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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

On December 12, 1996, the Commission opened and continued this hearing due to
the fact that the complete file had not been received in time for staff to
fully evaluate the appeal and complete a report for the Commission. Now,
after careful evaluation of the proposal and the issues raised by the
appellants, staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing,
determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on
which the appeal has been filed. As approved and conditioned by the County,
the project is consistent with the certified Local Coastal Program policies
regarding the protection of visual resources and public views.
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1. Summary of Appellant's Contentions

- A. James and Maureen Moriarity and Col. and Mrs. C.A. Mitchell contend
that (see Exhibit 1 for full text of contentions):

1. The proposed addition will result in a loss of public viewshed.
The California Coastal Commission protects public viewshed and
we request assistance in enforcing these legal rights that are
not being protected by local planning authorities.

2. The cumulative effect of allowing height/bulk additions to a
densely populated Planned Unit Development would result in the
loss of public views from several areas on Stevenson Drive to
Carmel Bay.

3. There is past precedent/history of The Coastal Commission
working with the public and local residents to protect viewshed
in this area (Stevenson Drive to Carmel Bay) and commitments
made to insure the protection of views.

4., With new ownership of The Pebble Beach Company, the CCR's HAV
NOT BEEN STRICTLY ENFORCED. This has recently resulted in the
approval of 3 Townhouse expansions -- 2 of which affect the
public viewshed of Monterey Bay and views of many neighbors.
Appeals to local authorities and governing boards (Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors) have resulted in no help with
this detrimental expansion -- since they contend that
enforcement of CCR's is not in their jurisdiction. We are
requesting that The California Coastal Commission take a look at
this case and help protect the public viewshed that has been
lost and the additional loss of public viewshed by planned
expansion and protect the property rights due us -- implied in
the CCR's. (please refer to attachment #6)

5. Inaccuracies in information conveyed by Monterey Co. Planning
Dept. about the addition in Townhouse #7 may have hurt and
prejudiced the outcome of the Oct. 15th Board of Supervisors
proceeding to some extent. )

I1I. Local Government Action

The proposed design was reviewed and approved by the Del Monte Forest Land Use
Advisory Committee on April 25, 1996. On May 30, 1996 Peter Marble's
application for a second story addition to an existing single story townhouse
was considered by the Zoning Administrator at a public hearing. This
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application was referred to the Planning Commission by the Zoning Admin-
istrator after several neighbors expressed opposition to the project. The
Planning Commission considered the application at a public hearing on July 10,
1996. The Planning Commission approved the application with conditions.
Appellants Jim and Maureen Moriarity filed an appeal from the Planning

Commission decision.

On October 15, 1996, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors heard and
considered the appeal at a de novo hearing. The Board adopted findings and
approved with conditions a Combined Development Permit (Coastal Administrative
Permit and Design Approval). The Board found that the proposed project
conformed to the pol1c1es and regulations of the Monterey County Local Coastal

Program.

III. Appeal Procedures.

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides
for 1imited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government
actions on coastal development permits. Developments approved by cities or
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be
appealed if they are not the designated "principal permitted use" under the
certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or
major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by a city
or county (Coastal Act Sec. 30603(a)). The standard of review is consistency
with the certified LCP and, for sites located between the first public road
and the sea, the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal
uniess the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the staff recommends "substantial jssue," and no Commissioner
objects, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and the
Commission will proceed directly to a de novo public hearing on the merits of
the project.

If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the Commission decides to
hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and
opponents will have 3 minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a
substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that
no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is found, the Commission
will proceed to a full public hearing on the merits of the project. If the
Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the
applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program.

In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea, Sec. 30604(c) of the Act requires that a finding must be
made by the approving agency, whether the local government or the Coastal
Commission on appeal, that the development is in conformity with the public
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access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3. 1In other words, in regard
-to public access questions, the Commission is required to consider not only
the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a project on
appeal.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission during the
substantial issue stage of the hearing are the applicant, persons who opposed
the application before the local government (or their representatives), and
the local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in
writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage of an appeal.

IV. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue.

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed, because the County has approved the proposal in a manner that is
consistent with the certified Local Coastal Program.

A. The issues raised by the appellants, that the height and bulk of the
proposed addition result in loss of public views do not raise a
substantial issue because the County found that the proposed project is
consistent with the certified Local Coastal Program dealing with visual
resources and will have no significant impact on public viewshed.

B. MOTION: Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:
I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-3-MC0-96-118 raises
NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

V. Recommended Findings -

1. Project Description and Background.

The proposed project consists of a 665 square foot second story addition to an
existing single story townhouse which would result in an overall height of 23
feet, 9 inches, an increase of approximately six feet above the existing
structure, and a deck addition of 62.5 square feet.

The project is located at 3301 Seventeen Mile Drive, Lot #9 of the Pebble
Beach Townhouses Tract 567, in Del Monte Forest, Monterey County. The
additions are all located within the building envelope established for the
Pebble Beach Townhouse subdivision. The proposed height is consistent with
the Medium Density Residential zoning district standard of 27 feet. The
addition is designed to match the existing residence.

The Pebble Beach Townhouses were developed in two phases. The Phase I map,
consisting of nine townhouses, was recorded in December of 1967, and the Phase
IT map, consisting of 14 townhouses was recorded in May of 1969. The proposed
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project is located in Phase I, Townhouse #9. The construction of townhouse #9
predated the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972. The County has
approved other additions to townhouses within the recorded building

envelopes. According to the County's records there are at least three
townhouses in this development that have received County approval for
substantial additions and remodels.

2. Visual Resources/Protection of Public Views

The appellants contend that the proposed addition will result in a loss of
public viewshed and that the proposed addition involves ridgeline development
and will affect public views from Stevenson Drive to Carmel Bay. The
appellants also contend, that the Pebble Beach Company's Covenants conditions
and restrictions (CC&R's) for the Pebble Beach Townhouses subdivision have not
been strictly enforced and that there may have been inaccuracies conveyed by
the Monterey County Planning Department that may have prejudiced the outcome
of the Board's proceedings. (See Exhibit 1 for full text of appellants'
contentions.) '

The proposed addition is located within the existing Pebble Beach Townhouse
Subdivision on the inland side of 17-Mile Drive, between 17-Mile Drive and
Stevenson Drive. (See Exhibits 3 and 4.) The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan
contains policies that require the design and siting of structures in scenic
areas not detract from the scenic values of the shoreline. New development
between 17-Mile Drive and the sea shall be sited and designed to minimize
obstructions of views from the road to the sea. The proposed project was
evaluated by the County in terms of the impact upon the public viewshed from
17-Mile Drive and Stevenson Drive. The project does not involve ridgeline
development as defined by the LCP. The project is not located in the public
viewshed as defined in Section 20.147.070 of the Del Monte Forest Area Coastal
Implementation Plan, as it is located on the inland side of 17-Mile Drive.

The appellants' c¢laim that since the project allegedly violates CC&R's, the
project is not consistent with the County's Local Coastal Program (LCP). The
County is not responsible for enforcing CC&R's; therefore, there is no issue
of conformance with the LCP. (At least three other townhouses in this
development have received County approval for substantial additions and
remodels.)

The appellants also claim that because of the project's alleged negative
effect on privacy, noise, light, and overall well-being, as outlined in
correspondence received by the County, the project will be detrimental to the
health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general welfare of persons residing
in the neighborhood. One of the primary purposes of the County's zoning
ordinance is to address a project's impacts on neighborhood or individual
health, safety, and welfare. This project has been reviewed by the County and
found to be consistent with the zoning regulations for the area.

The Planning Commission found the proposed project consistent with the
policies of the Local Coastal Program dealing with visual resources and also
found that the project will have no significant impact on the public
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viewshed. The Board of Supervisors heard and considered the appeal at a de
novo hearing and approved a Combined Development Permit (Coastal

Administrative Permit and Design Approval) for the proposed addition. The
County's action is consistent with the LCP sections regarding visual resources.

3. Conclusion.

None of the issues raised by the appellants are substantial issues in terms of .
consistency with the certified Local Coastal Program. While the appellants
have raised numerous points with regard to a loss of public viewshed, it is
clear that the project site is not located in a public viewshed and does not
involve ridgeline development as defined by the Del Monte Forest Land Use
Plan. It is equally clear that the County reviewed the project and adopted
findings and conditions consistent with the LUP visual resource policies.’
Therefore, the Commission finds no substantial issue is raised by the appeal.

Exhibits
1. Moriarty and Mitchell Appeal.

2. Monterey County Findings and Conditions.

3. Location Maps.

4, Site Plan and Elevations.

5. Correspondence,
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Mr. and Mrs. James Moriarty and Col. and Mrs. Clarence Mitchell
Pebble Beach Townhouses-Section I,
3301 Seventeen Mile Drive, #7 & #8, Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. Lee Otter :
District Chief Planner M E
The California Coastal Commission {%

725 Front Street, Suite 300
NOV 15 1996

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Phone: 408--427-4863

Fax: 408-427-4877 ' CALFORNIA
COASTAL COMMI ISSION |

November 12, 1996

Dear Mr. Otter;

This letter is a request for the Coastal Commission to deny the Combined
Development Permit Application of Mr. Peter Marble (AP96023) that was approved by the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors on October 15.

We request the California Coastal Commission not approve Mr. Peter Marble's
permit (AP96023) for expansion. The grounds for this appeal is that the recommended

‘development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal

program (concerning ridgeline development) and the public access polxcxes (loss of
some public viewshed will occur) set forth in the Coastal Act.

Additionally, the California Coastal Commission has previously been involved and
approved specific heights/ridgelines for the Pebble Beach Townhouses. All the Pebble
Beach Townhouses were designed many years ago to specifically blend in with the
slope of the land and fit inconspicuously in the area near the Lodge without interfering
with the public viewshed.

We understand that it is very rare to overturn decisions made by previous Planning
Boards and Approval groups - however, we believe that this case deserves special
attention since the issue establishes a precedent and goes against previous rulings of the
Coastal Commission. We hope that you will consider this appeal. Almost all of the
immediate neighbors have signed petitions or sent letters of objection, along with many
neighbors on Stevenson Drive and the President of the Del Monte Forest Owners
Association. (See Attachment #1.)

EXHIBITNO. [
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Section L. . Appellants

1

Colonel & Mrs. Clarence Mitchell
3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse #8
PO Box 477

Pebble Beach, CA 93953
408-624-1128

Mr. & Mrs. James Moriarty

2.

3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse #7

PO Box 375

Pebble Beach, CA 93953

408-624-6763

Section II. ‘Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of Government: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Application for a

: combined Development Permit (AP96023) by Mr. Peter Marble. Expansion of
approximately 622 square feet including second story.

3. Development's location: Townhouse #9, 3301 17 Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, CA
93953 located on lot 9, Tract 567, Pebble Beach Townhouses (Phase I) located
westerly of Seventeen Mile Drive, Del Monte Forest, Coastal Zone, in the County of
Monterey.

4. Description of decision being appealed:

c. Denial of the approval that has been given. If the approval is given by the
Coastal Commission, the request is made that the deck on the second story
facing the Carmel Bay be eliminated.

5. Decision being appealed was made by the Board of Supervisors of Monterey
County. ’

6. Date of local government's decision: October 15, 1996 (Please note: p. 7 of decision

- has the correct date of the hearing)
7. Local government's file number: (AP96023)

Section III. Identifjcation of Other Interested Parties:

a.

Name and mailing address of per.mit applicant:

Mr. Peter Marble
PO Box 1109 -
Carmel Valley, CA 93924

CAL" . CURIIAL LUMMISION
EXHIBIT A-3-MCO-%o-11€
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Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either
verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearings.

1.

10.

