COASTAL CONSERVANCY

Project Summary
March 23, 2000

VICTORINE RANCH
CRAVEN-NATION DISPOSITION PLAN

File No. 81-043
Project Manager: Prentiss F. Williams

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of an implementation plan (Exhibit 1) for the dispo-

LOCATION:

PROGRAM CATEGORY:

ESTIMATED COST:

PROJECT SUMMARY:

sition of the “Craven-Nation™ property in the Victorine Ranch
(Monterey County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 243-211-017
and 243-221-019) directing sale of the property to carry out the
Big Sur Restoration Plan adopted by the Conservancy in 1985,
authorization for the Executive Officer to direct the Depart-
ment of General Services to transfer the property in accordance
with the implementation plan, and authorization to disburse an
amount not to exceed $100,000 for access road repairs and
other infrastructure improvements necessary to carry out the
approved implementation plan.

The Victorine Ranch subdivision, located on the east side of
State Highway One, approximately nine miles south of the City
of Carmel (see Exhibit 2). The property is bordered on the
south by Garapata State Park.

Coastal Restoration

$100,000 (undesignated General Fund FY 98/99)

Staff is seeking approval of the Craven-Nation Disposition
Plan, attached as Exhibit 1, and authorization to market and sell
the Craven-Nation property, subject to easements, and two de-
velopment credits created on the Conservancy’s Kasler Point
property pursuant to the disposition plan. Staff is also seeking
authorization to disburse up to $100,000 to repair the prop-
erty’s only access road that was damaged by winter storms in
1997 and 1998, and to complete any other infrastructure im-
provements that may be necessary to market the property ef-
fectively.
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The proposed disposition plan and funding authorization were
previously submitted to the Conservancy for approval at its
meeting of January 27, 2000. At that meeting, action on the
proposed resolution was postponed and staff was directed to
consult with Coastal Commission staff and try to resolve a
number of concems regarding development of the Craven-
Nation property, raised in a memorandum to the Conservancy
dated January 26, 2000 (see Exhibit 3). Staff was also directed
to explore the possibility of selling the property te another
public agency.

Staff has consulted with Coastal Commission staff, and we
have reached some agreement on how best to protect the prop-
erty’s natural resources and preserve opportunities for public
access (Exhibit 4). In order to assure protection of the scenic
and natural resources present on the site, the Conservancy will
reserve easements over those portions of the property that are
within the Critical Viewshed and that contain Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAS), including riparian corridors.
(Any development on the property pursued by the future buyer
would also require a Coastal Development Permit from Mon-
terey County and be subject to a namber of other development
regulations.) Conservancy staff will work closely with Com-~
mission and Monterey County Planning staff to refine the Con-
servancy’s preliminary identification of those areas with devel-
opment potential (see Exhibit 5) that would not be subject to
these easements.

Public access on the upper portion of the property would also
be a permitted use under the terms of the conservation ease-
ment. The Conservancy would work with the staffs of the State
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Coastal Commis-
sion to identify a suitable location on the property for a public
accessway. :

Staff has also contacted representatives of the State Department
of Parks and Recreation, the County of Monterey, and the Big
Sur Land Trust in order to determine the level of interest in a
purchase of the Craven-Nation property by another public
agency. Although all three organizations expressed a desire to
protect the property’s scenic and natural resources, none were
able to commit to either a purchase price or a timeline for a
public acquisition.

The marketing and sales procedures outlined in the Craven-
Nation Disposition Plan are very similar to the procedures that
were used to sell the Conservancy’s 261-acre “Cascade Valley
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Ranch,” located on the San Mateo coast. The property was sold
subject to a number of conservation and public access ease-
ments that significantly limit the amount and location of future
development on the property. Like the Craven-Nation property,
the Cascade Valley Ranch property is adjacent to a State Park
and 1s located in a highly scenic area. The easements retained

+ by the Coastal Conservancy, together with coastal development
regulations in San Mateo County, have served to protect the
property’s scenic and natural resources while still allowing
limited residential development. (The Cascade Valley Ranch
sold for $1,600,000 in 1999.)

Since sale of the Craven-Nation property in the near future is
an integral part of the Conservancy’s long-term financial strat-
egy, staff is recommending a sale of the property on the private
market.

Sale of the Craven-Nation property represents the final phase of
the Conservancy's model “Transferable Development Credit”
(TDC) project undertaken pursuant to the Big Sur Restoration
Plan adopted by the Conservancy in 1985. The model TDC
project was intended to demonstrate the feasibility of Monterey
County’s TDC program, contained in the Monterey County Lo-
cal Coastal Program’s Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan. The Big
Sur Coast Land Use Plan defines as “Critical Viewshed” every-
thing that is visible from State Highway 1 and other “major pub-
lic viewing areas” in Big Sur. According to Monterey County’s
regulations for development in Big Sur, no new construction or
development may take place within this Critical Viewshed.
These regulations have the effect of prohibiting new develop-
ment on a large number of privately owned lots in Big Sur.
However, under the TDC Program, the owners of such restricted
viewshed lots may take the development potential from that lot
and transfer it to another lot that lies outside the Critical View-
shed area. The lot from which development potential is removed
is called a "donor site” and the lot to which the development po-
tential is transferred is labeled a "receiver site.” All development
potential on the donor site is permanently extinguished through
recordation of an open space easemnent.

The 100-acre Craven-Nation property was purchased in 1987 to
serve as a TDC receiver site. The Conservancy obtained the
development credits needed to transfer to the receiver site
through the purchase of a TDC donor site at Kasler Point, fur-
ther south in Big Sur. The Kasler Point donor site, which is now
permanently restricted to open space, produced two development
credits that will be offered for sale along with the Craven-Nation
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property. These two TDCs may be purchased by the buyer of the
Craven-Nation property and used to create two additional build-
ing sites on the property, or they may be marketed to another
landowner elsewhere in the area. The Coastal Conservancy has
accomplished its project purposes pursuant to the Big Sur
Restoration Plan and is now seeking authorization to convey
the property back into the private market consistent with the
restoration plan. Revenue from the sale of the Craven-Nation
property is also an important component of the Conservancy’s
Long Term Financial Strategy to recoup the Conservancy’s past
project expenditures ($1,143,500, including the proposed ac-
tion) and to support future operations of the Conservancy.

X4



COASTAL CONSERVANCY

Staff Recommendation
March 23, 2000

VICTORINE RANCH
CRAVEN-NATION DISPOSITION PLAN

File No. 81-043
Project Manager: Prentiss F. Williams

STAFF
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the State Coastal Conservancy adopt the
following Resolution pursuant to Sections 31000 er seq. of the
Public Resources Code:

“The State Coastal Conservancy hereby adopts the Craven-
Nation Parce] Disposition Plan, attached as Exhibit | to the
accompanying staff recommendation, to implement the
Conservancy’s Big Sur Restoration Plan for the Victorine
Ranch; directs the Executive Officer to request the Director
of General Services to transfer title to the subject property
(Monterey County Assessor's Parcel Numbers 243-211-017
and 243-221-019) expeditiously and in accordance with the
provisions of the implementation plan; and authorizes the
disbursement of an amount not to exceed one hundred
thousand dollars ($100,000) for access road repairs and
other infrastructure improvements as may be necessary to
market the property.”

Staff further recommends that the Conservancy adopt the fol-
lowing findings:,

“Based on the accompanying staff report and attached ex-
hibits, the State Coastal Conservancy hereby finds that:

1. The Coastal Conservancy has accomplished its project
purposes pursuant to the Big Sur Restoration Plan,
adopted by the Conservancy in 1985, and the Craven-
Nation property is now surplus to the purposes of the
Conservancy. Therefore, pursuant to the provisions of
the Big Sur Restoration Plan and Public Resources
Code Section 31200, the property should be conveyed
back into private ownership;
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2. Repairs to the road and completion of minor infra-
structure improvements are necessary to effectively
carry out the sale of the Craven-Nation property; and

3. Transfer of the Craven-Nation property pursuant to the
property disposition plan is necessary to implement the
Big Sur Restoration Plan approved by the Conservancy
in 1985, and is consistent with the anthority of the Con-
servancy under Section 31107 of the Public Resources
Code and with the Property Disposition Procedures de-
veloped by the Conservancy and the Department of
General Services pursuant to Section 31107.1 of the
Public Resources Code.”

STAXF DISCUSSION:
Pro; ect Description:

Staff is seeking approval of the Craven-Nation Parcel Disposi-
tion Plan, attached as Exhibit 1, and authorization to market
and sell the Craven-Nation property and two “Transferable De-
velopment Credits” (TDCs) pursuant to the disposition plan.
Staff is also seeking authorization to disburse up to $100,000 to
repair the property’s only access road, which was damaged
during the winter storms of 1997 and 1998, and to pay any
other infrastructure improvement costs that may be necessary in
order to market the property effectively.

As discussed in greater detail in the “Project History” section
below, the 100-acre Craven-Nation property was purchased to
serve as a “receiver site” for a model Transferable Develop-
ment Credit (TDC) project being implemented by the Coastal
Conservancy pursuant to the Big Sur Restoration Plan, adopted
by the Conservancy in 1985. The model TDC project was un-
dertaken to demonstrate the feasibility of Monterey County’s
TDC program. The TDC program had been adopted by the
County 1n order to address the problems presented by the many
viewshed lots that had been rendered unbuildable by the “Cnti-
cal Viewshed” policy contained in the Big Sur Coast Land Use
Plan (see Exhibit 6).

Due to changed conditions in Big Sur (see Project History), the
TDC project has been substantially narrowed in scope since its
inception. However, the Coastal Conservancy has accom-
plished its primary purposes pursuant to the Big Sur Restora-
tion Plan and, consistent with the restoration plan, is ready to
convey the property back into the private market. In addition to
the Craven-Nation property, the Conservancy will also market
the two development credits generated from the donor site at
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Kasler Point. Should the buyer of the Craven-Nation property
purchase the development credits as well, the credits could be
used to apply for a four-unit subdivision on the property. Any
-development of the Craven-Nation property would require a
Coastal Development Permit from Monterey County and would
be subject to a number of other regulatory requirements.

There are a number of building constraints on the Craven-
Nation property, including viewshed, slopes, geology, and
soils. As a result, only a small portion of the property has even
the potential for residential development (see Exhibit 5). Prior
to sale, the Conservancy would delineate an area of the prop-
erty that staff has determined could support residential devel-
opment (subject to LCP and building code restrictions). and
place a conservation easement over the remainder of the prop-
erty, prohibiting all development. The result would be the per-
manent protection of those portions of the property located in
the Critical Viewshed and those areas containing ESHAs and
wildlife cortidors. Any significant resources and/or habitat ar-
eas identified within the area not subject to the conservation
easement would be protected through site-specific development
restrictions. :

Public access on the upper portion of the property would also
be a permitted use under the terms of the conservation ease-
ment. The Conservancy would work with the staffs of the State
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Coastal Commis-
sion to identify a suitable location on the property for a public
accessway.

In order to market the property effectively, a small number of
improvements are necessary. Most importantly, the access road
was severely damaged in the winter storms of 1997 and 1998
and needs to be repaired to enable vehicular access on the
property. It may also prove cost-effective to extend existing
water and utility lines onto the property at the same time as the
road- is under repair. These improvements are likely to render
the property more attractive to potential buyers and increase the
property’s value.
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Project Financing:

Site Description:

Financial Summary of Big Sur Restoration Plan:

Current Request: $ 100,000

Plus Expenditures to Date:
Purchase of Kasler Point; $ 302,500
Purchase of Craven-Nation Parcels: 502,500
Purchase of Allen Parcel; 210,000
Environmental Analysis: 40,000
Water Systemn Construction: 70,000
Common Road Maintenance: 18,500

Total Expenditures: $1,243,500

Expected Revenue from Sale of
Craven-Nation property: $1,500,000-%2,000,000

Net Return to Conservancy: $ 256,500-3 756,500
(based on expected revenue above)

The area known as the Victorine Ranch consists of approxi-
mately 460 acres subdivided into 18 parcels and is a ranch in
name only. It is located at the northern boundary of the Big Sur
region, east of Highway 1 and just south of Malpaso Creek,
which forms the boundary between the Big Sur LLCP planning
area and the more developed Carmel Highlands planning area
(see Exhibit 2). The Victoring Ranch is bounded on south by
Garapata State Park. There are currently two completed homes
in the Victorine Ranch subdivision and two more under con-
struction.

The project site consists of two parcels (APNs 243-211-17 and
243-221-19) owned by the State Coastal Conservancy and lo-
cated at the southern boundary of the Victorine Ranch (see Ex-
hibit 7). The two parcels comprise a total of 100 acres and are
currently undeveloped. No permit applications have been pre-
viously filed for development of these two parcels.

Access to the Craven-Nation property is provided by a private
road serving the other residential properties in the Victorine
Ranch. The property is within the service area of the Victorine
Ranch Mutual Water Company, and the Conservancy has se-
cured entitlements for the future owner uf the Craven-Nation
property to subscribe to the private mutual for water service.

According to preliminary engineering studies and environ-
mental analysis, only a small portion of the project site appears
to be appropriate for residential development under the stan-
dards of the Big Sur Land Use Plan (see Exhibit 5). The central
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Project History:

t

portion of the property is level and contains a number of po-
tential building sites outside the Critical Viewshed. The soils
on this portion of the site are geologically stable and appear
suitable for the placement of septic systems. No threatened or
endangered plant or animal species have been found on the site.
The site is currently zoned Watershed/Scenic Conservation
with a2 minimurm lot size of 40 acres.

The Kasler Point property that generated the two development
credits also proposed for sale is located approximately three
miles down coast from the Victorine Ranch (see Exhibit 2). It
consists of a rocky promontory overlooking the highly scenic
Abalone Cove. Abalone Cove is a major public viewing area
with a paved turnout area.

The Kasler Point property has a number of potential building
sites, but all are located entirely within the Critical Viewshed
and close to the public highway. In order to obtain approval
from Monterey County to use the property as a TDC dornor site,
the Conservancy conducted a number of site studies to ascer-
tain its potential for development. The Conservancy also had to
demonstrate that the property had no building sites that could
be located outside the Critical Viewshed. In order to generate
the TDCs from the property, the Conservancy. has permanently
restricted the property to open space.

The Monterey County Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan, certified
in 1987, contains a “Critical Viewshed Protection Policy” that
prohibits new development that would be visible from State
Highway 1 (see Exhibit 6). The Land Use Plan also authorizes
the use of a Transfer of Development (TDC) mechanism
whereby owners of fots located in the Critical viewshed may
ransfer their unusable development potential to “receiver sites™
located outside of the Critical viewshed area.

In March of 1985, the State Coastal Conservancy adopted a
restoration plan for the Big Sur area that provided for Conser-
vancy assistance to the County in implementing the TDC pol-
icy through the development of a model donor-teceiver project.
The intended purpose of the model project was for the Conser-
vancy to act as the first applicant under the new ordinances in
order to clarify the procedures, identify any potential problem
areas, and demonstrate the feasibility of the TDC program.

The Coastal Conservancy purchased the Craven-Nation prop-
erty on the Victorine Ranch to serve as a TDC receiver site and
acquired property at Kasier point, further south in Big Sur, to
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serve as a TDC donor site (see Exhibit 2). Staff obtained all of
the necessary approvals from the Monterey County Planning
Commission for the designation of the Kasler Point Property as
a donor site. The site was permanently restricted to open space
and has generated two TDCs that may be applied towards two
additional units jocated anywhere outside the Critical View-
shed. The original intention of the Conservancy’s model proj-
ect was to use the two TDC:s to create two additional parcels on
the Craven-Nation property through the completion of & four-
unit subdivision. It was envisioned that staff would process all
the necessary regulatory approvals and obtain a tentative subdi-
vision map. The property would then be sold to a private party

who would install improvements and file the final map. '

To this end, staff has taken a number of actions over the past
several years including:

e The design of a four-unit subdivision map;

e Contracting for environmental studies and preparation of
© documents necessary to submit the map for county ap-
proval;

e Negotiating and entering into a cost-sharing arrangement
with the other landowners in the Victorine Ranch subdivi-
sion for the construction and maintenance of the private
road that serves the subdivision;

» Paying a share of construction costs for the water system
that serves all of the Victorine Ranch subdivision; and

o Obtaining the right for its successor(s) to purchase shares in
a mutual water company and obtain water service for the

property.
Over the past several years, however, conditions in Big Sur
have changed, prompting staff to reassess the need, or even the

desirability, of seeking approval of a tentative subdivision map
for the Craven-Nation property.

First was the passage in 1988 of Proposition 70, which pro-
vided $25,000,00C to the County of Monterey for the acquisi-
tion of viewshed lots in Big Sur. Over the next several years,
the County and the Big Sur Land Trust were able to purchase
outright a number of private properties located in the Critical
Viewshed. This program of public acquisition in the Critical
Viewshed provided an alternative for owners who otherwise
would have needed to participate in the TDC program in order
to realize any financial value from their properties. In addition
to eliminating many potential donor sites, the availability of the
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Proposition 70 funds also engendered a great deal of commu-
nity support for public acquisition of viewshed properties. With
the County’s acquisition of several key viewshed properties,
the number of buildable lots in the Critical Viewshed has been
significantly reduced and the need for the TDC program is per-
ceived to be less urgent.

Second, a number of transactions under the TDC program have
been completed entirely in the private market over the past sev-
eral years. The TDC program has thus been proven feasible and
has even enjoyed some modest success.

Staff has concluded that it is no longer necessary to process a
subdivision map for the Craven-Nation property in order to
complete the model TDC project and fulfill the purposes of the
Big Sur Restoration Plan.

At-the meeting held on January 27, 2000, staff sought authori-
zation from the Conservancy to sell the Craven-Nation parcel,
along with two TDCs, to a private buyer. Staff also sought ap-
proval to disburse an amount not to exceed $100,000 to repair
the access road. At that meeting, the staff of the Coastal Com-
mission presented a memorandum (dated January 26, 2000 and
attached as Exhibit 3) outlining a number of concemns over the
possible development of the property. The Conservancy also
received a request from a local assemblyman to explore the
possibility of a public acquisition of the Craven-Nation prop-
erty. The Conservancy postponed action on the proposed
authorization and directed staff to obtain more information
from Coastal Commission staff regarding their concerns and, if
possible, resolve any outstanding issues. Staff was also directed
to follow up with the State Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) and the County of Monterey (the County) on the poten-
tial for a public acquisition of the Craven-Nation property.
Staff was instructed to return to the Conservancy at its March
23, 2000 meeting to present the results of these inquiries and
discussions.

Since the January 27 board meeting, Conservancy staff has ini-
tiated discussions with Coastal Commission staff regarding the
issues that were raised in the January 26 memorandum. Fore-
most among these were concerns over the protection of the vis-
bal and natural resources that exist on the Craven-Nation prop-
erty. Conservancy staff has modified the original project
proposal to afford stronger resource protection measures, which
are discussed in more detail in the “Project Description” sec~
tion above,
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PROJECT SUPPORT:

Conservancy staff initiated discussions with DPR staff to as-
certain the level of interest in a purchase of the Craven-Nation
property, and DPR’s Acquisitions Division is currently ana-
lyzing the feasibility and desirability of acquiring a fee title in-
terest. Preliminary discussions with staff in the Acquisitions
Division have indicated that DPR’s priority interests in the
property are viewshed and open space protection, and preser-
vation of public access opportunities from Garapata State Park
to Point Lobos Ranch. Conservancy staff believes that the re-
source protection measures that have now been included in the
modified project proposal (i.e., the reservation by the Conser-
vancy of a conservation easement and the proposed public ac-
cess easements) are sufficient to address the concems of DPR.

Furthermore, the marketing and sales procedures outlined in
the Craven-Nation Disposition Plan are very stmilar to the pro~
cedures that were used to sell the Conservancy’s “‘Cascade
Valley Ranch” on the San Mateo coast. That property was sold
subject to a number of conservation and public access ease-
ments that significantly limit the amount and Jocation of future
development on the property. Like the Craven-Nation property,
the Cascade Valley Ranch property is adjacent to a State Park
and is located in a highly scenic area. The easements retained
by the Coastal Conservancy, together with coastal development
regulations in San Mateo County, have served to protect the
property’s scenic and natural resources while still allowing
limited residential development.

Staff is therefore proposing to market and sell the Craven-
Nation property and two TDCs (generated from the Kasler
Point property) on the private market, subject to the restrictions
outlined in the “Project Description” section above.

The importance of a TDC Program for Big Sur has always been
acknowledged by the County and the Coastal Commission, as
well as by the Conservancy. In recent years, Commission staff
and Conservancy staff have expressed different perspectives on
the direction of the Conservancy’s model TDC project, and the
use of the Victorine Ranch property as a receiver site in par-
ticular (see Exhibit 8). Coastal Commission staff would clearly
prefer that the property remain in public ownership or that de-
velopment be prohibited on it altogether. At the same time,
Commission staff acknowledges that there may continue to be
a need for TDCs in the Big Sur Area, and has expressed a
willingness t6 work with the Conservancy to ensure protection
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CONSISTENCY WITH '
CONSERVANCY'S
ENABLING LEGISLATION:

of thclproperty’s natural resources if the Conservancy goes
forward with the sale. Conservancy staff, therefore, believes
that the revised Property Disposition Plan provides, on balarce,
the best means of achieving interagency and public goals for
the Big Sur Coast.

