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Chapter 2
Comments Received on the Draft EIR

This chapter includes the letter of receipt from the State Clearinghouse; a list of the agencies,
organizations and individuals who commented on the draft EIR (Table 2-1); and the actual comment
letters submitted. The comment letters have been numbered as shown in Table 2-1 and include
letters, emails, and relevant portions of the transcript from the December 14, 2011, Planning
Commission meeting. The individual comments within each letter have been numbered in the right
margins. There is a response for each comment in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. The location
of the responses for each letter is indicated in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. List of Commenters and Location of Responses

Location of Responses

Letter # Commenter in Chapter 3 (Page #)
Federal Agencies

1 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 3-2
State Agencies

2 California Coastal Commission (CCC) 3-4
3 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 3-12
Local Agencies

4 City of Monterey (Monterey) 3-15
5 Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 3-16
6 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD-1) 3-24
7 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD-2) 3-25
8 Pebble Beach Community Service District (PBCSD) 3-28
9 Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) 3-30
Organizations

10 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 3-41
11 LandWatch Monterey County (LandWatch) 3-45
12 League of Women Voters (LWV-1) 3-58
13 Monterey Pine Forest Watch (MPFW-1) 3-59
14 Monterey Pine Forest Watch (MPFW-2) 3-64
15 Skyline Forest Homeowners Association (Skyline) 3-66
16 The Open Monterey Project (TOMP) 3-73
Individuals

17 Robert Hale (Hale) 3-92
18 Donald Scifres (Scifres) 3-102
19 Pebble Beach Company (Stilwell) 3-122
Comments Received After the Public Review Period

20 Helping Our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) 3-142
21 League of Women Voters (LWV-2) 3-149
22 Mark Blum (Blum-1) 3-150
23 Mark Blum (Blum-2) 3-153
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FRED MEURER

#4

Monterey
January 5, 2012
Joseph Sidor, Assoc. Planner s
“Mayor: Monterey Co. Resource Management Ag.
cHucK pELLA SALA 168 W. Alisal Street 2™ Floor
councilmembers: Sa”nas, CA 93901
LE3BY DOWNEY
JEFF HAFERMAN ) .
Nancy seLeribce  Vig Email: CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us
FRANK SOLLECITO
City Manager: Subject: Comments Regarding Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble

Beach Company Project (SCH# 2011041028)
Dear Mr. Sidor,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced environmental
document for the Pebble Beach Company Project. The City of Monferey supports the
Pebble Beach Company Project Alternative involving construction of a roundabout at the

"~ Highway 1/Holman Highway 68/17-Mile Drive intersection. This alternative is consistent
with the City’s mission to improve mobility and to ensure that such improvements address
multiple modes of transportation that are safe, efficient and effective.

The City of Monterey agrees with the DEIR Alternatives Analysis conclusion that the
Alternative 5 roundabout would mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. The footprint of the
roundabout is similar to that of the five-legged signalized intersection and therefore
biclegical, archaeological, and geological impacts would be similar and nco additional
studies would be necessary. The roundabout aiternative also requires a lower retaining
wall for the new Hwy 68 eastbound lane than the signalized intersection design, which
reduces the grading and visual impacts. Finally, the roundabout alternative improves
operation conditions such as vehicle queues at the SR1/SR68/17-Mile Drive interchange,
which reduces air quality impacts caused by vehicles queuing and idling at a signalized
intersection.

The City notes one correction regarding the future Holman Highway 68 Widening Project
and the Professional Center driveway. The City does not support the installation of a
signal at this location. The Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula (CHOMP) is
required to allow a U-Turn for east-bound traffic exiting the Professional Center.. This
requirement is a mitigation measure to the recent CHOMP expansion project. Please

4-01

4-02

4-03

eliminate all references to this signal at the Hwy B8/Professional Center driveway

throughout the DEIR. - _ : o . 1

We look forward to continuing the cooperative effort by all stakeholders to improve the
capacity of Holman Highway 68 to serve regional traffic. Please give me a call at 831-
646-3760 if you would like to discuss any of these issues with me or the City's traffic
engineering staff.

Sincerely,

Fred Meurer
City Manager

CITY HALL + MONTEREY * CALIFORNIA « 93940 = 831.646.3760C » FAX 831.646G.3793
- Web 5ite « http://fwww.monierey.org






MBUAPCD

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 24580 Silver Cloud Court
Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties Monterey, CA 93940
PHONE: (831) 647-9411 « FAX: (831) 647-8501

#5

BUAPCD

January 9, 2012

Joseph Sidor

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

Salinas, CA 93901

Submitted Electronically to:
CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us Original sent First Class Mail

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pebble Beach Company Project
(PLN100138)

Dear Mr. Sidor:

Thank you for providing the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (Air
District) the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. The comments
contained in this letter are intended as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be
incorporated into the final document, as appropriate. Overall, the Air District is concerned
that the project’s construction health risk impacts were underestimated and that the
significant impact from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions identified in the document are not
sufficiently mitigated.

In addition, the Air District requests documentation to support emission calculations and
consistency in the assumptions used to evaluate air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions impacts. The document or appendices did not include CalEEMod output
files which made it impossible for the Air District to review and confirm the emission
estimates reported. It also appears that a different set of assumptions was used to estimate
criteria pollutant emissions, evaluate construction health risks, and estimate GHG emissions.
This is of particular concern for the screening-level health risk assessment because less
conservative assumptions were used to evaluate risk than were used to evaluate criteria
pollutant impacts. A screening-level health risk assessment should be based on conservative
assumptions. If there was a reason for using different sets of assumptions, this should have
been clearly described in the document.

The following sections provide specific comments on the above-reference document.
Impact Analysis

The following comments address the Air Districts concerns related to the air quality and
climate change impact analyses and Appendix E.

5-01
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Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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Comments on Section 3.2 Air Quality

Table 3.2-6. Operational Emissions on Page 3.2-18 and Table 3.2-7 Unmitigated Construction
PM10 Emissions and Mitigated Construction PM10 Emissions.

The operation and construction emissions reported in the tables are not supported with
information in Appendix E such as, emission calculations, output reports from CalEEMod, or
output from the Sacramento Roadway Construction model for the intersections. Therefore, the
Air District is unable to confirm that the emissions were estimated correctly.

Sensitive Receptors on Page 3.2-22 and Table 3.2-10 on Page 3.2-24.

The text states that ““...a screening-level (worst-case) analysis of potential health risks” was
evaluated for construction activities. However, based on the information provided in Table E-
8 in Appendix E, the analysis was based on less conservative construction equipment
assumptions when compared to the construction equipment data contained in Table E-2.
Therefore, the results of the screening analysis may not represent a worst-case analysis. The
Air District is concerned that areas identified in Table 3.2-10 with a mitigated cancer risk of 8
in one million may be greater than the threshold of 10 in one million if more conservative
assumptions had been used for the analysis.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures on Page 3.2-28

The text states that operational emissions were based on daily trip generation data from Fehr
and Peers 2011. However, the Air District cannot confirm what trip rates the operational
emissions were based on because the CalEEMod output files were not included with the
document. Therefore, there is no documentation of what trip rates were used to generate the
operational emissions. The Air District is concerned that without being able to confirm what
traffic assumptions were used for the analysis, the ROG or NOx emissions from operation
may be underestimated.

Comments on Section 3.4 Climate Change

Approach to Developing Significance Criteria on Page 3.4-14.

Please confirm what year the analysis considers as the “Business-as-Usual” (BAU)
conditions for evaluating significance. The footnote #4 on page 3.4-14 refers to the year
2008; however, the Monterey County GHG inventory used 2005 as BAU condition.

Table 3.4-7 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (metric tons/year) Pages 3.4-18
through 3.4-20.

Please explain why the GHG emissions in Table 3.4-7 do not match the emissions presented
in Table 3.2-6. The GHG emissions are underestimated compared to the criteria pollutant
emissions for area and mobile sources. For example, the area and mobile source emissions
presented in Table 3.4-7 for Option 1 are lower than the mobile source emissions presented
in Table 3.2-6 for Option 1. If Table 3.4-7 represents operational emissions without design
features or measures to reduce GHGs, then the mobile source emissions presented in Table
3.4-7 should at least be equal to, if not higher than, the emissions presented in Table 3.2-6.
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Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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Table 3.4-7 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (metric tons/year) Pages 3.4-18 T
through 3.4-20 and Table 3.12-7 on Page 3.12-26.