Mr. Mark Stillwell and Architectural Review Board

The Pebble Beach Company
PO Box 567
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. Eric Marlatt

Monterey County Planning Department
PO Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Mr. Sam Karas

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
1200 Aguajito koad, Suite 001
Monterey, CA 93940

Mr. David Potter

Monterey City Council

311 W. Franklin Street, Suite 316
Monterey, CA 93940

Mr. & Mrs. Charles Brown
PO Box 1393
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. Francis Sparolini
PO Box 546
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. A. C. Shoemake (Townhouse #1)
¢/o Mrs. Fred Vogel

PO Box 666

Patterson, CA 95363

Mr. Jim Griggs (resident of Stevenson Drive)
201 Hoffman Avenue
Monterey, CA 93940

Mr. Donald McGilvra
PO Box 786

" Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mrs. Dorothy Rogers
PO Box 445 ‘
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

CA:
\
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Section IV.

Mr. Kenneth Long, President
Del Monte Forest Property Owners
- PO Box 523

Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Reasons Supporting This Appeal

1. The proposed addition will result in a loss of public viewshed. The California
Coastal Commission protects public viewshed and we request assistance in
enforcing these legal rights that are not being protected by local planning
authorities.

a.

The request by Townhbuse #9 (Mr. Peter Marble) does involve ridgeline
development and will affect the public viewshed from Stevenson Drive to .
Carmel Bav. (Please refer to the attched photo - Attachment #2)

The affected area in question is near one of the most public and
scenic stretches of land in the Central Coast. Residents and tourists
walk there, since it is very close to Seventeen Mile Drive, the Pebble
Beach Driving Range, Peter Hay Golf Course, the Peter Hay Path from
Seventeen Mile Drive to the parking lot near Stevenson Drive, the
Equestrian Center and the public parking lot behind the Lodge.

Stevenson Drive is one of the major thoroughfares used to route
thousands of people and cars during all the big public events in Pebble
Beach: At&T Golf Tournament, Concours d'Elegance, Del Monte Dog
Show, horse shows, tennis matches, etc.

The proposed addition is approximately 6 feet high by 12 feet long. It
involves a change in the roofline with an addition of a story THAT DID NOT
EXIST BEFORE. Ability to see the beautiful views of Carmel Bay from
Stevenson Drive would definitely be hurt by this addition in three ways -a
loss of view due to the height of the addition, a loss of view due to the bulk
and size of this addition, a loss of sky and light due to the sheer mass of
this addition. :

We are not in agreement with the interpretation by the local pl;nning
authorities that it does not involve ridgeline development. Even though Mr.
Marble's architect (Mr. Duncan Todd) said on October 15th at the Monterey

- County Board of Supervisors Meeting that the proposed 6 feet addition to

the rooflme does affect ridgeline development.

Quoted from audio tape of above session (Attchment #3): "So we
raised the roofline approximately 6 feet to this new ridgeline running
this way to the view. The dias would be the ocean - Carmel Bay - that
provides Mr. Marble with really an excellant view from that level".

CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT A-3°MQ--iK
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The cumulative effect of allowing height/bulk additions to a densely populated
Planned Unit Development would result in th e loss of public views from several
areas on Stevenson Drive to Carmel Bay.

a. Local planning authorities have recently approved large additions to
two Townhouses in Section | - which will all affect public views of Carmel
Bay [rom Stevenson Drive. Other additions approved ( 712 and =13 in
Section 2) contribute to the overall loss of view towards Seventeen Mile
Drive and Carmel Bay due to height and or butk additions.

b. This proposed addition for Townhouse £ 9 could result in additional loss of
beautiful bay views from Stevenson Road by the public with second story
additions planned by other Townhouse owners. Also, by allowing second
story height additions and modifying rooflines (outside of the existing -
footprint) it would ruin the views of Townhouse Owners and significantly
hurt their property values.

c. This propused addition waould be the third one approved in about 15 months
and obviously indicates the negative trend that would continue if people are
allowed to change the size and scale of the neighborhood structure that has
existed for over 20 vears. These bulky expansions will definitely resultina
loss of view of Carmel Bay due their bulk and size.  All of this expansion will
also detract from the public viewshed of sky, water and green that has been

the case.

The 6 foot in height addition proposed for Townhouse = 9 should be
considered in the context of the close proximity of other Townhouses (17 feet
from Townhouse = 8, 20 feet from Tow  nhouse # 7, 25 Feet from Townhouse

=10).

d. These Townhouses are in an extremely densely packed area and any additions
shouldn’t be treated like single family houses. The Pebble Beach Townhouses
arc Planned Unit Developments - not single family residences . We are notin
agreement with the recent interpretation by the local planning authorities
that act as if they were single family residences.

Bulky expansions were never envisioned or to be allowed - nor have they
been allowed for the last 20 plus years. Importantly, there have never been
any large height/story /bulk/outside the foolprint additions in Section 1 to the
scale of Mr. Marble's proposed one in Section 1. if this permit is approved

e. Importantly, the view loss will be even more severe when oak trees have
grown up and/or are trimmed. The public will lose previous views that they
had. The current trees on Stevenson Drive have not been trimmed yet this
year (oak and acacia). The loss of water view of the proposed additions in this
area will be even more dramatic when the trees are trimmed . VWhen the trees
grow up in a couple of years, there will be an even nicer view that will be lost
due to the negative effects of allowing ridgeline development in the public

viewshed. CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
- N ” - ,
EXHIBITA-5- @ -%6-11 5
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3. There is past precedent /history of The Coastal Commission working with the
public and local residents to protect viewshed in this area (Stevenson Drive to
-Carmel Bay) and commitments made to insure the protection of views.

a. The California Coastal Commission has gotten involved in protecting
' public view rights of water and 17 Mile Drive from Stevenson Drive. In the
- 1970's the Coastal Commission required all Townhouses in Section 2 of
The Pebble Beach Townhouses to be at specific ridge heights below Stevenson
Drive (Please refer to attachment = 4)

Also, the architects and developer (Pebble Beach Company) were required to
continue to follow the design intent of Section 1 Townhouses( all houses

built at a slope to blen d in to maximize public view and view from

Stevenson Drive. The height of ~ The Townhouses was to be below Stevenson
Drive. ‘

b. Stevenson Road residents spent many months in discussions with The
- Coastal Commission about ridgeline development, protection of public

views, etc. prior to the approval of Section 2 of The Pebble Beach Townhouses
in 1977 (Application 277960 granted in accord with Resolution £ 77310 on
10/31/77 Mr. Edward Brown was then the Executive Director of The Coastal
Comm ission and now he is a Vice-President of The Pebble Beach Company
and Head of The Architectural Review Board.) Based on public hearings
and input from The Coastal Commission, the contractor and developer
made committments about maximum ridge heights.

c. Additionally, deeds and maps refer to height from Stevenson Drive and this-
is evidence of the influence of Coastal Comumission trying to insure
protection of public viewshed. ( Please refer to the site map noting
roofline heights in rel ationship to Stevenson Drive in attachment = 5)

4. With new ownership of The Pebble Beach Company, the CCR'S HAVE NOT BEEN
STRICTLY ENFORCED. This has recently resulted in the approval of 3 " Townhouse
expansions - 2 of which affect the public viewshed of Monterey Bay and views of
many neighbors. Appeals Lo local authorities and governing boards (Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors) have resulted in no help with this detrimental

" expansion - since they contend that enforcement of CCR'sisnotin  their
jurisdiction. We are requestmg that The California Coastal Commission take a look
at this case and help protect the public viewshed that has been lost and the
additional loss of public viewshed by planned expansion and protect the property
rights due us - implied in the CCCR’s. (please refer to attachunent 7 6)

The Pebble Beach Townhouses ( a Planned Unit Dev elopment) were started in 1968
by The Pebble Beach Company as a community extension of The Lodge. PBC built

and controlled ev ery aspect of the design and d%xﬁﬁmm%o{ébigm Cm
XHIBIT A-3-MQ-q-08 °
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no Townhouse Association, but instead CCR's that were strictly enforced by The
Pebble Beach Company for the last 20 plus years. (color of houses, type of roofs, no
trees blocking views, etc.)

a.

The original Pebble Beach Company owners and subsequent owners until
recently had a strict enforcement policy of insuring growth/changes s according
to CCCR’s and concern for all. This has changed recently and has Tesulted in
approvals that should not have been granted - nor were they ever expected
to be granted. ['his 1s an unusual situation where the legal property rights,

view rights of The Pebble Beach Townhouse Owners have been seriously
damaged - since there is no Townhouse Association and = the new ownership
of Pebble Beach Company has violated the intent of the CCCR’s by not

enforcing them as they did for over 25 years.

The net result is that the existing property owners have not been given the
protection needed by local authorities. All local channels of authority have
said it is not their purview to enforce CCR’s: - leaving us without any
protection. Therefore, protection is requested from the California State

Coastal Comumussion Lo hear this case.

This expansion is NOT COMPATIBLE with the scale of the area or the
original design intent and principles laid out in the CCR'S.  Please refer to
map of area.

Sparnish Bay - the closest Planned Unil Development/ty pe of housing in
Pebble Beach is most like the Pebble Beach Townhouses. They are designed to

- be compatible with the hotels they are in close proximity to, are near a

public complex, etc. This type of roofline expansion would never be allowed.
Spanish Bay is a newer complex than the Pebble Beach Townhouses and

has an Association to protect their legal and property rights. The owners of
The Pebble Beach Townhouses should not have their legal and property
rights taken away because the property was established years ago, before an
a developer had to legally provide an Association.

Inaccuracies in information conveyed by Monterey Co. Planning Dept. about the
addition in Townhouse = 7 may have hurt and prejudiced the outcome of the
Oct. 15th Board of Supervisors proceeding to some extent.

a.

In the information packet that was prepared by The Monterey Planning
Department, the starting point of their argument ( which was seen by
The Supervisors )is that three of the Townhouses have received approval

to construct addi tions.

Reference was made to number 7 and the fact that it was owned by the

appellants, Mr. and Mrs. Moriarty was highlighted in bold.
On page 4, it also stated that 3 townhouses - including one currently owned

by the appellant, that have received County approval for substantial
addiions and remoctls “4LFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
cXHIBIT A-5>-M®-q4-u% 5
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This is incorrect information about Townhouse £7 . Unlike, the proposed
additions to Townhouses =12, 13 and the proposal for 29 - it did not
involve changing the footprint of the hou se at all, nor did it detract from the
public viewshed at all. Importantly, no neighbors objected to this work -
which is not the situation with Townhouses $13 and # 9. Also, residents
would have objected to the additions of Townhouse # 12 - but did not,
because of past Pebble Beach Company precedent and belief that the CCR's
would be enforced.

The addition work that was done with Townhouse # 7 was essentially takmg
an attic and making it a bedroom from existing space, with no change i n any
of the footprint. The “addition” work that was done with Townhouse

£7 should be the model and template for expansions in the Townhouses-

since it had the approval and agreement of the neighbors -especially the

one most affected - The Mitchell’s in = 8.There is no deck and there are no
windows on 3 sides of the room-only windows in front and some small
skylights in the bathroom.

This information was incorrect and obviously prejudiced to some extent the
Supervisors incoming thinking . When given 5 minutes to present the case,
the first comment made by Supervisor Karas to the appellant was * isn’t this
the lady who added a second story addition to her house?” This obviously
showed that the information conveved by the Planning commission did
negatively affect to some extent comments made by the Appellant ( Mrs.

- Moriarty).

Supervisor Pennycook also said later in the hearing (Please refer to attached
tape of The October 15th Monterey County Board of Supervisors M eeting)
that: '

“ Before the testimony [ thought this was certainly open and shut. It
appeared from the exhibit that’s here within us that seemed to me the
way it was painted that the former Levett house had had all this
addition work and it rather seemed amusing to me that anyone would
have the gall to come forward and challenge this. On hearing the
concerns however that were spoken at the microphone with respect to
views ...(note: the rest of the conversation ison the tap )

We also want to be sure that due process rights are protected and preserved.
While this incorrect information may not have changed the decision made
by the Board - there is evidence that strongly suggests that it negatively
influenced them.

