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1. SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Though the appellants raise a variety of issues, the proposed Casa Palmero project as approved and
conditioned by Monterey County adequately conforms with Monterey County’s certified Local Coastal
Program (LCP). 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 for the
following reasons:

Procedural Issues: Appellants contend that the proposed project should be considered in tandem with
the Pebble Beach Lot Program; however there is no LCP requirement that these two separate projects
be combined. Appellants’ also contend that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required for the
proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, Monterey
County conducted an extensive public review of this project pursuant to CEQA and adopted a mitigated
negative declaration negating the need for an EIR and thus this process raises no substantial issues
with respect to the LCP. The appellants’ contention that Monterey County governing agencies did not
consider project opponents’ recommendations is difficult to accept given the extensive Casa Palmero
permitting process, CEQA process, and public debate at three public hearings before Monterey County
decision makers.
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. Community Character Issues: The appellants’ contention that the proposed project will significantly
impact the residential character of the community can be answered by recognizing: 1) the visitor
serving commercial zoning of the subject parcels and the surrounding parcels; and 2) its location
generally within the only commercial enclave in the Del Monte Forest area (the area surrounding the
Pebble Beach Lodge).

Parking Supply Issues: The appellants’ contention that the proposed project does not provide enough
parking is adequately addressed by the Casa Palmero Traffic Study which quantified the on-site
parking requirements based upon the unique use and employee characteristics of the proposed spa
and inn. The appellants’ competing contention that the proposed project provides an excess of parking
appears unsupportable given that the project includes shifting 100 off-site employee parking spaces
into the proposed parking facility to allow for additional visitor serving parking on 17 Mile Drive in the
Pebble Beach Lodge area.

Traffic Congestion Issues: The appellants’ primary contention that the proposed project will result in
inadequately mitigated traffic impacts is refuted by: 1) the Casa Palmero Traffic Study and mitigated
negative declaration which determined that the majority of traffic impacts were negligible; 2) Monterey
County's conditions of approval (i.e., 17 Mile Drive/Palmero Way intersection improvements, 17 Mile
Drive parking and pedestrian improvements, fair- share contribution towards the upgrade of the
Highway 1/Highway 68 interchange); and 3) the traffic and visitor serving benefits associated with
redistributing employee traffic away from 17 Mile Drive to Paimero Way. Furthermore, the appellants’
contention that the project is contrary to traffic demand management requirements is offset by the
applicant’s intent to expand its shuttle program to include the Casa Palmero project. Finally, while the

. appellants contend that the Casa Palmero Traffic Study is deficient, the evidence supports the opposite
conclusion. The subject report was developed by experts in the field of transportation, it had peer
review and was deemed adequate, it was scrutinized and clarified throughout the Monterey County
permitting and public hearing process, and it appears to be based upon an adequate and reasonable
factual foundation resulting in reasonable conclusions.

Construction ‘Impact Issues: The appellants’ contention that the proposed project will result in
inadequately mitigated construction-related impacts is adequately addressed by the conditions of
approval required by Monterey County to minimize construction noise, traffic, and related impacts.

Affordability Issues: The appellants’ contention that the proposed project lacks an affordability
element is refuted because the proposed project will result in new and improved no-cost access
facilities along 17 Mile Drive in the Pebble Beach Lodge area. Along with Monterey County's conditions
of approval requiring parking and pedestrian improvements, the proposed project will result in
enhanced no-cost access to the nof/low-cost visitor serving facilities in the Lodge area (e.g., food
services, picnic areas, Stillwater Cove access, etc.).

Conclusion: While the appellants raise a number of issues understandably of concern to nearby
residents, these issues do not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance
with the certified LCP. The issues associated with this project are essentially local issues that have had
extensive local public review in an open public forum through the CEQA process, the permitting
process, and three public hearings before Monterey County decision makers. Though these issues
have divided the community, they have also been openly discussed and a final decision rendered by
the appropriate locally elected body (the Monterey County Board of Supervisors).
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2. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE .

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds on which the appeal was filed, pursuant to Coastal Act section 30603.

MOTION: Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

| move that the Commission determine that appeal number A-3-MCQ0-97-037 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.

3. SUMMARY OF APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

There were three separate appeals filed in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast Area Office
regarding the Casa Paimero project. A number of issues were raised by the appellants with the primary
contention being that the proposed project will adversely affect traffic congestion in and around the
Pebble Beach Lodge area and 17 Mile Drive in the vicinity of the project and that Monterey County’s
approval did not adequately mitigate those impacts as required by Monterey County’s certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP). The appeal issues are paraphrased below (please see Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 for
the complete text of the appeals).

James A. Miller (see Exhibit 1 for the full text) contends that the proposed project:

¢ should be considered in tandem with the Pebble Beach Lot Program currently going through .
preliminary environmental review at the local level. V

o will have significant adverse traffic impacts in the Pebble Beach Lodge vicinity, particularly when
considered in tandem with the Pebble Beach Lot Program, that have not been mitigated as
mandated by LCP Policy 101.

« does not provide adequate parking, as required under LCP Policy 71 and LCP Implementation Plan
(IP) Section 20.58.040, and should not have been granted a reduction in the required number of
parking spaces per IP Section 20.58.050.C.

« is inconsistent with B-8 zoning requirements.

» does not include an affordability element as required by IP Section 20.147.090(A)(5).

« does not include a trip reduction plan as required by IP Section 20.64.250(C)(2)(C).

Carl E. Nielsen (see Exhibit 2 for the full text) contends that the proposed project: '

o will have significant adverse traffic impacts on 17 Mile Drive that have not been mitigated as
mandated by LCP Policy 101 including:
(1) potentially reducing the ‘level of service’ rating from Dto E
(2) impacting visitor and resident enjoyment of the area
(3) reducing bicycle safety and enjoyment

e is contrary to the trip reduction objectives of the Monterey County Transportation Agency by
concentrating employee parking in the Pebble Beach Lodge area as opposed to focusing on remote
park and ride facilities.

 does not adequately assess traffic impacts on 17 Mile Drive because the traffic analysis focuses on
the immediate project vicinity and does not take into account potential future improvements
associated with the General Development Plan for Casa Palmero,
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Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (see Exhibit 3 for the full text) contend

that the proposed project:

» will have significant residential, traffic, parking, construction, noise, and long-term development
impacts that have not been sufficiently mitigated as required pursuant to LCP Policy 70; such
impacts include those associated with:

(1) increased commercial activity and traffic in a prime residential area

(2) creation of additional parking spaces (including the 100 additional visitor serving spaces and
those associated with the 315 space parking structure)

(3) provision of parking in excess of the requirements for the proposed use at the site because
employee parking should be planned separately ‘

(4) construction-related noise, heavy truck traffic, workers’ parking, and workers' vehicle traffic

(5) long-term development impacts when viewed in tandem with the Pebble Beach Lot Program

» has a deficient traffic study that. 1) relies on urban trip generation rates; 2) disregards remote
employee parking; 3) does not deal with addition of 100 visitor-serving spaces along 17 Mile Drive;
and 4) is not adequately integrated with the traffic plans and studies for the Pebble Beach Lot
Program.

e was reviewed by Monterey County governing agencies without considering project opponent
recommendations despite the substantial public controversy engendered by the project at the local
level (Note: a lengthy volume of petitions and letters were submitted with this appeal to substantiate
the ‘public controversy’ assertion; while Exhibit 3 contains only a representative sampling of these
letters and petitions, the full file is available for review at the Commission’s Central Coast Area office
in Santa Cruz).

. ¢ should require a Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with an analysis of alternatives that also takes
into account the effects due to the potential Pebble Beach Lot Program.

4. LocaL GOVERNMENT ACTION

The Pebble Beach Company applied to the Monterey County Planning and Building inspection
Department for a combined development permit (coastal development permit, general development
plan, major lot line adjustment, and design approval) for the “Casa Palmero” project on April 15, 1996.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an initial study conducted by Monterey
County determined that the proposed project, with the addition of mitigation measures, would not have
a significant effect on the environment and a negative declaration with mitigation measures was filed
for public review on October 17, 1996. The proposed project was analyzed by the Del Monte Forest
Land Use Advisory Committee on December 5, 1996. This non-binding review board deadlocked on
the proposed project and therefore no official recommendation came from this advisory panel. The lot
line adjustment portion of the proposed project was then considered by the Monterey County Minor
Subdivision Committee on December 12, 1996 where it was unanimously recommended for approval.
The Monterey County Planning Commission conducted a site visit on December 4, 1996 and
considered the project at two public hearings on January 8, 1997 and January 29, 1997. On January
29, 1997 the Planning Commission adopted the mitigated negative declaration and approved the
proposed project by a vote of 7-3. On February 24, 1997, the Planning Commission’s approval was
appealed by 13 persons, including three of the appeilants currently before the Coastal Commission, to
the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors considered the appeal on April
15, 1997 and voted 4-1 to approve the proposed project and mitigated negative declaration. The notice
of final local action with respect to the Board's decision on the proposed project was received in the
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Coastal Commission’s Central Coast office on May 5, 1997 and three appeals were filed during the 10 .

working day appeal period running from May 6, 1997 through 5 PM on May 18, 1997.

Decision Timeline

10/17/96 Negative declaration with mitigation measures filed pursuant to CEQA

12/5/96  No recommendation (3-3) by the Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory Committee
12/12/96 Lot line adjustment approved (6-0) by the Monterey County Minor Subdivision Committee
1/28/97  Project approved (7-3) by the Monterey County Planning Commission

2/24/97  Project appealed to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors

4/15/97  Project approved (4-1) by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors

5/16/97 Project appealed to the California Coastal Commission

5. APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited 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 facilites may be appealed, whether approved or denied by a city or county
(Coastal Act Section 30603(a)).

For projects not located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the grounds for
an appeal shall be limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the certified LCP
(Coastal Act Section 30603(b)(1)). Since this project is appealed on the basis of its location between
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, the potential grounds for an appeal to the Coastal
Commission include not only the allegation that the development does not conform to the standards
set forth in the certified local coastal program but aiso the aliegation that the development does not
~conform to 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 issue,” 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, Section
30604(c) of the Coastal 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 access and public recreation. policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. In other words, in regard




A-3-MCQ-97-037 (Casa Palmero)
Pebble Beach Company
Page 7

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 on the substantial issue question are the
applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their representatives),
and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be
submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage of an appeal.

6. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. Project Description

The proposed project is located within the Pebble Beach area of the Del Monte Forest between the
Cities of Pacific Grove and Monterey to the north and the City of Carmel to the south. The subject site
is bordered to the north and east by the first and second holes of the Pebble Beach Golf Course,
directly to the east by a Pebble Beach Company employee parking lot, to the west by the Lodge at
Pebble Beach, and to the south, across Cypress Drive and Paimero Way, by a single family dwelling
and the Pebble Beach Beach and Tennis Club (see Exhibit 4). The project site is located in the vicinity
of the only commercial area in the Del Monte Forest (the Pebble Beach Lodge area). The project site is
subject specifically to the provisions of the Monterey County LCP’s Del Monte Forest Area Land Use
Plan (LUP) in tandem with the LCP’s Implementation Plan (IP).

The Casa Palmero project consists of the Pebble Beach Company’s proposal to develop a 24 unit inn
and a 24 room treatment spa at the site of the existing Casa Palmero residence in Pebble Beach. The
development of the proposed new facilities would require partial demolition, extensive reconstruction,
and new additions to the existing residential structure at the site that is currently used by the applicant
for meetings, private parties, and residential accommodations. Though a pantry kitchen is planned to
allow for the assembly of food that has been prepared off-site, no restaurant facilities are proposed
with the project. The structural footprint at the site is proposed to increase from the 6,363 square feet
associated with the existing residential footprint to 31,212 square feet with the total inn and spa square
footage proposed at 50,360 square feet (see Exhibit 4).

The project also proposes the development of a three level, 315 space parking garage with two levels
proposed below grade. This parking garage would be constructed on the site of an existing 130 space
parking area used by Pebble Beach Company employees. The construction of the underground
parking facility would require approximately 31,000 cubic yards of soil excavation. Of the 31,000 cubic
yards, approximately 5,000 cubic yards is proposed to be placed along the second and third fairways of
the Pebble Beach Golf Course with the remainder proposed to be deposited in the old spyglass quarry
pit, also owned by the applicant, located approximately 1.75 miles northwest of the Casa Palmero site.
The structural footprint of the parking garage is proposed at 41,527 square feet (see Exhibit 4).

In tandem with the physical development proposed at the project site, the project also proposes a
parcel line adjustment and recombination to create a 5.1 acre parcel consisting of the 1.98 acre parcel
currently occupied by the residential structures, the 1.99 acre parcel currently occupied by the Pebble
Beach Company employee parking lot, and the addition of a 1.13 acre section of the adjoining property
east of the parking lot site that is currently a part of the Pebble Beach Golf Course. All of the subject
parcels, including the proposed new 5.1 acre parcel, are subject to visitor serving commercial zoning
requirements (see Exhibit 4). The 1.98 acre parcel containing the existing Casa Palmero structure was
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the subject of an LCP amendment (Monterey County LCP Major Amendment 2-94) adopted by the
Commission on January 11, 1995 which redesignated the parcel from “Low Density Residential” to
“Visitor Serving Commercial.”

Construction of the proposed project would also require the removal of 106 trees including 19 oaks, 33
pines, and 51 cypress in the form of a planted hedge. The applicant proposes to replace these trees at
a 1.1 ratio. Though Monterey Cypress are considered environmentaily sensitive habitat in their
indigenous range, the proposed project is not located within this mapped area as defined in the Del
Monte Forest Area LUP.

B. Issue Discussion

Appellants’ claims fall info six categories discussed below: procedure, community character, parking
supply, traffic congestion, construction impacts, and affordability concerns.

Procedure

Appellants contend that the Casa Palmero project should be considered in tandem with the Pebble
Beach Company’s Lot Program (currently going through the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) process at the local level) because many of the impacts associated with the two projects are
similar. Though still in a preliminary stage, the Pebble Beach Lot Program consists of several
applications that would create 350 lots and a golf course on the remainder of the Pebble Beach
Company’s major holdings within the Del Monte Forest. The two projects, while reiated by virtue of the
same applicant (the Pebble Beach Company), are two separate projects for which there is no LCP
requirement that they be combined. Despite the appellants’ contention, the applicant has the right to
pursue the Casa Palmero project independently of the Pebble Beach Lot Program and has exercised
that right. More important though, the cumulative impacts associated with the two projects were
considered in the Casa Palmero negative declaration and mitigation measures were required to
address those.cumulative impacts. While combining the two projects into one application might
represent a more thoughtful approach, this is not required by the LCP and the lack of combined
analysis does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the
certified LCP.

The appeliants also contend that Monterey County did not follow CEQA policies and that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with an analysis of project alternatives should be required for the
Casa Palmero project. Monterey County was the lead agency in the CEQA review and completed an
initial study whereupon it was determined that the proposed project, with the addition of mitigation
measures, would not have a significant effect on the environment. A mitigated negative declaration was
filed for public review on October 17, 1996. This negative declaration was supplemented by additional
analyses, studies, and reports including a Forest Management Plan, a Traffic Study, an Acoustical
Analysis, a Geologic Investigation, a Geotechnical Investigation, an Archaeological Reconnaissance,
and an Erosion Contrél Plan. Further clarification of potential environmental effects associated with the
proposed Casa Palmero project included comments received on the negative declaration, public
hearing testimony, staff reports, and expert opinion. The mitigated negative declaration was adopted
after public hearings by both the Monterey County Planning Commission (1/29/97) and the Monterey
County Board of Supervisors (4/15/97). Through the implementation of this CEQA process, all potential
environmental impacts were extensively studied and publicly discussed and mitigations designed to
reduce any impacts to a level of insignificance therefore negating the need for an EIR or for the
analysis of alternatives to the project (including no project) required by an EIR. In light of the extensive
administrative record regarding the CEQA determination, the CEQA process has been adequate and
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. the lack of an EIR does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance
with the certified LCP.

