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Project location............... 1698 Sunset Drive in the Asilomar Dunes neighborhood of Pacific Grove
Project description ......... Raise the floor elevation and thus the roof elevation of the garage portion of
an approved single family dwelling by 2.8 feet.
Local approval................ Architectural Review Board approval on 1/8/02 (AA#2600-99), Pacific Grove
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File documents................ CCC Coastal Development Permit Application files 3-01-013 and 3-01-013-

Al; and City of Pacific Grove certified Land Use Plan.

Staff recommendation ...Approval

Summary: Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Coastal Development Permit
Amendment, and find that the project is in conformance with the Coastal Act.

The Commission approved coastal development permit 3-01-013 on May 7, 2001 to allow construction
of a single-family house in the Asilomar Dunes area of the City of Pacific Grove (as shown in Exhibits
A, B and C). The applicant currently proposes amending the existing permit to allow an increase of the
floor elevation of the garage portion of his previously approved single family dwelling by 2.8 feet (2 feet
10 inches). :

An error in the approved grading plans was discovered during the grading process. The amendment is
necessary to prevent undermining of the neighboring property’s retaining wall, and involves raising the
floor of the garage portion of the house to accommodate the existing wall. The amended project is
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251, which provides for the protection of visual resources.
Therefore, staff recommends approval of the amendment with findings that there would be no adverse
impacts to coastal resources or public access and that the amendment request is consistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
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Procedural Note
Coastal Development Permit Amendments

The Commission’s regulations provide for referral of permit amendment requests to the Commission if:
1. The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a material change,
2. Objection is made to the Executive Director’s determination of immateriality, or

3. The proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of protecting a coastal resource
or coastal access.

If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an independent determination as to
whether the proposed amendment is material (14 California Administrative Code Section 13166).

The subject application is being forwarded to the Commission because the Executive Director has
determined that the proposed amendment is a material change with the potential to adversely affect
coastal resources or coastal access.
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I. Staff Recommendation on CDP Amendment

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed amendment
subject to the standard and special conditions below. Staff recommends a YES vote on the following
motion:

Motion. I move that the Commission approve the proposed amendment to Coastal Development
Permit Number 3-01-013 pursuant to the staff recommendation.

Staff Recommendation of Approval. Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will
result in approval of the amendment as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution to Approve a Coastal Development Permit Amendment. The Commission hereby
approves the coastal development permit amendment on the ground that the development as
amended, will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of the
permit amendment complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either: (1)
Sfeasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen
any significant adverse effects of the amended development on the environment; or (2) there are
no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant
adverse effects of the amended development on the environment.

II. Recommended Findings and Declarations

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A.Project Location and Description

The site of the approved house design proposed for amendment by this application is a rectangular, =+
46,440 square foot vacant lot at 1687 Sunset Drive (between Jewell Avenue and Arena Avenue) in the
Asilomar Dunes neighborhood of the City of Pacific Grove. The Asilomar Dunes neighborhood is
mapped as the area bounded by Lighthouse Avenue, Asilomar Avenue, and the northern boundary of
Asilomar State Park to the south. West of the site, across Sunset Drive, is a narrow, low, coastal bluff
that is part of the Asilomar State Beach (See Exhibits B and G).

The roughly 144-foot wide by 322-foot long lot extends east from Sunset Drive and consists of a gently
sloping sand dune that rises a total of 35-feet in elevation from Sunset Drive to the eastern property
boundary. According to the 1999 biological report prepared for the site by Tom Moss, the site has a
generally even topographic character and lack of dune landforms due to grading activities performed by
a previous owner in the 1950’s. No granitic rock outcroppings have been described as occurring on the
parcel.
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The Commission approved coastal development permit 3-01-013 on May 7, 2001 to allow construction
of the proposed single-family home, the grading plans for which are the subject of this amendment
application. The Standard and Special Conditions of the original project are attached as Exhibit F for
reference. ‘

The Baldaccis are now applying for this amendment because it was discovered that base elevations being
used for grading purposes were incorrect, and that grading according to the approved plans threatened
the neighbor’s existing retaining wall, The proposed change would raise the elevation of the garage by
2.8 feet, but the elevations of the remaining portions of the house would remain as approved.

The Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit for a 5,855 square foot single-family dwelling
with a 4,519 square foot footprint, and a basement garage with a 138 square foot footprint (Exhibit E).
As designed, the project includes the residence site, paved driveway and backup area, retaining walls,
planter space, a rear deck, and side and entry boardwalks. The building site has been located
approximately 111 feet from Sunset Drive, 113.5 feet form the rear property boundary, 10 feet from the
southern property boundary and 30 feet from the northern property boundary. The placement of the
residence and driveway has therefore been sited to avoid known populations of sensitive plant species on
site.

As described in the adopted Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project by the
City of Pacific Grove, the subject parcel is located in an area zoned R-1-B-4, Low Density Residential,
1-2 dwelling units per acre. According to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for
this project, development within the surrounding neighborhood is characterized by single-family
dwellings on lots that are larger than those typically found in Pacific Grove. This low-density zoning on
relatively large lots gives this area an open-space character consistent with the zoning and low-density
residential Land Use Plan designation.

B. Coastal Development Permit Determination

1. Visual Resources

This project will result in a 2.8-foot elevation increase in the garage portion of the approved house. An
increase of this nature in a visually sensitive area such as the parcels fronting Sunset Drive has the
potential to impact public views. Visual resources are specifically protected by Section 30251 of the
Coastal Act, which states: “The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance.” The Asilomar Dunes area of Pacific Grove is well known
for its visual beauty and is a popular destination for both visitors and residents of the area.

