RECEIVED

JUL 10 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1095 Laurel Lane
Pebble Beach, CA 93953
07-03-14

Mr. Bob Schubert

Head Planner Inclusionary Housing Pebble Beach Project
County of Monterey Resource Management Planning Dept.
168 West Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Schubert

This letter is in regard to the Pebble Beach Inclusionary Housing project and the proposed
Environmental Review. :

I have been a resident of the forest for the past thirty-eight years and | am opposed to the
Inclusionary Housing Plan for Area D. It is not a good place to put up dense housing, it would
affect the environment, affect our quality of life, affect the animal and bird habitat, as well as
increase the traffic noise from Highway #68. Taking down over seven hundred trees to build low
income housing is totally inappropriate.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

T /éjé( g oot ( e z<,

Mrs. Eleanor Leheney /



RECEIVED

Gonzales, Eva x5186 AUG 18 2014
From: gerigennaro@gmail.com on behalf of Geri Gennaro [geri@gennaroford{lONTEREY COUNTY
Sent: ~ Sunday, August 17, 2014 9:48 PM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Pebble Beach Inclusionary Housing Project

. Dear Mr. Sidor,

I am a member of the the Pacific Grove community and I.am very saddened to hear that once again the Pebble
Beach Company is wanting to take away our small yet precious Del Monte Forest. Many of our community
members use that lovely forest to hike and enjoy nature. My children, neighbors and I have even been able to
discover and observe much flora and fauna in that little Del Monte forest patch. Although it may only seem like
small and insignificant piece of land, our Del Monte Forest means so much to us here in Del Monte Park.

Pebble Beach is truly fortunate to have an abundance of forest land to build upon yet the Pebble Beach
company decides to take away what little we have in our community to build their project. Although affordable
housing is important, placing it in our backyard is detrimental to our community and shows the Pebble Beach
Company's disdain for the community of Pacific Grove (in particular the Del Monte Park community).

Please take a look at the map that you have sent and compare what little bit of forest we have to the vast amount
of the forest throughout Pebble Beach. Please do not take away our community's tiny yet important forest.

Sincerely,
Geraldine Gennaro




RECEIVED
AUG 22 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE

300 Forest Avenue © Pacific Grove, California

August 22, 2014

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner
County of Monterey RMA

168 W. Alisal Street; 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble
Beach Company Income Restricted Housing Project (Development Application
Planning File Number PLN 130447)

Dear Mr. Sidor,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation. The subject
proposal is immediately adjacent to the City of Pacific Grove and proposes to construct 24
income-restricted attached townhouse units with carport parking in four separate buildings
and a 498 square foot manager’s office. A total of 53 parking spaces, both covered and
uncovered, are proposed. Approximately 583 oak trees and 133 Monterey pine trees are
proposed for removal along with approximately 3,050 cubic yards of onsite cut and fill.
Total lot coverage would result in approximately 22,794 square feet of structures and 38,682
additional square feet of impervious surface. The parcel is currently undeveloped.

Within the City of Pacific Grove there is widespread support for building inclusionary
housing in general, and housing for employees of the Pebble Beach Company in particular.

- This will reduce or remove employees” travel time, save gasoline, and provide benefits of a
good and generous employer.

There is concern however about the location of the project in Area D. Several hundred trees

would have to be cut. This forested area is part of the Pacific Grove heritage and beloved by
generations. The proposed housing site would not be close to needed services. Nearby PG

- residents feel the character of the Del Monte Park neighborhood would be radically changed.
There are concerns of noise, light pollution, and other impacts, such as increased parking and
traffic. As proposed for Area D, the project would therefore have negative impacts.

The City requests the EIR thoroughly analyze alternatives to the project, including alterative
locations and configurations. Alternative locations include those sites-that minimize
environmental impacts to biological resources, including trees and wildlife, and provide
access to infrastructure and services, including alternative transportation and walkable
environments with pedestrian infrastructure. Some of those sites may be within Pacific

- Grove. Alternative configurations include housing dispersed in multiple areas.

Phone (831) 648-3106 = Fax (831) 657-9361 = www.cipg.us




Joseph Sidor

Re: Pebble Beach Income Restricted Housmg NOP
August 22,2014

Page2

We urge you to listen closely to the concerns and recommendations of nearby residents, who
live both in Pebble Beach and in Pacific Grove, in the development and consideration of
alternatives analyzed in the project EIR.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation and look forward to
reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have questions, please contact Thomas Frutchey in the City
Manager’s office at tfrutchey@ci.pg.ca.us or 831-648-3106.

Best regards,

Bl Karips Tk Fri

Bill Kampe, Mayor Thomas Frutchey, City Manager

Cc: Honorabl.e Dave Potter, District 5 Supervisor
Mark Stilwell, Vice President, Pebble Beach Company




RECEIVED

| AUG 25 20
Gonzales, Eva x5186 2014 .
MONTEREY COUNTY

From: Rick Verbanec [rdverb@sbcglobal.net] PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 4:03 PM
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; ceqacomments
Cc: 100-District 56 (831) 647-7755; Lee, Kathleen M. 647-7755; Diehl, Martha Stilwell, Mark;

: ‘ Niccum, Mike; Eastman, Don; Srigiey, Rick; Dewar, Rod
Subject: PBC's Inclusionary Housing Project (PLN130447)
Attachments: Thoughts on PBC's Inclusionary Housing Proposal 3.pdf
Joe,

This is in response to your Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the subject project and public scoping meeting to
be held on 28 August at Stevenson School.

After having several months to contemplate the material first aired by PBC at the September and October 2012
meetings of the Del Monte Forest LUAC, I hope the public will be able to discuss the relevant issues for serious
consideration without irrational overstatements. :

Workable options for some alternative to the Area D site that can present more advantages and fewer
disadvantages would clearly be preferable in the eyes of the neighborhood communities for reasons beyond the
emotional hyperbole of those initial reactions. And they deserve responses beyond the trite accusations of
NIMBY-ism seen in the press.

The enclosure contains my thoughts on those reasons as well as on the proposal as submitted, outlining what I
believe are necessary enhancements if Area D is to be approved for employee housing. These and other ideas
should be considered either as part of the EIR analysis of alternatives or part of the subsequent public review at
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors hearings later this year and into next.

Regards,

Rick Verbanec

- PO Box 474

Pebble Beach, CA 93953
831-277-5264
rick.verbanec@yahoo.com

Retired aerospace analyst
Full time resident approximately 2 blocks from Area D since 2000

Current community organization membership:
Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory Committee
Del Monte Forest Conservancy Board of Directors
Pebble Beach Community Services District Board of Directors

Prior community organization membership:
Del Monte Forest Property Owners Board of Directors
Del Monte Forest Architectural Review Board (Resident Advisor)




RECEIVED

AUG 25 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Thoughts on PBC's Inclusionary Housing Proposal

Rick Verbanec — 25 Aug 2014

There has been much angst expressed publicly about forest/habitat impacts, traffic impacts, and
wildlife impacts from this project, but I believe those are not the most significant factors
regarding Area D warranting attention. The more serious planning considerations are the lasting
effects on the people and property values of the surrounding neighborhoods.

The Country Club Area of Del Monte Forest and the Del Monte Park neighborhood of Pacific
Grove are communities of modest homes compared to the larger estates close to Pebble Beach
Golf links and Cypress Point Golf Club, and are subjected to neighborhood influences much
more directly than is commonly understood. As is typical in suburban neighborhoods, the homes
are largely exposed to one another visually and otherwise. Activity at one home readily
influences the atmosphere at others.

When approving the DMF Plan in 2012 with the inclusionary housing mandate, the Board of
Supervisors made clear their intent for the required workforce housing to be placed close to the
Del Monte Forest workers' place of employment. While a commendable objective, it was
gleefully incorporated before hearing of any negative consequences from those affected by
particular sites or balancing with other priorities. The public is not well served by embracing the
group-think of political correctness uber alles, which was apparent in the statements and actions
from that Board of Supervisors meeting. Populism and politics should not be allowed to
preemptively trump sound planning principles.

Pebble Beach Company, understandably, has pursued a path of least governmental resistance
with their proposal, providing an executable option within the cost bounds of the statutory in lieu
fee alternative. It would be remarkable for them to do otherwise..

Depending on whether one supports or opposes the Area D proposal, one might feel that the
government is about to do something either for their constituency or fo their constituency when
the proposal is considered. I understand the exercise of land use authority is one of the County's
necessary functions: we elect Supervisors to do that. However, we also expect them to deal
even-handedly with all those affected by their decisions and to do everything in their power to
avoid the creation of simultaneous winners and losers by their actions.

Acceptance of the PBC proposal, as is, would not avoid creating losers in the adjacent
neighborhoods. For that reason, I outline some enhancements in what follows which I believe
are the least necessary to reduce that effect.




My understanding of the rental housing project PBC has proposed to construct to satisfy the
inclusionary housing mandate associated with their Del Monte Forest Plan (DMF Plan) can be
summarized by the following essential features:

e 24 units in four identical two-story 6-plexes, with two and three bedroom models, 7
approximately 1100 to 1300 SF each ’

e Located on 2+ acres of a 6+ acre portion of'the 13 acres of Area D situated between
Congress Road and the PG border at the foot of Del Monte Park

e Remaining 6+ acres of Area D to be dedicated as open space and to also contain some of
the replacement trees for those removed for construction

¢ No environmental limitations in the 6+ acre portion under consideration are apparent
from the preliminary biological study done in advance of the EIR

‘e AreaD is a non-Coastal Zone site, is owned by PBC, has water rights available, and is
zoned as medium density residential — 4 units per acre

e Access from Del Monte Park into Del Monte Forest via the ends of the dead end streets
from David to Shafter, inclusive, would remain open to pedestrians

e PBC offered to dedicate the 100+ acre Old Capitol Site as open space, if the project is -
approved

The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will weigh, perhaps only implicitly, the
competing priorities and effects of at least two desirable land use planning objectives when
considering approval of this proposal: 1) protection of neighborhood integrity, and 2) creation of -
proximate affordable housing for local workers. There are several elements affecting those
objectives that should be considered in the decision making process.

Advantages:

¢ The proposal presents a better chance of workforce housing actually being built in the
foreseeable future than would the in lieu fee alternative

¢ Other conceivable sites have roadblocks and/or likely delays for which feasible
workarounds, while not impossible, are not at hand

e The site is near schools, shopping, and bus lines

- Private ownership instead of publicly owned housing allows greater flexibility in setting

occupant eligibility, management, and control mechanisms

¢ Virtually all Monterey Peninsula labor and environment political organizations and the
Housing Advisory Committee support the proposal

%




Disadvantages:

Placement of multifamily attached rental units in the midst of single family detached
home units is a significant, retroactive alteration of decades old neighborhood character,
contrary to sound planning practices and objectives

Renters do not have the same motivation for maintaining future nelghborhood character
as do owners, i.e., they have no long term economic incentive 7
"Affordable" multifamily attached units create a neighborhood ambiance different from
that of single family detached units, hence adding downward pressure on surrounding
property values, again contrary to sound planning

Directly affected neighborhood communities in PB and PG largely oppose the propbsal
and the DMF LUAC did not recommend approval

As I intimated earlier, I believe the EIR being prepared is not likely to find anything seriously
objectionable to the use of several acres of Area D for residential housing. If there ever was
anything of special environmental value in Area D, it has long since been lost to human abuse.
Moreover, further human abuse cannot reasonably be prevented if it is left unused. That, plus
the political realities of Monterey County and the Supervisors' zeal, lead me to feel the proposal's
acceptance, in some form, is a foregone conclusion.

But there are some enhancement features which, if added, would reduce the proposal's adverse
impact on the neighborhoods. Ifthe Supervisors do intend to accept the proposal, these
additional mitigations should be incorporated as a matter of fairness.

Additional Mitigations:

PBC has offered to give first priority for the housing to income-eligible PBC employees.
The housing would thus be an employment benefit, giving tenants some of the otherwise
missing economic incentive to maintain neighborhood integrity. While such an incentive
is not as compelling as home ownership, it is certainly something real and valuable and
should be incorporated.

