STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESQURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

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

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (B31) 427-4877

January 16, 2007

Mike Novo, Director

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Coastal Development Permits ﬁ'escinded for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del
Monte Forest Development Projects — Appeals to Coastal Commission Mooted

Dear Mr. Novo:

As you are aware, the County’s approvals of coastal development permits (CDPs) PLN010254
and PLNO10341 for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation and
‘Development Plan (PDP) projects were appealed to the Coastal Commission (Commission
Appeal Numbers A-3-MCO-05-044 and A-3-MCO0-05-045). These CDPs were approved by the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors in Board Resolution Numbers 05-061 and 05-062."

On October 26, 2006 we received a copy of Tony Lombardo’s October 26, 2006 letter to the
County on behalf of the Pebble Beach Company requesting that the Board rescind these previous
CDP decisions, and stating that the Company’s intent in that request was to surrender and
relinquish any rights to CDPs, including the CDPs themselves, associated with the County’s
previous CDP decisions.

On December 19, 2006 we received a copy of Board Resolution Number 06-354 through which
the Board of Supervisors, on December 5, 2006, acknowledged the Company’s October 26, 2006
request and rescinded the County’s approval of combined development permits (and thus
rescinded approval of the underlying CDPs) approved under Board Resolution Numbers 05-061,
05-062, and 05-063 for the PDP projects.

As we stated in our comments dated December 4, 2006, on the County’s impending rescission of
the CDPs, it is our view that the County’s action in rescinding the CDPs had the effect of
rendering the rescinded CDPs null and void and of no further force and effect. Because there are
no longer any County CDP actions on the PDP projects to appeal: (1) the appeals of the County’s
actions on CDPs PLN010254 and PLNO010341 are moot; (2) there will be no hearings on
Commission appeal numbers A-3-MC0-05-044 and A-3-MCO0-05-045; and (3) appeal files A-3-
MCO-05-044 and A-3-MCO0-05-045 are now closed. All materials submitted in conjunction with

' The County also approved application PLN040160 associated with the Pebble Beach Company’s project in Board
Resolution Number 05-063. However, because PLN040160 was limited to modifying conditions of approval that
are part the Coastal Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP (CDP 3-84-226), and because changes to CDP 3-84-226
must be approved by the Commission, the County did not have the legal authority to alter CDP 3-84-226. Rather,
changes to CDP 3-84-226 must be applied for by the permittee and can only be made by the Commission itself.
Thus, the County’s action on PLN040160 (and Resolution Number 05-063) was not a coastal development permit
action for purposes of the Coastal Act and the LCP.
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the appeals remain in the files as public records. If you have any questions, please contact Dan
Carl of my staff at the address and phone number above.

Since

Sté¢ve Monowitz ; N~

Central Coast District Manager

ce: Applicant: Mark Stilwell, Pebble Beach Company; Tony Lombardo, Esq., Lombardo and Gilles

Appellants: California Coastkeeper Alliance; California Native Plant Society, Monterey Bay Chapter; Carmel Valley
Women’s Network; Helaine Clark; Coastal Commissioners Meg Caldwell and Mary Shallenberger; Concerned
Residents of Pebble Beach and Monterey County; Friends of the Sea Otter; Ruth Gingerich; Green Party of
Monterey County; Marilyn Hartwell Schlangen, HOPE (Helping our Peninsula’s Environment); League of
Women Voters of the Monterey Peninsula; Mary Ann Mathews; Herman Medwin; The Ocean Conservancy;
Pacific Grove Neighbors; Nancy Parsons; Karin Perling; San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper; Save Our Peninsula
Committee; Robert W, Shepner; Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter
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AST AREA Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

Resolution No. 06-354

Resolution to Rescind Approval of
Combined Development Permits
PLN010341, PLN010254, and PLN040160
for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del
Monte Forest Preservation and
Development Plan.

"

LS NP N N S

This resolution is made with reference to the following facts:

RECITALS

A,

On March 15, 2005, the Board of Supervisors certified a Final Environmental
Impact Report and approved Combined Development Permits for the Pebble
Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan.
(Resolution Nos, 05-061, 05-062, and 05-063). The approval was conditioned
upon Coastal Commission certification of Measure A, a voter-approved initiative
measure which amends the County’s Local Coastal Program.

. On March 15 and September 20, 2003, the Board of Supervisors submitted

Measure A to the Coastal Commission for certification and subsequently
withdrew its submission.

An appeal from the County’s approval of the Combined Development Permits is
pending at the Coastal Commission and may soon be set for hearing.

On October 26, 2006, the applicant, the Pebble Beach Company, requested that
the Board of Supervisors rescind its approval of the Combined Development
Permits. Pebble Beach Company intends and understands that rescission would
surrender coastal development rights granted under the rescinded permits.

Rescission of the approval would terminate the appeal of the project at the Coastal
Commission and would allow the County to resubmit Measure A to the
Comumission for certification ahead of the Coastal Commission’s consideration of
the project.

On December 5, 2006, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public
hearing to consider this action.
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Resolution No.: 06-334
December 5, 2006

DECISION
NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Supervisors hereby resolves as follows:

1. The Board of Supervisors hereby rescinds its approval of the

Combined Development Permits approved under Resolutions Nos. 05-

061, 05-062, and 05-063.

[Optional addition] The Board of Supervisors hereby expresses its

intent to approve the above-referenced Combined Development

Permits at a future date, subject to final action by the Board following

Coastal Commission cértification of Measure A, public hearing before

the Board, and appropriate environmental review.

3. The Board of Supervisors directs staff to forward this resolution to the
Coastal Commission.

I~

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 5th day of December 2006, upon motion of Supervisor
Potter, seconded by Supervisor Lindley, by the following vote, to-wit: '

AYES: Supervisors Armenta, Calcagno, Lindley, Potter, and Smith
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

SECOND MOTION AS TO OPTION NUMBER 2:
PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 5th day of December 2006, upon motion of Supervisor
Lindley, seconded by Supervisor Smith, by the following vote, to-wit:

AYES: Supervisors Armenta, Calcagno, Lindley, , and Smith
NOES: Supervisor Potter
ABSENT: None

1, Lew Bauman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board of Supervisors duly made and
entered in the minutes thercof Minute Book _73 , on _December 5, 2006.

Dated: December 5, 2006 Lew C. Bauman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors,

Count% ey, of California.
By ‘

Darlede Drain, Deplity—_
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

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

PHONE: (831) 4274863

FAX: (831) 4274877

December 4, 2006

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
P.O.Box 1728
Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Item Number S-2 on the December 5, 2006 Board of Supervisors Agenda (Pebble
Beach Company Projects and Related Local Coastal Program Amendment Processing)

Dear Chairman Smith and Supervisors: -

Please accept these comments on the above-referenced item. We are in receipt of Mr. Tony
Lombardo’s October 26, 2006 letter to the County on behalf of the Pebble Beach Company
requesting that the Board rescind its previous decisions approving coastal development permits
(CDPs) for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan
(PDP) projects (CDP applications PLN010254 and PLN010341), and stating that the Company’s
intent in this request is to surrender and relinquish any rights to CDPs, including the CDPs
themselves, associated with the County’s previous decisions. If the Board rescinds its previous
decisions, then we would consider those previous decisions to be null and void and of no further
force and effect. If that were to occur, then the appeals of the County’s previous decisions filed
with the Coastal Commission (A-3-MCO-05-044 and A-3-05-045) would be considered moot,
there would be no hearings on those appeals, and the appeal files would be closed.