Appellants Bunn, Bunn, Hunter, and Byrne further contend that the Casa Palmero project should not
be approved because opponents’ recommendations, as evidenced by the substantial public
controversy engendered by the proposed project, have not been adequately considered. While the
extensive amount of public participation at the local level is a testimony to the active citizenry in the Del
Monte Forest area, it is also an indication that there has been substantial public airing of issues and
recommendations. As the appellants and applicants have both highlighted with examples of letters of
support and opposition for this project as presented to both the Monterey County Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors, this project has been the subject of substantial public debate. Through
the CEQA process, the permitting process, and three public hearings before Monterey County decision
makers, the issues associated with this project have been addressed, as they should be, in an open
public forum. Though these issues, many of which are at the center of this appeal, have divided the
community, they have also been openly discussed and a final decision rendered by the appropriate
elected body (the Monterey County Board of Supervisors). The extensive public record for the
proposed Casa Palmero project shows a conscientious commitment to the public decision making
process, but it does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’s conformance with

the certified LCP.

c ni r
Appellants Bunn, Bunn, Hunter, and Byrne claim that the proposed commercial expansion at Casa
. Palmero will have a significant negative impact on the residential character of the community. The
contention is disputed by the fact that the Casa Palmero site is surrounded by commercial land uses:
to the north and east by holes one and two of the Pebble Beach Golf Course, a Pebble Beach
Company employee parking lot directly adjacent on its eastern boundary, the Pebble Beach Lodge
located immediately to the west, and the Pebble Beach Beach and Tennis Club located immediately
across Cypress Drive and Palmero Way to the south; there is one residential home in this immediate
area located directly across Cypress Drive from Casa Palmero. The Pebble Beach Lodge area
represents the only commercial area in the Del Monte Forest with various businesses and services
clustered in the nearby vicinity. The subject site is zoned Visitor Serving Commercial’ as are all land
uses surrounding the subject site (see Exhibit 4). Given the commercial nature of the overall
surrounding area, and further given that the project as proposed is consistent with the on-site visitor
serving zoning, the appellants concerns regarding visitor serving compatibility with residential uses do
not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’s conformance with the certified LCP.

Appellant Miller further contends that the B-8 zoning designation appears to apply to this project. The
purpose of the B-8 zoning district is to restrict development in areas where additional development or
intensification of land use would be detrimental to the residents of the area, or the county as a whole,
due to public facility type constraints (e.g., water supply, water quality, sewage disposal, traffic impacts,
etc.). However, as discussed above, each of the subject parcels associated with the proposed Casa
Palmero project is zoned ‘Visitor Serving Commercial’ and thus the B-8 zoning designation does not
apply. Because the subject site is not subject to any restrictions associated with the B-8 zoning
designation, this zoning contention does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’s
conformance with the certified LCP.
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Parking Supply

The Casa Paimero project proposes to replace an existing 130 space employee parking lot with a 315
space parking garage with two levels proposed below grade, an increase of 185 parking spaces at the
project site. In addition to acting as the parking facility for the new inn and spa complex, the new
parking structure would act as a general Pebble Beach Company employee parking facility. The new
garage would supply 230 general employee spaces: a) 130 spaces to replace the existing on-site
spaces to be removed in order to construct the parking facility; and b) 100 spaces to relocate 100
existing employee parking spaces from along 17 Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course just
north of the project site. The 100 spaces freed along 17 Mile Drive would then be available to the
general public. The 85 spaces remaining in the new garage facility (315 total spaces minus 230
employee spaces equals 85 spaces) would be used by employees and guests of the Casa Palmero
complex.

The 85 spaces remaining for Casa Paimero users and employees is a reduction in the number of
parking spaces required by Section 20.58.040 of the certified LCP's Implementation Plan (IP).
According to IP Section 20.58.040, the proposed Casa Palmero Inn and Spa would require 228 parking
spaces as follows:

1 space per hotel room @ 24 hotel -rooms ................................................................... 24 spaces
2 spaces per 3 hotel employees @ 12 hotel employees..........ccovevriveerienviiincrennnecennnns 8 spaces
1 space per 50 sq. ft. of spa @ 9,280 sq. ft. of Spa.....ccoveiiiviiceciircrece 185.6 spaces
1 space per 250 sq. ft. of (spa) office @ 2,380 sq. ft. of (spa) office..........coeeveennen. 9.52 spaces
Total parking spaces required by IP Section 20.58.040 ............ccccovriineenen. 227.12 (228) spaces

Pursuant to IP Section 20.58.050.C, Monterey County's approval of the project reduced the required
number of Casa Palmero parking spaces. IP Section 20.58.050.C states:

The standards indicated herein may be modified by a Coastal Development Permit from the
Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, or Board of Supervisors, where appropriate, in
cases which, due to the unusual characteristics of a use or its immediate vicinity, do not
necessitate the number of parking spaces, type of design, or improvements required by this
Chapter. In such cases, it shall be determined that reduced parking will be adequate to
accommodate all parking needs generated by the use, or that additional parking is not
necessary because of the. specific features of the use, site, or site vicinity.

Monterey County’s approval of a reduced number of parking spaces (from 228 down-to 85) was based
upon the parking analysis contained within the Casa Palmero Traffic Study (by Fehr & Peers
Associates Inc.). According to the Fehr & Peers parking analysis as clarified before the Monterey
County Board of Supervisors on April 15, 1997, full occupancy of the proposed Casa Palmero inn and
Spa would require a maximum of 72 parking spaces based upon the following requirements:

1 space per guest unit @ 24 GUESE UNIES.........cceevveeeenrineirinsererieiesescerenesnssarsnesesseasssens 24 spaces
1 space per treatment room @ 24 treatment rooms ........ccccoevvieviniinnne e 24 spaces
1 space per employee @ 24 employees (12 spa and 12 inn employees) ..................... 24 spaces
Total parking spaces calculated by Fehr & Peers Associates, INC. .....c.ccoeevcrrinennennnnn. 72 spaces

Given that the 36 parking spaces allotted by the Traffic Study to the inn portion of the proposed project
(24 guest and 12 employee spaces) represent four more spaces than required by the IP for this
component (see above), the reduction in overall Casa Palmero parking spaces was based on reducing
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. the maximum number of spaces required by the spa portion of the project from the 196 spaces
required by IP Section 20.58.040 down to 36 spaces as well. The reduction in spa-required parking
was based upon the following qualifying factors:

1. The nature of the spa component of the proposed facility would be different than that found at
typical spa facilities which have exercise classes, weight machines, and free weights. The
proposed Casa Palmero Spa would have no organized fitness facilities, aerobics classes, or
weights but rather would provide pampering in “treatment rooms” via skin care, massage,
sauna, etc.. While typical exercise facilities may generate intensive use (in the order of 30-60
minutes per user per visit), it is anticipated that the Casa Palmero spa user would typically stay
for 2-3 hours of treatments.

2. The majority of the spa users would be guests of Pebble Beach Lodge or the Casa Palmero Inn
who have walked to the spa; other Pebble Beach Company guests arriving from the Inn at
Spanish Bay can use the Pebble Beach Company shuttle.

3. The grouping of Pebble Beach Company facilities in the general vicinity (i.e., the Pebble Beach
Lodge, Casa Palmero, and the Pebble Beach Beach and Tennis Club) implies that there would
be some Pebble Beach Company employee overlap.

The appellants disagree with the parking analysis for contrary reasons. Appellant Miller claims that the
proposed project does not provide enough parking, while appellants Bunn, Bunn, Hunter, and Byme
claim that the proposed project provides an excess of parking. According to appellant Miller, the
proposed project does not allow adequate parking to satisfy the requirements of LCP policy 71 and IP
Section 20.58.040 and the parking analysis fails to explain why it should be allowed a reduction in

. required parking pursuant to IP Section 20.58.050.C. According to LCP policy 71 for the Del Monte
Forest area:

Transportation improvements should include consideration of non-automobile facilities,
including public transit stops and shelters. Expansion of existing commercial facilities or
development of new facilities shall be approved only where requirement for adequate parking
can be fully satisfied. Adequate parking shall include all uses on the subject site (e.g., hotel
units, restaurant, employees, day use facilities.)

The County’s approval of the proposed project allowing a reduction in required parking spaces
pursuant to IP Section 20.58.050.C came to the reasonable conclusion that the unique parking
characteristics associated with the Casa Palmero project justified this reduction as discussed above in
terms of the nature of the spa services to be provided and the grouping of affiliated Pebble Beach
Company services in the vicinity. The parking analysis made a site specific recommendation regarding
the number of spaces that would be required because of the specific features of the use, site, and site
vicinity. Given that the LCP allows for a reduction in the required amount of parking spaces based upon
site specific circumstances, and further given that the parking analysis for the proposed project
provides evidence to that effect, the parking supply has been shown to be adequate as per LCP policy
71 and the reduction in the required number of parking spaces for the proposed project does not raise
a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’'s conformance with the certified LCP.

Appellants Bunn, Bunn, Hunter, and Byrne claim that the 315 space parking facility associated with the
proposed project provides an excess of parking (beyond that required for the proposed spa and inn).
. On-site requirements for parking include 72 spaces for the spa and inn (as reduced per the above
discussion) and 130 spaces to account for the existing on-site parking to be replaced. When subtracted
from the 315 space total for the proposed parking structure, there is an excess of 113 parking spaces
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(315 - (72 + 130) = 113) when all on-site uses are accounted for. However, 100 of these 113 spaces
are accounted for by the proposed project given that the applicant also proposes to shift 100 off-site
employee parking spaces from along 17 Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course, just north of the
project site, to the proposed parking facility. The remaining 13 spaces represent an excess provided to
minimize internal parking and traffic congestion when maximum demand occurs on-site.

The additional 100 spaces included in the project to account for existing off-site employee parking will
allow for enhanced public parking access in the Pebble Beach Lodge area by freeing 100 additional
visitor serving parking spaces in a prime parking area. Each of these 100 spaces along 17 Mile Drive
are currently typically occupied throughout the day by a single employee vehicle, making the space
unavailable for the short term parking needs of residents and visitors frequenting Pebble Beach Lodge
area businesses and services. The effect of shifting these 100 off-site spaces into the proposed
parking facility would be to free up 100 additional visitor serving parking spaces that should provide
greater parking opportunities for residents and visitors frequenting the Pebble Beach Lodge area. As
part of Monterey County’s approval, these 100 spaces to be vacated along 17 Mile Drive were aiso
conditioned for parking and pedestrian enhancements that should further enhance public parking and
access in the area (conditions 24 and 25; see Exhibit 5). Given that the parking being provided in
excess of on-site requirements is accounted for through the proposed reallocation of off-site spaces to
‘allow for greater public access in the Pebble Beach Lodge area, the supply of parking associated with
the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’s conformance
with the certified LCP.

Iraffic Congestion
Appellants’ concerns about traffic impacts fall into three categories as discussed below: general traffic
congestion issues, employee trip reduction, and adequacy of the Casa Paimero traffic study.

General Traffic Congestion Issues

The bulk of the issues raised by the appellants focus on the traffic impacts associated with the
proposed Casa Palmero project. In analyzing these potential traffic impacts it is important to
conceptually separate the existing traffic in the area from the additional traffic that would be generated
due to the proposed project. Existing traffic in the Casa Palmero area, traffic that will continue whether
or not this proposed project proceeds, includes existing residential and visitor traffic as well as traffic
associated with Pebble Beach Company employees utilizing the existing 130 space parking lot
adjacent to Casa Palmero. Given that this existing traffic is not due to the proposed project, there is no
nexus for requiring traffic mitigations through the Casa Palmero project based upon traffic impacts
associated with existing traffic.

Existing traffic also includes the traffic associated with the 100 parking spaces along 17 Mile Drive
adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course. However, given that the Casa Palmero project proposes to redirect
this employee traffic to the proposed parking structure at the Casa Palmero site, the impacts, beneficial
and otherwise, associated with shifting this existing traffic must also be analyzed. Given that the Casa
Palmero Traffic Study found that approximately 80% of this employee traffic arrives and departs via the
Highway 1 and Carmel Gates, traveling along 17 Mile Drive through the Palmero Way intersection, the
primary effect of this redistribution will be to intercept employee trips at Paimero Way, and through to
the Casa Palmero parking structure (see Exhibit 4), thus reducing employee generated traffic that had
previously moved through to the Pebble Beach Lodge area along 17 Mile Drive. The trade-off
associated with reducing existing employee traffic on 17 Mile Drive will be to redirect this empioyee
traffic to Palmero Way and the Palmero Way/17 Mile Drive intersection (see vehicle trip figure below).
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. In terms of the additional traffic associated with the proposed Casa Palmero spa and inn facilities, the
Casa Palmero Traffic Study determined that employees and guests of the proposed Casa Palmero
complex would add an additional 260 vehicle trips per 24 hours (210 for the inn and 50 for the spa).
Though the inn component of the project would have less facilities than a typical hotel (e.g., no
restaurant), the additional traffic attributed to the 24-unit inn was estimated using trip generation rates
for hotels. As a result, the additional inn traffic likely shows a worst-case scenario at the high end of the
potential traffic spectrum. Additional traffic associated with the spa component of the project was based
upon full occupancy of all 24 spa treatment rooms with an anticipated staying time of two to three
hours. Given that potential spa patrons are primarily assumed to be Casa Palmero Inn and Pebble
Beach Lodge guests who will walk to the spa, the additional traffic attributed to the spa component of
the project was based upon the one-third of spa users who were Del Monte Forest residents or visitors
who would drive to the facility. Assuming full occupancy at the peak PM commuting hour, the Casa
Palmero complex would result in an additional 24 peak hour vehicle trips (18 attributed to the hotel and
8 attributed to the inn) (see vehicle trip figure below).

According to the Casa Palmero Traffic Study, traffic characteristics of Palmero Way before (existing)
and after (existing + additional traffic) the proposed Casa Palmero project can be summarized as

follows:
Vehicle Trips Vehicle Trips
Source of traffic PM Peak Hour  Daily Average _
Existing traffic on Paimero Way 360 (79%) 3,800 (87%)
Additional traffic from shifting 100 employee parking spaces 70 (16%) 300 (7%)
Additional traffic from Casa Palmero operations (inn and spa) 24 (5%) 260 (6%)
. Total traffic on Paimero Way after the Casa Paimero project: 454 (100%) 4,360 (100%)

The appellants contend that there will be significant adverse traffic impacts due to the proposed project
that have not been adequately mitigated per LCP policies 70 and 101. In addition to overall increased
traffic congestion in the Pebble Beach Lodge vicinity, appellants describe the potential for specific
adverse impacts including: 1) reduced ‘level of service’ rating for 17 Mile Drive from D to E; 2) reduced
bicycle safety and enjoyment on 17 Mile Drive; 3) reduced visitor and resident enjoyment on 17 Mile
Drive; and 4) increased traffic from converting the 100 spaces along 17 Mile Drive from employee to
visitor serving.

LCP policy 70 states:

New development shall incorporate mitigation measures to minimize potential adverse
environmental impacts. .

LCP policy 101 states:

In order to preserve both visual and physical access to the coast, the impacts on the road
system of the Forest and on Highways 68 and One from incremental development of the Forest
shall be mitigated in conjunction with or as a function of new development.

Though the appellants contend that potential adverse traffic impacts have not been adequately
mitigated, this assertion is disputed by: 1) the Casa Palmero Traffic Study and the mitigated negative
declaration which determined that the majority of the Casa Palmero traffic impacts were negligible; 2)
the conditions of approval adopted by Monterey County; and 3) the visitor serving and traffic benefits

. associated with providing an additional 100 parking spaces in the Pebble Beach Lodge area and
removing employee traffic from 17 Mile Drive.
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The mitigated negative declaration and the Casa Palmero Traffic Study came to the reasonable .
conclusion that a 7% daily increase in new traffic (260 new trips every 24 hours solely due to new Casa
Palmero spa and inn operations) and an 8% daily shift in employee traffic (300 trips every 24 hours
shifted from 17 Mile Drive to Palmero Way) would have negligibie impacts on the Casa Palmero area,
the Palmero Way/17 Mile Drive intersection, 17 Mile Drive from the Highway 1 Gate to Palmero Way,
and the Highway 1/Highway 68 interchange. The majority of traffic impacts would be concentrated on
the Palmero Way/17 Mile Drive intersection which is currently stop controlled on Palmero Way and
allows unimpeded through access along 17 Mile Drive. According to the traffic analysis, the current
level of service (level of service “C") of the Palmero Way/17 Mile Drive intersection would not be
changed by the traffic generated by the proposed Casa Palmero complex. Nevertheless, Monterey
County’s approval of the project required the addition of a dedicated left turn lane at the intersection of
17 Mile Drive and Palmero Way (condition 21; see Exhibit 5) to mitigate for any potential traffic impacts
due to traffic attributable to abridged employee trip patterns as well as Casa Palmero inn and spa
operations.

The mitigated negative declaration and the Casa Paimero Traffic Study also concluded that any traffic
impacts attributable to the Casa Palmero project between the Highway 1/Highway 68 interchange and
Palmero Way would also be negligible. The current level of service for 17 Mile Drive between the
Highway 1 Gate and Palmero Way (level of service “D") would not be changed due to the Casa
Palmero project; the level of service would also stay the same when impacts are analyzed cumulatively
along with the proposed Pebble Beach Lot Program. Given that the Highway 1/Highway 68 interchange
is already operating at the impacted level of service “F", and based on the assertion that the Casa
Palmero project would add an estimated eight additional peak hour trips to this interchange, Monterey
County's conditions of approval required a fair share contribution towards the upgrade of the Highway
1/Highway 68 interchange (condition 26; see Exhibit 5).