This concept should be extended to require employees of other DMF emplovers to be
considered for eligibility before offering potential vacancies to non-DMF workers, thus
enlarging the pool of benefitted local workers. This is consistent with the County intent
of locating workforce housing near the jobs and adds some level of long term persistence
to what little economic incentive exists in the rental housing. It would also provide some

insulation from uncertain but potential future changes in the government's income
standards for worker eligibility, PBC employee wage structure, and other PBC ownership
options. As a private development, much flexibility exists in creating deed restriction
language to constrain the rentals. The desire is to prevent the long term neighborhood
degeneration that is so evident in unrestricted, subsidized, public rental housing in cities
across the country. g




o To enhance this concept, some visible and neighborhood-friendly mechanism should be

incorporated to hold at risk a tenant's continued eligibility for occupancy in the
subsidized housing based on legitimate neighborhood complaints about a tenant's

behavior. A local mechanism to hear and determine legitimacy of complaints, and
initiate enforcement action would be more suitable and less cumbersome than one based
on the County's overloaded enforcement staff or left to lengthy and awkward community
court actions. The eviction process should be simple and clearly spelled out.

3

e The proposal should be further enhanced by configuring the rental units in structures
which are sized and styled more like the houses presently in the surrounding
neighborhoods, i.e., structures with varied architectural elevations of about 2500-3500
combined sq. ft. This could be achieved, for example, with duplex and/or triplex units of
1100-1300 sq. ft. each, about the same. size as those in the proposal. This architecture
would reduce the obvious visual discriminant of how “different” the new enclave would
be, alleviating at least some of the downward pressure on neighborhood property values.
It would also reduce any potential sense of community isolation felt by the tenants from
that difference and add to their incentive for maintenance of the visual "curb appeal” of

their homes.

~While still a clustered development, this arrangement would necessarily occupy more of
the available 6+ acres of Area D than the existing proposal, but an ample buffer around
the complex would remain available for tree replacement, walking paths, landscaping,
etc. It would impact the forested nature of the area less than that which would occur with
the construction of single family homes on % acre lots for which the area is zoned.

By addressing both tenant behavioral issues and visible architectural discriminant issues, as
described above, the worst of the impacts would be reduced. Construction of inclusionary
housing is a worthwhile mandate for the DMF Plan and I have no doubt that PBC would build a
high quality facility no matter the location, consistent with the architectural integrity of their
other properties which has gained them recognition as one of the top rated resorts in the world.
But to maximize benefit to the community, it should be built in an area where surrounding
community property values would be nudged upwards, not downwards.

The difficulties with other nearby sites are largely ones only of permission, i.e., water use,
zoning, etc., not of physical limitations. It would seem most appropriate for the County and
surrounding City fathers to solve those regional political permission issues and enable a truly
balanced beneficial location. If they cannot accomplish that, then the mitigations I suggest for
Area D are the minimum necessary to impose such multifamily attached use on the surrounding.
single family detached neighborhoods. Fulfillment of the inclusiohary housing mandate should
not come at a retroactive cost to the community in which it is embedded..




STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmond G, Brown, Jr.. Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

1550 Harbor Bivd., ROOM 100
West SACRAMENTO, CA 95691
(916) 373-3710

Fax (916) 373-5471

August 21, 2014

» RECEIVED

Monterey County

168 West Alisal Street v AUG 25 2014

Salinas, CA 93901

MONTEREY COUNTY
RE: SCH# 2014081052 Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project, Monterey County. | PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mr. Sidor:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) referenced above.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of
an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project
will have an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To
adequately assess and mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following
actions:

v Contact the appropriate regionat archaeological Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:

» [Ifapart or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

»  If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

»  If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

= [fasurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cuitural resources are present.

¥ If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

»  The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic
disclosure.

»  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

v"  Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:

» A Sacred Lands File Check. USGS 7.5-minute guadranglie name, township, range, and section required

»  Alist of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the
mitigation measures. Native American Contacts List attached

v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

» Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15064.5(f). in
areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American,
with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered cultural items that
are not burial associated, which are addressed in Public Resources Code (PRC) §5097.98, in consultation with
culturally affiliated Native Americans.

» Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, PRC §5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines §15064. 5(e), address the process to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains and associated grave goods in a location
other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

Totton
Assocuate Government Program Analyst

CC: State Clearinghouse




Native American Contacts
Monterey County, California
August 21, 2014

Jakki Kehl
720 North 2nd Street Ohlone/Costanoan
Patterson , CA 95363

(209) 892-1060 -

'Coastanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe
Tony Cerda, Chairperson
240 E, 1st Street

Pomona » CA 91766 :

rumsen@aol.com

(909) 524-8041 Cell
(909) 629-6081

Ohlone/Costanoan

Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation
Louise Miranda-Ramirez, Chairperson

P.O. Box 1301 Esselen
Monterey » CA 93942  Ohlone/Costanoan
ramirez.louise @yahoo.com

(408) 629-5189
(408) 205-7579 Cell

Trina Marine Ruano Family
Ramona Garibay, Representative

30940 Watkins Street Ohlone/Costanoan

Union City , CA 94587  Bay Miwok
soaprootmo@comcast.net  Plains Miwok
- Patwin

(510) 972-0645

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Amah MutsunTribal Band
Valentin Lopez, Chairperson

P.O. Box 5272 .
Galt » CA 95632
vlopez@amahmutsun.org

(916) 743-5833

Ohlone/Costanoan
Northern Valley Yokuts

Amah MutsunTribal Band of Mission San Juan -

Irene Zwierlein, Chairperson

789 Canada Road
Woodside . CA 94062
amahmutsuntribal@gmail.

(650) 400-4806 Cell
(650) 332-1526 Fax

.- Ohlone/Costanoan

Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation
Christianne Arias, Vice Chairperson

P.O. Box 552 Esselen :
Soledad » CA 93960 Ohlone/Costanoan

(831) 235-4590

Amah MutsunTribal Band
Edward Ketchum

35867 Yosemite Ave
Davis » CA 95616
aerieways@aol.com

Ohlone/Costanoan
Northern Valley Yokuts

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list s only applicable for contacting locative Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed Pebbie Beach Company
Inclusionary Housing Project; located in the city o Pacific Grove, Monterey County, California.




Native American Contacts
Monterey County, California
August 21, 2014

Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation
Pauline Martinez-Arias, Tribal Council woman

1116 Merlot Way - .- Esselen
Gonzales , CA 93926  Ohione/Costanoan
maklici0-us@gmail

(831) 596-9897

Indian Canyon Mutsun Band: of Costanoan
Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson

P.O. Box 28 Ohlone/Costanoan
Holiister » CA 95024

ams@indiancanyon.org
(831) 637-4238

Amah MutsunTribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista
- Michelle Zimmer

789 Canada Road Ohlone/Costanoan
Woodside : CA 94062

amahmutsuntribal@gmail.com

(650) 851-7747 Home
(650) 332-1526 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,

Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list s only applicable for contacting locative Americans with regard to cultural resources for t
Inclusionary Housing Project; located in the city o Pacific Grove, Monterey County, California.

he proposed Pebble Beach Company
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Gonzales, Eva x5186

From: - ' Ann Schrader [schraderann@sbcglobal. net]

Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 6:56 PM

To: ceqacomments E

Subject: EIR Scoping for PLN130447

AUG 27 2014
. August 26, 2014
MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Ann Schrader
1222 Lawton Ave.

Pacific Grove, CA 93950

Monterey County Resource Management Agency
Planning Department

168 W. Alisal St. 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: planning file number PLN 130447

Dear Mr. Sidor,

I would like to request that the EIR for the Pebble Beach Co. inclusionary housing project study alternative viable
locations in addition to Area D.’

The site at Area D is an endangered native Monterey Pine forest. This forest is supporting, in addition to the
endangered native Monterey Pine, a wide variety of wildlife and indigenous plants, including migratory birds, hawks,
woodpeckers, owl, deer, Douglas iris, huckleberry, coffeeberry, manzanita, coast live oak and more. This native
Monterey pine forest is ecologically more than the sum of its parts. This Monterey pine forest is a dynamic system

1




where all of its indigenous constituents, from soil to canopy, animals and plants, living and otherwise are in a sustainable
balance. This forest supports interconnected and interdependent life forms which include a broad diversity of tree,
plant, soil and animal species, communities, ages, and genetics.

Alternative locations for the inclusionary housing should include sites that do not damage a native Monterey Pine forest.
Sites should be considered within the Del Monte Forest and the city of Pacific Grove. Alternative configurations should
include housing dispersed in multiple areas.

Thank you,

Ann Schrader




RECEIVED
Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 AR L RV

From: djhuntsinger@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 3:22 PM MONTEREY COUNTY
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Mason, Steve x5228 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: Planning Commission - PB Inclusionary Housing

August 27, 2014
To: Monterey Planning Commission
Dear Gentleman,

We are writing this email regarding the inclusionary housing proposal for Area D in Pebble Beach. We are property owners on Presidio
Road in Pebble Beach and will be directly impacted by this development.

We are not opposed to inclusionary housing and think that it is very important for Monterey County to provide an affordable housing
option to residents who qualify. We are, however very concerned about the current proposed location and would strongly urge you and
all those on the Monterey Planning Commission to consider alternate locations. The following are some of the reasons we believe the
Area D site should be rejected:

The Forest: Building the apartments will cause destruction of the forest in Area D. More than 1,000 trees will be cut down and animal
habitats will be destroyed. In addition, we have been told the soil is unstable in this area due to water run off and the many gulches that
run through it. We believe there are more suitable locations where a part of the forest, a once revered hallmark of Pebble Beach, will
not be destroyed.

Traffic: Congress Road (now Morse Road) where the plans now call for not one, but two entrance/exits from the property, is currently a
maijor Pebble Beach artery for large delivery trucks, residents, visitors and tourists to Spanish Bay and other Pebble Beach areas. Cars
and trucks already exceed the speed limit here, and the new entrance/ exits are on a blind curve which will be extremely dangerous not
only to road traffic, but especially to pedestrians, including the many children who live nearby.

Neighborhood: This proposal puts high density housing in a single family residential neighborhood which will significantly alter the
character of the neighborhood in both Pebble Beach and Pacific Grove. Apartments are not appropriate in Area D.

Property Values: The plan will have a negative impact on property values of adjacent properties (in both PB and PG), to the detriment
of individual property owners and the community (through a diminution of property taxes).

Lighting and Noise: Pebble Beach is known for it's quiet neighborhoods and lack of street lighting. In the evenings, it is quiet and dark.
Apartments require lighting at all times once the sun goes down. Lighting a development of this size will significantly alter this part of
the forest. In addition, with high density housing, the noise will increase in the area, both during the day, evenings and especially on
weekends.

Eligibility of residents: We have been told that the Pebble Beach Co. will be using the inclusionary housing for their employees,
however there is some question as to how many employees will actually qualify for this housing.

Long term effects: We are also concerned with the permanent loss of privacy for those neighbors close to this project.

If these apariments are allowed to be built in Area D of Pebble Beach, the Planning Commission cannot take back this precedent
setting development. The forest will be gone, the traffic will be there, the bright night lights, noise and pollution will be there, and the
character of Pebble Beach will be forever changed. We hope that you will not let that happen.

We urge you to choose an alternate location.

Sincerely,

Debra and Jim Huntsinger
1115 Presidio Road
Pebble Beach, CA




















































Gonzales, Eva x5186

From: v michelle neubert [mineubert@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:55 AM R EC E EVE D
To: cegacomments :
Subject: ' PLN 130447 (Area D)
, AUG 29 2014
. MONTEREY COUNTY
Dear Committee, PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT

Thank you for being in Monterey County. As a reSIdent of Pebble Beach Corporation -- we have no
voting rights or city to go to even though there dre

4,514 residents living in the 8 square land miles (double the size of Pacific Grove and Carmel
combined with room left over). Supervisor Dan Potter votes for the company. Congressman Sam
Farr has no authority. Pacific Grove City has no authorlty We have a Calif. State Assemblyman
and Calif. State Senator.