The Craven-Nation and Kasler Point properties were acquired
by the Conservancy pursuant to Public Resources Code Sec-
tions 31200 et seq, pertaining to Coastal Restoration projects.
Under these Sections, Conservancy funds “shall be utilized for
the assembly of parcels of land within designated coastal resto-
ration areas, for the redesign of such areas, and the installation
of public improvements required to serve such areas.”

The Conservancy found that acquisition of the Craven-Nation
property would help to implement the policies of the Big Sur
Restoration Plan and the approved LCP Land Use Plan by pro-
viding development sites outside the Critical Viewshed to
which development could be transferred from lands within the
Critical Viewshed. The Conservancy also acquired property
within the Critical Viewshed at Kasler Point, and obtained
County approvals of this property as a donor site. As a result,
the viewshed property of Kasler Point has been permanentiy re-
stricted to open space, and its development credits can be made
available for use outside the Critical Viewshed area.

Section 31200 further provides that “‘after redesign and instal-
lation of public improvements, if any, lands containing coastal
restoration projects . . . shail be conveyed to any person for the
purpose of development in accordance with a restoration plan.”
Sale of the Craven-Nation property and the Kasler Point TDCs
would carry out this legislative directive and, demonstrate the
operation of the TDC program pursuant to the Big Sur Resto-
ration Plan and the Big Sur Coast LUP.

Public Resources Code Section 31107 requires that the Direc-
tor of General Services transfer any land acquired pursuant to
Division 21 when so requested by the Conservancy, pursuant to
an implementation plan approved by the Conservancy. Pursu-
ant to Section 31107.1 of the Public Resources Code, the Con-
servancy and the Department of General Services have estab-
lished procedures to ensure that Conservancy property
transactions “are carried out efficiently and equitably and with
proper notice to the public.” The Property Disposition Plan is
consistent with the Conservancy’s authority to dispose of prop-
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CONSISTENCY WITH
CONSERVANCY'S

PROGRAM GUIDELINES:

CONSISTENCY WITH

THE COASTAL ACT:

CONSISTENCY WITH
LOCAL COASTAL

PROGRAM POLICIES:

erty acquired pursuant to Division 21 and procedures estab-
lished with the Department of General Services.

The proposed action is the final step to carrying out the Big Sur
Restoration Plan that was adopted by the Conservancy in 1985
under the Coastal Restoration Program. At that time, the Big
Sur Restoration Plan was found to be consistent with the Con-
servancy’s Restoration Program Guidelines.

Several Coastal Act policies are applicable to Big Sur resources.
The key policies relative to the Conservancy's assembling 2 re-
ceiver site are Public Resources Code Sections 30251 and 30010.
Section 30251 requires the protection of significant coastal vis-
ual resources. Views from Highway 1 and other points along the
Big Sur coast have been designated as such significant visual re-
sources in the Big Sur Coast the Land Use Plan (ILUP). The LUP
and the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan contain
specific provisions for the protection of these resources.

Several potential development sites on Craven-Nation property
lie ontside the Critical Viewshed area so designated. Section
30010 requires that an LCP allow for reasonable economic use
of the land to avoid giving rise to inverse condemnation. The
TDC program is intended to provide such equity to the owners of
parcels wholly in the Critical Viewshed and assign them a value
in the form of a density allowance that can be recouped at a re-
ceiver site. The proposed sale of the Craven-Nation property as a
receiver site, along with the TDCs generated from the Kasler
Point donor site, is therefore consistent with Section 30010 of
the Coastal Act.

The preservation of the outstanding scenic resources of the Big
Sur Coast and the prohibition of future development in the Criti-
cal Viewshed is the key policy in Section 3.2 of the Monterey
County LCP Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan. The use of the Trans-
fer of Development Credits is specifically called for in Sections
3.2.3(A) and 3.2.6.3 of the Land Use Plan as a component for the
implementation of this key policy, and is included in the Coastal
Implementation Plan as Chapter 20.156 of the Coastal Zoning
Ordinance.



COMPLIANCE
WITH CEQA:

The proposed Conservancy action is also consistent with Section
3.2.6.1 of the Big Sur Coast L.and Use Plan, which authorizes the
utilization of a TDC system.

With the completion of actions called for by the Big Sur Resto-~
ration Plan, the Craven-Nation property is now surplus to needs
of the Coastal Conservancy and, as such, its sale would be
categorically exempt from review under CEQA pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21084 and Section 15312 of
the CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to Section 15312 of the
Guidelines, the sale of property located in the coastal zone is
exempt only if the property does not have significant values for
wildlife habitat and other environmental purposes, and its use
and that of adjacent property has not changed since the time of
purchase by the public agency (or if other conditions, not rele-
vant here, obtain). With the retention of conservation ease-
ments, the unencumbered portion of the Craven-Nation prop-
erty does not have significant values for wildlife habitat or
other environmental purposes. When the Conservancy author-
ized its acquisition as a receiver site for development under the
Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan in 1986, it adopted a Negative
Declaration, attached to the October 16, (986 staff recommen-
dation, and determined that the project would not have a sig-
nificant effect on the environment (Exhibit 9). At that time the
Victorine Ranch properties, previously used for grazing, had
been subdivided and sold into individual parcels for develop-
ment. Residential development is permitted on these lots under
the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan based on a
slope-density formula and compliance with the Critical View-
shed policies. These permitted uses have not changed since the
time of acquisition.

Furthermore, Section 15183 of the Guidelines provides that
projects which are consistent with the development density es-
tablished by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require addi-
tional environmental review, except as might be necessary to
examine whether there are project-specific significant effects
which are peculiar to the project or its site. The sale of property
and development credits would not of itself have any direct
physical effect on the environment, and the reasonably foresee-
able indirect effects of the project—development in accordance
with established densities under the relevant zoning and plan
policies—does not require further environmental review. An
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Initial Study and Negative Declaration adopted by the Coastal
" Conservancy in 1996 (Exhibit 10) established that the property
could be developed with up to four residences with no signifi-
cant adverse environmental impacts. This is the maximum
amount of development that could occur on the property, as-
suming use of the Conservancy’s development credits and
processing of tentative and final subdivision maps. Thus, even
if the categorical exemption did not obtain, the Conservancy
has already determined that reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical changes resulting from the proposed sale would not
have a significant effect on the environment, as defined in 14
California Code of Regulations Section 15382.

Repairs to the road and water system are categorically exempt
from CEQA pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulation Sec-
tions 15301 and 15302, because they involve operation, repair,
maintenance or minor alteration of existing facilities and/or the
replacement or reconstruction of existing structures and facili-
ties on the same site, and having the same purpose and capac-
ity, as the structure or facility being replaced. Staff will file a
Notice of Exemption upon Conservancy approval of the proj-
ect.-
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v Exhibit 1

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY
VICTORINE RANCH COASTAL RESTORATION PROJECT

"CRAVEN-NATION PROPERTY” DISPOSITIONIMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The State Coastal Conservancy intends to sell State-owned property that it adminjsters on the
Victorine Ranch in coastal Monterey County. Based upon the Conservancy Staff Recommendation
of January 27, 2000 and findings of the Conservancy adopted pursuant thereto, the Director of the
Department of General Services is requested to sell Monterey County Assessor's Parce] Numbers
243-211-017 and 243-221-019, known as the "Craven-Nation Property” and located in the
Victorine Ranch subdivision approximately nine miles south of the City of Carmel, Monterey
County. The Coastal Conservancy also intends to sell two Transferable Development Credits
(TDCs) that may be used to create additional parceis on the Craven-Nation property or elsewhere in
areas subject to the Monterey County Local Coastal Plan (LCP).

The entire Conservancy-administered property ("the property”) consists of two undeveloped parcels
containing approximately 100 acres. This property disposition plan is necessary to implement the
Big Sur Coastal Restoration Plan and sale of the Craven-Nation property as authorized by the
Conservancy on January 27, 2000, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 31107 and 31200~
31215.

The Coastal Conservancy will sell the property and two (2) Transferable Development Credits
(TDC’s) to the best responsible offer received and accepted by the Conservancy pursuant to
procedures detailed below. The property will be conveyed together with all appurtenant easements
and rights to obtain water service from the Victorine Ranch Mutual Water Company through the
purchase of up to four shares in the Mutual Water Company. These shares may be purchased
pursuant to the terms contained in “Victorine Ranich Mutual Water Company Articles and Bylaws”
and the “Victorine Ranch Mutual Water Company Subscription Agreement.” The Subscription
Agreement, entered into by and between the Mutual Water Company and owners of properties
within its service area, is memorialized in a document recorded on December 22, 1995, at Reel
3315, Page 541 of Monterey County Official Records.

The Coastal Conservancy will reserve an easernent for purposes of natural resource conservation
over those portions of the property clearly lying within the Critical Viewshed established by the
Monterey County LCP Big Sur Land Use Plan, and on which environmentally sensitive habitat is
found.

The terms of the property disposition are specified below.

03/03/00
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Craven-Nation Property Disposition Plan

gpeéiﬁc Terms of Transfer

I. Request for Offers (RFO)

Conservancy staff will prepare a "Request for Offers" containing the following:

A A description of the subject real property;

B. A description of the conservation and access easements to be reserved by the Consérvamcy;

C. A statement that the property was acquired pursuant to the authority of Public Resources Code
Section 31200;

D. A statement that the Conservancy’s purpose for disposing of the property is for financial return
and complétion of the Big Sur Restoration Plan adopted by the Conservancy on March 21,
1985, in accordance with the certified Monterey County Big Sur Local Coastal Program;

E. A statement that the property is being sold “as is" without warranty as to title or as to toxic
substances;

F. A statement of the specific minimum requirements for any offer to be considered by the
Conservancy, including refundable eamest money deposit and other items as may be
appropriate;

G. A statement 6f the date by which sealed offers must be received by the Conservancy;

H. A statement that offers are to be submitted in writing to the headquarters offices of the State:
Coastal Conservancy;

1 A statement that written offers received will be opened publicly by the Executive Officer of
the Conservancy (or his designee) at 10:00 a.m. on the next working day following the last
date for receipt of written offers;

J. A statement that after the public opening of the written offers, oral offers in excess of the
highest responsible written offer will be received by the Conservancy at its headquarters from
those who had submitted responsible written offers;

K. A statement that the Executive Officer of the Conservancy has the anthority to select and
accept the successful offer, subject to approval by the Conservancy and the Director of the
Department of General Services; and

"L. A statement that the Conservancy reserves the right to reject all offers submutted.

03/03/00

X-18



Vo Craven-Nation Property Disposition Plan

Conservancy staff will submit the completed RFO to the Department of General Services for its
review and comment. '

1. Advertising '
A. Publication.

1. The Conservancy will advertise the sale of the property at least once a week for at least
two consecutive weeks prior to the opening of offers, in newspapers of general
circulation published in the following locations:

a. The county in which the property is located;
b.  The general geographic region in which the property is located;

c.  The major metropolitan centers of the State.

2. The Conservancy may advertise the sale of the property in other publications as deemed
appropriate by staff.

B. Mailing. The RFO shall be mailed to any potential offeror known to the Conservancy.

C. Posting. Notice of the sale and contact for additional information shall be posted on the
property for a minimum of four weeks prior to the opening of offers.

IIL Responsible Written Offers
The RFO shall provide that all responsible written offers to purchase shall include the following:
A, Statement of the identity, mailing address, and telephone number of the offeror;

B. If the purchass is proposed to be on terms other than all cash, a statement of the financial
gualifications of the offeror, including appropriate references;

C. A written offer to purchase the property at a specific sale price and specifying the terms of the
offer including all pertinent purchase details. The amount of the offer shall be submitted in a
sealed envelope separate from the other materials and information required, and this sealed
envelope shall not be opened by the Conservancy until the time and date specified pursuant to
ILH; and

D. A refundable earnest money deposit of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00) by certified check
03/03/00
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Craven-Nation Property Disposition Plan

.  or cashier's check, which may be received by the Conservancy subsequent to the opening of
bids pursuant to LH but no later than the time of receipt of oral offers by the Conservancy.

IV. Responsible Oral Offers

The RFO shall provide that all responsible oral offers:

A

Shall be received by the Conservancy only from those previously submitting respousible
written offers;

Shall be preceded by receipt at the Conservancy of a refindable earnest money deposit of
fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00) by certified check or cashier'’s check; and

Shall be for all cash or for specific financial terms as previously announced by the
Conservancy. Oral offers for financial terms other than all cash shall be considered responsible
offers only if the offeror had submitted financial qualifications with the offeror’s written bid,
pursuant to [[I.B.

V. Review of Offers

A

E

Staff review of written offers. ‘Conservancy staff will review all written offers received and
determine whether each submitted offer is a "responsible offer” consistent with the RFQ.

Staff review of oral offers. If any oral offers exceed the amount of the highest responsible
written offer, staff will review the high oral offer received and determine if that offer is a
responsible offer consistent with the RFO. If that offer is determined not to be a responsible
offer, staff will review the next highest oral offer and determnine if that offer is a responsible
offer. Staff will continue this process until staff determines that an oral offer is a responsible
offer, or that po oral offers higher than the highest written offer are responsible.

Counter offers. In the event that no responsible offers are received at a sale price equal to or
greater than the Conservancy's minimurn expectation as described in the RFO, Conservancy
staff may determine to submit counter-offers to persons previously submitting offers.

Cooperation with agents. The Conservancy may cooperate with private real estate brokers n
marketing and selling the property. The Conservancy may pay a brokerage commission up to
six percent of the sale price to a real estate broker for arranging a sale in accordance with the
RFO. In connection with any counter-offer as described in V.C. above, Conservancy staff may
propose a reduction in such commission.

Financial qualifications. If the purchase is proposed to be on terms other than all cash,
Conservancy staff will examine the financial qualifications of the offeror of the high bid and

03/03/00
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o Craven-Nation Property Disposition Plan
the offeror’s references and report the results of this examination to the Executive Officer of
the Conservancy. '

V1. Acceptance of Offer

4

A. Highbid After review of all offers received for the property, the Executive Officer of the
Conservancy shall either conditionally accept the responsible offer that offers the highest net
financial return among all responsible offers, or reject all offers. Acceptance by the Executive
Officer shall be subject to approval of the Conservancy.

VIL. Transfer of Property

Upon the Conservancy's approval of an offer, the Conservancy will instruct the Departmertt of

General Services to transfer the property to the offeror selected subject to detailed terms of sale and

timing.

VIIL Continuation of Marketing

In the event that no adequate offer is received for the property pursuant to the offering described

above, Conservancy staff will continue to market the property unti] a sale is achieved. This

extended marketing program, if necessary, would include occasional publication of advertisements,
contact with real estate agents, and canvassing of potential interested parties.

03/03/00
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Project Location
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Project Area Detail

Area Detail .;‘5 ‘
)

"~

¢

]
] PN

Victorine Ranch —>% ,,j_

"‘%

-

==

-‘ ) :~'pn.' \'. K

)
b

f

o

AN

0
(0
RY

i3

"

R
v

v:{%.".' )l

|
k-

3

Craven-Nation
Property

Kasler Point

X-23






STATE OF CALIFODRNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION -
. CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFRCE
728 FRONY STREET. SINTE 200
SANTA CRIIZ, CA U508
1239) 7408 , Exhibit 3
MEMORANDUM January 25, 2000

PO Bill Ahemn, Executive Officer
Coastal Conservancy
FROM: Tami Grove, Deputy Director
Coastal Commission
RE: Victorine Ranch Disposition Plan (Coastal Conservancy File No. 81-043)

Coastal Commission staff has just now had the opportunity to review the referenced staff repart.
While these comments are of necessity prehminary and incomplete, it is evident that substantial .
revision Is in order. Conservancy-staff is recommending that up lo $§100,000 be expended in
order to market the Craven-Nation property in Big Sur. We strongly recommend that you delay
authorization of this request for a variety of reasqns. These reasons, by way of exampie,
include the following: _

1. Quidated Information. There are a ho$§t of changed circumstances and improved
environmental insights since our letter of May 2, 1984, which is attached to the staff report
as a “lefter of supporl.” This correspondence is saverely out of date, and doas not reflect
subsequent events such as the acquisition of lands on both_ sides of this property with
Proposition 70 funds. Similarly, it does not reflect current intérpretations of the Coastal Act
and the Local Coastal Program—espedcially with ‘respect fo environmentally sensitive
habitats and public accass. Therefore, our staff must go on record as recommending
against the proposal in its present form. We are, of course, prepared to assist Conservancy
staff in identifying altematives that wouid better conform the project to Coastal Act and LCP
policies.

2. Wildlife Habitat. On page XVIll-11 of the staff report appears the statemertt that the property
“...does not have significant vaiues for wildlife habitat or other environmental purposes.”
This is not true. The property, which is appropriately designated in the Big Sur Coast Land
Use Plan (LUP) for Watershed & Scenic Conservation, is very much part of the overall
Santa Lucia Mountains biome. This is mountain lion, deer, coyote and redtail hawk country.
Our staff has observed dozens of deer and a bobcat during brief evening visits. tt is evident
that the property provides a wildlife corridor between Garrapata Stata Park on the sauth,
and the Prop. 70 open space acquired by the County an the north.

3. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. In additien to its value as a wildlife cormridar, there
are specific types of ESHA on the property, Yet, the proposed dispasition plan does not
identify these, nor does it propose to protect such areas through dedication of protective
easaments or cother legal instruments. Examples of such habitats which have been
tentatively identified include patches of coastal mantime chapparal; riparian vegetatiarm,
including the yeflow mimulus-equisitum populations along the seasonat stream at the north
boundary of the site; and uncut redwaod forest along Malpasg Creek at the extreme inland

point of the property.
4. Critical Viewshed. The Big Sur Coast LUP's shining glory is its Critical Viawshed policy. Alf

new development is required to be hidden from public view. Public views are defined in -
terms of particular vantage points, These include afl locations aleng Highway One and

CAWINNT\P rofilesUotter\PersonalVictarine Ranch Memo.doc
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wm anern, execuuve Officer
Victorine Ranch Disposition Plan
January 26, 2000

Page 2,

certain other highly scenic viewpaints, including nearby Soberanes Paint (a high knoft about
ona mile to the south, within Garrapata Stata Park). The staff recommendation relies on
inadequate viewshed analysis, limited to oniy a few selected vantage points along the
Highway priar to its post-El Nino reconstruction and not including the public viewpoint atop
Soberanes Point, In any case, it is obvious that most of the foreslopes of the property are
directly in view of the State Scenlc Highway and are an inseparable part of the highly scenie
backdrop for the Garrapata State Park shoreline, However, the proposed disposition plan
appears to have no provision for protecting this important scenic resource theough
dedication of scenic easements or similar measures.

5. Entrance Road Impacts. Based on the advise of the Fire Marshall, the County wilf require
that the present country lane serving the Victorine Ranch parcals (travel surface anly 810 ft.
in width) be widaned to 18 ft..if even one more house is approved anywhere in the tract.
Because of sight distance restraints, a different entry from Highway One may be required as
well. This will amount to an essentially new road. However, grading and roaddevelopment
are not allowed uses in the Critical Viewshed. In addition, the Conservancy's proposed road
repair also requires a coastal development permit from Monterey County. Such a permit has
not yet been approved. The County has an application to improve the first segment of the
road. That application itself is problematic, as noled above. We have not seen an
application for the remaining segment of the road. However, improving that second
sagment will require a riparian comidor cressing. Such a proposal would have ta be
evaluated for consistency with the County’s local coastal pragram. If such work in the
riparian corridor could be avoided, that would appear to be the best course of action.

6. Public Access Opportunity. The historic caftle trail known as the Old CoastTrail, crosses
the property and should be protected as an essential link between adjacent public lands.
Yet the disposition plan does not mention the reservation of any pubfic access easements.
Also, if the property is initially marketed to a public recreation or private land conservancy
entity, then there may not need to be any $100,000 expenditure for road repair. For
example, If State Parks purchased the property it would become an addition to Garrapata
"State Park. The only necessary site access would be on a trail. A trail connection could
easily be mada from the adjoining Stale Park land without the need to repair the road.
Another exampls would be to market only the property’s development credits. If someone
purchased the development credits, then the Conservancy wouyld be left holding a property
with no development potential and hence no need for road access.