Please confirm the water use for the project estimated using CalEEMod matches the
estimates from Table 3.12-7. It appears water use based on the CalEEMod defaults may
underestimate water demand compared to the values presented in Table 3.12-7. Additional
water use would result in more electricity and higher GHG emissions than have been
reported.

Table 3.4-9 Total Project Emissions Over Baseline on Page 3.4-21.

The annual operational emissions for Option 1 and Option 2 presented in Table 3.4-9 do not
match the values in Table 3.4-7. Please review and explain why the values in both tables are
not consistent.

GHG Reduction Plan Measures listed at bottom of Page 3.4-24. T
Please provide documentation to support the GHG reductions for the measures listed as being
included in the GHG Reduction Plan. The reductions shown for the state measures represent
statewide GHG reductions and overestimate the potential local GHG reductions that could be
achieved with the project. For example, the energy emissions reductions are overestimated.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is the electricity provider in the project area. If the
BAU condition is represented by the year 2008 (or 2005), PG&E had already achieved a
renewable portfolio standard value of approximately 15%. Please explain how the Renewable
Portfolio Standard measure, assuming this means 33% by 2020, will achieve reducing energy
emissions by 23.9% compared to the BAU condition of 15%. Based on the underestimate of
GHG reductions, the applicant must include additional measures in the GHG Reduction Plan to
reduce GHG emission to less than significant.

Comments on Appendix E Air Quality and Climate Change, Information for Analysis

Appendix E.
For future reference, the CalEEMod output tables should be included in the appendix in order

for the Air District to review the emissions reported. The emissions reported in Table 3.2-6 and
Table 3.4-7 could not be confirmed in CalEEMod using the information provided in Appendix
E. If the CalEEMod default values were changed, an explanation to support changing the
default values should also be included in the appendix.

Construction in Appendix E on Page E-2.

The text states that mitigated construction emissions were estimated assuming incorporation of
DPFs capable of 25% reduction. However, this measure is not listed in Mitigation Measure
AQ-C2. Please clarify what construction mitigation measures will be implemented.

Table E-5 Operational Assumptions in Appendix E

The project element sizes in Table E-5 must match with the information in Chapter 3 Project
Description. It appears different sizes for some project elements were used to estimate
emissions compared to what is summarized in the project description. For example on page 2-
12 it states, “The existing ballroom on the first floor would be expanded... to create an
additional 4,155 sf...” and “... the existing meeting facilities... additional 4,660 sf of meeting
space.” However, Table E-5 shows the ballroom was modeled as 3,960 sf and the meeting
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Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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a.

facilities were modeled as 3,960 sf. Therefore, the emissions may be underestimated if smaller
facility sizes were evaluated in CalEEMod than are planned for the project.

Table E-8 Health Risk Assessment Assumptions in Appendix E

Please provide a more detailed description of how the screening health risk assessment was
conducted. The basic assumptions used for off-road equipment; amount, horsepower, load
factor, and hours per day, should be consistent between the criteria pollutant emission
calculations and the health risk assessment. Based on the following comments, it appears the
emissions used for the health risk assessment were underestimated compared to the

methodology used to estimate criteria pollutant emissions. L1

The health risk assessment methodology states it is based on off-road equipment emission
factors from URBEMIS2007. However, the load factors shown in Table E-8 are lower than

the load factors presented in Table E-2 (the load factors in Table E-2 are similar to the

default load factors in URBEMIS2007). Please provide justification for using lower load
factors as these will result in lower emission rates which will underestimate the health risk.
The methodology also states that “...associated health risks was conducted for the Pebble ]
Beach Links Driving Range Relocation to Collins Field.” Please explain why the equipment
listed for the grading and paving phases in Table E-8 do not match the equipment listed for
the same project element and phase in Table E-2. In particular, the health risk assessment
appears to have assumed fewer hours per day of equipment operation than presented in Table
E-2. For example, most of the equipment in Table E-2 is listed to operate 8 hours per day
while Table E-8 has most equipment operating less than 8 hours per day. The emissions used
for the health risk assessment are underestimated if fewer equipment types and fewer hours
per day were used. |

Please confirm whether the emission rates presented in Table E-8 are for the unmitigated
or mitigated case. It appears the emission rates include mitigation measure AQ-D1. The
PM emission rates (g/hr) presented in Table E-8 are lower than what can be calculated
using off-road equipment emission factors from URBEMIS2007 as stated in the
methodology. The PM emission factor in URBEMIS2007 for a rubber tired dozer in the
year 2015 is 0.125 g/bhp hr (Appendix I to the URBEMIS2007 User’s Guide). This
equates to an emission rate of 16.4 g/hr and was calculated based on values in Table E-8
(0.125 g PM/bhp hr x 357 hp x 0.3685 load factor = 16.4 g/hr). An 85% reduction of the
URBEMIS2007 emission factor for a rubber tired dozer would equate to nearly the same
emission rate presented in Table E-8 (85% reduction of 16.4 g/hr = 2.46 g/hr and Table E-
8 shows 2.83 g/hr). Therefore, it appears the emission rates include mitigation measure
AQ-D1, installation of DPFs capable of achieving an 85% reduction in PM10 exhaust

emissions. -

Mitigation Measures

The Air District’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines discusses how the site design of a project can
influence the impact on air quality. One type of site design feature the Air District
encourages the applicant to consider is excluding wood-burning fireplaces. Wood-burning
fireplaces can negatively impact air quality by generating fine particulate matter and creating
an odor nuisance for neighbors. Therefore, the Air District recommends that the applicant
requires installation of pellet stoves or fireplace inserts that operate with natural gas in

[
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Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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locations where fireplaces may be planned, such as, residences, hotel rooms, or meetings
rooms.

The Air District supports the transportation mitigation measures that relieve congestion or
promote alternative transportation uses as these measures will also contribute to benefiting
air quality and GHG emissions. In particular, the Air District supports the development of an
alternative transportation plan as listed under Mitigation Measure TRA-G1. A main source
of criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with the project will result from
transportation. Reducing the number of vehicle trips will benefit reducing both criteria

pollutant emissions and GHG emissions. 1

Finally, the Air District recommends that the applicant commit to implementing the GHG
Reduction Plan under Mitigation Measure CC-A2-A. The measures under consideration for
reducing GHG emissions complement the recommended site design measures listed in the Air
District’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines. Implementing these measures would benefit both air quality
and climate change by reducing emissions. If this mitigation measure is selected, please

forward a copy of the GHG Reduction Plan to the Air District upon completion.

General Comments
The following are editorial comments for clarification in the document.

Table 3.2-6 on Page 3.2-18

5-18
cont'd

5-19

5-20

Please confirm the units for the criteria pollutant emissions, the table title says “lbs/day” but :[ 5-21

the table header says “Ib/year”.

Significance Criteria on Page 3.4-15 and Mitigation Measure CC-A2-A on Page 3.4-22.
Please review and confirm the percentage reduction from business as usual (BAU) used to
evaluate the project. It is not clear whether a 24% reduction from BAU or a 26% reduction
from BAU is considered the reduction needed for the project. The text on page 3.4-15 states,
“...represents a reduction in GHG emissions equal to 24% below 2020 BAU conditions...”,
however, Mitigation Measure CC-A2-A states “Reduce annual greenhouse gas emission by

26% relative to business as usual...”. -

Mitigation Measure AQ-D1 on Page 3.2-25.

A DPF capable of achieving an 85% reduction in PM10 emissions is considered “Level 3” not |

“Tier 37, please change text to state “Level 3” in both places in the mitigation measure.

Table E-5 Operational Assumptions in Appendix E

Please confirm that the table head name “Trip Rate” is incorrect and should be called “Unit
Amount” to correspond to the value used in CalEEMod. The values in the “Trip Rate” column
do not match with the values in Table 3.11-20 Project Trip Generation. A table showing what

trip rates were used to estimate operational mobile source emissions must be included in the
appendix.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Please contact me at (831) 647-9418 ext.
226 or bnunes@mbuapcd.org if you have questions regarding these comments. Also, please
provide the Air District with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the

5-22
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Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report (per Public Resources Code Section
21092.5).