The City’s certified Land Use Plan contains policies that require the following:

LUP Policy 2.5.2 ... Coastal area scenic and visual qualities are to be protected as resources of
public importance. Development is required to be sited to protect public views, to minimize
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natural landform alteration, and to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding
areas.

LUP Policy 2.5.4.1 It is the policy of the City of Pacific Grove to consider and protect the visual
quality of scenic areas as a resource of public importance. The portion of Pacific Grove's
coastal zone designated scenic includes: all areas seaward of Ocean View Boulevard and
Sunset Drive, Lighthouse Reservation Lands, Asilomar Conference Ground dune lands visible
from Sunset Drive, lands fronting on the east side of Sunset Drive; and the forest front zone
between Asilomar Avenue and the crest of the high dune (from the north side of the Pico Avenue
intersection to Sinex Avenue).

LUP Policy 2.5.5.4. New development on parcels fronting on Sunset Drive shall compliment the
open space character of the area. Design review of all new development shall be required. The
Jollowing standards shall apply:

a) Minimum building setbacks of 75 feet from Sunset Drive shall be maintained. Larger
setbacks are encouraged if consistent with habitat protection.

b) Residential structures shall be single story in height and shall maintain a low profile
complimenting natural dune topography. In no case shall the maximum height exceed 18 feet
above natural grade within the foundation perimeter prior to grading.

¢) Structures shall be sited to minimize alteration of natural dune topography. Restoration of
disturbed dunes is mandatory as an element in the siting, design and construction of a
proposed structure.

d) Earthtone color schemes shall be utilized and other design features incorporated that
assist in subordinating the structure to the natural setting.

Coastal Act Section 30251 provides for protection of views to and along the coast. In this area of
Asilomar Dunes, the primary view of the ocean and along the coast, as described in LUP Policy 2.5.4.1,
is the view along and to the west of Sunset Drive. Views from Asilomar Avenue and Arena Drive, while
still designated on the LUP’s Shoreline Access Map (Exhibit D), are secondary in nature to the
extraordinary views to and along the coast from Sunset Drive. The coastal views from Asilomar Avenue
are filtered by vegetation and existing development, and the approved house will not be the only house
located on the eastern side of Sunset Drive that will be visible from Asilomar Ave.

Public comments regarding the height amendment have been received, and they are attached as Exhibit 1.
The majority of the comments suggest that the author was not opposed to the original project, but is
opposed only to the amendment because it raises the height of the approved structure. The amendment,
to raise the roof of the garage portion of the approved house by 2.8 feet, will not by itself add
significantly to the visual impact of the approved house (See Exhibit H). Therefore, the amendment to
raise the roof elevation of the garage by 2.8 feet will not be a significant change over what has already
been approved, and so will be in conformance with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.
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The approved house was designed and sited to comply with LUP policy 2.5.5.4, and the amendment
does not significantly alter the design or profile of the approved house. Additionally, the amendment is
consistent with LUP policy 2.5.5.4.b as the raised garage roof does not exceed 18 feet above natural
grade. Thus, the amendment is also consistent with the City’s certified Land Use Plan.

In terms of alternatives to the project, the possibility of increasing the floor elevation of the garage while
retaining the approved elevation of the garage roof was discussed with the applicant. The effect of this
alternative would be to reduce the height of the lower story of the garage and to retain the approved
elevation of the garage roof. Achieving a reduction of 2.8 feet in the height of the garage section of the
house would require the reduction to be taken from the first story of the garage, as it is not living space.
However, a reduction in the ceiling height of the first story of the garage would result in a garage that is
roughly 5 feet high, which would not meet zoning and safety requirements, and would be impractical.
Splitting the difference between the two floors would still not result in enough of a reduction in height to
remain at the elevation of the approved house, and the amendment is consistent with the 18-foot
maximum height requirement of LUP Policy 2.5.5.4.b. Thus, because the amendment is consistent with
Coastal Act Section 30251 and the LUP as proposed, a substantial redesign of the project is not
warranted.

Additional alternatives considered included moving the bottom story of the garage south away from the
property line and further underneath the approved house, which would also increase the amount of
alteration to natural dune topography. Given that the amendment complies with Coastal Act Section
30251 and LUP Policies including 2.5.5.4.b, and that it does not create a significant visual impact to the
secondary views protected along Asilomar Ave., a substantial redesign of the project was not justified.

2. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with
any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on
the environment.

The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the Secretary
of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA. This staff report
has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal, and has determined that the
proposed amendment will not create significant impacts. Additionally, the project was approved subject
to conditions, which implement the mitigating actions required of the Applicant, by the Commission (see
Special Conditions, Exhibit F), and this amendment does not require additional conditions to comply
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. As such, the Commission finds that this amendment
will not have any significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQA; that there
are no feasible alternatives that would significantly reduce any potential adverse effects; and,
accordingly, the proposal, as conditioned, is in conformance with CEQA requirements.
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A.
1.

Exhibit F: Conditions of Approval of
Coastal Development Permit 3-01-013.

Standard Conditions

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and condxtlons, is returned
to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of
the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

Special Conditions

Incorporation of City’s Mitigation Requirements. The Mitigations and Mitigation
Monitoring Program adopted by the City of Pacific Grove for its final Negative Declaration
for this project are attached as Exhibit L to this permit; these mitigations are hereby
incorporated as conditions of this permit.