We support the Pebble Beach Company’s request and recommend that the Board of
Supervisors rescind its previous CDP decisions as recommended by your staff. The request
is consistent with our previous recommendations that any final CDP decisions on the PDP
projects not be taken by the County until after the Coastal Commission has taken final action on
the proposed Measure A LCP amendment. Such final CDP actions are not appropriate in light of
the multiple and clear inconsistencies of the proposed PDP projects with the currently certified
LCP. Nor is it appropriate to evaluate a project against proposed LCP policies and standards that
may or may not be certified by the Commission as consistent with the California Coastal Act.

For these same reasons, we would also recommend that the Board not adopt the proposed
optional resolution expressing an intent to approve the PDP projects at a future date
subject to the Commission’s certification of Measure A. In addition, we understand from
discussions with the Pebble Beach Company and County staff that the Pebble Beach Company is
pursuing modifications to the PDP projects through the County’s CDP process to address some
of the concerns previously raised by Commission staff and others, and thus it is unclear at this
time what project the Board would be expressing its intent to endorse. In the alternative, we see
no problem in the Board endorsing an intent to provide expedited CDP review and processing of
the Company’s proposed project applications after the Commission has taken final LCP
amendment action.
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Monterey County Board. of Supervisors

December 5, 2006 Board Agenda — Item 5-2

Pebble Beach Company Projects and Related LCP Amendment Processing
December 4, 2006
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Finally, as you know, Commission staff have concluded that the proposed Measure A LCP
amendment is inconsistent with the Coastal Act, and we previously recommended to the Coastal
Commission that it be denied (see staff report and recommendation for the June 14, 2006 Coastal
Commission  hearing on the proposed Measure A LCP  amendment
(http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2006/6/W9a-6-2006.pdf)). In addition, given the
significant ESHA resources in the Del Monte Forest, we continue to recommend that a majority
of the previously proposed PDP projects cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act and the
LCP, whether the latter is amended by Meastire A or not. That said, we also believe that there are
significant opportunities for potential new visitor-serving development or redevelopment in Del
Monte Forest that could be accomplished without adversely impacting other sensitive coastal
resources (e.g., at the Pebble Beach Lodge and Spanish Bay Inn areas, at the existing Pebble
Beach Equestrian Center and Driving Range area, at the Company’s corporation yard area, and at
the former Spyglass Hill quarry site). We would welcome the opportunity to work with your staff
on evaluating such future development options for the Del Monte Forest.

Sinc

Steve Monomtzw E;

District Manager

ce: Carl Holrn, Planning Manager, Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
Mark Stilwell, Pebble Beach Company
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VIA FACSIMILE
"

Mr. Carl Holm

Monterey County Planning

168 W. Alisal Street, Second Floor
‘Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  CDP applications PLLN010254 and P1.N010341 for Pebble Beach
Company’s Del Monte Forest Plan

Dear Carl:

As you know from the County’s discussions with the Coastal Commission staff on this subject,
Commission staff believes they must set the appeals of the Pebble Beach Company’s project for
hearing perhaps as soon as November, even though such a hearing would occur before the
Commission’s consideration of Measure A.

In lieu of setting this hearing, the staff has offered the County and the Company the option of
rescinding the County’s final approval of Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) applications
PLN010254 and PLN010341 for the Pebble Beach Company’s Del Monte Forest Preservation
and Development Plan (“DMF Plan™).

A hearing on the project appeals before consideration of Measure A would obviously preclude a
fair hearing on either. I am writing on behalf of Pebble Beach Company to request that the
County Board of Supervisors formally rescind its final decision approving the DMF Plan CDP
applications. In making this request, Pebble Beach Company intends to surrender and relinquish
any rights to coastal development permits associated with the County’s actions to approve CDP
applications PLN010254 and PLN010341 (including the CDP’s themselves).

Based on our mutual conversations with Commission staff, the Company understands that by
taking this action, the appeals currently filed with the Commission on the DMF Plan CDP
applications would be rendered moot, as there would no longer be any final action of the County
on the CDP applications from which to appeal. This action would therefore eliminate any
requirement by the Commission to hear any project-related appeals prior to its consideration of
Measure A.
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Mr. Carl Holm

Monterey County Planning
October 26, 2006

Page 2

Please call me if you have any questions or require any further information about this request.

Sincerely,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

Anthony L. Lombdrdo
ALL:ncs

ce: Mr: Charles Lester -
Mr. Dave Potter
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NODRB GLOBAL RANK EBXPLANATION
o - 1

The global rank reflects overall condition (rarity and endangerment) of an element throughout its range.
Ranks are ass1gned by the NDDB blologlcal staff followmg review of all available mformanon

{ Lcss than 6 Element Occurrences (EO) OR less than 1,000 individuals OR less than 2000 acres
G2 - 6 - 20 EOs OR 1,000 - 3,000 individuals OR 2,000 - 10,000 acres

: 21 - 100 EOs OR 3,000 - 10,000 individuals OR 10,000 - 50,000 acres

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

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

. Subspecies receive a T-rank attached to the G-rank. With the subspecies, the G-rank reflects the
condition of the entire species, whereas the T-rank reflects the global situation of just the
subspecies; where n = 1,2,3,4,5 as described above.

NOD R STATE RANK BXPLANATION

The state rank reflects condition (rarity and endangerment) of an element within the State of California.
Ranks may be combmed e.g. S182

§ 6 -20'EOs OR 1,000 - 3,000 individuals OR 2,000~ 10,000 acres
| Very threatened
! Threatened

. 21 - 100 EOs OR 3,000 - 10,000 individuals OR 10,000 - 50,000 acres
| Very threatened
, % Threatened

e
¥

| No current threats known

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

S5: ff Demonstrably secure to ineradicable in California. NO THREAT RANK.

© 1997 California Rivers Assessment
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CNPS MONTEREY PINE FOREST POLICY
Adopted March 1995

Policy Statement

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

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

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

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

Background

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

In 1994, CNPS considered the native Monterey Pine to be Rare and Endangered (List 1B) because this
forest type is naturally confined to these three small areas on the central California coast and two small
Mexican islands. Throughout its natural range, Monterey Pine Forest is subject to increased threats from
clearing, fragmentation, feral animals, and disease. Monterey Pine is also on the California Department of
Fish and Game Special Plant List and is a federal candidate for endangered species listing and
protection.