The Conservancy has spant considerable public monsy on trying to make a project work at
Victorine Ranch. Since it has not happened, we urge extreme caution before sinking any mare
money into this site.
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Coastal |

Conservancy

February 23, 2000

Tarni Grove, Director

Central Coast District
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, California 95060

RE: Craven-Nation Property (Victorine Ranch) Disposition Plan
Dear Ms. Grove:

-1 am writing to summarize our telephone conversation of Friday, February 18, 2000
regarding the Coastal Conservancy’s plans for its property at Victorine Ranch and the
concerns ratsed in your January 26, 2000 memorandum to Bill Ahern. As we mentioned
during that conversation, Conservancy staff is exploring a2 number of altemative project
scenarios for the property, including possible acquisition of the Craven-Nation parcel by
the Department of Parks and Recreation or some other public entity. Anather scenario
would be to proceed with the Conservancy’s original plan to sell the property on the
private market.

In your memorandum of January 26, you raised a number of concerns related to the
possible sale of the property to 2 private owner and the subsequent development of the
property. As a result of Friday’s conversation, we now have a better understanding of
those concems and believe that we can work with your staff to address them.

As we discussed on the telephone, there are a number of important resources on the
Craven-Nation property, including areas in the Big Sur Critical Viewshed, variaus types
of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs), wildlife corridors and a public
accessway.

Although our original staff recornmendation presumed that these resources would be
addressed by the regulatory process, I think we all agree that these resources can be more
effectively protected through the use of easements and deed restrictions. Due to the
various site constraints on the Craven-Nation property, including viewshed, slopes, geol--
ogy and soils, only a relatively small portion of the property has the potential for develop-
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Letter to Tami Grove RE: Victorine Ranch Project
February 23, 2000

. ment. We propose to delineate an area of the property that we determine could support
residential development (subject to LCP and building code restrictions) and place a
conservation easement over the remainder of the property, prohibiting all development.
The result would be the permanent protection of those portions of the property located int
the Critical Viewshed and those areas containing ESHA's and wildlife corndors. If sig-
nificant resources and/or habitat areas are identified within the area that would not be
subject to the conservation easement, we would consider appropriate restrictions to pro-
tect these as well. In addition, the Conservancy could reserve a public access easement
over any existing public trails that your staff identifies on the property.

Our expectation is that we would work closely with your staff to conduct a comprehen-
sive viewshed analysis of the property and to identify any additional areas of the property
that contain important habitat types, including riparian comdors. We will also consult
with your staff regarding the wording of the conservation easement. The Craven-Nation
Property Disposition Plan will be amended to reflect these restrictions on development,
before being presented to the Conservancy for approval.

Sale of the Craven-Nation property, not to mention the necessary prelimmary analyses, .
will require 2 minimurn level of vehicular access to the property. At present, the road
that leads to the Craven-Nation property from the adjacent property (the Gozzi property)
is completely impassable. The Conservancy proposes to repair only the segment of the
road that was washed out in the winter storms of the last two years. Conservancy staff1s
aware of the necessity of obtaining permits for the road repair from all the pertinent
County agencies and would certainly do this before initiating any construction activities.
Funding authorization is needed from the Conservancy before planning, engineering and
permitting can begin, however.

We are also aware that this segment of the road crosses the course of a seasonal stream,
and we would take every care to minimize impacts to the stream corridor in the road
reconstruction. Your staff specifically mentioned using railroad flatcars as bnidges, in-
stead of placing culverts across streamn channels. Conservancy staff will follow up on
this suggestion and explore the feasibility of this option for the Craven-Nation property.

You also expressed concerms regarding the possible widening of the Victorine Ranch
Road, the common road that serves all of the properties on the Victorine Ranch. Conser-
vancy staff does not propose to undertake any improvements to the road, beyond repair of
the segment providing access solely to the Craven-Nation property. However, develop-
ment of the Victorine Ranch properties, including the possible development of the
Craven-Nation property following sale, could result in widening requirements that con—
flict with the Critical Viewshed Policy. In fact, Conservancy staff’s inquiries with the
Monterey County Planning Department revealed that the Fire Department has already
requested that the common road be widened to 18 feet, and that a permit application is
still pending for this project. Thus, it would appear that the issue of widening the road
has already been broached and is under active consideration. Chances are high that at
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Letter to Tami Grove RE: Victarine Ranch Project
February 23, 2000

least one additional building permit for the Victorine Ranch will be requested from the
County before the Conservancy is ready to selt the Craven-Nation property. Therefore, it
seems that widening the road is and will continue to be an issue with Monterey County
and the Coastal Commission, whether or not the Craven-Nation property is ever
developed.

¢
Lastly, we discussed the status of the Conservancy’s inquiries with the Department of
Parks and Recreation regarding a purchase of the Craven-Nation property by the Depart-
ment for inclusion in Garapata State Park. When we spoke on February 18, the Conser-
vancy had received no definite response from the Department. We will continue to pur-
sue the possibility of selling the property to the Department, or some other conservation
organization such as Monterey County or the Big Sur Land Trust. We hope to have
obtained a clear indication of interest from one of these organizations before the Conser-
vancy’s March 23, 2000 board meeting.

Marcia and I were glad for the opportunity to discuss directly with you and your staff the
many issues raised in your January 26 memo. We hope to continue to work coopera-
tively with you to formulate a plan for the Victorine Ranch project that meets the needs

of both of our agencies. If you would like to discuss any of this before the meeting with
Peter Douglas scheduled for March 1, 2000, feel free to contact me at (510) 286 3773 or
Marcia Grimm at (510) 286-1084.

it P hilir

Prentiss F. Wllhams
Project Manager

cc: Gary Hemandez, Chair, State Coastal Conservancy
Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission
William Ahern, Chief Executive Officer, State Coastal Conservancy
Peter Douglas, Executive Director, California Coastal Commission
Marcia Grimm, State Coastal Conservancy
Carol Arnold, State Coastal Conservancy
Lee Otter, California Coastal Commission
Rick Hyman, California Coastal Commission
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Exhibit 6
Critical Viewshed Policy

BIG SUR COAST
LAND USE PLAN

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM

MONTEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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3.2 SCENIC RESOURCES

!

. There is longstanding concern for the protection of the scenic

beauty of the Big Sur area. During the early 13940's, the
County's refusal to approve service station roadside advertising
resulted in national attention. A landmark court decision in

favor of the County, upheld the right of local government to
regulate aesthetics through the police power. In the 1960ts,
Highway One wags designated as the first scenic highway in
Califoernia's new State Scenic Highway System. Many other
measures have been taken by the County to preserve the ocutstand-
ing visual qualities of.the Big Sur area. These have included,
among other things, use of the Scenic Conservation zone, careful
site, design and landscaping control, and abatement of visual
nuisance. '

In spite of these controls, increased development has gradually
encroached into areas of outstanding beauty. In some cases this
has been caused by poorly sited homes, or structures which have
not been designed to blend well enough with their surroundings.
In other cases, highly visible roads have been built on sceni-
cally sensitive mountainsides to provide access to new hamesites
or residential parcels. In still other cases, public agencies
have undertaken construction with little sensitivity toc the land
or to Big Sur's aesthetic values.

The aesthetic and scenic gualities and semi-wilderness character
of the coast have received national and even international
acclaim. Accordingly, the issue of visual resource protection
is probably the most significant and far reaching question
concerning the future of the Big Sur coast. ‘A major premise of
this plan is that unusual action must now be taken to presearve
the coast's scenic beauty and natural appearance. The strong
policies set forth in this plan are intended to safeguard this
critically important resource. If carried out, they should
assure the protection of the scenic magnificance of the area and
reflect the desire of the people of Monterey County and the Big
Sur community to preserve their heritage for present and future
generations.

3.2.1 Xey Policy

Recognizing the Big Sur coast's outstanding beauty and its great
benefit to the people of the State and Nation, it is the
County's objective to preserve these scenic resources in per-
petuity and to promote the restoration of the natural beauty of
visually degraded areas wherever possible. To this end, it is
the County's policy to prohibit all future public or private
development visible from Highway 1 and major public viewing
areas (the critical viewshed), and to condition all new develop-
ment in areas not visible from Highway 1 or major public viewing
areas on the siting and design criteria set forth in Sections
3.2.3, 3.2.4, and 3.2.3 of this plan. This applies to all
structures, the construction of public and private roads,
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utilities, lighting, grading and removal or extraction of
natural materials.

3.2.2 Definitions

1. Critical viewshed: everything within sight of Highway 1L

and major public viewing areas including turnouts, beaches
and the following specific locations Soberanes Point,
Garrapata Beach, Abalone Cove Vista Foint, Bixby Creek
Turnout, Hurricane Point Overlook, upper Sycamore Canyon
Road (Highway 1 to Pais Road), Pfeiffer Beach/Cooper Beach,
and specific views from 0ld Coast Road as defined by policy
3.8.4.4.

3.2.3 Critical Viewshed

A. Policies

1. In order to avoid creating further commitment to develap-
ment within the critical viewshed all new parcels must
contain building sites outside the critical viewshed.

2. The best available planning techniques shall be used to
permit development of parcels partially in the critical
viewshed. These may include clustering of structures,
sensitive site design, design control, transfer of develop-—
ment credits, and other techniques designed ‘to allow
development on such parcels outside the critical viewshed.

3. Where it is determined that an alternative building site on
a parcel would result in conformance to the Key Policy,
then the applicant will be required to modify his proposal
accordingly. Similarly, changes in the design, height, or
bulk of proposed structures will be required where this
will result in an approvable project.

4. New roads, grading or excavations will not be allowed to
damage or intrude upon the critical viewshed. Such road
construction or other work shall not commence until the
entire project has completed the permit and appeal process.
Grading or excavation shall include all alterations of
natural landforms by earthmoving equipment. These restric-
tions shall not be interpreted as prohibiting restoration
of severely eroded water course channels or gqullying,
provided a plan 1is submitted and approved priar ta
commencing work. ’

5. Where it is determined that a proposed development cannot
be resited, redesigned, or in any other way made to conform
to the basic critical viewshed policy, then the site shall
be considered environmentally inappropriate for develop—
ment. '

6. The County will participate with other public agencies and
private groups to secure adeguate funds to purchase
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critical viewshed parcels proposed for development or teo
secure for use by restricted landowners, other developable
land areas to which new development can be transferred. The
value of parcels, for purposes of establishing purchase
price, shall not be diminished by virtue of their lacation

. in the viewshed or by the policies of this section.

The general policy concerning replacement of structures
shall be to encourage resiting or redesign in order to
conform to the Key Policy. Replacenent or enlargement of
existing structures, or structures lost in fire or natural
disaster within the critical viewshed shall be permitted on
the original location on the site, provided no other less
visible poertion of the site 1is acceptable to the property
owner, and provided the replacement or enlargement dees not
increase the visibility of the structure. Replacement or
enlargement of structures outside the critical viewshed
shall be permitted as long as such replacement or enlarge-
ment does not cause the structure to intrude into critica
viewshed. _ ' :

Landowners will be encouraged to grant scenic easements to
the County over portions of their land in the critical
viewshed.

The County encourages creative public and private efforts
to restore the scenic beauty of visually/impacted areas af
the coast and will assist such efforts where possible.

Procedures For identifving whether A Proposed Project Would
Intrude On The Critical Viewshed.

All development applications shall require individual on-
site investigations to determine whether they would intrude
on the critical viewshed. The proposed buildings shall be
accurately indicated as to dimensions, height, and
rooflines by poles and access roads, by stakes with flags
which shall remain in place for the duration of the project
review and approval process. Such indications of the extent
of development shall be recorded photographically with
superimposed representation of the proposed project. The
standard for review is the objective determination of
vhether any portion ¢f the proposed development is visible
from Highway 1 or the major public viewing areas identified
in the definition of the critical viewshed.

Visibility will be considered in terms of normal, unaided
vision in any direction for any amount of time at any
season. Ocean views from Highway 1 shall not he aghscured
by artificial berming/mounding or landscaping. Distant
developnent, although in the technical line of sight, will
not bhe considered visible if sited and designed so as naot
to be seen from Highway 1 and other major public viewing

_areas. Exterior light sources shall be prohibited if such

light source would be directly wisible from the lacatians
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designated in Policy 3.2.2.1 above. The critical viewshed
does not include areas visible only from the hiking trails
shown on the Trails Plan (Figure 3).

A1l new developrent not in conformance with the approved
representations shall be removed.

Land Not in the Critical Viewshed
Policies

So that the visual continuity may remain undisturbed, the
design and siting of structures, whether residential, com-—
mercial, agricultural, or public, and access thereto, shall
not detract from the natural beauty of the undeveloped
skylines, ridgelines, and the shoreline.

New applicants, when selecting a building site, must
consider the visual effects upon public views as well as
the views and privacy of neighbors. The portien of a
parcel least visible from public viewpoints will be
considered the appropriate site for the location of new
structures. New structures shall be located where existing
topography or trees provide natural screening and shall not
be sited on open hillsides or silhouetted ridges. Sites
shall not leave excavation scars or slope disturbance.
Structures and access roads shall be designed to minimize
alterations of the natural landform and to avoid, insofar
as feasible, removal of healthy tree cover.

New development should be subordinate and blend with its
environment, 'using materials or colors that will achieve
that effect. Where necessary, appropriate modifications
will be reguired for siting, structural design, size,
shape, color, textures, building materials, access, and
screening.

Landscape screening may be used wherever a moderate exten-—
sion of native forested and chaparral areas 1is possible.
Other screening must be of similar plant or tree species.

Sites for new structures shall be selected to avoid the
construction of visible access roads and minimize the
extent of environmental and engineering problems resulting
from road construction.

New roads providing residential, recreational, or agricul-
tural access will be considered only where 1t has been
demonstrated that the .use of existing roads is not
feasible, or that permission for the use of an existing
road 1is shown in writing to be unobtainable from
neighboring property owners.

New roads shall avoid steep slopes and shall be located
along the margins of forested areas, along natural land
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contours, or within existing vegetation. Rocad shall be
aligned to minimize removal of native trees, and construc-
ted to minimum standards consistent with the requirements
of fire safety and emergency use. Drainage and erosion
control measures nust be adequate to prevent erosion.
During road construction, side-casting of earth materials
shall not be permitted: all materials not used for an-site
fill shall be removed from the area.

3. Television antennas shall be - unobtrusive.
B. ggocegu;eg For Applving the General Scenlc Resources
o) a at A Outside the Critical Viewshed.

Al1l development applications shall require individual on-site
investigations. The proposed dimensions of buildings shall be
accurately indicated as to dimensions, height, and reooflines by
poles and access roads narked by stakes with flags which shall
remain in place for the duration of the project review and
approval process. The County shall determine whether the
proposed development conforms to the pollCleS set forth in
Subsection A of this section.

3.2.5 Exceptions to the Key Policy
A. Rural Service Centers

Development within the following Rural Community Centers--Big
Sur Valley, Lucia, Gorda, and Pacific Valley, as well as at
Rocky Point Restaurant, Big Sur Inn, and Coast Gallery -
provide essential services to the community and visiting publie,
and shall be perm:.tted under careful design and siting controls
as provided for in the County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20 of the
County Code) and by Policy 5.4.3 of this Plan.

B. Essential Ranching Structures

Essential agricultural structures required by commercial
ranching and agriculture operations that cannot be feasibly
located outside the viewshed shall be permitted under careful
design and siting controls. Examples include barns, fences,
windmills, water pumps, water tanks, stockponds and corrals.
However, all aquaculture facilities will be subject to the same
resource protection criteria and environmental standards as
other development. Such uses shall conform to all non—-critical
viewshed standards.

c. Highway 1 Facilities

1. Public Highway raciiitias.

Road capacity, safety and aesthetic improvements shall be
allowed, as set forth below, provided they are caonsistent
with Section 4.1i.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.3 of this plan. Signs,
guardrails, and restrooms shall be of a design complementa-
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ry to the rural setting and character of Big Sur, with
preference for natural materials. Protective barriers
constructed by Caltrans should utilize boulders or walls of
rock construction. Public agency permanent highway signs
should be framed with unpainted redwood. All highway signs
should be reviewed once every three years by Caltrans to
determine the need for their continued use. All unnecas-—
sary signs should be removed.

2. Private Highway Imprcvements.

Private driveway entrances, gates, roadside fences, mail-
boxes, and signs shall be of a design complementary to the
rural setting and character of Big Sur, with preference far
natural materials. :

D. Utilities

Tt is the County's intent that utilities be installed under-
ground. Overhead power or telephone lines will be considered
only where overriding natural or physical constraints exist.
Poles will be placed in the least conspicuous locations out of

public, and where possible, private view. Exterior lighting
will require shielding to reduce its long-range visibility, and
to cause the light socurce to not be visible. Further, exterior

lighting shall be downlite and minimal to reduce as much as
possible light pollution. Transmitter towers and power facili-
ties must not appear in the critical viewshed. Water lines or
underground conduits should be buried or otherwise obscured by
vegetation. -

E. State Park Parking

In order to provide for parking and other low intensity support
faclilities for the State of California system of parks on the
Big Sur coast, flexibility in the basic viewshed policy may be
permitted to allow use of excavating, berming, and indigenocus
plant screening at Soberanes Point, Garrapata Beach, Little Sur
River Mouth, and Point Sur Lighthouse if no environmentally
suitable site is available that meets the critical viewshed
criteria. Other new parking facilities shall be provided at
off-highway locations rather than on the Highway One shoulder.
The creation of new parking lots between Highway One and the
ocean shall be avoided wherever possible to avoid detracting
from scenic coastal views. This policy shall also apply to new
units within the system that may be opened toc the public.
Parking and support facilities existing at current facilities
shall be removed from Highway One whenever the necessary off-
hlghway parklng is provided. New off-highway Ffacilities shall
be designed, to conform to viewshed policy 3.2.4.3 if located in
the critical viewshed (except for necessary entrance ways, which
cannot be hidden from Highway One), and to policy 3.2.4 if

located outside the critical viewshed. Existing facilities
shall be brought into conformance to the greatest extent
possible. Land acquired for viewshed proctection shall nat he
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developed for parking or visitor serving facilities. Parking
facilities for Soberanes Point, Garrapata Beach, and Ldittle Sur
River Mouth shall 'be located on the east side of Highway One and
be completely out .of the view of the Highway through the use og
excavation, indigenous forestation and berming techniques whic
shall obscure all vehicles and facilities. Restroom facilities
shall be located with the parking facilities. For public safety
at Soberanes Point, Garrapata Beach, Little Sur River Mouth, and
any new units on the east side of Highway One connecting the
parking and beach areas are highly desirable. Parking shall bhe
provided for a "maximum of 75 vehicles at these facilities.

F. oc Point Area Vacant Parcels

Existing vacant residential parcels in the critical viewshed
between Highway 1 and the sea, from (and including) the
southernmost existing residential parcel on Rocky Point, ta tha
northernmost developed residential parcel on Kasler Point and
from the southernmost developed parcel north of Abalone Cave to
the northernmost developed parcel south of Garrapata Creek shall
be permitted to be used for residential purposes subject to
policies of Section 3.2.4 of this plan and the following
standards.

Additiocnal standards cshall include keeping driveways as narrow
as possible, avoiding paving where practical and consolidation
of driveways; the use of roof and surface treatments, coloxrs and
materials which will visibly blend with the surrounding environ-~
ment; the use of berming and other measures designed to minimize
views of structures without blocking ocean vistas seen from
Highway 1; prohibiting the dumping of excavated materials over
the coastal bluff, and additions, antennae, night flood
lighting, or other improvements in view of Highway 1 without
separate permit consideration; and dedication of scenic easement
over undeveloped portion of lot. Guest houses shall be
attached to the main dwelling except where they can be sited ta
better implement these policies.

G. Otter -Cove

Existing vacant residential parcels in the critical viewshed in
the Otter Cove Subdivision seaward of Highway 1, south of
Malpaso Creek, shall be permitted to be used for residential
purposes subject to policies of Section 3.2.4 of this plan:

Additional standards shall include keeping driveways as narrow
as possible, avoiding paving where practical and consolidation
of driveways; the use of roof and surface treatments, colors and
materials which will visibly blend with the surrounding environ-
ment; the use of berming and other measures designed to minimize
views of structures without blocking ocean vistas seen fronm
Highway 1; prohibiting the dumping of excavated materials over
the coastal bluff, and additions, antennae, night floodlighting,
or other improvements in view of Highway 1 without separate
permit consideration; and dedication of scenic gsasement aver
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undeveloped portion of lot. All guest houses shall be attached
to the main dwelling.

H. Coastal-dependent Uses Exception

Coastal-dependent uses, natural resource nanagement needs, and
certain necessary public facilities as specified below are
pernitted provided that in each case there be a finding that no
reasonable alternative exists, that no significant adverse
visual impacts will result, and that all 'such uses are in
conformance with Scenic Resources Policy 3.2.4 and all other

policies. The exceptions are limited to:
a. Removal of non-native trees;
b. county road improvements in keeping with: Palicy
3.2.5.C-1; '
c. Minimal public access improvements on the beach along

shoreline lateral accessways, such as litter collec-
tion facilities and rustic stairways:;

4. Oon-shore navigational aids (lights, radio beacons,
weather stations) needed by the commercial fishing
industry:; and

e. Improvements to Pacific Valley School.