DOLLAR VALUES

This is the difference between a forested area and a cleared area.
How much would it cost to REPLACE either if both were bulldozed.
The cleared area -- under $1,000.
A forested area -- Over +++$1,000,000,000.
+++because how are you going to duplicate EXTINCT orchids, frogs, and trees.
How do you uproot a 100 year old tree and transplant it?
All the grasses, soil bacteria, birds, moles, etc. -- are part of the forested area and have to be
replaced too.
Ground humus of old 100 year oid topsoil and leaves for 6 acres alone would be expenswe --- and
who are you going to buy
that ground cover from????

You are our last hope to save our old growth forest.
~ Trees and animals are part of our shared earth and need to keep their homes.

~ Thank you,
Michelle Neubert




RECE"'ED
Gonzales, Eva x5186 A%lﬂ_l[ﬂ[_ L

From: Jhjpariser [ihjpariser@aol.com] MONTEREY COUNTY
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 3:33 PM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: cegacomments

Subject: Inclusionary housing

I support all the comments made at the meeting in Stevenson HS on August 29, and sincerely hope
that another site for the inclusionary housing is found.

I am also appalled that the very people who are proposing this project constitute the EIR committee.
How can they write an objective report?

I would like to add one request that fits under your EIR category "Cumulative":

Area D build up would mean that more than 700 trees will be lost. We should however not forget that
several thousand (7,000 plus) trees are being cut in the Del Monte forest for the other developments
that PB company is carrying on now. So, please, evaluate the change of atmosphere/air quality after
so many trees are gone from the peninsula.

I still wonder how so many "protected" (almost on the list of "endangered") trees can be cut down.
Who is not doing his/her job protecting them???

Thank you,

Hana Pariser

PG/Del Monte Forest resident for 33 years

Sent from my iPad




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY _ EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Govemnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

50 HIGUERA STREET N

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415 IS Ry

PHONE (805) 549-3101 D)= e B

FAX (805) 549-3329 i { N

TTY 711 ‘ il SEP 0 2 2014 L~ erious drought
I

Help save water!

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/

, MONTEREY COUNTY
i PLANNING DEPARTMENT

August 28, 2014

MON-68-0.48
SCH# 2014081052

Joseph Sidor

Monterey County Planning Department
168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Sidor:

COMMENTS TO PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROJECT
NOTICE OF PREPARATION '

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5, Development Review, has
reviewed the above referenced project and offers the following comments in response to your
summary of i 1mpacts , ks , L

1.

Caltrans supports local planning efforts that are consistent with State planning priorities
intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and promote
public health and safety. We accomplish this by working with local jurisdictions to achieve a
shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate interregional and
local travel.

To ensure the traffic study in the Draft EIR includes the information needed to analyze the
impacts (both cumulative and project-specific) of this effort, it is recommended that the analysis
be prepared in accordance with the Department’s “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies.” An alternative methodology that produces technically comparable results can also be
used.

Because we are responsible for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the State
transportation system, our Level of Service (LOS) standards should be used to determine the
significance of the project’s impact. We endeavor to maintain a target LOS at the transition
between LOS C and LOS D on all State transportatron facilities.

Our future comments to thls and any subsequent EIR for the project, w111 stress the importance

of'using the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Model for traffic analysis, and to

+‘include all impacted transportation agencies early and often in the discussions.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”




Joseph Sidor
August 28, 2014
Page 2

5. The traffic study should include information on existing traffic volumes within the study area,
including the State transportation system, and should be based on recent traffic volumes less
than two years old. Counts older than two years cannot be used as a baseline. Feel free to
contact us for assistance in acquiring the most recent data available.

6. The methodologies used to calculate the LOS should be consistent with the methods in the
current version of the Highway Capacity Manual. All LOS calculations should also be included
in the Draft EIR as an appendix made available for review.

7. Atany time during the environmental review and approval process, Caltrans retains the
statutory right to request a formal scoping meeting to resolve any issues of concern. Such
formal scoping meeting requests are allowed per the provisions of the California Public
Resources Code Section 21083.9 [a] [1].

If you have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please don’t
hesitate to call me at (805) 542-4751.

Sincerely,

L

JOHN J. OLEJNIK

Associate Transportation Planner

District 5 Development Review Coordinator
john.olejnik@dot.ca.gov

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”




Comment Sheet
EIR Scoping Meeting - August 28, 2014
6:00 - 8:30 p.m. REC :IVED
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RECEIVED

Gonzales, Eva x5186 ~ SEP 042014
From: Mary Pat Hawkins [mphawkins@gmail.com] MONTEREY CO
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2014 3:40 PM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: ceqacomments

PLN130447

Subject:

My husband Jim and I have a home in Pebble Beach and want to go on record as being extremely
opposed to the approval of the inclusionary housing project on Congress ave. For many very valid
reasons this is not the best choice for this project and it is so unnecessary to pursue this location
when much better alternatives exist. Please consider the precedent you will be setting allowing dense
multi-family zoning in the forest without proper roads, parking, water, fire protection, security, etc.
Preserving the environment of this Forest is a sacred trust that has been a priority for the agencies
involved in its development for generations. Please do not let the economic interests of the powerful
Pebble Beach Company dictate what is best for the forest and those of us who make our homes in
this very special place. Thank you for your time and willingness to consider all the options as
guardians for the environment in this very important deC|S|on Yours respect for our beloved forest.
Jim and Mary Pat Hawkins

Sent from my iPhone mary pat hawkins
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To: Joseph Sidor, Monterey County RMA - Planning, SidorJ@co.monterey.cajus  SEp 04 2014
From: Carol McCarthy, 1114 Miles Ave., Pacific Grove, CA 93950, '
carolmc@montereybay.com

Date: September 3, 2014

MONTEREY CouNTy
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RE: MY COMMENTS FROM EIR SCOPING MEETING FOR PBC INCLUSIONARY
HOUSING PROJECT, AUGUST 28, 2014

I was dismayed to learn that PBC plans to include the beautiful, forested Area D along Congress
Road in its latest build-out scheme and is pursuing building a high-resident-density, 24-unit,
multiple-story apartment complex as inclusionary housing there. It saddens me that this scenic
forested corridor would be lost forever. My hope is that PBC and Monterey County
powers-that-be will come to their senses and realize that Area D is the wrong site for its
inclusionary housing. ’

As you know, the subject Del Monte Forest area (Area D) is part of the undeveloped Gowen
Cypress forest. Since the 1970s our family has enjoyed hiking through Area D and extended
forest. The primitive trail there in the 1970s and early 1980s led to Sawmill Gulch and beyond.
The area was sometimes unpassable because of seepage from its wetlands, but it was tranquil and
beautiful.

In the mid-1980°s, PBC encroached on Del Monte Park boundaries and Area D several times
with development projects: , ‘

e A sewer plant in the Gowen Cypress area was defeated. Then the building of S.F. Morse
Drive , then a sand conveyor belt route next to Area D, and a new Congress Road over
the conveyor belt route cut wide swaths through the virgin forest. PBC did as little as it
could to reforest the land along the border of Area D, despite its values (“watershed,
native pine and oak-forested cover, open space, economic uses (visitors), and significant
forest resources”) deemed “important,” in the Forest Maintenance Standard manuals for
both projects and a mandate from the Board of Supervisors, April 16, 1990. (see Refs
1-3) :

e  There was no mention of Area D during PBC’s Measure A “final buildout” plan. But in
2004-2005, after the Coastal Commission denied Measure A, a new Final EIR was done
for its “revised buildout” plan. In researching the documentation of that period, I found
that several documents refer to the dedication of Area D, along with several other
preservation areas as “open space.” Area D’s status was also defined as an SSRMP (Site
Specific Resource Management Plan area). (see Refs 4-7).

e ButonMay 22, 2012, there was no mention of Area D in the Del Monte Forest Area
Land Use Plan Amendment certified by the Coastal Commission and the Board of
Supervisors (see Ref 8). Shortly thereafter, the shocking news was that Area D was
PBC’s preferred site for its inclusionary housing.

Considering just the environmental degradation factor alone, I feel that Area D should not-
be the choice for any multi-family apartment development project, inclusionary housing or
not! More suitable, less environmentally damaging sites are available for PBC’s
inclusionary housing needs.




My first choice for the inclusionary housing is the proposed site at the intersection of
Sunset Ave. Pacific Grove and 17 Mile Drive, Pebble Beach, for the reasons also supported
by the City of Pacific Grove City Council and Del Monte Neighbors United. (see Ref 9).

Some Requests:

e  As part of the EIR, it would be helpful if the complete zomng/rezomng history and
chronology of Area D be available in one list for the.public to easily view and
understand. And please provide documentation on the impacts of zoning and land use
plan changes (such as SSRMP) on Area D today.

e How can 24, high-resident-density apartments be allowed on SSMRP land that is zoned
for 4-units/acre of low-resident-density, single-family residences? The land footprint may
be satisfied by making the apartments smaller and multi-story clusters, but the much
higher resident-density of the apartments project will impact Area D’s remaining
preserved SSMRP acreage plus its surrounding areas, including Del Monte Park,
Congress Road, and nearby Pebble Beach residences. A study should be done on the
impacts of multiple-family vs single-family resident densities for this parcel.

e  Anup-to-date study should be made of all other potential sites for'the project on
environmental grounds as well as all the other factors (traffic, water, noise, etc.) to find a
more suitable site than Area D.

References:

(1) “Forest Maintenance Standard for Temporary Conveyor Right-of-Way 17 Mile Drive to the
Sawmill Borrow Site,” James W. Culver, Larry Seeman-Associates, Inc., November 4, 1985.
(print copy only) ’

(2) “Forest Maintenance Standard for the Proposed Access Roads 17 Mile Drive to Forest Lodge
Road and Ortega/Congress Road to the Sawmill Borrow Site,” James W. Culver, Larry Seeman
Associates, Inc., November 4, 1985. (print copy only)

(3) “Congress Road Realignment - Hearing on Reforestation," Monterey County Board of
Supervisors, April 16, 1990. (print copy only)

(4) http://www.co. monterey.ca. us/planmng/docs/elrs/pbc/felr/pdfs—text/felr ch 3.pdf

)

http://www.co.monterey.ca. us/plannmg/docs/elrs/pbc/felr/pdfs figures/exec sum/feir_rev_esfig
es-2_devel-pres_areas.pdf

(6)
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/eirs/pbc/feir/pdfs-text/feir_appa_master_rmp.pdf
)

http://www.co.monterey.ca. us/planmng/docs/elrs/pbc/delr/Pebble%2OBeach%2ODEIR/Volume
%202/app_d.pdf

3 .
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/docs/plans/Del Monte Forest: LUP and CIP Amendm
ent Adopted 052212/DMF_LUP Amended 052212 Complete Version.pdf

(9) http://www.ci.pg.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=11486




Gloria J. Shaffer
1163 Arrowhead Road
Pebble Beach, CA 93953
gloria.shaffer@sbcglobal.net

RECE'VED
SEP 04 2014

MONTEREY CUUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

September 4, 2014

To Whom it Mgy Concern:

| am writing in regards to the scoping of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that will be
prepared in connection with the Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project (File
Number: PLN130447). There are several environmental impacts that | ask be included in the
analysis of this proposed project:

e The EIR should consider the impact of destroying over 700 trees, including Coast Live
Oaks and Monterey Pines, a species native to the area. The denuding of such a large
forested area will remove a habitat for wildlife and eliminate a recreational green space
used by many who live in and come to this area, including hikers, dog walkers and
children at play. -

¢ The area proposed for development may be located in a natural wetland. The EIR should
evaluate whether wetland conditions exist and if so, what the impact would be of placing
a high-density residential development within it.