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

10f2,

) Dedicated tothe preseraation of Calfornia
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CNPS MONTEREY PINE FOREST POLICY PAGE 2

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

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

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

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

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

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

(916) 447-2677

2of 2
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

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

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

December 15, 2006

Diane Noda, Field Supervisor

United States Fish and Wildlife Service Ventura Field Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B

Ventura, CA 93003

Subject: Proposed Critical Habitat Designation for Yadon’s Piperia

Dear Ms. Noda:

We are pleased to see that the United States Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing to designate
critical habitat for Piperia yadonii, variously known as Yadon’s rein orchid or Yadon’s piperia.
As the proposed critical habitat rule indicates, Yadon’s piperia and its habitat are subject to ever-
increasing development pressures, particularly on the Monterey Peninsula. Unfortunately, that
portion of the Del Monte Forest that supports the majority of the known population of the species
is currently at greatest risk of development,

In view of these facts, we are extremely disappointed to see that the proposed critical habitat
within the Del Monte Forest explicitly excludes those areas where Yadon’s piperia and its
constituent habitat have been documented but where the Pebble Beach Company also proposes
development. It thus appears that the critical habitat area maps for the Del Monte Forest were
drawn to exclude areas where development has been proposed rather than to include all
-significant areas where habitat and Yadon’s piperia are present. This anomaly is perhaps most
apparent at the undeveloped Monterey pine forest area in the heart of Pebble Beach (generally
referred to as Area MNOUV) that is also the site of the Pebble Beach Company’s proposed golf
course. Despite the fact that Area MNOUV supports roughly one-third of the world’s known
population of Yadon’s piperia, it is not included in the critical habitat area designation. This
decision defies common sense and is not given any biological justification.

We strongly recommend that the critical habitat areas be redrawn to include both Monterey pine
forest areas that have been documented to support Yadon’s piperia and any other areas of pine
forest that have been demonstrated to contain the necessary attributes of Yadon’s piperia habitat.
During the course of development of the Pebble Beach Company’s proposed project and the
associated Monterey County Local Coastal Program amendment designed to accommodate it
(i.e., Measure A), significant information was developed regarding both the distribution and
abundance of Yadon’s piperia and its habitat characteristics. We have summarized much of this
information in a staff report (http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2006/6/W9a-6-2006.pdf).
We recommend that the Service redraw the critical habitat area boundaries such that they reflect
the documented habitat that is present and that supports the bulk of the world’s population of this
species.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

ESMU CMTL—-

DA CATL FOR:
Steve Monowntz Exhibit 13: C ission Staff C t
sty xhibi : Commission Sta omments on
Central Coast District Manager Proposed Yadon's Piperia Critical Habitat
Page 1 of 1
USFV\(S proposed Yadons piperia critical habitat designation 12.15.2006.doc
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Commissioner to the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time thar the hearing on the maiter
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information orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Exscutive Director with a copy of
any written material that was part of the communication.

APPENDIX 2

Exhibit 15: Coastal Commissioner Ex Parte Communications
Page 1 of 40



Anthony L Lombardo
Jeffery R, Gliles

Darinda L. Messenger
i

Deq' nis C. Baougher
lck 5.M. Casey

Sheirl L. Damon

E. Soren Diaz
J. Kenneth Gorman C E | V
Virginda A, Hines

Steven D. Penrose®

ot MAY 01 2007
oo St CALIFORNIA

Kelly McCarthy Sutherand co MM\SS\ON
9\9:‘?\‘I'STTRAAL| COAST AREA

Jacqueline M. Zkchke
of counsel

“Certified by the State Bar
of Caltfornia Board of Legal
Specialzation as a Speciolist
in Estate Planning. Trust ond
Frobate Law.

Mr. Benjamin Hueso
Coastal Commissioner

San Diego City Council
202 “C” Street, Tenth Floor
San Diego, CA 92101

Re:  Pebble Beach Company

Dear Commissioner Hueso:

Lormbardo
Gilles

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Attorneys At Law

April 12, 2007

4{ /- / 3 318 Cayuga Sheet

P.O.Box 2119

Salinas, CA 93902-2119
831-754-2444 aLNAS)
888-757-2444 jsonteren
831-754-2011 ¢ax

225 Sixth Straet
Hollister, CA 95023
831-630-9444

File No. 00368.011

It was a pleasure to meet you at this week’s hearing. Ihad to catch a flight early the next
morning from San Francisco to go to the East Coast, so I couldn’t stay for the rest of the

meeting.

I am enclosing copies of the relevant correspondence which our office sent to all of the members
of the Coastal Commission during last year’s hearings.

I'hope you find the information helpful.

Sincerely,

Lombardo & Gilles, PC

W/ﬁﬁ' A

Anthony L. Lombardo
ALL:ncs

Enclosures

/ﬂ&L_.— .

cc: Mr. Peter Douglas (w/o Enclosures)
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facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissionaev te the
Exacytive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the heraying on the

1
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that was the subject of the communication, complete this forn and transimiz it to the Executive Director
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Commissioner Clark Ex Parte: _ w;fv

- Date: Thurs 3/15/07

Location: Monterey Peninsula

Parties: Tony Lombardo & John Arriaga

Subject: Monterey County LCP Amendment (Measure A) & Pebble Beach Company
Development Plan . .

Discussion: I met with Tony Lombardo and John Arriaga at their request on Thursday,
3/15/07 on the Monterey Peninsula and discussed the status of the proposed Monterey
County LCP Amendment (Measure A) withdrawn from the June 2006 Coastal Commission
agenda by the County of Monterey with support from the Pebble Beach Company.
Messieurs Lombardo and Arriaga indicated that the Pebble Beach Co. would be requesting
Monterey County request Coastal Commission Staff o re-agendize this LCP

Amendment with it's underlying development plan either for the June or the July 2007
Coastal Commission meeting. I expressed concern over the embedded loss of Monterey
pine forest and ESHA associated with the proposed new golf course component of the
underlying development. I questioned whether the location of the golf course could be
moved to the existing equestrian grounds in conjunction with the Peter Hay 9-hole course
acreage, with the idea that if this was feasible it would potentially alleviate the need for
any Monterey Pine Forest and ESHA impacts associated with the new golf course |
- component. Mr Lombardo indicated that he did not believe this was feasible in that the

combined acreage of the equestrian facility and Peter Hay 9-hole par 3 course would not
accommodate a regulation 18 championship golf course. We also discussed the proposed
acreage for permanent Monterey forest preserve at approximately 400 acres and how
much total forest would remain that could be preserved (approx. 600 more acres).

Larry Clark
~ Coastal Commissioner

.. Exhibit 15: Coastal Commissioner Ex Parte Communications =
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Person(s) in attendance at ime of communication:
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Detailed substantive description of the content of communicartion:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)
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DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
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Name or description of project:
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Person(s) receiving communication:
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Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)
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hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and -transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S5. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the

Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.
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If communication occurred seven gr more day$s in advance of the Commission
- hearing on the item that was the subject of the communfcation, complete this
form and ‘transmit jt to the Executive Divector within seven days of the
communication. If i1t 15 reasonable to believe that the completed farm will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission’s main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight wail, or personal delivary by the Commissioner to the

Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the haaring on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearmg, complete this
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Date and time of receipt of communication: 5/7/0[ - 7'4”

Location of communication: | /{mllh’e’f

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) /’7%96’1

Person(s) initiating communication: 7_001—‘7 Cﬂném//qof ‘5’79/“/(/
Person(s) receiving communication: /%& iq@

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Peprtsmdahve of febbe Bk Co. Conferst frad clf
merd ment paets all Consdil ect reyiceomerts. (tonferey
Pine ane cad E554 endec .ﬁwr:‘;»q cep %)’th%
M/ﬂw‘w/ Londl Ao JMCWM"-V aw/tq” Mﬁw
M%Mé Cfm/r/m Cerntor 4«»&( be redocalid so
Lo ot Ao V/d/d.—& Cp¥ Serailzrr _tuctmont .