Best regards,

Robert Nunes
Air Quality Planner

Cc:  Amy Clymo, MBUAPCD Air Quality Planner
David Craft, MBUAPCD Air Quality Engineer

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer Page 6 of 6
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#11

monterey county LandWatch

Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, CA 93902
Email: LandWatch@mclw.org
Website: www.landwatch.org
Telephone: 831-759-2824

FAX: 831-759-2825

January 9, 2012

Monterey County Planning Department
168 West Alisal Street, 2" Floor
Salinas, CA 93901
CEQAComments@co.monterey.ca.us

Dear Staff:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the project which is for build-out of the remaining
undeveloped Pebble Beach Company (PBC) properties in the Del Monte Forest Local Coastal
Plan (LCP) area. The project includes the following major activities:

Expanding meeting facilities by 13,815 sq. ft.

Adding 195 guest units.

Constructing a two-level 224-space parking facility and 285-space parking lot.

Collins Field-Equestrian Center: relocating driving range to Collins Field, constructing

golf academy, demolishing existing equestrian center and constructing a new center.

Adding 28,797 sq. ft. of commercial space.

e Creating 98 residential lots.

e Road improvements at SR1/SR68/17; Congress Road/17 Mile Drive; Congress
Road/Lopez Rd; Lopez Road/Sunridge Rd and Portola Rd/Stevenson Drive.

e Trail and infrastructure improvements.

e Preserving 635 acres of dedication and conservation areas.

e Removing about 5,500 Monterey Pines, 952 Coast Live Oak and 35 other tree types for a
total of 6,500 to 6,700 trees.

e Over 125 amendments or deletions to the Del Monte Forest LCP.

In addition to the proposed project, changes to the Poppy Hills Golf course are proposed
including removal of 533 trees under a separate application.

Our comments follow:

1. The DEIR should address why the proposed project is being processed separately
from the Poppy Hills Golf course project. Since the combined projects would
require removal of over 7,000 trees and generate significant greenhouse gas
emissions, they should be processed together. At a minimum, the cumulative impacts of
both projects must be addressed, and the revised environmental documents for both
projects should be re-circulated.

11-01
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Air Quality

A. P. 3.2-17 and 3.2-28. The methodology for determining project consistency with
the 2008 AQMP was changed in September 2011. See the MBUAPCD website
for the revised Consistency Procedure 4.0. Under the new procedure, project
dwelling units are added to base year units and approved and unconstructed
dwelling units for unincorporated Monterey County. This number is then
compared to the number of units forecast by AMBAG at the year of build-out.
Please identify the approved and unconstructed projects in your response.

B. Table 3.2-6, p. 3.2-19. The title identifies emissions as lbs/day, yet the table itself
indicates Ibs/year. This inconsistency should be clarified.

C. P. 3.2-25. The DEIR finds the impact of diesel exhaust emissions on sensitive
receptor would be significant for construction at all project development sites,
except Area M Spyglass Hill and the Residential Lot Subdivision at the
Corporation Yard, where the impact would be less than significant. The proposed
mitigation measure (AQ-D1) would require the applicant to ensure that
construction contractor(s) retrofit and install diesel particulate filters (DPFs)
capable of achieving an 85% reduction in PM10 exhaust emissions (Tier 3) on all
off-road construction equipment and diesel oxidation catalysts and Tier 3 DPFs
on all on-road soil hauling. The DEIR finds this measure would reduce impacts
to less than significant. Data should be provided that substantiate this finding.

Biological Resources

A. The DEIR recommends numerous mitigation measures to address impacts on
biological resources. We support these recommendations and urge that they be
included as project conditions.

Traffic

A. P. 3.11-11.The proposed project would amend the LUP to delete Policy 113
which follows in part:

The Resource Constraint Area designation shall be removed only when
water and sewer capacity sufficient to serve such development becomes
available and that highway capacity and circulation solutions have been
agreed upon and adopted. Until such time that resource problems are

solved, there shall be no development other than existing lots of record.

The DEIR addresses traffic circulation problems existing at the time the LUP was
adopted and finds these problems have been addressed. This finding is intended to
support deletion of Policy 113. However, the DEIR finds that the proposed project
would add substantial traffic to intersections in Del Monte Forest and the
immediate vicinity; decrease acceptable levels of service to unacceptable levels or
worsen existing unacceptable levels of service; and have both project level and
cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts. P. 3.11-2 The DEIR also finds
the project would add traffic to regional highway sections that are projected to
operate at unacceptable levels of service and would add traffic to a highway ramp
projected to operate at an unacceptable level of service. These impacts are found
to be unavoidable and significant at the project level and cumulatively. Based on

11-03
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findings in the DEIR, deletion of Policy 113 is not supported, and in fact, its
deletion would have significant unavoidable impacts.

The DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable project level and cumulative
impacts on regional roadways. While the DEIR states the applicant will contribute
its fair share of regional impact fees, impacts are found to be significant and
unavoidable until such time as proposed mitigation measures are implemented.
Further, the DEIR identifies proposed regional transportation projects that do not
have funding in the foreseeable future and finds the project’s contribution to
regional fees will not mitigate significant impacts.

We note that previous EIRs prepared for the County have made different findings,
notably that regional traffic impacts would be mitigated with payment of regional
impact fees. The analysis for this project is consistent with CEQA requirements
regarding mitigation measures, and we support this updated approach for
analyzing regional traffic impacts and mitigation.

5. Water Supply

A.

P. 3-2.2. The DEIR finds that water is available for the project through 2016;
after that time, additional water would be needed from new sources. It finds that
a significant and unavoidable impact on water supplies if the Regional Project is
not built by then. It also finds that regional water supply infrastructure and
operations would have secondary environmental impacts. Mitigation

measures are not identified for these impacts.

As noted above, Policy 113 which addresses traffic, water and sewer capacities
would be deleted. According to the DEIR, the proposed substitute LCP
Amendment prescribes that development in the Del Monte Forest can only be
approved if it is first clearly demonstrated that the development will be
served by an adequate, long-term public water supply, and where such
development incorporates all necessary measures to assure no net increase

in water demand from Cal-Am sources where extraction is leading to
resource degradation. The only exception would be the remaining portion of
the applicant’s water entitlement consistent with the SWRCB Cease and
Desist Order. The specific LCP amendment language is not provided in the
DEIR. However, the DEIR states:

New text describes that concept plan development can use water from
the Pebble Beach Water Entitlement and that adequate water is
available to meet expected demand. P. 2-36.

As noted above, there is not a long-term water supply available to serve the
project. The inconsistency between this finding and the statement on P. 2-36
should be addressed.

11-07
cont'd
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Climate Change

A. The DEIR attempts to use the County’s GHG emission reduction policy (OS-
10.11) described in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan to address the
project’s impact on climate change. The DEIR states:

On the county level, the County has identified its 2020 target to be to
reduce GHG emissions by 15% below 2005 levels by 2020. The
County 2005 emissions of approximatelyl.71million MT CO2e are
projected to increase to1.91 million MT CO,e by 2020, which is an
increase of approximately 11%. Using the draft inventory data, the
county’s target would correspond to 1.5 million MT CO,e, which is 11-10
approximately 24% below 2020 BAU conditions. Typos not
added. P. 3.4-14

The source of the 2005 and 2020 emission inventory is not provided in either
the DEIR or the Air Quality and Climate Change Appendix. The 2009 AMBAG
Update shows the 2005 GHG emission inventory at 1.3 million MT CO,e
(excludes pass-through traffic). AMBAG has not prepared an updated

2020 forecasts. (Telecom 12/15/11, Chris Sentieri, AMBAG). The DEIR
should use up-to-date data and revise its analysis accordingly.

B. For purposes of the DEIR, project level GHG emissions are considered
significant if they are more than 76% of unmitigated emissions level. If
project level emissions are reduced by more than 24%, they would not be
significant. P. 3.4-15.

If project levels emissions are accounted for in the 2020 emission forecast for
Monterey County, this approach would be consistent with the adopted 1111
County policy. However, the DEIR does not address consistency between
project level emissions and the 2020 forecast of 1.91million MT COxe.