Any revision or amendment of these adopted conditions and mitigation measures or the
project plans as approved pursuant to the City’s architectural review procedures shall not be
effective until reviewed by the Executive Director for determination of materiality, and if
found material, approved by the Commission as an amendment to this coastal development
permit.

Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content
acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide:

A. For the protection of the scenic and natural habitat values on all portions of the
environmentally sensitive native dune habitat areas on the site, except for a building
envelope area not to exceed 15 percent of the area of the lot; and a semi-permeable
residential driveway as shown on approved final plans, and an immediate outdoor
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living area to be left in natural condition or landscaped so as to avoid impervious
surfaces (i.e., surfaces which do not allow water or light to penetrate into the soil) not
to exceed 5 percent of the area of the lot.

Such restriction shall include provisions to prohibit development outside of the
approved building envelope except for fencing and that part of the driveway that is not
counted in the percent of coverage; to prohibit any future additions to the structures
allowed by this permit, to prevent disturbance of native groundcover and wildlife
(including the permanent fencing identified in Special Condition 4 and 5); to provide
for maintenance and restoration needs in accordance with approved native plant
maintenance and restoration plans; to provide for approved drainage improvements;
and to specify conditions under which non-native species may be planted or removed,
trespass prevented, entry for monitoring of restored area secured, and homeowner
access accommodated within the restored area. Provisions for necessary utility
corridors may be included in accord with Condition No. 9.

B. For measures to implement the approved final native plant maintenance and landscape
restoration plan prepared for the subject property.

C. For fencing restrictions to protect public views and allow free passage of native
wildlife, as provided by Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Policy 2.3.5.1(¢).

D. For a monitoring program as set forth in the approved mitigated negative declaration;
and provide that, following construction, annual monitoring reports shall be submitted
to the Executive Director and the City of Pacific Grove for review and approval for a
period of five years.

The recorded document shall include legal descriptions of both the applicant’s entire
parcel and the deed restricted area. The recorded document shall also reflect that
development in the deed restricted area is restricted as set forth in this permit condition.

The deed restriction shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances which the
Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed. The deed
restriction shall run with the land in favor of the People of the State of California, binding
all successors and assignees.

. Final Project Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT, the permittee shall submit the following for the Executive Director’s review and
approval:

A. Final project plans including site plan, floor plans, elevations and grading plans. The
site plan shall designate a building envelope area not to exceed 15 percent (6,966
square feet) of the 46,440 square foot lot area. The building envelope shall include the
approved house coverage, garage, driveway, any decks or walkways that do not allow
for the passage of water and light to the dune surface, and any other features that
eliminate native plant habitat. The plans shall indicate that part of the driveway that is
excluded from the 15 percent coverage requirement (900 square foot area, i.e., an area
12 feet wide by 75 feet, the length of the front setback). The plans shall also show any
additional “immediate outdoor living area”, not to exceed a total of 2,322 square feet
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(5% of lot coverage). The immediate outdoor living area is that portion of the yard
closest to the residence, which shall be left in a natural condition or landscaped
without impervious surface. The submittal shall include evidence of review and
approval by the City of Pacific Grove.

B. Final landscape restoration plan for the all areas outside of building envelope and
immediate outdoor living areas, as provided for in Condition 2 above, and as required
by the City’s Mitigation Measures (See Special Condition 1 and Exhibit L). The
submittal shall include evidence of review and approval by the City of Pacific Grove
Architectural Review Board.

C. Final landscaping plan covering the building envelope area and immediate outdoor
living areas. The plan shall include native plantings to the greatest extent feasible.
Invasive non-native plants shall not be used. All plant materials shall be installed
prior to occupancy and shall be prepared in coordination with the recommendations of
the botanical report prepared by Tom Moss (June 19, 1999). Evidence of review and
approval by the project biologist and City of Pacific Grove Architectural Review
Board shall accompany the submittal.

Within 30 days of completion of the landscaping installation, the permittee shall submit a
letter from the project biologist indicating that plant installation has taken place in accord
with the approved landscaping plans and describing long-term maintenance requirements
for the landscaping.

. Fencing. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the permittee shall
satisfy the following requirements:

A. Plans for temporary exclusionary fences to protect sensitive areas from disturbance
during construction. Vehicle parking, storage or disposal of materials, shall not be
allowed within the exclusionary fences. Fences shall be installed prior to the start of
construction and shall remain in place and in good condition until construction is
completed.

The exact placement of the temporary exclusionary fencing shall be identified on site
by the project biologist. Evidence of inspection of the installed construction fence
location by the project biologist shall be submitted to the Executive Director prior to
commencement of construction. Fences shall be 4 feet high and secured by metal T-
posts, spaced 8 to 10 feet apart. Either field fence or snow-drift fence, or comparable
barrier, shall be used.

B. Plans for any permanent split rail fencing or similar landscaping fence, that may be
necessary to discourage trampling of the area to be restored and/or rehabilitated
outside of the building envelope and the immediate outdoor living area. Fencing
design shall be consistent with Condition 2C and submittal shall include evidence of
review and approval by the City of Pacific Grove. If such fencing is used, it shall be
installed prior to occupancy (or, prior to commencement of construction if used in lieu
of temporary fencing required for habitat protection for that portion of the project
site).

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit
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10.

