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Honorable Planning Commissioners:

L. INTRODUCTION,

Thank you for your ongoing review of the proposed Miramar Hotel project’s
(“Project”) and your efforts to mitigate its significant environmental impacts on the
commumity and the surrounding neighborhood.

As stated in our December 11, 2014 letter, this firm represents the Pachulski
Family, owner of the home at 50 Miramar Avenue, Montecito, directly across Miramar
Avenue from the proposed Project.

Preliminarily, we understand that certain proposed changes to the Project have
been mentioned in the staff report, including moving the Beach Club more to the east side
of the hotel property and possibly rerouting pedestrian access away from the Miramar
Avenue residences. If these are indeed part of a revised Project application before YO,
then that would be welcome; these changes could reduce some of the traffic/parking and
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noise impacts that would otherwise affect Miramar Avenue and its homes. However, it is
unclear whether these proposed changes are being advanced by the Project applicant or
not. While some reference to them exists in the staff materials, at the same time, the
January 13, 2015 letter from “RMM,” counsel for the Project applicant, refers only to the
original 2014 plan, as to which this Commission, at its last hearing, expressed significant
coneerns.

So we start by asking: What are the contours of the proposed Project currently
before you? The public and this body are entitled to definitively know. Solely on the
basis of the conflicting information put forward by the applicant, the Project before you
may be rejected. At a minimum, thisheating should be contitied so that the Platinitig
Cominissionand all stakeholders know exactly what the applicant proposes. An
“accurate, stable, and finite project description is the sine gua non of an informative and
legally sufficient” CEQA review document. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v.
County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal. App.4th 645, 655."

We certainly support relocation of the Beach Club and rerouting of the pedestrian
access away from the homes and Miramar Avenue. At a minimum, that should be
required. Still, the latest iteration of the Project retains serious flaws, and various legal
deficiencies have yet to be properly disclosed or analyzed by the Project applicant or
staff,

The time must be taken now to make sure the Project is a benefit to the commuaity
and does not harm it for generations to come. In its current form, the Project falls far
short of that goal. To summarize some of our ongoing concerns:

(1) The plan that the Project applicant presented at the last Planning
Commission hearing has dramatically less parking than the previous plans and shifts
significant hotel traffic and parking onto the surrounding residential area, including
Miramar Avenue. That is not a “minor technical change” (see below) that might allow

: An important example of the confusion in the materials is as follows: The project

description contained in Attachment N to the January 13, 2015 memorandum (i.c., staff
report update) says the Beach Club will be located in the central portion of the site
adjacent to the Adult Pool, but the project plans have it next to the Family Pool.
Meanwhile, the staff memo only says it will be relocated from the west of the pool to the
cast of the pool, but does not clarify which pool. We need to ensure that the applicant is
not swapping the location/designation of these two pools and that the Beach Club will be
east of the Family Pool at the eastern side of the site.
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for use of and Addendum under CEQA, and is improper.

(2)  The Project applicant should make sensible modifications to his proposal,
including providing adequate on-gite parking, restoring at least one level of subterranean
parking, and moving the bungalow parking so that guests do not self-park on Miramar
Avenue. Instead, the bungalows should be re-oriented to face in, with access to and
parking for the bungalows from the interior of the hotel property.

(3)  The prior plans included provision of more on-site parking, including
subterranean parking. While the current proposal has slightly reduced the room count
and imposed an ilfusory and-impossible-to-enforce event capacity ¢ap (see prior analysis
from traffic engineer Arthur Kassan, and two additional analyses from Mr. Kassan at
Exhibits 1 & 2 hereto), the reality is that the current proposal’s parking demand analysis
is based on unsupported or false assumptions. The current proposal eliminates necessary
parking, including subterranean, to save costs. Put simply, the applicant’s attempted
multi-million dollar savings should not come at the expense of the community. Yet the
community is effectively being asked to subsidize the applicant and his Project by
providing a substantial amount of off-site parking.

(4)  The applicant and his counsel seek to dismiss the serous legal and factual
issues surrounding the water shortage issue. But the documents we recently obtained
from the Montecito Water District through Public Records Act requests paint a far
grimmer picture than the laissez faire one portrayed by the applicant.

Il THE STAFF REPORT FAILS TO ADDRESS A NUMBER OF CONCERNS
RAISED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON DECEMBER 15, 2015.
THOSE 1SSUES REMAIN UNANSWERED. A CONTINUANCE TO
RECEIVE COMPLETE AND SATISFACTORY RESPONSES IS
APPROPRIATE,

. We have carefully reviewed the staff memorandum dated January 13, 2015, which
tracks youwr Commission’s specific questions from the December 15, 2014 hearing. We
have also reviewed the proposed applicant revisions to the site plan (assuming those are
part of a further revised Project proposal, and are being considered at the January 21,
2015 hearing).
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The following is a summary of our concerns related to the enumerated staff
responses:

L. No comment other than we believe that the southern perimeter of the site
(including the 5 bungalows) along east-west Miramar Ave. and the cul de
sac should be fully screened with a minimum 8-foot-high sound wall and
hedge.

2. We continue to maintain that water usage for the Project is underestimated
and water availability for the Project is uncertain at best. Moreover, we
believe Ordinance 93 adopted by the Montecito Water District requires
determining a Base Allotment for the project {(which is materially different
than the 45-acre foot allocation) derived from water delivered to the
property during a three year fiscal period. Once a Base Allotment is
calculated, the amount of water available to be delivered for the project
would be determined using the Monthly Allocation Factor. Until these
mandatory Ordinance 93 volumes are established it is impossible to know if
there will be adequate water to serve the Project. (See also Section VI,
infra.)

3. As discussed in detail by our consulting Traffic Engineer, Arthur Kassan,
the ATE parking and circulation analysis is flawed and substantially
underestimates the impact of the proposed Project on the surrounding
neighborhood. Moreover, review by County staff is not a peer review. 4
peerreview; by.definition; must-be undertaken by a qualified independent
third party, not by the lead regulatory agency. (See also Section Vi infray
and Exhibits 1 & 2.)

4, As discussed by Mr. Kassan, the location of mass transit facilities has
limited relevance to the Project given the limited hours of service to the
Montecito area.

5. Nobréakdown "5f'é'§i;ip26'ye'é's"'by department was provided as of January 16,
2015. However, the employee parking assumptions are underestimated, as
discussed in detail by Mr. Kassan.

6. The:-assumption of 102 employees on site at any given time for a 170-room
five-star “luxury hotel” seems exceedingly low, particularly considering
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10.

i

12

13.

14.

IS,

16.

17.

18.

19.

stafling levels necessary for events totaling up to 400 people, not to
mention for restaurants, bars, maintenance staff, etc.

The future impacts of the San Ysidro/101 improvement project are
potentially significant with respect to hotel parking and circulation and
must be disclosed and analyzed thoroughly in at ieast a Supplemental EIR.
The Addendum prepared for the Project does not adequately address this
issue.

No Comment.

No Comment.

No Comment,

We believe the 45-acre-feet per year usage is underestimated and that
adequate water supply does not currently exist for the Project.

Please see our CEQA analysis below.

No Comment.

To mitigate nuisance noise from the adult pool and bar, we urge the
Commisgsion to condition the Project to include an minimum 8-foot high
sound wall and hedge along the entire border of Miramar Ave. mcludmg
the area of the pool adjacent to the cul de sac.

No comment.

No comment,

No Comment.

The staff response relies entirely on the ATE report which fails to
adequately address parking and circulation, as discussed in detail in the

attached letters (Exhibits 1 & 2) by Arthur Kassan.

Neo comment.
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20.  We recommend additional conditions be included to require Project
changes described below.

21, Additional Project changes should include: (1} a minimum of an additional
100 parking spaces on-site, which should ideally be underground; (2) the
bungalows along Miramar should be re-oriented to not face the public road
and not be self-parked on/from Miramar Avenue; and (3) as discussed
above, a minimum 8-foot high sound wall and hedge installed along the
entire perimeter of Miramar Ave,

1. THE APPLICANT’S DISMISSAL OF THE PACHULSKI AND PLANNING
COMMISSION’S CONCERNS RAISE FURTHER CONCERNS.

The applicant’s attorney, RMM, submitted a 22-page letter dated January 13,
2015, with about 100 pages of attachments. Without ourselves attempting to be
dismissive, the RMM letter is largely “full of sound and fury” — Macbeth (Act 3, Scene
5. lines 17-28), but signifying very little of factual or legal accuracy.

A running theme in the RMM letter is an attempt to dismiss all of the Pachulskis’
December 11, 2014 objections as being either “non-expert” or “unsupported.” Neither
statement is accurate.

First, the opinions of Mr. Kassan, who is the senior-most traffic engineer working
in the State of California (to our knowledge, the lowest license number of any active
traffic expert), of the Pachulskis’ counsel, and of other neighbors who testified and
objected constitute substantial evidence in the record that the Project as proposed will
have significant, unmitigable impacts, and cannot be analyzed under a CEQA Addendum.