- In addition, though shifting the 100 employee spaces to the proposed parking facility would resuit in
increased traffic on Palmero Way (300 additional vehicle trips per 24 hours) and the Palmero Way/17
Mile Drive intersection, it would lead to a corresponding decline in traffic on 17 Mile Drive (300 fewer
vehicle trips per 24 hours) in the Pebble Beach Lodge area by curtailing employee trips at Palmero
Way. With 80% of these employees arriving via the Highway 1 and Carmel Gates, the effect of this
shift is to remove 80% of empioyee traffic on 17 Mile Drive between Palmero Way and the central
commercial area of the Lodge thereby improving resident and visitor traffic flows in the Lodge area.
Furthermore, by freeing 100 visitor serving parking spaces in the Lodge area, parking opportunities for
residents and visitors should increase thereby decreasing traffic associated with those seeking parking
who are currently forced to cycle through the Lodge area looking for scarce parking spaces. Given that
the increase in short term parking spaces will also likely increase both parking turnover and associated
pedestrian activity, and further given that this area along 17 Mile Drive is currently lacking pedestrian
facilities and parking is not well defined, Monterey County's approval required parking and pedestrian
improvements along 17 Mile Drive where the 100 spaces would convert to visitor serving uses
(conditions 24 and 25; see Exhibit 5). By reducing traffic on 17 Mile Drive and providing public access
improvements in the Lodge area, resident, visitor, and bicycle enjoyment and safety on 17 Mile Drive
should be enhanced and visitor serving access in the Pebble Beach Lodge area improved.

Given that the Casa Palmero project: 1) does not impact the level of service ratings for the Palmero
Way/17 Mile Drive intersection or for 17 Mile Drive between the Highway 1 Gate and Palmero Way, 2)
has been conditioned with mitigations to address any potential traffic impacts at the Palmero Way/17
Mile Drive intersection; 3) conditioned with mitigations to improve pedestrian and parking access along
17 Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course; 4) conditioned with mitigations to improve the
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Highway 1/Highway 68 interchange; 5) removes employee traffic from 17 Mile Drive in the Pebbie
Beach lLodge area; and 6) provides visitor serving benefits in the form of parking and pedestrian
access improvements on 17 Mile Drive in the Lodge area where these improvements are specifically
lacking, the potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed project have been adequately
mitigated pursuant to LCP policies 70 and 101 and the appellants’ general traffic contentions do not
raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the certified LCP.

Employee Trip Reduction

In addition to general traffic impacts, the appellants further contend that the proposed parking facility
associated with the Casa Palmero project concentrates employee parking in the Pebble Beach Lodge
area contrary to the concept of remote employee parking and the trip reduction objectives of the
Monterey County Transportation Agency. Appellant Miler specifically cites IP section
20.64.250(C){(2)(C) which requires a trip reduction checklist (i.e., a description of methods to be used
by the developers to reduce vehicular trips) for commercial development in excess of 25,000 square
feet (such as the proposed project).

Contrary to the appellants’ contentions, these vehicular trip reduction concerns have been specifically
addressed through the Monterey County permitting process. First, given that the applicants submitted
a traffic analysis which contained a section describing the traffic demand management techniques that
would be used to minimize vehicular trips associated with the project, the applicants complied with IP
section 20.64.250(C)}2)(C). Second, this ‘traffic demand management’ component of the Casa
Paimero Traffic Study specifically describes the applicant’s intent to expand its existing trip reduction
program to include the proposed Casa Paimero complex. The Pebble Beach Company’s existing
program for its Pebble Beach Lodge and Spanish Bay resorts involves a shuttle operation which: 1)
transports guests between the airport and the resorts; 2) transports guests between the resorts and
other Pebble Beach Company facilities (i.e., golf, equestrian, and meeting facilities) within the Del
Monte Forest; and 3) transports Pebble Beach Company employees between the Lodge area and the
remote employee parking lot near the Highway 1 gate. Given that this shuttle program will be expanded
to include the Casa Paimero complex, and further given that the Casa Palmero traffic study was
reviewed by the Monterey County Transportation Agency and deemed acceptable, the project is
consistent with LCP trip reduction policies and the appellants’ contentions do not raise a substantial
issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the certified LCP.

A parallel contention of the. appellants is that the parking structure should be separated from the
proposed project with all employee parking planned separately from this project (Appellants Bunn,
Bunn, Hunter, and Byrne). However, by incorporating existing, off-site employee parking (i.e., along 17
Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Goif Course) with the Casa Palmero project, visitor serving access will
be enhanced through parking and pedestrian improvements and traffic should be improved on 17 Mile
Drive in the Lodge area. Given: 1) that there is no LCP requirement for making the parking structure a
separate project; 2) there are visitor serving benefits associated with including the off-site parking
spaces into the Casa Palmero project; and 3) that the Pebble Beach Company will expand its shuttle
program to include the Casa Palmero complex, the contention that employee parking and the parking
structure should be planned separately does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed
project’'s conformance with the certified LCP.

Adequacy of Traffic Study

Finally, the appellants contend that the Casa Palmero Traffic Study by Fehr & Peers Associates Inc. is
deficient because it: 1) does not adequately assess traffic impacts on 17 Mile Drive given its focus on
the immediate project vicinity; 2) does not take into account potential future improvements associated
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with the General Development Plan for Casa Palmero; 3) relies on urban trip generation rates; 4)
disregards remote employee parking; 5) does not deal with addition of 100 visitor-serving spaces along
17 Mile Drive; and 6) is not adequately integrated with the traffic plans and studies for the Pebble
Beach Lot Program. That the Casa Palmero Traffic Study is deficient is repudiated given that it was
developed by experts in the field of transportation, it has had peer review (i.e., by Monterey County
Transportation Agency staff and Monterey County Public Works Department staff) and been deemed
adequate, it has been scrutinized and clarified throughout the Monterey County permitting and public
hearing process, and it appears to be based upon an adequate and reasonable factual foundation
resulting in reasonable conclusions.

in terms of the specific deficiencies noted by the appelilants, each of these has been adequately
addressed through the proposed project’s traffic study and negative declaration. In terms of deficiency
(1) above, the negative declaration made findings based upon potential traffic impacts extending
outward from the project vicinity between Palmero Way and the Highway 1 gate as well as the Highway
1/Highway 68 interchange and required appropriate mitigations. For (2) above, any potentiai traffic
impacts associated with potential future improvements will be addressed when those potential future
projects are permitted. For (3), the trip generation rates were taken from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers manual, Trip Generation 5th Edition, that is accepted by Monterey County and most other
municipalities for calculating trip generation rates. As discussed earlier, the rates used to caiculate inn-
related trips were based upon hotel uses and likely over-estimate the extent of trips due to the lack of
hotel-like facilities in the proposed Casa Palmero inn. Trips generated by the spa component of the
project are based upon reasonable use assumptions and conclusions. The traffic analysis adequately
portrays the unique characteristics of the Del Monte Forest road system. In terms of (4) above, as
discussed previously, the traffic study describes that the Pebble Beach Company will expand its
existing traffic demand management shuttle program, which includes remote employee parking, to also
encompass the Casa Palmero complex. For (5), the traffic impacts associated with the additional 100
visitor serving spaces were specifically clarified by the April 15, 1897 addendum to the traffic study as
presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. As discussed above, the effect of redirecting
employee parking and providing additional visitor serving spaces shouid be to reduce traffic on 17 Mile
Drive in the Pebble Beach Lodge area. And finally for number (6) above, the negative declaration
specifically described the potential traffic impact of the Casa Paimero project when analyzed in tandem
with the Pebble Beach Lot Program and included appropriate mitigations to address these cumulative
traffic impacts. Given that the potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed Casa Palmero
project have been effectively scrutinized, and mitigations required where appropriate, by: 1) the Casa
Palmero Traffic Study by Fehr & Peers Associates Inc.; 2) through the Casa Palmero negative
declaration; and 3) through the permitting and public hearing process, the traffic analysis associated
with the proposed project has been adequate and the appellants’ contention that the traffic study is
deficient does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the
certified LCP.

There is no question that the proposed project will generate additional traffic. However, the traffic
issues and benefits associated with the proposed Casa Palmero project have been adequately
characterized and any potential impacts adequately mitigated through Monterey County’s approval. in
addition, by incorporating the 100 off-site employee spaces into this project, traffic improvements along
17 Mile Drive in the Pebble Beach Lodge area should be expected. Furthermore, given that the
certified LCP specifically gives priority to visitor serving land uses where public service capacities are
limited, additional traffic generated by the proposed Casa Palmero project represents such a priority
use.
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. LCP policy 72 states:

New coastal-dependent land use, public and commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land
uses shall have priority over other uses where public service capacities are limited.

Given that appropriate mitigations have been required to alleviate any potential traffic impacts and that
traffic and visitor serving access benefits are incorporated into the project, the appellants’ traffic
contentions do not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the

certified LCP.

onstructi ts

Appellants Bunn, Bunn, Hunter, and Byrne contend that potential adverse impacts related to the
construction of the Casa Palmero project have not been properly mitigated including impacts from
noise, heavy truck traffic, and worker parking and traffic. However, the impacts from construction were
specifically addressed by the conditions of approval adopted by Monterey County which: 1) required a
construction traffic management plan (condition 23) to detail truck and traffic control procedures during
construction; 2) limited truck and construction equipment operation to Monday through Saturday from
the hours of 8 AM to 6 PM with no operations on Sunday or Holidays and a maximum allowable truck
speed of 15 miles per hour (conditions 29 and 32); 3) required an employee parking shuttle (condition
22) from the Pebble Beach Lodge area to a remote parking lot along Portola Road at the Equestrian
Center and Collins field frontage with overflow parking provided at the adjacent Pebble Beach Driving
Range; 4) required residential mufflers on all construction equipment with excessively noisy equipment
. specifically disallowed (condition 30); and 5) required the use of temporary berms, specific noise-
reducing construction techniques, and noise barriers (as detailed in the project's acoustical analysis by
Brown-Buntin Associates) to reduce noise during excavation (condition 31) (see Exhibit 5 for Monterey
County’'s conditions of approval). Given that the Casa Palmero project has been conditioned to
adequately mitigate any potential construction-related impacts, the appellants’ construction contentions
do not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project’'s conformance with the certified LCP.

or ility Conce

Appellant Miller contends that the proposed Casa Palmero project does not contain an affordability
element as mandated by [P Section 20.147.090(A)(5) which states:

New coastal-dependent land use, public and commercial recreation and visitor-serving land
uses shall have priority over other uses where public service capacities are limited. New visitor
serving and commercial recreation facilities shall afford the maximum use of facilities by the
public and offer a range of visitor serving facilities. Free, low-cost, and/or moderate cost
facilities, such as public trails, picnic areas, viewing areas, and moderate-price food services,
shall be required to be provided as a part of new visitor-serving and commercial recreation
“development. Plans for such facilities shall be included within and considered as part of the
development proposal. Deed restrictions, required as a condition of approval pursuant to the
requirements of Section 20.142.130, shall stipulate that the facilities shall be reserved at free,
low or moderate cost to the public. (Ref. Policies 72 and 89 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use

Plan).

By redistributing the 100 employee parking spaces from along 17 Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Golf
Course to the proposed Casa Palmero parking facility, 100 additional visitor serving parking spaces are
freed in the Pebble Beach Lodge area. In addition to providing increased short-term parking for
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residents and visitors frequenting Lodge area businesses and services, these free parking spaces will
provide enhanced no-cost access to the no/low-cost visitor serving facilities in the Lodge area (e.g.,
food services, picnic areas, Stillwater Cove access, etc.). Furthermore, the proposed project has been
conditioned to include parking and pedestrian access improvements along 17 Mile Drive where the 100
parking spaces are to be opened to visitor serving use (conditions 24 and 25; see Exhibit 5). Given that
this area along 17 Mile Drive is currently lacking pedestrian facilities and parking is not well defined,
these visitor serving access improvements represent new public access facilities along 17 Mile Drive
and as such represent an enhancement of free public access opportunities in the key area in and
around the Pebble Beach Lodge. Since the proposed Casa Palmero project includes the development
of new and improved no-cost access facilities along 17 Mile Drive in the Lodge area enhancing coastal
public access, the proposed project is in conformance with IP Section 20.147.090(A)(5) and appellant
Miller's affordability contention does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's
conformance with the certified LCP. :

C. Conclusion

While the appellants raise a number of procedural, community, parking, traffic, construction, and
affordability issues understandably of concern to nearby residents, these issues do not raise a
substantial issue in terms of the proposed project's conformance with the certified LCP. The issues
associated with this project are essentially local issues that have had extensive local public review in
an open public forum through the CEQA process, the permitting process, and three public hearings
before Monterey County decision makers. Though these issues have divided the community, they have
also been openly discussed and a final decision rendered by the appropriate locaily elected body (the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors). The standard of review for the Commission’s substantial issue
determination is not specifically the overall merits of the proposed project, but rather whether or not the
project conforms to LCP policies. As discussed above, the Casa Paimero project, as proposed and
conditioned, adequately conforms to the policies of Monterey County’s certified LCP.

-
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Act. Please review the. appeal information sheet for assistance
i_n completing this sectiorp. which continues on the next page.

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 2 of 7)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Padge 3)

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. 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 additional paper as necessary.)
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Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit -additional information to the staff and/or' Commission to
support the appeal request.

' SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stateybove are correct to the best of

my/our knowledge. \ \

S\natur‘e o’f Appeilant(s) or

Authorized Agent

Date 277 W= 22T, fcfc?r/

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

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I1/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal,

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 3 of 7)
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STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR APPEAL

Subject application constitutes a "piecemeal® submission and should be merged
with applicants 360 lot and golf course application currently in the review process to allow
an overall assessment of the cumulative impacts, especially of traffic flow. At present no
decision appears to have been established with respect to the location of the proposed
new golf course and, if a location in the immediate vicinity of the Lodge is adopted,
(*Alternative 2"), significant additional adverse tratfic impacts will be created on an already
overstressed road system. The current proposal cannot but exacerbate that impact. No
traffic plan bas been presented which recognizes these cumulative impacts or proposes
mitigation measures for such impacts, as is mandated by Policy 101 of the Local Coastal

Plan.

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 4 of 7)
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Mr. Lee Otter, District Chief planner , CAUFORNIA
California coastal Commission COASTAL COMMISSlON

Central Coast Office
725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
May 12, 1997

Dear Mr. Otter,

Kindly add the enclosed Parking Analysis to the Reasons for Appeal of my
currently pending appeal of the Casa Palmero/Spa/Parking Facility application,
(Commission Appeal No. A-3-MCO-987-037).

Very truly yours,

\ T

James A. Miller
- 1003 Broncho Road
Pebble Beach, CA 93853

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 5 of 7)
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Re:Appea| No. A-3-MCQ-97-037

PARKING ANALYSIS

Section 20.58.040 of the Coastal Implementation Plan requires "hotels" to provide
one parking space per room and 2 spaces for each 3 employees. "Spas" are required to
provide one parking space for each 50 sq. ft. of useable area and one space for each 250
sq. ft. is required for the office space contained within the spa. The parking requirement
for the of the proposed Casa Paimero Project is thus 228 spaces, (based on 24 hotel
rooms, 12 employees, 9280 sq. ft. of useable spa area and 2380 sq. fi. of office space).

Applicant proposes to increase parking facilities from the existing 130 spaces to
315 spaces, an increase of 185. The proposed parking structure is also planned to
accommodate the existing 130 spaces for Lodge employees and relocate an additional
100 spaces of employee parking from Peter Hay hill. Thus, in total, the required number
of parking spaces is 458, (228-+130+100). Applicant proposes to provide only 69 per cent
of the parking spaces required by the Coastal Implementation Plan.

Although Section 20.58.050.C of the Coastal Implementation Plan allows the
Planning Commission to modily the standards of Section 20.58.040, "in cases which, due
to unusual characteristics of a use or its immediate vicinity, do not necessitate the number
of parking spaces, type of design, or improvements required by the Chapter", the traffic
and parking study prepared by Fehr and Peers Associates for this project fails to explain
why the proposed spa is different from the spa contemplated by the drafters of Section
20.58.040. A reasonable estimate of the actual parking needs of the spa, based on
applicants description of the proposed use, is 2 spaces for each treatment room, based
on an occupancy of each room by one client and one operator, rather than a requirement
of only one space per rcom suggested by the Fehr and Peers study. (A requirement of
2 spaces per treatment room would be consistent with requirements for physicians
treatment rooms similar in size to the spa facility). On this basis a reasonable requirement
for the hotel and spa would be 94, (vice 69 suggested by Fehr and Peer), and leads to
a parking facility requirement of 324, (94+130+100), significantly greater than the
proposed 315 spaces. In fact the original Parking Demand Analysis, (Appendix K of
Planning Commission Negative Declaration), suggests a need for between 329 and 344
spaces including a Parking Circulation Component of 10 to 15 per cent. If this
requirement is added to the above estimate of 324, at least 356 would be required, _

(324+32).