Grading and Spoils Disposal. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION,
the permittee shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval two sets of
grading plans that shall identify the disposal site for excess excavated spoils. Disposal site
and methods employed shall be subject to review and approval by the City of Pacific
Grove, the project biologist and the Executive Director. Any excess excavated sand may
be utilized for restoration purposes on-site or at Asilomar State Beach, as directed by the
Department of Parks and Recreation. While off-site beneficial re-use of excess sand is
strongly encouraged, Asilomar sand may not be exported outside the Asilomar Dunes —
Spanish Bay area.

Archaeological Mitigation. Should archaeological resources be discovered at the project site
during any phase of construction, the permittee shall stop work until a mitigation plan,
prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist and using accepted scientific techniques, is
completed and implemented. Prior to implementation, the mitigation plan shall be submitted
for review and approval by the State Historical Preservation Office and for review and
approval by the Executive Director of the Commission. The plan shall provide for
reasonable mitigation of the archaeological impacts resulting from the development of the
site, and shall be fully implemented. A report verifying compliance with this condition shall
be submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval, upon completion of the
approved mitigation.

Environmental Monitoring During Construction. Permittee shall employ an
environmental monitor to ensure compliance with all mitigation requirements during the
construction phase. The project’s environmental monitor (Thomas Moss, Consulting Coastal
Biologist, or other consultant approved by the Executive Director and the City of Pacific
Grove Community Development Director) or the City’s Community Development
Department shall monitor construction activities on a weekly basis until project completion
to assure compliance with the mitigation measures adopted by the City (Exhibit L).
Evidence of compliance with this condition by the project monitor shall be submitted to the
Executive Director each month while construction is proceeding and upon completion of
construction. In the event of non-compliance with the adopted mitigation measures, the
Executive Director shall be notified immediately. The environmental consultant or the City
shall make recommendations, if necessary, for compliance with the adopted mitigation
measures. These recommendations shall be carried out immediately to protect the natural
habitat areas of the site.

Exterior Finish. All exterior finishes and window frames shall be of wood or earthen-tone
colors as proposed by the applicant on the elevations sheet A-4 and A-5 dated 3/6/2000 and
date stamped received in the Coastal Commission office February 8, 2001 (Exhibit I). Any
changes shall require prior review and approval by the Executive Director.

Utility Connections. All utility connections shall be installed underground as proposed.
When installing the necessary utility connections, care shall be taken to minimize surface
disturbance of the deed-restricted revegetation in accordance with Special Conditions 2 and
3.

Evidence of Water Availability, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, permittee shall submit written evidence to the Executive
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Director for review and approval that adequate water, which shall be provided only by and
through the municipal water distribution system regulated by the California American Water
Company in the City of Pacific Grove according to the allocation procedures of the City and
the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, is available for the project. All relevant
agency approvals, including approval from the Monterey County Public Health Department
if required shall be provided.
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Project Location

Photo 1: View From Asilomar Ave.

Photo 2: View from Asilomar Ave.
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Photo 4: View from Asilomar Ave.  03-01-013-A1
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Photo 6: View from Sunset Drive 03-01-013-A1
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"RECEIVED

MAY 0 1 2002 |
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

) CENTRAL COAST AREA
CALIFORNIA .ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF CALI FORNIA
COUNTY OF {M\W&wj
On D;(r)v\ \ 20 _Z}OQ} before me,
_ ( LA\ W&*\/) %\/%\/\6 S , Notary Public,

peisnnally appearad

*

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s)
whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they
executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the
instrurhent.

CHRISTY HUGHES

"B  Commission # 1287512

IER Notary Public - Caolifornia
' Monterey County

My Comm. Bipires Jon 2, 205

i o g T Y

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature Wix\o Q“l‘\fxﬂ&/\&)}a

{Seal)

SF-9474-8 (Rev C - 6/95) 3-01-013-A1 Exhibit I:
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April 26,2002 | RECEIVED

Ms. Kelly Cuffe

California Coastal Commission MAY ¢ 1 2002
Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300 COAS%I.‘%:SSIWSS!O
Santa Cruz, CA 55080 CENTRAL COAST AREA

RE: 1687 Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove, California / Application #3-01-013
Dear Ms. Cuffe:

In addition to my letter of April 26, 2002, (i.e. misidentified as March 26, 2002) describing the
circumstance of the unfortunate misinformation provided in the third paragraph of my letter to you of

March 29, 2002, I also determined my call to you on the above referenced subject was inappropriate.

This conclusion a result, commensurate with my review of the prior referenced subject. With the
emotion of a public hearing, behind me, I was able to review in depth the entire matter.

The following is my position on the matter of 1687 Sunset, Pacific Grove, California.
At their regular meeting dated February 6, 2002, the City Council of the City of Pacific Grove

passed Resolution No. 2-005. I have included a copy of the resolution. You will note, I voted for and
supported the resolution.

The Council findings and those of the Architectural Review Board approval of January 8, 2002
meeting are included in Resolution No. 2-005.

Additionally, with the passage of Resolution No.‘2—005, the Council in effect confirmed the
contents of MEMORANDUM of Pacific Grove Associate Planner Sally Rideout, to you; dated February
13, 2002, a copy of which I include.

The City of Pacific Grove approval was also consistent with the policies of City’s certified Land
Use Plan. Specifically LUP Policy 2.5.2, LUP Policy 2.5.4.1, LUP Policy 2.5.5.1, LUP Policy 2.5.5.4,
LUP Policy 3.4.4.1.