We have high regard for the professionalism, dedication, objectivity and
assistance (especially given their very heavy work load) of the \lontere\
County Planning Department provxde to all in the county -but disagree with

their recommendati on.
-LIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
KHIBIT A-5-McD-96-118
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* . Maureen Moriarty-The Gicbal Business Group W 408-624-0276 Bo111496 +1-8:08 AM Less
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Given all of the above-mentioned issues, we would like The California Coastal
Commission to consider our appeal. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. James Moriarly

P.O. Box 375

3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse 2 7

Pebble Beach, CA 93953 \
(sent by fax from Europe so could not sign letter)

Colonel and Mrs. C. ﬂ . Mitchell
P.O.Box 477

3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse = 8 1/ - s A,
Pebble Beach, CA 93953 Q%/[{[é{(@ﬁ(é ZL ,{7 (/éﬁ( ZZC/
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APPE FROM COASTAL PERMIT DEC NMENT (Page 3 .
@A 00| 408 Y7-4€4?

state briefly your reasons for this gppeal. Include a summary

description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master

Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is

inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
{Use add1tiona1 paper as necessary. )

ﬁ%f1>L€45¢ e
| a/ HMe.
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Note: . The abave description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of sppeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appea) is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additfonal information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request.

' SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above ars correct to the best of

my/our knowledge.
/Mm/vz@w 4 Mméz:ﬁ?

Signature of Appellant(s) |
. Authorized Agent

vate Mt 1y /79

NOTE: If s1gned by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below

Section VI. Agent Authori zation * -

I/We hereby -authorize to act as my/our
. representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this

appeal. .

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISOI.
e S RPERAIBIT A -5-ma-9s1l
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. FINAL LOCAL
| ACTION NOTICE

AN 4

Before the Board of Supervisors intand for the '
- County of Monterey, State of Califarmice s S-Mco - -:7;

 APPCAL PERIOD - — ///’6:@

Resolution No. 96407 ——

Resolution Approving an Applicadon for
eter Marble (AP96023) for a Combined
Development Permit consisting of a Coastal
Administrative Permit for a Second Story
Addition to an Existing Townhouse, and
Design Approval Del Monte Forest A.rea
Coastal Zoze. .

DE@EWE

NOV 11996

CALIFGRNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA

WHEREAS. this manter was heard by the Board of Supervisors ("Board") of the .
County of Monterey on October 15, 1996, pursuant to an appeal Mauresn and Jim
Moriarty (“Appeilant”).

A S Y I W N N

WHEREAS, the property which is the subject of this appeal is located on Lot S,
Tract 567, Pebble Beach Townhouses (Phase I), located westerly of Seventesn
Mile Dnvc Del Monte Forest Area, Coastal Zone, in the County of Monterey

("the property”).

WHEREAS, Peter Marble (“Applicant”) filed with the County of Monterey, an
applicadon for a Combined Development consisting of a Coastal Administrative
Permit for second story addition to an existng townhouse, and Design

Approvai.

WHEREAS, Peter Marble’s application for a Combined Development Permit
came for consideraton before the Zoning Administrator at a pubhc hearing on

May 30, 1996.

. WHEREAS, this application was referred to the Planning Commission by the
" Zoning Administrator at the May 30, 1996, hearing, after several npeighbors
expressed oppositon to the project. The project referral was done so in
accordance with Section 20.04.030.F of the Coastal Implementation Plan.

WHEREAS, Peter Marble’s application for a Combined Development Permit
carne for consideration before the Planning Commxssmn at a public hearing on
July 10, 1996.

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing on J’uly 10, 1996, the
Planning Commission approved Peter Marble’s apphcauon on'the basis of the
ﬁndmcs and evidence contained in Planning Comrnission Resolunon No. 96049 [ EXHIBIT NO. 2~

APPL!GATI%! NO. ) ¢

' un
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WHEREAS, appellants Maureen and Jim Moriarty, timely filed an appeal from
the Planning Commission decision alleging thar the findings, conditons, or
decxslon of the Planning Comrmission were not supported by the evidence.

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Monterey Counry Zoning
Ordinance (Title 20) and other applicable laws and reguiatons, the Board, on
Ocrober 15, 1996, beard and considered the appeal at a de novo hearing.

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the hearing, the marter was submitted to the
Board for a decision. Having considered all the written and documentary
information submirted, the staff reports, oral testimony, and other evidence

presented before the Zoning Administrator and the Planning Commission, the
Board now renders its decision to adopt findings and conditions in support of the

Combined Development Permit as follows:

FINDINGS

1. FINDING: The Combined Development Permit application consists of
' a Coastal Administrative Permit for minor smuctural
addidons that include a second story additon to an existing

single-story townhouse, and Design Approval. The project

is located within the Del Monte Forest area of the Coastal

Zone on Lot 9 of the Pebble Beach Townhouses, Tract 567.

The proposed project conforms to the poﬁcies and

regularion of the Monterey County Local Coastal Program,

specifically those policies and regulations contained in the

Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and Part 5 of the Coastal
Implementation Plan (Regulaton for Development in the

: Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan)

EVIDENCE: Reguladons for Development in the Medium Deasity
Residendal or “MDR/2.7 (CZ)" Zoning District found in

Chapter 20.12 and Chapter 20.47 of the Monterey County

Coastal Implementation Plan.

EVIDENCE: The on-site inspection of the subject parcel by the project
planner pursuant to Section 20.147.070 of the Del Monze
Forest Area Coastal Implementation Plan. '

EVIDENCE: The application, plans, and support materials submxtted by .

the project applicant to the Monterey County Planning and

-Building Inspection Department for the proposed
development, found in File No. AP 96023. The Monterey
County Warter Resources Agency, Public Works
Departmnent, Environmental Health Department, Pebble
Beach Community Services District and Parks Department
have reviewed the proposed project and recommended
appropriate condmons

2. FINDING: The proposed project will not have a significant
environmental impact.
EVIDENCE: Section 15301(1)(e) (Addidons to Existing Structures) of

2  CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
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FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

the Monterey County CEQA Guidelines Caregorically
exempts the project from environmental review. No
adverse environmental impacts were identified during
review of the proposed project.

The proposed development is comsistent with Section
20.147.030.A.1 of the Del Monte Forest Area Coastal
Implementation Plan limidng stuctural coverage to 5,000 -
square feet (e.g., main and accessory smuctres) and -
impervious coverage to 4,000 square feet (e.g., driveways,
pados, etc.) in the Pescadero, Seal Rock Creek, and Saw
Mill Guich Warershed and the smaller unnamed watersheds
that drain into the Carmel! Bay Area of Special Biological
Significancs.

The project application conrained in File No. AP 96023
will not change stuctural coverage or impervious surface -
coverage for the townhouse.

The subject parce! is in a Design Conwol or “D” District
requiring acdon by the Anpronnate Aurhority pursuant to
Chapter 20.44.040 of the Monterey County Coastal
Implementadion Plan. The Board of Supervisors, on
appeal, after a hearing before the Zoning Adminiswator, as
well as the Planning Commission, has suggested that any
changes m the plans of the proposed residence desmed
pecessary to accomplish the purpose of the aforementioned
chapter. To this end, the applicant has provided the
Appropriate Authority with Design Approval Request form,
drawings, and a statement of the materials and colors to be
used on the proposed development.

Design Approval Request form with plans recommended
for unanimous approval by the Del Monte Forest Advisory
Commirnes on April 25, 1996, found in File No. AP 96023.

The proposed project is consistent with the policies of the

local coastal program dealing with visual resources and will

have no significant impact on the public viewshed. The
proposed project was evaluated in terms of the impact upon
the public viewshed from 17 Mile Drive and Stevenson

Drive and the following criteria were evaluated:

a) The project does not involve ridgeline development.

b) The project is not located in the public. viewshed as
defined in Section 20.147.070 of the Del Monte Forest
Area Coastal Implementation Plan. .

On-site inspecdon by the project planner, pursuant to

Section 20.147.070 of the Del Monte Forest Area Coastal

Implementation Plan. :

Development of properties located in the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District (“District) depends

1 CAURG £4 COASTAL COMMISION
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EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

‘in large part, on the availability of water pursuant to an

alloument system established by the Distict based on a
pro-rationing of the known water supply for each of the
jurisdictions served by the California-American Water
Service Company.

Staff report,. oral testimony at the hearing and the
administrative record.

Based upon the District’s water allomment, the County of
Monterey (“Counry”) has established a system of priority
distribution of water allocation for propertes within its
own jurisdicion. Current information available to the
County indicates that the Counry’s share of water under
the District’s allotment system, over which the Counrty has
no contol, has been exhausted to the point that the
Counry is unable to assure that property owners who do or
have obtained development permits for their properties
will be able to proceed with their development projects.
Staff report, oral testimony at the hearing and the
administrative record. x

In view of the preceding finding, and based on the fact
that the present application for a Combined Development
Permit otherwise mests all County requirements, the
County approves the application subject to determinaton
by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, in the
form of a water availability certificarion, that water is
available for the project and the applicant’s being able to
obtzin a water use permit from the District.

Staff report, oral testimony at the Hhearing and the
administrative record.

The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use or
building applied for will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, be derimental to the health; safery, peace,

morals, comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or

workmg in the nexghborhood or to the general wclfare of

the County.
The project, as descrived in the apphcauon and

accompanying materials, was reviewed by the Planning and |

Building Inspection Depamnent the Water Resources
Agency, the Public Works Department, the Environmental
Health Departmnent, the Parks and Recreation Deparmnent,
and the Pebble Beach Community Services Distwrict. The
respective departments and agencies have recommended
conditions, where appropriate, to ensure that the project

- will not have an adverse effect on the health, safety, and

welfare of the persons either residing or working in the
nezghborhood or the County in °‘cncrai

MCd-%-113
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FINDING:  The project, as approved by the Combined Development
Permi, is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

EVIDENCE: Section 20.86.080 of the Monterey County Coastal
Impiementation Plan. ,

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

This permir allows a second story addition to an existung single story
townhouse in accordance with County ordinances and land use regulatons
subject to the following terms and condidons. Neither the uses nor the
construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless and untl all of
the condidons of this permit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of
Planning and Building Inspecton. Any use or constuction not in
substantal conformance with the terms and condidons of this permit is a
violadon of Counry reguiadons and may result in modificatdon or

-revocaton of this permit and subsequent legal acton. No use or
" constructon other than that specified by this permit is allowed unless

addidonal permits are approved by the appropriate authonues (Planmnﬂr
and Building Inspection)

The property owner agrees as a condition of the approval of this permit to
defend at his sole expense any action brought against the Counry because
of the approval of this permit. The property owner will reimburse the
County for any court costs and amorneys’ fess which the County may be
required by a court to pay as a result of such action. County may, at its
sole discretion, participate in the defense of any such action; but such
participation shall not relieve applicant of his obligations under this
condidon. Said indemnification agresment shall be recorded upon demand
of County Counsel or prior to the issuance of building permits or use of

. the property, whichever occurs first. (Planping and Building Inspecton)

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain from the
Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), proof of water
availability on the property, in the form of a water availability
certificate; and then shall present to the MCWRA a copy of the water use
permit from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dlstnct
(Water Resources Agency)

The applicant shall comply with Ordinance No. 3539 of the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency pertaining to mandatory water
conservation regulations. The revulauons for new constucton include,
but are not limited to:

a. All toilets shall be ultra-low flush toilets with a maximum tank size
or flush capacity of 1.5 gallons; all shower heads shall have a
maximum flow capacity of 2.5 gallons per minute, and all hot
water faucets that have more than ten feet of pipe between the
faucet and the hot water heater serving such faucet shall be

; CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT A-8-HCO-74-I18
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equipped with a hot water recirculating system. (Water Resources
Agency)

That all exterior lighting shall be unoburusive, harmonious with the local
area, and comstructed or located so that only the inrended area is
illuminated and off-site glare is fully controlled. The locaton, type, and
wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog shests for each fixture shall
e subject to approval by the Director of Planning and Building Inspection,
prior to the issuance of building permits. (Planning and Building
Inspection) A

That new uﬁlity and service lines shall be placed underground. (Planning

and Building Inspection)

That the location, type and size of all antennas, satellite dishes, towers,
and similar appurtenances be approved by the Director of Planning and
Building Inspection. (Planning and Building Inspection)

That all landscaped areas and/or fences shall be continuously maintained
by the applicant and all plant material shall be continuously maintained in a
litter-free, weed-free, healthy, growing condition. (Planning and Building
Inspection) o v

That the proposed sebond story bathroom window on the north elevation
be eliminated from the plans submitted for a building permit. (Planning
and Buiiding Inspection)

The applicant shall record a nodce which states: “A permit (Resolution
96-407) was approved by the Board of Supervisors for Assessor’s Parcel
Number 008-521-009-000 on October 15, 1996. The permit was granted
subject to 10 condidons of approval which run with the land. A copy of
the permit is on file with the Monterey County Planning and Building
Inspecdon Deparmment.” Proof of recordation of this notice shall be
furnished to the Director of Planning and Building Inspection prior to
issuance of building permits or commencement of the use. (Planning and
Building Inspection)

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 15th day of ___ October 1996,
upon motion of Supervisor -~ Karas , seconded by

.Supervisor Pennycook

by the following vote, to-wit:

AYES: Supervisors Salinas, Pennycook, Perkins, Johnsen and Karas.

NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.

CALIFORMIA COASTAL COMMISION
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A COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO THE APPLICANT AND
APPELLANT ON October 29, 1996

This is notice to you that the fime within which judicial review of this decision
must be sought is governed by Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6.

I, ERNEST K. MORISHITA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby

certify that the foregoing is a true copy of an original arder of said Board Supervisors duly made and entered in the

minutes thereof at page ——of Minute Book 68  on_October 15, 13996

Daed: Ocober 15, 1996
ERNEST K. MORISHITA, Cleri of the Board of
Supervisors, County of Monterey, State of California.

By%‘MW
o

Marble. Res/Eric BdReports .
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AGENDA “ ]

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING (OPEN) TO CONSIDER THE ' NUMBER
{PETER MARBLE COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT _
APPLICATION INCLUDING A COASTAL ADMINISTRTIVE )
ERMIT FOR A SECOND STORY ADDITION TO AN EXISTING .
OWNHOUSE, AND DESIGN APPROVAL (AP96023); DEL

ONTE FOREST AREA, COASTAL ZONE. ‘ :
COMMB\IDATION APPROVAL A@FE B M E '
LA BOARD

MEETING
0CT 11 1996 DATE
) October 15, 1996
CALIFORNIA @
|  COASTAL COMMISSION 330 p.m.
WWWW 320 }gm.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve the Peter Marble Combined Development
Permit consisting ‘of a Coastal Development Permit for a second story addition to an existng
townhouse and De51gn Approval (AP96023), by adopting the resolution attached as Exhibit “D.”

SUMMARY
Peter Marble’s application for a Combined Development Permit was originally considered by the Zoning
Administrator at a public hearing on May 30, 1996. The application was referred to the Planning
Commission by the Zoning Administrator after several neighbors expressed opposition to the project.

nents of the project cited concerns with the loss of light, views, and privacy, as well as a change in
the neighborhood character. On July 10, 1996, the Planning Commission considered and approved the
project (Resolution is anached as Exhibit “B.”). The Planning Commission decision was appealed by .
Maureen and Jim Moriarity on the basis that the findings, conditions or decision are not supported by the
evidence (See Exhibit “C.”).

DISCUSSION -
See Exhibit “A.”

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

None.

FINANCING .
There is no impact on the General Fund.

obert Slimmon, Jr.
Director of Planning and Building Inspection
September 18 1996

-

Report prepared by: Enc R. Marlatt, Assocxate Planner

- CaurdmHA COASTAL €
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. Report reviewed by

Antho
Supe
Attachments: Exhibit "A" - Discussion; Exhibit "B" -Planning Commission Resolution No. 96049;
Exhibit “C™ - Notice of Appeal; Exhibit “D” - Board Resolution; Exhibit “E” - Del Monte Forest
Land Use Advisory Committee Recommendation; Exhibit “F” - Correspondence Not Contained in the
Appeal;; Exhibit “G” - Location Map : '

cc:  Clerk to Board (16); Doug Holland, County Counsel; Gerald Gromko, Public Works

Deparunent; Walter Wong, Environmental Health; Mary Ann Dennis, Environmental Health;
California Coastal Commission; Robert Slimmon, Jr.; Dale Ellis; Nick Chiulos; Bud Carney;

Eric Marlatt; Jim and Maureen Moriarty; Peter Marble; File.

Marble.Rpt /BDRzports

o : | Cht 4 COASTAL COMMISION
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EXHIBIT “A”
DISCUSSION

Project Description . ,
The proposed project consists of a 665 square foot second story addition to an existing single story

townhouse which would resuit in an overall height of 23 feet, 9 inches, an increase of approximately six
feet above the existing structure. The applicant is also proposing to add 62.5 square feet of deck area to
the second floor. The additions are all located within the building envelope established for the Pebble
Beach Townhouse subdivision. The proposed height is consistent with the MDR (Medium Density
Residential) zoning district standard of 27 feet. Further, the addition is designed to match the existing
residence. Project plans are included in Exhibit “B.”

The design was reviewed and recommended for approval by the Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory
Commites on April 11, 1996 (Exhibit “E”).

Townhouse Development Historv

The Pebble Beach Townhouses were developed in two phases. The Phase I map, consisting of nine

townhouses, was recorded in December of 1967, and the Phase II map, consisting of 14 townhouses,
was recorded in May of 1969. The proposed project is located in Phase I, townhouse #9. Additions to
townhouses within the existing recorded building envelopes, are not prohibited.

Historically, the County has allowed additions to townhouses. Examples include The Monterey Dunes
Colony and Carmel Valley Ranch. :

Staff is aware of at least three townhouses in this development that have received approval to construct
additions. Each addition is summarized briefly below:

1. On November 29, 1989, the Planning Commission granted approval to Karen Levett for a
Design Approval to add 168 square feet to the first story, as well as a new 937 square
foot second story with a 298 square feet deck (Phase 1, Townhouse #7). The project also
included new windows and a skylight on the second story addition. This townhouse is
currently owned by Mr. and Mrs. Moriarty, the appellants.

2. On October 25, 1995, the Planning Commission granted zipproval to Karen Levett
(PC94164) for a Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval to add 941 square
feet to the first floor and 1,392 square feet to the second floor to Phase II Townhouse

#12. N

3. On March 6, 1996, the Zoning Administrator granted approval to Peter Butler (AP96008)
for a Coastal Administrative Permit and Design Approval to add 426 square feet to the
first floor and 506 square feet to the second floor to Phase Il Townhouse #13. No appeals
were filed on this project.

Appeal :

The primary issue of this appeal (Exhibit “C”) is whether large additions violate the townhouse
development’s Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CC&R’s). The appellant’s claim that since the
project allegedly violates CC&R’s, the project is not consistent with the County’s Local Coastal Program
(Planning Commission Finding #1 of Exhibit “B”). It should be noted that the County is not
responsible for enforcing CC&R’s. Further, there are at least three townhouses in this development,

3 CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
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including one currently owned by the appellants that have received County approval for substantial
additions and remodels. ‘

The appellants also claim that because of the project’s alleged negative effect on privacy, noise, light,
and overall well-being, as outlined in correspondence received by the County, the project will be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general welfare of persons residing in the

neighborhood (Planning Commission Finding #9). One of the primary purposes of the County’s zoning
ordinance is to address a project’s impacts on neighborhood or individual bealth, safety, and welfare.

This project has been reviewed and found to be consistent with the zoning regulations for the area.

For reasons stated above, staff is recommending that the Board of Supervisors deny the appeal and
approve the project subject to the findings, evidence and conditions contained in Exhibit “D.”

CALFUTNiA COASTAL COMMISION
> H:BIT A3 HED 6118
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EXHIBIT "B" .,

APS6QZ5
PLANNING CONMMISSION
COUNTY OF MONTEREY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION NO. 96049
A. P. # 008-521-009-000

FINDINCS AND DECISION

In the matter of the application of Peter Marhle (AP96023)

WHEREAS: The Planning Commission, pursuant to regulations esmnnsned by local ordinancs and
swte law, has mnszdm ar pubiic heering, a Combined Development Parmi, located at 3301
Seventesn Mile Drive, Townhouse #9, Del Monte Forest, lccated on Lot 9, Tract 567, Pebble
Beach Townhouses, located westerly of Seveateen Mile Drive, Del Monte Forest arsa, Coastl
Zone, came on regularly for hearing before the Planning Commission on July 10, 1596.

WHEREAS: Szid preposal includes:

1) Combined Deve‘opment Permit consisting of a Coastal Adminiswative Permit for 2 second
story addidon to an existing townhouse, ard
2) Design Approval

WHEREAS: Said Planning Commissicn, having cons:de:ed the mhcanon and the evidencs presented
relating thereeo,

1.  FINDING: The Combined Development Permit applicadon consists of a Coaszl
Adminiszative Permit for minor swuctural addidons that inciude a second story
addition to an exising single-story townhouse, and Design Approval. The project
is located within the Del Mont= Forest area of the Coastl Zone on Lot 9 of the .
Pedble Beach Townhouses, Tract 567. The proposed project conforms to the
policies ‘and regulaton of the Montersy County Local Coasal Program,
specifically those policies and regulations contained in the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Plan and Part 5 of the Coasml Implementmtion Plan (Regulaton for

' Development in the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan).

EVIDENCE: Regulations for Development in the Medium Density Residential or “MDR/2.7
(C2)" Zoning District found in Chapter 20.12 and Chapter 20.47 of the Montezzy
County Coasral Implementadon Plan. .

EVIDENCE: The on-site inspecion of the subject parcel by the project pianner pursuant to
Secten 20.147. 0"0 of the Del Monte Forest Area Coastal Implementation Plan.

EVIDENCE: The application, plans, and support materials submitted by the project applicant to
the Menterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department for the

Ao Tun CORSIAL COMMISION
v \mblT A-3-MCD-Tb-118 .
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Petar Marbie (AP96023)

Page 2

FINDING:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDINC:

FINDING:

proposed development, found in Fiie No. AP 96023. The Monterey County
Water Resources Agency, Public Works Department, Eavironmental Health

Department, Pebble Beach Community Services District and Parks Department
have reviewed the propesed projec: and recommendad approriate condidons.

The proposed project will not have a significant environmental impact.

: Secdon 15301(1)(e) (Addidons to Exisdng Sirucwures) of the Monterey County
CEQA Guidelines Categorically exemprs the project from eavironmentl review.
No adverse environmentzl impacts were identified during review of the proposed

project.

The proposed development is consistent wit Secdon 20.147.030.A.1 of the Del

Monte Forest Area Coasm! Implemenmden Plan limidng soucwmral coverage to
5,0C0 square fest (e.g., main and accessory swuctures) and impervious coverags to
4,000 square feer (e.g., driveways, pados, ew.) in the Pescadero, Seal Roc
Creek, and Saw Miil Gulch Watershed and the smaller unnamed watersheds d‘a‘
drzin into the Carmel Bay Area of Special Biologica! Significance.

The project appiicadon conwzined in File No. AP 96023 wiil not change szucaural
coverage or impervious surizcs coverage for the townhouse.

The subject parce! is in a Design Conrol or “D” Discic: requiring acdon by the
Planning Commission pursuant o Chapter 20.44.040.C of the Monterzy County
Coaswml Impiementadon Plan. The Planning Commission has suggested that any
changes in the pians of the proposed resicence, deemed necessary to accompiish. -
the purpose of the aforemendoned chapter be provided to the Monterey County
Planning and Building Inspecdon Depa.r'ne"r_ To this end, the appiicant has
provided the Planning Commission with Design Approval Reguest form,
drawings, and a smtement of the materials and colors to be used on the proposed
developmen

: Design Approval Reguest form wnh plans recommendsd for unanimeus approval
by the Del Monte Forest Advisory Committes on April 25, 199€, found in File

No. AP 56025. .