.3/9/0[ %%/éééf/

Date Signature of Commiéioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided

fo a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the

Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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- R
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF ECErve)
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS MAR ~ 7 2006

R

Name or description of project, LPC, etc.: _Monterey Pines/LCP Amendment No.

1-05_
Date and time of receipt of communication: 2/6/06 @ 11:00 a.m._
Location of communication: Mayor’s Conferenﬁggm
Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): meeting cs l V
Person(s) initiating communication: Mark Massara g $
Detailed substantive description of content of communication: ~/V/77> AL 00 I Ry 2
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.) 2 6‘04 44 9

Attendees: Approximately 10 local Sierra Club members lead by Mark Massara. Slgn-
in sheet will be sent via mail. The group dropped off a packet of photocopied
documentation (also to be sent via mail).

The following comments were made: Mr. Eastwood is upset with Sierra Club and Peter
Douglas because they aren’t supporting the compromise that will resuit in removal of
16,000 trees. Del Monte sold parcels to friends. There are aiready 7 golf courses in the
forest. Pebble Beach owns 4. The course they are proposing is called the “forest
course.” Showed us new schematic for the golf course. There are some changes from
when the initiative was passed. Ask staff to explain the extent of the changes. That
way we can determine if this development scheme is consistent with the initiative. The
company is not providing buffers for the forest wetland. It will be an amenity for the golf
course (water feature). In 1982 when the Spanish Bay golf course was approved, the
company promised the Commission that that would be the last golf course they would
build. This is not well-documented — only an article from the Monterey Herald. They
are proposing equestrian center in the promised permanent conservation area for the
Spanish Bay Project. Initiative/Measure A is not a mandate. It still has to be found
consistent with the Coastal Act. The company should have submitted the initiative to
staff for Coastal Act consistency review. Company won'’t deal with run-off that pollutes
Stillwater Cover. They refuse to accept that the pollution is related to the golf courses.
Pebble Beach Company contributed to the construction of a reclaimed water facility —
this is good, but they want to take that contribution as “payment” for taking fresh water
from the Carmel River. The community would then drink the reclaimed/saltier water.
Habitat on the hillsides is already protected by existing law, so the company shouldn’t
be claiming it as mitigation — company would like decision-makers to think that they can
get hillsides protected in exchange for approving the golf course. Company will say that
if course isn’t approved, their only option is to build single-family homes. The company
has between 1-41 legal lots. At most, with the legal lots and certificates of compliance,
there could be 41 homes at most. Zoning allows for more but assuming that no trees
are cut down. One of the problems is that they are dealing with an LCP that was
approved in the early 1980’s. Company will argue that forest is not ESHA. Staff will
explain that mistakes have been made over the years. Staff didn’t really begin to put
together the pieces about how important this habitat is until the last 20 years. it's clear
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to the biologists now that it is ESHA. Example of good precedent on this — Commission
v. Cambria water district. Citizens of Monterey really feel betrayed by Pebble Beach for
not living up to Spanish Bay project promises and for using scare tactics to pass the
initiative (i.e. vote “yes” or get 800 homes). Water run-off issues are extremely
important and they are fighting any regulations on their run-off. These forests are living
examples of what the coast used to be like. This is one of the most important Coastal
Commission issues in this decade.

2 Mol 200t WM%

Date Signature of Commissioner
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project, LPC, etc.: various

Date and time of receipt of communication: 3/3/06 @ 2:00 pm___
Location of communication: ___Marie Callendar’s Restaurant__
Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): _ in person

Person(s) initiating communication: ORCA (Organization of Regional Coastal
Activists—

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Attendees: David Grubb (Sierra Club, San Diego), Laura Hunter (Environmental Health
Coalition)

The following comments were made:

1) Pebble Beach/Monterey Co. LCP Amendment No. 1-05 — Sierra Club opposes this
LCP Amendment and urges Commission Padilla to oppose.

2) Condo hotel in Encinitas/Tue 22a — KSL wants to have individuals invest in each
room. Opposed to this amendment request because this is a bad precedent: there’s
another project in the mill down in Solana Beach.

3) Olson project in National City will come before the Commission soon. Oppose
residential in this location. Same position as the Working Waterfront Group.

S a e RE CETVE p

MAR 1 ¢ 2008
CALIFORN;
COASTAL COM B

MAR - 7 2006

Date

CALIFORN;
COASTAL COMMI%SION
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5L

RE‘ iZfE;WED

o FORM FOR DISCLOSURE REcgry,
R 1o 2000 ) OF EX PARTE: M D
CALIFORNIA COMMUNICATIONS. - AR ~ 7 2008
COASTAL COMMISSION ' CAUEORN,
AL COAST AREA A‘-COMMlss
Na%%\lgﬁ description of project, LCP, . del‘-' LﬂjﬁA N
Date and time of receipt of communication: 3li[ok LA

Location of communication: Sals. LM ~ cA

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) ’DM call

Person(s) initiating communication: Qen. W-whw! Che lvo
Person(s) receiving communication:" Mike RH'%

Detailed substancive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material recewed )

__Senadw Chegng  0dwocaliiod '?ﬂﬂéﬁtiirr\
_M% Pirdd n Yhe NLM—Q«M»{' LA
Jml_uu\q "Hq_ uj&mchqr NAHCGAJ%, QfMty

3/4 /o6 Ot Ay

Date Signature of Commiksioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided
to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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MAR 18 2006 FORM FOR DISCLOSURE Ecgy VEp

‘ OF EX PARTE, = AR -
Nam?:*o‘\]rw'T description of project, LCP, etc.: p-‘-“"t Dl Mh\t’. LCP oo
Date and time of receipt of communication: 3P -~ 9'17-‘”0 6
Location of communication: ' FYY‘M’W*“& ch
Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) ¢>h444L cotl
Person(s) initiating communication: oV\0Vk- f;+1(°“94u

- - -'\
Person(s) receiving communication: M‘“— Q‘%

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any writfen material received.)

M shillwet, MM‘AM Pehiale Beech Co. L Ol cussed
DAtz 0P ovendmind - 008 St & S Clid—
J)Iﬂlﬁd'wm Conktnds el Pynondmeat 15 mae. Ww
ofEPmm- thon Cumend LLP | Sy Thak barh UsEW
onel 'DFé 5«419"/‘" tndmiat (meuzsfv NLL@&‘Q‘,
ESHA olbjna‘h.m-ﬁv M*—m Pines & S-\-l:ﬁ( LA pr-Sters
of uetklond clia anachma .

/4ot Ohiie Py

Date Signature of Comm{ifsioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided

to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S5. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matier commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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i IR RECEIVED
MAR 16200 pORM FOR DISCLOSURE
GALIFORNIA " OFEXPARTE MAR - 7 2008

ML;S\O Q.
consTal COMUSgen  COMMUNICATIONS.