The DEIR finds the project would emit between 4,056 to 5,468 MT COze in
excess of baseline and that with mitigation, emissions would be reduced by
more than 24% and would have less than a significant impact. If these
emissions are in excess of the 2020 Monterey County forecast, they would
have an unavoidable and significant cumulative impact on climate change. i

C. Instead of using the method described above, guidelines adopted by the
BAAQMD should be used to address climate change. While MBUAPCD has
not approved GHG thresholds of significance, it has draft guidelines under
preparation. These guidelines are similar to those adopted by the BAAQMD.
The DEIR states: 11-12

The State CEQA Guidelines do not define the amount of GHG emissions
that would constitute a significant impact on the environment.

Instead, they leave the determination of the significance of GHG
emissions up to the lead agency and authorize the lead agency to
consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or

recommended by other public agencies or recommended by experts,

4



provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is
supported by substantial evidence (State CEQA Guidelines
15064.4[a], 15064.7[c]). P. 3.4-14

Since neither the County of Monterey nor MBUAPCD have established
thresholds of significance nor has the County identified an approach
pursuant to these CEQA Guidelines, we believe the methodology adopted by
the BAAQMD should be used to estimate the impact of GHG emissions on
climate change.

The adopted BAAQMD threshold of significant for land use projects is
4.6 metric tons CO,e/year/service pop

Using this threshold, the project may have a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact on climate change.

Emissions from disposal of the 6,000 plus trees are averaged over a 100 year
period. Since development would occur at a much more rapid rate, the use of
a 100 year average should be justified (Table 3.4-8). Also, the emission
estimate is based on the assumption that the trees will be chipped (p. 3.4-

23). Since there is no condition requiring chipping and since burning is the
other disposal method, the estimate of emissions from disposal should be
revised to reflect both burning and chipping.

The DEIR includes a mitigation measure to validate the greenhouse gas
emission offset value of preserving 598 acres of Monterey pine forest. P. 3.4-
27. It states that the existing LCP designates most of these areas for
development. The DEIR further states, “For project to qualify[for the
Climate Action Reserve], it must be demonstrated that the project has a
feasible and realistic potential for development and loss of the forested lands
that would occur in the long run without the proposed preservation.”

Policy 113 as described above would limit development on these acres into
the foreseeable future.

Also, the methodology for evaluating impacts on climate change from the
Pebble Beach Company project and the Poppy Hills Golf course project are
inconsistent. This discrepancy should be addressed.

7. Alternatives Analysis

A.

The DEIR indicates that residential development has the greatest impacts on
biological resources. Up to 4,605 Monterey Pines would be removed by
residential lot subdivisions. P. 3.4-20.

Three Clustered Development and three Reduced Development Alternatives
are evaluated. All alternatives are identified as meeting most of the project
objectives. Table 5-1.

1112
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All three Clustered Development Alternatives (1A-1C) would include 90
residential units and 18 units of inclusionary housing. All would reduce
impacts to the Monterey Pine Forest and Yadon’s piperia over the proposed
project. Alternative 1C is identified as reducing Monterey Pine Forest acres 11-18
by 3.49 and Yadon’s piperia by 3.3 acres. P. 5-13. However, these data
conflict with data inTable 5-6 which show a total of 9.00 fewer acres of
Yadon’s piperia affected for a total of 12.49 acres.

Three Reduced Development Alternatives (2A-2C) would include fewer
residential and inclusionary housing units. Alternative 2A would reduce
impacts on Monterey Pine Forest by 8 acres and Yadon’s piperia by 4 acres; 11-19
Alternative 2B would reduce impacts by 14 acres and 4 acres, respectively;
Alternatives would reduce impacts by 24 acres and 7 acres respectively.

Alternative 2C is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative . P.
5-35. However, the text states, “...the environmentally superior “action”
alternative is Alternative 2C (Clustered Development Alternative C)...”. 11-20
(emphasis added). The Clustered Development Alternative is 1C. Is the
referenced alternative 1C or 2C?

B. Reducing the number of trees to be removed would affect estimates of GHG T 11-21
emissions. The impact on GHG emissions should be quanitified for each of the )
residential alternatives. +

C. The DEIR finds that a roundabout at the SR 68/SR 1/17-Mile Drive ]
Interchange would not address significant impacts. PP. 5-6 and 5-26. Given 11-22

the potential of significant cumulative impacts on climate change as
addressed above, a roundabout at that interchange would reduce GHG
emissions as well as ozone precursor emissions.

D. Existing comparative studies of signalized intersections versus roundabout
intersections indicate substantial reductions in vehicle emissions especially during
the A.M. and P.M. peak hours when heavy traffic occurs.' The basis for the
vehicle emissions reduction is that roundabouts allow continuous vehicle flow and
no, or very little, vehicle stops. Studies show that modern roundabouts have less
delay, queing and stopping than standard signalized intersections. In one
comparative analysis between the two types of intersections, as reported in Impact 11-23
of Modern Roundabout on Vehicular Emissions,” the conclusions are as follows:

e There was a (21 percent to 42 percent) decrease in the Carbon Monoxide
(CO) emissions (Kg/hr) for the AM and PM periods after the installation of
a modern roundabout.

e There was a (16 percent to 59 percent) decrease in the Carbon Dioxide
(CO2) emissions (Kg/hr) for the AM and PM periods after the installation of
modern roundabout.

' When vehicles are idle in a queue they emit about 7 times as much carbon monoxide (CO) as vehicles traveling at
10 mph. Source: refer to footnote #2.

2 http://www.ctre.iastate.edu/pubs/midcon2003/MandavilliRoundabouts.pdf;
https://www.dot.ny.gov/main/roundabouts/files/Emissions_Reduction.pdf




Thank you for

Sincerely,

Amy L. White

e There was a (20 percent to 48 percent) decrease in the Oxides of Nitrogen
(NOx) emissions (Kg/hr) for the AM and PM periods after the installation of
modern roundabout.

e There was a (18 percent to 65 percent) decrease in the Hydrocarbons (HC)
emissions (Kg/hr) for the AM and PM periods after the installation of modern
roundabout.

e Reduction in delays, queues and proportion of vehicle stopped at the
intersection in the case of roundabouts suggest that roundabouts enhanced the
operational performance of the intersections and account for the reduction in
vehicular emissions.

e Since all the locations had a range of different traffic conditions, it is
reasonable to suggest that a modern roundabout may be the best intersection
alternative to reduce vehicular emissions for several other locations in Kansas
with similar ranges of traffic volumes.

The DEIR reports that the LOS improves with roundabouts for the 2015 and 2030
conditions as compared to the signalized intersections. PP 5-32; Table 5-4

The DEIR reports substantially less vehicle queues with the roundabout for 2015
and 2030 conditions as compared to signalized intersections. PP 5-33; Table 5-5
In addition to the superiority of roundabouts in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions there are other significant advantages to roundabouts. Roundabouts
have resulted in a 90 percent reduction in fatal and incapacitating accidents,
regardless of the lack of familiarity by drivers with this type of intersection
design. As compared to signalized intersections, injury accidents are reduced by
76 percent and overall intersection accidents are reduced by 35 percent because
there are substantially fewer collision points in the design of a roundabout.

The deaths in Monterey County that are the result of vehicle collisions at
standard, all-way stop-controls such as signalized intersections can be eliminated
by constructing roundabouts.

Roundabouts perform more favorably when compared to conventional
intersections in terms of improved safety, increased capacity, reduced overall
delay, and improved aesthetics. This is because they have specific design and
traffic control features including yield control for entering traffic, channelized
approaches, and appropriate curvature to ensure safe travel speeds. They are self
regulating as to speed and access to the intersection by the drivers. Roundabouts
are also more cost effective in that they preclude the cost of signalization and
maintenance of signals, and they reduce society’s overall insurance costs through
fewer accidents and fewer deaths and incapacitating injuries.

the opportunity to review the document.