The applicant and RMM may not like those opinions and facts, but they cannot
simply be dismissed away as “non-expert” or “unsupported.” Without repeating ali of
Mr. Kassan’s critiques of the applicant’s traffic and parking demand studies (see Mr.
Kassan’s analysis attached to our December 11, 2014 letter, and Exhibits 1 & 2 to this
letter), suffice it to say that they are both “expert” and well supported. Moreover, Mr.
Kassan has prepared additional analysis, including responding to the current staff report
and the applicant’s further wraffic/parking study from ATE dated December 29, 2014, in
the attached Exhibits 1 & 2. ATE and RMM have failed to properly address, much less
refute, Mr. Kassan’s comments.
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Second, the fact-based opinions of the Pachulskis and others in the community
who have real-life experience on the ground with how luxury hotels like the Biltmore in
quiet residential communities operate and adversely impact those communities also
constitute substantial evidence that simply cannot be brushed aside,

“Statements of area residents who are not environmental experts may qualify as
substantial evidence if they are based on relevant personal observations . . ..” Bowman
v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal. App.4th 572, 583. “[I}n Orc Fino Gold Mining Corp.
v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872 ., . ., the court ruled that citizens’
personal observations about the significance of noise impacts on their community
constituted substantial evidence that the impact may be significant and should be assessed
iman EIR ... .” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Commr’s
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1380-1381. “The relevant personal observations of these
residents alone constitutes substantial evidence of environmental impacts.” Arviv
Enterprises. Inc. v, South Valley Area Planning Commission (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th
1333, 1347

Third, and perhaps most important, this Planning Commission expressed many
of the exact same doubts, concerns and skepticism about the assertions and
assumnptions made by the Project applicant and its consultants, Thus, to dismiss the
Pachulskis, their expert and counsel, or other members of the commnunity is to dismiss
this Planning Commission, which echoed many of the same concerns about the Project.
Thus to denigrate us is to denigrate you, the Planning Commission, and the entire
process.

A “planning commissioner’s fact-based opinions, stemming from commission’s
experience in planning and development, are substantial evidence . . . »* The Pocket
Protectoss v, City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal. App.4th 903, 932, citing Stanislaus
Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal. App.4th 144:

“It is undisputed that members of the planning commission
are experienced in matiers of planning and development. The
commission members reviewed the initial and revised initial
studies as well as the documentation provided by [Real
Party]. Therefore, [a Commissioner’s] expressed opinion
during a formal hearing . . . is significant.” Stanislaus
Audubon Society, supra, 33 Cal. App.4th at 155.
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IV, THE APPLICANT’'S CEQA ANALYSIS IS WRONG: USE OF AN
ADDENDUM IS IMPROPER AND THE APPLICANT’S “BASELINE”
ARGUMENTS ARE INCORRECT AND A NON SEQUITUR.

A, The Use Of A CEQA Addendum Is Improper,

At a minimum, the Project cannot be approved based upon a low-level CEQA
Addendum. As explained in this firm’s December 11, 2014 letter, a supplemental EIR is
required,

This conclusion is reinforced by a new CEQA decision, Ventura Foothill
Neighbors v. County of Ventura (Dec. 15, 2014) 232 Cal.App.4th 429, which similarly
found that a CEQA Addendum was improper and that a Supplemental EIR was required
where, as here, there are more than simply “minor technical changes or additions which
do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment,
[Citation].” Id. at 426. Staff and the applicant have not correctly applied the law to the
facts of this matter.

The Ventura Foothill case — which came out affer our December 11, 2014 letter
was submitted to this body — explains that a “subsequent or supplemental EIR is
required” when: '

“(1) *[s]ubstantial changes’ are proposed in the project,
requiring ‘major revisions’ in the EIR,; (2) substantial changes
arise in the circumstances of the project’s undertaking,
requiring major revisions in the BIR; or (3) new information
appears that was not known or available at the time the EIR
was certified. [Citations.]” (Committee For Green Foothills
v. Santa Clara County Bd. of Supervisors (2010) 48 Cal.4th
32, 54-55, 105 Cal.Rptr.3d 181, 224 P.3d 920.)” Id. at 426.

Stated in the disjunctive by using “or,” only one of those three criteria must be
satisfied to require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. But in this case, all
three criteria are present and satisfied.

Despite the timelines of this new case, the applicant’s January 13, 2015 RMM
letter — which gives a long but inapplicable list of cases regarding the
Addendum/Supplemental EIR issue ~ fails to inform the Planning Commission about the
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new Ventura Foothill case, which geographically and conceptually is so close to the one
at hand.

See our prior objection letter and exhibits. See also Mr. Kassan’s further
comments (Exhibits 1 & 2) and the new and important information obtained from the
Montecito Water District Public Records Act requests (Exhibits 3-7) ~ all showing that:
(1) substantial changes are proposed in the project [traffic/parking; water]; or
(2) substantial changes arise in the circumstances of the project’s undertaking [water;
cumulative impacts; changed baseline]; or (3) new information appears that was not
known or available at the time the EIR was certified [traffic/parking; water; cumulative
impacts; changed baseline].

B. The Applicant’s “Baseline” Argument Is Legallv And Factually
Incorrect.

The applicant’s RMM letter spends considerable time trying to convince the
Planning Commission of two inter-related points: (1) in looking at whether to do an
Addendum or Supplemental EIR, you only look for changes from the “baseline”
condition that existed when the prior Addendum of 2011 was approved; and (2) in any
event, there allegedly are no significant changes in the environment or baseline from
2011 10 2015. The applicant’s position on both points is severely lacking,.

First, the applicant’s staring premise is questionable. CEQA law, including as
discussed in the new Ventura Foothill case and the Supreme Court’s Committee for
Green Foothills case cited therein, refer to whether “substantial changes [have] arise[n] in
the circumstances of the project’s undertaking, requiring major revisions in the EIR; or
new information appears that was not known or available at the time the EIR was
certified ” (Emphasis added.) Thus, the starting point for measuring impacts or the
degree of change is the original EIR — which in this case was certified in 2008 — not an
intervening Addendum from 2011.

Second, even assuming the applicant’s premise were correct, there clearly have
been significant changes in both the proposed Project and in the circumstances of the
Project’s undertaking/environment/regulatory framework that would trigger this
threshold of significance, including moving of the Beach Club under the 2014 plan;
reducing parking on site; shifting traftic and parking burdens onto the community;
changing the orientation and/or traffic/parking access 1o the bungalows; and the existence
and magnitude of the drought conditions, including enactment of Ordinance No. 93. So
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even under the rubric posed by the applicant, a Supplemental FIR at a minimum would
be required.

Third, “nothing in the baseline concept excuses a lead agency from considering
the potential environmental impacts of increases in the intensity or rate of use that may
result from a project.” Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131
Cal. App.4th 1170 1196-1197. (See point No, 2, immediately above.)

As stated by the Court in the new Ventura Foothill case, which rejected the
County’s use of an Addendum and affirmed the trial court’s order mandating preparation
of'a Supplemental EIR for a project that slightly changed the location of a building and
increased its height from 75 feet to 90 feet, the Project applicant’s position here “is
nonsense.” Ventura Foothill Neighbors v. County of Ventura, supra, 232 Cal. App.dth at
427.

V.  THE APPLICANT’S TRAFFIC/PARKING ANALYSIS FAILS: THE
PROJECT SHOULD BE REJECTED.

The applicant’s traffic consultant, ATE, produced a letter dated December 29,
2014 which attempts to respond to Mr. Kassan’s December 10, 2014 comments
incorporated into our December 11, 2014 letter (at Exhibit 4 thereto). In turn, the letter
from the applicant’s attorney, RMM, embellishes upon the latest ATE letter.
Unfortunately, the ATE and RMM letters cloud the issues and facts.

As Justice Brandeis observed, “Sunlight is said to be the best of disinfectants;
electric light the most efficient policeman.” Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 1, 67,
quoting L. Brandeis, Other People’s Money, 62, National Home Library Foundation, ed.
1933. We respectfully direct your attention to the light Mr. Kassan’s letters shine on the
salient issues for this Commission.

A, Kassan Letter, Exhibit 1 Hereto,

(1) Nowhere in ATE’s November 2014 report or December 29, 2014 letter is
there an estimate of the number of banquet employees at the peak time, nor is there an
accounting for the parking for those 50 to 60 or more employees that ATE never
acknowledges and for whom no parking is provided.

(2)  Onpage 4, ATE presents a comparison of the facilities at the proposed
Miramar Hotel and the existing Biltmore Hotel. But no documentation of the Biltmore
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Hotel statistics is presented. Nor are there any comments on the adequacy of the parking
supply at the Biltmore Hotel. What is the actual, documented parking demand on a hot
summer day when the hotel rooms are 100% occupied, there is a full banquet, and the
beach club is heavily used? Is the number of spaces at the Biltmore adequate to
accommodate all of those peak demands at the same time without spill-over onto streets
or other properties? ATE does not address this vital information. Such study should
have been completed over several such “full-use” days to obtain 2 statistically reliable
sample.

(3)  ATE also does not reveal that the reason that the Biltmore Hotel parking
facilities appear to be underused is that thete is a significant cost disincentive for people
to park within those facilities. People attending an event at that hotel must pay as much
as $35 to park on-site, and many event attendees choose to park on the streets
surrounding the hotel.

(4} Nowhere in either the ATE report or their December 29, 2014 letter is the
number of Project banquet hall employees revealed, nor is there any discussion of
parking for those employees. Also, the source of the rates upon which the hourly parking
demands were estimated was not ITE or the Urban Land Institute (ULD, but ATE, the
preparers of the report and the consultants to the developer. No documentation or neutral
source for those critical hourly demands are presented.

(5)  Drivers leaving the South Jameson Lane angle parking will be headed
eastbound on the street. If they want to turn around to head westbound, ATE invites
them to enter the private property of the hotel and to turn around in the hotel’s eastern
driveway. There is no information in the ATE letter as to how the angle parkers are to be
informed that the hotel eastern driveway is their recommended U-turn location. Although
ATE states that such a maneuver would be safe [p. 6}, it is quite likely that there would
be serious conflicts between hotel traffic and public traffic using that driveway, perhaps,
leading to collisions. With safety as the criterion, a better solution for the South Jameson
Lane U-turn demand should be found that does not use a private driveway for public
street traffic maneuvers and does not result in on-site conflicts.