Name or descripfion of project, LCP, etc.: ?dbb'mm L'w
Date and time of receipt of communication: L Do YPM - 2 {23 /06
Location of communication: &\h Qﬁ-&l cA

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) NJ-Qi'LI\-ﬂl

Person(s) initiating communication: Mi‘fk. Mass ove—
Person(s) receiving communicationf\' MLLL Q%“&%

Detailed substancive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Mt path Siews Uk conhngent including Mok
l\{a_.:im Bl Kvbn + quwd' PMMAq-HYL ‘[lu.q G Aurcadad
donwal ofj Dl Mty LOLP MMM @L_{p "lw_z.(ns»i
s of other vrre plnty ord watia ‘Laua+3512L lVUUpétgg&[L*_
Pomded o onodeninle prebit a.duu.m. el |
ob;ﬂd'm\a

" Mso A pithor duocunsiirs with Mok Nu.ram_cm zhaleG.

3/4lop Mﬁ/ﬂ/

Date Signature of Commigdioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided
to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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RECEIVEY

Wk 16 % copM FOR DISCLOSURE OF RECEIvE)
CAUIE Gg\\,v\russ \EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 4% - 7 405

COASTAL ST

CENTRAL GON COASTA\L”&:SW,@S,ON

Name or description of project, LPC, etc.. _Pebble Beach/LCP Amendment No. 1-05_
——— it

Date and time of receipt of communication: 12/15/05 1:00 — 2:00 p.m.

Location of communication: ___San Francisco Coastal Commission

meeting/nearby restaurant

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): lunch meeting

~
Person(s) initiating communication: @

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

The following comments were made: Mark Massara explained the background related
to the Pebble Beach project including an explanation of Measure A, a description of why
the project is ESHA, the number of existing golf courses in the area, a description of the
equestrian center and residential subdivisions, and employee housing.

N

Itk e Al

Date "Signature of Commissioner
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PAGE 1

+ RECEIVED: D/ 3/06 2:08PM; -=CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION; #945;

Mar 03 06 02:14p Dr'-s.- Dan & Mary Secord 805 592 3756 p.1
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 4N ANRY
. r*'e.» -
I
W 1““

Name or description of project: Monterey County LCPA No. 1-05 (Measure%

Monte Forest) . R E C E}l

Date and time of receipt of communication: February 25, 2006

MAR 0 6 2005
Location of ieation: Santa Barbara Airport
pca on of communication: San p const Aqﬂ_gzgﬁw A
c . ISSI
Type of communication: Meeting . CENTRAL COAST AREE

Person(s) in attendance at time of communication: Susan McCabe, Tony Lombardo,
John Arriega :

Person(s) receiving communication: Dan Secord

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

The applicant’s representatives discussed the history of Measure A, a local ballot
initiative that would change zoning in the Del Monte Forest primarily from residential to
zoning that would allow construction of a golf course, and construction of a driving
range, employee housing and additional hotel rooms. They explained that the applicant
will preserve approximately 200 acres of Monterey Pine Forest both within and outside
of DMF. They also discussed the upcoming field trip and hearing at the Commission and
explained that the LCPA would not be voted on at the March hearing.

Date: S5 -1 -0k

Signature of Commissioner: m
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RECEIVER .\ ror DISCLOSURE Hoing

MAR 0 3 2006 OF EX PARTE - - 8 700t
COMMUNICATIONS FEB - 8 2006
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION From;
Name orCENRApERAP LARED ect, LCP, etc.: Qfﬁﬁw F?&‘Cﬂ\ E‘FP"’LS”’""-’ -
Date and time of receipt of communication: 2//3 /()Cv - b M
Location of communication: ' (‘;/NOI‘V;”C Ch

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) PM CJ.IL

Person(s) initiating communication: Mk- %“ wd/

Person(s) receiving communication: ILlle QQ‘L[LIJ

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Pebple (otoch rep Crmcecred o st ped (m&pme;ﬂ
woth Fll IY/prn" Im Moveh bud wumte b conduct A
Aoy ing MW’M Teedo vt wnctd e rrguchcbp(_
4 *Iieﬂ,w:ca‘ Words o bave il _ataff repad
l’.lz_{:m, Cﬁ’HM(leﬂ’\,fﬂ) ‘H'U'I Q. &I bress MM/ of
dmaw l\im-ld'/mq MLQ;FMMM

2efo6 WM

Date Signature of Commigdioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided
to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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RECEIVED: 1/10/06 11:13AM; ~>CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION; #8850; PAGE 2

- 1/10/2006 9:56 AM FROM: Fax TO: 1 415 357-3839 PAGE: 002 OF 003

L P
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF W, Ve
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS vnce 02 D
» . Wiz
Name or description of the project: Pebble Beach Golf Course S/O/I/
Time/Date of communication: _, 3 pm-1/9/06
"
Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Maliﬁ E C E I V E
Person(s) initiating communication: Sara Wan D
JAN 1 8 2006
Person(s) receiving communication: Annie Notthoff
_ CALIFORNIA
Type of communication: phone call C%ﬁ% AL COMMISSION
C AL GOADT AREA

I called Annie to talk with her about a number of matters and the Pebble Beach project came up.
We mostly discussed the process but in addition we discussed some of the issues regarding the
project

1- That there was a contention being made that this project was better than the alternative, i.c. the
area is Zoned for 890 homes, but in fact the County has recognized only 21 lots or so and to get
to 890 would require subdivision which, given the fact that this is ESHA; would mean they are
NOT entitled to. Son in fact, given the location in Monterey pine forest which is sensitive
habitat, the maximum they could get would be 21 homes. In fact, they might even only be
entitled to less than that once a legal constitutional analysis were done (for example, lots held in
only one ownership, etc.) and the homes could be sited towards existing roads, etc. So the
benefits of a trade-off between the golf course and homes is not areal one and the existing
situation is far better from a resource protection perspective

2- In order to undertake the project they need to move the equestrian center to an area of
sensitive habitat that was put into a conservation easement as a mitigation for the Spanish Bay
golf course many years ago. This is inappropriate

3- The plan involves taking out 17000 + trees, the heart of the remaining forest. There are only 4
remaining stands of native Monterey pine left in the world, 3 in the US, one in Baja. The other
three are very small. The other 2 in the US are in San Luis Obispo County and also under attack
from development. The one in Baja has no protection. All 3 US stands are currently severely
fragmented and heavily impacted by development and development pressures. The area
proposed to be removed is the last really large relatively intact stand. If it is removed, the
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.ARECEIVED: 1/10/068 11:14AM; ->CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION; #890; PAGE 3

+

- 1/10/2006 9:56 AM FROM: Fax  TO: 1 415 357-3839  PAGE: 003 OF 003

remaining patches of forest will be subject to all sorts of stresses that include, among other things
edge effects. The forest is currently showing signs of recovery from pitch canker disease, but it’s
ability to do so requires a large enough gene pool and healthy forest areas. Fragmenting it this
way will put the existence of this forest and the species in jeopardy.