£. The joint U.S. Forest Service-State Parks-Caltrans
administrative site in Pfeiffer-Big Sur State Park.

3.2.6 Recommended Actions

2. The County shall explore all sources of funds - County,
State and Federal - to compensate property owners denied
development permits due to viewshed restrictions. The
County will discourage any increase in Federal land
ownership, management or control if such increased Federal
role would expose more of the Big Sur Coast area toa
deleterious activitjes. Examples of deleterious activities
are clear-cut commercial logging, open pit mining, oil and
gas development, overuse of environmentally sensitive
habitat areas, or the taking of private property for public
use. The County will also support improved stewardship and
management of existing public lands, and where appropriate,
consultation with the Federal agencies to insure
compatibility of land uses on both Federal and non-Federal
lands. The Federal government will be asked to adhere to
the same resource conservation policies of the certified
Land Use Plan (LUP) as are applicable to other landowners.

The California Coastal Conservancy is requested to investi-

gate and propose specific sources of funds to compensate
property owners denied development permits due to viewshed
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restrictions. The Conservancy should devise and Yrecommend
to the County practical mechanisms and procedures to make
such funds available to affected property owners in a
timely manner.

Monterey County's representatives in the cCalifornia
Leglslature and the United States Congress are requested ta
investigate and propose specific sources of funds for the
County to use to compensate property owners denied develop-
ment permits due to viewshed restrictions. These represen-
tatives are further requested to devise and recommend to
the County practical mechanisms and procedures to make such
funds available to affected property owners in a timely
manner.

' The California Coastal Conservancy should undertake a study

to identify areas of the Big Sur coast suitable for visual
rastoration and should propose specific measures to encour-
age restoration. This study may be a cooperative effort
batween interested residents, groups, and other agencies,
the Conservancy, and the County. At a minimum, the study
should:

- identify specific parcels unsuitable for development
due to viewshed restrictions and recommend means af
avoiding development on the properties.

- - prepare a map and list of specific developments,
including roads that impact visuwal quality and propose
means of gradually reducing such impacts. This should
include an incentive program, including cost-sharing,
for private landowners and residents to voluntarily
undertake such work.

Where no other feasible mitigation measures for eliminating
the adverse visual impacts of new development in the
critical viewshed are available, the County may institute
and utilize a Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) system
that will permit development credits for a parcel deter-

~mined to be developable except for the critical viewshed

restrictions. Such credits may be transferred at the
owner's option to a receiving parcel not in the viewshed
and otherwise found to be suitable for an increased density
of development. The use of transferred credits will he
allowed@ as a conditional use under this Plan. However, the
increase in residential density on the receiving parcel
shall not exceed twice that which is specified by Sectien
5.4 of this Plan, except where: a) an environmental impact
analysis reveals site suitahility for more units: b)
traffic impacts will be mitigated through reduction in the
number of driveway encroachments onto Highway 1; and <)
consistaent with all other standards listed .in this Plan.

Critical viewshed parcels protected under a TDC system
shall be secured through enforceable restrictions (e.q.
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scenlc easement dedication), subject to County Counsel
review and approval of the applicable documents. ‘
An effective and continuing program for litter contrel and
abatement, including public education, should be undertaken
by Caltrans, the State Department of Parks and Recreation,
- and the U.S. Porest Service. This program should include a
reqular schedule of litter removal along Highway 1 and on
or near public beaches and selected viewing points.
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State of California, George Deukrr i ,.an, Covernor

~lifornia Coastal Commission
CENTRAL COAST DETRICT
701 Ocean Street, Room 310
SantaCruz, CA 95050

(408) 426-7390 | RECEH/EL

May 2, 1584 N

43-211-17 and 243-211-19). Inamlyzingpastpem:.t applications in this:
area and in aasisting in the develogment of the Big Sur Cpast ILocal Coastal
Program (ICP), we have become familiar with the Victorine Ranch area. We
found that this area:

- camprises that portion of the Big Sur Coast plamning area closest
to Carmel;

- contains a substantial number of potential residential building
sites;

~ has an existing acoess road, soils suitable for septic systans, and
can be served by the Carmel Riviera Mutual Water Oompany:

- offers the potential, with cayeful siting and design, for sweeping
residential views of the coast without impairment to public views
from Righway 1;

-~ is divided ints a mumber of existing but vacant parcels, a mumber of

which would benefit from resubdivision program to provide each parcel
with a potential bailding site oot of view of the State Scenic Higlsays

- represents both a potential site for recreational development to
support the adjacent Garrapata State Park or a potential receiver
site for a “transfer of development” (iu:)programaspaxtofa
Rig Sur Coast ICP.

Exhibit 5, Page 1




Mr, Joseph Petrillo, Executive Officer
The California State Coastal Conservancy
May 2, 1984

Page 2

The current Big Sur Coast ICP lard Use Plan, adopted in April 1983 ard as
mﬂedonhp_rillo, 1984 by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, is
expected to be submitted for Coastal Commission review and certification
during May, 1984. ’misplanspeczfzes,asapnmarytmlforimplmntatim
of the viasshed protection policy for the Big Sur Coast, a TC program. Far
this program to function properly, suitable "receiving sites® are needed.

The Victorine Ranch area has been identified as one of the most likely and
suitable potential “receiving sites®within the Big Sur Cpast plarming area.

Accordingly, the Conmission has mxtspemxitacuonsinthisam

this important ICP plarning option. For example, in adoptmgiudmgsfor
coastal development permit no. 9-80-365 pan Clarke, the Central Coast Regiomal
Coastal Comission fourd that "...the Big Sur Coast LUP,..would...allow residen—
tial development in the ex-Victorine Ranch area”, ard that the "ex-Victorine
Ranch appears to be (a) possible receiving area for ToC's.” - .

If the opportunity to secure the Victorine Ranch is not realized, the feasible
alrarmatives for implementing a stxorng view protection policy will be reduced.
1f exposed viewshed lots canmot be "retired™ through resubdivision or trade,
pressures for a large-scale direct-acquisition program will mount. Therefore,
becausa of its potential role in implementing the Big Sur Coast ICP Land Use
Plan, we strongly urge your approval of the Victorime Ranch project.

Assemblyman Sam Fary :
Assemblyman Eric Seastrand
Senator Xen Maddy

Exhibit 5, Page 2
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STATE OF CALFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY ’ ' PETE WILSON, Govarror

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, STE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95040

(402) 427-4863

HEARING IMPAIRED: (415) 904-5200

June 5, 1995

Ms. Prentiss Hilltams
California Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100
Oakland, -CA 94612

Re: Victorine Ran bdivisi 1 - ' .
Dear Ms. Williams:

Coastal Commission staff has reviewed the draft Negative Declaration for the
Victorine Ranch subdivision. This subdivision is intended as a step in the
"model transfer project” to demonstrate the feasibility of the TDC program
contained in the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan/Monterey County LCP. We would
like to affirm our support for the TDC program as an implementation measure
for the LUP's Critical Viewshed Policy, particularly after the Prop. 70 fund
is exhausted or where public access considerations or other circumstances
preciude .use of these funds to compensate owners. We also understand the
wisdom of having a TDC demonstration program. However, we believe that this
proposed prciect requires more in-depth review before a Negative Declaration
is finalized.

The site is located in the former Victorine Ranch, an area of varying-sized,
mostly undeveloped parcels at the gateway to the Big Sur Coast. The 100-acre
project site comprises open grasslands, and is essentially indistinguishable
from the adjoining landscape of the undeveloped upper portion of Garrapata
State Park. The one home already approved by the County in the Victoriné
Ranch area turned out to be visible from Highway 1, counter to the Big Sur
Coast Land Use Plan, and despite representations to the contrary.

This experience demonstrates the need for caution in committing to development
in this area, and underlines the desirability of coordinating with futyre
development pians for acjacent preperties (including State Park lands).
Commitment to further development of this highly scenic area should best be
undertaken pursuant to an overall master plan, to ensure coastal resources can
be protected. . :

Views from the State Park should be protected, hiking trail routes identified,
water system provided, road access accommodated, and utilities undergrounded,
hopefully in 2 manner which will not be growth-inducing. Various alternatives
should be considered, both prior to and within the CEQA analysis process. If -
there are environmentally superior alternatives which are determined to he
nfeasible, the reasons for non-selection should be identified. For example,
one alternative is to leave the area in open space uses. Development

potential can be calculated and development rights transferred elsewhere or
sold. Another alternative is to transform the area into a true "hard-working"
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Prentiss Williams

Catifornia Coastal Conservancy
June 5, 1995

Page 2

receiver. location. In other words, because the property has room for a
substantial number of building sites apparently outside the critical viewshed,
why not maximize its potential to retire critical viewshed lots along the
entire Big Sur coastline?

As submitted, there is not enough information or analysis for our staff to
determine to what extent these alternatives were considered, or whether the
project conforms with certified LCP policies. Because this site represents
such a valuable resource, both on its own merits and on its value as a .
receiver site, we would hope to arrive at a consensus as to what would be the
most env1ronmentaT1y beneficial feasible alternative. Absent the necessary
information, the alternative resulting from the proposed project appears to he
the teast environmentally sensitive. It commits this area to large-lot,
sprawling development not in keeping with Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan Policies
5.4.3G1, 5.4.3H1, 5.4.3H2, 5.4.3H5 and 5.4.30.1. Within the parameters af the
project's purpose -—— to demonstrate the workability of the Transfer of
Development Credit program — we have identified several configurations
involving one or both of the subject parcels that would also better achieve
Land Use Plan objectives, assuming there is consensus to develop the site. We
would welcome the opportunity to map these out for you.

In conclusior, we appreciate the time that you took on the phone to hear some
of our concerns. However, we remain convinced that the environmental
consequences of this proposal need to be more rigorously reviewed. We need to
discuss which open space, access and utility easements and other features
should be incorporated in project design vs. which would best bhe implemented
through County permit conditions. And, if the purpose of the project is to
model the process that private developers would follow, shouldn't the Coastal
Conservancy defer to the County as the CEQA lead agency? More time and
information i1s needed to address these questions. Accordingly, we request
that the CEQA review deadline be extended.

Looking beyond this immediate deadline, we would be pleased to meet with your
staff and County staff to explore the best options for this area, particularly
because this is a public project on publicly owned land. We look forward to
hearing from you; please contact kick Hyman at this office, or in his absence,
Lee Otter, if you have any questions or suggestions on how we can help move
this project forward.

S1ncere]y,
David Loomis ) ,\‘g”%%
Assistant District Director (fa{{} - &
| Y &
DL/RH/LO/ /cm 5 -
cc: Bud Carney, Monterey County Planning Dept. SSS zi?igé?'
OPR Clearinghouse #95053031 NN
AMBAG Clearinghouse <¢i}?f2;39?
122R e
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STAYE OF CAUFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

- CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY
1330 BROADWAY. SUITE 1100

OAKLAND, CA 94512-2530 Vo

ATSS 341-1015 '

TELEPHONE 5102861015 :

FAX 51072860470

June 20, 1995 ' VIA FAX AND US. MAIL

David Loomis

Assistant District Director
California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Responses to Coastal Commission’s Comments on the Victorine Ranch Subdivistam
Initiat Study and Negative Declaration. ' .

Dear Mr. Loomis:

I am in receipt of your comments on the Coastal Conservancy's Initial Study and Negative
Declaration for the Victorine Ranch Subdivision. Your comments touched on a2 number of
complicated issues, and 1 will attempt to respond to each comment in the order it was raised in
your letter.

1 would, however, like to preface my responses with a clarification of the Conservancy’s
*project” for purposes of CEQA review. The Conservancy’s overall programmatic goal for its
VYictorine Ranch property is the implementation of the TDC Donor-Receiver Model Project.
The decision to use the Victorine Ranch property as a2 TDC receiver site was made pursuant
to that goal several years ago, and any related CEQA analysis was completed at that time.

In this instance, the Conservancy’s project for purposes of CEQA review is the creation of am
additional two parcels on the Victorine Ran¢h. The Victorine Ranch already contains a totat
of fourteen parcels, and the Conservancy's property is currently divided into twa legal parcels,
both of which are developable. In preparing the Initial Study and Negative Declaration, the
Conservancy has analyzed the impact of adding two more building sites to the existing twao
building sites on jts own property and the existing fourteen on the Victorine Ranch overall.
Our conclusion was that two additional homesites will not cause significant enviranmental
impacts.

The Conservancy’s project involves only the subdivision of its property, and daoes not contain
any specific development proposals. It is the Conservancy’s intention to obtain County
approvals for 2 tentative minor subdivision map and then sell the property to a private party
who will install improvements and obtain the final map. Therefore, our analysis examined the
possible environmental impacts of the addition of two homesites to the Victorine Ranch, and
did not (indeed could not) examine the possible impacts of any specific structures.

My responses to your individual comments are as follows:
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Letter to David Loomjs, CCC
‘Jure 20, 1995

1) Summary of Comment:

The proposed development site is located at the gateway to the Big Sur Coast and i
adjacent to an undeveloped portion of Garapata State Park. Development of this site
could have impacts on the adjacent public property. Development of the Victarine
Ranch should be nndertaken pursuant to an overall master plan to ensure that coastal
resources will be protected.

Response: : ' '

The existing parcels on the Victorine Ranch area are under nine separate, individual
ownerships, and therefore it will not be possible to develop pursuant to an averail
master plan per se. The Conservancy has examined the impacts of its subdivision ~the
addition of two lots — including impacts on adjacent property. The Conservaucy has
also considered cumulative impacts to the extent feasible, given the unknown plans af
other owners of nndeveloped property.

The Victorine Ranch is located in the Big Sur Critical Viewshed, and ag such, sl new
development must be undertaken pursuant to the critical viewshed policies contained
in §3.2 of the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan. In compliance with these policies, the four
building sites proposed in the Coastal Conservancy's subdivision application are located
outside the viewshed of Highway One and major public viewing areas as defined in
§3.2.2.

The Coastal Conservancy’s projectinvolves subdivision of its property into four parcels.
No specific development plans for these parcels exist at this time, and 5o it is impossible
to comment on the possible impacts of any structures eventaally built on the gite other
than very generally. However, any development that does eventually take place on the
property must be permitted by Monterey County and must conform to the policies of
§3.2.4 of the LUP, which governs development of *Land not in the Critical Viewshed.™
These polices require that all new development, even that located outside the Highway
One Critical Viewshed, be designed in such a way as not to "detract from the natural
beauty of the undeveloped skylines, ridgelines, and the shoreline”

2) Sumn:;ary of Comment:

Views from the State Park should be protected, hiking trail routes identified, 2 water
system provided, road access provided and utilities undergrounded, all in a way thatis
not growth inducing.

Response:
The proposed subdivision has been designed in accordance with the Critical Viewshed

Policy of the Big Sur Land Use Plan, and our preliminary viseal anatysis indicates that
the building sites will not be visible from either Highway One or any of the major
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Letter to David Loamis, CCC
Iune 20, 1993

public viewing areas as defined in §3.2.2 of the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan. As part
of the County’s review of the tentative map application, County staff will conduet field
inspections of the staked and flagged building sites to assure campliance with the
Critical Viewshed policy.

While it is possible that the houses developed on the Victorine Ranch will be visibie
from the ridgelines located above the area, the views will be distant and it is the
Conservancy's conclusion that the impact of the potential for two additional hauses at
such a distance will be slight.

The Coastal Conservancy is not aware of any public hiking trails that crass fts property.
There are no public ways of recosd and no evidence of public use of the property, but
if you know of any such public rights-of-way, please let us know as soon 2g possible.

The water supply for the proposed development is being provided by a private matual
water company that has been established to serve the Yictorine Ranch properties only.
The water will be provided from a single existing well. The water system for the,
Victorine Ranch Mutual Water Company has been specifically designed ta secve anly .
the Victorine Ranch, and thus will not be growth-inducing.

All existing utilities on the Victorine Ranch have been undergrounded, and the
extensions of these utilities to serve the proposed subdivision will be undergrounded as
well.

Road access to the Victorine Ranch is via a private drive that serves only the Victorine
Ranch and ends in a cul-de-sac at the Coastal Conservancy’s proposed praject site.
Thus, any road improvements assocxated with the Conservancy's prapased project will
not be growth inducing.

3) Summary of Comment:

Various project alternatives, including the no-project alternative, should be examined
as part of the Conservancy’s CEQA analysis.

Response:
In conducting its Initial Study, the Coastal Conservancy determined that the prapogsed
project would have no significant effects on the environment within the meaning of 14
California Code of Regulations §15382, and therefore hasissucd a Negative Declaration
for the proposed project. CEQA does not require the consideration and analysis of
project alternatives as part of a- Negative Declaration.

d) Summary of Comment:

The Conservancy should consider leaving the property in open space and transferring
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Letter to David Loamis, CCC
June 20, 1995

»

the development potential elsewhere.
Response:

~ As mentioned above, the decision to use the Victorine Ranch as a TDC receiver site was
made by thle Conservancy several years ago, accompanied by the required CEQA
analysis. The Victorine Ranch property was in fact purchased by the Conservancy for
the express purpose of this use. Moreover, it is not possible to generate Transferable
Development Credits (TDCs) from the Conservancy’s project site, because the property
in question contains building sites that are outside the Critical Viewshed and therefare
does not qualify as a TDC Receiver Site,

According t1q §20.156.040 of the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, in order
to qualify as a TDC Donor Site, the property in question must contain no buildable area
outside the Critical Viewshed. This ig not the case with the Conservancy®s project site.
The site in fact contains substantial buildable area outside the Critical Viewshed. That
is the reason the property was selected by the Conservancy as 2 TDC Receiver Site.

5) Snmmary of Comment:

The Conservancy'’s property should be developed more intensively in order to serve zs
a Receiver Site for more than just the two TDCs the Conservancy'’s Donor Site at Xaster
Point.

Response:

The Conservancy’s project site does indeed contain perhaps as many as ten building giteg
outside the Critical Viewshed (see Response to Comment 4 above), and the
Conservancy's original project concept for the site was to obtain tentative approval for
a larger subdivision map of eight to ten units. The existing two parcels, plus the two
created with the Conservancy’s Kasler Point TDCs, would be immediately developable.
The other units would require the application of TDCs from other Donor Sites in order
to develop, and thus would serve as “open” Receiver Sites. Dauring preliminary
discussions however, Caunty planning staff rejected this concept and indicated that the
Conservancy would have to actually obtain the additional TDCs in advance in order ta
submit an application for a subdivision larger than four units. Since the Canservancy
has no other property in the Critical Viewshed from which to generate TDCs, and is not
in a position to acquire such property, we are submitting an apphcatlon for 2 four-unit
minor subdivision.

6) Summary of Comment:

The proposed project commits the area to "arge-lot, sprawling development® when
clustered development would be more environmentally beneficial, ~
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_ Letter to David Loomis, CCC
, A June 20, 1995

Response:

The zoning for the Conservancy's project site is Rural Residential with a minigrum lot
size of 40 acres. Three of the lots that would be created by the proposed minoar
subdivision are substantially smatler thar the 40-acre lots that would ordinarily be
permitted under the existing zoning. The actual buildable area of the four proposed lots
comprises a very small percentage of the site’s total acreage and is clostered on the
western portion of the site. The actual building sites represent a very small percentage
of each lot’s total acreage.

Although the Conservancy’s design accomplishes some clustering, there were & number
of other constraints to the design of the proposed subdivision. The building sites had
to be located outside of the Critical Viewshed. The building sites also had to meet al}
of the County’s development standards pertaining to slope, geology, and percolatian.
The proposed lot configuration is the result of an analysis of all of these factors. [t may
well be that there are other lot configurations that would result in more tightly
clustered development, but given the number of other constraints to the location of
building sites, it is unlikely that any other configuration would in fact meet Monterey
County's regulations for development. Further, the Conservancy's design creates no
significant adverse impacts.

7) Summary of Comment:

The County ,shoul& act as the CEQA Lead Agency for this project, rather than the
Conservancy. '

Response:

The project is being carried out by the Conservancy under the auspices of the

Conservancy’s Big Sur Restaration Plan. The Coastal Conservancy as a public agency

is itself subject to CEQA, and prior to undertaking a discretionary project oraction, the

Conservancy must comply with CEQA. The Conservancy has undertaken a number of

actions to implement its Restoration Plan, and at various junctures it has pracessed
- CEQA documentation prior to undertaking the action.