Most importantly, the proposed development is not only consistent with LUP Policies mentioned
previously, but it maintains a low profile complimenting the natural dune topography and does not exceed
the 18-foot height restriction. The residence has also been sited to avoid adverse impacts to known
populations of botanical species and to minimize adverse impacts to potential habitat areas present on site.

Again, I apologize for any prior incorrect impressions I might have imparted to the Commission
on this matter, by misinformation, which was not subject to the detailed review I have supplied here.

In summary, please approve the Baldacci’s current modification application, as we of the City of
Pacific Grove Design Review Board, and City Council have so done. Again, thank you for your time and
attention to this matter.

Vezy truly yours,

Morris G. Fisher A EHRISTY mg;;% . ‘
' Member of City Council 1 TR Commission# 1

City of Pacific Grove i e SRl Hott:;y o:;fx Cﬁw

910 Short Street ‘ \?’:@9/  Cormn Exes o2 205

Pacific Grove, CA 93950 ) S— ra——

Ph: 831-373-088913-A1 EXhlblt I
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City Of Pacific Grove
Community Development Department

Memorandum

T C.KELLY CUFFE, COASTALANALYST
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
_ GALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Fom:  SALLY RIDEOUT, ASSOCIATE PLANNER <2
Re: BALDACC! RESIDENCE, 1687 SUNSET DRIVE
Date:  2113/2002

Enclosed for your review is information from the City’s Architectural Review Board and City Coundi
public hearings regarding the approved design change to the new single-family residence at the
above-referenced property.

Shortly after the onset of excavation on the site, field conditions were encountered that differed from
the approved plans for the project (Please refer to the attached staff report dated February 6, 2002).

. In reviewing the initial study and mitigated negatve declaration adopted for the project, staff
detemmined that a solution requiring additional grading on the site would likely be subject to further
environmental review to assess the additicnal alteration of dune landforms and potential impacts to
sensttive plant species and high quality habitat that are present on the site. Since the adopted
negative dedaration was based upon a project design that included roof lines over the entire
residence that were taller than the criginally approved project, staff recommended that the applicant
pursue an amendment to allow the taller height over the rear portion of the building.

As noted in the City Council staff report, the propesed 2.8" height increase on a portion of the
dwelling requires no additional alteration to the topography of the site and is consistent with LUP
policies that regulate residence height on sites that front Sunset Drive. After considerable discussion,
the request was approved by the Architectural Review Board (ARB) at its Jarwary 8, 2002 meeting.
At & duly noticed public hearing, February 6, 2002, the City Council considered the proposed height

- change during a calt-up of the ARB’s decision.

?ofh the ARB and City Council discussed and assessed altematives to the proposed height change

including longer, taller retaining walls across the ‘site, relocation of the building on the site, relocation’

of some elements of the building, and potential modifications to plate heights and roof forms that

. might avoid or minimize the requested change in height In the end, each bedy independently

. . concluded that the proposed height change was the least disruptive to the site, and therefora the
best altemative to resolve the issues related 1o the field conditions.

If you have any questions please contact me at 648-3190.

. ® Page 1
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RESOLUTION NO. 2-005

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
APPROVING ARCHITECTURAL APPROVAL NO. 2600-99 FOR A .
PROPOSED HEIGHT CHANGE OF A PORTION OF A PREVIOUSLY-
APPROVED NEW RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 1687 SUNSET DRIVE

WHEREAS, Paul and Betty Baldacci have made an application for a proposed
height change over a portion of a prevxonsly-approved new  single-family residence
located at 1687 Sunset Drive; and

‘ WHEREAS, The Architectural Review Board, at a duly noticed public hearing
on January 8, 2002, granted Amendment to Architectural Approval Application No.
2600-99; and .

WHEREAS, this council has <called up for review the decision of the
A.rchnectural Review Board concerning this project; and

WHEREAS, this council has considered- all matérials submitted and all
comments made by all parties, including staff, regarding this application,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
DOES. RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS

This council f'mds that the changes to the residence are in kcepmg with the
approved project and would not be detrimental to the orderly and harmonious
development of the cxty nor impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the
neighborhood.

This council hereby grants Amendment to Architectural Approval No. 2600-99
and approves the change requested therein, based on the standard finding for approval of
a design change application, and subject to all general and special conditions of the
original approval.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC
GROVE this 6th day of February, 2002, by the following vote: .

AYES: lCostello, Fisher, Gasperson, Huitt, Koffman
NOES: Davia
_ ABSENT: Honegger
3-01-013-A1 ' Exhibit L
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RESOLUTION NO. 2-005 Page 2 of 2

APPROVED:

%%ﬁ/,ﬂw

SANDRA L. KOFPMm,A%yor

THE

By_
DAVID M. FLEISHMAN, City Attorney
2 MoevrARE Z ({e.hxc.\r.s ASST . QT A?N&o)\.,)
3-01-013-A1 Exhibit
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};Zarch 26, 2002 R E C E l v E.

APR 2 9 2002
Kelly Cuffe
C2lifornie Coastsl Comrission CALIFORNIA
725 Front, Suite 302 , COASTAL COMMISSION
Sante Cruz, CA 95080 CENTRALCOASTAREA

Dear Kiss Cuffe:

I recently sent you 2 letter regerding the Paul R. Baldacci, Jr.
property 2t 1687 Sunset, Pscific Grove. In that letter I expressd
my understanding thst Mr, Bzldaccl szid his roof height would be
no higher trsn the §lller pronerty.