¢ The EIR should consider how the aesthetics of the proposed development would impact
the existing visual characteristics of the area; how removing this forested land and
replacing it with high-density housing, parking facilities and associated pavement would
negatively impact public views and destroy the scenic vista of the existing green space.

e The long-term impacts of the development on noise should be evaluated.

o The increased noise of an additional 50-100 new residents, along with their vehicle
use, will have a negative impact on what is currently a quiet, sparsely populated
neighborhood.

o The noise impact of removing over 700 trees plus shrubs and undergrowth should
also be evaluated by the EIR. The residents of the neighborhood where the
development is proposed currently enjoy the benefit of having noises buffered by
the trees and growth in the area. In particular, the ever increasing noise emanating
from traffic on Highway 68 is likely to be increased if the proposed number of trees
and other greenery are removed. As traffic increases on that road, and on the
surrounding roads in part due to the increased density resulting from the pl’OjeCt
the loss of this noise buffer will be detrimental.

¢ The EIR should study the impact of increased traffic and vehicle emissions generated by
residents and guests of the proposed development on the remaining green space and
existing residential neighborhood (the surrounding land uses).

e The increased lighting generated by the development should be evaluated by the EIR,
including the diminished ability to view the night sky.




EIR Scoping Letter
Page 2.

e The roads surrounding the proposed project are narrow and most don’t have sidewalks,
causing pedestrians to walk in the street. This includes children walking to and from
school. The EIR should evaluate the impact of the incfeased number of vehicles traveling
on these roads that would result from the proposed development, including an analysis of

- traffic congestion, and traffic and pedestrian safety. The impact to deer and other animal
-subject to collisions with vehicles should also be considered. In addition, the EIR should
study the negative impact on traffic congestion and vehicle and pedestrian safety
associated with overflow parking on the roadways of vehicles owned by residents and
visitors of the proposed development.

o The lack of available public transportation easily accessible from the proposed location
should be considered in the EIR.

¢ The EIR should consider the project’s incompatibility with the character of the
neighborhood in which it would be located. This area is comprised of single family homes
situated on tree-filled lots. Four, two-story apartment buildings containing 24-units is not
consistent with the existing land use in this area.

¢ Most importantly, the EIR must study feasible alternative locations for this development.
Other viable locations have been identified that would substantially lessen the significant
negative environmental effects the development would have as currently proposed.
These alternative sites are within Pebble Beach, outside of Pebble Beach on property
owned by the Pebble Beach Company, and elsewhere in Monterey County. Among other
benefits, locating the development on one of these alternate sites would:

o Prevent the destruction of over 700 trees and natural habitat
o Be compatible with existing land uses
o More readily provide access to public transportation for the new residents

I understand the importance of creating affordable housing and believe it is an important goal to
achieve. | hope the EIR will look at ways to improve how this goal is met by locating this new
housing where it will maximize the benefits for the new residents of the development and their
neighbors, and mitigate the negative impacts on the environment and existing neighborhoods.

Sincerely, .

Gloria J. Shaffer




Carol and David Dixon 9/3/14

RECEIVED

1220 Lawton Avenue SEP () 5 2014

Pacific Grove, CA 93950
Ddixon683@comcast.net
Cdixon777@comcast.net

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Project Reference # PL.N130447
Currently Planned Inclusionary Housing Development Proposal

Pebble Beach Forested Areas next to the Del Monte Park neighborhood has already
been Preserved: The current proposed inclusionary housing development is in an old
growth forested area that has never been logged. The Pebble Beach Company declared
long ago that the forested areas around the Del Monte Park neighborhood were
designated as “Green Belt” areas. The Pebble Beach Company needs to stand behind
their past declarations as a “Green Belt” area surrounding the Del Monte Park
neighborhood. Please move the inclusionary housing building plans idea to a better more
suitable area in Monterey County.

Red-Legged Frog: Possible habitat for red-legged frog (listed threatened species) is in
the proposed area near the wetland portion of the forest.

Cavity Nesters: Cavity nesters (birds) are most affected by removal of large mature
trees. On the Monterey Peninsula there are more than 20 species of birds that call the
forest their home and in these trees there are cavity nesting birds. The cavities are found
only in larger more mature trees and are required for cavity nesting birds.

Monterey Pine Rarity: Nominated for Federal Threatened Plant Status: The Monterey
Pine growing within its native range has been nominated for Federal Threatened Status. It
is listed by the California Native Plant Society as category 1b.1.

Rare Plants: A botanical survey in search for the Yadon’s Piperia should be completed.
This plant is listed as endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

Extend the Morse Botanical Reserve: How about extending the Morse Botanical
Reserve to include the forested areas next to the Del Monte Park neighborhood?

Numerous Alternate Viable Locations: There are many alternate locations in
Monterey County that are developable and should be selected for inclusionary housing.
This would preserve the over 700 existing trees in the forested area next to the Del Monte
Park neighborhood. With other Monterey County alternative suitable locations to build
inclusionary housing, it is insanity to cut down the existing forest.

Inclusionary, not Exclusionary: It might be better to build the 24 individual houses for
inclusionary housing separately, rather than having large clusters of housing units all
built into one concentrated small unsuitable location (such as the currently proposed site).
This idea would be more inclusionary rather than the proposed separate multiple
concentrated family units which seem more exclusionary.

How about the areas in Marina near the Ft. Ord area? There are building areas for
inclusionary housing over there. There are planned development units that are already
there and would tie in with the current proposed idea.




Gonzales, Eva x5186

From: Robert Brislin [rjbrislin@msn.com] _
Sent: Sunday, September 07, 2014 3:16 PM RECEIVED
To: cegacomments . ¥ b U v ‘
Subject: Fwd: PLN 130447 AREA D Housing
SEP 08 2014
MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Brislin <rjbrislin@msn.com>

Date: September 7, 2014 at 11:55:45 AM PDT

To: "cegacomments(@co.monterey.ca.us" <cegacomments@co.monterey.ca.us>
Subject: PLN 130447 AREA D Housing

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Robert J. Brislin. I live at 2829 Congress Road, Pebble Beach, Ca.

In doing the EIR for this project I urge you to consider the matter of the existing traffic on
Congress Road. Congress Road is already one of the most heavily travelled roads in Pebble
Beach. The traffic consistently exceeds the posted speed limits. Vehicles travelling 40 to 50
miles per hour are not uncommon. Police patrols are rare.

There are no sidewalks on Congress Road. Many areas the pedestrians have no choice but to
walk on the street. This is particularly hazzardous to the children who use Congress Road to
walk to school or to walk to the bus stop that is located on Congress Road at the base of David
Avenue. Adding at least 60 additional vehicles of the people who would reside at this housing
project would add immeasurably to the problem. Especially during the hours when the children
would be going and coming from school.

I am not opposed to affordable housing. I support it. I addressed the traffic issue. I am sure you
will hear from others many of the other reasons why AREA D is not appropriate for the project.
I believe a far better location would be the southwest corner of 17 Mile Drive and Sunset, for the
following reasons:

There would be no need to cut down over 700 trees;

This location would provide excellent access to shopping, churches, schools, and bus stops:

This location is within a quarter mile of the Spanish Bay employee parking lot;

And perhaps most importantly, it is located only four tenths of a mile from the beach and the
ocean. When I went to the LUAC meeting in Salinas earlier this year the members of the
committee were concerned about the access to recreation for the renters of this housing. They
asked that a rec room be included in the project. What better source of recreation is there for less
affluent families than easy access to the beach. That is a priceless perk for people with limited
resources.

Sincerely,

Robert J. Brislin




RECEIVED
SEP 0 8 204

MONTEREY COUNTY

Gonzales, Eva x5186

From: HAROLD WALTON [atelierhalro@comcast.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 07, 2014 11:48 PM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: cegacomments

Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Pebbie Beach Co. Area D Affordable/Inclusionary Housing Project

To: Resource Management Agency
Dear Sirs,

We are in complete agreememnt with those individuals who, at the August 28th EIR Public Scoping Meeting,
expressed the view that the present suggested location for the Pebble Beach Company's Affordable/Inclusionary
House Project is unwise and, in fact, unacceptable because of the detrimental environmental impact chopping
down 700 trees would have. The alternative location (17 Mile Drive at Sunset) seems a far better solution.
Sincerely,

Harold and Rochelle Walton

3114 Hermitage Road

Pebble Beach, CA 93953-2856

Telephone: 831-647-1224







' a E‘; / d
RECE!VED
Gonzales, Eva x5186 , : . SEP 0 8 2014
From: ' Jim Hemphill [jhemphil@apr.com] , MONTEREY COUNTY
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 1:24 PM "I PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: cegacomments
Subject: Please investigate these issues

I have over 700 petitions signed by citizens who oppose the building of apartments in Area.D.
We all feel that there are alternative sites that be better locations for inclusionary housing.
Please review other locations.

Jim Hemphill

Pebble Beach resident for 17 years

Sent from my iPad
















RECEIVED

Gonzales, Eva x5186 SEP 12 2014
From: : Mark Ryan [Mark.Ryan@cbnorcal.com] MONTEREY COUNTY
Sent: . Friday, September 12, 2014 10:33 AM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
To: cegacomments ‘

Cc: dmnb2013@sbcglobal.net; 1kimpossible@comcast.net

Subject: Comment - NOP of an EIR for the Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing

Dear Monterey County Resource Management Agency Planning Department,

Thank you for your efforts in protecting the existing environment with which we live in...

One issue not on the list that I would like to have added to the EIR is, The effect of parking lot Iighting and other
lights in the Housing complex towards the loss of the natural darkness in the adjacent MPCC East area pf
Pebble Beach ( MCAR MLS area 176)

I purchased my home on Laurel Lane in Pebble Beach recently. I chose this area because I did not want to live near any
street lights. I like the dark night sky and the ability to see the stars. After living in Pacific Grove for over 10 years, I am
now able to see the Milky Way and more stars and constellations on clear nights than I was able to when living in Pacific
Grove with street lights and other lighting.

One can not see the stars when in close proximity to the new parking lot on 17 Mile Drive by Spanish Bay. Those parking
lot lights have ruined the natural dark night sky of that area of Del Monte Forest.

As a property owner on Laurel Lane, the parking lot lights of and other night lighting of the proposed housing project will
probably ruin the natural dark of Del Monte Forest.

Please add Evaiuating the effects of the lighting of the complex on the current darkness of the surrounding
neighborhoods. : ‘

I am a real estate Agent wh o sells many homes in the MPCC East area to clients who appreciate the Darkness of Del
Monte Forest and do not want'it changed.

Please let me know you received this request.
Thank you.

Mark Ryan, REALTOR

Previews Property Specialist

International President's Elite

Licensed Residential Appraiser

Phone 831.238.1498
Email mark.ryan@cbnorcal.com

~ www.markryanproperties.com
www.carmelabodes.com

BRE # 01458945
OREA # 0033066




1087 Laurel Lane P —

Pebble Beach, CA 93953 ; ‘ R R ‘ﬁﬂ
September 10, 2014 CSEP IS o )
- MONTEREY COUNTY |
Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner Eﬂwg p_éé;{?#?j@m

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Sidor:

We are writing this letter because of concerns with the scope of the EIR PLN
130447, the proposed Pebble Beach Company (PBC) Inclusionary Housing
Project. Some of the proposed EIR questions have already been stated by local
residents; however, it never hurts to reiterate issues to ensure their inclusion in the
EIR as we believe this is a major project that will affect all of us on this peninsula.

First, we would like to note that the location and date of the EIR Scoping Meeting
08-28-14 was burdensome for many elderly residents and for Pacific Grove
parents. Participants were requested by parking attendants to park on a field and
walk through the campus down several sets of stairs. The auditorium itself had
multiple steps and the two microphones utilized for speakers were at the bottom of
those stairs. Pacific Grove parents had their first “Back to School” night, thus the
date was a conflict for them. Finally, the date and place of the Scoping Meeting
was not publicized and residents who would have attended did not.

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

1. Will the EIR provide an economic analysis on the impact of the project on
home prices and home salability within a three mile zone now and within the
next two years, then five years? Currently, some residents with homes for sale
nearby are reporting realtors do not want to show their homes, while other
residents are considering litigation over non-disclosure prior to recent home
purchases in the area.

IDENTIFICATION OF VIABLE ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED AND

AN ANALYSIS OF THESE SITES

1. What other sites will be considered other than Area D, by PBC and by
Monterey County? Sites that have identified by citizens are: (A) Sunset
Avenue near the Pacific Grove Gate where the convenience store was situated,




(B) The Corporation Yard; (C) The side of the new parking lot at Spanish Bay;,
and (D) The Old Capitol Site in Monterey.