Executive Director

11-23
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Lawrence, Laura x5148

From: Beverly Bean [beverlygb@gmail.com]
Sent:  Saturday, January 07, 2012 4:56 PM
To: cegacomments

#12

LWV-1

Subject: MND FOR POPPY HOLDINGS INC. AND DEIR FOR THE PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY PROPERTIES IN THE DEL

MONTE FOREST LCP
January 7, 2012

Monterey County Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

CEOQAComments@co.monterey.ca.us

SUBJECT: MND FOR POPPY HOLDINGS INC. AND DEIR FOR THE
PEBBLE BEACH COMPANY PROPERTIES IN THE DEL MONTE FOREST
LCP

Dear Staff:

The League of Women Voters of the Monterey Peninsula has reviewed the environmental
documents for the Pebble Beach Company (PBC) project which includes over 125 amendments
to the Del Monte Forest LCP and the Poppy Hills Golf course project. While the Pebble Beach
Company is the applicant for both projects, they are being processes separately with two
different environmental documents.

By chopping up the project into pieces, the totality of environmental impacts of the two projects T

is not evaluated. For example, the PBC project would remove up to 6,700 Monterey Pine trees.
The Poppy Hills Golf course project would remove 533 trees. Both projects include significant
emissions during the construction phase with potential health impacts from diesel exhaust
emissions. In terms of climate change, the PBC project would emit up to 5,469 MT CO,e while

the Poppy Hills project would emit 2,227 tons of CO, over the life of the project. While the

second project’s impact may not be significant, when considered with the first, the total may be
significant and require a larger amount of mitigation.

01/10/2012

12-01

12-02




In addition to piecemealing the proposed projects in the Del Monte Forest, the two environmental documents use I 12-03
different methodologies for addressing impacts on climate change. Finally, neither environmental document includes 12-04
the impacts of both projects in any of the cumulative impact analyses. I -

We request that the projects be considered together and that one environmental impact report be prepared for all of the
activities currently proposed by the Pebble Beach Company. The revised document should be re-circulated for public 12-05
review and comment.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the documents.

Sincerely,

Beverly Bean

President

01/10/2012
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#15
Skyline

SKYLINE FOREST NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

3 January 2012

Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County Resources Management Agency
Planning Dept

168 W. Alisal St. 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Comments on Draft EIR - Pebble Beach Company Project (DMFP), file # PLN100138

Dear Mr. Sidor;

The Monterey Skyline Forest Neighborhood Association strongly supports the Round-a-Bout Alternative

in the Highway 68 (Holman Highway) Widening Project and is opposed to a proposal requiring
additional traffic lanes and increased signalization at the Highway 1/Highway 68 intersection. 15-01
Accordingly, we have the following traffic-related comments on the Pebble Beach Company Del Monte

Forest Project (DMFP) draft EIR (DEIR):

1. On page 2-15, Pebble Beach proposes to mitigate traffic impacts by way of phase 1-B Roadway T
Improvements as a sub-set of TAMC and AMBAG plans for a Highway 68 Widening Project. The
DEIR further alludes to a CALTRANS PSR completed in 2000 as the basis for the Widening
Project. It is our position, however, that the year 2000 PSR is now out of date. In particular, it
predated currently available design criteria for round-a-bouts, which will likely result in a major
revision of the Widening Project design. The City of Monterey, as lead agency for the Widening
Project, currently supports the safety, environmental, and cost advantages of incorporating a round-
a-bout at the SR 1/SR 68 intersection. 1l

15-02

2. We believe the adoption of Alternative 5 (Round-a-Bout) would allow the transportation network to T
mitigate many of the traffic impacts of the DMFP, as well as from existing congestion, without a
second eastbound lane on SR 68, without a third lane on the SR 1 off-ramp, without a second right
turn lane from SR 68 southbound, utilizing smaller retaining walls, and with far less air quality and
environmental impacts - not to mention substantially improving traffic safety.

15-03

3. Fehr & Peers notes in Appendix E that the DMFP will have unmitigated traffic impacts on the SR
68/Skyline Forest Drive intersection. It contends that the LOS F problem can only be resolved with a
traffic signal at the intersection (Auto Mitigation 1). We believe that the impact can be mitigated
with the construction of the Round-a-Bout Alternative. Our conclusion is based on our previous

15-04



SKYLINE FOREST NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
letter in which we disagreed with the Nov 2003 Skyline Traffic Study conclusion that a mere
20% of the traffic passing through the neighborhood is heading to another destination. Our observa- | 15-04
tions conclude the percentage to be 50% or better during the morning and afternoon rush hours. | cont'd

4. We further disagree that the intersection problem is due to left turning traffic from Skyline Forest
Drive onto SR 68. Our observation is that the left turn from SR 68 (largely bypass traffic) onto
Skyline Forest Drive is the cause of the problem. As left-turning traffic queues up on SR 68 during
rush hour, it prevents drivers out of Skyline (largely local traffic) from turning left (east) into the 15-05
refuge lane. The best solution to that problem is to keep eastbound traffic moving on SR 68 so
drivers have less incentive to bypass through the neighborhoods. That will only happen with a
round-a-bout at the SR 1/ SR 68 intersection. 1l

5. Fehr & Peers also notes that the impacts on the Carmel Hill Professional Center will be unmitigated.
We do not accept that conclusion. As noted in the Skyline Forest letter to CALTRANS dated Dec 6,
2006, the impacts can be mitigated if CHOMP & Pebble Beach would provide an at-grade crossing
of Scenic Rd between CHOMP and its Professional Park. This would eliminate the need for left
turns into or out of the Professional Park as well as the U-turns at the CHOMP entrance. Neither
would be required since eastbound access from Highway 68 to the Professional Park, as well as
eastbound egress, would be via the Scenic Rd. crossing and the CHOMP /SR 68 intersection. A
second alternative is to limit out-bound traffic to right turn only onto Holman Highway, followed by
a u-turn at CHOMP for drivers heading toward Highway 1. Accordingly, we are opposed to the
installation of a traffic signal at the Holman Highway/Professional Center intersection. 1l

15-06

6. We have also noted that the current signal at CHOMP remains red to both directions of SR 68 traffic
when congestion causes eastbound cars exiting CHOMP to stop over the detector loops. This
unnecessarily halts traffic on SR 68 in both directions backing cars into the SR 1/SR 68 intersection | 15-07
as well as into the Skyline/SR 68 intersection. This problem can best be addressed by the Round-a-
Bout Alternative which can keep vehicles moving thereby preventing them from stopping over the
loops. -

7. The section of the DEIR discussing Alternative 5 (pg 5-25), is inadequate in several ways.

-First, it attempts to compare the Round-a-Bout Alternative, including bike route facilities, with a | 15-08
widening project (including Phase 1-B) that does not. This is comparing apples & oranges! A Phase
1 of the Round-a-Bout Alternative, without bike facilities, should be used in the comparative
analysis.

-Second, the DEIR does the same thing when it compares the DMFP Phase 1B project with 15-09
a full build out of the Widening Project inclusive of Alternative 5 (pg 5-26) - more apples
and oranges! -




SKYLINE FOREST NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
- Third, The discussion makes extensive use of the phrase “slightly less” and “similar” in
comparing benefits of the Round-a-Bout Alternative with the DFMP project with no
evidence to back up those rosy assertions. The Climate Change impact (pg 5-29) is just the
most obvious example. The DEIR attempts to equate the well recognized air quality
advantages of a round-a-bout with stop & go traffic at a signalized intersection by
contending the DFMP will obtain the same results by some combination of “..design
features, replanting/or offset purchases.. or .. greenhouse gas emission offset of preserving
Monterey Pine forest...”

-Fourth, similar rosy assertions in the Air Quality; Aesthetics; Geology, Seismology, and
Soils; Land Use and Recreation; Noise and Vibration; and Transportation and Circulation
sections are equally suspect.

8. Tables 5-4 and 5-5 of the DEIR and the associated discussion clearly indicate the advantages of T
Alternative 5 over the current Widening Project plan and related Phase 1B. Although we understand

15-10

that it is not the responsibility of the PBC to design or fully fund the complete Widening Project, 15-11

PBC has a responsibility under Phase 1B to mitigate the DMFP impacts on the Skyline Forest
Neighborhoods (TRA-C1) as well as the SR 68 highway ramp (TRA-C3). We believe both can be

adequately addressed by construction of the round-a-bout at SR 1/ SR 68.

9. As noted in the DEIR, CALTRANS may need to approve a design exception to accomplish these T

mitigations, and TAMC will need to support a final design incorporating the round-a-bout. We are 15-12

confident that all parties involved can work together to accomplish that objective. If so, the Skyline
Forest Neighborhood should have no further objections to the Pebble Beach Del Monte Forest

Project.