In this case, the Conservancy must comply with CEQA prior to submitting its
application for a minor subdivision to the Country. Hence, this Negative Declaration.
Furthermore, the Conservancy’s role as Lead Agency is ¢clearly indicated in the § 15051
of the CEQA Guidelines, which state:

"Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project [if the
project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead
Agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of anather
public agency.”
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Letter to David Loomis, CCC
June 20, 1995

I hope that the above addresses the concerns raised in your letter. | would be bappy ta meet
with you or any of your staff to tour the site and discuss the pro;cct further. Please czll me
at (510) 286-3773 if you have any farther questions,

'Very truly yours,

Prentnss F W:lhams / j‘ :
Project Manager :

cc: Lee Otter, CCC
Barry Epstein, Esq.
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STATE CF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

- CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

1330 BROADWAY,

OAKLAND, CA 946122530 i

ATSS 541-1015

SUITE 1100

TELEPHONE 510/284-1013

FAX 510/2860470

December 6, 1995

[

Tami Grove

District Director

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

SURJECT: Victorine Ranch Transfer-of-Development Site (Big Sur LCP)
Dear Ms. Grove:

I am wrting to summarize my conversations with Commission staff regarding
development altematives for the Victorine Ranch property owned by the Conservancy.
Communication between our staffs in the design of these alternatives was raised as an
issue by Commission staff last summer, and I would like to assure you that we are
continuing to make every effort to work cooperatively.

Two “environmentally superior alternatives” were suggested by the Commission staff in
Dave Loomis’ letter of June 5, 1995 (copy attached): (1) using the site more intensively
than we propose, to “maximize its potential to retire critical viewshed lots”; and (2)
keeping the property in open space, with no residential development. Following that
letter, our staffs met on July 20 to discuss the project. We agreed then that the
Commission staff would take the lead in seelang County approval for additional density
transfer to be considered.

We have now reached the conclusion of that process, and it i3 clear that the County will
not consider approval of additional TDC receiver sites on the Victorine Ranch property
absent the prior approval of TDCs from donor sites. Since the Conservancy has no
prospect of obtaining any additional TDCs, it will not be possible to seek County approval
for other than the four residential homesites (two existing lots plus two existing TDCs) for
which we have been planning. We find this conclusion unfortunate, since we befieve that
the 100 acre Victorine Ranch property does contain more than four homesites that could
be developed consistent with the Big Sur LCP policies, but it is not unexpected.

As we have discussed with your staff, the Conservancy intends now to proceed with the

County process of reviewing the proposed parcel map for the transfer-of-development
project. Formal application is expected to be made to the County in January.
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letter to Tami Grove re: Victorine Ranch Transfer-of-Development Site, pagetwo  *

1t is my understanding from your staff that there still may be some sentiment for no
development on the Conservancy property. While this would obviously diverge from the
intent of the Conservancy and Commission staff in seeking to perfect a “model” TDC
project on this site, Conservancy staff will not oppose this approach from a policy basis.
If it is now the determination of the responsible regulatory agencies (County and
Commission) that the public interest and the Big Sur LCP are best served by retention of
. the Victorine Ranch principally in open space, the Conservancy will accept that judgment.
A necessary concomitant, however, would be the protection of our financial investment: if
the County wishes to purchase the Conservancy property for fair market value, we will be
a willing seller.

I appreciate the effort made by Lee Otter and the other concerned members of your staff’ '-
to reach closure on this matter, and I look forward to further dialogue regarding
appropriate use of the Victorine Ranch. Please contact me at your convenience if you
would like to discuss this.

Very truly yours,

Steve Horn
Deputy Executive Officer
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST ARBA OFFICE
$04-5200 “i‘

SANTA CRUZ CA 93040
) WMEFALING WAND- W15

December 14, 1995

" Michae! Fischer, Executive Offiéer

Catifornt

a Coastal Conservancy

1330 Broadway, Suite 1100

Oakland,
Re:

CA 94612-2530

Dear Michael:

Earlter this year the Coastal Conservancy board suthorized an appliication to
Montarey County for division of two of your Victorine Ranch parcels adjacent
to Garrapata State Park, into 4 parcels. KWe would like to take this
opportunity to express our appreciation for providing the time necessary for
us to explore rlternative use patterns for this site. Specifically, we had .
asked that {our proposed land division be trailed, until we could adequately -

explore wit

options.

your staff and the County planning staff certain planning
These fncluded: a. no density (open space); or, b. greater density

(making more aggressive use of the TDC program envisioned by the LCP, im order
to protect critical viewshed lands elsewhere in Big Sur).

Our staff had separate meetings with both your staff and ths County coastal
planning team, followed by a field visit. Our conclusions are as follows:

The site's suitability as a TDC recelver location is compromised
because a great proportion (possibly-all) of the butldable praperty
§s visible from the public viewpoint atop Soberanes Point and/or
Highway 1 (both defined vantage points for the Big Sur Coast LUP's
Critica) Viewshea Policy);

Even i1f very low profile houses were built out of public view, the
internal connectar voad (between the second and third terrace levels)

&

as wel) as any necessary widening or rebuilding of the mainm Victorine

Ranch access road would still 11kely impact the eritical viewshed:

8ecause it lacked the necessary "reciprocal view" mapping which would
have defined the envelope where future development would be
concealed, the Bestor Engineers viawshed study is of no help tn
determin¥ng how much of the site 1s suitable for residential
development and access roads;

The County's ongoing Proposition 70-funded acquisition efforts,
together with the opening of the adjacent Garrapata State Park, have
tended to 1solate the rema1ning gnrcols in the southerly part aof the
victorine Ranch area ~— so that if daveloped, the remaining parcels
would become more of an intrusive tsland of residantial use within a
beautiful expanse of public open space, rather than a logical
gouthward expansion of the Carmel Highlands/Carmal Riviera community
as perhaps originally envistoned in the LCP:
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Michael Fischer, Executive Officer
Californta Coastal Cohservancy
December 14, 1995 -

Page 2

- No water or other ut{lities are currently ava{lable to the sfte; a
mutual water system application has been submitted to the County, but
the fate of the application is uncertain, particularly in light of
the County's recent acquisition of the 5 Eastwood parcels as open
space (on which some of the water facilities had beaen proposed): -

- Khen compared to the Eastwood acquisition, the Coastal Conservancy
parcels appear equally or more qualified for compensation under the
Proposition 70 program (however, appiication to participate in the
Proposition 70 program must be made directly to the County); and,

- The original intent of the TDC demonstration project cam be equally
or bhetter carried out in partnership with the owner of another
non-critical viewshed (receiver) property (1.e., the Coastal
Conservancy need not own the recetver site). . :

In view of the above conclusions, it would appear appropriate for you to
approach the County or the Big Sur Land Trust ragarding possible participation
in the Proposition 70 program. Also, we would 1ike to explore with you the
potential for keeping alive the TDC demonstration project in some other
fashion, perhaps by re-orienting it as a public-private partnership
initiative. Please et us know how we can support you in these efforts; I
have assigned Lee Otter (or in his absence, Rick Hyman) as your primary
contacts in our Santa Cruz office.

Sincerely,

Peter M. Douglas
Executive D1rector

PHD/LO/cm

cc: Sam Karas, Supv. Sth Dist.
Bud Carney, Mo. Co. Plan. Dept. |
Mary Wright, Calif. Dept. Parks & Rec.
Brian Steen, Big Sur Land Trust

00860
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Jacqueline Onctlane

Bud Carnay

Sypervising Plannar Assoclate Planner

Menterey [County Planning Oept. Montersy County Planning Dept.
pP.C. Box (1208 P.0. Box 1208 :

Salinas, (€A 43302 ¢ Salinas, CA 93302

[ ]
Oear Budland Jacqueline:

19 sending us a copy of the Yictarine Ranch Mutual Water Cos any
D::laration and the Caunty’s draft coasta) permit staff report. Not
o' zlustons of that report jibe with the eavircnmental infaemat.on

¢nd the 8ig Sur Coast Land Uss flan's policy directions.

s.1 1n queastion fncludes infrastructura for 18 watsr cadnections.
rastructurs planning is desirable., 1ts utility and practicali~y in
Sur ara net evident. Given the very slaw rats of development in fiig
“ly. and 3t Victorine Ranch sspecially, permitting installat.an of a
s to serve what may de more than full buildout 1S growth—inaucing.
a ¥ report notes, several parcals that are in the propased sersice

tc be pliced in open space and, thus, no Tohger naed sarvice. Such
e Fate of other remaining parcals in the prapssed sarvice ares. The
*i4 notes that caratakers’' ynits could use the extra hookups.

¢ ly about 40 mora caretakers units are allowed in the entirs 31g

. 1q advacate that, wMiarever possible, these should be sarmarked for
r ranch proparties as ariQinally intanded. Caretsker units caan alse
. ime connection 33 tha main unfts. The staff report does nat note
tL2ssary application of the slope=density formula would permiz any
2.} daivisions in the raseurce arsa.

Howaver,
Sur: we
the larg
be on th
whether
farther

Since ther- are some visual impacte associated with this project as wa'?l,

prematurd ind poisibly excessive facility sizing should be avoided. Nu:e that
the Land|U e Plan does not allow roads, tanks ar any other development in tha
eritical|vy ewshed. The County staff report icknowledges that portions if the
project ¥ . 1d be visidle fram Highway 1. Tharefora. project modifications
w?;dilp -V necatsery to dring the profect into conformity with Land L;:s Plar
policies . -

v ¢ which should Be considered include incrementa) davelopmen: ev a
y-tem; individual) wells with Tthetr own preasurized starage tanks:

i~ tion of a possible cannection to the Carma) Riviera Mutua) System:
.on of batter-concealed road and tank locations. 1In evalvating such
ves, please note that the Land Use Plan ddes not allow the use of
*act earthwork such as darming or mounding te hide visible
structurps nor does i1t allew new access roads to intrude in the critical

viewshed, Hoads should not exceed 12 feet in width. RE ‘
' CE:VED‘

CAL
COastal go%mbgsm |
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Janvary 23,
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Since the @
alternative
emphasized.
preposed, a
time, If de
to supply

LS/RN/ea
0177

83-25-98 11:15A T SF CCC 91415394540 g P2

ltd Jacqualine Onciano .
ty Planniang Dept. ‘
1996

|sting wall has capacity to serve additional development,
pproaches which build. an this existing asset should de

For example, if any future devalepment that needs uater is
ipeline extansion from this well could be approved at the same
rained to be the least onvironmentally damaging alternative way
or to the parcel in question.

these comments prave helpful when considering tha subjsct coustal

Sincersly,

Lss Strmnad
Supervisor of Planning and Regulation

(o Iy o

Rick Hyman
Coastal Planner
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LIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY ' , _ u

330 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100

IAKLAMD, CA 94812-2530 .

1SS 541-1015 _ : ‘
ELEPHONE (510) 286-1015 '

AX (510) 286-0470

February 28, 1996

Peter Douglas :

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Strect, Suite 2000

San Francisco, California 94105-2219 : _ .

RE: YVictorine Ranch TDC Demonstration Project
Dear Peter:

I would like to follow up on oour February 16 visit to the Conservancy’s Victorine Ranch
property in Big Sur. I'm glad we had the chance to look av the property together and reach
some agreement on the Conservancy's plans for subdividireg the property. It is apparent to all
of us now that the property can easily support four buiiding sites without impinging on the
Critical Viewshed. )
The issue that remains is whether the Conservancy should attempt to create more than four
building sites on the property in order to better utilize its potential as 2 TDC receiver site. You
indicated on the 16th that you would like to further explore thig possibility with the County
before the Conservancy proceeds with its subdivision application. As we discussed on the 27th,
the issuc is not whether the County agrees with our assessment that the six to cight houses could
be built on the property withont being visible. Instead, the issue is whether the County LCP
enables them to accept a subdivision proposal for more lots than the amount of TDCs which
the developer ~- that’s us - has in hand. We believe it wouid be good public policy for "receiver
" lots" to be created in advance of immediately available TDCs (thus creating a bank and priming
the market). The County disagrees. Thig is the challenge that your negotiations must resolve.

Although ourstafl, and more recently Coastal Commission staff, have already put this question
to the County without success, we are more than willing to have you revigit the issue befare we
submit our map application. Please understand however, that the Conservancy is eager to
conclude this project which has already run into very substantial detays. Hence my request ta
ysu on the 16th that you conclude your inquiries within a month.

With that one month period in mind, we will submit our subdivision application to the County
by the end of March. If you are unsuccessful in your approach to the County, we will mave
forward with a four-lot subdivision. If you are zuccessful, as we earnestly hope, we will
enlarge the proposal. We will then request a meeting with County planning staff and qur
engineer to review the County's methodology determining compliance with the Criticat
VYiewshed ordinance. We would be pleased if r could participate in that meeting 50 we
can alf be satisfied that every care is being ta to assure that the Conservancy’s project will
not impact the Critical Viewshed. We are interested in any suggestions from your staff on ways
to minimize the environmental impacts of our subdivision on the Victorine Ranch, but please
bear in mind that the Conservancy also has an interest in creating building sites that are
readily marketable. I am sure that by working closely with County staff we will develop a
subdivision plan that accomplishes both of these ends.
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Letter to Peter Douglas RE: Victorine Ranch TDCx
February 28, 1996
o : Page Two

Please let me know as soop as you have concluded your inquiries with-the County concerning
the additjomdT building sftés. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

ce: Lee Otter
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1330 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100 )
OGAXLAND, CA 94612-2530 -

ATBS 641-1015

TELEPHONE (510) 288-1015

FRX (510) 268-0470 ,

CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY . @

March 25, 1996

Peter Douglas, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, California 94105-2219

RE: Victorine Ranch TDC Demonstration Project

‘Dear Peter:

On Tuoesday we were informed by Tami Grove that the Coastal Commission has filed an
appeal of Monterey County’s approval of the Coastal Development Permit for the Victorine
Ranch Mutual Water Company. I was surprised, to say the least, since the issue of the water
system had never been raised by you or your staff in the numerous meetings and
convcrsahons held with us on the sub_;ect of the Victorine Ranch.

My understanding from you af ter our meeting of February 16 was that the Conwvancy :
and the Commission were in agreement on the suitability of the Conscrvancy's property for
regidential dcvelopment. As you recall, Peter, we had even agreed to deldy submitting our
map application until the end of this month so that you could further éxplore the possibility
of creating more than four building sites on the property. In light of the conclusion of our
fast mceting, this current turn of events is puzzling indeed. How can the Commission
simultaneously support our subdivision but oppose the water system that serves it?

The development of a water system on the Victorine Ranch is a vital component of the
Conservancy’s project. In fact, the Conservancy was prevented from submitting its
subdivision map to the County for several years until a water source counld be identified
and secured. The application for 2 Coastal Development Permit from the Victorine Ranch
Mutoal Water Company has been on file with the County for about six months, and your
staff heas had ample opportunity to raise any concerns they might have had tcgard.mg the
water system with us and with the County.

We are dismayed that your staff said nothing of their concerns to us, either before or after
the application’s approval by the County on Januvary 31st. We do agree that the water tank,
just lxkg the honses, must be located outside the Critical Viewshed. If, in fact, the tank is-
unnecem,fily visible, that creates a quandary which must be resofved. As Tami said to me,

“I must believe that we're on the same zide on this,” and she’s right. I only wish we were .
working to assure the proper siting of the tank before an appeal became necessary in your
view. : :
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Letter to Peter Douglas RE: Victorine Ranch
March 25, 1996
Page Twog

But here's the core of our concern: we thought we were engaged in a partnership project.
Yet you and your staff considered the problem (and came to a decision) without including
BS, your partaers, in the process. If we cen’t apply the basic principles of partunership ta
even the easy ones -, when we're on the same wavelength - how can youn expect to avoid
damaging friction in the tougher situations? :

is experience gives us all the resolve we need to do 2 much better job of teamwork,

cc. Tami Grove
Lee Otter
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MONTEREY OOUNTY

PLANMNG AND BU!LD!NG INSPECTION DEPAHTMENT
P.O.BOX 1208 SAUNAS, CALIPORNIA 83002 [4083 788800t

ROBERT SLIMMON, JA.

DIRECTOR QF PLANNING AND BURDING INSPECTION
May 8, 1596 - -

¢

. YIA _FACHIMILE

Mr. Las Gtterx

Califomia Coastal ch:.usion
725 Fromt Street, Suire 300
Santa Cru=, CA 95050

aemxsmmwa

Dear lT.oe;

Pleage accept this letter am notification by the County thar
the clarifying documants ragquagted by your May 1, 19%€ letter to
Anthony Lombayda have been placed in the official record. ;

The applicant han gubmittgd an amepdment to the Bylaws of tha
Victoxrine Ranch Mutual Water Company which addracses the concerns
. axpredaed in your  letter ta the applicant. The County will
requize the pplicant te provide proof of recording the averddmenc
to the By-laws ag the Firse Amendment ts tha Bylaws.

" Tha County agrees with the clarification of condikiona
provided by PRazagrephe 1 rhrough 8 nnder the heading of Propoped
Renglutiog in your May 1, 1996 letter ta Anthony Loubardo and will
incexprer the conditions conaiscent with thiz clarification.

CC: Nick Chiules
Jacgueline Oncisnc
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73445 - RECOGRDED A TREQU‘STOF

. Recording Requested by and
When Recorded, Mail To:

e 9 17 3uPK'%6

Anthony Lombardo & Associates OFFICE OF RECORDER

P. 0. Box 2119’ _ ]
- ORI OF MoNTERey

Salinas, CA 83902

AMENDMENT TO BYLAWS OF VICTORINE RANCH
MUTUAL WATER COMPANY

Section 3.4 Water Sexvice Connections. The Mutual has a
maximum of sixteen (16) service connections which shall be
distributed within the Mutual's service area boundaries as follows:

3.4.1. Ten (10) comnections: one for each primary
residence on eacn legal lot of record;

3.4.2. Two {2) connections: one for each of up to two
(2) additional primary residences to be created on the Conservancy
property by use of the County’s Transfer Development Credit.
program; ' :

. 3.4.3. The balance of the connections are reserved for
accessoxy sStructures constructed on any of the existing legal lotsa
of xrecord;

3.4.4: In the event that. any of the property owners
within the Mutual’s service area fail to execute a subscription
agreement and record a memorandum of subscription agreement or if
the number of developable legal lots of record sexrved by the Mutual
may decrease through voluntary consolidation, purchase by a public
agency for open space, purchase or gift of easement which precludes
development, or similar event, the service comnection(s) for said
property{s) shall be used in accordance with section 3.4.3. above.

cn225\1d-amend. 502\1
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SECRETARY’S CERTIFICATE
OF _
VICTORINE RANCH MUTUAL WATER COMPANY

I hereby certify that I am the duly elected and acting
Secretary of said Mutual and that the foregoing Amendment to
Bylaws, comprising 1 page, constitute the Amendment to Bylaws of
said Mutual as duly gdopted by action of the Board of Directors
thereof on Ma LZt— , 1996. '

Dated: Maylz-’, 1996 8 ) .
o ‘H’Q&&U b@)@&o, Atcy .
RELEN BIBBERO, Secretary]
.‘g):frufiﬁ‘)@!/\

£257S
STATE OF CALIFORNIZ

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

On MAY 13, 1956, before me, NANCY STAFFORD, Notary Public,
personally appeared WENDY L. ROSS, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactoxy evidence) to be the
person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument as a
witness thereto, who being by me duly deposed and said: That
she resides in Monterey County, that she was precsent and saw
HELEN BIRBERO, personally known to her to be the same person
described in and who executed the within instrument, as a parxrty
thereto, sign, seal and deliver the same and that said party duly
acknowledged in the presence of said affiant, that she executed
the same, and that said affiant, thereupon at the paxty’s
request, subscxibed her name as a witness thereto.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

A Ao
o f Jd

50229\1d-seccexz\1
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WITHDRAKAL OF
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT CQAST AL COMAMISSITEH
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CZWTRAL COART AREA

SECTION 1. Appellani¢s)
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): ety ‘

Commissioner Card L. Willjams

Catifaornia Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St., Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94108-2213 (415) 504-5200

SECTION I1I. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of leocal/port government: mm_gﬁ_ggnte}ey

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Loastal Development
Prrmit Mo. PC 94185 for Victorine Ranch Mutual Water Company (16-coanection
water tanks)

3. Development’'s location (street address, assessor's parcel mo., cruss
street, atc.):

y_Coupty.

4. Description of decision being appealed: Approval with specfal
conditions - _

5. APPEAL NO.: A-3-M(D-96-022

6. DATE FILED: March 19, 1996

7. DISTRICT: Central Coast

8

Dacision being appealed was made by: Planning Comwissian
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RITHDRAWAL OF APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GDVERKMERI'
PAGE 2

SECTION III. Ressons Sugvorting the Mithdrawal of This Appeal
State hriefly your reasons for withdrawing this appeal.

NOTE: Continued on Page 3.

SECTION V. ificatign

The {information and facts stated above, and an Page 3, are covrect to the hest

of my/ouy knowledge.

“Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

Date _¥av 1Q. 3596

MOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
myst altso sign below.

Section YI. Agent Authorization

I/He hereby autheorize to act as my/aur
reprasentative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s}
Date

01231 sC
01540
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WITHDRAKAL OF APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION'OF LOCAL GOVERKMENT
: PAGE 3

SECTION IIT. Bg1ﬂHu_Snnnnrting_Ihﬂ_Eiihdrazal;ﬂf_lhiz_Aﬁnﬁﬁl (Cantlinued)

State briefly your reasons far withdrawing this appeal.