The proposed parking element of the Casa Palmero Project provides significantly
less than the "adequate parking® mandated by Policy 71 of the Local Coastal Plan.

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 6 of 7)




A-3-MC0-97-037 (Casa Palmero)
Pebble Beach Company
Page 25

Mr. Dan Carl, Coastal Planner
California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

725 Front Strest, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, California 95060

June 10, 1897

Dear Mr, Carl,

Kindly add the following points of issue to the file of Appeal Number A-3-MCO-97-
037, the Casa Palmero Project.

1. It would appear that B-8 Resource Conservation Zone Overlay applies to this
project. If so, a project involving multiple hot tubs, treated as swimming pools by planners
and utilities, would be inconsistent with the zoning. -

2. Section 20.147.090, Paragraph A-5 of the Coastal Implementation Plan
mandates an affordability element in the visitor serving goals of the General Standards.

This project include no such element.

3. The project encompasses more than 25,000 square feetand is therefore subject
to Section 20.64.25 Paragraph C-2-C of the Coastal Implementation Plan. No Trip
Reduction Plan, as is mandated, (Trip Reduction Checklist), is apparently present.
Although mitigation is not mandatory, the traffic and parking issues, which are the central
issue of this appeal, would clearly benefit from a condition to limit employee traffic through
the provision of remote parking, already available near the Carmel Hill Gate, and the

busing of employees.

Very truly yours,

o Decl

James A. Miller
1003 Broncho Road
Pebble Beach, CA 93953

0) ECEIVE

JUN 10 1997

CALFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Exhibit 1: Appeal of James A. Miller (page 7 of 7)
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—~THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Goverms .
. de txzl-1d

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST ARZA QFFICE

725 FRONT STREST, §1E. 10

SANTA CRUL, QA 91080

{408 427.4863
HEARING. IMPAIRED: (415 904-5200 APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Section L Appellant(s)

Name, mailime addrass 2=d telephone number of appellant(s):
Carl E. Nielsen P.O. Box 253, Pebble Beach, CA 93953, Telephone (408) 375-2321

Section .  Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:
Monterey County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 97-138 -

2. Brief description of development being appealed: :

Pebble Beach Company's Application PC 96024 - Commercial expansion
of Casa Palmero home. Remodel & additions. New 24 unit Inn/Hotel, 2 story 24
treatment room Spa and a 315 space tri-level parking garage, 2 levels underground.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor’s parcel no., cross street, etc.):
1518 Cypress Drive at Palmero Way, Pebble Beach. Portions of Lot 11 and 12, Block 136B El
Pescadero Ranch, Del Monte Forest. Assessor's Parcels. No. 008-032, 0d35, 036. Includes

parking lot)
4.  Description of decision being appealed:
a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: Monterey County Board of Supervmors‘ ‘
Resohition No. 97-138 | H

<. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial

decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
- the development is a_major energy or public works project.

Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

APPEAL NO: 4= -mtco -7 7-0 37 MAY 1 3 1997

FILED: CALIFORNIA
DATE . sk
/ 72/ COASTAL COMMISSION
DISTRICT:  Cinrent (oast,
) HS: 4/38 '

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 1 of 15)
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Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

____ Planning Director/Zoning ¢. XX Planning Commission Resolution 97009
Administrator

XX Board of Supervisors d. Other
Resolution 97-138

Date of local government's decision: Board of Supervisors, April 15, 1997

Local government's file number (if any): Pebble Beach Company appiication PC96024
-- - Doard of Suporvisors Resclution 97-138

SECTION IIL Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties (Use additional paper as necessary)

a.

6

@ -

3)

(4

Name and mailing address of permxt applicant:
Pebble Beach Company, P.O. Box 1767, Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in
writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be
interested and should receive notice of this appeal

See attached list

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and
requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in
completing this section, which continues on the next page.

Page 27
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) .

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. 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 additional paper
as necessary.)

WWW
BY PROJECT

The September 24, 1984, Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan, Monterey County Local Coastal
Program Policy No. 101 states: "In order to preserve both visual and physical access to the coast,

. the impacts on the road system of the Forest and on Highways 68 aud One from incremental
development of the Forest shall be mitigated in conjunction with or as 2 finction of new
deveiopment”. The Monterey County October 17, 1996 Negative Declaration for the commercial
expansion of the Casa Palmero home with a 315-space parking structure does not describe any
mitigation measures, except the construction of a left tum lane from 17-Mile Drive to Palmero
Way, to reduce the impact of traffic on the "Level of Service" D 17-Mile Drive from the vicinity
of Peter Hay Golf Course to the Carmel Gate turn-off The build-up of traffic on this segment of
the 17-Mile Drive will reduce the ability of visitors (in vehicles, bicycles or tour busses) to enjoy -
the experience of the 17-Mile Drive, one of the few affordable activities available to visitors to the
Del Monte Forest.

The Transportation agency of Monterey County (TAMC) has adopted a Facilities Trip Reduction
Program which has as one of its trip reduction measures the use of park-and-ride facilities. The
315 space parking structure will provide space for 210 employees. The concentration of
employee parking in the Pebble Beach Lodge area is inconsistent with TAMC objectives.

See detail attached

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of
appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional information
to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification
The information and facts stated above arz*wé:. to the best of my/our knowledge )

WSl

Signature of Appeﬂant(s) or
rized
Date: 12-/9 '7 : .
) Note: Ifmgned by agént, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

SECTION VL. Agent Authorization

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

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date:

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 3 of 15)
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SECTION III  Identification of Other Interested Persons

Carl Nielsen * P.O. Box 255 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Ed Keith * P.0O. Box 770  Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Nancy Phillips * 2928 Congress Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Lori di Grazia P.O. Box 1237 1532 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. J. Tagg* P.O.Box 754 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. R. Gault* 395 Del Monte Center #306, Monterey, CA 93940
Mrs. M. Burnert* 207 Atherton Rd., Atherton, CA 94027

nir. & Mrs. K. Hamns PO, Box 975  Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Dr. Frank Smith P.O. Box 367 Pebble Beach, CA 93953 ,
Thomas Taylor P.0O. Box 936 1548 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Wheeler Farish P.0. Box27 1557 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Glenn Stinson P.O. Box 1645 3310 - 17 Mile Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 99353
Richard Zham P.O.Box 556 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Ron Read 4060 Ronda Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Jim Miller * P.0. Box 58989 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. R. Freschi* P.O. Box 64  Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. H. Mauz 1608 Viscaino Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. W. Smith 2930 Lupin Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Janice O’Brien P.O. Box 1037 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Ray Singer * 2939 Stevenson Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr, & Mrs. L, List* 4172 Sunset Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. P. Herman* 1008 Rodeo Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mus. F. Straface 3208 Stillwater Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. J. Lehr P.0O. Box 1262 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. I Reding P.O. Box45  Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mrs. M. Chjodosh P.O.Box 977 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mrs. M. Hartwell 3310 Ondulado Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. L. Arnese  P.O. Box 151  Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Russ Donald * P.O. Box 1789 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

*Individuals spoke at County Public Hearings

Pebble Beach Company
Page 29
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APPEAL TO THE COASTAL COMMISSION
PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY APPLICATION - MONTEREY COUNTY PC96024
MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S RESOLUTION 97-138,
APRIL 15, 1997

TRAFFIC

The Pebble Beach Company's application for the "Casa Palmero" project represents an
incremental development that further exacerbates an already marginally acceptable "Level
of Service" for the 17-Miiic Drive from the vicinity of Peter Hay Golf Course to the
Carmel Gate.

This project is contrary to Policy 101 of the Local Coastal Program for the Del Monte
Forest Area Land Use Plan, certified by the Coastal Commission on September 24, 1984,

Policy 101 states: "In order to preserve both visual and physical access to the coast, the
impacts on the road system of the Forest and on Highways 68 and One from incremental
development of the Forest shall be mitigated in conjunction with or as a function of new
development”.

No mitigation measures are proposed for this section of the 17-Mile Drive except that of a
left turn lane from 17-Mile Drive on to Palmero Way. This proposal will not improve the
"Level of Service” (LOS) D rating of the roadway. While LOS D rating is described as
the "lowest level of acceptable traffic flow" it is important to point out that the 17-Mile
Drive traffic is in the upper half of the LOS D range. This project along with mcreasing
visitor traffic could easily push traffic to the limit of LOS D or even into an unacceptable
LOSE. The Pebble Beach Company’s Casa Palmero project's 315-space parking structure
and concentration of employee parking in the structure is moving in the wrong direction.

This project moves employee parking from the section of 17-Mile Drive next to Peter Hay
Golf Course and concentrates in an area of where ingress and egress are restricted to one
intersection that feeds all traffic onto a highly congested section of 17-Mile Drive.

Tiie Trausportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) has adopted a Facilities Trip
Reduction Program which has as one of its trip reduction measures the use of park-and-
ride facilities. The Pebble Beach Company's proposed 315-space parking structure will
provide space for 210 employees. The concentration of employee parking in the Pebble
Beach Lodge area is inconsistent with TAMC objectives. The Pebble Beach Company
should be required to increase its park-and-ride facilities, thus eliminating the need for the
315-space parking structure (130 spaces currently exist in surface parking adjacent to the
proposed inn and spa, sufficient for inn and spa guests and tennis club users) and making a
significant reduction of traffic on the .OS D section of the 17-Mile Drive.

Exhibit 2; Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 5 of 15)
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Hundreds of thousands of visitors to enjoy the experience of the 17-Mile Drive, one of the
few affordable activities available to visitors to the Del Monte Forest. This project wxll
increase traffic and make visitor enjoyment more difficult.

The section of 17-Mile Drive between Peter Hay Golf Course and the Carmel Gate is a
"Level of Service” (LOS) D. It is now, it will be with the Casa Palmero project and it will
be with the Pebble Beach Company's pending 350 Lot/Golf Course proposal. Level of
Service is bound to decrease over time as more visitors seek to enjoy the 17-Mile Drive,
There are no sigrificant mitigation measnres nroposed in the Casa Paimero project or m
the 350 Lot/Golf Course proposal Draft Environmental Impact Report to improve this
section of 17-Mile Drive. Rather, with the Pebble Beach Company's drive for further
commercial activity in the Del Monte Forest, the traffic will inevitably increase beyond
current projections.

This section of 17-Mile Drive serves visitors, bicyclists, commercial vehicles and residents
as a major arterial roadway within the Del Monte Forest. It is heavily congested during
peak PM times and during holidays and summer months when visitor traffic is the greatest.

Two traffic analyses have been funded by the Pebble Beach Company. No mdependent,
non-company funded study exists. :

1. The November 1995 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble Beach
Company’s proposed 350 Lot/Golf Course. Traffic/Circulation portion by Korve
. Engineering.
2 The October 5, 1996 traffic §mdy for the Pebble Beach Company's proposed Casa
Palmero project, performed by Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

The traffic study by Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc., covered only the intersection of 17-
Mile Drive and Palmero Way and did not assess the impact on the affected 17-Mile Drive
that has a LOS rating of D. This resulted in the Monterey County Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors not getting a full disclosure of the full impact of the Casa
Palmero project nor did it give these two bodies an opportunity io require mitigation
measures to lessen the impact.

The attached Schedule I, is a summary of the relevant data from the 350 Lot program
DEIR and the Casa Palmero project traffic studies. It clearly shows the significant impact
the Casa Palmero project will have on the ability of this section of 17-Mile Drive to serve
the visitors to the Del Monte Forest and the present and firture residents.

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 6 of 15)
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The Pebble Beach Company's General Development Plan for the Casa Palmero project
states that "Potential Future Improvements” may include "Providing for additional parking
spaces dedicated solely to Tennis Club members by removal of lawn area at the east end of
the tennis facilities (approximately 20 spaces”. This was never factored into the traffic
study. In addition, the development plan may involve "Construction of a manned
gatehouse near tennis club parking lot to provide directional assistance so as to remove
unnecessary traffic from the back of The Lodge complex”. This represents a further
potential restriction on visitors to the Lodge area.

It is trrporrant 1o pozmt out that this section of the 17-Mile Drive also serves as a bicyclc
path. It is classified as a "Class III, Unimproved Bike Route - Narrow Roadways, Heavy
Traffic” (see attached Pebble Beach Bike Route map, Figure 4.7-3 from the DEIR).
Adding more vehicular traffic on 17-Mile Drive will further reduce the safery and
enjoyment of bicyclists in the Del Monte Forest.
SUMMARY
1 The proposed 315-space parking structure will concentrate employee parking in
the congested Lodge area.

2. This proposal is inconsistent with the Transportation Agency of Monterey
County's adopted Facilities Trip Reduction Program of park-and-ride.

3. The proposed Casa Palmero project will further increase traffic on the only section
- of the 17-Mile Drive with a Level of Service (LOS) of D.

4. The proposed Casa Palmero project is inconsistent with Policy 101 of the Local
Coastal Program in that it is an incremental development with no mitigation
measures proposed to reduce the impact on the visitor-serving 17-Mile Drive.

5. Because of the increase traffic generated by this project, there will be an n:npact the
safety of bicyclists attempting to enjoy the 17-Mile Drive.

6. There exists, according to the DEIR, a "Lodge Development Plan, which no
resident of the Del Monte Forest has seen. Does this plan involve further
concentration of commercial activity in the Lodge area and, therefore, more traffic.
Does this mean there is more incremental development not yet made public?

6. A new, comprehensive, independent traffic study needs to be done before any
further expansion of commercial or residential development takes place. All

studies have been funded by the Pebble Beach Company; Monterey County should
take control and carefully supervise the traffic consultant. No Pebble Beach
Company participation should be permitted except under close control by the
County., The Pebble Beach Company should be required to pay for the study.

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen {page 7 of 15}
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APPEAL TO THE COASTAL COMMISSION ‘ Schedule |
PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY APPLICATION PC93024
MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S RESOLUTION 97-138, APRIL 15, 1997

COMPARISION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT TRAFFIC ANALYSIS WITH THE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR THE CASA PLAMERO PROJECT

17-Mile Drive 17-Mile Drive 17-Mile Drive
Southbound North of Palmero Way Soutnbound South of Palmero Way Northwest of Carmel Way
Localion 213** Location 233" Location 215**
Existing Plus Cumulative Existing Plus Cumulative Existing Plus Cumuiative
Existing Lot Program Existing Lot Program Existing Lot Program
Draft Environmental Impact Report 350 LotiGolf Course Proposal *
Dated November 1985
PM Peak Hour Volume (VPH) * 552 568 584 497 526 540 620 649 668
Lavel of Service Rating * D D D D D D D D E
Fehr & Peers Assoclates, inc Casa Paimero Project
Dated October 5, 1936
Entering Leaving
17-Mile Diive 17-Mile Drive
PM Peak Hour Volume & Palmero Way & Palmeroc Way
Vehicles par Hour (VPH) Intersection Intersection
Befara Project 569 592
After Project 543 597

Vehicles
Level of Service {LOS) Criterla Ciasslification Per Hour
From Lot Program DEIR {VPH)
AB 0-300
] 300-480

D-Lowest level of acce‘ptabla traffic 480-650
E/F >650 .