Date: 1/10/06 ~

Sara Wan
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Dan Carl

From: Charles Lester

Sent:  Tuesday, December 06, 2005 11:43 AM

To: Dan Carl

Subject: FW: Please Stop Pebble Beach Company Forest Destruction Project

For the file...

Charles Lester

Deputy Director

North Central/Central Coast Districts

California Coastal Commission .
725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

831-427-4863

From: Meg Caldwell [mailto:megc@stanford.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2005 11:39 AM

To: Charles Lester

Subject: Fwd: Please Stop Pebble Beach Company Forest Destruction Project

X-Sieve: CMU Sieve 2.2
X-Originating-IP: [68.35.61.33]
X-Originating-Email: [donnan_sutherland@hotmail.com]
X-Sender: donnan_sutherland@hotmail.com
From: "donnan sutherland" <donnan_sutherland@hotmail.com>
To: <dcarl@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: <megcoastal@law.stanford.edu>, <pkruer@monarchgroup.com>
Subject: Please Stop Pebble Beach Company Forest Destruction Project
Date: Tue, 6 Dec 2005 10:55:47 -0700
X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 6.00.2900.2180
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 06 Dec 2005 17:55:51.0847 (UTC) FILETIME=
[4C11EB70:01C5FASE]
X-MIMETrack: Itemize by SMTP Server on lawmaill/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February
13, 2003) at
12/06/2005 09:55:54 AM,
Serialize by Router on lawmaill/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February 13, 2003) at
12/06/2005 09:55:56 AM,
Serialize complete at 12/06/2005 09:55:56 AM

Dear Commissioners Meg Caldwell, William A. Burke, Steven Kram, Patrick Kruer,

Bonnie Neeley, David Potter, Mike Reilly, Dan Secord M.D., Mary Shallenberger, and Sara
Wan, '

I respectfully urge you to reject and deny the proposed Pebble Beach Company golf course

project because it would permanently destroy large areas of the vital native Monterey pine
forest ecosystem.
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This project would kill more than 17,000 mature, healthy, living Monterey pines and could
potentially drive the species to extinction. It would also kill untold numbers of imperiled
California red-legged frogs - the creature that made Mark Twain famous with his
'Celebrated Jumping Frog of Calaveras County' story. It would also kill as much as 25
percent of the few remaining endangered Yadon's Rein orchids.

The project should also be denied due to water shortages and traffic congestion.

Please put me on your interested parties list and send me all notices of available documents,
meetings and hearings.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the Del Monte Forest.

Sincerely,

Donnan Sutherland
donnan_sutherland@hotmail.com

Meg Caldwell, J.D.

Senior Lecturer and Director,

Environmental and Natural Resources Law
and Policy Program

Stanford Law School

559 Nathan Abbott Way, Room 243

Stanford, CA 94305-8610

phone: 650/723-4057

fax: 650/725-2190

http://c udie nfor

http:/naturalresourceslaw.stanford.edu
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d at Comm
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE

NOV 1 6 2005 | OF EX PARTE. .-
COMMUNICATIONS
From:_ e i
Name or description of project, LCP, etc.: PJ&@M& E#pﬂ?an—/
Date and time of receipt of communication: /////@J/ ?39 Arvl
Location of communication: Ferashule CA

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) WMC GVZZ-
Person(s) initiating communication: g@ﬁﬂ /K/C%
Person(s) receiving communication™ M}é[/ /?5////‘//

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any writter material received.)

Discuaeed ?wé&na/ wo K Fbble KowA M
M/J//W — remeoval of fealerey @ﬁw
Jrtts A fes 4o/fbweoéa%//u i i

_ Con Sevenfrin buzerent on /ﬂ#‘r’:&{ f;;aaa/rm

Cornlei. , 0. Lo o acratd dzfargpm%
bibwtin s ¥ @gp/w Lot Aatrs pf S
mm A&W—W«{ wrll e retsrel
ép/ M‘%/l '

’l/ /3/01” DEC 0% ms‘@ /éaé(/

o CAL\FOV;\AN‘Aégmture of Commisgyoner
COASTW‘;{\L OAST AREA
If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided

to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

Date

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the comp]eted form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's. main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meetmg prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.
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" REC E%Mzﬁ RR DISCLOSURE L

S JUN % 3 2005 OF EX PARTE JUN10 2005
"2 COMMUNICATIONS

L. \ RN[AH From:
R, O.sll bl gt
Name or descri \ERCP, etc.: ;
- . : _ c&ﬁuCﬂbéiii
Date and time of receipt of communication: J 125%222 (O A .
Location of communication: ' “‘ﬁ?‘ké‘nug’

—  Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.)- ;éhéz:n.n,

. Person(s) initiating communication:

Person(s) receiving communication:_ _1jZ22ﬂL4f7L;NAEZQQLJQQQJLaéALiE?{,f
Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided
to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the proceeding and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication.

Exhibit 15: Coastal Commissioner Ex Parte Communications
—. Page300f40 — e




Sera Clubs. oo, Yhey ot do o

Lo cakiono, :,ch.')a.%_/, M Zaskooed @secl)
\ bl ) capetaton

ao @n ot fe oaid His

Qhodds be Oﬁpac-u-ac)

L A Mo Sashowd Sthat o poy lnits)
eypeiane. Hee %mef?;mﬁ
W% M%MMW%:@M/&%‘%;M“},
_,ij' ,aumlof. j:j% L ) ot
‘ v Lo oo e
Aeotem oty bifore. fhi Crmmsvoioms. o Lyprooacd
it #wuﬁ[i Fhat I O npot O.K. o develop
i an Alea ot fan bean ‘f""’m") =
/\u}l . Com o ! Eguﬂnﬂd;m'd' cusdo)
he G cnet Lmejdwww L

@opw%naﬂ%aaw laim I Ateseved)
LA %ﬁé: Coastal Commissioner Ex Parte Communications

Page 31 of 40




these ave beivg
Del Monte Forest Preservation and Develc . .
Monterey Pine Forest (MPF) Preser ot iveived guidtly +o

SUMMARY i v s Comm\ssiongrs

HISTORY OF DEL MONTE FOREST PLAN —-C E

1994 Plan: Proposed to remove 57,000 trees and to deve
295 acres of MPF.

1997 Plan: Proposed to remove 34,220 trees and to dev
484 acres of MPF. __
2002 New Ownership Plan (Current DMF/PDP). Prog
develop 99 MPF acres and to preserve an additional 820 acres of MPF and 150,000+ trees.
e US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), NOAA National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS), and California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) have
accepted that the 2002 Plan (current DMF/PDP) mitigates all impacts to the
environment.
o Final EIR for the 2002 Plan, certified and approved by Monterey County,
concludes that all impacts to the environment are fully mitigated.

PROTECTION OF MONTEREY PINE ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA

1994: 2,520 acres of Monterey pine forest (MPF) permanently protected.

2002: 3,000 acres of MPF permanently protected (other projects in Monterey County).
2005: New Owners of Pebble Beach Company (PBC) proposes to permanently protect over
1000 acres of intact MPF, which includes 362 acres outside of the DMF (owned by PBC), and
658 acres of MPF within the DMF (which includes pre-mitigation of 200 acres of MPF in
Huckleberry Hill). If accepted, total MPF protected acres in Monterey County would increase
to 3,820 acres.