2. Were any other PBC-owned properties, suitable for inclusionary housing,
identified but not included in the site analysis?

EMPLOYEE HOUSING VS LOW INCOME HOUSING

1. Will Pebble Beach employees be residing in the proposed housing complex? If
the only housing is NOT for PBC employees to lessen their commute and
provide ready access to their worksite, what is the purpose of housing non-
employees in an isolated area where they have to commute for work?

2. Is socially isolating a group of people on a small piece of land appropriate if
the purpose of inclusionary housing, is in fact, social integration?

EVALUATION OF TRAFFIC ISSUES

1. Will Morse Drive need to be straightened and widened to accommodate the
additional traffic entering and exiting the project, and its use as the main
conduit for Spanish Bay guests? What are the traffic projections now and in
five years time? Currently the road is curvaceous and heavily used by
locals walking and driving, by children riding bikes, by gardeners/
construction personnel, and by patrons of Spanish Bay.

2. Ortega, which is accessed from Morse Drive, is heavily used as a shortcut
from Morse Drive through to Forest Lodge. It is a narrow road with many
drainage ditches alongside the road in front of private property. Speeding
drivers are a constant problem as indicated by the flashing traffic mileage
indicator sign installed at times near Forest Lodge. What are the plans and
traffic projections for Ortega?

3. Are the proposed project entrances and exits appropriate for Morse Drive?
How many vehicles do you anticipate using those entrances and exits
during the day? How will project residents and school buses safely get in
and out?

4. Are the 53 parking spaces sufficient for the project? Will Pacific Grove
residents see project guests using their small streets for additional parking
and to avoid going through the Morse Gate? How will this be prevented?

CONSEQUENCES OF CLEAR CUTTING THE FOREST

1. What is the environmental cost of clear cutting 700+ trees of four inches or
more in diameter? What are the effects of the destruction of scarce species of
trees?



7. What is the plan for lighting the housing/garage areas, lighting the parking lot,
entrances and exits? How will this increased lighting impact nearby Pacific
Grove/Pebble Beach residents?

8. Since landfill will be necessary once the trees have been removed, has the site
been determined to be earthquake-safe to build homes on landfill?

9. What affect will the use of landfill have on flooding should we get heavy

rains?

In essence, this project, although well intended as a measure of inclusionary
housing, is clearly inappropriate for the Area D site. This project makes too dense
a footprint on a neighborhood of single family dwellings in Pebble Beach. The
destruction of 700+ trees alone is unconscionable. The eradication of animal and
bird habitat is wrong. The impact of traffic, safety, and noise negatively affects
nearby residents, as well as reduces the value of their homes.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline T. Fobes, Ph.D.

NW

James L. Fobes, Ph.D.




From: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

To: Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate )

Subject: FW: Comment on Planning File # PLN130447, Pebble Beach Company Area D Affordable/Inclusionary Housing
Project

Date: Monday, September 15, 2014 7:52:11 AM

NOP Comment | | | RECEVED

Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner
County of Monterey RMA - Planning / ALUC SEP 1 6 2014
168 W. Alisal St/ Salinas, CA 93901 ]

831) 755-5262 :
o MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING-DEPARTMENT
From: mickey.mcguire@comcast.net [mailto:mickey.mcguire@comcast.net] -
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 4:45 PM ‘
To: ceqacomments; Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Subject: Comment on Planning File # PLN130447, Pebble Beach Company Area D
Affordable/Inclusionary Housing Project

Please find below my comments on the Pebble Beach Company Area D
Affordable/Inclusionary Housing Project, File #PLN130447:

I am in total support of affordable/inclusionary housing but not at this
location. The proposed site for the Pebble Beach Affordable/Inclusionary
Housing Project, Area D, brings me great concern.

Your home is your castle. It is your sanctuary. The building plans for this
site call for the back of the apartment complex to be within 20 yards of a
current residence. One would think this would be considered an invasion
of privacy since the apartment tenants will be able to see into the
backyards and homes of these existing residences. Additionally, it wipes
out the beautiful natural forest of trees & vegetation. This changes the
character of the neighborhood drastically and is in direct violation of
county ordinance Mdr4 which states 4 units per acre. The mission
statement of the county ordinance is to not change the character of a
neighborhood which is the purpose of zoning ordinances. This proposed
project conflicts with the mission statement.

The household income will have to be extremely low in order to qualify for
the affordable/inclusionary housing. Typically, low income individuals rely
heavily on public transportation since they cannot afford a vehicle and the
associated costs (insurance, gas, repairs, etc). At the current proposed
site, Area D, there is no public transportation. An alternate site that
provides public transportation is at the corner of Sunset Drive and 17 Mile
Drive, and the property is owned by Pebble Beach Company. This is just
one example of an alternate site that would actually serve the needs of
the new residents in a better capacity.

This is a good project and I seek a solution for the common good. I believe
strongly this can be accomplished as there are viable alternatives
. available that would be beneficial to all parties. :




Thank you for your service to. our community.
Mickey McGuire
831.596.7153




From: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

To: Gonzales, Fva x5186; Giberson, Kate
Subject: FW: Notice of Preperation PLN130447
Date: Monday, September 15, 2014 7:52:59 AM

H
NOP Comment : j ED
Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner SEP 1 6 2014
County of Monterey RMA - Planning / ALUC R
168 W. Alisal St/ Salinas, CA 93901 . MONTEREY COUNTY
(831) 755-5262 ' : PLANNING DEPARTMENT

From: Elliot Rubin [mailto:e.rubind@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 1:27 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; ceqacomments

Subject: Notice of Preperation PLN130447

Dear Mr. Sidor this letter is in reference to PLN130447, commonly referred to as the Pebble
Beach Inclusionary Housing Project.

After reviewing the notice of preparation, there are a few items of concern that have not been
addressed in the proposed EIR. The items are as follows:

-Lighting Impacts: Currently, there are no street lamps in residential areas in Pebble Beach.
However, it is unclear what type of lighting will be used for the proposed development. For
example, street lamps, lighting for parking, pathways, etc. I am concerned this project will
have negative impacts on our neighborhood aesthetic with regards to lighting.

-Increased parking and foot traffic on adjoining neighborhood: Without a physical barrier to
discourage the foot traffic that will result in the creation of this development, we will see a
marked increase in the number of individuals who will use a “shortcut” from the proposed
development to the closest available parking spot: our streets. I also believe that visitors to the
new residents’ of this development will also find parking on our streets to access the
development as it may be easier than driving through the Country Club Gate. There will also
be increased foot traffic to reach the nearest public transit, via our streets.

In addition to the aforementioned items in the Notice of Preparation for the EIR, I would like
to see these two very important items addressed as well. -

Thank you very much for your time, service and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Elliot Rubin




September 14, 2014

Planning Commission | RECEIVED

c/o Joe Sidor, Associate Planner

168 W. Alisal, 2™ Floor SEP 16 2014
Salinas, CA 93901 MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

To Whom It May Concern:

I 'am writing to communicate my opposition to the inclusionary housing project proposed
to be developed in Area D of Pebble Beach. B

Fll first share a little of my personal situation as an example of adverse implications of
the project on the human level. | imagine that others could share similar stories. | live
on a rather narrow strip of land at the very end of David Ave. in Pacific Grove in the first
house | have ever owned, which | purchased along with my wife about four years ago. |
have been working on the peninsula for over 20 years. 1| rented in Salinas and
commuted for the first eight years. | then moved to Pacific Grove, raised kids here in
the public schools, and rented for 11 years (starting in an apartment at Arkwright Ct. for
four years, and eventually rental houses) before buying on David Ave. When we bought
our house, we put everything we had into it to afford it; it was then near the bottom of
the market slump. Since that time, we have been struggling financially, hit hard by the
local employment environment. My wife has had to find two new jobs since the house
purchase. Then we heard about the planned development nearly adjacent to us, which
has us quite concerned. We are told that house price values here may well decrease
by ~$100K as a result. The fixed rate period on our ARM will end in a little over a year,
and we will probably need to refinance or sell. It's disconcerting to consider that
prospect in light of the projected decline in value. The expected impact on house
prices, it seems, has largely to do with concerns of both increased congestion as well as
the aesthetic and practical impact of the loss of the piece of forest in question. In
addition, real estate values of course tend to be adversely impacted by proximity to
apartments. The overall expectation is for a change in the character of the local
neighborhoods. From my own limited perspective, there is some comfort in knowing
that our house borders a small parcel that is projected for preservation, forming a
triangle that extends to the end of David Ave. We do, nonetheless, face expectations of
increased activity there. Also, though protected, the woods by our house would no
longer extend essentially uninterrupted into the deeper forest. It's nice to consider how
the trail there does lead one into the more wild areas, and we do get wildlife from the
deeper woods coming through; we observe it often from our second floor windows. I'm
not aware of any endangered creatures. Deer are the most visible, using the strip as a
lane of travel as they move further into Pebble Beach. They make themselves at home
in. our yard at times. A hawk once scooped up a squirrel in the yard as my wife
watched. There is the occasional ow. ‘

I'd like to add a couple of observations of more general relevance:




1) It has been noted that the proposed site is convenient to amenities. | assume
that argument refers to walking distance. If my teenage stepson is any indication
of human nature, | have to think the walk up David Ave. from here is not so
convenient! Also, there is no sidewalk along much of the way, making it not the
best pedestrian thoroughfare. After dark, much of the route is in darkness, with
very little street lighting. | checked and found that the “walk score” for my
address is 18 out of a possible 100, indicating that “almost all errands require a
car’.

2) The strip of woods under question has been much deprecated. The goats that
are brought in each year to reduce the fire hazard to neighboring houses
undoubtedly account to some degree for issues raised about the health of the
forest (also we are currently in a drought). The closeness to Del Monte Park also
results in substantial human use of the area, which also has an impact. | think
it's worth considering whether more development, particularly high density, as in
the proposed plan, would serve to extend such human pressures further into the
Del Monte Forest.

Notwithstanding criticisms directed at the health of the forest, it seems that the so-called
Area D is valuable as a buffer between the deeper woods and our coastal community.
Wildlife does use the area; certainly the families of deer we so often observe. The area
also serves as a convenient recreational area and is a treasured element of life in Del
Monte Park. Open space of this nature for a community is a wonderful thing, a valued
resource that would surely be missed. Opposition to the proposed development | think,
therefore, no matter one’s personal views, should be understandable as a natural
reaction to a threatened loss to the community. For some of us, the proximity of high-
density housing to our homes will permanently change the character of our
neighborhoods. In my own case, and in that of many of my neighbors, associated
- personal financial concerns further weigh in forming our views on the matter.

Although this project, as proposed, may appear to address the need for affordable
housing in the Monterey Peninsula area, it is in the wrong location. To pursue the
Project, as proposed, will materially and irreparably injure the Del Monte Forest area.

Sincerely

BWFLL‘:X‘

James Ridout
1339 David Avenue
Pacific Grove, CA 93950

| Email: jridout@sbcglobal.net




Giberson, Kate
L

From: ‘ Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 <SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us> -

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 7:54 AM

To: Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate Y=V =n]
Subject: FW: Unsuitability of Area D - and Feasible Alternatives RE@ EEVED

- SEP 16 2014
“NOP Comment
MONTEREY COUNTY

Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner PLANNING DEPARTMENT

County of Monterey RMA - Planning / ALUC
168 W. Alisal St / Salinas, CA 93901
(831) 755-5262

From: Jim Hemphill [maiito:jhemphil@apr.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2014 11:08 AM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Unsuitability of Area D - and Feasible Alternatives

Joe
Please be sure the EIR gets this. PLN130447 JimHemphill
http://www.delmonteneighborsunited.org/2013/11/26/unsuitability-of-area-d-and- feasuble alternatives/

Sent from my iPad




9/15/2014 C ' Unsuitability of Area D — and Feasible Alternatives

DEL MONTE NEIGHBORS UNITED

Unsuitability of Area D - and Feasible Alternatives Subscribe to our mailing list

"November 26,2013 - 1 Comment

[

Email Address ‘

The Pebble Beach Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) urged PBC to build at an alternative site, if
at ali possible. We agree with the LUAC that Area D is unsuitable; alternative sites make more
sense for the environment, neighbors, and tenants.