01540
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. S‘IA‘fE # CAUFORNLA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFRCE

728 FRONT STREEY. STE 100
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95040

lao8) 4774843

NEARING IMPARED. {415) 704-5200

June 3, 1996

Anthony J. "Bud® Carney, Supervising Planner

Coastal Team Supervisor

Konterey County Dept. of Planning and Buildinq

P.0. Box 1208 ,
Salinas, CA 93902

RE: Coasta) Conservancy Property at Victorine Ranch

Dear Bud:

The purpose of this letter is to summarize the results of our meeting with yau
and Jacqueline on May 2B8th. As you are aware, over the last several months

our staff and the Coastal Conservancy have been discussing land division on

the subject property, located in the Big Sur Coast portion of the County's .
coastal zone. The overall goal of last week's meeting was to identify -
applicable LCP requirements and permit processing issues so that we might
assist the Coastal Comservancy in making necessary dec¢isions about how ta
proceed with nroposals for this property.

B8ecause this property was conceived as a model Transferred Development Credit
(TOC) receiver site, we discussed that it is important for the (ounty to
{dentify what 15 needea in order to process aa application which would
implement such & mode) TDC project, including a County-issued Coastal
Development Permit (CDP). Toward this end we are investigating the
feasibilty of maximizing the number of TDC receiver Tots in a manner which
would be fully consistent with the LCP. (Given the limited information
available to date, this initially appears to be in the range of & to 8 lots.)
In our discussions, we endeavared to discover if there are potentially any
conflicts with the County's Subdivision Ordinance, or wlth other Caunty
requirements. :

We also contrasied the permit processing requirements and time scale for a
minimum—tevel (4-lot) subdivision vs. the 6~8 1ot TDC receiver site scenario.
For the minimum—level case, we assumed the Loastal Conservancy will utilize
two TDC credits transferred from their Abalone Cove viewshed parcel at Kasler
Cove in combination with their two existing Victorine Ranch parcels (total
about 100 acres). This would yield four new parcels and a remajnder open
space parcel.

Our discussion yielded the following highlights:

a. 0On the question of whether or not your department can take in an
appliication for more than four lots, 1t is clear that such an
application would be accepted.
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" Anthony J. “Bud" Carney

June 3,
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1996

{

You advised us that the advice of County Counsel 1s needed before it
can be sald with certainty that there are no Subdivision Map Act or
County Subdivision Ordinance obstacles to processing such a request;
however, you were not able to immediately identify any such probtems.

1f an application for more than four parcels were to be approved,
there appear to be several possible ways to insure that the
sgyer-four® parcels are reserved exclusively for the receipt of
T0C's. For example, the County's COP could be conditioned to regquire
that those parcels beyond the first four would not be recorded untll
additional TDC credits are generated and formally app11ed to thig
property. _ -

Tnere would be a8 difference, although not substantial, inm processing
time between a Minor Subdivision (max. 4 l1ots plus remainder) and a
Standard Subdivision (more than & lots). This 4s because additional
layers of review are required for a Standard Subdivision. A& minor
subdivision can be approved by the County's Minor Subdivision
Committee 2lone. This would require typically 3~4 months, beyond the
time needed for the CEQA compliance process.

In contrast, a Standard Subdivision currently must be approved by the
Subdivision Committee, the Planning Commission, and the Board of
Supervisors. The new Title 20 revisions will shorten this process by
one level of review, but something on the order of 6 months can he
anticipated (in addition to the CEQA compliance process).

With respect to the CEQA process, the County would ask to be the lead
agency. It appears unlikely that the existing Coastal Conservancy
Negative Declaration would be considered adequate to address the -
range of issues applicable to the Victorine Ranch site. A
pre-application conference would be strongly suggested, to {identify
what is needed to address (EQA requirements. This would be
especially true with respect to the viewshed analysis, which would
need to be conducted in accordance with the County's written
guidelines and would have to consider all vantage points listed in
the Big Sur Coast LUP. VYau pointed out that not only the proposed

~residentta) sites, but also the proposed road{s) would have to he

staked for proper analysis.

Standard Subdivisions nearly always need a full EIR for the County ta
process them. In some more sensitive cases, Minor Subdivistons may
also need an EIR. If all the issues are adequately addressed, a :
Negative Declaration might satisfy CEQA requirements —— but, the same
kind of information would be required whether or not an EIR 1s
prepared.

Normally, subdivisions are subject to a requirement that roads and

utilities all be in place before lots can be sold. We discussed the
question that if more than four lots are approved, can the read and
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" Aanthony J. “Bud® Carney
June 3, 1996 '
Page 3

utility extensions be done incrementally for the “"over-four” lots?
1t appeared this might very well be possible if conditioned as §in *b*
above, but hera again the advice of County Counsel 1s needed.

h. Regarding avajlability of donor credits, there have already been same
private sector TOC trarsfers. County staff is currently aware of two
avallable donor credits, other than the Conservancy's two Kasler
Point/Abalone Cove donor credits; they are held by Bixby Creek
Partners and by Linda Mazet (one each). This may be something the
Coastal Conservancy will want to look into further. .

In view of the above information, as well as the need to coordinate each of
our respective agency's roles and to insure that the project is fully
consistent with the Monterey County LCP, the following steps are suggested:

1. The County's subdivision and CDP permit processing requirements are
clarified with County Counsel, as mentioned above. A pre-application
conference would be appropriate at this point, as well.

2. For Critical Viewshed purposes, a supplemental viewshed analysis would be
conducted by the Coastal Conservancy to determine the extent of the zone
of concealment. Conservancy staff should consult with County and Coastal
Commission staff regarding technique, to insure that the results wil) be
credible and accepted.

3. The supplemental viewshed analysis may show that the site is capable of
supporting more than four residential parcels. If so, Coastal Conservancy
staff will determine the feasibility of applying for more, hopefully im
consultation with County and Commission staff. Whatever the number of
parcels selected, the Coastal Conservancy will adjust the design of the
subdivision to insure that all elements, including road construction, are
wholly consistent with the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan’'s Critical V{ewshed
Policy and other County requirements.

5. The Coastal Conservancy will, in coordination with the County, Coastal
Commission, and State Parks, identify the location of scenic/open space
easements and hiking trat) easements to be shown on the Tentative
Subdivision Map. Any building height limitations or restrictions on sfte
coverage needed to preclude “monster houses™ out of character with B8ig Sur
should be identified as well.

6. A CDP application would be submitted 1o, and processed by the County. The
County would prepare, circulate, and certify the necessary CEQA documents.
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Please advise 1f we've omitted any steps. 4We've not mentioned the water
supply issue because with the withdrawal of the appeal, the Victorine Ranch
Mutual Water Company CDP will provide at least 4 connections (and potentially
several more, up to the t6~connaction 1imit). And, as the existing Bibbers
well demonstrates, groundwater is available for additional wells. We laok
forward to discussing these issues with you and the Coastal Conservancy at our
meeting of June 6, 1996. Please contact Lee Otter of ocur staff if you have
any questions.

-S1ncere1y,

A ami @&w&ﬂ

Tami Grove
D1str1ct Director

T6/L0/cm

¢cec: M, Fischer, C. Conservancy
pP. Douglas, C. Commission

01560
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA~THE RESOQURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 FREMONT, SUIE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 b

VOICE AND YOD (4)5] $04-5200

June 18, 1996 RECE(\]ED

' JUN 2 0 199
Michael Fischer, Executive Officer . CALF

State Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway St., Suite {100
Oakland, CA 94612-2530

Dear Michael:

I write in support of the Conservancy staff recommendation that the Board approve $30,000 for
additional planning and permitting work associated with seeking county approval for a tentative
subdivision map of up to eight units for the Victorine Ranch in order to support the county’s
transfer of development credit program. We have worked with you and your staff for many
‘months to move forward with a mnlti-unit subdivision at Victorine in order to create a receiver site
for potenhal future transfers of densities from sensitive viewshed locations consistent with the
county’s local coastal program. While not prejudging all of the aspects of such a subdivision (Le.,
the precise siting and design of building sites and structures), we strongly support pursuing this
effort in furtherance of an innovative and important element of the county’s local coastal program.

We appreciate that a subdivision of more than four lots will entail additional work on the part of
your staff and we are prepared to do what we can to be of assistance.

We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff on this project.

2D
Pe rDouglas

Executive Director

cc: Tami Grove
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August 6, 1996

Tami Grove

District Director, Central Coast
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

SUBJECT: Victorine Ranch TDC Project

Dear Ms. Grove:

1 am writing to follow up on the meeting that we held in Monterey on June 6, conceming the
scope of the proposed “Model TDC” project at the Victorine Ranch in Big Sur. This
meeting was convened by your office in order to reach a conclusion regarding the mumber of
lots for which the Conservancy would make application to the County under the LCP. A
desire had been expressed that we seek to create additional “receiver” sites for TDCs, and
the principal question to be answered was whether the County would be able to accept such
a subdivision application and process it to approval (assummg all other enviranmental

standards could be met).

Your assistance is needed to reach a conclusion on this issue. To date, we have not received
any answer from the County, despite the assurances given at the meeting that a definitive
response would be forthcoming within two weeks. As you know, the Conservancy has been
ready to submit a subdivision application for a four-unit TDC project since May, 1995, and
we have held up that effort solely to accommodate the expressed desire of the Commission
staff for an opportunity to consider the potential for creating additional TDC recefver sttes.
Given your interest in the alternate course of action, we would appreciate anything that you
or your staff could do to facilitate a response from the County.

Please contact me or Prentiss Williams if you have any question about this matter.

Very truly yours,

Sm

Deputy Executive Officer ' 1330 Broadway, 21k Floor
Ouakland, Californta 94612-2530
510-286-1013 Fax- 310-286-Q0470
X-74
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March 10, 1997

Peter Douglas .

Rxecutive Director

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 94105

Dear Peter:

T am writing to update you on the recent developments with our Victorine Ranch
TDC project. As you recall, the Coastal Conservancy has agreed to pursue an
eight-unit subdivision on the Victorine Ranch, largely in response to your
. concerns regarding the lack of available TDC Receiver Sites in Big Sur. By
undertaking an cight-unit subdivision, rather than the four-unit project which we
had previously been planning, the Conservancy is investing considerable staff time
and money, and is incurring a substantial delay in the sale of the property, thus
postponing the receipt of urgently-needed capital.

We were nevertheless happy to take on the expanded project because we agreed
with the Commission’s conclusion that ready receiver sites are a critical
component of a viable TDC program, and that the Victorine Ranch is a snitable
location for these receiver sites. It has been our understanding that in pursuing
this project, the Coastal Conservancy would be working with the full support-and
cooperation of the Coastal Commission. Some recent actions on the part of your
staff, however, have shaken that understanding,

The first was the Coastal Commission’s appeal of Monterey County’s approval of
a Coastal Development Permit for the Victorine Ranch Mutual Water Company.
This appeal was filed by your staff with no prior notice to the Coastal
Conservancy and no discussion of the issues involved. As you recall, it was only at

1330 Broadway, 111¢ Floor
Oakdand, Cailifornia 94612-2530
510-286-1015 Fc 310-286-0470

C.ali f ornia S t ate C o a s t al C onservamnecy
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Letter to Peter Douglas, March 10, 1997

our insistence that we were included in any of the discussions regarding the
matter between the Commission staff and the County of Monterey. We had
thought that this matter was behind us and that both our agencies were now
moving forward with a renewed spirit of cooperation, when we were caught by
surprise by another action by your staff that, once again, threatens the viability of
the Conservancy’s receiver site subdivision.

It appears that the Coastal Commission withdrew its appeal of the Victorine
Ranch Mutual Water Company CDP without first reviewing the langnage of the
amendment to the bylaws that was one of the conditions that your staff required
for the withdrawal of the appeal. Had this language been reviewed, your staff
surely would have realized that the proposed amendment limits the Conservancy
to only four water connections for use on its property, thus rendering impossible
an eight-unit subdmsmn. So 2 new problem has arisen, and we need your help ta
solve it. -

With assistance from the AG, we are in the process of pursuing an arbitration
with the Water Company in order to assert our right to the eight water
connections necessary for our project. This arbitration will involve considerable
expense by the Conservancy (about $10,000) and will cause still more delays in -
the submittal of our map application. And, of course, there is the possibility that
the_Comcrvancy may lose the arbitration, leaving us with only four water
connections. 'When Joe Rusconi, the Deputy Attorney General handling the case
for the Conservancy, made inquiries with your staff regarding the possibility of the
OoastnlCommissxontakingsome action with regard to the Water Company’s
permit, he was told that there was absolutely nothing the Commission could da.
Peter, I would like very much to get a second opinion on this matter from your

legal staff. Given the importance of obtaining these water connections, I would

expect that Commission staff would be eager to explore every avenue thatxmght

-beavai!abletothem.

Fmally,l was quite concerned at the report I received from Carol Amold and
Prentiss Williams regarding their presentation to the Big Sur Multi-Agency Task
Foree on February 28. Although I heard that both Carol and Prentiss did an
excgﬂemjobofexplainingboththeTDCProgramandtheVictorineRanch
project clearly and completely (see attached letter), I was dismayed to hear that
Lee 'Otter’s only comment was a brief reference to the existenice of small lots in
the Critical Viewshed, and that he made no attempt to confirm the importance of
the TDC Program, and the Conservancy’s efforts at the Victorine Ranch, ta the
contumed viability of the Big Sur Viewshed Protection Ordinance.
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Letter to Peter Douglas, March 10, 1997

Frankly, Peter, the success of this project absolutely depends upon energetic and
proactive support from the Commission. I was extremely disappointed to learn
that such a contribution from your staff was not made during 2 difficult Big Sur
community presentation regarding a project that is a2 Coastal Commission priority.

Quite the contrary, in fact: Lee has been heard expressing sentiments (in public)
that would lead others to believe that he does not support the Victorine Ranch
TDC project, and that he suspects the Conservancy of seeking to maximize its
monetary gain by pursuing the project. On this last point, our financial analysis
mchcaxmthatan&lotprojectwﬂ], at best, be a financial wash for us, compared to
a four-lot project. At worst, it could result in substantial delay and Ioss of a
quarter to a balf-million dollars, given the added staff, legal and consultant effort

that will be required.

Let me be very clear: our staff has the tepacity and the ability to pursue the
Victorine Ranch project in the face of the strong community opposition that we
both know is inevitable with this project, but we cannot proceed without the
ongoing support and cooperation of the Coastal Commission. If the Commission
is unable to speak with one voice to lend this support, I fear we are looking at
certain failure of an 8-lot project. '
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REQUESTED ACTION:
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION:

PROJECT LOCATION:

PROGRAM CATEGORY:
FINANCIAL SUMMARY:

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
October 16, 1986
YICTORINE RANCH

File No. 81-043
Project Manager: Don Coppock

Authorization to disburse up to § 402,500 to exercise the
existing option to purchase two parcels of land at the
Victorine Ranch, in Big Sur.

Assembly of parcels for deveiopment as 2 receiver site for
the Big Sur Transfer of Development Credit Program and scenic
area protection.

East ‘of State Highway 1 approximately 9 miles south of the
City of Carmel, Monterey County. (see Exhibit 1)

Coastal Restoration (Big Sur)

Previous Conservancy option payments | '$ 100,000

Remainder Acquisition Cost (This Recommendation) 402,500
TOTAL ACQUISITION COST $ 502,500
Estimated Future Project Design Costs t 70,000

(Subject to Future Conservancy Authorization)
Potential Reimbursement: Up to 100% of acquisition and

project design costs through sale of approved receiver sfite.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the State Coastal Conservancy adopt the
following resolution pursuant to Sections 31200-31215 of the
Public Resources Code:

"The State Coastal Conservancy hereby authorizes the
disbursement of an amount not to exceed four hundred twa
thousand five hundred dollars ($ 402,500) for the
acquisition of Monterey County Assessor's Parcel Nos.
243-211-17 and 243-221-19, as a "TDC receiver site® for
viewshed protection purposes consistent with the
approved Big Sur Restoration Plan. The Canservancy
further approves the Negative Declaration attached as
Exhibit 2. Disbursement of funds pursuant to this
author{zation shall be subject to the follow

condition: )
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1. T acqu‘t“sitfo? Qr{cé é’df'SFant:ket
2 Jue as defe 1ned by.dn: upd appraisﬂ
, ;.bf‘oved by th Uepa,rtmeng Services- -

-E'u._‘.-rr‘ —-«»“*_ -
j QCWStaff“ f“t?ﬁr reconmends that the Co servancy
£ “fo) lowingyfindings n Support of TAE m"de“ olutian:
% biseds J{g&the accompany'lng staff )gEPO ~ \ :

. i",fﬁ"n

"Th_'State Coastal Conservancy hereby fiﬁ‘as that' 5 -"- -
= : ;#'

' acqmsit’mn is con;s;'stent \dth the "{'
purposes. and-criter{a; of Chapter 5 of the - 3\,
A , Cons anc;"s,‘,‘enabling legisiation (Public .7 ™%
ST Resources Cogde Sections “31200-31215)_which enables
T wﬂ.‘hthe Conservancy to.fund the assembly of parcels’ of
*Tland within des‘ignated*coistﬂ restoration areas,
the™ recresjgr}\ of such areas, and the installation of
pubHc ﬁnpro ,ments required to serve such areas;

2. Acquiﬁtion oPthese parcels would he'lp%
rmmmsimi v WP TemENt  the p Ljyes of the Big Sur Restoration
Plan and the approved LCP Land Use Plan, by
o providing developmenit sites outside the view of
Highway 1 to which development may be transferred
from lands within the critical viewshed; and

3. The Conservancy has reviewed the Inttia‘l Study
prepared for the Victorine Ranch property

T acquisition project as well as public comments

recejved, and has determined that the project could
s * . not have a significant effect on the enviranment.

¥ .pursuant to the Californfa Environmenta Qua tx
*(‘(% C . Kct and the State CEQA Guide 1nes.

_____ x.x, . :

STAFF SUMMARY:y*To" preserve PUMLC .views from scenic Highway 1 a'!ong the Bfg
1Snr coast, the County of Monterey;has established a stringent
'viewshed protection policy in the Big Sur LCP Land Use Plan.
“Yh{s policy.would entirely prohibit future development on a
numberi.gf *critical viewshed" sites. Becalise the.cost of
outr#gh blic acquisition of these viewshed parcels would
far exceed\ ﬂab'le resources, the principal means of .
implementing “the viewshed protection policy is the Transfer
of DeveTopment T qus {T0C) . Program déscribed in the LCP.
Through tha TDE:Program, viewshed landowners may sell TRCs to
be used for® rl‘creasing densit_y on- lands deemed a.ppropr'iata as
"receiver sites." ™ e

onservancy has had %‘ gﬂncipd role 1n assfst-lng the

Coun A to formulate the TDC‘*pfolicy. and has {ndicated its __
ent to help implement {g. -This {ntended assistance”

takes two forms: (1) a grant oﬁ*,f{nds to.the County to enable

'f“ﬁ
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L=

X~80



STAFF DISCUSSION:
Site Description-

it to act as a "banker” for TDC sales and purchases; and (2)
a direct effort to establish a TDC receiver site and to work
through 2 model donor-receiver project to demonstrate that
the policy is feasible. The present Staff Recommendatian
will enable the Conservancy to carry out such a model
project, in conjunction with the Kasler Point Preservation
"donor site" for which a Staff Recommendation is- also befare
the Conservancy.

The "Victorine Ranch" area consists of approximately 46Q

_total acres subdivided into eighteen parcels. (It is a ranch

in name only.) The area is east of Highway 1, with
substantial areas outside of the viewshed. '

The Conservancy has long identified the Yictorine Ranch arez
as a likely receiver site for-the TDC program. In March,

1982, the Conservancy approved the concept of creating of a

receiver site on the Ranch, in anticipation of a Transfer of
Development policy being adopted for Big Sur. In September,
1982, the Conservancy authorized expenditure of $§ 50,000 for
options-to-purchase the "Craven™ and "Nation” parcels, a
total of approximately 100 acres. Because of delays in
approval of the County LCP, action on this acquisition was
likewise delayed, and the Conservancy approved additional
option/extension payments for these properties in May, 1984,
;nd govggber, 1985. The Conservancy investment to date is
100,000. i :

- 1t 1s now recommended that the Conservancy authorize

acquisition of the "Craven" and "Nation® parcels pursuant to
the options. The total acquisition price would be

$ 500,000, and the $ 100,000 already paid would be credfted
against this total. It fs appropriate that the Conservancy
act now to acguire the property and begin site planning for
development of a receiver site because: (1) after four years
and two extensions, the option cannot be further renewed; (2)
now that critical viewshed policies have been {ncorparated in
the certified Land Use Plan and TDC ordinance, for the
private market in development credits to operate as intended
owners of viewshed lots must be able to find recefver sites;
and (3) by being the first applicants for a TDC transaction,
in transferring development from Kasler Point to the
Yictorine Ranch, the Conservancy can help the County perfect
its TDC procedures and demonstrate to private landowners the
viability of the program.