* - Seos attached Table 4.7-28
** . Ses attached map Figure 4.7-5
*** . Far axceeds existing levels shown in the DEIR even after implemertatton of
DEIR racommended Mitigation Measute 4.7-113, 72 space off site employee park-and-ride

£¢ abed
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Pubble Beeck Lot Program RDEIR
4.7 Treffic end Circulation

TABLE 4.7-28
INTERNAL ROADWAY LINKS LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING EXISTING PLUS LOT PROGRAM AND CUMULATIVE

PEAK DIRECTION PM PEAK HOUR ;
N
= N
201 Collector 327 C 376 c 386 c :
202 Collector 173 A/B 176 A/B 181 AB !
203 Collector 235 A/B 276 AB 284 AB
204 Collector 69 A/B 88 AB 90 A/B- -
205 Collector 22 A/B 255 A/B 262 AB
206 Collector 312 c 349 c 359 c w
207 Collector 400 c 437 C 449 c ;
208 Collector - 346 c 377 C 387 c !.
209 Arterial 400 c 407 C 419 o - '
210 Arterial 392 c 9 | c 410 c g
211 Collector 150 A/B 163 A/B 167 A/B -
212 Arterial 363 C - 370 C 380 C
213 Arterial 552 D 568 D 584 ‘D !
214 Collector 208 A/B 212 AB | 28 A/B :
215 Arterial 620 D | 649 D 668 E ﬂ
216 Coilector 137 AB 148 A/B 152 AB ’
217 Coliector 106 A/B 122 | AB | 126 A/B -
218 Collector 2 A/B a1 A/B P AB '
219 Collector 12 A/B 38 A/B 39 A/B . )
220 |  Collector - 101 A/B 120 A/B 123 AB
221 Collector 91 A/B 95 AB 97 A/B !
272 Collector 2 AB | 36 | amB 37 A/B
223 Collector - 74 AB 88 AB 90 A/B -
i®
. 92274 ‘ 4.7-90 -

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 9 of 15)
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Pebble Beach Lot Program RDEIR
4.7 Traffie and Coculation

TABLE 4.7-28 (CONTINUED)

nt. | +<:Classificati

224 Arterial 533 D 551 D 566 |’ D
225 Collector 178 A/B 225 A/B 231 | A/B
226 Collector 208 A/B 250 Al 256 A/B
227 Collector 29 A/B 36 A/B 37 A/B
228 Collector 143 A/B 166 A/B 171 AB
. 229 Collector. 9 A/B 14 A/B 15 A/B
230 Arterial 40 A/B 41 A/B 42 A/B
231 Collector 313 C 332 o 341 o
Local 215 A/B 219 A/B 225 A/B

Arterial . 497 D 526 D 540 D

234 Local 32 A/B 33 A/B 34 A/B
235 Collector 49 A/B 51 A/B 52 A/B

- 51 Collector 384 C 430 C 442 c

Source: Korve Engineering, 1993,

92274

Exhibit 2: Appeal of Carl E. Nielsen (page 10 of 15)
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CALFORMNIA—THE RESQURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA QFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, STE. 200

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(408) 427-4863 :
_ APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
HEARING IMPAIRED: (413) 904-5200 DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):
Jody -Bunn 1535 Palmero Way, Pebble Beach, CA 93953 Ph. 624-7730

Nathalie Bunn 1535 Palmero Wav, Pebble RBesach CA 93953 Ph, 624-7777%
. Hunter P.0O. Box 11839, Pe each, CA 93953 Ph. 408-624-3734
Zip Area (ode Phone No.
Paul Byrne 14 Asoleado Drive, Carmel Valley, CA 93924 Fh.659-8041
SECTION II. Decision Beina Aopealed

1. Name of local/port
government: Monterev Countv Board Of Supervisors Rescolution No. 97-138

2. Brief description of development being
aopealed: Pebble Beach Companv's Application PC96024 - Commercial expansion
of Casa Palmerc home., Remodel & additions. New 24 unit Inn/Hotel, 2 story
24 treatment room Spa and a 315 space tri-level parking garage, 2 levels

underground.
3., Development's Tocation {street address, assessor's parcel

- no., cross street, etc.): 1518 Cvpress Drive at Palmero Way, Pebble Beach.

Portions of Lot 11 and 12, Block 136B El Pescadero Ranch, Del Monte Forest.
Assessor's Parcels., No. 008-423-032-035-036-000 (includes parking lot)

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions: i
Monterey County Bcard of Supervisors

b. Approval with special conditions:Resclution No. 97-138

C. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by part governments are not appealable. -

T0 BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:_A=3 -mco- 527937 E@EM//‘ .
DATE FILED:_3/4/f7 E'

MAY 13 1997
DISTRICT:_ (Guvenl Conwu’ Cons SAUFORN A
AST, |
H5: 4/88 ;AL COMMISsion

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 1 of 11)
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APPCAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT OECISION OF LOCAL GQVERNMENT {Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning  c¢. _xPlanning CommissionResolution 97009
Administrator

b. *xdtyxkousncit/Board of d. __Other

Supervisors Resolution 97-138

April 15 1897
6. Date of local government's decision: B/S Apr :

7. Local government's file number (if any): PB Co. Application PC96024
Supervisors Resoluction 97-138

. ' e
SECTION III.. Identification of Other Interested Persons
Give the names and addresses of Sthe fqllowmg part1es -{Use : r

additiomal paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

__Pebble Beach Company P 0. Box 1767, Pebble Beach, CA 93953

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
{either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

reczive notice of this appeal.
(1) See attached list

(2)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Apoeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance

in completing this section, which continues on the next page.

H

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 2 of 11)
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A-3-MC0-97-037 (Casa Palmero)
Pebble Beach Company

Page 43
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)
State briefly your reasons for this appeal. 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 additional paper as necessary.)
Coastal Com appeal
REASONS FOR APPEAL . :
May 7. 1997

ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The Sept. 24, 1984 Del Monte Forest Area Land Use Plan, Monterey County Local Coastal Program
Policy No. 70, (Chapter three, page 36), states: “New development shall incorporate mitigation measures to
MINIMIZE potential adverse environmental impacts”. The Monterey County October 17, 1996 Negative
Declaration for the commercial expansion of the Casa Palmero home and adjoining property does not
describe sufficient mitigation measures or provide alteinative plans to eliminate or reduce the very
significant impacts the project will create. The construction of a new hotel, spa and parking garage in a
prime residential area will be detrimental to the peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing in
the neighborhood. The attachments provide: - Details on the size of the proposed massive project in a
residential area adjacent to the public beach at Stillwater Cover.
-A brief summary of significant impacts. (Additional details are being submitted by other appellants).
PUBLIC CONTROVER
{Continued on attached page)

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive

statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be

sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is

allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may

submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission-to

support- the appeal request.

" SECTION V. Certification

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

my/our km 7{&0 g,é[ }y/ ) 2V W(m

Jody Bunn. Nathalie Buna Ted R. Hunter Pau Byrne

Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

NQTE: -If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section.VI. Agent Authorization

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

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 3 of 11)
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CASA PALMERO
Per County Negative Declaration Oct. 17, 1996

Remodel/Add to one Single Family Residence.
Create a 24 unit Inn Retreat, (separate building units)
Expand existing spa into new two story,

24 treatment room Spa building
New tri-level (2 levels underground) 315 space
Parking Structure.

Existing buildings---footprint - 6,824 sq.it.
Proposed Inn and Spa footprint - 30,702 sq. ft.
Proposed Inn and Spa Square footage - 49,044 sq. ft.*
(*Spa components of project approx. 21,600 sq. ft.)

New tri-level parking structure footprint - 41,527 sq.ft.
= 124,581 square foot structure.

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 4 of 11)
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Division 1 3
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Chapter Section
1. Policy................. e R 117
2. ShortTitle ........... SRR e el 20050
2S5, Delindtlons ......................... AU R 4 11711
26, General ... ... ... .. .. e R 41100
3. State Agencies, Boards and Commissions - 21100
4. Vocal Agencies. . ........ et s .. 21150
4.5. Stir H { Envir ‘al Review 3 | '56
S. Submission of Information ... .. e e 21160
6. Limitations . ... .. ... e Ces . 21068

e R

WESTLAW Computer Assisted Legal Resenrch

WESTLAW supplenents your fegal research in wany ways. WESTLAW allows you 1o

# update your research with the most curremt information

@ expand your library with additional resources

® retvicve direct history, precedential history and parallel chintions with the

Insta-Cite service .

For more information on using WESTLAW to supplemeni vour research, see the
WESTLAW Electronic Research Guide, which follows the Prefuce.

b T

Division 13 was added by Stars 1970, ¢, 1433, p. 2780, § 1.
Cross Refevences

!\1:s|lael"nir Force Base Redevelopment Project Area, Calitornia Environmental Ouality Act applica-
tione, see Hoeulth and Safery Code § 3349205,

Chapter 1

POLICY
Section
21000, Legislative intent.
21001, Additional legistative intent,

Jn . Review of public agency projects,

23002, Approvid of projects; Teasible aliernative or mitigation measures.

240021 Use of envivonmental impact reports; policy,

20003, Planning and environmental review procedures;  docments; veports; data
base; administration of process,

21003.1, Environmental effects of projects; comments from public and public agencics
10 bead weeneios nnilability ol infocnution

4 ue .

POLICY
Ch. 1

Chapter 1 was adeded hy Stats 1970, ¢, |

Cross References

Cammunity redevelopmoent projects, conditions and restiio
§ 33612,
Fdueatiosad Gacilities, authority loe issmng Bomds, see Edneatn
Emplaymcat amd Ecooomic tacentive Act, eivivonmental o
§ T087.5.
Enterprise Zooe Act, envicommenial impact repor s, see Govern
Envicommental actions, anorney gesersl, see Governmoent G
Enviconmental improvement authorizations, cfleer on authon
ston 13, see Goverment Code § 650492,
Favivosmental yuality study conmil, see Governmens Codhe 8%
Exemntion, disposition ol Narive American homan ve st o
Resonvees Code § 504798,
Tazardows waste ficility projecs,
Actions oy procecdings 1w atack, review, set aside, void, o
on grounds ol vencomplinnee with this division, vesy
tions for approval of peomits, see Health and Salery G
Procedures ko the approval of new Gacilities, see Tiealth i
Heahth Facilities Financing Anthority Act, issinee of bosuds, s
Industrial development authorities, exeoption rong this divise
fand acquired for preservition of {utre transportstion oy
Resoamees Code § 33911
Large lamily day care homes not subject to Division 13, see Th
Leasing tide and submuerged Lnds or the beds of navigable vive
dvalt environmental impact report, see Public Resoumrces
tocal agency military base recovery aveas, envirommental in
§ 713,
Prisons, addition of Level Fand Level 1F beds at San Gubricl
see Penad Code § 7008,
Solar shade control, vrdinance 1o exempt city o unincorposa
§ 25985.
State highway property, encroachment permits, completion o
Strvers and Highways Cade § 6745,
State Lands comission, compliance prevequisite to lease, see i
tivhan water management plans, application of act, see Water
Water managereni plans, inapplicabitity ol this act, sve Wate

Code of Regulations Refer

Community colleges construction, environmentd quality, sec
Fish and e, state gidedines, sec 14 Cal, Code of Reps. & 71
Gaidelines 10 baplement the enviconmental gquality act, see 14
Implememation of the Californin Ruvivenmental Quadity Ace
see 3 Cal. Code of Reps. § 200 et seg; 21 Cal, Codie ol
tplementation of Division 13,
Community Collepes, see 5 Cal. Cade of Regs. § ST 0
Division of oif and gas, requirements, see B Call Code ol
Energy resonrees conservation and developiient connmine
ol seq.
Regulations, see 23 Cal. Code of Regs, § SO0 ot s,
Resonpees agency, see H Cal. Code of Reps. § 100 el <
State Tnds conuission, orderly ind consistent evaluiatios
Ll Onuslity Act, see 2 Call Code of Regs, § 2901 et seq
State water vesources control board, see 23 Cal. Code ol &
Mution for determination of applicability of CEQA, see 20 Cul
e ovenits b gl af B RS UHEE vt o
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and gome conupission,  Wildlde Alive v. Chis-
ering {1976) 132 Cal.Rptr, 377, 18 CalMd 190,
5§53 1.2 537,

.
5. Property value

Enviconmental protection acts are not de
sigowd 10 protect against decline in cotmerad
valie of property adjacent 1o a public proja
bt are intended 10 ensure consideration of gia
fitative envivonmental tactors s well us gt
ttive cooumnivs in propused actions atles g
the eovirenment.  Heclan v, People App 2
Dest. 19701 130 Cal Rpir. 230, 58 Calapp W
033,

6. Highways

Californin Envivonmental Quality Act of 1970
applies 1o projects that Dave jeveived some
hauting prior o elfective date ol Acy; in i
case of @ highway, compliznce with Act sha
ot beemme nnnecessary widil a proposed bigh-
wary his reached the stage of completion whee
the costs al abundoning o alieving the po-
prased voule winthd cheardy outweigh the benehis
sherefrom.  Keith v, Valpe, 1RCCu 972, 382
F.Supp. 1324, remuamded, sflinmed 506 F M
ovs, certiveari denicd 95 S.C1. 826, 420 ©'>
908, 42 1.1Ed.2d 837,

7. Historle structures

Bemolition ol historic buiklings wiss puy of
development project wnder considesstion
Connty Planning Commission and Board of s
pervisors, wnd thus Building Inspection Depan -
ment was nol ambovized 1o issue permit fe
derauotition ol historic buildiags before e
process wmder s il was compleied and wer
all development project was Tawviully approwd
Orinda Ass'n v, Board of Sup’es of Contra Coata
County (App. 1 Dist. 19B0) 227 Cal Rpir. o8
182 Cal App. 3l 1145,

Fundamentad objectives o Caliloraia £
ronmental Quidity Avt were satisflicd by redewd
opment authority when it approved demulitn
of registered bistoric monument, where dat
covirommentid mpact report deamitivaliv abes

N r.2d ed publiv o secommnended irvetievable loss o

val lundmark, veport kdeatificd loss as must syt
cant smpavci of redevelopment project, publa

Lotand  hud netce of potentisl demolition and oppate
L1, 42 ity 10 persusde decision makers of unacepts
weme ble envivonmentsd price ol sicrificing biston
Wt jdi- building, sgeacy wiss provided with fome abio-
hrangly  natives to demolitlons, cuch involving remne
s et sion of landmark together with varving levels of
we. v, development, and vreport describud steps e
Dist.  sary to vacate sdverse cliect of displaving land

J 89S, miark's transient residents,  Dusek v Auihers

278

o aiie SRIILY IICTL 10k sl Mt Sk asvant
vompulsion of judicind decrees before hdlilling

§ 21001, Additional legislative intent
The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to:

(1) Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future,
and take all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environ-
mental quality of the state.

(b} Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean aiv
Eand water, enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental

}( qualitics, and freedom from excessive noise. ‘

{c) Prevent the climination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities,
instre that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below selt-perpetuating
Tevels, and preseeve for future generations representations of all plant and
animal communities and examples of the major periods of California history.

L]
{d} Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with
the provision_of a_decent home and svitable living environment for cvery
Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions,

o

{£) Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in
productive harmony to fulfill the social and economic requirements of present
and fature generations.

{0 Require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and
procedures necessary to protect environmental quality.

{g) Require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors
as well as economic and technical factors and long-term benetits and costs, in
sddition to short-term benelits and costs and to consider alternatives to pro-
posed actions affecting the environment.

(dded by Stats. 1970, ¢. 1433, p. 2781, § 1. Amended by Stats. 1979, ¢. 947, p. 3271,
$5)

Code of Regulations References

Inplementation of the Calilornia Havicowmental Quality Act of 1970, incorpacstion by relerenve,
see 3 Cul. Codde of Rugs, § 200 ¢f seq.

Law Revicew Commentories

California Eonvironmentad Quality Act—signil- Statwiory requirements of California Boviron-
kant cffect or paper pothmion?  § Puc bl 26 mental Opality Ac. B Loy LA L Rev. 736
11974}, (375).

. Duyof private partics 10 file environmental Using the county general plag to guide habitat
watement, 61 Cal.L.Rev. 559 (1973). mitigation nnder CEQA.  Kobert A, Jolisston

Private property rights. Michacl M, Beeger, 8 and Moy Madison, 34 Santa Clara L.Rev. 81
Ty LAL.Rev. 253 (1975). (1993), .

: 279
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§21001 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Div. 13
Library Relerences '
Health and Environment @25.5 1 25 8. CLS. Flealith and Favironment §§ 61 10 157,
States 272, , CJLS Sates § 123,
Statutes &= 184,

C.LS. Stadmes § 323,
WESTLAW Topic Nos. 199, 380, 361, autes §

Notes of Decisions

Ruare or enddungered specles | perpetuation of rare or endungered species on

site cannot be guaranteed.  Sierea Clab v, Gil
roy City Council (Shappelt Industvies of Noth
ern California) {App. 6 Dist. 199 271 Cal Rpre.
93, 222 CalApp.id n, relwaring denjed and
madified, review denied,

1. Rare or endungered species
Uhnlber this division, public agencies are noi
vequived o deny approval of any project where

§ 21001.1. Review of public agency projects

The Legislature further finds and declares th
projects to be carried out by public agencies
review and consideration under this division
to be anproved by public agencies.

(Added by 8:.15.19%4, ¢ 1514, § 1))

at it is the policy of the state that
be subject ta the came level of
as that of private projects required

Library References

Health and Environment €225.106(2).