Pehble Beach Company (PBC) is proposing a high-density apartment complex in an area zoned
Medium Density Residential (4 units per acre), The current plans show that there will be 10.8 units
per acre (24 units in a 2.6 acre complex), with 80-136 tenants, shoehorned into the small strip of
forested land between Del Monte Park and Congress Road.

In the only hearings held to date on the proposed development in Area D, the Del Monte Forest Land
Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) agreed that Area D makes little sense for the proposed apartment
complex. They urged that the project be built at an alternative site, if at all possible. As one LUAC
member commented in explaining his vote: “The plans for the apartment complex are very wgli
done. But a rational land use planner would never have picked Area D as an appropriate location for

this complex...."

Del Monte Neighbors United (DMNU) believes there are a number of significant drawbacks to the
proposed development in Area D, which would be nearly impossibie to mitigate at the current site:

= The development, a high-density clustered development, is not in keeping with the single-family
zoning and rural-lane, forested character of adjacent neighborhoods.

~ = By eliminating the current “forest enclave” atmosphere of the neighborhood, the apartment
complex will have a negative impact on property values of adjacent properties to the detriment
of individual property owners and the community (through a diminution of property taxes).

= The proposal does not provide for adequate parking for tenants and their guests.* The very
narrow streets in adjacent neighborhoods cannot accommodate any overflow parking to offset
this deficlency. However, providing adéquate parking would increase the overall footprint of the
project and its environmental impact, which is unacceptable.

http://www.delmonteneighborsunited.org/201 3/11/26/unsuitability-of-area-d-and-feasible-alternatives/

Search this website...

13




9/15/2014 Unsuitability of Area D — and Feasible Altemnatives

= The loss of more than 700 trees will diminish a scarce natural resource in a concentrated area
of the Del Monte Forest, and will constitute a material diminution of the quality of life for

surrounding neighborhood.

= The proposed apartment complex site is located on a blind curve on Congress Road, where
speeding is already an issue, and where there are no sidewalks, presenting a hazard for

pedestrian traffic.

Alternative sites must be examingd, For example, the PBC property at Sunset and 17-Mile Drive
has none of the drawbacks of the Area D site:

= The proposed apartment complex would have little impact on the character of the existing
neighborhood, which is a mixed-use neighborhood with a church and commercial sites, in

addition to homes.

= The site itself is already paved and houses large structures; an apartment complex would not
change the current characte;r of the site.

= Given the location and layout of the site — and its current use — an apariment complex wouid
have little impact on neighbors. (For example, neighbors will not find cars parked 20 yards or
less from their homes in what was previously a beloved forest.)

s There is safe access to the site from the road; sidewalks; enough room on the site to provide
for adequate parking; wide streets with on-street parking spots for the occasions when overflow
parking might be necessary; and easily accessible public transportation.

= Few, if any, trees would need to be cut down to huild the complex.
In short, this site would be better for neighbors, the environment, and future tenants.

‘PBC's proposal for inclusionary housing at the Corporation Yard site included 54 spots for 18 units.
(See Appendix E.) The Area D proposal includes only 53 spots for 24 units. Presumably, PBC is
less concerned about overflow parking when it is not the neighbar of the apartments. The need to
minimize the footprint of the Area D proposal In a forested area also likely plays into this decision.

Filed Under: Artides by Group Members, featured
Comments

charles craddock says:
© April 5, 2014 at 9:10 pm

| tried to connect with you guys but | need a telephone#. We just purchased a home on miles
ave. and want to help to stop this really bad idea of putting housing at the end of miles. There’s
no room! It should be community parkiand and there’s a creek. Please let me know how | can
help stop thisi charles craddock, 1212 miles pacific Grove,

Reply

leave a Comment

Name *
Email *

Website

hitp:/iwww.delmonteneighborsunited.org/2013/1 1IZG/unsuItabiIity-offarea-d-ahd—feasible—altematives/




Giberson, Kate

S I
From: ' Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 <Sidor)J@co.monterey.ca.us>
Sent: Monday, September'15, 2014 7:55 AM
To: Giberson, Kate; Gonzales, Eva x5186
Subject: "~ FW: Pedestrian Safety Hazard in PB | Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin
NOP Comment

Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner

County of Moriterey RMA - Planning / ALUC
168 W. Alisal St / Salinas, CA 93901

(831) 755-5262

From: Jim Hemphill [mailto:jhemphil@apr.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2014 11:01 AM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 o
Subject: Pedestrian Safety Hazard in PB | Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

Joe
This is so appropriate for the EIR report. PLN130447
Jim Hemphill

http://delmonteneighborhood.org/2014/04/19/pedestrian-safety-hazard/

Sent from my iPad

RECEIVED

SEP 16 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

The Pebble Beach lots to include on-site low income housing. There's more to the story . . .

Pedestrian Safety Hazard in PB

Posted on April 19, 2014

The community of Pebble Beach was designed as a semi-rural area to preserve the natural
beauty and forest environment. There are no sidewalks or street lights, and the streets are
quite narrow and often winding. There are many blind curves.

== Ortega Rd. between Congress & Forest Lodge

In short, it can be a dangerous place to walk, and many walkers are elderly. (In fact
according the the last census 54% of households in the Del Monte Forest have members 65
years or oider.) Exacerbating this hazard is the fact that many people going to and from
work at the hotels, golf courses, etc. use narrow residential streets as “short-cuts”.

Ortega Rd., at the top of which the proposed apartments would-he huilt_is =0 narrow, that
Foliow

hitp://delmonteneighborhood.org/2014/04/19/pedestrian-safety-hazard/ - 1/2
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Pedestrian Safety Hazard in PB-| Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

when vehicles_are going in opposite ¢ ' ‘ other pass. In
addition, there are drainage ditches o | (710 L3l IMGnis ans exist on
Majella Rd., Raccoon Trail, Sawmiil € 3t Lodge Rd,
and Spanish Bay. Speeding on these e Forest

Property Owners Association as a ch ent has been

contracted with the Highway Patrol al additional
enforcement. ‘
[Enter your email address |
" The addition of a high-density, high-o near the top of
Ortega Rd. will most certainly result it Sign me up igh the

aforementioned narrow residential str

Powered by WordPress.com )
The so-called “transportation analysis winui was 1susiiuy isivascu 19 2u muited as to be

utterly meaningless. The figures for additional trips generated were pulled from a book; no
actual on-site “study” was done. Further, the “study” did not account for minimum
occupancy requirements of the inclusionary housing ordinance, and did not consider where
these theoretical automobile trips were going. The residential streets (short-cuts) were not
considered at afl. In fact, only two arterial intersections were considered. In short, the
“transportation analysis” (available at http://tinyurl.com/k8thm7d) is wholly inadequate in
terms of the effect on adjacent residential neighborhoods, and pedestrian safety was not
addressed at all. ’

RELATED

It's Too Small AND Too Public misled about the Public Misled - In Depth
big scope of residential
' development in the Del
Monte Forest
in "Environment"

This entry was posted in Uncategorized and tagged affordable housing, del monte
forest, environment, pebble beach, pebble beach company, pebble beach
inclusionary housing, pebble beach lots by Administrator. Bookmark the permalink
[http://deimonteneighborhood.org/2014/04/19/pedestrian-safety-hazard/] .

.
o

hitp:/idelmontenseighborhood.org/2014/04/19/pedestrian-safety-hazard/
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Giberson, Kate
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

NOP Comment

Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 <SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us>
Monday, September 15, 2014 7:55 AM
Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate

FW: Sensitive VS Degraded Habitat - A legal fiction | Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

County of Monterey RMA - Planning / ALUC
168 W. Alisal St / Salinas, CA 93901

(831) 755-5262

From: Jim Hemphill [maiito:ihemphil@apr.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2014 10:59 AM

To: Sidor, Joe {Joseph) x5262

Subject: Sensitive VS Degraded Habitat - A Iegal fiction I Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

Please pass on to the EIR. PLN130447

Jim Hemphlll

RECEIVED

SEP 16 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-vs-degraded-habitat-a-legal-fiction

Sent from my iPad




9/16/2014 Sensitive VS Degraded Habitat — A legal fiction | Del Mante Neighbarhood Bulletin

Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin

The Pebble Beach lots to inciude on-site low income housing. There's more to the story . ...

Sensitive VS Degraded Habitat - A

legal fiction
Posted on August 27, 2014

Proponents claim the forested tract on SFB Morse Drive is an environmentally sound choice
because it is outside the “sensitive Coastal Zone.” However, this is more of a legal fiction
than a substantive environmental difference. In fact, the site lies just outside Coastal Zone
boundary. It is directly across the street from the sensitive Huckleberry Hill preservation
area, with which it shares the same forested nature and for which it provides an important

buffer. (See map below:)

http://delmonteneighborhood.org/2014/08/27/sensitive-vs-degraded-habitat-a-legal-fiction/ ’ ’ 1/4
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the world. it is also the most extensive of these worldwide.” (p. 10)

Sign me up ] mental

Powered by WordPress.com .
occurrences In

“Given the forested nature of most of the undeveloped Del Monte Forest area, as well as
the built environment — residential and otherwise — that exists within certain such areas,
avoiding development that further fragments and circumscribes such forest habitéts is key
to their vitality and protection.” (p. 10)

“this LUP strikes a balance that recognizes that concentrating development in and near
existing developed Forest nodes (e. g., in former quarry areas and in areas framed by golf s

http://deimonteneighborhood.org/2014/08/27/sensitive-vs-degraded-habitat-a-legal-fiction/ : ‘ '2/4
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course and residential development, etc.) pursuant to the Concept Plan allows for large
R resource areas, including those that are contiguous to other large protected resource areas
(e .g., Pescadero Canyon and Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area, etc.), to be protécted
and managed as contiguous habitat areas in perpetuity.” (p. 7) (Italics added.)

Further, though Area D is not subject to the environment constraints of the LUP, it is
protected by the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan which states at GMP 3.5 that
“Removal of healthy, native oak, Monterey pine, and redwood trees in the Greater Monterey
Peninsula Planning Area shall be discouraged.” '

—  Proposed project site

As noted by Pacific Grove Mayor Bill Kampe in his letter of November 21, 2013 to the
Pebble Beach Company “Many of our citizens believe that Area D would have been
eliminated as an option for the project if it had appropriately been included in the previous

hﬂp:lldelmonteneighborhood.org/201 4/08/27/senslitive-vs-degraded-habitat-a-legal-fiction/
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EIR.” One can never know whether this is so. However, locating high-density, high
occupancy, housing within a forest of specially protected trees, across the street from other
sensitive habitat, which through a legal fiction happens to énjoy Coastal Zone protected
status, makes little sense from an environmental perspective.
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Giberson, Kate

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

NOP Comment

Joseph Sidor / Associate Planner

County of Monterey RMA - Planning / ALUC SEP 16 2014
168 W. Alisal St / Salinas, CA 93901 -

(831) 755-5262

----- Qriginal Message-----

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 <SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us>

Monday, September 15, 2014 7:56 AM

Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate

FW: Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin | The Pebble Beach lots to include on-site low
income housing. There's more to the story . .,

RECEIVED

MONTEREY CouNnTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

From: Jim Hemphill [mailto:jhemphil@apr.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2014 10:56 AM

To: Sidor, Joe {Joseph) x5262

Subject: Del Monte Neighborhood Bulletin | The Pebble Beach lots to include‘on—site low income housing. There's more

to the story. ..

Joe
Please pass on to EIR.
Jim Hemphill

http://delmonteneighborhood.org/

Sent from my iPad
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FEATURED POST

MYTH: All Pebble Beach Co. -
properties sparkle. . .