The proposed project is consistent with the pohc:es of the Local Coastzal Program
dealing with visual resources and will have no significant impact on the pubiic
viewshed. The proposed projest was evaluated in terms of the impact upon the
public viewshed from 17 Mile Drive and Stevenson Drive and the following

criteria were svaluated:
a) The projeﬂ' dees not involve ridgeline development.
b) The project is not located in the public viewshed as defined in Section
20.147.070 of the Del Monte Forest A:m Coasml Implemenmtion Plan.
. LUADIAL COMMISION
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Peter Marble (AP96023)

Page 3

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

- EVIDENCE:

FINDING:

- EVIDENCE:

On-sit2 inspecton by the project planner, pursuant o Secnon 20.147.07Q of the
Del Mon:e ‘Forest Area Coz.al Imulememanon Plan.

Development. of prapemes located in the Montersy Peninsula Water
Managc'nen: Distric: (“District) depends in large par, on the availability of
water pursuant to an allotment system esw2blished by the Distict based on a
pro-rationing of the known water supply for each of the jurisdicdons served by
the California-American Water Service Company.

Staff report, oral testimony ar the hearing and the administrative record.

Based upon the District’s water allotment, the County of Montersy (“County”)
has esmblished a system of priorty diszibution of “water allocadon for
properdes within its own jurisdicdon. Current information available to the
County indicates that the County’s shzre of water under the Diszict’s
allotment systam, over which the County has no conwol, has besn exhaus:ed to
the point that the County is unabie to assure that prooe'tv owners who do or
have obtained developme'xt permits for their properdes will be abie to procsed
with their development projects.

Staff reporr, orzl tesimony at the hearing and the administragve record.

In view of the precading finding, and based on the fact that the prssem:
applicadon for a Coasial Adminiszatve Permit otherwise mests all County

requirements, the County approves the appiication subje'-' to determination bv .

the Monterey Counry Water Resources Agency, in the form of a water
availability certificadon, that water is available for the project and the
applicant’s being able 0 obwin a water use permit from the Distict.

Staff report, oral testimony at the hearing and the adminiszative record.

The esmblishment, maintenancs, or operaticn of the use or building applied for
will not, under the circumsmnces of the pardcular case, be degimenml to the
health, safery, peacs, morals, comfort, and general weifare of persens residing or
woriking in the neighborhocd, or o the general welfare of the County.

The project, as described in the application and accompanying matesials, was

- reviewed by the Planning and Building Inspecton Department, the Water

Resources Agency, the Public Works Department, the Environmental Health
Deparmment, the Parks Department, and the Pebble Beach Community Services
District. The respectve departments and agencies have recommended condidons,
where appropriate, to ensure that the project will not have an adverse effect on the
health, safery, and welfare of the persons either residing or working in the

neighborhood, or the county in general.
= ’ ty‘ © . eunoiAl LOMMISION
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. Peter Marble (AP9€023)
. Page 4

10. FINDING: The roject, as approved by the Combined Development Permit, is appealabie to
' the Beard of Supervisors and the California Coastal Commission.
EVIDENCE: Secdon 20.86.080 of the Monterey County Coastal Implementarion Plan.

DECISION

TEERETORE, it is the decision of said Planning Commission that seid application be granted as
shown on the attached skzich, subject to the following condidons:

1 This permit allows a second story addidon and deck to an exiséng single swory townhouse in
accordancs with County ordinances and land use regulatons subject to the following terms and
condidons. Neither the uses nor the conszucdon allowed by this pc:mit shail commence unless
and unti all of the condidens of this permit are met to the satisfaczon of the Director of Planning
and Building Inspecion. Any use or conszuctdon nct in subsiandzl conformance widh the rms
and condidons of this permit is a violaton of County regularions and may result in modificaticn or

. revecadon of this permit and subseguent legal acdon. No use or conszucdon other than that
scecified by this permit is allowed uniess addideonal permits are approved by the appropriare
authorities. (Planning and Building Insgecdon)

2. The propesty owner agress as a conditon of the approval of this permit o defend at his sole
expenss any aczon brought against th: County because of the approval of this permit. The
property owner will reimburse the County for any court costs and attomeys’ fees which the. -
County may be required by a court to pay as a result of such acden. County may, at its sole
discredon, pamc:paze in the defense of any such acdon; but such pardcipaticn shall not relieve
applicant of his obligations under this condidon. Said indemnification agreement shall be
recorded upen demand of County Counsel or prior to the issuance of building permits or use of
the property, whichever occurs first. (Planning and Building Inspecton) - ;

3. Pdor to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain from the Monterey County
Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), proof of water availability on the property, in the form
of a water availability certificate; and then shall present to the MCWRA a copy of the water
use permit from the Monterey Peninsula Water Mana,e'nmt District. (Water Resources

Agency)

4. The zpplicant shall comply with Ordinance No. 3539 of the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency peraining to mandatory water conservation regulatons. The reguladons for new

. ) conszucton include, but are not limited to:
' L ewriAL LOMM‘W

..Arubﬂ A3-Med-96-1E
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Pewer V[arb;c (APS6023)
Page 5

a All toifets shall be ultra-low flush toflets with a2 maximum tank size or flush capacity of
1.5 gallons; all shower heads shall have a maximum flow capacity of 2.5 gallons per
mmum,andzﬂhotwa::rfauc:sﬂmhavemmmanteafwofpmebe'weea the faucer
and the hot water heater serving such faucet shall be equipped with a hot warter
recircularing system. :

5. That all exterior lighting shall be unobrrusive, harmonious with the local area, and constructad or
locared so that only the intended area is illuminated and of-site glare is fully controlled. The
Iocancn, type, and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog shests for each fixture shall be
subject o aprroval by the Director of Planning and Building Im:e":tnn, prior to the issuancs or
building permits. (Planning and Building Ins'pccuon)

6. _ That new utllity and service_ lines shzll be piaced zinde:ground. (Planning and Building

Insgecdon)

7. That the location, type and size of all antennas, sateilie dishes, towers, and similar appurienancss
“be approved by the Director of Planning and Buiiding Inspecdon. (Planning and Buiiding
Ins*”non)

8. T'n.:x all landscaped areas and/or fencss st nall be conunuouslv mainmined by the appiicant and all
‘ plant martesial shall be continuously mazinmined in a lirrar-5 22, wﬂ-frce hmlthy, growing
condidon. (Planning and Buiiding Inspecdon) .

9.  That the proposed second story bathroom window on the north elevation be eliminated from the
pians subrzitted for a building permit. (Planning and Building Inspecdon) o

- 10.  Theappiicant shall record a notice which smees: “A permit (Resolution No. 9€049) was approved -
by the Planning Commission for Assessor’s Parcel Number 008-521-009-0C0 on July 10, 1996. ,

- The permit was granted subject to 10 condidons of approval which run with the land. A copy of
the permit is on file with the Monterey County Planning and Building .Inspecton Department.”
Preof of recordadon of this notice shall be furnished to the Direcwor of Planning and Building
Inspecdon prior to issuance of building pe:-ms or commencement of the use. (Planning and

Buﬂdmc Inspection)
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of July, 199€ by the following vots:

Ayes: Piwt-Derdivanis, Errea, Hawkins, Hemnandez, Diaz-Infante, Lacy, Reaves
Noes: None ‘
Abseant: Calcagno, Crane-Franks, Heanessy

- «wAIAL COMMISION .
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eter Marble (AP96023
Page 6

WM

ROBERT SLIMMON, IR.
SECRETARY OF THE P_.ANNTNG COMMISSION

Copy of this decision mailed to appiicancon JUL 1 2 1838

THIS APPLICATION IS APPEALABLE TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. IF ANYONE
WISEES TO APPEAL THIS DECISION, AN APPEAL FORM MUST BE COMPLETED AND
SUBMITIED TO T== CLERX OF TEE BOARD OP sr.-mmsozas ALONG WITH T=E
APPROPRIATE FILING FES ON OR BEFORE JUL 2 23258

THIS APPLICATION IS ALSO APPEALABLE TO THE COASTAL COMMISSION. UPON
RECEIPT OF NOTIF:CATION OF THE DECISICN BY TEE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, TEE
CONDMISSION ESTASLISHES A 10 WORKING DAY APPEAL PERIOD. AN APPEAL FORM
MUST BE FILED WITH TEE COASTAL COMMISSION. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION,
CONTACT T=E COASTAL COMMISSION AT (408) 4794363 OR AT 725 FRONT STREZT,

SUITE 3C0, SANTA CRUZ, Ca

NOTES
1. You will nesd a building permit and must comply with the Montersy County Buiiding Ordinance
in every respect. :

Addidenally, the Zoning Ordinancs provides that no building permit shall be issued, nor any use
conducted, otherwise than in accordancs with the conditons and terms of the permit granted or -
undl ten days after the mailing of notics of the granting of the permit by the appropriate authority,
or after granting of the permit by the Beard of Supervisors in the eveat of anoeai

r

Do not start any construction or occupy any building until you have obtained the necessary
pemits and use clearances from the Monterey County Planning and Buxldmc Inspe"aon

Degarmnent offics in Montersy.

2. The conszucton or use authorized by this permit must start within two years of the date of
approval of this permit unless extended by the Director of Planning and Building Inspecdon
pursuant to Secdon 20.140.100 of the Coastal Implementation Plan.

—— - CAUIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
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EXHIBIT "C" ‘RECENVED

Maureen and Jim Moriarty ' o1y 100

3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse #7  Jy 27_ i 15w B

PO Box 375...Pebble Beach, CA 93953 e

Phone: 408 624-6763  Fax #: 408 624-0276 ¥31ri 12t 5

Ms. Nancy Lukenbiil . : —
Clezk to The Board of Supervisors

Moenterey County
Second Floor (East Wing) Room 226

Salinas, CA 93901
July 19, 1996
Dear Ms. Lukenbill,

This letter acts as our Notce of Appeal.

We are writing to Appeal a decision made by The Monterey County Planning
Commission for the application of Peter Yarble (AP96023) whichwas Resolution
No. 96049. The date of the decision was July 12, 1996.

We are requesting that the Board of Supervisors overturn the decision made
bv The Planning Commission on July 12. 1996, We understand that this application has
had reviewed by differenr groups, however, the importance, impact and the precedent
it sets (and the extremely negative effects of this decision for people who currently own
property in this area) is so imporzant that we would like you to consider our petition
before a meeting of The Board of Supervisors.

The key basis for doing this is the original design concept and intent of the PUD,
the history and precedent of the past development and expansion activites in the last
25 years in Secton 1 and The desds and Declarations of Covenants, Conditons and
Resuictions (CCR’s) of Secton 1 of The Pebble Beach Townhouses (Units 1-9, 3301 17

Mile Drive).

Also, we request that The Board of Supervisors develop a policy/law that is
consistent with the reasonable expectations of the people who currently live in the
neighborhood, bought property based on the implications of recent history and CCR’s
and had expectations about the on-going continued consistency in nature and character of
. neighborhood and their overall welfare, comfort and peacs. :

We need a comprehensive land use planning policy for the Pebble Beach
Townhouses. All additional new permits should be halted until this is place. Any
future expansions in Section 1 of The Pebble Beach Townhouses should be consistent
with the originally planned concept for this Planned Unit Development in terms of lot

coverage, building heighrs, view shed, etc. ZALUFORNIA COASTAL ¢

EXHIBIT 4-3- ma 4%6-11¢






. Notice of Appeal List of Questions being addressed in this letter:
1. Information

name: Maureen and Jim Moriarty

address: 3301 17 Mile Drive, Townhouse # 7
P. O.Box 375
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

phone: 408 624-6763 '

2. Inrerest in the Decision

My husband and I are residents of the Pebble Beach Townhouses (47) and
live approximately 20 feet from the applicant’s (Mr. Peter Marbie)
Townhouse # 9.

Applicant’s name ~

L)
.