HISTORY OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

Local Coastal Plan allowable number of lots on PBC lands: 891 residential lots.

1994 Plan: Proposed 403 lots and a golf course in Pescadero Canyon, within 245 acres of
intact MPF that is contiguous to additional intact tracts of forested areas.

1997 Plan: Proposed 364 lots and a golf course in the area of the existing Equestrian Center.
2002 New Ownership Plan (Current DMF/PDP). Proposes 33 new lots (extinguishes over

40 existing lots of record), a golf course in the area of the existing Equestrian Center, 173 new .
hotel rooms in existing developed areas (at the Lodge and at Spanish Bay resorts), a new
driving range and an Equestrian Center (Sawmill site), along with large preservation areas.

The 2002 Plan represents a 95% decrease in the number of lots allowed by the current LCP.

Note:

Monterey pine forest on the golf course site is currently fragmented by existing roadways (5.5 acres to
be removed) trails (to be relocated), a 4 acre former quarry on the north, 48 acres of the existing
disturbed Equestrian Center/Collins Field and Driving Range on the South and North, residential
development on the east and west, and golf course development on the north (Cypress course and

Spyglass). The design for the proposed golf course will retain more than 55 forested acres containing
over 8,000 trees.
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Del Monte Forest Preservation and Development Plan (DMFE/PDP)
Monterey Pine Forest (MPF) Preservation and Impacts
SUMMARY

HISTORY OF DEL MONTE FOREST PLAN

1994 Plan: Proposed to remove 57,000 trees and to develop 415 MPF acres and to preserve
295 acres of MPF. \

1997 Plan: Proposed to remove 34,220 trees and to develop 278 MPF acres and to preserve
484 acres of MPF. %
2002 New Ownership Plan (Current DMF/PDP). Proposed to remove 17,969 trees and to
develop 99 MPF acres and to preserve an additional 820 acres of MPF and 150,000+ trees.
o US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), NOAA National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS), and California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) have
accepted that the 2002 Plan (current DMF/PDP) mitigates all impacts to the
environment.
¢ Final EIR for the 2002 Plan, certified and approved by Monterey County,
concludes that all impacts to the environment are fully mitigated.

PROTECTION OF MONTEREY PINE ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA

1994: 2,520 acres of Monterey pine forest (MPF) permanently protected.

2002: 3,000 acres of MPF permanently protected (other projects in Monterey County).
2005: New Owners of Pebble Beach Company (PBC) proposes to permanently protect over
1000 acres of intact MPF, which includes 362 acres outside of the DMF (owned by PBC), and
658 acres of MPF within the DMF (which includes pre-mitigation of 200 acres of MPF in
Huckleberry Hill). If accepted, total MPF protected acres in Monterey County would increase
to 3,820 acres.

HISTORY OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

Local Coastal Plan allowable number of lots on PBC lands: 891 residential lots.

1994 Plan: Proposed 403 lots and a golf course in Pescadero Canyon, within 245 acres of
intact MPF that is contiguous to additional intact tracts of forested areas.

1997 Plan: Proposed 364 lots and a golf course in the area of the existing Equestrian Center.
2002 New Ownership Plan (Current DMF/PDP): Proposes 33 new lots (extinguishes over
40 existing lots of record), a golf course in the area of the existing Equestrian Center, 173 new
hotel rooms in existing developed areas (at the Lodge and at Spanish Bay resorts), a new
driving range and an Equestrian Center (Sawmill site), along with large preservation areas.
The 2002 Plan represents a 95% decrease in the number of lots allowed by the current LCP.

Note:

Monterey pine forest on the golf course site is currently fragmented by existing roadways (5.5 acres to
be removed) trails (to be relocated), a 4 acre former quarry on the north, 48 acres of the existing
disturbed Equestrian Center/Collins Field and Driving Range on the South and North, residential
development on the east and west, and golf course development on the north (Cypress course and

Spyglass). The design for the proposed golf course will retain more than 55 forested acres containing
over 8,000 trees,
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YADON’S PIPERIA

Yadon’s piperia is an endangered species of orchid with habitat ranging from Prunedale in
Northern Monterey County to Palo Colorado Canyon in the Big Sur area, with significant
occurrences within the Del Monte Forest.

The US Fish & Wildlife Service proposed Yadon’s piperia for listing as an endangered species
in 1995. At that time just over 2,000 plants were known to exist. Recent surveys completed in
2004 and 2005 increase the known population to over 200,000. The proposed project will
preserve over 108,984 plants. Over 80% of the identified Yadon’s Piperia on PBC property is
being permanently preserved and protected.

PROTECTION OF SENSITIVE COA.‘:‘;TAL RESOURCES

" The Del Monte Forest LUP requires the maintenance of contiguous areas of undisturbed open
space for the purpose of protecting ESHA’s identified in Appendix A and its associated map

_ inthe LUP. For this reason PBC proposed to permanently preserve and ecologically manage
117 additional unfragmented acres of natural forest contiguous to the Huckleberry Hill Natural
Preserve area. For this same reason 233 acres of the connected Pescadero watershed are
proposed for preservation. The project will add 820 acres of new open space, resulting in
preservation and management of over 1500 acres.

ESHA (Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas)

The DMF/PDP has avoided any development in the areas that are listed as ESHA in the Del
Monte Forest LUP. There are two small wetlands that are designated as ESHA on the
golfcourse site that have been preserved. The Final EIR, certified and approved by the County
of Monterey for the project, concludes that the proposed development avoids all ESHA. '

EQUESTRIAN CENTER

Conditions of approval from both the County and the California Coastal Commission regulate
the use of this 45 acre area formerly used as a sand mine. Prior to mining activities, both the
lower and the upper areas of the Sawmill site were mostly devoid of vegetation. Permit
conditions for the Spanish Bay resort required revegetation of the Sawmill site with native
plants. Conservation easements apply to the upper and lower areas of the site.

The Final EIR of the current DMF/PDP requires PBC to mitigate for the loss of this acreage,
for the proposed equestrian center, by setting aside additional high quality forest on lands
owned by PBC. Therefore, 184 acres of additional intact MPF are included within the total
proposed MPF open space dedication areas, as mitigation for the loss of the 23 acres of
potential restoration area in the Sawmill site.

WATER SUPPLY

Phase I of the reclamation project sponsored by PBC has saved approximately 650 acre-feet
per year (AFY) from the Carmel River aquifer. PBC may sell up to 150 acre feet of its unused
355 AFY entitlement to finance additional reclamation project improvements that will save an
additional 300 AFY of reclaimed water, for total average savings of 950 acre feet of potable

water per year. On average, the project will use 91 acre feet of potable water, plus any water
sold to residents,
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DEL MONTE FOREST
PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
MONTEREY PINE FOREST PRESERVATION

PROPOSED PERMANENT MONTLEREY
I PINE FTOREST PRESERVATION
(1,000 PLUS ACRES)
J PROPOSED PERMANENT PRESERVATION
AREAS (NON MONTEREY PMINE FOREST)
EXISTING PRESERVATION AREAS

NN
§ (MONTEREY PINE FOREST OR NON-

MONTEREY PINC FORLST)

- MONTEREY PINE FOREST REMOVED
. (PROPOSED 107-ACRES)

LOSS OF POTENTIAL RESTORATION
AREA (PROPOSED 23-ACRES)
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rmel Pine Cone

Your Soutct For Loca:r NEws, ArTs ano OriniON SincE 1915

Editorial: Hypocritical newspapers also get their facts wrong

Published: April 29, 2005

A MARCH 19 editorial in the Salinas Californian, in justifying the paper’s hope that the coastal commission “will put a
stop” to plans for new development in Del Monte Forest, complained that the Pebble Beach Company’s proposed new golf
course, hotel rooms and employee housing had been “fast-tracked” through the county permit process.