.. . 80 neighbors shouidn’t be concerned about the

aesthetics of the rental apartments PBC is being
pressured fo build here. REALITY: Only the high-end
income producing assets are impeccably maintained..
Less visible properties are strictly utilitarian as can ... ‘

Continue reading
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FEATURED COMMENTARY:
Nonsensical to pit housing project
against forest

Posted on September 9, 2014

By Cosmo Bua

The following was publishéd in the Monterey County Herald or Follow i 2074.
http://delmonteneighborhood.org/ . ‘ 4/4
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Fokow TLet Monis on the edge of
nd less livable

company — shoving people it doesn't
town... segregating inclusionary hous
for the residents.

[Enter your email address |
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—  Proposed project site -

The EIR process is already very troubling, because it is starting from a manufactured
falsehood — which is the pitting of the need for affordable housing against the survival of a
beloved local forest. This is a nonsensical formulation. In reality, there is absoiutely no
conflict or reasonable connection what-so-ever between this housing and this forest.

There is a moral imperative here and that is the basic issue the County is facing. It is known
that it is wrong to destroy a forest. In this case, where there are numerous clear, viable, and
even obviously preferable alternative sites for accomplishing this housing goal, it is
ludicrous — or even insane. Continue reading —
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Schubert, Bob J. x5183
“rom: mary [marysavale@msn.com] _

ant: Saturday, September 13, 2014 1:07 PM MONTEREY COUNTY
To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project

Dear Mr. Schubert:

I have worked and been a renter in Pacific Grove and Pebble Beach for 28 years. I
appreciate inclusionary housing and believe it is important for our community.
However, I do not agree with the Pebble Beach Company’s plan to build inclusionary
housing on the Congress Road location. I feel this project could be carried out
elsewhere in Monterey County with better longterm results. The present site on
Congress Road would be an environmental disaster for the Del Monte Forest since
many trees and valuable green space would be sacrificed. There is no place for
children to play or even walk safely on Congress Road. Cars currently race up and
down this street all day long; making walking hazardous...I know because I live here
and find walking and pulling in and out of my driveway challenging. To add more
cars to the existing traffic on this road and adjoining thoroughfares would have major
negative impact to all inhabitants, including wildlife. I am curious why Pebble Beach
“ompany wants to go ahead with the Congress Road location at the expense of the

- weautiful Del Monte Forest...If this is a forest, why are they trying to cut it down?

Please consider moving this inclusionary housing project to another site which would
be more conducive to families and the environment.

Thank you,

Mary S. Savale
2830 Congress Road
Pebble Beach, CA 93953




1087 Laurel Lane
Pebble Beach, California 93953
(07-17-2014

s S

Supervisor Jane Parler | _ RECE'VE

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
P.O. Box 1728 SEP 16 2014

Salinas, California 93902 MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Supervisor Parker,

We are writing this letter in opposition to the proposed location of a large,
low-cost, multiple occupant dwelling in Pebble Beach in Area D near Congress and
SFB Morse Drive. With very few exceptions, all of Pebble Beach consists of
single family dwellings on quarter acre lots. No one in Pebble Beach purchased
their property with any warning of its value being compromised by a nearby high-
density low-cost commercial housing project.

_Preliminary Site Plans propose using 20% of the available space in Area D
for housing and landscaping, far too congesteci in a very small space. Proposed
housing units are only 61 feet away from Del Monte Park homes. Both the
entrance and exits are on the SFB Morse Drive, a dangerous narrow curvaceous
road in which there are speeding cars, people walking dogs, and teenagers
routinely engaged in BMX bike jumping.

Removing 716 trees is unconscionable. Trees provide a habitat for wildlife
giving animals and birds shelter, cover, and food. This proposed eradication will
also destroy the sound barrier between Highway #68 and residents in the Country
Club Gate and Del Monte Park areas. This could serve to lower housing values for
these residents. Trees are known to help the environment by removing gaseous
pollutants. They absorb carbon dioxide and produce oxygen. Air Quality is
a goal of the General Plan which states in 0S-10.3 forested areas should be
conserved for their air purifying functions. Area D is a vibrant healthy area
full of wildlife and healthy trees. Again the General Plan (GMP3.5) |




discourages the destruction of forested areas. Undisturbed native stands of
Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata), found in San Luis, San Mateo, Santa Cruz,
and in Monterey County, are rare and these pines die early after one hundred
fifty years. To deliberately destroy this natural treasure in our community is
morally and ethically wrong.

Finally, relocating people to a small high-density secluded housing project in
Pebble Beach is not the answer to integration and upward mobility. Movoto
Real Estate demographics from census data indicates that the average Pebble
Beach resident makes over $75K per year, 34% have a Bachelors or
Associate degree, and 31% have Graduate degrees. Seventy-eight percent of the
population is in the 40 to 65+ age range. Only 3% speak Spanish. A research
study by the National Bureau of Economic Research, cited in the 07-02-14 Wall
Street Journal, indicated what it would not do:

“to relocate tenants from poor neighborhoods...to better-off
suburban municipalities. .. reported no significant overall effects
on adult employment, eamings or public assistance réceipt”, nor
did it find “evidence of improvements in reading scores, math
scores, behavior or social problems or school engagement, overall
for any age group”. '

Locating this high-density project at the proposed site will destroy trees and
animal habitat, increase the crime rates and noise levels, decrease nearby property
values, probably lower property taxes collected, and decrease salability. Thank
you. ,

Slncerely

Oﬁuﬂ"“&“’ V%

Jacqueline T. Epbes, Ph.D.

j(J ; L.7Fobes, Ph.D.













RECEIVED

SEP 18 2014
Re: Pebbie Beach Inclusionary Housing, PLN130447
MONTEREY COUNTY
Dear Mr. Sidor: _ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The purpose of the proposed apartments in Area D is to satisfy the inclusionary housing provision of the
Board of Supervisors' June 19, 2012 Resolution approving the Pebble Beach build-out.

The Supervisors found that conditions were met for the payment of an in lieu fee. However, they directed
PB Co. to first spend up to five years trying to find a location to actually build the housing. If after five
years a suitable site is not located, the company may pay an in lieu fee.

Most of the Monterey Peninsula is currently subject to a moratorium on new development because of the -
impending possibility of water supply disruption. Because the Pebble Beach Company possesses a water
entitlement, it may develop in the Del Monte Forest. However, the actual water for the development will
come out of the supply for existing users, which is uncertain.

" The EIR for the Pebble Beach build-out (PLN100138), which was prepared in November 2011, found that
“the additional project water demand could intensify cumulative water supply shortfalls and rationing
starting in 2017, if the Regional Project or its equivalent is not built by then.” The EIR classified this
impact as “significant and unavoidable.” [p. 3.12-36 of (1)]

If a new water source is not implemented by that time according the 2011 EIR “water rationing could
reach 65%. Water rationing could result in economic disruption of commercial and industrial activities on
the Monterey Peninsula as well as disruption of residential use.” [p. 3.12-31 of (1))

Nearly three years since the preparation of that EIR, implementation of a new water source has made
little progress, the 2017 deadline is rapidly approaching, and California in the throes of a historic drought.

Now would seem to be a very poor time time for discretionary development. Therefore | request:
1) That the impact of the project on water supply and demand be included in the study
2) As this project qualifies for the payment of an in lieu fee, that such an option be considered in the
study as an alternative.
Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,
Peter Mathews
2864 Coyote Rd.
" Pebble Beach, CA 93953

(1) Pebble Beach Company Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2011



















- From: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 2:45 PM SEP 18 2014
To: Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate
Subject: FW: Pebble Beach EIR Scoping/traffic MONTEREY COUNTY
Attachments: EIR Scoping - Traffic.pdf; New Presidio Gate.pdf . PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Second NOP comment from Mr. Mathews. The first comment dealt with water, while this comment deals with traffic
and is a copy of the comment submitted by V. Widenmann plus an excerpt from the PBC DEIR.

Joe

From: Peter Mathews [mailto:perro _negro@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 1:49 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Fw: Pebble Beach EIR Scoping/traffic

On Thursday, September 18, 2014 1:47 PM, Peter Mathews <perro_negro@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Dear Mr. Olejnik:

Thank you for your comments regarding the EIR scoping for the proposed Pebble
Beach inclusionary housing project. In that regard, | would like to point out the
shortcomings of the previous traffic "study" (see attachments), which did not, in fact,
consider the impact of additional traffic to adjacent narrow residential streets commonly
used as "short-cuts" by workers of the Pebble Beach Company. Additionally, the so-
called study did not factor in the local demographics and composition of residents of
Pebble Beach or the residents of the proposed apartment complex. Specifically, a
large percentage of PB properties are second homes and many residents are retired;
thus, not commuting daily or generating many trips. On the other hand, the residents
of the proposed apartment complex will be commuting daily to and from work at the
hotels and golf courses of Pebble Beach. The resuitant impact to traffic will therefore
be proportionally much greater than the existing "study" (and | use that term loosely)
has anticipated. ,

Another omission is the proposed egress for the DLI (Defense Language Institute) at
the intersection of S.F.B. Morse Dr. and Holman Highway (Hwy. 68), which is part of
the TAMC master plan for Monterey County. This will generate a huge amount of
additional traffic and congestion between Morse Dr. and Hwy 1, and is directly adjacent
to the proposed apartment complex. The cumulative impact must be considered in
conjunction with this plan.

| sincerely appreciate any input you may have in the process to insure that aII concerns
are addressed properly




Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Peter Mathews
2864 Coyote Rd.
Pebble Beach, CA 93953




Comment Sheet
EIR Scoping Meeting - August 28, 2014
6:00 - 8: 30 .m.

Pebble Begl Company
Area D Affordable/Inclusionary Housing Project
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RECEIVED|

9/18/2014 SEP 1 9‘2014

' ' MONTEREY
Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner PLANNING DEISAORL#\LETW
County of Monterey RMA

2

168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble Beach
Company Income Restricted Housing Project (Development Application Planning File Number
PLN 130447)

Dear Mr. Sidor,

We are very concerned about the potential destruction of the native Monterey Pine forest
north of S.F.B Morse Dr along New Congress Rd on 2 1/2 acres of undeveloped forest. This
unique old growth Monterey Pine forest can never be restored or recreated once it is
destroyed. This forest is supporting, in addition to the endangered native Monterey Pine, a
wide variety of wildlife and indigenous plants, including migratory birds, hawks, woodpeckers,
owl, deer, honey bees, Douglas Iris, ferns, monkey flower, huckleberry, coffeeberry, manzanita,
coast live oak and more. We have pictures of a Cooper’s Hawk hunting in this forest.

Alternative locations for this inclusionary housing should include sites that do not destroy a
native Monterey Pine forest. Sites should be considered within the Del Monte Forest and also
in the city of Pacific Grove. Regarding development of this housing outside the boundaries of
the Del Monte Forest, according to PBC arrangements can be made for expanding PBC water
rights to areas outside PB for this project. This issue is addressed in paragraph 6 of the April 18,
2011 "Pebble Beach Co., Del Monte Forest Plan, Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Qualification
and Proposal for In Lieu Fee/Off-Site Units". See
www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/major/Pebble%20Beach%20Company/Pebble_ Beach _FEIR_A
pril_2012/FEIR_Administrative_Record-
‘Documents_Referenced/PBC_2011_Inclusionary_Housing_041811.pdf

Below are some suggested alternative sites:

e The PB Co. property at the corner of 17 Mile Dr and Sunset Dr. in Pacific Grove,

e The PB employee parking lot across 17 Mile Dr from Spanish Bay,

e The area around the equestrian center at Stevenson Dr, Portola Rd, Alva Ln and Forest Lake
Dr, '




e The previously approved site at the Corporation Yard.
Thank you,

Ann Schrader
The Old Forest Group




Gonzales, Eva x5186

From: ' Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 8:20 AM. ' ‘
To: Gonzales, Eva x5186; Giberson, Kate
Subject: FW: Janet Pampuro - Comments Re EIR - PLN130447 li ECEEVED
NOP comment... SEP 1 9 2014

- MONTEREY COUNTY
----- Original Message----- RTMENT
From: Janet Pampuro [mailto:jpampuro52@gmail.com] PLANNING DEPA

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 10:11 PM
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Subject: Janet Pampuro - Comments Re EIR - PLN130447

My husband and I purchased our single family home at 1322 Miles Avenue, Pacific Grove, in
1998, just a few houses from the border with Pebble Beach and the epicenter of the proposed
Pebble Beach Inclusionary/Work Force Housing Project located in Area D of Pebble Beach. We
are opposed to the proposed Project for a.variety of reasons and also believe that no
reasonable alternative location for the Project has been realistically considered based on
the following:

1. Both the housing on either side of Area D in PB and PG is zoned single family.
The Project proposes a 24-unit two story multi-family development which is not consistent
with zoning in either of these areas of these two communities. There has never been
apartment housing in PB and no apartment living in the streets closest to the Project in PG.
People in PB and PG bought their homes partially based on the single-family zoning
designation so that consistent characteristics of single-family housing would be maintained.
We have lived in neighborhoods with mixed zoning in the past and found it not to be a good
combination of living situations. If zoning were to be changed in Area D for purposes of
building this 24-unit apartment building it would be very disruptive to the current neighbors
of PG and PB and potentially unlawful. It would mean that we relied detrimentally on the
zoning when we purchased our house that such zoning would continue without disruption. To
change the zoning would be wrong on a variety of levels. This would certainly be a negative
impact on the title of our homes.