(6)  ATE and RMM do not present street speed data for South Jameson Lane in
the vicinity of the angle parking. That should be a primary public safety consideration,
and it has not been addressed. The STOP sign on South Jameson Lane at Posilipo Lane
is a quarter of a mile or more from the angle parking. Street vehicles between Eucalyptus
Lane and just east of Miramar Avenue, where the angle parking is located, are too far
away from the STOP sign to be slowing for that sign. Traffic engineers know from
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experience that STOP signs are not speed control devices. Fven with street traffic at
moderate speeds, leaving the parking spaces will be dangerous.

(7y  Mr. Kassan’s December 10, 2014 letter referred to the loss of
approximately 44 legal parking spaces on the north-south leg of Miramar Avenue,
located & short walking distance from the beach. The ATE response is that the increase
of 10 spaces on the east-west leg of that street is more parking than was provided in the
previous hotel plan, That is not the relevant comparison that responds to Mr. Kassan’s
comment. The loss of 44 existing spaces will obviously overwhelm the provision of 10

new spaces, and there will be a net loss of 34 convenient beach parking spaces to which
ATE does not respond.

(8)  ATE states that fire trucks, delivery trucks, and trash trucks would be able
to turn around in the reduced-radius cul-de-sac using three-point turns {p. 10]. However,
no proof of that, such as turning diagrams using standard design vehicle templates, is
presented.

B. Kassan Letter, Exhibit 2 Hereto.

Virtually all of the issues that the RMM letter raises have already been replied to
in Mr. Kassan’s January 13, 2015 letter (Exhibit 1 hereto). But we note in particular the
following points from Exhibit 2 hereto:

(1) The RMM letter states that ATE has determined that a total of 53 parking
spaces will serve all of the hotel employees — a) the hotel administration and front desk
staff; b) the hotel room cleaners; ¢) the hotel maintenance and landscaping staff; d) the
staffs of the two restaurants and the bar; e) the beach club staff; and ) the cooks, waiters,
cleaners, and entertainers needed to serve a three-course meal to 400 banquet guests. The
RMM letter claims that “substantial evidence supports the conclusions in the Addendum
regarding the sufficiency of parking for the Revised project.” [RMM letter, p 11.} But
none of that evidence is presented in the RMM letter or in the ATE reports; the
conciusions rest solely on ATE assumptions that are not documented.

{(2)  ATE has based its parking study on the completely unwarranted and
undocumented assumption that 30% of all banquet attendees (30% of 400 = 120) will
also be hotel guests. That means that 120 guests of the 170-room hotel will be at the
hotel for the sole purpose of attending a banquet. That is certainly not a traffic
engineering “industry standard,” as claimed in the RMM letter. [RMM letter, p. 8.]
There is no traffic engineering “industry standard” that permits the analyst to ignore 30%
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of the attendees at an event in order to justify a lower parking demand. This is akin to
“reverse engineering” —a plugged number o pretend that a problem has been “solved.”

(3)  ATE has assumed that the maximum parking demand with 300 beach ciub
memberships will be only 94 vehicles. Most beach club memberships will cover entire
familics, one membership per family. It cannot be assumed that there will be any
meaningful amount of ridesharing among different families who are holders of different
memberships. The conservative assumption must be that each membership/family unit
will represent at least one vehicle that must be parked. If 94 vehicles are parked, as
assumed by ATE, what of the other 206 membership holders? Will none of them want to
attend the club on a warm weekend? What if 150 members (50% Of the total) want to use
the club on such a day? That would require 56 additional parking spaces. If only 200
members are at the club on a peak day, there would be a need for 106 more spaces.

(4)  The RMM letter claims that the new plan will enhance the angle parking
proposed for South Jameson Lane. [RMM letier, p. 12.] However, the letter does not
mention that backing vehicles out onto two lanes of traffic flowing at a rate of ane
vehicle every nine seconds (based on the ATE estimate of future street traffic) will be
hazardous and difficult for drivers to accomplish. Any consideration of that issue has
been ignored by ATE.

(5)  The RMM letter speaks of the increase in parking space length from 20 feet
to 23 feet on Miramar Avenue that will be required by the County. [RMM ietter, p. {2.]
It does not reveal that the result of that change will be a reduction of four to five parking
spaces on the street. The lost spaces on the north side of the street would have been
reserved for the hotel bungalow guests (itself highly problematic). Where will those
guests park when there are fewer spaces than proposed for them? The spaces on the
south side of the street would have been available to the public replacing a small number
of the 44 existing public parking spaces that will be lost when the north-south leg of
Miramar Avenue is vacated for hotel purposes. There has been no consideration of this
latest reduction in street public parking spaces.

In sum, the parking- and traffic-related statements in the RMM letter are merely
restatements of the ATE report and letters and suffer from the same lack of factual and

documentary support. The errors and omissions in the ATE documents are repeated in
the RMM letter.
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VI. THE APPLICANT’S WATER ANALYSIS FAILS; THE PROJECT
SHOULD BE REJECTED.

We thank you for the continuance of this matter which you granted on December
15,2014, One of the reasons we asked for a continuance was for time to receive and
review documents relevant to the Project that the Montecito Water District indicated they
would be providing to us pursuant to our California Public Records Act requests.” Those
records have been received and review and, indeed, provide further evidence of a
potentially significant impact with respect to water service neither anticipated nor
analyzed in prior environmental documents.

A Certificate of Water Service Availability (“CWSA™), sometimes also referred to
as a “can and will serve” letter does exist for the Project site for 45 Acre-Feet/Year
{(“AFY™). A CWSA, however, is neither a contract nor a guarantee for that amount, The
District has pointed out that cannot be guaranteed during a water shortage emergency.

The water shortage emergency in Montecito need not be recounted in great detail,
Only extraordinary conservation efforts on the part of Montecito residents and businesses
have kept the faucets from literally running dry. Under the District’s Ordinance 93,
which allocated water during the water shortage emergency, the current year (2014/15)
allocation for the District is 5,300 AF. For 2015/16, the District currently projects having
only 2,070 AF to allocate.

Pursuant to Ordinance 93, the District restricts water usage based on a Base
Allocation, The ordinance defines “base allocation™ as “the calculated average amount of
water actually delivered to the property per month during the three-year fiscal period
2003704 - 2005/06. A Base Allotment will be calculated for properties classified as
Commercial or Institutional. If the property does not have three years of use history, or if
the use changes materially, the District will determine the Base Allotment by taking into
account other relevant factors such as the established historical use of the property, or the
water usage of properties of comparable sizes or with comparable uses during the Base
Alletment period” The Base Allocation is then subjection to 2 monthly allocation factor,
identified as how much of the base allocation can be used in a given month.

2

Although we received many heipful documents, a number of them contained
heavy redactions, We do not believe all of those documents were redacted under a proper
exception such as attorney-client privilege. That remains an open issue. Revealing the
full contents of those public records is something our clients may further pursue.
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The Miramar Hotel has not been in operation since 1999, While there may bea
CSWA for the Project site for 45 AFY, this means the base allocation under Ordinance
93 is zero. While the District, as of the time of this correspondence, has made no officiat
determination, statements from District staff and directors have intimated this.

In an Aungust 13, 2014 memorandum from the District’s General Manager to its
Operations Committee, the General Manager indicated that “the Miramar project water
use allocation was not factored into Ordinance 93 with its adoption by the Board at its
meeting on February 21, 2014.” (Exhibit 3.) Changing that would require an
amendment to the ordinance. The memorandum concluded that “the matter will be
further discussed with counsel at the time this matter is heard by the Committee.”

The August 21-28, 2014 edition of the Montecito Journal reported that a District
Director had warned the Miramar entitlement team to disclose to its lenders that
Ordinance 93 gives the District considerable discretion in a severe water emergency to
alter future allocation to protect the health and safety of residential users. Ordinance 93
provides residential users with an allocation for essential health and sanitation vses that
are not subject to adjustment under the monthly allocation factor. Commercial users are
not provided with a similar exempt allocation.

Additionally, an August 28, 2014 memo from General Manager Tom Mosby to
Senior Planner Anne Almy also noted that “the Miramar has no water allocation under
Ordinance 93 because the project was not in use when those allocations were
determined.” (Exhibit 4.)

The day before, the District had also informed Caruso Affiliated that while “[tjhe
District will continue to honor your Certificate of Water Service Availability... as with
all other District customers, the amount of water available to service your property in the
future cannot be guaranteed while we are in a Water Shortage Emergency. (Exhibit5)

Even if the District looks towards “other relevant factors, such as the established
historical use for the property,” in determining an Ordinance 93 Baseline Allocation, that
allocation wiil be nowhere near the 45 AFY identified in the CWSA. A July 2008
District water service letter on the project identified average annual District water usage

} We also note that proceeding with the Project without amendment would create a

conflict with Ordinance 93, creating a potentially significant impact to land use and
planning not identified or analyzed in the original EIR or subsequent documentation.
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for the old Miramar Hotel from 1989 and 1998 at 28.19 AF. Annual average District
water usage from 1991 to 1998 was even lower, 25.37 AF. (Exhibit 6.)

The applicant, in an August 14, 2014 memorandum to the Montecito Water
District Board and staff, asserted that water usage for the first 12 months on construction
would be 25 AF. (Exhibit 7.) Even using historical use as a base allocation, any further
reductions resulting from the water shortage emergency would mean that there is
insufficient water even o begin construction.