!fter furthur review by me, listening to the audio tapes of our
clty council meeting, I can find no staterent by kr. Ssldzecd
scying hils roof height would be no higher than the lLiller property.
Thsre wes rmuch dilscussion regarding helght, set backs and drivaé
wzys and a2t the end of a very long evening I went away thinking
ir. Zaldzccl made tnose comments I've stuted in my ls tta' to you.

Thersfore, it was a nmisundsrstanding on my part and I hereby

request thet my letter be deleted from the cosstal flles regarding

¥r. 2sldecci's hesring before the cozstel cermission.

Fle=se =accent my sincere spologies if I've caused any difficulties .

to ¥r. Baldacci and you and the cosstzl commission.

Sincerely

ﬂll/wﬂféu/"v

oIS G. #IZRheR

210 Short
Poceific Grove, C4 QEFOE0
BEl-275-7389

Co:y to: Paul R. Baldacci, Jr.

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit T
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April 3, 2002

Coastal Commission
725 Front St.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

ATTN: Kelly Cuffe R E C E IV E D

APR 0 5 2002
RE: 1687 Sunset, Pacific Grove
CALIFORNIA
, COASTAL COMMISSION
To Whom It May Concern: CENTRAL COAST AREA

I am a Council Member in the City of Pacific Grove and was present at the Council
Meeting on February 6, 2002, when the ARB approval for an amendment to increase the
height of the project at 1687 Sunset was considered. I formerly spent eight years on the
Pacific Grove Planning Commission, including serving as Chairman from 1999-2000.

During the staff report I noted that the following wording appeared in the staff report: “At
the recommendation of staff, the applicant requested an amendment to the project Final
Architectural approval to modify the building height of the eastern portion of the
residence to allow construction at the current excavated grade”.

I also noted that no alternatives to the staff recommendation were discussed, even though
the staff described this request as the “alternative preferred by staff”.

I then expressed my concern that it is not, in my opinion, appropriate for the staff to
become an advocate for an applicant, but instead to present to the deliberative body
charged with the responsibility of making such discretionary decisions a complete
description of the issues, options, and alternatives necessary to make an informed
decision. It is not that I feel that the staff should not make a recommendation. A
recommendation is fine. I was concerned by the apparent staff bias for the request and the
lack of any information on any alternatives. Also it appeared (and later facts proved) that
the amendment was the idea of a staff person, which in my opinion presents a conflict of
interest on the part of staff. '

After the staff report and public hearing and a brief discussion by the Council I made a
motion to deny the request to raise the height and thus overturn the ARB approval.
During the discussion of this motion it became evident from the statements made by
Council members that the Council favored my motion and if the vote had proceeded it
would have been approved and the applicant’s request denied. :

However during the deliberation the staff interjected that if my motion were approved
this would mean that an entirely new environmental review would be required leading to
extensive delays and added cost to the applicant. At this point Council Member Fisher
withdrew his second to my motion. Subsequently a motion was made for approval and
passed. I voted against this motion. (I believe you now have a letter from Council
Member Fisher in which he now opposes the request.)

The claims made about elevation errors that required the applicant to raise the project
height fly in the face of common sense for anyone who visits the site and sees the extent

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit Z
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of the excavations already made. Initially the natural grade on this site was far above the
grade on the adjacent Miller property. In fact that was the reason for the retaining wall
built by Miller since he had already excavated below the natural grade. The site location
of Mr. Baldacci’s project and the fact that he insisted on placing his driveway next to the
property line and his garage underground are the sole reason why he is requesting this
amendment and has the problems that he has. There are a number of solutions to his
problems that would not have any further detrimental impact on the viewshed in this very
sensitive area.

Therefore I strongly recommend that the Coastal Commission hold a public hearing on
this application and carefully review this project.. I do not feel that the public interest has
been well served by the process that led to its current approval by Pacific Grove.

Baol Raver
Daniel Davis,

Council Member,
City of Pacific Grove

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit L
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Ksrch 29, 2002 RECE'VED

APR 0 2 2002
Califernia Coastsl Cormission CALIFORNIA
“ttn: Kelly Cuffee
bt o COASTAL COMMISSION
725 Front Strest g CENTRAL COAST AREA

Suite 300
Sznte Cruwz, Ci §5060

U

Therk you ior soond ng time with me ¢n the vhine the other
ank you for having height poles aut up cn tre
joaale 3ebty ~t 1887 Sunset, Pzcific Grovs CA.

I had the opvortunity to lcok =zt thv proverty in guestion

todoy end study the height poles, =nd it locoks to me that

the height of the rocf will Tte = fP feet higrer thasn the

¥illsr nroperty next deoor. Beth of my views were taken

from Sunset, the front of the property and from Asilomer
. Blvd., the rezr of the oroperty.

J

Turing our council deliber=ztions of the bronert the
question was z2sked if the roof height would be 1gher than

the Viller »ronerty. IKr. Baldacci s~3id no, but that the
height was ex~ctly the same,

c
..(

"

!

)

Therefore, I do urge the Coost-1 Cowmission to tzke 3 very
sericus took #t the whole projsct 2nd mske the necess=ry
changes fto reduce tre coverall height if they believe it would
reducs the visuzl irrpscts of this woenda ful zres.