Mr. Peter Marble
4. File number of the application is the subject of the appeal

. | - AP6023

The nature of the appeal

W

We are appealing :

a. the approval of Mr. Marble’s application for an addition to his
townhouse and also

b. the attached conditions to this apprcfvnl - they are not sufficient
c the relevant attached conditions finally decided, should be added to

the Deed and Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
that goes with the legal title to Townhouse #9

@ "L OaNiA COASTAL COMMISION
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6. The reasons that form the basis for the appeal

The key grounds we are appealing are as follows:

7. Key Findings that are being disagreed with:

Finding # 1:

~ Comments:

- The findings or decisions or conditions are not supported by
the evidencs (The reasons why are outlined on the artached pages)

The findings are also inconsisteat with the history and past
precedents for the approximately last 25 years of Section 1’s
Townhouse existence.

The findings are inconsistent with the established principles of
property and view protection outlined in the CCR’s thatare
in the recorded desds of all owners in Townhouses 1-9

in Section 1.

Sentence 1

The combined Development Permit application consists of 2 Coastal
Administrative Permit for minor structural additions that include a

 second story addition to an existing single-story townhouse and

Design Approval.

The proposed addition is NOT a minor structural addition of a second
story. The addition is 695 square fest and is approximately a 20% increase
in size/mass to the existing property. This is a major change in a very
densely packed section near other Townhouses since there has never

been an exterior change of this magmtude to any of the Townhouses

in Secdon 1 (Units 1-9)

Y

Structurally, there is also an addition of a massive, out-of-scale deck
on this addition which is totally out of character with any of the other
Townhouses. .

ks kel S
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Finding # 1:

Comments:

a.

Sentence 3

The proposed project conforms to the policies and regulations of the
Monterey Country Local Coastal Programs, specifically those
policies and regulations contained in the Del Ylonte Forest Land Use
Plan and Part 5 of the Coastal Implementation Plan.

The proposed addition is in violation of the spirit, essencs and
intent of the of CCR'’s for The Pebble Beach Townhouses and the
intent for a Planned Unit Development that would not allow any

obstuctions to people’s view, etc.

Recent decisions to approve large addidons to some of The

Pebble Beach Townhouses have not been correct -and benefit
only a few people at the expense of the many people aiready
living thers who had reasonable.expectadons of no dramaric
changes. We request The Board of Supervisors to not allow any
further massive exterior additions to Townhouses and to
correct this situation at this point in time.

We are requestng that the Board of Supervisors insure that the
property rights to views, privacy, peace, comfort and weifare

and the intent of the CCR’s be protected - as they have been for the
last approximately 23 years. The Pebble Beach Company has
recently taken a more liberal interpretation of what types of
exterior changes can be made to the Pebble Beach Townhouses in
Section 2. This proliferation of massive exterior additons to the
Townhouses must be halted - especially in Section 1 (the oldest
and original section - where there has been very strong
conformance to the CCR’s) and the property rights of the owners
must be protec*ed. _

Only The Board of Supervisors has the authority to modify the
decisions made to correct this situation to insure the protection of
rights, investments of the Townhouse Owners, neighbors on
Stevenson Drive above the Townhouses a.nd concerns of The
Pebble Beach Homeowners Group.

i~ COASIAL COMMISION
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Regulations for the MDR/2.7 do not adequately protect and
differentiate a Planned Unit Development from Single Family
Residences. The numbers of houses per acre in the Pebble Beach
Townhouses are much more than they are for Single Family
Residences. The concept of 2 Planned

Unit Development was to have properties closer together - with
the trade-off of less space BUT A CONSISTENT LOOK AND

- FEEL (not to be dramatically changed years later)

- A separate MDR ne=ds to be created for the Townhouses to insure
that the property rights and property values of people are protected
and that the intent of the original CCR’s are carried out. Also, it
should address specific requirements for this PUD relative to
size/bulk of any changes, setback requirements, floor/area ratio,
erc.- which would address the specific needs of a P!nnned Unit
Development Complex.

The CC& R’s go into derail about many things that owners can not
dermract from the lock of the neighborhood. It is also implied that
no large changes would ever be allowed or desired by anyone
who bought a Townhouse.

People who desire to dramatically alter the exterior lock of 2
planned community, obviousiy give up many of their individual
rights and preferences in return for all neighbors cooperating to
insure the good of the whole neighborhood. -

In the last 25 years, all of the 9 Townhouses in Section 1 have
pretty swicty adhered to the principles and spirit estabiished in
the CC & R’s - working in a cooperative spirit with one another to
insure a consistent look and high quality of life for the
ncx,hbomood

CALIfC 1 wA COASIAL COMMISION
EXH'B" A-3-MCO -Fo-11§

ld’j”.




d. We also disagree with the findings of the Monterey Planning
’ Commission that compare the Pebble Beach Townhouses to

other Monterey Country Townhouses - specifically Monterey
Dunes and Carmel Valley Ranch.

These properties have very different land/building layouts and
very different design characteristcs. One of the unique aspects
of The Pebble Beach Townhouses is that they were purposely
designed, developed, sold and resold with the understanding
that the colors, look and aesthetics would be totally consistent
with The Lodge and with all the other Pebbie Beach
Townhouses. This is another reason why we believe that the
current reguladons do not adequately protect the legal rights and
precedents of the Pebble Beach Townhouse Owners.

The preponderance of evidencs for the last approximately 23
years has be=n that no exterior changes could be made to the
Townhouses that werz inconsistent with the look and fes] of
the rest of the Townhouses.

. Finding #9: The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use or building
applied for will not, under the circumstances of the particular case,
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace morals, comfort and
general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood,
or the general welfare of the county,

Comments:

a. This proposed addition to Townhouse # 9 will have a major negative
effect on the peace, comfort and general welfare of the persons
residing in the immediate neighborhood - specifically other Pebble
Beach Townhouse residents and residents of Stevenson Drive right
behind the Townhouses. : '

Please refer to the letters and correspondencs from some of people
affected by these decisions who object to this addition. This information
was recently sent to The Monterey Planning Commission. Almost all of
the letters comment on the negative effect to privacy, noise, light,

and overall well-being. These should definitely be considered.

' | CALI .. . wa COASTAL COMMISION
EXH;B”‘ A-D-MD-Fp-18
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b. ges wi jvelv i t
- peighbors. At a minimum, if ultimatel y approved, conditons of the
approval need to be altered to insure that the other negative design changes
be modified to minimize these problems.

- ¢ Exterior changes like the ones proposed by Townhouse # 9 are
totally out of character with the look of the neighborhood These changes
would have a very negative effect on many people - especially us - in
terms of loss of light on the side of our house nearest # 9 and the abiiity to
enjoy trees/light( due to massive additon large dark shadows). a loss of
privacy ( due to huge windows planned and a deck) that would look
down on our kitchen, deck and living room, increased noise ( due to deck,
windows) and potentially annoying lights that face our house ( due to the
additon). Importantly, our personal privacy and enjoyvment of our house
will be severely hampered.

7. (Continued)

 Key conditions that are being requested for more work, if the permn‘ is
ultimately approved:

a. A new condition should be added to the permit if it is ultimately
~ approved. The proposed deck on the front side of Townhouse # 9

should be ehmmnted.

The Planning Department and The Planning Commission did a good job
trving to take into account The Mitchell’s concerns and the same amount
“of consideration should be given on the Front side of the house to the
light, noise, lack of privacy issue. We request that The Board of
Supervisors add on additional conditions to insure the privacy of
neighbors and eliminate the deck

- WUASTAL
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The proposed deck on the second story addition is as much or
more so of a problem to surrounding neighbors, as was the
proposed window on the backside of the house.

- the deck on the proposed second story additions is approximately
17 feet high from the base and 13 feet wide. It will create noise,
privacy and light problems -- especially to Townhouse #7. This
is a totally unacceptable intrusion upon the privacy of our
property, our lifestyle and enjoyment of our deck and in the
front rooms and it is way out of scale for the house and the

immediate neighbors.

- Townnouse 9 wiil be able to lcok into the living room,
dining room and deck of Townhouse #7 creating a
real lack of privacy and onto our side and front deck.

- The amount of light coming from the prooosed glass in
front will reflect In our living room and dining room.

- Use of this deck with people on it wul create noise and
further privacy problems

- No deck at all should be allowed at this level

- There is no other Townhouse in any of the 23 Townhouses
“that has a second story deck the height of this deck.

b. We also request that any of the specific conditions for expanding be
added to the property deed and CCR’s of Townhouse #9, so that
future owners do not go against the express conditions outlined by
The Planning Commission.

8. List of People for notification
9.  Key next steps

CH7 L COASTAL COMWSJON
E)(HIBIT A<3-MCB-96-(18
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These are the key reasons we are objecting and wish this approval to be
reconsidered. As citizens and taxpayers, we feel that we must object to this addition
and work to insure that the investment we have made in our property and the
neighborhood that we live in and enjoy is protected .

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. We respectfuily
request that you consider our petition at a Hearing of The Board of Supervisors. We will
try 10 present relevant information in as concise a timeframe as possible at the mesting.

If you have any questions, please call us at 408 624-6763.

Sincerely,

Maursen Conners Moriarty % 2/ //7% . C) //f/'/} 7 / 7
James M. Moriarty // W%W’ C%‘/

J/@m A ///Wé Cotiar w/f@
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List of Attachments

1. Check for $50
2. Stamped envelopes for mailing notices
3. List of people who are to receive notices ( recsived from The Planning Dept.) |
4. Some of thq corrcspon&cnce:
a Signarures of Phase 1 Townhouse Owners
b. i’rcsiden’t of Del Monte Forest Property Ownezs
c. Mr. James Gﬁggs
d. Mr. Bud Shoemake
e. Mr. and Mrs. Charles Brown
£ Mr. Francis Sparolini
Colone! and Mrs. C.A. Mitchell
b M and Mrs. James Moriarty
i. Mr. Robert D’Isidoro

J. Mr. James Boccardo

There is more information to submit, but I do not have it all here with me today.

L 4
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’ 3 PHASE I TOWNHOUSE OWNERS
Ref: AP 96025 | .

We, the undersigned, feel the Pebble Beach Company has abdicated its responsabilities to prcte
the homeowners common interest by allowing this project to reach your office, and therefore ask
that you hold this project in abeyance while we ask Pebble Beach Company to review the
apparent unconcerned approval forwarded to you by the Pebtle Beach Architectural Review

Board. .

£l. Mr/Mrs A noe:na ke

[ LD Lt _‘_,/\,c_,
Al 3—1“‘»"""““" |

#2. Louls Eill Estate

A

#3. Mr/Mrs Charles Brown -
- '.-/g_,{../w ;z(, ((/C PRSI A , )

J V0l e 10 e ST

» ’ . - ; - .ot
. - - o f, § (R g ...-A —p K S Vi .
#4. Mr/Mrs Francis]. Sparolini . S¢7 F° J4Am 7 /{" 7"” o e

124

#3. Mr/Mrs EZ Rontell
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*L.MON’I‘E FOREST
PROPERTY OWNERS

A NORSROFTT CALIFQRMA CORPCRATION

12 June 1996

Rooert Slimmon, Jr.

Direczor of Planning and Building Inspc::::on
P.0. Box 1208

Saimas, Caiifortia 93902

Re: P=hbie Beach Townhouses

Dear Mr. Siimmon:
As you are aware, scveral owness of Pedbie Beach Townnouses are concered about
receat and contempiated renovations and additions to existing townfouses. In view of the
conc=gt of the original deveiopment, it is obvious that land coverage, buiiding separation, =~

' access, buiiding heights, view shed, and other consideratons were carefuily thought out by

. the developer, the Counry, and the Coastal Commussion before the townhouse projects
wers approved. '

It is our position thar current townhouse property owness have a legiumate basis to
quesdon any increase in lot coverage, clearances, height, and overall buik of =xisting
scuctures due to remodeiing and additions. It is respecsiuily requested that your staff
feview the appropriate documents associated with the irutial approval of the townhouse
projects and confirm and assure that any future remodeling and additons be consistent

.
/ *_ with the original concspt, keeping in mind cont:'nporary architectural, environmental and
plamming concepts. .
Sin ;/_\ -
n

Mdcnt : ) : -

c: *Robert-A.- D’Isidoro, Attorney at Law -
Mark Stilwell, VP Real Estate, General Counsel, Pebole Beach Company
Sam Karas, Supervisor, District 5 )
. California Coastal Commission '
i Paul R, DelLay, Chair, Del Monte Forst Land Use Adwvisory Committee
' CALFORNIA COASTAL CO

PO. BOX 523 o , EXHIBIT _A*é*/’l@"?é“/’g
2/sa

PEBBLE BEACH. CA 93953
(308) 625-3845
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201 HOFEMAN AVENUE, MONTEREY, CALIFCRNIA T2040 (408) 2731087 Fax {4CB} 372.5198
June 13, 1596

Mr. Rober: Sur*r* n, e

Direcior of Planing and Suilding {nspection
PO Box 1258

Salinas, C& 93902

RE: AP 960CS Buler Cozstal Ad=ministrztive Pecmit Pebele Seach Townhouses

Dear Mer. Slimmmon:

My property is situated at 3382 Stevenson Drive directly behind the Pebble Beach Townhcuses.