The project sfte is located just south of MaTpasa Creek,
which forms the boundary between the Big Sur LCP planning
area and the Carwme) High®ands (Exhibit 1). The two parcels,
totalling 100 acres, ar :cated east of Highway 1 ard are
currently vacant. The : :ral portion of the site s
relatively level and {5 screened from public view. Domestic
water could be provided toc the site by the Carmel Riviera
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Site History-

Need for
Conservancy Action-

Project History-

Mutual Water Company. The soils of the site are suftable for
septic tanks, and access is provided by unimproved road
easements. The Big Sur LCP would permit development based an
a slope/density formula. The density allocation to this
property, without TDC's, would be two (2} units.

The project is located on the 01d Victorine Ranch sfte. In
the past, the property was used for grazing. During the Tate
1950’s and in subsequent years, the property was subdivided
and individual parcels were sold. No permit applications
have been filed for deve1opment of the parcels under
consideration.

rd

Although there are a large number of potential receiver

sftes in Big Sur to which development credits can be
transferred, there is ne assurance that there will always .be
a recefver site available at the point in time when the cwner
of a viewshed Tot wishes to transfer TOC's or sell them.
Therefore staff is recommending exercising the exfsting
option agreement with the owners of two parcels at the
Victorine Ranch, to help provide a pool of receiver parcels
that would make the TDC Program more readily available to
landowners.

Victorine Ranch is an especially important potentfal recefver
sfte because it contains relatively level ground with good
access to the east of, but invisible from, Highway 1. It is
located at the very northern end of the Big Sur Coast,
{mmediately adjacent to the subdivided areas of Carmel
Riviera. This means that by transferring development to this
site from more remote lots in the critical viewshed, the
project will not aggravate traffic conditions on Highway L
and will provide building sites that are highly accessfible.
In addition, the Victorine Ranch site can be provided with
some suburban public services from the adjacent developed
areas. Finally, as a major property at the Southern end of
Carmel and the northern end of Big Sur, the site offers an
opportunity to sensitively design for transitional uses and a
buffer area, to create stable and defensible urban/vural
boundaries.

The Conservancy initially adopted the Victorine Ranch project
on March 11, 1982, when it authorized a grant to obtain an
option on a 3-acre lot as an initial step in the assembly of
2 larger receiver sfte or lot consolidation effort. The
project was originally conceived to involve the redesign and
improvements of up to 10 parcels in the area to eliminate
{nappropriately located building sites in the viewshed and
provide a TDC receiver site. The Conservancy authorfzed
acquisition of first parcel for $200,000 on May 13, and on
September 2, 1982 authorized an option to purchase the twa
additional parce1s that are the subject of this current
recormendation. The initial option payment was $25,000;
because of the delays in the approval of the Big Sur Land Use
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Project Description-

Plan and the uncertainty over whether it would fnclude a TDC
program that required receiver sites, the option was twice
extended. The owners have held the property off the market
;brtﬁour years and the Conservancy now has $100,000 invested
n the site.

While the Conservancy was providing-assistance to the County
and the Coastal Commissior is establishing the TDC program,
staff were also working with adjacent land owners at
Victorine Ranch to remedy situations that would fmpede
orderly development of the site. A road right-of-way was
surveyed and dedicated, and the owners of four lots
resubdivided their properties to provide each with a Building
site outside the critical viewshed. The property recommended
for acquisition was appraised, and an updated appraisal {s
gurr$nt1y befng reviewed by the State Department of General
ervices. :

This project consists of exercising the existing option
agreement to purchase two parcels of land totalling 100 acres
on the Victorine Ranch site for a purchase price of $500,00C, °
plus $2,500 of closing costs. The $100,000 in option
payments that the Conservancy has made to date can be applied
to the purchase price, reducing the current recommended
authorization to $402,500. If the Conservancy chooses not to
exercise the option, {t will expire on January 25, 1987. The
current owners will then be free to sel) the property on the
p;ivate market, and will retain the $100,000 already paid to
t eml

If the Conservancy does acquire the properties, 211 escrow,

title, and appraisal documents will need to be approved by

gge Department of Genera! Services and the State PubTic Warks
ard. -

Iomediately after the acquisition of the Victorire Ranch
properties, the staff will instruct the architectural
consultants already on retainer contract to begin developing
alternative site plans for the two properties. The plans
will show possible lot layouts, road alignments and scenic
easements for a four lot development and a seven lot
development. The four lot development will represent a
minimal project designed to accommodate just the two
homesites the property has as a result of the slope/densfty
formula, plus two TDC's that can be transferred from the
Kasler Po1nttgroperty. The larger project could {n addition
accommodate three additional TDC's from other lots in the
critical viewshed.

The Conservancy will also work with the County, adjzcent
Tandowners, and the Carmel Riviera Mutual! Water Company ta
estimate the nature and cost of necessary site {mprovements.
Additiona) authorizations for engineering and destgn
consultants will be required to combine this informatfon into
an application for a tentative map for the development of the
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LOCAL SUPPORT:

CONSISTENCY WITH
CONSERVANCY

LEGISLATION:

site. The tentative map and environmental review will be
returned to the Conservancy for approval. The Corservancy

"staff or consultant will then process the applicatian through

the County. .

At the same time, the Conservancy staff will be processing
the necessary documents to transfer development from the
critical viewshed lots to the Victorine Ranch site. In this
role the Conservancy can help the County work through any
problems with the process.

Once the tentative map and TDC transactions are approved,
staff will recommend selling the site to a private owner wha
can install improvements, file the final map, and sell
{ndividual lots. The timeline for approval of the
acquisition, through site planning and the applicatiow
process and through eventual resale to private deve1opers. is
estimated at two to two and a half years.

County Supervisors, the Coastal Commission staff, and the Big
Sur Land Trust a11 provided letters of support for the
Conservancy's previous Victorine Ranch authorizatfon., These
letters are attached as Exhibits 3, 4, 5, and 6, Addftional
letters of support will be hand-carried to the board meeting.

The Big Sur Restoration Plan was approved by the Conservancy
in March, 1985, as consistent with Chapter 5 of the
Conservancy s enablin legislation (Public Resources Code
Section 31200 et s ? Pursuant to Public Resources Code
Sections 31200 and 31210, the acquisition of lands for open
space protection and eventual private development may be
funded by the Conservancy to carry out an approved coastal
restoration plan.

The principal goal of the Big Sur restoration program, to
preserve scenic resources along the Highway 1 corridor, will
be accomplished through implementation of the Transfer of
Development Credit Program contained in the approved LCP Land
Use Plan. This program will avoid the adverse {mpacts of

-poor lot layout and inadequate provision of open space in

prior subdivisions, while promoting orderly development of
parcels outside of the viewshed. Conservancy acquisition af
an appro?riate development site to which the development
potential of critical viewshed lots can be transferred is
consistent with both the purposes of “coastal restoration” as
described in Public Resources Code Sections 31007 and 3120QC,.
and with the intent expressed in Public Resources Code
Sectfon 31200 that lands i{n coastal restoration areas be
returned to the private market for development following the
redesign of subdivisions and the installatfon of public
{mprovements.
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CONSISTENCY WITH
CONSERVYANCY
GUIDELINES:

CONSISTENCY WITH
THE COASTAL ACT:

Significance ~ The scenic quality of the Big Sur coast is a
resource of national importance, as evidenced by the various
national proposals for jts preservation that have been .
jntroduced in the past decade. The Victorine Ranch is a
significant element of the TDC program to transfer

~development from the mcst scenic viewshed properties, because

it is the most promising receiver site that staff have
identified on the Big Sur coast. »

Urgency - The Conservancy must acquire the property by

anuary 25, 1987, or the existing option expires and the
owners of the property retain the $100,000 of option payments
already committed to the project.

Need - Development of the Victorine Ranch will meet the need
For identified receiver sites for the TDC program. W{ithout
such sites coastal landowners could effectively argue that
the TDC program does not adequately compensate them for harsh
restrictions on the use of their property. '

Management and Maintenance - In the short term the State
Department of General Services will manage the Victorine
Ranch site. In the long term the entire site will be
returned to private ownership, subject to open space
easements that the Conservancy will retain.

Cooperation with Local Bovernment - The proposed project
heTps impTement the County of Monterey's land Use Plan and
has the full support of local elected officials, as shown in

. Exhibits 3 and 4.

Value as a Model ~ This {s one of the most {mportant elements
of the Victorine Ranch project. By acquiring both viewshed
Tots (efther the Kasler Point acquisition, or other lots
through the acquisition grant to the County) and a receiver
site, the Conservancy will be in a unique position to contral
and monitor how the first TDC transaction {in Monterey County
takes place. In a program as complex as this, there are
bound to be procedural difficulties. The Conservancy can
further aid the County in warking out unanticipated problems
with the program as it processes the application for
development of the Victorine Ranch as a receiver site. 0Once
this demonstration project is completed, the private market
in TDC's should be able to function affectively without the
Conservancy needing to acquire additional receiver sites.

Several Coastal Act policies are applicable to Big Sur
resources. The key policies relative to the Conservancy's
assembling receiver sites are 30251, 30250(a), and 30010.
Section 30251 requires the protection of significant coastal
visual resources. As noted above, views from Righway 1 and
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CONSISTENCY WITH
CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL

QUALITY ACT:

other points along the Big Sur coast are considered such

_significant visual resources and the LCP has proposed to

protect them. Section 30250(a) requires that development be
located in close proximity to existing developed areas able
to accommodate it. By providing a receiver site adjacent to
the developed northern end of the Big Sur coast, the
Victorine Ranch project allows development to be. transferred
from lots in the critical viewshed where it cannot be
acconmodated. Section 30010 requires that an LCP allow for
reasonable economic use of the land to avoid giving rise ta
inverse condemnation. The TDC project is intended to provide
such equfty to the owners of these and other parcels wholly
in the viewshed and assign them a value in the form of a
density allowance which can be recouped at a recefver s{te.
The assemblage of one or more receiver sftes by the
Con:ervancy {s a necessary ingredient to making this system
work,

The Negative Declaration attached as Exhibit 2 was
prepared as required by California Administrative Code,
Section 15070 and was circulated for review. The imitial
study included in the Negative Declaration supports a
conclusfon that the proposed acquisition will not have a -
sfgnificant effect on the environment. The review and
comment perfod ends October 15, 1986. Any comments on the
Negative Declaration will be hand-carried to the Conservancy
meeting. If the Conservancy makes the recommended finding,
staff will file a Notice of Determination. Subsequent
projects that involve the design and approval of housing on
the recefver site will require additional environmental
;:view once the details of the development proposal are
own.
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED NESATIVE DECLARATION

TO0: Secretary for Resources FROM: State Coastal Conservancy
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311 1330 Broadway, Suite 1100
Sacramznto, CA 95814 _ Oakland, CA 94612

Project Title: Victorine Ranch Acquisition

-

PROJECT LOCATION: . The project is located in an unincorporated area of
- Monterey County east of State Highway One and just
south of Malpaso Creek, which forms the boundary
between the Big Sur LCP planning area and the Carmel
Highlands (Exhibit 1).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project consists of exercisfng an option
to acquire two parcels totalling 100 acres (County of
Monterey Assessor Parcel No. 243-221-1%A & B, 243-211-
17A & B) on the Victorine Ranch site by the State
Coastal Conservancy. The property is currently
vacant. The central portion of the site §s
relatively level and access {s provided by dirt road.

The Conservancy proposed to undertake this project $n
response- to a request from the County of Monterey ta
provide assistance to implementating the policies
contained tn the Big Sur Land Use Plan (LUP). A key
component of the LUP {s the preparation of a Transfer
of Development Credit Program to transfer potential
development from lands visible from Highway One to
appropriate sites outside of the viewshed. This
property $s proposed to be assembled into a receiver
sfite to which development could be transferred from
viewshed Tands. At this time there are no specific
plans for development on this site, although between
four and seven homes may eventually be developed on
the 100 acre site. In the event that such plans are
developed, separate environmental documentation will
be prepared as appropriate. '

Pursuant to State Guidelines (California
Administrative Code, Title 14, Chapter 3) for
i{mplementing the California Environmental Quality act
(Public Resources Code Section: 21000 et seq.), the
State Coastal Conservancy has prepared an fnftial
study concerning the proposed acquisition project.

The -itfal study, herein attached, {ndicates that the
prop .d project will not result in any significant
adverse environmmental changes in the project area.

Exhibit 2, Page 1
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Taitial Study Prepared? Y Ves (tee attachment)  Wo

Proposed Finding ) -
The project would not have a significant effect on the enviromsent.

]

Ritigation ﬂeasﬁre
None

,

[ead Agency and Rddress Where Copy of In{tial Study 1s Available
State Coastal Conservancy

1330 Broadway, Suite 1100

Oakland, CA 94612

Review Period
Comments must be received by the State Coastal Conservancy, 1330 Broadway,
Suite 1100, Oakland, CA 94612, by Cctober 15, 1986

Contact Person Title - KArea Code Telephone

Don Coppock Project Analyst (415) . 464-4173
9/is[rc Project Manager
Pate’ gnature

Exhibit 2, Page Z
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. BACKGROUND.

1. Name of Proponem _._Sza.r.e_c:n.a.s:.al_.c.o.ns.ermnm

2 Address and ?hone Numbex of Proponent:
133 a 1100

Oak1 and I, LA 94612

3. Date of Checklist Subimitted . September 15, 1986

4. Agency ReQuiring Checklist

8. Name of Proposal, if applicable __\ictoring pasch

11. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

(Explanations of all 'yes™ and “maybe™ answers are required on sttached sheets )

l Earth. Will the proposal result in: -

8 Unstable earth conditions or in changes in gcolopc sub-
structures?

b. Disruptions, dasphcemenu compaction or overcovering
of the a0il?

e. Change in topognphy or ground surface relief features?

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unique
geologic or physical features?

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of solls, &ither on or
off the site? .

I.Oxnnwh&pmm«mndhuch-nds.m

ehxsn:‘nedutm @eposition or erosion which may modify
the | of a river or strearn or the bed of the ccean or sny

bay, inlet or lake?
g- Esposure of people or pr ‘eokz:
ueu"t.b;;mket.In.!'ulsl.;clzc».::m:!a.:’if‘-'y ure, or

2 Air. Will the proposal result in: .

a. Substantia! air emissions or deterioration of ambient air
quality?

b. The crestion of cbjectionable adors?

¢. Alteration of sir movement, moisture or temn e, or
any change in climate, either locally or regionall
3. Water. Will the proposal result in:

a Qﬂﬂ:ﬂbmnmu&emwMHmm
movements, in either marine or fresh waters®

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainsge patterns or the rate

and amount of surface water ‘
¢. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters?
a. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body?

Exhibit 2, Page 4
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e. Dischsrge into surface waters, or in any alteration of sur-
face water quality, including but not Limited to temperature,
dissolved arygen or turbidity?

£. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?

‘g- Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through

direct additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations? sl

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water ctherwise
available for public water supplies?

-i. Exposure of people or pr to water related hazards
such as flooding oy tidal waves _

4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

8. Change in the diversity of species, or number of any spe-
cies of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, erops, and aguatic
plants)? '

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endan-
gered species of plants? :

¢. Introduction of new species of plants into an area or in a
barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species?

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?

8. Anima! Life. Will the proposal result in:

8 Change in the divertity of species, or numbers of any spe-
cies of anirmals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms or insects)? :

b. Reduction of the nurnbers of any unique, rare or endan-
gered species of animals? :
¢. Introduction of pew species of animals into an ares, or
result in a barrier to the migration or movement of anicnak?
d Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat?

6. Noise. Will the proposal result in:
s. Increases in existing noise levels?
b. Exposure of psople to severe noise levels?

7. Light and Glare. Will the proposa! produce new kght or

glare? _
8 Land Use. Will the result in s substantial steration
of the present or land we of an area?

$. Natura! Resources. Will the proposal rasult in:
s Increase in the rate of wee of any naturs! resources?
b. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable sstural re-

10. Risk of Upset. Will the proposal invalve:

s A risk of sn explosion or the release of hazardous sub-
stances ing. but not limited to, ofl, pesticides, chemicals
er rediation) in event of an sccident or upeet conditions?

b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or
an gmergency evacustion plan?

Exhibit 2, Page 5
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11. Population. Will the alter the location, distribu-
tion, density, or growth rate of the buman population of an-ares?

12 Housing. Will the pr aﬂecten.mn housing, or cre-
ate & demand for Addmom.l ’

13 ‘Trmporuhonl&rcuhbon. W:l] the proposa! result in:
s. Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?

. Effects on enisting parking facilities, or demand for new

parking?
€. Substantia! impact upon erxisting cmsponahon systerns?
d. Alterstions {o present patterns of circulation or move-
ment of people and/or goods?

¢. Alterations to waterborne, rail or aiy traffic?

f. hcru:ehhnfﬁchnmdﬂonctmnhicls.bicydkbor
pedestrians?

 14. Public Services. Wﬂﬂmeprapadhuﬂaﬂmor
Mthaneedformmdt«dgovmnwmmmy

of the following areas:
s. Fire protection?
b. Palice protection?
¢. Schools?
d Parks or other recrestiona! facilities?
¢. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
{. Other governmental services?

15. Energy. Will the proposs! result in:

& Use of substantial amounts of fue! or energy?

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of
mﬂmweﬂndzvdmmtdmmdm?

16. Utilities. Will the proposa! result in & need for new sys-
tems, or substantial alterations to the following utilities: ~

a Powsr or Batural gas?
© b Communications systems?
c. Water?
d Sewer or septic tanks?
e. Storm water ‘drainage?
{ Sckd waste and disposal?
17. Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

2 Creation of any health bazard or potential health hazard

(ezciuding mental heghth)?

b. Esposure of people to potential heelth bhazards?

38 Aesthetics Wil the proposal rasult in the obstruction of
any scenic vista or view open to the public, or will the proposal
Tesult in the crestion of an ssstheticelly offensive site open o
public view? Exhibit 2, Page 6

v_an

¢ ¥ | >

< <




| |  YES MAYBE NGO
19. Recrestion.  Will the proposal result in an impact upon the
quality er.quantity of existing recreationa! opportunities? —_——— X
20. Cultural Resources. '
a. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruc-

tion of a prehistoric or historic archeological site? X
b. Wil the result in adverse physical or aesthetic

effects to a prehistoric or historic building. structure, or object? ¥
¢. Does the propoza! have the potential to cause s physical . _

change which would affect unique ethnic eultural values? X
4 Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses '

within the potential imnpact area? X

- 21. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

2. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause 3 fith or wildlife population to drop be-

. Jow self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate s plant or gni-
mal community, reduce the numnber or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminste important
u;mpla of the major periods of California history or prehisto- .
q N

b. Does the project have the potentia! to schieve thort-term, -
to the dindvantage of long-term. environmental goals? (A _
short-term impact on the environment is one which occurs in
a relatively brief, definitive period of time while Jong-term
tmparts will endure well into the future.) ‘ '

e Doathcurqed have impacts which are individually kim-
ted, but cummulatively considerable? (A &oject may impect on
two or more separate resources where the impect on esch re-
source is relatively mmall, but where the effect of the total of
those émpacts on the environment i significant.) - X

d Does the project have envircamental effects which will
cause substantial adverse sffects o human beings, either di-
rectly or indisectly? X_

I DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
IV. DETERMINATION : '

L}

"

On the basis of this injtial evaluation:

-
»’

15 1 ind the proposed COULD NOT have 2 significant eflect on the environ-
.NEGAm od -

mant, and ECLARATION will be prepared.

0O 1 £nd that altbough the proposed project could have 3 significant effect op the envi-
soament, there will not be a significant effect in this case becawse the mitigation
maasures described on an sttached theet have been added to the project. A NEGA-
TIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. e :

D 16nd the EMMAthuipﬁﬁmteﬁm
mom DAPACT REPORT & rec red

Date 05/86

Exhibit 2, Page 7 2
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2.b.

11.

14.2.
14.e.

‘I' EXPLAKATION OF INITIAL STUDY

The proposed acquisition project will not result {n disruption ar
overcovering of the sotl, nor in changes in topography. Future
projects may involve applications for subdivision of the 100 acre
site to accommodate four to seven homesites. (Two homesites are
allowed under existing zoning; between two and five additional
homesites may be permissable by transferring development from other
Jots in the "critical viewshed" under the provisions of Monterey
County's Transfer of Development Credit ordinance). These future
projects may fnvolve grading ard improving rozd access to the site,
and grading for the individual home sites. This will be described in
a later environmental review, when and {f such plans are developed.

’

The proposed acquisition project will not result in changes in the

absorption rates or amount of surface runoff. Future projects may
involve improving road access to the site and enlarging culverts orn
some gullfes. Construction of four to seven homes will fncrease
{mpervious surfaces, but probably not significantly on the 100 acre

site.