Sincerely.

James M. Cullem P.E.
Chairman
Skyline Traffic & Safety Committee

Cc: Skyline Forest Neighborhood Association Board
Rich Deal, P.E., City of Monterey Traffic Engineer
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#17
Hale

Robert Hale

813 Cypress Street
Monterey, CA 93940
9 January 2012

Joseph Sidor

Monterey County RMA Planning Department
168 W. Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Comments on DRAFT EIR for Pebble Beach Company Project, PLN100138

I have the following comments regarding the DEIR for the Pebble Beach Company
Project, presently under consideration. This proposal is definitely an improvement over
previous development plans over the last two decades. There are still a few areas of the
proposed development that concern me that in that they impact directly or indirectly 17-01
important habitat for endangered plant species. Portions of Area K harbor a high density
piperia habitat and Area L encroaches upon the extraordinarily rare Potentilla hickmanii.
In my view the project can be improved by consideration of the following comments:

1) Alternatives to the Project - Removal of several lots will provide for a securer
preservation of the most important endangered plant habitat. Some lots in Area K, L and
perhaps J are the areas that I am most concerned about impacts on endangered species
habitat. Of the Alternatives listed, ALT 1B comes closest to my preference, but it is not
necessary to eliminate all the lots. The lots in important habitat should be preserved and
lots fit into more disturbed habitat. 1 also see no need to require inclusionary housing at
the Corporation Yard. That can continue to be residential housing. Comments on
Alternatives follow: 1702
a) ALT 1A, 2A - Not preferred. Area J is a more fragmented area and with the

exception of Lot 1 the impacts on dense piperia habitat is minimal.

b) ALT 1B, 2B - Closer - But not all of K, L need be preserved which would
minimize the number of lots to be fit in elsewhere. See my preferred next
comment item.

c) ALT 1C, 2C - This puts more housing into Area L and unnecessarily tries to
protect every occurrence of piperia in the project. A noble goal, but only the
denser more separate occurrences need to be protected in the context of
preservation of the larger habitats and populations 1

2) My Preferred Alternative - Remove from Area K lots 2-4 and 8. Remove from ]|
Area L lots 6-10 and Area J — reconfigure Lot 1 so that the north slope is placed in
preservation. This will leave 9 units that could be relocated in the more disturbed Area 17-03
F-2 or the Corporation Yard. No inclusionary housing needed in Pebble Beach. See
comments 6-8 below for more discussion. 4




3) Area B - Employee Parking Lot Impact on Area B preservation area.

What will be the impact of lighting and the view of the Parking Lot from the western
portion of the Preservation area? This impact could be significant if not designed
properly. Please include similar language contained in mitigation requirements for the
Corporation Yard development that require lights be shielded, directed away from and

not visible in the Preservation area B. 1
Visibility of the lot could be reduced by constructing parking lot to be sunken below the T

elevation of the preservation area. There is currently a built up fire road that drops off

into the parking lot. Perhaps a small barrier could be built. 1
The impact of construction disturbance spreading non-native plants into the T

preservation area is potentially significant. The fire road boundary is already quite
overgrown with non-native invasive plants. Mitigation should be to require control of
invasive nonnative plants at the edge of the preservation area.

4) Mitigation BIO-A1 establishes the need to implement resource management plans
for maintaining and the biological resources. They are grouped by areas of contiguous
habitat, for example are PQR. The DEIR does not recognize that there are existing open
space areas managed by DMFF that border on two plan preservation areas at Seal Rock
Creek and Area B,C. It is important to include these in the management plans as they are
ecologically connected as a intact Monterey pine forest and non-native plants may easily
spread into the Preservation areas. Include the following in:

a) Area B, C - The open space areas adjacent to Area B are currently dedicated open
space resource areas and need to be managed together with Preservation area B.
Better yet would be to coordinate with the Regional Park District for management
of Rip Van Winkle park, too. Current invasive plants include — English vy,
Genista (broom), holly, veldt grass (Ehrharta erecta) amongst others. Excessive
off trail use by dogs and people is also degrading portions of the area.

b) Lower Seal Rock Creek - The open space forest to the north of Indian Village
Picnic site extending from the Dunes to Stevenson Drive is contiguous and makes up the
majority of forest that Area L is part of, and should be managed in the Lower Seal Rock

SSRMP. 1

5) Mitigation BIO-A1 requiring site specific management plans does not include the
resource of native grasslands. Native Grassland habitat protection in SSRMPs is needed
to be addressed in the DEIR as a biological resource to be protected. Please include this
resource to be managed in the SSRMPs. Coastal prairie and other native grasslands are an
increasingly rare habitat type in California and Pebble beach contains several dominant
grasslands under pine forest that range from dry to wet conditions. Sensitive plant
species such as pine rose and endangered yadon’s piperia often grow in grassland habitat.
They can be easily degraded by non-native grasses both annual and perennial (veldt
grass). Protection and enhancement of open meadows such as the Spruance meadow and
Indian village meadow as well as the native grass understory of the Monterey pine forest

is critical to the health of these habitat resources.

17-04
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6) Impact BIO-D1 concerns the removal or indirect impacts on approximately 8000
piperia plants on about 8 acres of habitat. The impact of the loss of critical habitat
areas for the piperia is not considered in this DEIR, but is important for the survival
of the endangered species. The proposed project will severely impact two areas of
high density habitat that is not contiguous to other populations proposed for
preservation. Smaller, isolated and less dense populations may not be as important,
though the DEIR does state that an isolated population of 274 plants in Area B is
important for critical habitat. In particular, development in Area K severely, directly
and indirectly, impacts an area of several acres of habitat with over 5300 plants that is
a separate from other populations. Therefore development of Area K is a significant
impact that can not be mitigated as it is high density, disjunct population important
for critical habitat in the recovery plan for Yadon’s piperia. Area J also contains
higher density piperia habitat. To preserve this important critical habitat reconfigure
the project:

a) RECONFIGURATION of Area K — Delete Lots 2, 3, 4, and place them in the
preservation parcels. . This is the largest block of high quality (free from invasive
weeds) piperia habitat and plants in Area K. Lot 8 also has a dense population and
should be removed also due to it’s proximity to a wetland. The other populations
are in somewhat degraded condition from genista and more fragmented. Please
analyze this as an alternative to the proposed project.

b) RECONFIGURATION of AreaJ - Lot 1 will directly and indirectly affect an area
of piperia habitat that extends westward into a preservation parcel. Deletion of Lot 1 and
adding this acreage to the preservation parcel will preserve a significant block of habitat
for piperia. At least the northern half of the Lot 1 should be added to the adjacent
preservation area

7) Mitigation BIO-D4, Regarding Impact of Area L development on nearby Potentilla |

hickmanii in Indian Village.

The impact identifies lots 6-10 and the road to them as having a significant impact on
the drainage uphill from the Indian village habitat for the Potentilla. This plant occurs in
only two populations in the world and deserves the highest level of protection. The
Impact is not able conclude that effects on drainage can be ascertained and requires a
certification prior to subdivision. Due to the rarity of the plant this mitigation leaves too
much chance for adverse impacts and the impact is not mitigatable. Avoidance of
development adjacent needs to be considered. Reconfigure to at least remove Lots 9 and
10 and place in the preservation parcel, as these seemed to be the lots located most
directly up gradient from the meadow population. Removal of lots 6-10 and the access
road to them would provide the highest level of protection.

8) Impact of Area L development on a large block of contiguous ESHA pine forest.
The DEIR fails to identify that the 18 acre Area L is part of a much larger pine forest
that stretches from the sand dunes at Bird Rock eastward to a golf course and

17-09
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Stevenson Road. This appears to be a block of 80 to 100 acres that has a minimal
passive open space recreational area at Indian Village surrounded by the larger
preserved open forest space. Why is this substantial intact acreage of ESHA not being
considered as an ESHA that is not suitable for development?. It meets all the
requirements for important Monterey Pine ESHA. How were areas of ESHA selected
that are allowed to be developed? What criteria did this larger lower Seal Rock EHSA
forest that area L is contained within allow it to be designated developable? This
would be another reason to minimize the impact on ESHA by allowing at the most
development on lots 1-6.