Remember too, that this roof height is nct Just » sn-ll
tip, but the entire rocf.

-

Sirceral.s,

Mui g

MORRIS G. FISLER
Councilperson

City of P=cific Grove,
910 Short St.

Pacific Greve, C.. €3950
831-375-7889
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RECEIVED ®

March 22, 2002 MAR 2 5 2002
To: California State Coastal Commission %0 Asg:&ggﬁ?ﬂfs SION
Re: 1687 Sunset Ave. ‘ ' : ENTRAL COAST AREA

Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Dear Coastal Commission Staff:

Your staff soon will be reviewing an application to amend a previously approved coastal permit
for a residence to be built at 1687 Sunset Ave. We agree with many of our neighbors that the
proposed change is not an insignificant modification and thus deserves the full attention of both
the Coastal Staff and the Coastal Commission. This property lies directly in one of the very few
public viewsheds along Asilomar Blvd. In the petition that is being circulated three things are
recommended. We think that these are only common sense suggestions and probably should
have been mandated by the city of Pacific Grove prior to any hearings on the subject property.

The Asilomar Dunes area has been a protected area for as long as we can remember. In the
almost 30 years that we have lived in this area, the Coastal Commission has done a pretty good
job. Not every house is perfect or what you or we might like, but the viewshed and character of
the area has been fairly well maintained. We say this in the past tense. We think that the newly
built residence at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a perfect example. This, of all proposed projects,
should have required a very careful Coastal Commission review with a full public hearing. The .
fact that this home, instead, received a waiver is what we believe to be a very bad precedent. We

don’t think that we, as residents, or you, as guardians of this area, want to see this perpetuated.
This area is still special and deserves every possible study and consideration. The land at Sunset
Ave. and Arena has become not only severely impacted, but also appears crowded by the size of
the homes recently constructed. Open vistas need to be maintained. Set backs need to be adhered
to and all possible alternatives to massing should be carefully addressed and mitigated whenever
possible. This is what was asked of those who developed in this area in the past. So, why

- shouldn’t it be demanded of those of the present and the future?

For the record, we want it noted that we did not oppose the Baldacci project as originally
proposed. It was low lying with no roof ridge above 16 feet (similar to the Miller property to the
north). In our opinion, below 16 feet seems to be the magic number for maximum height if these
ocean front residences are truly going to be “subordinate to the dunes.” We suggest that your
staff visit the aréea, once again, to view the Miller property in comparison to the Archibald
property or even the Knight property. Imagine both the Archibald and the Knight property
reduced 2 feet 8 inches in various sections and the resulting improvement to massing effect and
visual impact. This is the exact amount of increase in height (2 feet 8 inches) that the amended
Baldacci application proposes for the north end section of the residence. The square footage and
_low roof pitch of this proposed section makes for a significant increase in massing effect and
compromises the pubic view which is mandated for this area.

Finally, this isn’t about a single person or a single property. All that does is pit neighbor against
neighbor. If we ask whether the Baldacci property is in compliance with city zoning ordinances,
the answer is affirmative, but likewise was the Archibald property and we have witnessed that

result. In our opinion and obviously many others, it appears that these ordinances may be too .

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit L.
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lenient. Until they are changed or until Pacific Grove’s adoption of their final coastal plan is
completed, it remains for the Coastal Commission to monitor and protect this treasure of our

coastline. Hopefully you will recommend another solution, besides that proposed, to remedy the
present situation (i.e. side yard setback, creative retaining wall, etc.).

Respectively submitted,
9“-’\—( L- W
Jeffrey R. Cohen
Janet Cohen

243 Asilomar Blvd
Pacific Grove, CA 93950
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The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission.
Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a
buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to
their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. It is only
recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and
not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a
case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing, The
results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view.

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppese the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only two scenic viewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.

2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper
notification to neighbors.

3. Alternatives other than increasing the height of the project should be further explored
(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property
as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.)

ADDRESS SIGNATURE
2 3 Cf ﬂg/r/cs/"?d’w BZ»IO/.:’

239 A Jomay- /3/00[
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2351 Asito Al BLUND
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3-01-013-A1 Exbubat I Exhsll?g\é_%:gamf‘s SioN
Bal i A d t g : q
aldacci Amendment - 562> BN TOAY AReA



The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been ]
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission.

Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a .
buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to

their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. It is only

recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and

not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a

case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing. The

results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view.

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppose the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only two scenic viewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.
2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper
notification to neighbors.
3. Alternatives other than increasing the height of the project should be further explored
(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property
as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.) .

ADDRESS SIGNATURE

/(342 Jepel! Auoe \7/‘@”4’/:: !7(&’2/2?/2.';(1
\‘{’O @\‘;"\‘amaﬁ@\wé\ _
140 RSvlpwwm Biod 04\ _
)00 Az fowanr Ave ™~ o IC Lioinoa
Joo At lway Ave.  Oilgohl fhoy bee
/95 Astomar Bl [ntl oo -
(4N Aslo e Bl AN I

293 A Al DL ———
227 Ashopr e 3lvd ﬁzzmzz?‘/ g’*?c«ft&c-/
220 hstlones we  Mnw FEECEIVE
MAR 2 5 2002

3-01-013-A1 Exhibit T ExhibiCALIFORNIA

Baldacci Amendment gy, Ji of 23 Eg Ali%%hggllis{:{gg




1

The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission.
Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a
buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to
their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. It is only
recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and
not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a
case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing. The
results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view.