VII. CONCLUSION,

For all of the foregoing reasons, we respectfully submit that the revised Project, its
entitlement applications, and the accompanying CEQA Addendum are legally deficient
and must be rejected. There is no possible way that the parking, circulation and water
issues identified can legally be addressed through an Addendum ~ or should be approved
consistent with the health, safety and welfare of the community.

Very truly vours,

ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN
FOR
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM

RPS:aa
Attachments
ce:  David Villalobos, Board Assistant Supervisor (dvillalogiico santa-barbara.ca.us)
(via email and Overnight Express [ten (original + 9) hard copies])
Hon. Salud Carbajal, First District County Supervisor, 105 E. Anapamu St., Santa
Barbara, CA 93101 (via Ovemnite Express)
Tom Mosby, General Manager, Montecito Water District, 583 San Ysidro Road,
Montecito, CA 93109 (via Overnite Express)
Anne Almy, Supervising Planner, Santa Barbara County Planning and
Development, 123 E. Anapamu St,, Santa Barbara, CA 931014
(via Overnite Express)
Chris Sneddon, Santa Barbara County Public Works Dept., 123 E. Anapamu St.,
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 (via Overnite Express)
Jack Ainsworth, California Coastal Commission, 89 S. California St., #200,
Ventura, CA 93001 (via Overnite Express)
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Client (via email and Overnight Express)
Chris Price (via email and Overnight Express)






ARTHUR L. KASSAN, PE,
Consufting Traffic Engineer

January 13, 2015

Mr, Robert P. Silverstein, Esq.

The Silverstein Law Firm

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3% Floor
Pasadena, CA 81101-1504

Subject: Impacts of Proposed Miramar Hotel

Dear Mr. Silverstein:

This is in reply to the letter prepared by Associated Trensportation Consultants (ATE) on
December 29, 2014, addressed to Mr. Evan Krenzian of Caruso Affiliated. The purpose of the
ATE letter was to respond to comments regarding hotel parking and traffic that were made by
Cotnty Planning Commissioners and by me in my letter of December 10, 2015.

Following are my replies to the responses in the ATE letter. The first four replies, designated A
though D, in this letter relate to the ATE responses to the Planning Commission comments.

A, On page 2. ATE states: "The parking demand estimates for the restaurants, bars and dining
areas included employee parking demands in their forecasts ...” According to the November
18, 2014 parking analysis by ATE, the hotel's fine-dining restaurant will need a maximum of 17
parking spaces during the daytime, the family-dining restaurant will need a maximum of 30
spaces during the daytime, and the bar will nead a maximum of 7 spaces during the daytime.
Those spaces will be primarily for non-hotel-guest patrons of the three facilities; possibly,
employees of those facilities may use some of those spaces, as well. At the same time, there
could be a 400-attendee event In the banquet hall. For all 400 people, ATE states, in their
November report, that the need is for 140 parking spaces. But, where is the parking for the
employees who will be preparing and serving a three-course meal to 400 people? Nowhere in
ATE's November report or their December letter is there an estimate of the number of banquet
employees at the peak time nor is there an accounting for the parking for those 50 to 80 or
more employees that ATE never acknowledges and for whom no parking is provided.

B. The hotel's valet parking station will be located in the northern part of the hotel site near
South Jameson Lane. From there, beach club members will have a considerable and
cireuitous walk through the hotel grounds to the club. Many members will find it more
convenient to park on Miramar Avenue, Although ATE states that the hotel will monitor the
Miramar Avenue parking, it will not be practicable to observe every vehicle as it is parking on
the street and to ascertain whether it is appropriate for the driver to do so. Human nature will
result in a substantial number of drivers choosing the parking closest to the ciub, and that will
be on Miramar Avenue,

Telephons 3103 Cimarron Lane FAX
{310) 55B-D808 Culver City, CA 90230 {310)558-1829
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C. On page 3, ATE presents “industry data”, published by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE), on the parking demands observed at one or more *Hotels” and at one or
more "Resort Hotels®, But we have no way of knowing if the hotels in the ITE data bank are in
any way comparable to the proposed hotel. Do the ITE hotels have large banquet halls; do
they have beach clubs; are they in areas well-served by transit? Without that information, the
tTE data should not be applied to the proposed hotel, and, in fact, ATE did not use those data
in their November report or in their December letter. Therefore, those data are irrelevant to the
study of the Miramar Hotel specific parking needs.

D. On page 4, ATE presents a comparison of the facilities at the proposed Miramar Hotel and
the existing Biltmore Hotel. But, no documentation of the Biltmore Hotel statistics is presented.
Nor are there any comments on the adequacy of the parking supply at the Biltmore Hotel.
What is the actual, documented parking demand on a hot summer day when the hotel reoms
are 100% occupied, there is a full banguet, and the beach club is heavily used? Is the number
of spaces at the Biltmore adequate to accommaodate all of those peak demands at the same
time without spill-over onto streets or other properties? ATE doas not address this vital
information. It would be important to see the study data upon which such a judgment could be
made and have it be part of the record; it is hoped that the study was done over several such
“full-use” days to obtain a statistically reliable sample.

While ATE was gathering the datfa from the Biltmore Hotel, they should have asked for the
number of employees that are necessary to prepare and serve a three-course meal to
approximately 400 banquet guests. Also, they should have asked about the experience with
the percentages of banquet guests that were non-hotel guests. Were there any jarge banguets
at which 100% of the guests were from outside of the hotel? Or 90%7 Or 80%7? Those data
would have been useful in solving the open questions about the adequacy of the parking
proposed for the Miramar Hote! banquetievent hall. (Please also refer to the reply to Comment
1b on the following page.)

ATE also does not reveal that the reason that the Biltmore Hote! parking facilities appear to be
underused is that there is a significant cost disincentive for people to park within those
facilities. People attending an event at that hotel must pay as much as $35 to park on-site, and
many event attendees choose to park on the streets surrounding the hotel.

The following replies to the ATE letter deal with their responses to the comments that | made in
my letter of December 10, 2014, addressed to you. For clarity, | have numbered my responses
to match the numbering that ATE used in their letter

Comment 1a. On page 5, ATE staies in bold print: *... estimates for the restaurants, bars and
dining areas included employee parking demands in their forecasis.” But those estimates
could not have included banquet hall employees, because the November ATE report states
that the parking for the banquet hall was estimated on the basis of "ATE Parking and Time of
Day Rates, assumes 30% of guests are affiliated with hotel and a 2.0 AVO {Average Vehicle
Occupancy) for public guests.” [footnote in "Shared Parking Calculations” table attached to the
November letter] Notice that the parking rate is based on the number of guests per vehicle and
there is no mention of the employees. Nowhere in either the ATE report or their recent letter is
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the number of banquet hall employees revealed, nor is there any discussion of parking for
those employees. Also notice that the source of the rates upon which the hourly parking
demands were estimated was not ITE or the Urban Land Insfitute {UUL]), but ATE, the preparers
of the report and the consultants to the developer. No documentation or neutral souece for
those gritical hourly demands are presented.

Comment 1b. ATE maintains that "The parking demand analysis correctly assumed that some
of the guests at the on-site events would be hotel guests.” [page 5} The word “correctly” is
used by ATE with no justification or documentation. s it impossible that a major banguet could
be held at the Miramar Hotel, and alf of the attendees would be non-hotel-guests? In their
parking analysis, ATE has assumed that fully 30% of any 400-attendee event (that is, 120
attendees) would be hotel guests who will be aiready parked on-site. The remaining 280
attendees would be non-hotsl-guests, according to the ATE assumption, and ATE has
estimated the peak parking needs based on the 280 outside attendees, only. That is not the
"worst case analysis” that is required of environmental studies. (No banquet hall employees
are accounted for in the 280 attendees, and no parking is provided for those employees in any
of ATE's analysis.)

What will happen if there are 320 outside attendees, or if all 400 attendees are from outside?
Because ATE is so confident that the hotel parking will accommodate no more than 280
outside attendees, they should agree with the recommendation in my lefter that the banquet
hall attendance be limited to 280 guests who are not also hotel room guests.

Later in the ATE response, they present banguet hali attendee AVOs that are substantially
higher than the 2.0 people per vehicle used in their analysis — 25% to 50% higher. Those
higher AVOs are based on "... information provided by valet parking operators ...", not based
on a statistically validated study by neutral engineers/planners. Why does ATE present those
alternative vehicle occupancy rates? Are they preparing for a major revision in their parking
analysis?

Comment 2. Drivers leaving the South Jameson Lane angle parking will be headed eastbound
on the street. If they want {o turn around to head westbound, ATE invites them to enter the
private property of the hotel and to turn around in the hatel's eastern driveway. There is no
information in the ATE letter as to how the angle parkers are to be informed that the hotel
sastern driveway is their recommended U-turn location. Although ATE states that such a
maneuver would be safe [page 6], it is quite likely that there would be serious conflicts
between hotel traffic and public traffic using that driveway, perhaps, leading to collisions. With
safety as the criterion, a better solution for the South Jameson Lane U-turn demand should be
found that does not use a private driveway for pubtic street traffic maneuvers and does not
result in on-site conflicts. Perhaps, a public cul-de-sac, with right-of-way taken from the hotel
site, would be a feasible solution,

ATE misses the point regarding traffic volumes on South Jameson Lane, The concern is not
regarding volume/capacity ratios and Levels of Service. The concern is for the convenience
and safety of those who use the angle parking, particularly when they are leaving the spaces
and have to back out into two lanes of two-way public street traffic. ATE estimates that the
peak traffic volume on South Jameson Lane, with the hotel in full operation, will be 402
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vehicles per hour. [page 7 of their letter] That will be an average of one street vehicle every 8
seconds, There may not be sufficient safe gaps in the street traffic to accommodate vehicles
leaving the angle spaces conveniently and safely.