Iam verv disturbed with the trand of adding secand stories to these units. [t was “*.. understanding of
- all invoived, those wiic purchased the ownhousas and carizinly these or us whe had preperties
surrounding this area, that appropriate zoning was granted that weuid maintain the asstherically
sound preject that the height limitation placed ugon it to maintain the environmentai integrity of the

total area.

-
-

ol

Tais tendency to add another story for better views, more livabiiity and for the benefiz ¢f the
indivicdual units is nct teing done without is destroving the privacy of :be immediate ¢ e'g":cr s and
desroving the aestheticaily so m.i sight line to the 98::1—“!‘«[ stiil water 2ay and the Pabbie Seach
Guif Coursa which many of us have zaid for and suppesied in taxato for many vears.
leasa, let’s net destroy the wenderful environment that has taken vears to create for the guick
econormic benedit of a few. [ kncw that the scuad decisions cc'nsis:arx"y madz by yeur stail and the
taken rziative o

integricy of the pmn.ang department will maintin and appropeiace action will be
this and other pending secand story additions for this area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Cordially,

§

L = }. ;
W

H. James Griggs

H]G:sh

< Me. Coots Mitchell —
Mr. Robert A, D'Isidero

CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT A-3-Mc0-96-11%
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Mr. Dale Eilis

Monterzy Country Planning and Building Inspection Dept.
PS Box 1208

Salinas CA 92902

May 23, 1996

Dear Mr, Ellis,

[ am the owner of Pebble Beach Townhouse # 1 (3301 17 Miie Drive} and am
writing to let you know that [ strongly object to application of Mr. Peter Marble
(owner of Townhcuse #9) lor an addition (o his house. It is totally incongruvus with the
neightorhood and spirit ol a Planned Unit Development.

[ have lived here {or many years and it has always been clearly understood that
there would be no exterior changes to any of the Townhouses. Tiie Townhouses
were dasigned to blend in with the Lodge and not intrude en the surroundings. This
propesed addition would be a major change to the characier of the Planned Unit.
Deveiopment and is against the desired wishes of the majerity of the Townhouse
Owners. There is much precedent over the vears for kesping the look and feel of the
neightoricod the same and the way that Sam Morse inteaced the propertics o look.

It is has always been the expectation of all the Townhouse Owners that no views
wouid te changed or affected in any way. That is our right. We have a rigiit to have the
" consisient look of the Townhouses remain the same on the exierior - 50 that our area
looks like a Planned Unit Development and ot a hodgepodge of added-on/out of scale
buildings that intrude on our current privacy and aesthetic looks. We do not want to scz

the quality of life that we bougit into and exgezt 1o be dramaticaily changed by allowing
changes o the exteriors of the 9 Townhouses in Section One.

I am not sure if [ can be at the hearing on May 30th. Please reprasent my sirong
point of view on this issue. Thank you for your atteation to this matter.

Sincaraly, | ‘
Poud g - '

Bud Shoemake
Townnouse # |

© 3301 17 Mile Drive | o
 Pebble Beach, CA 93953 CALIFORNIA COASIAL COMMISION

EXHIBIT 4-3-Nc0-96-yi
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PO Box 1393
Pebbic Beach, CA 939353 :

June 4, 1996

Mr. Lric T Keller S

Monterey County Planning and Building [nspection Dept.,
P O Box 1208 '

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Ketler

_ With reference o zoning notice APG00S, we reguest that you not aceept this Coastal
Administration Permit regarding the addition to Pebble Beach Townhouse #13 until all CCR's
have bezn reviewed and taken into consideration. We are concemcd that the proposcd
construction 1o #13 is not in compliance with the CCR's that are the guidelines that govem the
changes ol the appearance of the Pebble Bezch Townhouses.

- -

wcerely,

St b G

Ann & Charles Brown

[1

Townhouse #3

CALIFORNIA CUASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT A-3-M®-94-ng
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P.C. 8CX 248
PE38LE SEASH, CA 83953

July 2, 1996

Recbert Slimmon Jr.
Dizactsr of Planniag and Building Izsgecticn
P.0.Box 1208 ’ '

Selinas, CA. 93%02

Dear M~. Slizmen:

As the builders and owners of Pezble Beach
Tcwnhousa £4 in 1978 and having been residents
sizce that Lime we wish tc protast the agpli-
caticn of Petar Marble- (3296023) fcr a2 com-
bined develcprment permit ccnsisting of a
ccastzl permit for a seconé story additicn

tz his townhouse. Not onlv wouldé this imgede
ané- impair the view -fzom Ccl. and Mzs Mitchells'
townhouse but wculd open tle way ta Iuturs per-
miss that would cestzov the existing aesthetic

lock of the designed neigihboriocd

Thazk you ané we trust vou will give this
matiar veus

£ull cznsidezaztion.

P T ] . - e

. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT 4-3-mco-26-u1s
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330155\151\&‘:‘551\( MILE DRWE, #8
FO Box 477
PEBBLE BEACH, CA 93953

May 24, 1226

Dale Ellis, Zomnd Administrator

Monterey Ccunty Planning & Building Inspection Deptartment
PO Box 1208 . ,

Szlinas. CA 83802

Ref: AP 96023 -

Dear Mr. Ellis;

This is to protest and appeal the "Notice for approval of building permit for
the expansion and addition of a second floor to Townhouse ¢ on lot 8,
Pebble Beach Townhouses, in Del Monte Forest for the following reasons:

1. These townhouses are a Planned Unit Deveopment in which each
townhouse was predetermined by a footprint layed out by Pebble Beach
Company in order to construct residentizl homes within mimimuem

acreage.

‘2. Phase [ townhouses were built pmor to the formation of the Coasial
Commission. However not one reaches above twenty-seven (27) feet in
height. Phase II tow-lhouses were planned to go to a height of thirty (30)
feet. Residents on Stevenson Drive, behind these tcum‘muses not wishing .
to lose their ocean views petitioned the Coastal Commisssion. In August of
1978 the Coastal Commission set a "condition of height limit" for Phase I
construction. It states a twenty-seven (27) foot maximum height at front
drive (lowest point). In 1988 the regulations were turned over to the
County Planning Department who thn the Boa.rd of Suoervzsors are now
the trustees of all zoning regulations.

3. There are other reques‘s for new additions to existing townhecuses in
both sections. Each request for a second story is from a new owner who
paid too much and can recoop only by taking this route without regard, for -
the established neighborhood. , .
4. Prior to Marvin Davis owning Pebble Beach, the Company kept
additions and expansions to townhouses from occuring. Now the Company
has excha.nged owners‘np and management positions so many times that
no longer is there any enforcement of the existing CCRs. We feel Pebble

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
D(HIBIT A-3-MCO -7 - |1
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_6..There is only seventesn feat betwesn the roofs of townhouse #8 and #S.
We are very tightly situated. A deck out the front will depreciate the
economic value of Townhouses #6, #7, & # 10. Lights at night will affect

several residences most particularly in their bedroom areas.

-

7. This common interest development never anticipated such

inconsistancy for resonable expectation. We wish our input to be

considered.

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT 4-3- mco-95-118
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Moriarty..3301 17 Mile Dr. #7/Box 3 75...Pébb!e Beachr , CA 93953

Mr. Dale Ellis
Monterey Country Planning and Building Insvecnon Deot

PS Box 1208
Salinas CA 93902

May 26, 1996

My husband and [ are owners of Townhouse # 7 at 3301 17 Mile Drive in Pebble

* Beach. This lemter outlines our strong objection to the proposed plans of Mr. Peter

Marble- owner of Townnouse # 9 and the townhouse thart is physically closest 1o our
house). We will not be able to be at the Hearing on \/Iav 30th since we will coth be out
of the state on business. :

We object to the application on the following grounds:

1. It is against the soirit and essence of 2 Planned Unit Development
- A PUD is supposed to be an area thart has a consistent look -from the

viewpoint of assthetics and swuctures. Once built, any exterior changes
dramatically alter the look and fe=! of the neighborhood. This
neighborhood has remained as it was developed for over 23 years - and it
was our expecration whea we purchased our property that it wouid
continue to be the same.

- The CC& R's go into detail about many things that owners can not do
to dewac: from the look of the neighborhoed. It is also implied that no
large changes would ever be allowed or desxred by anyone who
bought a Townhouse.

- People who desire to dramatically alter the exterior look of a planned
conununity, obviously give up many of their individual rights and
preferences in return for all neighbors coo;ac"anng to insure the good
of the whole neighborhood.

- In the last 25 years, all of the  Townhouses in Section | have premy
strictly adhered to the principles and spirit established in the CC & R's -
working in a cooperative spirit with one another to insure a consistent
look and high quality of life for the neighborhood.

i

CALIFORNIA COASTAL comsm.
EXHIBIT 4-3-mco-96-11g
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Sincerely,

| - -
Mauresn Moriarty | %W/%J @&‘z‘]

~

These changes would neuatively affest the qualifv of life of the neighoors.

-

Exterior changes like the ones proposed by Townhouse # 9 are totally

out of character with the look of the neighborhood These changes would
have a very negative effect on many people - especially us - in terms of
loss of light on the side ol our house nearest # 9 and the ability to

enjoy trees/light( due to massive addition large dark shadows). a loss of
privacy ( due to huge windows planned and a deck) that would look
down on our kitchen. deck and living room. increased noise ( due to deck,
windows) and potentiaily annoying lights that face our house ( due to the
addidon)

The proposed addition of an increase of aver 20% to the existing {loor
plan is large and unaczegiabie - especially given the small amount of land
in the PUD and the close proximity of several houses. [t would resultina
very congested and overcrowded arca. i

The Townhouse owners have the right and expectation to insure that the

Planned Unit Develooment retains the look and fez! that thev alwavs believed

could never change.Monterevy Country ne=ds to protest our lezal rights.

If you have any yuestions, please call us at 408 624-6763. Thank you.

. . /
Jim Mcﬁriarty‘ (L/w WM
Townhouse 7 { | \
3301 17 Mile Drive
PO Box 375 :
@ covereocasss CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION

- EXHIBIT A-3-Mco-g6 -118
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Robert A. D'Isidoro
Attormey at Law
Post Office Box 4184
. Carmel, California 93921

Telepnone: (408) 647-1316 Fax: (408) 647-1049
July 8, 1996 |

Monterey County Planning Commission
Robert Slimmon, Jr., Secretary

P. O. Box 1208

Salinas, California 95902

Re: AP 96023 PETER MARBLE COASTAL ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT
Pebble Beach Townhouses

Dear Secrerary Slimmon:

I represent a group of homeowners in the Pebble Beach Townhouse Subdivision who cbject 10
the request “or the above-captioned permit and urge Planning Commission denial of the request.

The new owner of Townhouse lot number 9 is sesking a permit to add 695 square fz2: 0 his

existing Townhouse by adding a second story to the single story structure, Although the lotis .
only 7,000+ square feet, the addition will make the total combined square footage 4,434, and it

will increase the height of the structure by six fest :

On May 30, 1996, we appeared at a public hearing on this matter conducted by Zoning
Administator Dale Eilis. Mr. Ellis decided that it was appropriate to refer the matter o the
Planning Commissioners to give them the opportunity to consider and promulgate a
comprehensive policy regarding the nature and character of the neighborhood in light of changes
brought about by the possible issuance of inappropriate development permits.