9) Mitigation Measure BIO-B3 - which details additional elements for the HHNHA
such as specifying closing and revegetating all informal social trails. There are some
social trails that provide for a suitable extension to the designated fire roads system
that would be suitable for hikers only. The HHNHA SSRMP should conduct an
inventory of existing social trails and consider dedicating some of these that do not
impact habitat for rare or sensitive plants. Many are mountain bike trails that are
severely eroding and are mere shortcuts that need to be removed and rehabilitated.
There a few trails that pass through pine forest and would add to the hiking network as
hiking only trails. It would be good if there was some mechanism to decide which
trails could remain.

10) Comments regarding Resource Management Plans in Appendix C follow:

a) SSRMP for HHNNA - It is important that this plan include removal of the large
stand of invasive acacia and broom in the Sawmill Quarry borrow site. The presence of
these plants will be a source for non-native plants to spread into the surrounding
HHNNA. Completion of the Spanish Bay requirement to restore the quarry site,
removing the non-natives and planting native pine understory plants will remove a
festering wound in the HHNNA area. Another high priority area is the interface zone of
the Corporation Yard development which also has established and introduced invasive
plants into the HHNHA.

b) Please have the SSRMP’s identify native grassland habitats as resources to be
protected and include special monitoring to ensure control of non-native plant invasion.

¢) Monitoring for potential impact from development activities. The SSRMPs contain
provision to monitor for residential encroachment of ornamental plants into preservation
areas. Land conversion such as housing and roadways is a major pathway for of all sorts
of non-native invasive plants to become established. So monitoring must be changed to
include the following:

Residential Encroachment: to monitor for non-ornamental and all non-native
potentially invasive plants. One example would be veldt grass which becomes
commonly established around houses.

17-11
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Roadside Encroachment - Add an element for Roadside Encroachment to require
similar monitoring and control of non-native invasive plants, including grasses, along
roadsides bounding preservation areas.

d) Monitoring for invasive plants in all SSRMPs - Important to include all invasive
plants that can impact the biological diversity and not just shrubby plants. Annual
grasses are becoming more of a problem and are only effectively addressed when first
appearing in an area. Problem grasses include: rattlesnake grass (Brizza maxima), rip
gut brome (Bromus diandrus), pampas grass, velvet grass (Holcus lanatus) in wet areas
and most recently veldt grass (Ehrharta erecta) that is appearing and spreading more.
Oxalis or Bermuda buttercup is also becoming an invasive plant in coastal Monterey
County.

e) Effective monitoring is extremely important, so that weed control work can be
successful. Treated areas must be inspected on at least a quarterly basis to effective
address re-sprouts of weeds or deal with other invasive plants such as grasses that may
come in upon the disturbance of the area to control the original weed. Protection of the
habitats will only succeed with diligent monitoring and control efforts. Commitment of
adequate staff and resources is vital

f) Education component of SSRMP - should be a part of all the SSRMPs. Property
owners should be informed of what kinds of plants they should not plant, how to
recognize invasive weeds, how to report invasive weed problems, and how to receive
help from Pebble Beach to remove the invasive plants. Most invasive weeds that occur in
the preservation areas are also major problems for owner’s yards. Pebble Beach
Company should offer informal outreach events to help property owners understand the
unique native plants around them and the kinds of invasive weed threats that the Pebble
Beach forest face. | think outreach to Robert Louis Stevenson School for volunteers to
help monitor and combat weeds would be very valuable. Motivating and using
volunteers will greatly leverage the monetary resources invested.

g) Members of Resource Management Team (RMT). The California Native Plant
Society, CNPS, with its knowledge of local plants and invasive plant issues would be a
good organization to invite to participate on the Resource Management Team. Please
include this in the section describing the RMT.

h) In section 5 of Appendix C, where the individual SSRMP are described, I think it is
important to add as a GOAL: To monitor for, remove and control non-native invasive
plants. The long term health of many sensitive plants will be compromised if invasive
plants are allowed to dominate areas of the forest. It only takes a few years for non-
natives to become established in an area. Monitoring and removal/control of non-native
invasive plants is as or more important as enhancing reproduction of the native plants.

1) Will there be a process for the public to review Resource Management Plans (RMP)
and annual work reports? — and more importantly a process whereby suggestions can be

-
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submitted as to areas that need work such as weed control and suggest methods best to
control?

11) Cumulative Impact BIO-B1(C) on Monterey Pine forest regionally - The DEIR uses
an arbitrary 95% preservation of pine forest in the project plan area. Where does this
figure come from? Why isn’t there a requirement to at least offset the direct and indirect
Monterey pine ESHA lost with at least equal acreage preservation of Monterey pine
forest elsewhere, as in previous plans?

Pebble Beach Company has already entered into MOU to protect 99 acres of Yadon
piperia habitat at the Old Capitol site and the Aguajito site (more than the Project
develops) If the project directly destroys and indirectly modifies nearly 85 acres of Pine
forest ESHA, why doesn’t the project simply dedicate to preservation at least 85 acres in
the regions Monterey Pine forest and not just an additional 7 acres? The Aguajito site
provides more than enough acres.

Miscellaneous Comments:

12) Appendix F - for current condition of Area O. Fails to mention that much of area O
has significant coverage of rattlesnake grass and genista bushes. There is no statement as
to what impact these non-native plants are having on the extensive yadon’s piperia
population there. Please update biological discussion of Area O.

13) Is there anything in the Proposed Project that alters the condition for restoration of
the Sawmill Gulch borrow site as a condition of Spanish Bay Development. This
restoration has not yet been completed. Will this restoration condition be completed as
part of the SSRMP for HHNA and surrounding parcels? Other than planting trees, the
area was allowed to become largely overgrown with invasive acacia and broom.
Restoration of a native pine understory does not appear to have been attempted, nor may
it be possible with the prevalence of the weeds now.

14) For all mitigations - In general the DEIR has well thought out conditions imposed to ]|

ensure protection of the resources. Will there be adequate funding to provide for the
personnel and resources needed to successfully comply with the mitigations?

Pebble Beach Company has submitted a plan for development that is a much improved
over the previous plan from 2007. While there are a lots in areas J, K and L that should
not be developed, the plan has to a great degree maintained sizeable areas of forest and
the integrity of the trail system. I look forward to the dedication of the preservation areas
and am eager to help monitor and ensure that the biologically rich pine forests of Pebble
Beach remain a tranquil retreat for nature lovers for many generations to come.

Thank you for your consideration, Robert Hale

—
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Bringing you HOPE - Trustees 2012
. . . Dena Ibrahim
Helping Our Peninsula's Environment Holly Kiefer
Box 1495, Carmel, CA 93921 Info7 at 1hope.org Vienna Merritt-Moore
831/ 624-6500 www.lhope.org Terrence Zito
Founding Trustees

Terrence Zito

. Darby Worth
Monterey County Supervisors Ed Leeper
Coastal Commission January 25, 2012 Robert W. Campbell
David Dilworth
PBC & Monterey County "'Planning™
Science Advisors

Still can't get it right after 5 major tries.

The late Herman Medwin,
Ph.D. - Acoustics

Pebble Beach Forest Destruction Project (Version 5)
And affiliated Zoning Changes Violate CEQA in 12 ways Susan Kegley, Ph.D.

- Hazardous Materials &

Pesticides
With all due respect, HOPE must object to the project and the Arthur Partridge, Ph.D.
purported environmental review of the current Pebble Beach Company Forest Ecology

HOPE

Forest Destruction Project.
Here are the legal, rationale, physical, environmental harms and problems the project faces --

1. Water. Though PBC correctly calls it an "entitlement PBC falsely implies they obtained
a "'right" to 360 acre feet of water to use for development. They have no right to that
water - because the agency that ""gave' them the water' had no authority or right to do
S0.

This claim is not unlike the for-profit companies who will sell you the "'right™ to name a
star - that is wholly unrecognized by the International Astronomical Union. Those companies
have no recognized "'right" to sell you a star name.

The PBC so called "water entitlement™ arises out of water given to them by an agency
that had no legal right or authority to give water away. This "'science fiction™ claim has not yet
been decided by a court.