ATE does not present street speed data for South Jameson Lane in the vicinity of the angle
parking. That should be a primary public safety consideration, and it has not been addressed.
The STOP sign on South Jameson Lane at Posilipo Lane is a quarter of a mile or more from
the angle parking. Street vehicles between Eucalyptus Lane and just east of Miramar Avenue,
where the angle parking is located, are too far away from the STOP sign to be slowing for that
sign. Traffic engineers know from experience that STOP signs are not speed control devices.
Even with street traffic at moderate speeds, leaving the parking spaces will be dangerous,

Comment 3. The use of the northwestern parking lot for event/banquet guest parking, as
described by ATE, will be impractical. Those guests, after parking in that lot, wili have to "... be
shuttled to the banquet hall via service carts ...° [page 7] because of the great distance, and
they will have to wait in the lot for the service carts to make round trips to and from the
banqguet hall. Imagine banquet guests in formal attire riding in service carts and standing for
10~ to 20-minute waits in the remote parking lot.

ATE states: "The secondary valet lot would provide approximately 100 overflow spaces for use
when large events (over 200 guests) are held at the banquet facility ..." [page 7} If there are
100 overflow spaces, at Z guests per parked vehicle, those spaces could accommodate 200
banquet guests. Added to the 200 guests that are mentioned in the ATE statement quoted
above, there would be a total of 400 guests using parking spaces for such a banquet. That is
in conflict with the ATE contention that there will never be more than 280 banquet guests (70%
of 400} coming from outside the hotel. Which is the “correct” estimata?

ATE does not address the concerns that | expressed regarding valet drivers having to make
left turns out of the driveway onto South Jameson Lane and from that street Into the remote
parking lot. The safely issue, particularly when including the parking activily at the angle
parking spaces, should be considered,

Comment 8. The assigned hotel guest parking on Miramar Avenue will be accessible by the
general public using that street. According to ATE, “Use of the spaces by non-hotel guests will
be enforced by the Miramar Hotel {unauthorized vehicles will be towed).” [page 8] On paper,
that may seem to be a viable operation, but in reality, it is bound to fail. For example, consider
a hotel guest returning from a nearby restaurant or a concert, etc. between 10 p.m, and
midnight. When he arrlves at the hotel, his assigned space is occupied. He has three choices
- park in someone else's assigned space; park in a non-hotel public space on the street (i
available), or request that the other car be towed from his space. To do the third aption, he wilt
have to find the appropriate hotel employee somewhere on the hotel grounds (at that late hour,
there would not be a parking attendant waiting on Miramar Avenue to guard the 18 hotel
parking spaces); explain the situation; have the employee call a towing company; and wait for
the tow truck to arrive and complete its function. Late at night, after a long day, the hotel guest
will not be satisfied with that system. Even during the daytime and early evening hours, for as
many as14 hours per day every day, will the hotel have an attendant or security guard on full-
time duty at the Miramar Avenue 18 hotel spaces to enforce their proper use and to assist
authorized guests? That would be expensive and may not be practicable over the long torm.
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Comment 7. The hotel on-site valet parking station will be located in the northern part of the
site, quite a walking distance from the beach club access. Some club members will find it more
convenient to park on Miramar Avenue in the public parking spaces. ATE states that “Hotel
securify will frequently monitor the premises and its borders to ensure that no hotel guests,
members, or employees are parking in nearby surface parking streets.” [page 8] How will hotel
security be able to tell if a car parked on a nearby street belongs to & guestimember/
employee? Unless the security person sees the actual parking maneuver and follows the
driver/passengers, there will be no way to distinguish general-public vehicles from hotel-
related vehicles. That enforcement system will not be effective.

Comment 8. The comment in my letter referred to the loss of approximately 44 legal parking
spaces on the north-south feg of Miramar Avenue, located a short walking distance from the
beach. The ATE response is that the increase of 10 spaces on the sast-west leg of that street
is more parking than was provided in the previous hotel plan. That is not the relevant
comparison that responds to my comment. The loss of 44 existing spaces will obviously
overwhelm the provisicn of 10 new spaces, and there will be a net loss of 34 convenient beach
parking spaces to which ATE does not respond.

Comment 9. ATE claims that the current plan will result in an increase of 14 public parking
spaces, but 10 of those have already been counted as being on Miramar Avenue. Therefore,
there will be only 4 new spaces on South Jameson Lane, and they will be at a considerable
distance from the beach. My comment actually dealt with a comparison of the current walking
distance from the existing parking on north-south Miramar Avenue to the future walking
distances when the parking is on South Jameson Lane only. ATE does not address that
comparison.

Comment 10, In discussing the pedestrian connection befween the South Jameson Lane
public parking spaces and the beach, ATE states: “Beach-goers parking in the public spaces
on South Jameson Lane would use the new sidewalk to connect to the pedestrian access
easements that would be provided through the Miramar Hotel site to reach the beach access
south of the site.” [page 8] Members of the public walking through the hotel site may result in
security problems for the hotel and its guests. Families with small children and substantial
beach equipment will interfere with the hotel guests' quiet enjoyment of the hotel grounds. That
could be significantly detrimental to hotel attractiveness. Large numbers of people walking
through the hotel grounds may result in pedestrian conflicts with hotel vehicles, such as
service and maintenance carts. The walking distance between the public parking spaces on
South Jameson Lane and the beach will still be substantial,

Comment 11, ATE states that fire trucks, delivery trucks, and trash trucks would be able to tum
around in the reduced-radius cul-de-sac using three-point turns. [page 10} However, no proof
of that, such as turning diagrams using standard design vehicle templates, is presented,

Comment 12, The instailation of red curb and No Parking signs in the Miramar Avenue cui-de-
sac, by itself, will not prevent drivers from parking in the bulb. It will be necessary to have
frequent enforcement by the County Sheriff, and considering the remoteness of the cul-de-sac
and the low level of traffic that wilt use Miramar Avenue, it is probable that the County Sheriff
will not assign significant enforcement resources to the street,
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The ATE letter does not address any of the three recommendations that were in my December
letter. | believe that they have validity in mitigating the potential impacts of the proposed hotel
development, and that if Caruso Affiliated's consultant chooses not to address them, the
County staff should be asked to consider them.

| have also reviewed the County Planning and Development Staff Report that was made
available on January 13, 2015. Toward the end of that report on page 11, there is a
recommendation that the parking spaces on Miramar Avenue be 23 feet in length instead of
the 20-foot length that is proposed by the developer and justified by ATE. With the longer
spaces, there will be a loss of two to three spaces on the north side of the street and a loss of
two spaces on the south side, compared with the developer's plan. The norih-side spaces are
those that will serve the bungalows on the hotel site, and a parking supply that Is two to three
spaces fewer than planned will have a substantial effect on the convenience of parking for the
hotel guests. On the south side, the reduction of two spaces will affect the residents and beach
parkers, How will those deficiencies be accounted for?

The staff report states that there are two bus stops within a less than 10-minute walk of the
hotel. [page 4] However, it fails to reveal that weekday and Saturday bus service ends before
6:30 p.m., and Sunday service consists of four runs toward Montecito with the first at 12:00
noon and the last at 5:15 p.m. and five runs foward Santa Barbara with the first at 7:25 a.m.
and the last at 2:25 p.m. That schedule will not provide service that will be convenient or
attractive for hotel employees, especiaily those warking at evening events. Unless the hotel
intends to subsidize additional bus service in the evenings, transit cannot be considered a
significant alternative travel mode for employees.

It you have any questions about my analysis, comments, and recommendations, please

contact me at your convenience. | would be pleased to discuss them with County staff and
officials.

Very truly yours,

,4\

Arthur L. Kassan, P.E.
Consulting Traffic Engineer

Mo 152 )E
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Registered Traffic Engineer No. TR 152 SR S,
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ARTHUR L. KASSAN, PE,
Consalting Traffic Engineer

January 18, 2015

Mr. Robert P. Silverstein, Esq.

The Silverstein Law Firm

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3™ Floor
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504

Subject: Impacts of Proposed Miramar Hotel
Dear Mr. Silverstain:

The following are my replies to the parking-refated comments in the letter written by

Mr. Whitman Manley of Remy Moose Manly, addressed to the Montecito Planning
Commission and dated January 13, 2018, Virtually all of the issues that Mr. Manley raises
have already been replied to in my letter to you dated January 13, 2015. However, in this
fetter, 1 have amplified some of those replies as they refer to the mare significant issues.

Mr. Manley states that ATE, the Caruso Affiliated consultant, has determined that a total of 53
parking spaces will serve all of the hotel employees — a} the hotel administration and front
desk staff; b} the hotel room cleaners; ¢) the hotel maintenance and landscaping staff; di the
staffs of the two restaurants and the bar; e) the beach club staff; and 1) the cooks, waiters,
cleaners, and entertainers needed to serve a three-course meal to 400 banquet guests, [page
H]ATE and Mr. Manley state this without once revealing the total number of employees that
would be needed for all of those functions at the peak times, The ATE report is clearly
deficient in omitting consideration of the 50 to 60 or more people who will be necessary to
staff a full banquet. Mr. Manley states that “... substantial evidence supports the conclusions
in the Addendum regarding the sufficiency of parking for the Revised project.” {page 11] But,
none of that evidence is presented in Mr. Manley's letter or in the ATE reporis; the conclusions
rest solely on the ATE assumptions that are not documented,

ATE has based its parking study on the completely unwarranted and undocumented
assumption that 30% of all banquet attendees (30% of 400 = 120} will also be hotel guests.
That means that 120 guests of the 170-room hotel will be at the hotel for the sole purpose of
attending a banquet. That is certainly not a traffic engineering “industry standard”, as claimed
by Mr. Manley [page B). There is no traffic engineering “industry standard” that permits the
analyst to ignore 30% of the attendees at an event in order to justify a lower parking demand.
ATE and Mr. Manley have not considered the very realistic possibility that many banquets will
attract all of their attendees from outside of the hote! — that is, 120 more non-hotet guest
attendees than ATE has considered, and they will be arriving in at least 60 more vehicles that
will have to be parked on-site.