CES, Health and Envirowment 88 70 ¢1 seq,
WESTLAW Topic No. 194,

S5 04 ey,
§ 21002. Approval of projects; feasible alternative or mitig:

The Legistature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public
agencies shonld not_approve projects as proposed if theyve are feasible alterna.

ttlon measures

R R

tives or feasible mitigation measures availab
the significant environmental effects of suc
required by this division are infended 1o assi
identilying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially
lessen such significant effects. The Legislature further finds and declares that
in the event specific economic, social, or atier conditions make infeasible such
project alternatives o such mitigation measores, individual projects may be
approved in spite of one or more signilicant effects thereof.

(Added by Stas. 1976, ¢. 1312, § 1, Amended hy Stats. 1980, c. 676, p. 1996, § 277.)

jects, and that the procedwres
public agencies in systematically

Historical and Statutory Notes

Section 21 of §1a15.1976, ¢. 1342, provided: 210824, as added 10 the Public Resonrces Code

“The Legistomre declares that it makes no by this act, are, or are not, decluntory of exis-
finding whether Sections 21002, ZUR2L, and  ing law,”

Cross References
Feasible, see Public Resonvees Code § 21061 1,

Necessary findings wheve veport idemsifies effecis, see Public Resomvees Code § 210481,
Project, see Public Resources Code § 21065,
bl ey sae Poddie Bocasings 0 Lol V1o s

—— 14 . —

le which would substantially lessen

POLICY
Ch. 1
Code of Regula

Activities ol vequiving an initiof stady, see 2000

Departiment of watey resources, o
Application for funding, see 23 {,;\‘.ht,ndu ol
Environmental policy, see 2iual ¢ uQc- ol i

Fyaluation of cavirammend impit FOpOTEs, e

Health phaming and facility construction, olts

§ 90962, ) )
Inutiad study, see 20 Cal. Code of Regs. § 2305,

Law Review
Environmental review afier Goleta, Timatln
A Tosts, Judy V. Davidoll & Douglas A Poits,
11 Sw. L Rev, TO79 (1092
Preparing an EIR for bunle. Mavtin N, Biw
ton, 15 LA Linw 34 (an. 1993),
Transportation congestion and w.m\"h_"}u‘n“
agement: Comprehensive approaches 1o resoly

Library

Heahh  and Eaviromens @25 12,
25, HHR).
WESTLAW Topic No. 199,

Nates ol

Alternatives 8

Constriction and application
Findings 6

Miutgstion 4

Review 7

Significant effects 3

Substantive protective mensures 2

1. Construction and application

Provisions of this section and § 210021
which govern public agency’s apvfmvad u! P;F‘I’,
poseed project wheve theve are available feasi h
miigation measures or fcas!hllc :‘\|wlu'ms!|\'csA l.lmt
wontd substantiadly lessen signilicant environ
mental elfect of projeet amd which became of
fective i 1977 were apphicable 1o wluunivia
sive proceedings compleied o !‘)77.. Luujr'
Hills Bomeownurs Ass'n v, Uiy (,mmu? of Uit
of Los Angeles (App. 2 Dist, 1978) 147 Cal Rpn
%42, 83 Cal. App.3d 515,

1. Substantive profective measures

tn wddition 1o intent to requive govermmenta
decisionmakers o consider clwimummm}! i
plications of their decisions, 3cgi5|:mu‘c.‘ i en
acting Ualifornia  Envivonmental ()nalf!y L
(CEQA), also intended o provide certain ‘su\»
santive  measores for prnh‘t’likm ol envivon
ment.  Quail Botanical Gardens  Foundivion
e, v. Citv of Encinitas (App»‘»l Pist. foudgy 1
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cp-summar:

CASA PALMERO
Pebble Beach Company’s Application PC 96024
Jor
Commercial Expansion at 1518 Cypress Drive at Palmero Way. Pebble Beach
SUMMARY OF CONCERNED RESIDENTS POSITIONS

1. Significant Impact on Residential Community

The application for the commercial expansion of the Casa Palmero property with the proposed Inn/Spa
and a new 315 space parking structure will result in significant increases in commercial activity and traffic
adjacent to a prime residential neighborhood and The Lodge area. The creation of 100 additional visitor serving
parking spaces along Peter Hay Golf Course in addition to those created by the proposed new parkmg structure
will have an adverse impact on this area of the Del Monte Forest.

The 315 space parking structure proposal should be separated from the Inn/Spa proposal because the parking
structure plan goes far beyond the requirements of the proposed Inn/Spa. Sufficient parking exists for the
proposed Inn/Spa operation. Parking for all employees in the Forest should be planned separately.

2. Traffic Impact

The applicant’s traffic study is deficient in many areas:

a. Trip generation rates used are urban standards and ignore the unique traffic conditions that
exist in the Del Monte Forest.

b. It reverses the previous concept of remote employee parking and concentrates employee
parking in The Lodge area.

¢. It does not deal with the traffic issues resulting from conversion of 100 parking spaces next to
Peter Hay Golf Course from employee to visitor serving use.

d. Casa Palmero traffic issues have not been adequately integrated with the traffic plans/studies
for the applicant’s 350 lot/golf course proposal. '

3. Construction Impact

The traffic study and the Negative Declaration do not adequately deal with the adverse impact of new
traffic generated by the construction and proposed operation of the new commercial Inn/Spa and new parking
structure. Further analysis is required on:

a. The impact of 4,000 trips by 10 ton diesel trucks to or ﬁ'om the construction site to the quarry
site.
b. The impact of all of the heavy trucks hauling material to the construction site.
c. How they propose to deal with all of the construction workers vehicle traffic and parking at
the site.
4. Noise Impact '

There are no provision for monitoring noise emanating from the construction site and no enforcement
provisions to deal with violations of noise regulations. The Negative Declaration does not deal with such issues
as the noise resulting from the need to drive steel soldier piles into extremely hard and rocky soil conditions at
the parking structure site.

5. Piecemeal Development - Long Range Impact

. The Negative Declaration does not deal adequately with the issues of traffic, construction, noise, separate
employee parking structure and intensification of commercial activities. Two separate EIR’s are required. These
Environment Impact Reports should be integrated with the 350 lot/golf course development plan and EIR. This
would put the piecemeal development in proper perspective.
6. Use Existing Building same as Fairway 1 Home

Denying the Pebble Beach Company’s application to intensify the commercial use is not infringing on
their property rights. The company will not be denied the use of their property if this application is denied. They
can continue to use the property to supplement their visitor requirements by upgrading and using the existing
buildings.

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 8 of 11)
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Coastal com appeal (cont’d)
May 7, 1997 REASONS FOR APPEAL (Continued)

PUBLIC CONTROVERSY

Over 700 opponents to the proposed commercial expansion of the Casa Palmero home have signed petitions
to the Monterey County Planning Commission and Supervisors requested that the application be denied.
{see attached box of petitions)

Pebble Beach property owners have attended Monterey County public hearings and provided sound reasons
why the proposed commercial complex is not appropriate in the area adjacent to prime residential homes.

Summary of Public Hearings and number of property owners who spoke in opposition to the project.
April 15, 1997 Monterey County Board of Supervisors - 13 speakers
January 29, 1997 Monterey County Planning Commission - 12 speakers
January 8, 1997 Monterey County Planning Commission - 10 speakers

In addition, many letters have been sent to the Monterey County Planning Director, Planning Commission
and Supervisors outlining reasons why this controversial project, as proposed. should not be approved.
{Examples of letters are attached)

Fifteen letters opposing the project have been published in the Monterey Herald newspaper. (See attached)

This type of weil founded cpposition and public controversy is referred to in the California Environmental
Quality Act. The attached pages, taken from the Environmental Quality Code state: 21001. ....(b) “Take
all action necessary to provide the people of this state............. freedom from excessive noise”.

(d) Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of a decent home
and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions™.
21002...The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures available

which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effect of such projects.....".

The Monterey County governing agencies have not followed these policies and approved the Pebble Beach
Company’s application without considering the opponents recommendations that the project become part of
the pending application for 350 new lots and a golf course in Del Monte Forest and that two separate
Environmental Impact Reports, with alternative plans, be required for a new 24 unit hotel, 24 treatment
room spa and 315 space parking garage.

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 9 of 11)
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SECTION Il Identification of Other Interested Persons

Carl Nielsen * P.0. Box 255 Pebble Beach. CA 93953

Ed Keith * P.0. Box 770 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Nancy Phillips * 2928 Congress Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Lori di Grazia P.O. Box 1237 1552 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mrs. J. Tagg* P.O. Box 754 Pebble Beach, CA 93553

Mr. & Mrs. R. Gault* 395 Del Monte Center #306, Monterey, CA 93940
Mrs. M. Burnett* 207 Atherton Rd., Atherton, CA 94027

Mr. & Mrs. K. Harris  P.O. Box 975 Pebble Beach, CA 93933

Dr. Frank Smith P.O. Box 367 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Thomas Taylor P.0.Box 936 1548 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Wheeler Farish P.0.Box 27 1537 Cypress Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Glenn Stinson P.O. Box 1645 3310 - 17 Mile Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 99353

Richard Zham® P.O. Box 556 Pebble Beach, CA 93953 -
Ron Read 4060 Ronda Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Jirn Miller * P.O. Box 58989 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

Mr. & Mus. R. Freschi* P.O. Box 64  Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. H. Mauz 1608 Viscaino Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. W. Smith 2930 Lupin Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Janice O'Brien P.O. Box 1037 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Ray Singer * 2939 Stevenson Dr. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. L. List * 4172 Sunset Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. P. Herman* 1008 Rodeo Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. F, Straface 3208 Stillwater Ln. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. J. Lebr P.O. Box 1262 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. J. Reding P.O.Box 45  Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mrs. M, Chnodosh P.O. Box 977 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mrs. M. Hartwell 3310 Ondulado Rd. Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Mr. & Mrs. L. Amese  P.O. Box 151 Pebble Beach, CA 93953
Russ Donald * P.O. Box 1789 Pebble Beach, CA 93953

*Individuals spoke at County Public Hearings . : ;

Exhibit 3: Appeal of Jody Bunn, Nathalie Bunn, Ted R. Hunter, and Paul Byrne (page 10 of 11)
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PETIIION

FRODHNT LARGE COMMERCIAL EXPANMON

or

CASA PALMISIO
AND
CORSIRUCTION OF 10 SPACE TIHLEVEL URDERCROVND
PARKING STROC e

IN

HUESIDENTIAL AREA OF BEL MOHTE FOREST

Jaowacy, 1997
la “Souterey County Planning Conuudssioners

“laacrey Coasnty Supetvisins

Fetmien o d s Pebble leach Company's Application (Project File Ho. S6024) 10 expaiud the
fone. iz as CASA PALMERG, ond constiuct

-2 21 thit 1np Reueat,
- 3 24 Trcarment Room Two Story Spa, and
« 2 340 space Vii-Level Underg d Parking 5 al
1548 Cypuess Diive at Palincro Way, Pebblc Beuch, CA 93953,

i progeny owners and individuals listed belnw are o
dereda

I 10 the expansion of ol
utand epzeations i the Del Move Farest/elide Beach, chuling the cwisemtly
prngsve s comaninon of a conimescial hun Resicat, a two story Spa and a ui-level windesgrovnd

Vo Sesawtmne i the area of the Casa Pabincro bone and the estalilishizd scsidesuinl
szt b i Pebdble Neach,

ine reeseeve nne afthe pripne sesidential areas of Pebble Beach, it is respect lilly requested
th, in (File No. 96024) for the above listed consiiction bs denied and the
ass flive Declaration bz rejecied.
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Tod R Hunter
17.4). Hox 1Y
Pelible Beach, N 29950 oo,
Phone 621-8734
Felwsiny 27, 1997

Muomerey Conmmty Supervisos:
Simun Salinas 1 Disweicy
Judy Pemnconk 2™ Disaict

Tom Peiling 3 Diswica
Lelith Jubmsin -1 Distics

Dave Pottes 5* Distiict

Sulject: Cusi Palinero - Couy Phnning Conunission Public Hearing on Jun, 29, 1997 -
, Teatlic/PPmbking - lnpact on Residential Asen of P'ebible Beacty
Pleae Supes viins, '

MMy Jugny 16, 1997 keater 1o the County Phiming Conunissioness is attached Tor your ieview.

As you know. the Conission's Resolution 97009 appeoved the applicant’s application C96024
for a very large conmuerciad expansion ol a single funily honke nind adjoining propenty, known as
Casa l'alinero. .
An appeal was lited Febrnary 24, 1997, A lacge. imunber of concerned residents in Pebble Beach
obicct 10 the proposed nassive construction of a new 24 unis havReteeat. o 2 story 24 licatimcit
ronm Spa ml a tri-kevel (2 levels umlergiomud) 315 space parking stovcture ina prine residentinl
accit of Pebble Beach.

The Coumy’s Megative Declaration tiked October 17, 1996 fur this project and the C ission’s
Resotition 97009 do not propeily addiess tie signitiqant inpact this propescd projeet will have
ou tliallic. misc. overall envivomnent mud quality of kit fur cesidents i the neighbotlwod of the
moject and in Del Mone Forest.

Finling #17 of the Resolwtion is wiong. The massive conuuercinl expansion will very delinitely
b ddetrimental 1o the “peace, comton amd peneial weltine of peisons vesiding i the
seighborhood.* Fuithes seview of this application with 2 sepmat pelicnsive ullic

wnd all passing Eavi {2y act Reponts me tequiced. The puking for ewmployees,
tewnts, visitors and special events sesuiises pod EIR with alicsnate plans. Ve uew T Retscat
ad Sy, ns proposcd, also necd finther considerstion with an EIR,

Tt is iespectfully sequested than application PCYG6O24, as proposed, be denicd.

Sincerely . -
" . ‘
'\.’{;/I“/f ,'u,.-.ﬁ:.

Ted 1 hmtes

aachiwents
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EXSTING LOT CONFIGURATICN & ZONING

PROPOSED LOT CONFIGURATICN & ZONING
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Deparmnent. and Water Resources Agency. The project has also been
reviewed by the Pebbie Beach Community Services Diswict. There has
been no indication from these agencies that the site is not suitable for the
proposed development. See also the Negatve Declaration. plans, and
materials submicted for the proposed development and contained in File
No. PC96024.

20. FINDING: The subject property is in compliance with all rules and regulations
pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision. and any other applicable provisions
of Title 20 and any zoning violation abatement costs have been paid.

EVIDENCE: No violations for the subject property have been filed. See also plans and
materials in File No. PC96024. ‘

21. FINDING: The project is in conformity with public access and public recreaton
polices of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Section
30200 of the Public Resources Code). The project wiil not adversely
effect any historic access and/or public tust interest or right. -
EVIDENCE: See the plans and materials in File NO. PC96024. Also, the public access
provisions of the Del Mome Forest Area Land Use Plan have aiready been
fully impiemented. ‘ -

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. This permit allows a Combined Development Permir consisting of a Coastal Development
Permit for the partial demolition, reconswuction, and addition to an existing singie family
dwelling to create a2 24 unit inn, 24 treatment room spa, and a 315 space three level
parking structure with two levels below grade; a Coastal Development Parmit to allow a
reduction in parking standards; General Development Plan for a commercial development
in a “VSC(CZ)” Zone; Major Lot Line Adjusument; and Design Approval. The
Combined Development Permit is allowed in accordance with County ordinances and land
use regulations subject to the following terms and conditons. Neither the uses nor the
construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless and undl all of the conditions
of this permit are met to the satsfaction of the Director of Planning and Building
Inspection. Any use or constuction not in substantial conformance with the terms and .
condidons of this permit is a violaron of County regulations and may result in -
modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent legal acton. No use or
construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed unless additional permits
are approved by the appropriate authorities. (Planning and Building Inspection)

2. Food prepararion shall not occur on site except for the assembly of food that has been
prepared off site and shall be limited to the use of a panwry kitchen for: banquets, cockrail
partes, continental breakfasts, board meetings, and similar events that do not require food
preparation as defined by the California Uniform Food Facilies Law (CUFFL).
(Environmental Health)

3. That all exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, harmonious with the local area, and
constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is
fully controlled. That the applicant shall submit 3 copies of an exterior lighting plan
which shall indicate the location, type, and wartage of all light fixmres and include catalog
sheets for each fixrure. The exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by the
Director of Planning and Building Inspection, prior to the issuance of building permits. '
(Planning and Building Inspection) .