The proposed acquisition project will not alter the location, .

distribution, or density of the human population of the area. Future

projects involving the transfer of development from more remote and

visible lots to the Victorine Ranch sfte will have a nominal pasitive

benefit of locating population closer to existing developments as

;:qu:red by the Coastal Act. This will affect at most five unjits of
using.

The proposed acquisition will not affect public services. Future
projects involving the development of four to seven homes will
require some extension of fire protection services and impravement
and maintenance of a private access road.

The proposed acquisttion will not result in a need for new utility
systems. Future residential projects will need to extend the water

distribution system of the Carmel Riviera Mutual wWater Company and
will rely on septic tanks for sewerage disposal,

Exhibit 2, Pagg 8
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- . Tide 147 ' . Resources Agency e - . §1

ENVIRONMENT AL CHECKLIST FORM
lejectTid:: Victorine Ranch ‘Subdivision

2. Lead Agency Name xod Address; ot 2 L Coastal) Canservancy
Lead Ag=ecy 1330 Broadway, Suite 1100

Oakland, CA 94612
3. Coptact Fommund Pheno Nazbers | ¢, pmes (510)286-4166

'4ww Monterey County, approximately 10 miles south of the City of
east of State ‘Higlwa_y One within the northern boundary of the Big Sur

smwn—-um (Exhibit 1)
State Coastal Conservancy

“MmmﬁatershedIScenic Congervation "ZologM{nimum 40 acres/lot

:wdwmuummmww Inter phasws of the project, md -m
or GfE-ade Shatrwes necesexry for iz implementation. Attach sddtional theets if uena:;) wmy o

See Attachment A

9. SwrromeAing Land Ut md Setiog: Eriefly describe the project’s srroundiogs)

See Attachment A

10, Other pxibii sgsusiae whow agproval is requised - | -
'umh.a-u-m-un#hm County of Monterey: )
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: $15%7 BARCLAYS CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULAYIONS . Title 1

mommrmspoﬁkmm AFFECTED:
“Ths spvironmetal factors wbmmwmwmsmmmmnhnmwumwm

 cant Inpect™ us indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O - Land Use snd Plimning 0 TongpotstionCirelstion W] Public Serviees :
O ropbtem wd B 0  Biokgial Resonrces ) munasmhsgm
m] Wdhubhm O  Eoergy mA Minenl Resources Ansthetics
O wae . 0 taw Coaferl) Boromssss
0 AbQuaidy ‘O Neim 0 Buwtin
0]  MendainryFindings of Signifiemce

DETERMINATION. | :

(To ts compistad by the Lead Agmcy.)

On 60 basls of thia Initial evalnstion:

Tfind that COLLD NOThave & signifiomt offect o the exvirarueet, snd

_ aNBGATIVE b peat

!ﬁﬂﬁh&t mmm.waemam there will net
a2 ©d¢ case besomss Ghe mhigatice messrron descridod oo aa stached shasi havs beerx
-&dhﬂum A NBCATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

1 find that e MAY have offect on ths =d

find ﬂﬁr ;w en m m |

1 find that € pxoposed MAY bave a significant «ffect(s) o the environmest, tat at Josxt cas affect
l)hhn h-ouhbm ntyﬁeﬂ-hﬂhﬁﬁ.dﬂ)h

h n-uh-dnh aoalysis as described 0s MM

'h-ﬂn s cmwmm- ENVIRONMENTAL
“ﬂ“bﬂ&:mﬂnﬂhmu_ﬂbbm

1 Snd thet wﬂm-w-&uunmhmm
?;Fﬂ!h -ﬁl’ mﬂw d@)m&uﬁamm

-

10 Ot earfler cn&b&nmﬂmwmbmm

| / <
@ A/u‘ 5 z sk Ly
EVALUATION OFf ENVRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Abedel caphoation s mquired for all entwess except “No wwwmm

D ciine In he pernuibasas oliculng each geestion. A “No Impact”™ wxwee iz adeguialy mappovied if the mérenced Infcavantion somsces shon

:Wmhﬁmméqu:::tmm Ao Supact™ e
basedon profect-spectfic factors penseal stndards roject willaotexposs seaskivemceptars o

e, benad om 8 projert-specilis scresning mnalyarls). . > -]

) Mmﬂﬁmd&ﬂ;ﬁnhohdh:bﬁno&&uﬂun—&.whﬁunﬂu%h
08 wall 2 diswst, sied construction as well a2 Operational impacts.

MW&IM“M&M«MM offect in significant W Gare arxree "Phiaw
? ww-&uumnmumhm = Bty

wmww-unhwdww affistfios
° tsntially Sigaificast Tmgnct®™ 1o a “Lass fhn Sigrificamt Enpact™ Tha jasd agmcycoost descxiba tha uu-.:l“-

bow ey seduse $e ofiect 10 2 s than sigeificant Jevel (mitigation measires from Sectica XVIL “Eslier
Eacfler snalynes be seed where, pursant to Sie ering, program EIR, ar other CBQA process, mu-uxmq,
2 -*n«%mmm&«mwnﬂ;&mwhs&m-s
Laad agenciss am sneouraged © lncarpoests ixto the checkiist refarances 10 infoereation scarces for potensial impaces -!h..
° MLbAMW&%WM“MM.MS‘m
o

e shasrnept i sebstmiiniad, Sae the sezaple quastion balow, A source ¥st shenld be athiched, end othee scumes und o
should be chad fa fae Excanicn. X-98
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" frmes (ot Scpporting Infonaton Sotmces):

L LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposal

5) Cxaifict wih geman] plan desigoation
or zxalag? (eowmce M) 7 )

ot adopied by agencies with
hd::::kﬂnlilpn!-ﬂ? ¢ )
c) B Iﬂhl:kﬂnghndu-

hh-)’()

D) E?uqnutdhiinin]huiuﬂznln;ulnn
m eatablished cosmmanity (neindiog & low—
jocoms cexincely oeaxmiy)? ( )

IL POPILATION AND HOUSING. Wenld e peoposal:

s) Cosmistively excesd official seglonal og Jocal
popaknpepctin? (L3

o 1f]
o fif

o i}

O 0o oOoaog

O

o
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Tavuss (snd Supporting loformation Sources):

L GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS, Wanld the proposal rexult
in or expose people 10 petential impacts nvolving:

a) anm?? (i)‘
b) Seismie pomd saling (), 2)
©) Seismlo B, Ioclioding
2) .
&) Seiche, anami, or velmic hazme? (2)
s) Landslides ce pdfiown? (2)
D mwﬁ:moxb
or I} (2)
) Sobaldence of oke? (2)
1) Expansive solls? (2)

) Unigue geologio or physical festnres? (2.)

IV. WATER. Would ts proposal resnlt Jex

2) Chargesin sbecrpdion rstes, drsinags
patiogs, or e rade ssd amount of
sexthoe saalf? (2.)

b) Exgossss of pecple cr property
>mnbdwu&uw (=)

°) Dh:hr’hbnﬂh-mu
other sburstion of surfice water

cp-D' (a... dissalved
(=)

& Qn'lhﬁs nomt of surface
whq’mw (z)

&) Chmppesin curmenis, or e courss
or &motica of wilez movwermente? (1)

b) Impacts o promdwater guality? ( 3)

Potentially
Signifizant
bnpaet

O O O Oooo ogo
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O O
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ATTACHMENT A
(VICTORINE RANCH SUBDIVISION )

Description of Project: The ject is the subdivision of two existing
hqagglﬁbwﬁ'nhwmtmmgkﬁme&cmw
project area is 100 acres; the areas designated as building sites wi beamn%
ama;mhandtbcrcmaming&acreswmmmstﬁmdwopmspm.' ibit 2: i
This proposed subdivision is the second phase of a “model transfer project” being

- conducted through the State Coastal Con under Monterey C s;mm

program and the Coastal Conservancy’s involvemeat is provided below:

The Big Sur TDC Program :
The Big Sor Land Use Plan was approved by Mon County and the Coastal
Coa h%ﬁh%ﬂl&&ﬁﬁ%ﬁ:}l&hﬂ&&l&dUu
was t component LUP was

i 3mmmed"ﬁmmhﬁmdpmmmn
T, development within the critical viewshed. To assist in implementation of the
cntical viewshed ordinances, the LUP established the ‘“Transfersbie Development Credit -
Program™. Through this program, an owner of a property in the critical viewshed (a donor
ﬂc)mynbﬂudwdapmmtpomﬁaloﬂhnlmandnnsfahbmﬁnonﬁdeh
critical viewshed (the receiver site). The development which is removed from the
iu;gmm cregli: 'I% : alentmhg:‘ehm a:pn:ol'ved donor si Igyhe |

t " or views is asa *©

Coun two TDCs. For every TDC that is moved i a receiver site, the owner of
the site may, upon approval, construct one more residential urit than
is ona in sity on site

LONSETVARCY Miogel PN

DG COASIE XS e 19,8~ X
IgMacholeSS,ﬁeSmOmsmlCmcyadopwdﬂwBigSmCoastLUP'scﬁﬁml

viewshed protection plan as a Conservancy Restoration Plan, The Plan for .
Conservancy assistance to the County in implementing the TDC policy gh the
development of 2 “model” donor-receiver project. The purpose of the model is for

. the Conservancy to act as the first applicant under the new ordinances to clari
w&nﬂymmﬁﬂmblmmmmmmm&aﬁbmtyof&
program.

As phase one of the model project, the Coastal Conservancy purchased property on the
Victorine Ranch to serve as 2 TDC receiver site and acquired at Kasler Point, =
further south in Big Sur, to serve as a TDC donor site. On May 11, 1988, the Coastal .

received al from the Monterey C Planning Commission for the
designation of the Kasler Point property as a donor site, This site generated two TDCs
which will be applied towards two residential units on the Victorine Ranch,

This project, the subdivision of the Victorine Ranch property, represents the second

of the model project: creation of TDC receiver sites on the Victorme Ranch for the

from Kasler Point. 'The Conservancy will be subminting a sabdivision to the Planning
Commission for the approval of four building sites on the Victorine Ranch, one for each of
the existing lots and one far each of the Kasler Point TDCs.
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Surroundmg Land Uses and Setting: The project site is located in the “Victorine
Ranch”, an arez of approximately 460 acres of coastal npland lying east of Stase Highway
Oneauossﬁ'omﬁme tterCovcsubd:nsxonatthenorthemboundaryaftheBngur The
ggm y 10 miles south of the City of Carmel, and just south of Matpaso
1gSurLCPPlannmgArea. Directly to the north of the Victorine Ranch lies
Carmel LCP Planning Area. Originally nsed for'cattie .
themencRanchwassubdwmdind\e 1950"s and individual parcels sold.
_ mwumﬂy&w&dhmﬁfwenpmhmdisamehmnmany

pxq[ectntecoﬁssof two parcels (APNs 243-211-17 and 243-221-19) owned by the
Coastal Conservancy located at the southern boondary of the Victorine Rench.

comprise a total of 100 acres and are carrently undeveloped. The central
pagdsthesimis ﬂyﬂwﬁ(l&%}aﬂaﬁu&ﬂz&mmm‘ﬁami

the Highway One areas contain common chaparral,

bmshmdgmslml pecwa. 'I‘heatexscum:ntl zoned Watershed/Scenic Conservarion
with a mintmum lot size of 40-acres. y
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; ATTACHMENTB. .
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
INF{EU(ATKMQSCMJRCEﬁiAQG)IDOHLNNASKDNS
(VICTORINE RANCH SUBDIVISION)

OountyBoud ofSupammIannnry 5 1988 : 5

The planned land use of the site is “Watershed and Scenic Conservation™ with & ‘
nﬁﬁnmmlotsiuot&mc. The density (four residences) that conild resuk
“mcd?&ds"fa%o?gwebm  (TDC )m&mb'
: £), can
-be terey County Coastal Plan,

“in Sur, a percel’s density may exceed that established by the district
' pursmnttomepmvisionsofcmpmzo 156 rclaﬂngtnﬂ:e'l‘mnsfhof
sgmcnm]dcvdopmentwmcomply with the regulations set forth in

Plan adopted by the Monterey

The project Hes in an area that is 20ned low-deasity residential. The increase from two
to four residences in compliance with the County’s 1and use plan concerning transfer of

credits will not exceed regional population projections. 'Iheprojectwm
mmﬁngrxthordisplweeximngm

III. Geological Problems
@) zgedogdk&mlylnvesuganon Victorine Ranch, Moaterey, CA"by
- Texratech, Inc. November, 1988

a.ansanofanltsareknownﬁomss:he smfwefaulnngdosnm a
threat to potential development resulting from g pors.

b.ThemSanAndrmﬁnhuappommly%nﬂsmﬂmsthmM
The active Palo Colorado fanlt, 2 southemrn extension of the San Gregorio fanle, ot its

closest to the is approxim 4.5 miles southeast, The Ssn
Andreas js likely 1o p-m:mngs: shaking oa the parcel within the fife
of the Like the rest of the Carme! Valley-Northern Santa Lucia Range area, the
m 1o be subjected to “severe” ground shaking from a “madroum
mbmmenarbysegumtofmcSanAndrusfwh. The estimated

average recurence interval for the maxinmom credible earthquake on this part of the San
Andreas fanlt is 303 years. Fure development will be sited and designed o conform
10 the development standards set forth in Monterey County's Regulations for )
DcvebpmuﬁintbeBigSmcoasthdUsePlanmmmthepmnﬂhamdsm
humans from any severe seismic activity.

f. Potential development of four smglefam:ly residences proposed by the subdivision
will result in temporary disraption of the soil andamﬂchangembpﬁy,
however the environmental impacts will not be significant. Because of and visnal
constraints, development will be confined to the western quarter of the 100-acre
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property. Thisarea consists of west-facing, gentle © moderate slopes with gmﬁuns
ranging fram about 10 to 20 percent. The development of four homesites in this area
represents 2 small portion of the total 100 acres. uently, the associated grading
»mmﬂnotbc significant. Inaddmon,theto y will be altered around the
sites to promote drainage and minimize erosion, however the comulative
ofduslandaltemnonont}w IOOmmwiﬂbemsxgmﬁcant. The sitc

be copsistent with Monterey County*s Regulations furDcvelopmm:inthc
Coast Land Use Plan and all other county ordinances in that “all h&be

shed and desi meonformmamwpogmp hy, to minimize and disorbances
resolting ﬁomg;‘ﬂprepamﬁon and to minmize the hazards of fnatahility™.
mmmmmmmtmcumdwmwmunw
ﬂskot‘sog)aodon 'l':dﬂlowin s mmwmbeuhnbmgn:o
poundsmm?bweenchcmm “gadcd 10 deain

water away from the top of the slope, )anwthbetm becanmdifmy

along the top of each tnpmvemsurfaoewamfromﬂowmgonbﬁnﬁup.nd
(¢} uch sltgge will be planted with erosion-resistant vegetation.

- marine of:hemxywmm wdpdzm L
texrace are
mmdchmandhymmmbeddedﬁmmdydn iayers. The tsad layers -
are modentely well-cemented and the sandy clay layers are to stiff. Becanse the
Qaammmymnmdepositsmwdlmmdmﬂsimdonrduvdgmm
gmﬁmaodonsbmldnotmgnﬁmﬂyaf&ctﬂ\edcvclopmm ]

IV. Water

®) Feasibility Investigation: Victorine Rawh. Monterey, CA™,
Tearatech, Inc,, November, 1988.

(3) “Victorine Ranch Stams Report”, Bestor Engineers, February 1989.

a. Development of the proposed sites may result in minor changes in absorption rates,
drainaze pattems and the rate of surface runoff with the increase in impervions
surfaces. Bmseonlyasmnpommofﬂxemmllw-amskewmbedevehpd.dn

increase in impervious srfaces will be insignificant. Tmplementi: lhefol]uwm‘
aosion-conﬂolmsm (also outlined in 1f) will

prevent ?ﬂsoﬁ
ﬁ:rnous asocnamdvdﬂnheproject:(l)

buildmgpads wa) the ground sorface area sbove:

each-cut slope and ﬁllslopewinbe todminwam-awxyﬁumth of the

t surface water from flowing onto-the

dmc)mwthbmnwm&mmwdifmesm top of each o
preven (Quchslopewmbeliumd
with erosion-resistant vegetation i increase watupu'mu

£. If developed, the four residences will obtain water from agmunchwurwellhand
on the adjacent Bibbero property. The Bibbero well was tested for

prodnctivity,
and in April 1994 and was issued a small water system
mm Oumtypmbmqnuhh Dgﬂamncnt. The well produced asmninedﬂunpﬁw’
gallons per minute. (The County had determined that to service the 15

:;:&:)sonthccnnre Victorine Ranch, the well would have 1o produce 20 gallons per
ute.
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V. Air Quality ,
Not applicable. See Project Déscription.

" V1 Transportation/Circulation
(4) Consultation with Caly‘iffs_n_aia Dept. of Transportation, March, 1995

Analysis of the driveway 1o the Vicwrine Ranch and subsequent consultation with
Giltans indicates that the existing conditions of the driveway are sub optimal for traffic
\ sahly.nledﬁvewayispuﬁanylﬁddenandldcatedneaxamonnmhbmd
. Highway 1. :

The developroent of the two additional homesites that wonld be created by the
@mﬂmummnmmmammmmg
have a significant individual or cornulative impact on the existing conditions of traffic

VIL. Biol 1 Resources

) iological , Broce Cowen, Angest 17, 1988.
“Addendom to Botanical/Biological Report”, Bruce Cowen, April 4, 199Q.
All the ion potentially affected by the proposed project are common species
Wmmw and. 'l‘hectmmlattvgrdxmpaca of 2 small rednction in
: ﬂnmﬁuofpbmgedn development of four homesites on the 100-acre ‘
property will not be significant. Species diversity will not be reduced.

Vi, IX, & X (Energy and Mineral Resources, Hazards, Noise) .
. Not applicable, See Project Description

X1. Public Services

a. The four potential residences resulting from the subdivision will have adequase
water sapply to provide fire protection. The homesites will be connected to a mutual
water company water delivery system which will include an offsits water storage tank.
Thia water will with the Residential Subdivision Water Supply
Siandards include w requirements and approval of the system plan from
the Jocal fire agency (Carmel Fire Departrment). .

b. & c. Potential development of four residences will mmtaﬁpiﬁmm
services.

incresse in the need for police protection or for additional

X11. Utllities and Service Systems :
. - (3)“Victorine Ranch Status Report”, Bestor Engineers, February 1989.

All utils kngmv'mmwmmplyuﬂmnwsmﬂatdssetfmhmﬂuw
sion Ordinance, and therefore will not have a significant environmental

il

a. For gas, the potential horoesites will require propane sexvice. ‘Extension of existing:
electric service will be required to be underground. Connection point will be to the
underground system in Otter Cove. Route of distribution system would then follow
access road, about 3400 feet to first onsite service. (Don Lewis, Pacific Gas and
Electrie, Pers. Communication with Carl Hooper, Bestor Enginesrs)

b. Pacific Bell serves the area and has an overhead major trunk line along Highway 1.
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* Extension to the potential development will be underground in a common trench withr
the electric. (Pacific Bell, Manny Balestri, Pers. Communication with Carl Hooper)

c. The pétentiai homesites will receive water from a well on the adjacent Bibbero

m A delivery and starage system will be developed to connect the fonre
ites with this water supply. -

d. Bach home site will have an on-site septic tank and associated leachfield Percolation
tests were conducted in 1988 and indicated sufficient septic capacity for the poposed
developments. Groundwater was not found in the areas of the proposed septic
systems. ,

* & The storm dninage syswem will bo designed by a registered civil engineer for roads
gﬂeachbunding te to comply with the County’s Residentia} Subdivision Drainage.

f st e el e ot My Pl
e e e v
ing Mont. Co. Environmental Services Division 1/13/95)
XIII. Aesthetics A

(6) Bestor Engineers, “Victorine Ranch View Lines™, April 1995

'A]lpotmnd‘ t will ly with the Visual Resources Development
Standards set forth in Section 20.145.030 of the M. Cov;‘m; Coastal
WmmmmmMagggﬂ d impact.

to ofﬂemﬁvemb&viﬁmmapm&mm.ﬁe
buikding sites will be staked o accurately indicate t and rooflines.

Bestor Engi has generated a map of critical viewshed sight lines from
One on phowo and hical maps) to determine appropriate
sitesoutoftbeg‘iﬁcalgl?chzshed t:qp&gaﬁp‘e project area.

XIV. Cultural Resources
g; “Preliminary Cultnral Rescurces Reconnaissance of a Portion of the Victorine

Cumel Hig Monterey County, California™, by Anna Runnings,
M.A,, mnd Trody SOPA, October 15, 1988 ’
The project area does not contain record information or surface evidence of potentially
st culturel resources

" XV. Recreation |

The project will not affect or increase the need for recreational facilides. The site is
zoned for residential use and therefore the recreational needs of this area have been.
factored into the County’s Land Use Plan.
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