" The residents of the Pebble Beach Townhouses and the neighbors located near the Townhouses
are alarmed by the proliferation of development permits in their intimate neighberhood. The 23
Pebble Beach Townhouses were established in 2 phases (phase 1 contains 9 units, and phase 2
contains 14 units) on closely clustered “fee title” lots with undivided ownership interests of the

- common areas, and non exclusive licenses to use “Open Space.” The desds and the Declarations
of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions contain limitations which were intended to be in
furtherance of 2 common plan for the improvement and benefit of all lands in the subdivision,
“and each residential lot therein and are established and agresd upon for the purpose of
enhancing the value, attractiveness and desirability thereof.” As cxpccted thereisa prohxbmon
against constructing or maintaining fences, access roads, or other structures of any kind upon any
residential lot or open space without the written approval of “Owner” (Pebble Beach Company ‘ .

- and ifs progenitorsy CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
- EXHIBIT A-2- mco-95- 118
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Until. last vear Townhouse owners, and would-be owners, were discouraged from sesking

. development permits that would significantly alter the exterior aspects of the Townhouses.
Whether by informal or formal declination, the “Owner” effectively resisted efforts over the last
thirty years to change the size, shape, and look of the Townhouses.

- = -=-~-~ Persons who acguired their Townhouses during thar period rezsonably cxpected-their neighbors:
and the “Owner” to continue to be sensitive to the neighborhood character of the Townhouses
and their environs; however, that expectation is now being thwarted. For example, last fail a
permit was granted to the new owner of Lot 12 which is only 6,41 | square fect. The permit
allows the size of the Towniouse on that lot to be greatly increased by adding a second story and
other “building” areas to a total of 7,520 square fes: (5,365 square footage in the home, 200
square fest in patios, 677.7 square fest in decks, 344 square fest in walks, 752 square fest drive).

The owner of Lot 13 which is approximately 7,000 squars fest is in the process of obtaining a
perTmit 1o increase the existng 2645 square foot structure by 864 square faet which inciudes 628
square feer added to the second floor.

Several more Townhouse owners are poised to secure development permits to expand their units.

It is now essential that the Land Use Planning Authorities of Montersy County promulgate a
policy that is consistent with the reasonable expectations of those persons who have been
instrumental in creating, approving, and “buying into” the Pebble Beach Townhouse Subdivision

. to preserve the nature and character of the neighborhood. Persons living in and around the
Townhouses enjoy views, privacy, and neighborhood qualities. Those who elect to live in the
subdivision can rcasonably be expected (o give up some clemeats of the bundle of their property
rights in exchange for living in close proximity to others in a reiatively controiled environment.
The power to disapprove of iil-advised attempts to push.structures up and out, and otherwise
change them to the detriment of neighbors has always belonged to the “Owner”. The “Owner”
has changed dramatically over the decades sincs the original enlightened land use planner S. F.
B. Morse set the tone for residing in the environmental treasure known as the Del Monte Forest.
Nowadays plans to remode! the Townhouses to maximize their size and height mests with less
resistance from the “Owner.” The values of restraint and consideration reflected in the deeds and
CC&R''s, should now be incorporated into the Planning Commission’s policy. =

Enclosed are letters and a petition signed by persons who object to the recent proliferation of
development permits in the Pebble Beach Townhouse Subdivision. They support the preseat-
ne=d for a compreheasive land use planning policy for the Pebble Beach Townhouses to help
preserve the comfort and general welfare of persons residing in the neighborhood.

.7 //7/
= ) -z //",-—J )
.‘:g;;;mgf i ~ CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
‘ EXHIBIT A-3-mo-2-116
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May 28, 1596

Dale Elli

Monterey County Zoning Administrator
P.0. Box 1208

Salinas, CA 93902

Re: .ZQning~thice AP 96023 Peter Marble
Dear Mx. Elli

We are protesting the mattar set forth in the attached notice of
Public Eearing on behalf of Col. & Mrs. C. A. Mitchell. A

Our clients axa owners of a Phase I Townhousa in which they live
which was bcught prior to the formation of the Coastal Commission.

The additional height which Mr. Petar Mazble seeks to -erect will
impede and impair the view from their townhouse and they consider .
such an addition to the existing townhouse of Mxr. Marble to be a

violaticon of the CCRs which are recorded and in effect for the

subjec“ property th ougn June 30, 2067.

The fact that they have a right to trim any growth on the
subject property that would impede their view in perpituilty would
-nd,cate the intention that the view be kept inviolate.

It is respeﬁtfu1ly requested on behalf of Col. & Mcs. Mitchell
that the request of Peter Marble be denied.

Very truly yours,

JEB:k
Encl.
cc: Col. & Mrs. C. A. Mitchell

- -

CAL [FORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
: | EXHIB]T A-3-M(0-96 - 1Q .
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EXHIBIT "D"

See
rcso(uﬂen-
Exh , P3s-: i-7.

Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

Resolution No.

Resolution Approving an Apphcanon for
Peter Marble (AP96023) for a Combined
Development Permit consisting of a Coastal
Administrative Permit for a Second Story
Addition to an Existing Townhouse, and
Design Approval Del Monte Forest Area,
Coastal Zone. .

WHEREAS, this matter was heard by the Board of Supervisors ("Board") of the
County of Monterey on September 24, 1996, pursuant to an appeal Maureesn and

Jim Monarty (“Appellant” )

WHEREAS, the property which is the subject of this appeal is located on Lot 9,
Tract 567, Pebble Beach Townhouses (Phase I), located westerly of Seventesn
Mile Drive, Del Monte Forest Area, Coastal Zone, in the County of Monterey

("the property”).

WHEREAS, Peter Marble (“Applicant”) filed with the Couhr_v of Monterey, an
application for a Combined Development consisting of a Coastal Administrative
Permit for second story addition to an exxstmv townhouse, and Design

Approval.

WHEREAS, Peter Marble’s application for a Combined Development Permit
came for consideration before the Zoning Administrator at-a public hearing on
May 30, 1996.

WHEREAS, this application was referred to the Planning Commission by the

Zoning Administrator at the May 30, 1996, hearing, after several neighbors |
expressed opposition to the project. The project referral was done so in

accordance with Section 20.04.030.F of the Coastal Implementation Plan.

WHEREAS, Peter Marble’s application for a Combined Development Permit
came for consideration before the Planning Commission at a pubhc hearing on
July 10, 1996.

WHEREAS, at the conclusxon of the public hearing on July 10, 1996, the
Planning Commission approved Peter Marble’s apphcanon on the basis of the
findings and evidence contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 96049.

CALIFORNIA COASTAL CO
EXHIBIT 4-3-pco-4- 118
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Ms.Margaret Leighton, Manager Jan.22,1996
Arch.Rewiew & Bullding Inspectors Office,
Pebble Beach Company

Pebble Beach, CA 93953 Fax:625-8412 phone:525-8453

Ms,Leighton:

The 1978 ruling that set the height for the
Townhouse roof levels will be supplied by the Coastal
Commissioners office to yours as soon as possible I'm sure.

This will surelly avoid any trouble in the
future and see that no ones views are damaged by future
building projects.

Sincerely,
DonMeGilvra
3294 Stevenson Drive,

- Pebble Beach, CA 93953 :
- | fel: 624-2522 o

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION

W
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Juiy 8, 1996

Mr. Robert Siimmon, Director
"Monterey County Planning Commission

P.O. Box 1208

Saziinas, California 83902

RE: Modifications to the residence of Mr. Peter E. Marble, Townhouse No 9
17 Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, California

Dear Mr. Slimmon,

As the architect for the modifications to Mr. Marble’s townnouse, | am writing to
coniirm that Mr. Marble wiil comply fuily with all conditions and requirements
referenced in Exhibits A & B and is prepared to remove, modify or replace all water-
using utilities (toilets, showers, dishwasher, washing machine) with the objective of
substantiaily recucing past water use and mesting presant standards.

. Tne addition of 685 sq. ft. of interior space with 82.5 sq. ft. of additional exterior deck
scace to the second floor of townhouse no. @ has been careifully designed to fit inte the
existing roof arrangement increasing only a portion of the roof ridge by 6'0” in height.
The proposed higher ridge runs parallel to any view shed (rather than perpendicuiariy)

. keeging the impact of the new work to an absolute minimum.

Cur design developed within full canformance of the restrictions developed for the
townhousa planned unit development. Our average maximum overall height is 25°0" and
we have made no increases to the footprint of the house or lot coverage. We have matched
ard maintained existing roof slopes, trim treatments, fascias, overhangs, fenestration

and proporticns. The overall affect is in keeping with the original design theme of the

tcwnhousa development,

After showing the conceptual plans of the project to Col. and Mrs. Mitchell, owners of
the single townhouse that will have any affect from the proposed work, we modified the
design to ensure that no evening nght will shine into their bedroom windows from the
new work at townhouse no. 9. Any view impairment from Col. and Mrs. Mitcheil's house
will be from a tangential direction to the far right. Large trees situated between the two
townhouses presently visually obstruct the view of townhouse no. 8 from the Mitchell's.

. Any futher view impairment created by the proposed waork will minimally obstruct
primarily the roofs of other townhouses and a distant row of trees.

We have ensured that the increased ridge line will create no visual impairment of the
views of any other residences. Views from other townhouses and residences ughill

above Stevenson Drive are not affected by the proposed work. CAUFORN‘ A Co ASTAL

o - EXHIBIT A5 HOD--1€

135 WEBSTER STREET, MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93940 + (408) 375-9854
: FAX (408} 375-9913



- Mr. Robert Slimmon ‘ . Page2
July 9, 1996 |

Mr. Marble expresses sincere appreciation to the Planning Department for their efforts
in assisting us with the approval process for construction and further confirms that we
will comply with all conditions outlined by the Planning Commission for this project.

Photographs showing the site conditions and story pole netting outlining the proposed
work are included in this correspondence, but we invite the Planning Commissioners to
view the site and personally verify that this very smail addition will have no adverse
impact on anyone's view from any location.

Please call if we can be of further assistance.

Very sincere!y, .

c__.//.é./t—é__\

Duncan Tedd AlA
Principal
encl: site photc_:s

cs: Peter E. Marble

CALFORNIA COASTAL commisiofl)
EXHIBIT A-3- Heb-96 -1
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H. JAMES GRIGGS

P.O. Box 410 201 Hoffman Avenue

Pebble Beach, CA 93953 Monterey, CA 93940
(408) 624-3492

Fax: (408) 624-7504 _ E @ E U VE Fax: (408) 373-5198

(408) 373-1072

December 6, 1996

DEC 0 Y 1995
California Coastal Commission . CALIFORNIA
Central Coast Area Office COASTAL commIssion
725 Front Street, Suite 300 CENTRAL COAST AREA

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Permit Number: A-3MC0O991 1,8

Gentlemen:

| understand that the meeting is not to be held or that the staff is recommending that it
not be held in connection with the above captioned number.

However, | would like to be on record stating that there has been a total disregard for
the intent of the area as published by the original CC&R’s for this project. There has
been a blatant disregard of these CC&R'’s and the representation made to the
neighbors of all surrounding properties relative to this is that it is a single story
development with height limitations. | would hope that any further action taken in
connection with these projects would take into consideration what the county and the
coastal commission represented that this area would be on these properties as they
have in the past approved some second story additions to the detriment of surrounding
neighbors and neighboring properties beyond the immediate area.

Please cast a negative consideration with this note in an effort to maintain some form
of integrity for zoning in this area.

H. James Griggs

EXHIBITNO. - S
ARPHCNIES e 18 - |
Letter of Concern

HJG:sh

cc:  Mr. Bill Phillips, Monterey County Planning-Acting Director
Mr. Ed Brown, Pebble Beach Planning-Vice President

enclosures