9
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4. That new urlity and distoibution lines shail be piaced underground. (Planning and
Building Inspection: Public Works)

L

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obin 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 o the MCWRA a
copy of the warer use permirt from the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.
(Water Resources Agency)

6. The applicant shall comply with Ordinance No. 3539 of the Monterey County WaIE"
Resources Agency periining to mandatory water conservation regulations, as
administered by a Monterey County plan check enginesr, during building permit review.
The regulations for new construction require, but are not limited to:

a. All tilers shall be ultra-low flush toilets with a maximum tank size or flush
capacity of 1.5 gallons, all shower beads shall have a maximum flow capacity of
2.5 gailons per minute, and all hot water faucets that have more than ten fest of
pipe berween the faucst and the hot water heater serving such faucer shall be
equipped with a hot water recirculating system.

b. Landscare pians shall apply xeriscape principlcs. including such techniques and
materials as native or low water use plants and low precipitation sprinkler heads.
bubblers. drip irrigation systems and timing devices. (Water Resources Agency;
Planning and Building Inspection) '

. 7. If, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or palentological
resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) work shall be haited

immediately within 50 meters (150 feer) of the find untii it can be evaluared by a qualified

- professional archaeologist. The Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection

Department and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an archaeologist registered with the

Society of Professional Archaeologists) shall be tmmedxately conracted by the responsible

- individual present on-site. When contacted, the project planner and the archaeologist

shall immediately visit the site to determine the extent of the resources and to develop

proper mitigadion measures required for the discovery. (Planning and Building

Inspection)

8. That prior to issuance of building or grading permirts, a notce shall be recorded with the
Monterey County Recorder which states: "A geological report has been prepared for this
parcel by Foxx, Nielsen and Associates, dated March 22, 1996, and is on record in the
Monterey County Planning Depamnent bemry No. PCO6024. All deve’opment shall be

in accordance with this report.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

9. That prior to issuance of building or grading permits a notice shall be recorded with the
Monterey County Recorder which states: "A geotechnical report has been prepared for
this parcel by Sampson Engineering Co., dated March 8, 1996, and is on record in the
Monterey County Planning Department Library No. PC96024. All development shall be
in accordance with this report.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

10.  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall provide the Director of Planning
and Building inspection proof that a qualified geotechnical enginesr has been retained to:

1. Review grading and foundation plans during project design for compliance with
recommendation contained within the geotechnical report.
2. Review contractor shoring and de-watering plans a minimum of three weeks prior
10
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to construction.

Observe. test and advise contractor during site preparation. grading and
compaction.

Observe de-watering of excavations.

Observe shoring placement. including drilling of pier holes for soldier piles. wood

lagging placement and tieback anchor or soil nail instailation.

Observe foundation excavatons and slab preparation.

Observe. test and advise during backfllling and compaction of on-site urilicy

trenches and retaining walls. ’

8. Observe, test and advise during pavement consmucton.

(Planning and Building Inspection - Mitgation 3.1.a)

G

R e

11.  Prior to final inspection of building permits. the geotechnical consuitant shail provide
certification that all development has been in accordance with the geotechnical report
prepared by Sampson Engineering Inc., dared March 8, 1996. (Planning and Building
Inspection - Mirtigation 5.1.b)

12.  That prior to issuance of building or grading permits a notice shall be recorded with the
Monterey County Recorder which states: "A drainage and erosion conrol plan has been
prepared for this parcel by Mark Thomas and Co., dated August 20, 1996, and is on
record in the Monterey County Planning Department Library No. PC96024. .All
development shall be in accordance with this report.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

13.  The final grading plans shall include measures conuined in the erosion conwol plan
prepared by Mark Thomas & Co., as approved by the Monterey County grading enginesr
and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Any changes (o that plan shall be
approved by staff of both agencies. Measures shall be in place prior 1o issuance of
grading permits. (Water Resources Agency/Planning and Building Inspection - Mitigation
5.5)

14. A note shall be placed on the grading plans for both the excavation .and stockpiling
- compopent of the project which include the following particulate emission reduction
measures:

a. Exposed earth surfaces shall be watered during clearing, excavation,
grading, and construction activities. Watering shall be done in late
morning and at the end of each day. The frequency of watering shall
increase if wind spesds exceed 15 miles per hour.

b. . Grading acrivites shall be prohibited during periods of high winds (i.e.
greater than 30 miles per hour).

c. Throughout excavation activities, material placed in haul tfucks shall be
watered, and tarpaulins or other effective covers shall be used at all times.
Haul trucks shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard.

d.  All construction equipment related to hauling activites shail be limited to a
speed limit of 15 miles per hour.

e. Roads adjacent to the excavation and stockpiling sites shall be swept, as
- needed, to remove accumulated silt. (Planning and Building Inspection -
Mitigation 6.1) ‘

15.  Certification that the stormwater drainage improvements have been constructed in
accordance with the drainage plans prepared by Mark Thomas and Company, dated July
15, 1996, shall be provided to the Planning and Building Inspection Department by a
registered civil engineer or licensed contractor who constructed the facility shall be
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21.
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provided prior to final inspection of the building permits. (Planning and Building
Inspection - Mitigation 7.2)

That prior to issuance of building or grading permirs a notice shail be recorded with the
Montersy County Recorder which states: "Two forest management plans have besa
prepared for this parcel by Hugh Smith. dated April 12, 1996. and October 4. 1996, and
are on record in the Monterey County Planning Departnent Library No. PC96024. All
development shall be in accordance with this report.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

The site shall be landscaped. At least three wesks prior to occupancy, thres copies.of a
landscaping plan shail be submitted to the Director of Planning and Building Insoe*uon
for approval. The landscaping plan shall be in sufficient derail to identify the location,
specie. and size of the proposed landscaping materials and shail be accompanied by a
DUrsery Or Comiractor's estimare of the cost of installation of the plan. Landscape plans
prepar°d for the project shall incorporate tres replacement recommendations (type,
number. and location), contained in the Forest Management Plan prepared by Hugh Smith
dated April 12, 1996. Before occupancy, landscaping shall be either instailed or a
certificate of deposit or other form of surety made payable to Monterey County for that
cost estimate shall be submitnted to the Monterey Counry Planning and Building Inspection
Deparument.  Tree replacement shall occur prior to final inspection of the
faciliry. (Planning and Building Inspection -Mitigation 8.1.2)

The tress located close to the construction site shall be protected from inadvertent damage
from construction equipment by wrapping trunks with protective materiais. avoiding fill
of any type against the base of the unks and avoiding an increase in soil depth at the
feeding zone of the remined wees. Said protection shall occur in accordance with
recommendations contained in correspondence fiom Hugh Smith to the Pebble Beach
Company, dated October 4, 1995, and shall be instlled prior to issuance of grading
permuts for the facility. Wrinten verification that the protection has been installed shall be
provided by a forester from the County’s list of approved foresters. (Planning and
Building Inspection - Mitigation 8.1.b)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the stockpiling portion of the project, a
constuction fence shall be erected which restricts access to the dune remnant sand dunes.
The fence location and alignment shall be approved by a2 biologist from the County’s list

of biologists. The applicant shall provided written confirmation from the biologist that

the construction fence has been erected in a manrer sufficient to protect the remnant sand
dunes on site. (Planning and Building Inspecticn - Mitgation 8.2.3)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the stockpiling portion of the project an erosion
control plan shall be prepared which prevents the stockpiled soils from eroding into the
remnant sand dupes. The crosion control pian shall incorporate “best management
practices,” and shall be approved by Monterey County grading engineer, as well as staff
from the Monterey County Warer Resources Agency. (Water Resources Agency/Planning
and Building Inspection - Mitigation 8.2.b)

Prior to occupying the parking facility, improve the intersection of 17 Mile Drive and
Palmero Way by installing a left turn lane at Palmero Way. If delay is excessive on
Palmero Way at the time of project occupancy, then two approach lanes shall be installed
on Palmero Way. Excessive delay to be defined as more than four vehicle hours of
delay, as determined by Public Works. Special events are to be excluded. Submit
appropriate engineered improvement plans to Public Works for approval based on a 35
m.p.h. design. Also submit it to the Del Monte Forest Property Owners’ Association and

12
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23.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

their Traffic Committes for review. (Public Works)

A shurle service berween the temporary parking on Portola Road and the Lodge area
shall be in place during constwuction of the facility. All Lodge area emplovess shail use
the temporary parking and shuttle service during conswruction of the facility. (Planning
and Building Inspection - Mitgation 15.2)

Prior to issuance of building or grading permits, the applicant shall prepare a traffic
management plan detailing tuck routing patterns and temporary taffic control
procedures, including left urn movements from Palmero Way to 17 Mile Drive. The
raffic management plan shall be subject to approval of the Public Works and Planning
and Building Inspection Deparmments. (Public Works/Planning and Building Inspection -
Mirigadon 15.3) ‘

Prior to issuance of building or grading permits. the applicant shall prepare a pedeswian
improvement and parking plan for 17 Mile Drive adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course. The
plan shail include provisions to define angle parking spaces to improve accessibility. The
plan shall be approved by the Public Works and Planning and Building Inspection
Deparments. (Public Works/Planning and Building Inspecrion - Mitigaton 15.6.a)

Prior to final inspection of building permits for the facility, all parking and pedestrian
amenity improvements included in the parking and pedeswian plan for 17 Mile Drive
adjacent to Peter Hay Golf Course shall be conswucted. (Public Works/Planning and
Building Inspecton - Mitigation 15.6.b)

Prior to issuance of building or grading permits. the applicant shall provide the County
with a fair share conmibution toward the upgrade of the Highway 1/Highway 68
interchange. The fair share conwmibution shall be calculated by the Public Works
Department and based on additional peak hour trips generated by the development.
(Public Works - Mitigation 22.1)

The project shall comply with the Noise Element of the Monterey County General Plan
and Chapter 10.60 (Noise Control) of the Monterey County Code, and the acoustical
analysis report prepared by Brown-Buntin Associates, dared August 26, 1996.
(Environmental Health)

A follow-up noise analysis shall be conducted for the mechanical ventlation system on
the parking structure. The noise analysis shall utilize a noise level performance standard
of 45 dBA from the closest residental receivers to the mechanical ventlation system, in
accordance with the acoustical amalysis prepared for the project by Brown-Buntin
Associates dated August 26, 1996. Results of the noise analysis shall be provided to the
deparuments of Environmental Health and Planning and Building Inspection prior to final
inspection of the parking structure. If results of the noise analysis conclude that the
system does not meet the 45 dBA. standard, then additional noise mitigating measures (i.e.
acoustical louvers or ductwork lining) shall be incorporated into the final design.
(Environmental Health/Planning and Building Inspection - Mitigation 18.1)

Hours of operation or movement of heavy construction equipment shall be limited to
berween 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Samrday. Such operations shall not
occur on Sundays or holidays. (Planning and Building Inspection - Mitigation 18.2.2.1)

All equipment that will operate for extended periods of time within the project site shall
be equipped with residential type mufflers. Excessively noisy equipment (due to design
13
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or state of repair) shall not be allowed on-site. A note shall be piaced on the building and
grading plans outlining this requirement. (Planning and Building Inspecton - Mitgadon
18.2.2.2)

During excavation of the parking structre, temporary berms from stockpiled soil shall be
created to the maximum extent feasible to reduce noise-sensitive uses. Construction
equipment shail work on the backside of the berms while excavating additional materials
and loading trucks. Other temporary noise barriers berween noise sources and receivers
shall be constructed in accordance with the acoustical analysis prepared for the project by
Brown-Buntin Associates dated August 26, 1996. A consmuction management plan shalil
be prepared, submirted and approved by the Director(s) of Environmental Health and
Planning and Building Inspection. prior to issuance of buiiding permits for the parking
stwucaure, showing berm locaton and equipment siaging areas. (Environmental
Health/Planning and Building Inspection - Mirtigation 18.2.2.3)

The truck haul operation to remove earth excavated for the parking suucre shall be
restricted to the hours of berwesn 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday,
with no operatons on Sundays or holidays. Truck baul speed shall be resticted to 2
maximum of 15 miles per hour t0 minimize tire and engine noise, as well as the impact
sounds created when tucks pass over rough sections of roadway. (Planning and Building
Inspection - Mirigation 18.2.b.2)

Applicant shall enter into an agreememt with the County to implement a Midgadon
Monitoring Plan. The Plan shall include, at a minimum. the following elements:
a. A listing of every mitigation measure approved by the decision-making
body which certifies the subject environmental docurnent;
b. An identification of the date or other appropriate time period expected for
implementation of each mitigation measure;
c. If the date of the implementation of mirigation measure is uncertain, an
estimare shall be provided;
d. If a mitgatdon measure requires contindous or frequent (e.g. daily)
. monitoring, the frequency and duradon of required momtormo shall be
specified;
e. If unclear on the faces of each measure, the standard for determining
successful implementation of each measure shall be clearly identified;

f. Individuals of organizations responsible for monitoring and/or reporting

shall be clearly idenrified;

The responsibilities under the plan for the applicant, County staff, and if
necessary, consultants shail be identified; and .

Relevant reporting procedures and forms shall be included;

Applicant agreement to pay consultant and staff to monitor long term

measures beyond the final project inspection by the Planning and Building

Inspection Deparunent. (Plaoning and Building Inspection)

e o

Obtain a survey of the new lot line(s) and have the line(s) monumented. (Public Works)

File a Record of Survey of the mew lot line(s) and have the line(s) monumented.
(Public Works)

Pursuant to the State Public Resources Code and the State Fish and Game Code, the
applicant shall pay a fee to be collected by the County of Monterey in the amount of
$1,275. This fee shall be paid prior to filing of the Notice of Determination. Proof of
payment shall be furnished by the applicant to the Director of Planning and Building

14
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.

41.

42,

Inspection prior to commencement of use or the issuance of building and/or grading
permits. The project shall not be operative, vested. or final undl the filing fees are paid.
(Planning and Building Inspection)

The applicant shall apply for an NPDES permit from the State Regional Water Quality
Control Board. to contin the reguirement of a storm water pollution coatrol plan, if
applicable. (Water Resources Agency)

Prior to issuance of building or grading permits, the applicant shall record a deed
restricdon which states: “A General Development Plan has been prepared for this
development in accordance with County Ordinances. No new development. change or
expansion of use, or physical improvements may be approved unless such development,
use or expassion is found to be in conformance with the approved Generzl Development
Plan, or amendments thereto.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

Prior to commencement of grading for the parking structure, the grading contractor shall
be nodfied of the required disposal route as delineated in Figure 2 of the acoustical
analysis prepared for the project by Brown-Buntin Associates dated August 26, 1956. A
note shall be placed on the grading plans describing the required disposal route.
(Planning and Building Inspection - Mit. 18.2.b.1) :

Prior to final inspection of the parking structure. the applicant shall provide signage
which designates at least two-thirds (2/3) of the parking spaces for use by lodge complex
or Casa Palmero employess. As an exception. these spaces may be used by the Pebble
Beach Company for special event parking once a quarter for no more than five (5) days.
Prior to issuance of building or grading permits for the parking stucmure, the applicant
shall record a deed reswiction, enforceable by the County and approved as to form by
County Counsel, stating the above parking requirements. (Planning and Building
Inspection)

Prior to issuance of building or grading permits for the inn and spa, the applicant shall
record a deed reswriction, enforceable by the County and approved as to form by County
Counsel, which states, “No special events shall take place at the Casa Palmero inn or
spa.” (Planning and Building Inspection)

The property owner agrees as a conditon of the approval of this permit to defend at his
sole expense any action brought against the County because of the approval of this permit.
The property owner will reimburse the County for any court costs and attorneys' 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 condition. Said
indemnification agreement shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel or prior to
the issuance of building permits or use of the property, whichever occurs first. (Planning
and Building Inspection)

The applicant shall record a notice which states: "A permit (Resolution No. 97009) was
approved by the Board of Supervisors for Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) 008-423-035-000,
008-423-032-000, 008-423-036-000 and 008-401-020-000 on Jamuary 29, 1997. The
permit was granted subject to 43 conditions of approval which run with the land. A copy
of the permit is on file with the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection
Deparment.” 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)
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PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 15th day of __ April , 1997, upon motion of
Supervisor Johnsen . seconded by Supervisor
Perkins by the following vote, to-wit:

AYES: supervisors Salinas, Pennycoock, Perkins and Johnsen.
NOES: Supervisor Potter.
ABSENT: Ncne.

A COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO THE APPLICANT AND APPELLANT ON
May 2, 19927

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

1, ERNEST K. MORISHITA, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby certify that the
foregoing js a wue copy of an original order of said Board Supervisors duly made and entered in the minutes thereof at page™ __ of Minute
Book . 69on ADT1L 15, 1887 ‘

paed: April 15, 1997

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

By Lﬂy ; W
Depury Cj

CasaPaimero.Res/Eric BdRepors
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May 27, 1997

To : California Coastal Commission
Re : Permit No. A-3-MCO~97-037

I am writing in opposition to this project and in support of this
appeal. ’

This project is a gross encroachment inte a private residential area.
It is a total departure from the Pebble Beach Company's treatment of
private homes it has acquired in the past. It will create a massive
commercial enterprise in the heart of a private community with all the
attendant traffic and disruption characteristic of such a project.