2. An offshoot result of the proposed Project in Area D is the fact that for every
person now attempting to sell their home adjacent to Area D it is now a requirement to
disclose the fact of the proposed Project to any interested Buyer because it has potential
impact. I have seen firsthand that this has either caused Buyers not to consider the
affected areas or to take their chances and join their new neighbors in opposition to the
Project. The proposed Project already is having a negative impact on the affected PB and PG
homeowners in the area surrounding Area D. Some Sellers can't even get Buyers to see their
homes based on the new disclosure of the proposed Project. These homeowners, Buyers and
Sellers, should not have to be affected by this type of situation because these areas are
clearly not zoned for multi-family zoning. But this is happening now and is a negative
impact.

3. A profound positive characteristic of the housing surrounding Area D is the peace
and quiet of both day and night where at night you can hear the ocean and barking seals in
the distance. Both neighborhoods of PB and PG have a rural charm without sidewalks where
people walk and children play. The Project of 24-unit apartments being placed in the middle
of these two neighborhoods would be a devastating negative impact for these two neighborhoods
with the noise of building, bulldozers, chainsaws, the noise of hammering and building,
trucks, and construction site existence -- just for a start over a lengthy period of time.

1




The negative impact will begin with the construction alone. This was never intended by
previous agreement in Pebble Beach and is a negative impact.

4, For the people chosen by the PB Co. to live in the proposed 24-unit apartment
Project, workforce or family and friends, they would find themselves on a busy street flowing
with delivery trucks and other commercial delivery vehicles, together with other work force
traffic. There is no City in Pebble Beach because it is a Company town, no public schools or
city parks or city services. There is no public transportation or city hub. There are no
malls, or stores or restaurants not connected to a resort.. The Tenants would be the only
apartment Tenants in PB because the Project would have been re-zoned contrary to the
historical zoning and this would be inappropriate and contrary to language in all deeds to
homeowners in PB. To simply figure the tenants could just rely on city services in another
nearby city does not satisfy the facts here that this would not be a great, or even legal,
fit for the Tenants as the zoning would be forced and inappropriate as originally planned
since the beginning of the development of PB.

5. Homeowners of both PB and PG have been told that we should expect insufficient
parking for the apartment Tenants and to expect Tenants to park in our neighborhoods. My
street is in the center of the Project area. We are told Tenants can park on our street and
walk right through. Our street as well as adjacent streets are narrow, with no sidewalks and
off-street parking is already very limited and a touchy situation ongoing. Many cars are
parked on the street and jutting out into traffic while parked which is not a safe situation.
So this situation is one where tensions will rise and authorities will have to be contacted
if they are impacted further. Parking Permits for homeowners may have to be initiated to
prevent further parking problems. Adding Tenant parking to all of our already parking
challenged neighborhood streets is inappropriate and clearly a negative impact of the
proposed Project.

6. Project story-poles were installed in Area D and it became horribly clear of the
potential invasion of privacy that would occur by the construction of the Project with two-
story units pointed right into neighboring homes and parked car exhaust pipes pointed right
out into our homes, yards and streets. The original Project plan had parking in front of the
building but later the plan was altered to put the parking on the back of the apartments and
the border with the homes on the PG side of the Project. C(Clearly this will negatively impact
all the homes in PG bordering this PG neighborhood who for all of history have only enjoyed
the fresh air and birds of Area D. This would clearly be a negative impact of this Project
and a result of severe re-zoning abuse!

7. Some people in favor of the destruction of Area D have actually spoken up to say
so what--describing Area D as a crummy forest with poor growth--hoping that such an
observation would get positive attention. But since we live so close to Area D I can say it
is a nice little strip of forest with hundreds of pines and oaks with clusters of bushes, new
growth, ferns and wildflowers, with a base of sand. When it rains the water runs downhill
into this area and cuts through the sand making ruts here and there. There are a variety of
birds, deer and other wildlife living in Area D, This area could possibly be more lush
except for the fact that the Pebble Beach Company pays to have a herd of goats locked into
the area to devour as much vegetation as they can over about a two day period annually. This
is a very unnatural imposition on this forest which is environmentally abusive and may lead
people to think there is something wrong with the way it looks. To neighbors, Area D is a
lovely place. Doing away with this lovely little forest would be a negative impact to many.
Leave the goats out!

8. In order to proceed with the proposed project on Area D it would be necessary to
strip the land of over 1000 trees and more with just saplings, and most other vegetation with
a total disregard to environmental issues against such a thing which is usually very high on
the respect scale for most populations these days. On Pebble Beach golf courses they rope
“off "sensitive areas of vegatation™ so it will not get harmed but in Area D the plan is to
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scrape the land clean. This is a very bad course of action and a black eye for the
environment and conservation. However, just looking at the recently paved forest just
outside the Spanish Bay Resort it is obvious that PB Co.'s respect for the environment is
very selective. If it works for them the forest is paved. This latest escapade is proof of
a very dangerous attitude toward preserving the environment. Obviously, this attitude of
scrape and scrap the forest is a negative impact on our environment and a negative impact of
the proposed Project in Area D and the PG and PB adjacent neighborhoods.

9. Another aspect of the addition of the proposed Project to the PG streets would be
that of night lighting required at the outside of the apartment structure. Normally it is
completely dark at night with no street lights which is quite natural. The night lighting
will be very un-natural and disruptive to our neighborhoods and our living and sleeping
condition. This again will be a negative impact of the Project on our neighborhoods.

10. So why does the Pebble Beach Company want to place this Housing Project in an
area as sensitive as Area D? It works for them financially is what we've been told. For
this they can receive Re-Zoning? What are realistic alternative locations that have been
seriously considered? Can't see that there are any seriously being brought forward for
consideration out of the entire Greater Monterey Bay Area. None. Hard to believe. Only
Area D meets the criteria for the Pebble Beach Company. For the PG and PB adjacent neighbors
based on examples and serious research that I and various others have set forth, Area D
cannot possibly be a satisfactory or realistic location for the Pebble Beach
Inclusionary/Work Force Housing Project. Another location must be chosen for the Project or
some other direction must be taken to avoid the numerous negative impacts that would occur to
the PG and PG neighbors of Area D and for the impact of Area D alone with respect to the
environment.

11. I believe that any kind of inclusionary housing is an important aspect of
development in this day and age. But the choice of the area should not interfere with
historic zoning for the chosen area nor ignore the social, educational and economic needs of
the people who would become Tenants. Everyone needs to be respected in the process and not
just the development company that is required to provide housing based on their development
agreement. Nobody involved should have to be damaged in any way in this process by negative
impacts.

12, I have been very impressed with the way that the PG and PB neighbors who many did
not already know each other have come together on this matter in a sensible way , have
attended meetings, council meetings, developed research committees, have created a Facebook
page for all to comment, and have looked at every aspect of this situation for the benefit of
all parties. I was also very impressed with the PG City Council which supported the PG and
PB neighborhoods and praised our civil behavior on a very serious and sensitive matter. This.
is the way the process is supposed to work fairly. I hope that the EIR process will follow
the same path.

Respectfully submitted,
Janet Struve Pampuro

PS...Joe, would you please acknowledge receipt. Thanks, Janet




RECEIVED
SEP 19 2014

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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September 19, 2014
VIA U.S. MAIL. AND EMAIL

Mr. Joseph Sidor ,

Monterey County Resource Management Agency—Planning
- 168 W. Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us

Re:  Comments on Notice of Preparation and Scope of EIR
Pebble Beach Company Area D Affordable/Inclusionary Housing Project

(PLN130447)

Dear Mr. Sidor:

This office represents Del Monte Neighbors United regarding the above referenced
project. Our client supports inclusionary housing. However, Del Monte Neighbors United has
grave concerns about the present location of the project because of the severe and detrimental
environmental impacts it will have on the Del Monte Forest.

The proposed project location would mandate the destruction of over 700 trees in a forest
area that has previously been identified by the Pebble Beach Company as a green space (or
greenbelt). The trees include the Monterey Pine, a native and precious tree to the Monterey area
and an icon of the Monterey Peninsula, and Coast Live Oak. The Monterey Pine Forest
Conservation Strategy Report from 1996 identifies the Congress Road area of the Del Monte
Forest as a “high” conservation priority for Monterey Pines because the stand is “large and
unfragmented”. The report further outlines the ecological significance of the Congress Road and
Huckleberry Hiil portions of the Forest where this project will be located.

Given these facts, the EIR must identify suitable alternative locations in the area that can
accommodate the project and provide inclusionary housing without the attendant environmental
impacts that will occur if the project is constructed at the currently proposed location. The
Pebble Beach Company owns significant land holdings and there ate several locations where the
project can be constructed without the severe environmental impacts that would occur at this site.
Thus, the EIR must identify alternative locations for this project that can accomplish the project
objectives. Del Monte Neighbors United requests that the County take seriously its
responsibility under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to examine feasible
alternatives, not simply straw men alternatives that will ultimately be deemed infeasible.
Because of the Pebble Beach Cornpany’s significant land holdings and options, the County will
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not be able to justify any disregard for truly feasible alternatives that avoid the significant
environmental impacts associated with extensive removal of the trees and habitat,

, As the Courts have stated in San Bernadino Valley Audubon Socrely Inc. v. County of
San Bernadino (1984) 155 Cal. App. 3d 738, 750-751:

The core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternatives sections. The Legislature has
declared it the policy of the State to ‘consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting
the environment’. ...It is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives ot feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects....

(Emphasis added). In Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App. 4™
1336, 1350-1351, the court held:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.

As further stated in Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal. App.4™ 1059,
1089,

The purpose of an EIR is not to identify alleged alternatives that meet few if any of the
project’s objectives so that these alleged alternatives may be readily eliminated. Since
the purpose of an alternatives® analysis is to allow the decision maker to determine
whether there is an environmentally superior alternative that will meet most of the
project’s objectives, the key to the selection of the range of alternatives is to identify
alternatives that meet most of the project’s objectives but have a reduced level of
environmental impacts.

Del Monte Neighbors United demands that the EIR thoroughly and thoughtfully
investigate other feasible and viable alternate locations for the project in the area. At the EIR
Scoping meeting on August 28, 2014, numerous concerned citizens, from both Pacific Grove and
Pebble Beach, made the same request: that the County consider viable and feasible alternatives
to the destruction of Del Monte Forest. Furthermore, the Pacific Grove City Council has taken a
stance against construction on the presently proposed site.




Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
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Very truly yours,
WITTWER PARKIN LLP

(M. V]

Alison N. Norton
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MEMORANDUM RECEVED County of Monterey

SEP 19 2014 Office of the Sheriff

" MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Date: 09/18/14

To: Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

From: Donna Galletti

Subject: PLN 13-0447
Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project

With the construction of 24 housing units, this will increase the population of the area.
Any population can increase the Calls for Service to the Sheriff’s Office.

Using a standard of approximately 2.5 persons per household, this could increase the population by at
least 60 persons. ‘

This would have a less than significant impact on Public Safety.
































