Teliphone $105 Cimarvon Lane FAX
{110} 558-0808 Cuiver City, CA 90230 {310) 558-1829
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ATE has assumed that the maximum parking demand with 300 beach club memberships will
be only 94 vehicles. Most beach club memberships will cover entire families, one membership
per family. It cannot be assumed that there will be any meaningful amount of ridesharing
among holders of different memberships. The conservative assumption must be that each
membership will represent at least one vehicle that must be parked. If 94 vehicles are parked,
as assumed by ATE, what of the other 206 membership hoiders? Will none of them want to
attend the club on a warm weekend? What if 150 mambers (50% Of the total) want to use the
ciub on such a day? That would require 56 additional parking spaces. If only 200 members
are at the club on a peak day, there would be a need for 106 more spaces. Where will they be
tocated?

Mr. Manley states that the hotel will inform guests that street parking is for public use onty.
tpage 10] Guests of the events at the banquet hall will be members of the public, and they wil
be entitled o park on the streets, if they wish to. At the Biltmore Hotel, many event attendees
park on the streets because of the high parking fees ($35 per vehicle) chargaed by the hotel.
The same is likely to occur at the Miramar hotel,

Mr. Manley claims that the new plan will enhance the angle parking proposed for South
Jameson Lane. [page 12} However, he does not mention that backing vehicles out onto two
lanes of traffic flowing at a rate of one vehicle every nine seconds (based on the ATE estimate
of future street traffic) will be hazardous and difficult for drivers to accompiish. Any
consideration of that issue has been ignored by ATE.

Mr. Manley mentions a "safe" turnaround in the easternmost hotel driveway for those leaving
the angle spaces on South Jameson Lane and desiring to U-turn to travel westward. [page
12] By what standards does Mr. Manley judge such a design “safe’? Has he or ATE {who
proposed the driveway turnaround) evaluated the very real potential for conflicts between
those vehicles and vehicles exiting the hotel?

Mr. Manley speaks of the increase in parking space length from 20 feet to 23 feet on Miramar
Avenue that will be required by the County. [page 12] He does not reveal that the result of that
change will be a reduction of four to five parking spaces on the street. The lost spaces on the
north side of the street would have been reserved for the hotel bungalow guests. Where will
those guests park when there are fewer spaces than proposed for them? The spaces on the
south side of the street would have been available to the public replacing a small number of
the 44 existing public parking spaces that will be lost when the north-south leg of Miramar
Avenue is vacated for hotel putposes. There has been no consideration of this latest
reduction in street public parking spaces.

Mr. Manley claims that the beach club parking demand estimated by ATE is based on
experience at other similar beach clubs. [page 12] But, ATE has presented no evidence or
documentation of any of that experience as to: a) the peak parking accumulation vs. the
number of memberships; b) the peak levels of membership use of the clubs as percentages
of total memberships; ¢) the average vehicle occupancy of member vehicles; or other similar
data that would be important in evaluating the ATE recommendation of 94 peak parking
spaces for 300 memberships.
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The parking- and traffic-related statements in Mr. Manley's letter are merely restatements of
the ATE report and letters. The errors and omissions in the ATE documents are repeated in
Mr. Manley's letter. | have replied in detail to the ATE documents in my previous jetters. The
above replies to Me. Manley's letter amplify my previous replies.

Very truly yours,

[

Arthur L. Kassan, PE.
Consulting Traffic Engineer

Registered Civil Engineer No. C 15563 N Faares
Registered Traffic Engineer No. TR 152 %‘Mﬁ\f







MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT

MEMORANDUM
SECTION: 3.B
DATE: AUGUST 13, 2014
TO! OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

FROM: GENERAL MANAGER

SUBJECT: MIRAMAR BEACH RESORT & BUNGALOWS - CERTIFICATE OF
WATER SERVICE AVAILABILITY

RECOMMENDATION:

For inforrmnation, discussion and possible action to be decided by the Commitise st ths time
this matter is heard.

DISCUSSION:

in a letter dated July 28, 2014, the Miramar property owner, Caruseo Affillated has
requested that the District confirm water service avaltability for the proposed revisions fo
the fMiramar Beach Rasort and Bungalows Project Final Development Plan, Coastal
Davelopment Plan, and Conditional Use Penmits.

With the District under a water shorlage emergency and having adopted rationing to ail
cusiomer classHications, the retum of this projest coukd not have come at 2 more
challenging ime, District staff has asked legal counse! to review ali District fHes and the
recant submitted documents from Caruso Affilated {o delermine if this project qualifies for
water sarvice under the provisions of Ordinance 92 and 83, The undeveloped properly has
been nol been In service since the latler parl of 1889 however the property owners have
maintained In good standing their District water service account which includes five active
water melers. All water used by the property open space and meter servica chargss are
fully paid to date.

The project in 2008 was provided an allotment of 45 acre fest per year which was
esiablished by a comprehensive water use analysis, The project returning to the District for
water service certification has been revised o exclude the underground parking facility, a
reduction in the number of “keys® from 186 to 170 and a commiiment to perform primary
laundry ssrvices outside the Disirict service boundary and other revislons as noted in the
Caruso Affiliated letier dated July 28, 2104, -

The Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows property is classified by the District as a

commerclal customer which under Ordinance 83 Is provided the quantity of water allocated
to the customer basad on thelr historical 2003 through 2006 water usage or the quantity of
water detennined by the District for #s partlcular use if the project was not In service duting

Exd. 3




the allocation period. The allocation of water to the property is provided on a monthly basls
In accordance with the commarcial classification monthly aliocation factor.

The question js does the District have sufficient water supplies to serve the currently
vacant properly which Is tentatively scheduled for operation as a resort hotel In the
summer of 2017. This Miramar project watar use sllocation of 45 acre foet was not
factored Into Ordinance 93 with lis adoption by the Board at its mesting of February 21,
2014, In accordance with Ordinance 93, the District reviews the water supply condition
prior to the start of the water year, October 1 and If necessary adjustments are made lo
aach watar use classificalion to meet the avallable water supply,

Inthe case of the Miramar Project; the allocation of 45 acre feet would need tu be factored
into-Ordinance 83 which would reduce the amount of water avallable to other water use -
classifications (gnd Hts customers). At this polnt Ins time, the District Is unsure when the
Miramar property will begin the full use of its annual allocation and in order lo serve the
project an amendment to Ordinance 93 will need to occur. The District Is currently
revislting Ordinance 83 with the change fo s avallable water supply for the 14/15 Water
Year and ths timing of water delivery (L.e. watar year) for Miramar Project requires further
clarffication. This matter will be further discussaed with counsel at the tima of this matier Is
heard by the Commitiee.

You will find a list below of all of the attached documents 1o assist in your review of the
Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows slatus of Water Service Availabllity.

81114 Revised Water Usage Analysis; Landscape Water Use Calculation

7128114 Request for Conflirmation of Water Service Avallabliity by Caruso Affitd.

7728/14 Technical Memorandum & Revised Water Usage Analysis by Dudek

2115111 Letter to SBCo regarding Miramar amended development plan and
reatfirmation of Can and Wil Serve by District

8/20/08 Revised Water Usage Estimate of §1.1 AFY to 8BCo Planning by Caruso
Affiliated

7/28/08  Letter clarfying terms of MWD Water Service Avatlabliity due {0 project
ormission of private well water by MWD

51107 Can and Wil Serve Letter Issued by MWD






MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT

DATE: AUGUST 28, 2014

Tou ANNE ALMY, Senlor Planner — Sants Barbara County

FROM: TOM MOSBY, General Manager

RE: MIRAMAR BEACH RESORT AND BUNGALOWS - Revision, 14 RVE-63, 1555 South
Jameson Lane

Dear Ms. Liey

Please sllow this emall vo respond to your emaii of August 18, 2014 concerning the sbove
referenced profect,

Responses to the two specific guestions set forth In your email are as follows:

1

2,

Waouid the proposed profect result In overdreft or over-comemitment of any groundwater
basin or a slgnificant increase In the exlsting overdraft or over-commitment of any .
groundwater basla? Or, Is the previous alipeation aiready considered In the District’s water
demand?

The proposed project will not adversely affect/impact groundwater suppiies because, as
prasently proposed, it does not propose use of groundwater,

Would the proposed prajett vesult In 2 substantial reduction In the amount of water
otherwise avallable for public water supplies? Or, 1s the previcus sllocation slready
cetisidered I the District's water demand?

the Miramar had no weter slfocation under Ordinance 83 bacause the project was notin use
when those allocations were determined, The CWSA for the project contalns o 45 Acre Foot
{“AF"} base annual allocation, which is less than 156 of the avallable water supply under
Ordinance 93. A base sllocation, of course, Is not a promise that any particular volume of
water will be avallable under current conditions of extreme rought. However, this project will
share in avallable water suppfies of the District on the same terms as other commercial
customers of the District and be subject to service restrlectlons on the same terms as those other
commerclal customers.