The Company has declared its intent to supplement the water deficiency
inherent in this project with water freed up from the CAWD/PBCSD
reclamation program. However, this program has failed to produce the
expected savings in potable water to date. To increase demand in the
face of the SWRCB's ultimatum to this community is unacceptable.

In the face of utter irresponsibility on the part of the county
supervisors to address these issues, this Commission must hold the
line. .

I urge you to deny this application and to rule in favor of the
appellants.

:u¢.4: ﬂ\%—~

¢7Jdanice O'Brien
Box 1037
Pebble Beach, Ca. 93953
408 625~1386

ECEIVE

MAY 2 9 1957

. CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
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June 12, 1997

Mr. Dan Carl

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA. 95060

Re: Casa Paimero Appeai

Dear Dan: .

Pursuant to our telephone conversation earlier today, I am forwarding to you by fax and
mail two memos dated June 12, 1997 produced by Rob Rees of Fehr & Peers, Inc. , the
transportation consultants used by Pebble Beach Company on this and other projects.

If you have any questions on this material, or any other aspect of our planned project,
please feel free to call me. You are also welcome to contact Rob Rees directly for further
information on transportation and parking issues.

Sincerely, -

PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY

“p——

Edward Y. Brown
Vice President, Planning

RECEIVED

cc:  John Bridges

Cheryl Burrell
Tomr};amison JUN 16 1897
- Rob Rees
; GALXFORN\A
Mark Stilwell COASTAL COMM‘SEA(E)Q

CENTRAL COAST
Encl.
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1ea'd . SH=Ed B MMEd pSiLt  LBST-ZT-NAL .
18°d Wil0L

ﬁ Fehr & Peers Assocdiates, Inc.
Transporation Consultants

3885 Mt Diablo Bhvd
Suite I

Lafaventa, CA 94549
510 284-3200

FAX 810 284-2691

RECEIVED

JUN 16 1997

coAsEAl EORNIA

Date:  Iune 12,1997 CENTRAL CO%M'SSR]&{

FAXMEMORANDUM

To: Ed Brown

From: RobRees T ¢ 'b

Subject: Casa Palmero Development —
James Miller Appeal to Coastal Commission

As requested, [ reviewed the “Statement of Reasons for Appeal” submitted by James Miller to
the Coastal Commission for consideration, My responses are directed to two specific statements:

~Statement 1: “... if a location (golf course) in the immediate vicinity of the Lodge is adopted,
{Alternative 2) significant additional adverse traffic impacts will be created on an already over
stressed road system. The current proposal cannot but exacerbate that impact . . . *

An cxhaustive analysis of the Altemative 2 concept was undertaken in the draft and final
environmental documents both under current traffic and cumulative traffic conditions, One
pnmax‘y conclusion of the anzalysis was that golf course development in the vicinity of the
Equesirian Center wouiu generate Jess trafiic than developmunproposedmderthel.ct?romm
development scenario. The Lot Program would be expected 1o generate 93 peak hour trips while
the Refined Alternative 2 concept would generate about 69 trips. Contrary to Mr. Miller's
statement, the environmental documents also conclude that neither the Lot Program nor the
Refined Alternative 2 development proposals will have an adverse impact on Lodge Area roads.

Statement2: “... No traffic plan has been presented which rzcognfzes these cumulative impacts
or proposes mmguﬁon measures for suck impacts, . ..

The Lot Program environmental document did take into account the Casa Paimero development
proposal in the cumulative traffic analysis (refer to DEIR, Chapter 4.7, page 4.7-89). Mitigation
measures to address project and cumulative-related raffic impacts are identified in the draft
environmental document.
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£08°d SuZ=d B ¥HI £2:27 LE6T-2T-NAL
ﬁ Fehr & Peers Assoclates, Inc.
Transportason Consuttants
Ed Brown, John Bridges (James Miller Response)
June 12, 1997
Page 2
Likewise, the Casa Palmero development traffic study took into consideration cumulative
development including buildout of the Lot Program development proposal. The cumulative
analysis was presented to the Monterey County Supervisors in both text and graphical form in
a memorandum dated April 15, 1997, Attached is a black-and-white photocopy of the fgure and
~ pertinent text. Note that the text discusses a specific improvement to install a left turn lane on
"~17 Mile Drive for traffic turning onto Palmero Way, This improvement was incorporated into
the Monterey County Board of Supervisor approval as Condition #21.
Attachments
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pae°d

ShEREd B MM pE:2T LEET~ZT~-NNL
Fehr & Peers Assodiates, Inc. MILLER WESPONSE
g} Consulmts
‘ ATTACHMENT
Monterey County Board of Supervisors
April 15, 1597
Page 6 of 7 >

17 Mile Drive/Palmero Way Intersection Accident History

In 1996 there was one reported accident in the immediate vicinity of the 17 Mile Drive/Palmero
Way intersection. The accident occurred during the AT&T Golf Tournament and involved a

- driver who apparently disregarded AT&T security requests to not back-up. Contrary to security

personnel requests, the driver continued to back-up and hit one of the security personnel. In 1995
there was also one reported accident. The accident involved a driver making & left-tum ffom 17
Mile Drive to Palmero Way toward the Lodge. Two vehicles rear-ended the left tuming vehicle
as the driver was waiting to make the lefi-tum maneuver,

These are the only reported accidents in 1995 and 1996. The level and type of reported accidents

in 1995 and 1996 do not support viewpoints raised during public testimony that the intersection _

is a safety hazard and a high accident location.

17 Mile Drive/Paimero Way Intersection Improvements

The traffic study determined that the 17 Mile Drive/Palmero Way intersection operates at Lavel
of Service C with or without the Casa Palmero development. This analysis, based on the
methodology in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual, led to the study conclusion that no
mitigation measure was required. County Staff in their Staff Report over-ruled the Traffic Study
conclusion on this point and determined that a left-turn pocket should be required for traffic on
17 Mile Drive tuming left onto Palmero Way going toward the Casa Palmero development
(Condition #21). Refer to Figure 4 for a complete breakdown of the intersection turning
movement traffic.

To address the County recommendation, 2 supplemental study was conducted to determine if
there were any secondary irapacts due to the left-tumn pocket. Engineering studies prepared by
Bestor Engineers concluded that no secondary impacts would occur as a result of the left-turn
pocket, A copy of Bestor Engineers’ wark titled, 17 Mile Drive Left Turn Storage Lane at

1140°d

Palmero Way, is on file with the County.
Special Event Conditions .

During special events gl] area roads operate under controlled conditions because of the number
of peaple and activities involved. Normal activities in the area (such as 17 Mile Drive) are oﬁ‘en
suspended to accommodate the special event. With each Special Event, close coordination with
the County Sherif is maintained to minimize transportation circulation impacts. It is anticipated
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-FAX MEMORANDUM

Date: June 12, 1997
-To: Ed Brown
From: Rob Ress

Subject: Casa Paimero Development —
Carl Nieison Appeal to Coastal Commission

I reviewed Carl Nielson's appeal to the Coastal Commission as it relates to traffic issues. My
review and responses focused on the text discussion included with the appeal, Some key findings
- presemed in the previous documents and public hearings have been lughhghted with italics.

17 Mile Drive Level of Serv:ce

Mr. Nielson states that portions of 17 Mile Drive ars expected to operate at Level of Service D
and supports his statement by refcreacmg the draft environmental document (Table 4.7-28). He
fails-o mention the sevond ervice level criteria used in the envionmental documeat which
" calculates the setvice level to be “C™ (refer to Table 4.7-29). The criteria are distinctly different
and need both be considered in evaluating traffic conditions on area roads.

The first criteria is based on the ability of a driver to travel along the corridor without being
hindered by a slower moving vehicle. The driver would then be expected to travel at a safe and
appropriate speed. Speed data collected in the Forest documents typical vehicle speeds of 35
mph, 5 1 10 mph higher than would be expected on narrow curve-a-linear roads with driveways.
Even at these speeds, groups of cars form because some drivers travel as fast as 40 or 45 mph '

while others travel at 25 mph or cven less. As traffic levels increase on area roads, the ‘
probability that a faster driver will “catch-up-to” a slower driver increasas; thereby, the faster
driver is hindered by a slower moving vehicle and adversely impacted. In summary, the Level
of Service D is that which would be perceived by drivers who travel faster than the appropriate
speed on the Forest roads.

.
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The second evaluation addresses the ability of a homeowner to access a main road from their
driveway or local street. These people must wait for an acceptable break in traffic before
proceeding, The amount of time required for a driver to evaluate the break in traffic and proceed
from the driveway into traffic is fixed. Thus, higher vehicle speeds on the main road translates
to fewer acceptable breaks in traffic for the driver at the driveway.

The environmental document for the Lot Program did identify a cumulative impact as stated by
Mr. Nielson and an associated mitigation measure to eliminate the impact. The Casa Palmero
development was included in that cumulative analysis and the identified mitigation measure, a
72 space parking lot at the CDF fire station, has already been constructed by the Pebble Beaca
Company. Thus, cumulative impacts have already been addressed and resolved by the Pebble
Beach Company.

As an aside, Mr, Nielson does not mention the improved traffic flow at Location #213 resulting
from relocating the employee parking away from the central commercial area of the Lodge.
During the PM pesk period, the employee traffic represents about 6 percent of the peak direction

- flow on 17 Mile Drive between the Lodge Area and the Palmero Way intersection. This traffic
would be removed from this section of 17 Mile Drive with the development proposal.

17 Mile Drive Traffic Concentration

Mr. Nielson asserts that the Casa Palmero development proposal concentrates traffic where
mgrcss / egress is restricted to a single location ir a highly congestel area. No menticn is made
in Mr. Nielson'’s appeal regarding the benefit to area circufation, a benefit that was descnbed to
the Monterey County Supervisors in April, 1997. .

Relocating employee parking away from 17 Mile Drive at the Peter Hay Golf Course benefits
rraffic flow ar the Lodge Area (see Figure 1). Currently, residents and visitors travel to the Lodge
Area and circulate, one or more times, through the various parking areas looking for an available
parking space. Relocating employee parking will fre¢-up more parking spaces for existing
residents-and visitors who are now unable to easily find an available space. This will have the
effect of reducing traffic flows as drivers will not be re<circulating through the area trying to find
that one available space. The additional parking spaces do not generate new traffic.

Furthermore, a majority of the Lodge area employees (about 80%) access the area via the
Highway 1 and Carmel gates and use 17 Mile Drive. Noting Figure 1, it illustrates that thesc
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employees drive past the Palmero Way intersection and into the central commercial area of the
Lodge, mixing with residents and visitors. Parking employees underground on Palmero Way
interceprs abour 80% of the employee traffic to the Lodge area, separating it from visitor and
resident traffic.

Park-And-Ride Facilitles

The appeal written by Mz, Nielson references the Transportation Agency of Monterey County
(TAMC) and its adopted policy to facilitare trip reduction through various means such as park-
and-ride facilitics. Contrary to Mr., Niclson's assertions, the Pebble Beach Company trip
reduction efforts are consistent with TAMC policies.

Monterey County determined that this project is not subject to the county’s trip reduction
ordinance. In any event, the Pebble Beach Company has had for several years an on-going -
program to facilitate trip reduction through ride sharing. The overall goal of this program has
been to reduce employes-related traffic on congested highways approaching the Pebble Beach
area. Within the last year, the Company initiated an effort to provide s satellite parking areas

- within the Forest to better separate employes and resident traffic. A parking lot constructed in
1995 is adjacent to the new CDF fire station on 17 Mile Drive at the Highway 1 Gate. This lot
contains 72 parking spaces with shuttle vans carrying employess between the parking lot and the
Lodge area, ’

Visitor Enjoyment of Del Monte Forest

e

Mr. Niclson asserts that the proposed Casa Palmero Project will increase traffic and make visitor
enjoyment more difficult. The additional development is expected to generate at most 24 vehicle
trips during the peak hour of operation. The additional traffic referred to by Mr. Niclson is
associated with the proposed guest units and “European-style spa” both of which are visitor-
serving uses. The development pravides addittonal opportunities for visitor enjoyment and the
employee underground parking allows additional visitor parking at the Lodge Area while having
a negligible affect on traffic levels (For example, the Del Monts Forest, overall, generates aver
3,000 vehicle trips during the peak one hour period).

The proposed underground employee parking arca is located adjacent to the Lodge Area;
however, access I8 via the “back-door” and scparate from visitor and resident traffic to the aces.
Separating the employee and visitor  resident traffic and parking is consistent with the Coastal
Commission goal to maximize the availability of visitor serving uses.
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Traffic Projections

Mr. Nielson makes reference to service level “E” conditions in the firture on 17 Mile Drive
because of increased development and commercial activity, Both the Casa Palmero Traffic Study
and the Lot Program environmentai document (going through public review now) assumed
cumulative development levels including Lot Program buildout, Lodge Area development and
future growth throughout Mounterey County. - -

The traffic studies have conciuded that even with the assumed cumulative growth levels, no study
location was found to operate at an unacceptable service level after implementing improvements
including: a) Improvements to Highway 68 outside the Forest which will ultimately improve
service levels on Highway 68, enhancing access to the coastal area of Pebble Beach, Pacific
Grove, and Monzerey from Highway ! and b) The 72-space parking area at the new CDF fire
station on 17 Mile Drive to divert employee parking and traffic away from the 17 Mile Drive
corridor between the Highway 1 Gate and the Forest area.

Indeperdent Traffic Study

It is true that the Pebble Beach Company funded the environmental document for the proposed
Lot Program and the traffic study for the Casa Palmero development. The studies referred to by
Mpr. Nielson were conducted by Korve Engineering and EIP under the direct oversight of the
Monterey County Siaffi The staff was responsibie for study review and approval of the Casa
Palmero Traffic Study which our firm prepared. As testament to the county’s thorough review —
following submittal of the final traffic study, connty stxff prepared a Staff Report which over-
ruled a traffic study conclusion pertaining to intersection improvements at the 17 Mile
Drive/Palmero Way intersection and required mitigation which modifies the intersection by
adding a left turn lane from 17 Mile Drive to Palmero Way.

Full Disclosure of Casa Palmero Impacts

Mr. Niclson asserts that because we did not conduct a full study of 17 Mile Drive, the Monterey
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors were not fully informed of the Casa
Palmero traffic impacts. The study cvaluated the 17 Mile Drive intersection with Palmero Way
because this location would experience the greatest level of traffic impact. All development-
related traffic would travel through this intersection and employee traffic would turn to and from
this intersection rather than straight through the intersection. No other location, inside or outside
the Forest, would experience a noticeable increase in traffic from this project. -
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The maximum level of “new” traffic to the area was calculated to be 24 trips (13 in, 11 out). All
these trips are expected to use the 17 Mile Drive/Palmero Way intersection, but only 12 of the
trips (7 in, 5 out) would use the portion of 17 Mile Drive menticned by Mr. Niclson in his
appeal. The additional traffic is negligible, representing less than 1 percent of the peak traffic
direction on the referenced 17 Mile Drive section. Traffic generated by the employee parking
is already using 17 Mile Drive and is thus accounted for in the cxisting traffic counts.

M, Nielson provides an attachment (Schedule I) which illustrates the traffic projections assumed
in the Lot Program environmental document and the Casa Palmero Traffic Study. Contrary to

~ his conclusion that the attachment illustrates significantly higher traffic levels than previously
reported, the attachment clearly illustrates that projected traffic levels assumed in the Casa
Palmero Traffic Study are within the range of that assumed in the Lot Program document, /n
Jact, his attachment shows that rraffic levels are projected to decrease on 17 Mile Drive between
Palmero Way and the Peter Hay Golf Course.

Bike Circulation between Carmel Gate and Lodge Area

" The bike classification between the Lodge and the Carmel Gate is Class [II which means that it
is a signed route but riders must share the road with vehicular traffic. The fact that the corridor
is narrow and steep has been documented in the Lot Program environmental documentation and
was previously accounted for in the land use plan for Forest buildout when it was determined
that improved bicycle provisions on this corridor were unlikely to occur becanss of physical
constraints,

The Pebbie Beach Company undertook an additional study of the coridor in 1994 to ascertain
the feasibility of improving bicycle facilities on this corridor. The engineering study concluded
that the road widening needed to accommodate bike lanes would:

Require utility relocation.

Remove about 150 mature trees.

Reconstruct 30 residential gates and fences.

Relocate and re-grade about 30 residentlal driveways.
Require property acquisition.

Construct numerous retaining walls,

. & & & &

These conclusions are consistent with the findings when the land use plan was devised and are
also consistent with the findings in the Lot Program environmental document.
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