This is highly important because all residents of the Monterey Peninsula are laboring under a
genuine Water Emergency first declared by The Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District in 1998.

The State Water Resources Control Board, Per Order No. 95-10, issued in 1995, ordered
California-American Water Company to reduce 70 percent of its pumping of the Carmel River
Alluvial Aquifer. This means that two-thirds of all water coming out of our drinking water
faucets is illegally pumped water.

Founded in 1998, and known for helping with hundreds of environmental and democracy successes including stopping both
“Dirty Harry” and “The Terminator,” H.O.P.E.is a non-profit, tax deductible, public interest group protecting our Monterey
Peninsula's natural land, air, and water ecosystems and public participation in government, using science, law, education, news
alerts and advocacy.
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In addition, three major changes have occurred since the PBC project was first filed in

1999 and then rejected by the Coastal Commission in June 2007.

2.

Traffic: Event Traffic inside the Forest has dramatically worsened because the Coastal
Commission (gently reminded by HOPE annually for a decade) finally forced PBC to
permanently close the Haul Rd.

Now most Golf Event Traffic must use the Highway 1 gate - instead of the Haul Rd
as they did heavily until a few years ago. Now during Golf Events using roads inside the
Forest is much more congested and has many more detours and outright prohibitions.
The Purported EIR failed to recognize this.

e (Why has No Golf event in Pebble Beach ever had to obtain a Coastal Permit? If an
individual holds an outside event with more than 50 people - we have to at least get a
county permit.)

Lots: PBC has only provided evidence of only 43 lots of record - but they claim they have 90.

Endangered Species: Due to the Coastal Act (and the Commission decision) and its
mutual support of Endangered species laws - PBC must avoid, not just minimize, harm to
Native Monterey pine forest which is vital habitat for Yadon's piperia and two dozen
other formally protected endangered species.

Other problems include :

5.

Removing Zoning for Resource Protection - B-8 Zoning - Contradicted by, and Not
Supported by Evidence.

As noted above our community is out of water and suffers daily gridlock. Yet this
proposal to remove the protective B-8 zoning - claims those problems do not exist or are
somehow irrelevant to this proposal.

Piecemealing: Separating Dual Projects by same applicant (Poppy Hills and PBC)

The two projects: Poppy Hills and todays' PBC Forest Destruction Plan -

e are processed by the same agency,

e are adjacent to each other,

e destroy huge amounts of imperiled Monterey pines and their habitat for endangered
species,

- yet the two projects are separated and the purported environmental analyses use
different significance thresholds and methods for CEQA purposes.

This is a text book definition of piece-mealing - which is forbidden by CEQA

Founded in 1998, and known for helping with hundreds of environmental and democracy successes including stopping both
“Dirty Harry” and “The Terminator,” H.O.P.E. is a non-profit, tax deductible, public interest group protecting our Monterey
Peninsula's natural land, ait, and water ecosystems and public participation in government, using science, law, education, news

alerts and advocacy.
Printed On 100% Post-Consumer Recovered Chlorine Free Fiber.
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HOPE requests that the County -
1. Please fix these errors in the EIR, then when legally adequate re-circulate the EIR.

2. Include the Coastal Commission's (June 2007) Denial of this earlier version of this project,
and its findings and all of its evidence be made a part of this administrative record, this
hearing and considered.

3. Include the Coastal Commission Staff Report on the proposed (and since withdrawn) Pebble
Beach Driving Range Expansion (A-3-MC0-98-085) dated 5/25/99 which recommended that
the Commission find that substantial issues exist with regard to the loss of native Monterey
pine habitat, substantial evidence of listed endangered species (Yadon's Piperia and
Hickman's Onion) lined the area and the need for an update of the Del Monte Forest LCP.

4. Include the May 19, 1999 and October 28, 1999 Coastal Commission Letters to Monterey
County Planning Director William Phillips regarding the proposed Pebble Beach Lot
Program and its relation to 1) the Coastal Act definition of Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area (ESHA), 2) ESHA Avoidance v CEQA Mitigation, 3) In situ preservation of
Pinus Radiata (Monterey Pine) forest, 4) Wetlands delineation.

5. Add a document called ""Final EIR" to the County website. There is still no such document
available as of this morning of the hearing (Wednesday, January 25, 2012).

Finally, HOPE would like to let you in on a Huge Secret --

If Monterey County prepared a legally adequate EIR that illuminated the genuine
environmental harm done by the proposal, rather than twisting and hiding reality,
HOPE would have nothing to litigate.

This would ease the burden on County staff and save PBC lots of money and years of
effort.

Thank you,
-David Dilworth for the Board of Trustees
Helping Our Peninsula‘'s Environment

Note 1:

Unfortunately we have learned over decades of attending County meetings that it is a waste of
the public's time to speak to Supervisors at the podium. Kind of like looking for living dinosaurs,
Gravity Waves or Cosmological Dark Matter, we have yet to detect a single instance of the
Supervisors responding in any way to public interest concerns.

That is why we no longer waste our time participating in your ""Hearings" - because even when
we have to get a Court to order you to do it properly - you still don't ""hear"" us.

Founded in 1998, and known for helping with hundreds of environmental and democracy successes including stopping both
“Dirty Harry” and “The Terminator,” H.O.P.E. is a non-profit, tax deductible, public interest group protecting our Monterey
Peninsula's natural land, air, and water ecosystems and public participation in government, using science, law, education, news
alerts and advocacy.
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Note 2:

Water Conservation Ignored

What water conservation methods are all PBC's 7 golf courses using?

e Does PBC compact their soil? (No. Yet, compacting alone has reduced water use by as much
as 49%.)

e Do PBC golf courses get watered only when needed - or on a clock schedule? (Hint Spanish
Bay and PBC operate on a clock causing shallow rooting and increases water need.)

e Does PBC water deeply and infrequently? (No.)

e Did PBC lower their mowing height? (No.)

e Does PBC use dull mowing blades? (Not on purpose ;-)
e Did PBC reduce fertilizer use to save water? (No.)

According to the US Golf Association all these methods significantly reduce water use.

HOPE and this project:

HOPE is the organization that lead the successful 15 year effort to protect the native
Monterey pine forest from PBC's chainsaws. The effort succeeded when the Coastal Commission
rejected Supervisor Dave Potter's motion to approve the project (8-4) in 2007.

HOPE is the only group which filed a lawsuit against the project; who attended and
participated in every one of the hundreds of meetings, lead hundreds of people on ecosystem
tours of the native Monterey pine forest, and who provided written objections with the best
available science at every one of the dozens of comment opportunities over the 15 year timespan
when the first version of the project was announced in 1992.

And of course HOPE is the group that was able to persuade ""Mark Twain"" himself to
testify on behalf of the endangered red-legged frogs at a Coastal Commission hearing.

Founded in 1998, and known for helping with hundreds of environmental and democracy successes including stopping both
“Dirty Harry” and “The Terminator,” H.O.P.E.is a non-profit, tax deductible, public interest group protecting our Monterey
Peninsula's natural land, air, and water ecosystems and public participation in government, using science, law, education, news
alerts and advocacy.
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Blum-1

From: Mark Blum [mailto:MBlum@horanlegal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 12:21 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Pebble Beach Company Project

Joe,

There is a riparian drainage channel located between the Fairway One parcel and the Scifres property. |
reviewed the DEIR and Appendices,

and did not see this area identified or evaluated for ESHA/riparian values. As a consequence, | presume there
are no mitigation measures 22-01
recommended in the EIR for setbacks from this channel. Do you know whether this channel has been evaluated
and determined not to be

a riparian corridor, and if so, where would that analysis be found?

Thank you,
Mark

Mark A. Blum

Horan Lloyd

A Professional Corporation

499 Van Buren Street

P.0. Box 3350 mblum@horanlegal.com T: 831.373.4131
Monterey, CA 93942-3350 www.horanlegal.com F: 831.373.8302

This e-mail message is protected by the attorney-client and/or the attorney/work product privilege and is for
the sole use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply

e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless
expressly stated otherwise in this email or in any attachment to it or in a subsequent written communication
from the Law Firm to you, any tax advice in this email or any attachment is not intended to be and cannot be
used for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or any
other applicable tax law, or (ii) promoting, marketing, or recommending to another party any transaction,
arrangement, or other matter.
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