The Miramar is a commerclal customer of the District with § active water meters. However, j

Please note that the following Issues requlre consideration and review by the County refative to this

project:

1.

Montecito Water District submitted project conditions of approval 0 the County on or about
Aupust 27, 2008, and compliance with those conditions Is still a requirement for this project, A
pdf copy of those conditions Is attached to this email.

k.
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Cn February 11, 2014, Montecito Water District passed Ordinance 92, declaring 2 Water
Shortage Emergenty snd providing for restrictions on use of water and penaitles for fafiure to
comply with conservation measures. Given its rapidly diminishing water supply, the District
adopted Ordinance 93 on February 21, 2014, establishing 3 mandatory water rationing program
for all of its customers and penaities for tconsumption in excess of altocation,

Currently, under Ordinance 93, the District has sflocated 5,300 AF of water for the current water
year amongst its active customers. Although the District had edginally anticipated having .

to further reduce these zllocations as we moved into the 2014 -15 water year (which
commences Cctober 1, 2014), due 1o the extraordinary conservation efforts by our custamers
ant the aggressive procurement of supplementat (emergency} supplies of water by the District,
we gre now able to continue the exlsting alipeation of 5,300 AF of water Into the new yesr.

The District currently projects having only 2,070 AF of water to allocate for the 2015-16 water
year, which is nearly 619 less water than Is currently belng allocated smongst the District's
customers. The District will continue to explore spportunities to procure additional sources of
supply, however, this is the most current Information we can provide, given the extremely
serious and dynamit nature of the sltuatlon,

As set forth above, the CWSA for this project aliocates 45 AF of base allocation to the Miramar,
This aliocation was based upon the District’s water supply during normai situations, and we
are currently in 3 statewide and local Water Shortage Emergency.

The Dis will hgnor t rtificate of rSery val the prolect, and the 45 AP
cation set thereln as with all Distedet mers, the amo
of water availahl rve the property in th rec be guarantesd while fer

Shertage Emergency exlfsts, hut this property will be trested on the same terms as other active

commerclal customeds of the Dlstrct

In light of the Water Shortage Emergency, the County should consider dust control
restriction measures during project grading that require the vse of non-potable water,
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August 27, 2014

Mall Middiebrook
Caruso Afflliated

101 The Grove Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90036

Re: Mirarmar Beach Resort and Bungalows; Water Service Availability

Dear Mr. Middiebrook,

This letter serves as a written response by Montecito Water District to the
Caruso Affllated "Miramar Hotel, Confirmation of Water Service
Avallabliity” lefter of July 28, 2014 and the "Miramar Water Usage and
Wilt-Serve Foilow Up® memerandum dated August 14, 2014, Montecito
Waler District does not agree wlth every assertion set forth In those
documents, bul will refrain at this time from elaborating on spechic areas
of disagreement. Please allow this letler ic memorialize the position of
Monlecito Water District concerning the subject Certificate of Water
Service Avaliebliity,

As you may recall, the District, in its July 29, 2008 letter to you regarding
Miramar water service was vary clear that under a water shoriage
emergancy declaration, “the Miramar will be subject to reductions In
avalfable water andfor cost Increases nacaessary to conserve the
remaining water supply for the communily”. Presently, the entire State of
Californda is In a Water Shortage Emergency and Santa Barbara has been
classified as a "D4 Exceptional Drought Reglon®, On February 11, 2014,
Montecito Water District passed Ordinance 82, declaring s Water
Shortage Emergency and providing for restrictions on use of water and
penalties for failure to comply with conservation measures, Given its
rapidly diminishing water supply, the District adopted Ordinance 99 on
February 21, 2014, establishing a mandatory water rationing program for
all of Ifs custamers and penaities for consumption in excess of allocation,

Both Ordinances were drafled in accordance with the California Water
Code, which provides the District with the authority to adopt regulations
and restrictions on the delivery and consurmption of waler which will
conserve the water supply for the greatest public banefit, The regulations
and restrictions remain in full force and effect until the supply of water
available for distribution has been replenished, the emergency hes
ceased, or the ordinances are repasaled,

Eik.




BT TP S I
T T L A o B T S S I S T A TN T
RIS sl g, EL AN HER A H N T AP LEE R IV PR E T SR IR
R A L P AP ARSI N RPN E S L R AR A O

] 1

UV i et Rt Ly e et

AL SR R e R LR TR TN T ETTINER B ASCUR ISR U
[P L | 34

. - - 0 H LY e -
A LT R L CC LT I L BN AL RTINS ST LI PR LA

e
1 ‘

However, the District currently projscis having only 2,070 AF of water to allccale
for the 2015-18 water year, which is nearly §19% less waler than is currently being
allocated amongst the Distrdcl's customers.  The Distriet will cortinue o explore
opporiunities to procure addilional sources of supply, however, Ihis is the most
current information we can grovide given the extremely serious and dynamic
nature of the situalion,

While the District continues to recognize you as one of its customers, the 45 AF
alfocation which you cite under the District's Certificate of Waler Service
Avalilabifity was based upon the Districl's water supply during normal situations
hut, as staled above, we are currently in a statowide and tocal Water Shorfags
Emergency which is far from a normal gituation,

The District wilt continue to honor your Cerlificate of Water Service Avaitability
however, as with all other District customners, the amount of water available o
service your property in the future cannot be guaranieed while we are in a Waler
Shorlage Emergency,

Sincerely,
i

. .
i AN

oo
H ® *a

Tom Mosby
General Manager
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Tuly 20, 2008

M., Matt Middlebrook
Carugo Affillated

101 The Grove Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90036

Re: Proposed Miremar Beaok Resort and Bungalows - Distret Water Service
Seat va fox ond postal matl

Dear b, Middlebrook:

Thig letier Is to olarfy (i terms, conditions and olrourmetances for Montesite Water
Distriet (WD) water service avallsbility and o reasonshle water budget for the
propoged hilramar Frofeet. A water budget will veflact the necds of the proposed
projeot, conslder comadunity-wide usage pattems snd be vAthin the District's shiort
&4 long-tean avellabls puppliss, The water budget will stso perve ss the “hase
allptment” for fature fees and oharges wader the surrently proposed vommerviel
base sllotmeant rale structare, which tha MWD Board wiill ponslder of s public
hearing in Avigust of this year, The bess eflotment soncept will also rasult in your
project fanding, through the Hock rate strantere, sny nesd for the Diskriot to
soquine any project waber nse above thy extabilished baso wlivtment. The propossd
now rote struoture ts part of an overall Disiriot wabsr comservation program fo
reslors & balsnes betwooa Disteict water supply and demand, The base ellntmant
sddressts walor rfe struoture, not watts evadiability,

The processing of this projoet to date bas been somewhat wnumal for MWD, The
Miraniar properiy has rematsed 4 Distict customer in good standing, paying s
tates and charges or five District nters oven tvogh waberustge has beon
minimal sincs clogure of'the bofol In 1999, I this had been 8 new paojoct, MWD
and the owaerlepplicant would bave worked together fo define the project’s water
supply and water servios neods eardy in the process, A prajoot of this slzs would
sommally need the sssistancs of & project planning and penmiting secvice (hired by
the owner) that takes tie Jead role fn caliscting, anelyzing snd sununarizing ail
infhroation needed o flly define the project’s weter requirements, In your cass,
the District initially med with Cerveo AffiHsted, %o propanty owner; Dudek and
Asgosistes, & planming firm representing (he propaety owner; and the County of
Sants Barbers Plarring snd Developmant Departruent.

The provious Miremer Rotel operated unill 1999 with a combination of District
service for intedior potshie yse and & private well for cxferior and other pon-potstle
use, Sinos e hotsl closusy, the District bas reviewed varlous propossls to
ohsbliiftate/reconstruct fhe Miremar, Bech propossl showed demand fir Digtrict
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supplics conslstent with previous histerlc water nse levels. Based on the reprosentation tht
the Caruso proposal would also show no incresse in intenstty of uze, except for increesed
landscaping to be served by an onslts well, MWD provided the proposed project with a
Cortifioale of Water Service Availability (CWSA), dated May 11, 2007, Asatated in the
CWEA: “The Dintclot can and will serve the proposed project tavugh the existing water
services, If thero fa & change in,water domand, the owner may epply for farger Distriot meters
subject to completion of @ Water Meter Use Bvalustion spplication, spprovel of the
application by District staf¥ and payment of all feas end costs for the meter sleg increase.” To
date, Ceruso and ity conmltants have not applied for inoreased sorvice, or completed & Water
Meter Use Bvalustion applicetion, A Meter Use Bvaluation would provids definition of
Infrastructure improvémeats, development of & ressonsble waie:-budget, end a peak flow
analyais to conflom the adequacy of the exjsting rooter servics to the property. Without this
information, all ndicstions wero thet water uso on the pmputy would remaln mubstantially the
same,

To ensore that the overall project water densind world be within reasopable historic limits,
34 to addrees infrastractore fdeues, the District continued working directly with Caruso
Afflated, Tho District bad sovers! mostings with Caruso represeatstives, sont lottors to
Cerpso Affilleted and hss, to 8 lnfted extent, recelved vorrespondense from Caruso
Affillslod reparding pmjm watcr vee, The District nlso reviewed the proposed project seope
a5 defulled in g Rovised Bevelopment Plan (RDP) application dated Novernber 13, 2007 fem
Ceruso Affiliated. Based on the November 13, 2007 KDP, whith war provided ‘by Ssota
Barbare County, the District conoluded that proposed changes to the project that would affect
wetor vas wers malnly Homited (o outdoot landsceping The Distrist'e-comespondence to
Caruso Affiliated fooused on vutdour water wee snd the continued use of an existing water
well or the property for irdigation/non-potable water noeds.

