifying areas essential to maintain
the full complement of genetic and floristic diversity. The plan should propose a strategy, alternatives and
a timeline for achieving permanent protection of the Monterey Pine Forest,

Background

Native Monterey Pine Forest provides the scenic backdrop highlighting the distinctive character and
ambience of the Monterey Peninsula, Cambria, and Swanton-Ano Nuevo areas. These three Manterey
Pine Forest areas are relicts of the Pleistocene coaslal coniferous forest that supported Manterey Pine
from modern Marin County in the north to Riverside County in the south,

In 1984, CNPS considered the native Monterey Pine to be Rare and Endangered (List 1B} because this
forest type is naturally confined to these three small areas on the central California coast and two small
Mexican islands. Throughout its natural range, Monlerey Pine Forest is subject to increased threats from
clearing, fragmentation, feral animals, and disease. Monterey Pine is also on the California Department of
Fish and Game Special Plant List and is a federal candidate for endangered species listing and
protection.

A recent study finds that the native Monterey Pine Farest on the Monterey Peninsula is grouped into
distinct community sub-types based on soil and geomarphic surfaces. Further, pine forest sub-types
found on the six granitic marine terraces in the Del Monle Forest area differ from the pine forest sub-types
found an sandstone and shale terraces of Jacks Peak. Subtypes are also expected 10 exist in Cambria
and Swanton-Ano Nuevo. The natural stands of Monterey Pine Forest farm plant and animal ensembles
found nowhere else on Earth. For example, Del Monte Forest supports 10 rare and endangered plant
species.
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CNPS MONTEREY PINE-FOREST POLICY PAGE 2

Monterey Pines propagated from nursery stock of unknown origin have been widely planted in and near
the native Monterey Pine populations. If these introduced trees hybridize with native Monterey Pines, the
offspring may lack genetic traits necessary to adapt lo changing conditions.

Pitch canker, a fungal disease introduced to California in 1986, has been spreading rapidly throughout the
central coast. Pitch canker has infected planted stands of Monterey Pine, as well as native trees on the
margins of developed areas. Preliminary research suggests that between 5 and 15 percent of the pines in
the affected stands are resistant to the disease. Trees weakened by pilch canker are susceptible to fatal
attacks by a variely of beetles for which there is no practical control. Foresters and scientists have
recommended funding a breeding program 1o develop trees that are resistant to pitch canker; this may
result in the loss of genetic diversity armong native stands that support trees resistant to pitch canker and
other pathogens. Some authonies have recommended that there should be no further extensive planting
of Monterey Pines in order to limit the spread of pitch canker; but unless native forests can be restocked
to balance tree removal and mortality, the long-term survival of the forest may be threatened. Experts
agree that the largest possible stands of native trees should be preserved as a huffer to pitch canker and
a reservoir of potential resistance.

Recent fire protection proposals have recommended that the "defensible space” around dwellings be
expanded to 150" in Monterey Pine Forest areas. This proposal threatens to result in the removal of large
numbers of Monterey Pines and the increase of "edge effect” on remaining trees, thus exacerbating the
disease hazard. Such proposals may be inconsistent with Local Coastal Plans and county crdinances, as
well as with the fire hazard rating of Monterey Pine Forest habital, Although the Monterey Pine is a
closed-cone species with a reproductive strategy that benefits from fire or hot temperature, the existence
of fog in its habitat during much of the fire season reduces the actual danger of fire occurring.

The preservation of the full genetic heritage of the Monterey Pine Forest is a matter of global concern.
Monterey Pine is the most widely planted timber tree in the world and could provide a source of wood that
reduces logging pressure and potential extinction trends in tropical rainforests. In tree plantation settings,
cultivated Monterey Pines selected for rapid growth, straight trunks and maximum height, may not have
critical genetic traits and disease resistance that could be provided from breeding with native stock,

{Most of the information on which this policy is based appeared in the January 1995 Fremontia. For
documentation of issues not covered in the January 1995 Fremontia, contact the Monterey Bay Chapter
of CNPS.)

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 447-2677
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The global rank reflects overall condition (rarity and Lndangermem) of an element throughout its range.
Ranks are asmgned by the NDDB blologlcal staff following review ofall avallablc 1nformanon

Glabal
Rank
Gl: - . Less than 6 Element Occurrences (EO) OR less Lhan 1,000 mdmduals OR less Lhan 2000 acres

G2: _ 6-20EGCs OR 1,000 - 3,000 individuals OR 2,000 - 10,000 acres

Meamng

G3: . 21-100EOQs OR 3,000 - 10,000 individuals OR 10,000 - 50,000 acres

" [ Apparently sccure; this rank is clearly lower than G3 but factors exist to cause some concern, i.e.
there is some threat, or somewhat narrow habitat,

. Population or stand demonstrably secure to ineradicable due to being commonly found in the

| world.

. Subspecies receive a T-rank attached to the G-rank. With the subspecies, the G-rank reflects the

GnTr:  condition of the entire species, whereas the T-rank reflects the global situation of just the
§i-- subspecics; where n=1,2,3,4,5 as described above.

The state rank reflects condition (rarity. and endangerment} of an element within the State of California.
Ranks may be combmed e.g. 5152

State R R T RN 8
m‘”““"‘“ R R Lo e = L o
$1: 1 Less than 6 Elemcnt Occurrences (EO) OR less than 1, 000 mdw:duals OR less than 2000 acres

SI.I. 7 Very threatened

SI.Z‘.'. | Threatened

S13: | No current threats known -

82: _'_'-'"* 6 - 20 EOs OR 1,000 - 3,000 individuals OR 2,000 - 10,000 acres
S2.3: "V Very threatened

§22: | Threatened

§23: | No current threats known

§3:777 21 - 100 EOs OR 3,000 - 10,000 individuals OR 10,000 - 50,000 acres
§3.0:"  Very threatened

§3.2: | Threatened

§33: " | No current threats known

. Apparently secure within California; this rank is clearly lower than S3 but factors exist to cause
some concern, i.e. there is some threat, or somewhat narrow habitat, NO THREAT RANK.

§5: . | Demonstrably secure to ineradicable in California. NO THREAT RANK.
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