A few weeks later, a British newspaper reported that the Monterey pine is a “rare” species that grows in “very few places
on the planet.”

And at about the same time, USA Today unquestioningly quoted a Sierra Club rep’s opinion that what the P.B. Co. wants
to do with a small portion of its undeveloped land amounts to the “largest project” proposed for the California coast “in
decades.”

These blatantly erroneous assertions — and dozens more like them — have been represented as the gospel truth in
newspaper across the country and around the world during the last few weeks.

Reporters and editors, it seems, are outraged at the idea of removing 100 acres of trees to make way for a golf course. Their
umbrage has been expressed in editorials and news stories so similarly indignant it’s hard to tell which is which.

As a threshold question, one might ask whether they can actually be unaware that their beloved industry — printing
newspapers — is one of the biggest tree-killers in history. The slaughter of old-growth trees to produce millions of copies
of stimulating features (“Your Daily Horoscope™), can’t-miss news items (“Special pullout on the NFL draft™), and highly
detailed descriptions of weekend discounts at the local retailer (“Kmart will be open ‘til midnight!™), has been going on for
decades and continues today. And the people who benefit most from the worldwide logging that makes their livelihoods
possible blithely pretend that only a scoundrel would cut down a Monterey pine.

So certain are they that it’s a bad idea to clear a small forest to make way for fairways and sandtraps, they see no need to
get their facts straight as they condemn the idea. In some cases, they didn’t even bother to make their stories internally
consistent:

- On the Californian’s website, right next to the paper’s complaint that the P.B. Co.’s latest plan has been “fast-tracked,” a
caption below a photo showing Clint Eastwood announcing the plan almost five years ago describes it as “one of the
Peninsula’s longest running land-use battles,” Huh?

- In USA Today, just a few paragraphs below the Sierra Club spokesman’s description of the plan as “the biggest in
decades,” another recent project was detailed: In 1999, the paper reported, the coastal commission approved 3,400 homes
on 1,600 acres of “undeveloped wetlands and coastal mesas in Orange County.” Isn’t that just a wee bit bigger than what
the Pebble Beach Company is up to?

The British newspaper’s story at least didn’t contradict itself. But if the reporter had no idea the Monterey pine not only
isn’t rare, it’s one of the most common trees in the world, he at least could have done a wee bit of investigating and
discovered that Clint Eastwood doesn’t live in Carmel; there is no water rationing in Carmel Valley every summer, and
David Dilworth doesn’t represent a group. He just represents himself,

Almost all these stories make the mistake of exaggerating opposition to the Pebble Beach project. Not having taken the
time to get familiar with local circumstances, the reporters invoked a journalistic cliché: “Developers™ try to ruin things;
“environmentalists™ and “the public” try to thwart them.

But in this case, a majority of the people of the Monterey Peninsula clearly support what the P.B. Co. is doing. The
November 2000 vote on Measure A showed this, and so has public testimony at numerous hearings in the years since. In
fact, most people around here actually appreciate the drastic reduction in potential development and the vast increase in
protected open space the P.B. project represents.

We urge the coastal commission to take due notice of these facts and approve the P.B. plan with mmnmal changes. No
matter what all those other newspapers say.
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Dan Carl

From: Charles Lester

~ Sent:  Tuesday, June 07, 2005 6:40 AM
To: Dan Carl
Subject: FW: No to Eastwood Golf Course

for the file; this is an ex parte

From: Meg Caldwell [mailto:megc@stanford.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2005 9:52 AM

To: Charles Lester

Subject: Fwd: No to Eastwood Golf Course

X-Sieve: CMU Sieve 2.2
User-Agent: Microsoft-Outlook-Express-Macintosh-Edition/5.02.2022
Date: Tue, 05 Apr 2005 15:39:06 -0700
Subject: No to Eastwood Golf Course
* From: Andrew Reed <andrew;jpr@earthlink.net>
To: <megcoastal@law.stanford.edu>
X-MIMETrack: Itemize by SMTP Server on lawmaill/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February
13,2003) at
04/05/2005 03:25:58 PM,
Serialize by Router on lawmaill/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February 13, 2003) at
04/05/2005 03:25:59 PM,
Serialize complete at 04/05/2005 03:25:59 PM

Dear Meg Caldwell:

I ask that you and your fellow commissioners at the CCC preserve the
Monterrey Pines that would be lost if Mr. Eastwood builds his proposed golf
course.

It seems wasteful to add another golf course to the Carmel area. Such
destruction of habitat becomes even more tragic when one sees how little
natural habitat we currently enjoy.

Please protect what is left of the coast and say no to the above-mentioned
proposal when it comes before you.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

A. Reed
Kensington, CA

Meg Caldwell, J.D.

Director and Lecturer on Law

Environmental and Natural Resources Law
and Policy Program

559 Nathan Abbott Way
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" Stanford Law Schoo!, Cwen House Room 7
Stanford, CA 94305-8610
phone: 650/723-4057
fax: 650/725-8509
http://casestudics.stanford.edu/

http://naturalresourceslaw.stanford.edu
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Received gt Commission

Meeting
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OF X PARTE  APR13 2005
COMMUNICATIONS o

Name or description of project, LCP, efc.: ﬁﬁj?f?/é gﬁé&fb E\AQMS(M

Date and time of receipt of communication: 2”7-6"/([3/ oM

Location of communication: SWJA Qrtx« CA

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.) “\-UJ‘HA{\‘

‘Person(s) initiating communication: | | ‘P«LM&U.L&@/ Mok Ma.yyp?/ ﬁiﬁi\wmf

Person(s) receiving communication: Mo QE(,(MT

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

g&&m& C{u«‘{—' 0(9) {Lﬂ\jrwa :‘jv p‘*«j [1 l( .ﬁdffz/\— G:UQ/ LxJLLu:a-
'Ci.;(\zxélwdc? deshrqs  Sengihve hnbotod & vielalis

AT ﬁrvfiL Conpopirdim Lazerriats _

APR 202005

CALIFORMIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA

lwlos | Do Pt

Date Signature of Commissioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided
to a Commissioner, the communication is not ex parte and this form does not
need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in é:dvance_of the Commission
hearing on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this.
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form. will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission‘'s main office prior to the
commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as
facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by +the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the
matter commences. - . .

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this
form, provide the information orally on the record of the prgceedmg and
provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was
part of the communication. 8
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