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppose the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only twe scenic viewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.

2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper
notification to neighbors.

3. Alternatives other than i 1ncreasmg the height of the project should be further explored
(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property
as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.)
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The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission.

Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a .
buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to

their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. It is only

recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and

not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a

case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing. The

results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view.

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppose the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only two scenic viewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.
2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper
notification to neighbors.
3. Alternatives other than increasing the height of the project should be further explored
(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property
as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.) .
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The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission.
Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a
buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to
their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. It is only
recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and
not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a
case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing. The
results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view. :

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppose the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only two scenic viewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.

2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper

notification to neighbors (The amended project was approved without public

notification).

Alternatives other than increasing the height of the project should be further explored

(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property

as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.)
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The Asilomar Dunes area is a precious natural resource that for years has been .
“protected” by both the city of Pacific Grove and by the California Coastal Commission. .
Local residents and tourists alike could depend on the Coastal Commission to act as a

buffer against the developers push to maximize their projects with both indifference to

their neighbors and to the mandated scenic protection of this landscape. Itis only

recently that we have seen projects approved that we feel are too large, too massive and

not in keeping with the character of our area. The project at 1342 Arena (Archibald) is a

case in point. It received coastal approval on a waiver without a full public hearing. The

results are now permanently there for any resident or tourist to view.

We, the undersigned residents of the Asilomar Dunes area, ask you to not make this
mistake again. The cumulative effect at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and Arena Ave.
is obvious. Careful consideration should be exercised for the recently approved project at
1687 Sunset Ave (Baldacci). It should be noted that we did not oppose the project as
originally submitted. We do, however, oppose raising the north end of this project 2
feet 8 inches as this proposed addition lies in one of only two scenic vxewsheds along
Asilomar Blvd. We recommend the following:

1. Story poles should be erected so that both residents and coastal staff could view the
impact of changes as viewed from both Asilomar Blvd. and Sunset Ave.
2. A full Coastal Commission public hearing should be scheduled with proper
notification to neighbors.
Alternatives other than increasing the height of the project should be further explored
(i.e. use of retaining walls, requiring some setback from the adjoining Miller property
as the currently approved plan allows for “0” setback, etc.) .
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1057 Short e RECEIVED

Pacific Grove, CA 93950

MAR 2 5 2002
To: California Coastal Commission COAS’?:&%:S&MIASSI ON
Re: The Baldacci project at 1687 Sunset Drove CENTRAL COAST AREA

March 21, 2002
Dear Coastal Commission Members and Staff,

This letter concerns the Baldacci project located at 1687 Sunset Drive in Pacific Grove. I
am very concerned about the size and resulting appearance of a house that will block the
view shed from Asilomar Boulevard, to say nothing of the massive appearance from the
coastline road and path. My request is that the project be removed from the consent
agenda and be placed on the regular so that concerned residents will be able to make
public comments.

While the Pacific Grove City Council approved the changes that Mr. Baldacci requested,
they expressed grave concern over the extremely large homes adjacent and above it,
namely the Miller and Archibald projects. I do not feel that they fully realized the
implications of adding one more massive structure to the Arena Street—Sunset Drive
corner or that seeking a solution for Mr. Baldacci’s construction problem was his to solve
and not theirs.

In any case, my request to you is simply that the project be placed on the regular agenda
for public input.

Sincerely yours,

7 g7 .
Eleanor C. Rogge d/@z/
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California Coastal Commission : MAR 2 5 2002 .
Central Coast Area Office COAS%?&@S&?}!?S SI0N

725 Front Street, Ste. 300

Santa Cruz, CA. 95060 | CENTRAL GOAST AREA

Re: Baldacci Residence, Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove

Attn: Coastal Commission Staff

This property is at its 15% coverage maximum, with 7191 square feet ( 5,855 above
ground and 1, 336 subterranean). This is already going to be a large edifice. Please do
not make it higher. There are viable options.

By squeezing the driveway so close to the property line, and by excavating thousands of
cubic feet of sand for a subterranean garage, the applicant was inviting problems. The
adjacent property’s retaining wall was never meant to serve the Baldacci property.

Rather than raise the height of the residence, I would suggest that the applicants build

their own retaining wall. If additional space is required for a car to back up, recess the

garage under the first story a couple feet, thereby gaining extra linear feet. Thisis a

problem that can be corrected without adding height to the residence. .

Please follow the spirit of our land use plan and the Coastal Act. Do not grant this
increase in height. There are viable options to the home-owner that will not further impact
this “scenically protected area.”

As a footnote to this letter, I would like to invite members of the staff to come to the
corner of Arena and Sunset in Pacific Grove, and re-evaluate your interpretation of the
Coastal Act. Iread the staff report on the Baldacci residence and noted a lack of the
protective language that I had read in similar reports only five years ago. Those of us
who have gone through the coastal process and have respected the Coastal Act and the
goals therein, expect those goals to remain consistent from year to year, from property to
property. Otherwise, we will continue to have residences that inappropriately max out
their properties. We depend upon, and need, the coastal staff to act as a conscience for
coastal development.

Ry SN %M{/é&_ﬂr. @
Maryanne Spradling

404 Asilomar Ave.
Pacific Grove, CA 93950

Sincerely,
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Annette Corcoran
227 Asilomar Blvd. Pacific Grove CA 93950 (831)
049-1302 Tax (831) 649-0483 weor@redshiftt.com
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