Whils we suderttand thut the scope md gizs of the project bed no! inoreened since our
Hervombat 2007 roview, the profect apparestly no longer includes the onslte well, Water
demand estimates, provided in the County stalF repori and SBIR/Addendum indicutad fhat the
project water nss will be mach greater then the historte oz, Tn repponss fo rooent Tequests
from the County aud Caruan, the District hus agein ansfyzad its ability to provids for project
water demiand based on the camrent projest description, and s providing its eptimate of projact
desmsnd fo ts Jotter,

‘The following tabls from page four of the Carvso AffTlinted Revisod Devolopment Plan
(RDP), dated November 13, 2007 compares the previonsly operating Mirnmar Hotel with the
Sohrager and Ceruso plans, You will note from the teble bt the proposed Carveo plas b
comparable ty the previowly opetuting Miremar Hotel and aofually has fiswer sooms. The
only epparent change fhat could increase fnterior waler uae is the sddition of 5 1,482 aquare
faot Beach Club clubbouss with a membership increase from e provicus 140 menbers to
300 membere, The proposed chibhouse would incresse water wse sinee i {ncludey sammay,
lucker rooms, showers and tollets, However, the installation of moderm, stato-ofsthe.art water
sonservation dovioes and practioes fur the entire profect, in the District’s opinton, should
offset any such water dernand inormeses.
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BUTEL OFPERATIO
In erder 10 avold as many envivonmental tmpacts ag possible and quickly begin the
renpvatlon process, the proposed project closely adheres to the previously approved level of
development ond etfher maintains or reduces the Impacts associated with the hotel
operations. The tabla below summartzes key operating featres of the Miramar Fotel, ax it
exfsted pripr io cloring In Qotober of 2000, the Schrager renovation plan agproved in 2600,

oid the proposed Caruso profect,
Exbfing and Proposed Hotal Operations
Opmrational Cosponent | Pravipwsly Opevcting Approved Schrager Praposed Coruse
Mirgmor Botel Plun Bl
Number of remial wnits 243 243 202
2
Nimber of employee | Exlsting CUP aflows 5 of 4 4
ynite | the 213 wdte 1o bo used
Jor employee housing
Hanguet HeltBatiroom
Maximum wumber &a3f
o No CUP limits; 600 a0
& Ia
Assernhiy Lreg 12,385 5F E 672 5F 8407 8F
(o CW”M—)I Tawm ol am, 7 ameio § ans
o ; W;CM yfw' (eutdacr aettvities to foutdoor activities fo
reguires in el o
Hours of Operation o gnd wde by 1 e, fﬁ conchidy by 10,:30p,m } | coneluds by 1 0:5G p.)
outdoor
uctivities by 10: 30 -
bt
Rustanraniy
Humber of seats 193 193 193
Hours of Operation {ne CLIP limiis) 6:30 am to 1{ p.m. 6:30amio I p,m,
7ant to £ p.m, {Bar clores at 7 am) {Bar closes at 2 am)
Beneh BuriSnack Hoyse
Number of seaty 63 (Rall Cur Diner) 6 65
& am 1o 3 puot, weskedaps $:30amto 12 am 30 amio I} om
Haurs of Operclon | 5 oo 10 5 g, weekends (idight (mldnighy
| Beuck Club Membarship Fed 140 30
& 5«5 non-guest/day 1315 non-gueesisiday 13 nor-guestyiday
Salo Ve Pany 1o Pom Samio Ypm $am to § pist
Parking Provided 406 £60 stalls JI57 s1alls
0.342 .
FAR 2463 J
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Our roview indicated that, for the Catuso Project &s proposed, sxgluding outdeor water ugs,
and anpuming the vee of elate of the ert water seving teohnologive, wator uge would be
comparabls (o the proviously operating Mirenisr Hofel,

Historicsl water usags for the Mlmmear Homi"ba{wm 1989 znd 1998 is shown in the table
balow, The 1998/99 water use yesr is oot shown as fhe botel olosed in early 1999,

BURANAR HOTEL HISTORICAL UBALE
Totat All
Bolore Sr/oB| SomT| oENS| o4bE| BS/B4.  prms| gymal ool peop )
July 1872 1378] {208 1108 1042 1281 Bog | 18G4 - PoRg

Augist §789; 957G {8B4| 14D2| iz {eB2} 10WM] 72T 2338
Beptember | 14181 1450| 01| 1040 7H8] 1he0l exm| 2121|2198
Cotobsr 605  1003] Bb4] &o4|  yer| 1661 880 1478 | j4oe
Hovember B20| B2S| s  ehr|  64% 538 618 1280 (@40
Detember 7231 "@ab|  BOB] 846 ABIT BEO| 680|858 {14

Jsnusry G02) 4181 688| ded| S9B|  SYa|  706|  1279) 1167

Faprery 0S| Bi1] 48|  Biv| 48| 602|826 10711 150
Harch GrZ|  O55| 64D  bp4| €en| gar|  BBA|  GOB| %3
Aptl {164] 1287 7aB| 746 _ 67i| @58  666|  GAS| {2
ey 11981 18561 G4S| 70| 7611 74A| __ BALl_ 784 164
Jung 14(8] 1486|1121 | 1088| 124 | 682 | A17il 640|183

Units (HUP] | 14080 | 12060 1102B| ©bAS| BOY4| 11378 6308] 14047 | 18208
Undts (AR | - 823 2081 2E3) 28| 206 64 28t sl M5

Tus Disirlot's enalysis of antivipated demand, based on the histoclos! usage, has focused on
per room of “koy™ urege, To this analysis, the Diftict reoognizes that o] exieting wator
fhrturen were of the older inefficient end westeful types that wers very commesn for the pariod
of thin kiote] operation. The Axtores b place were of the 3.5+5 galion/flush toilet typs lanks, 3-
5 gelions per minate shownrdieads and 2 pallons per minuts levetory ucets,

A stisdy prepared In August 1989 by Intsrfice Bavironments] Swrvices, titled Hater Demand
anid Conservation Study (“lnterface Water Dsmend Study™) for the Bante Barbara South Coast
region epconpassing fhe City of Sants Barbars, the County of Sants Buhare, Goldds andn
portion of Veudurs County, fhcuzed on the weler savings sssoviated with the veplacement of
sach older watcr-wastaful fixtures with wstersaving, conservetion fixtures for botels, That
Immdﬂ Waduir Demsend Study b vsed by the City of Sanis Barbars for ite exfimation of hotel
watst domian

The Intorfice Weter Demand Study estimates the water ouvings for each room of key was
about 30% with replacement of ineflicient water Bxtures with stats of the art water efficient
technology. The base use was determined by anelyzing waior use in hotels within tho south
corst sres, which deterralned that room or ey usage eversged ebout 134 galloos per day,
With the 30% water savings from todom waler offfcient, conservaton techoology, mroom
of key usge is reduced to about 94 gallons per dey. This results in & total projected demand
for tho Miramar Project of 2.4 scre-foet per yeae with 100% ovoupanoy of its 204 proposed

ol
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roorns (tnokt oucrent revised Plan), With tho eotimated annual ocoupanoy rate of 71 % used by
Curaso Affflisted, the total in-roons ues for the 204 unlts Is estimated at approximately 15,25
aore-£Bet per year, .

The Interfios Weter Demand Study reports that room or Interior usage seeounts for 60-70%
of 8 hotel's overall usage, At a conservative 60% interlor vasge estimats of 15.25 ARfyear, the
extrapolsted total project wagw iz estimated st 26 AP/ysar with the 71 % ocoupanoy rate, A
“worst czse” Interior demand with 100% oooupsnoy would be approximately 36 scre-fost per
year, whioh is stiit within {he Miramar's historio Dsiriot weter usage, While the Mirmar
Project may hevs some water usage that is above and beyond a typiosl hotsl with the addition
of & sps, poolz end the clabhouse, the Distriet expoots that with appropriste use of water
ssving technology, ovetsll potable webor demand can sti] be met within historis umege and
with exiating Distriot service,

Thestefors, in the District's oplnlon & based ou the Interface Water Demund Study, the
expected Miramar project interlor water use, with the above oxoeption for landscaping and
with the replacement of the prior ineffiolent and wasteful water fixturts with new stute of the
art water conservition fixtures, will be comparatdy to thy Blstorical vsage, In adiifion, the wro
of stats of the eri water conservetion techmology end Sxtures should also reduce peak welsr
demands and engble the profeot to utilizs the existing mobars zerving the property, This would
gvold requiring un incresse In moter slze and increasing the demand on the Distriot's Bmited

water supply.

Comparing ths Distrist's estimation of projected Mitamar water detnand with the 117 sore-
foot estimate shown in the County SEIR. for the project, the District has the following
opmments which would farther pupport the Distrlot's aoelyald,

The BHIR sstimats of Clubliouse waler ugs was 1ot wseful for the Dishict becase it Hd not
show the monber of fixturea. The olubhouse will perve wp to 300 members; i i wmclesr If
theso aro fndividual memberships or family memberahipe, This 1,487 square foot structore
includes 8 smun, locksr roo, showers, tollats snd Javatesy Femosts, The Disteict expocts that
any such clabhouss uge would be inckuded vy pert of the 46% non-room intarler uss discusged
ebove, but in sory cass the District does ot expoct that it would require moro than 2-4 acre-
foet of water per your, '

Water use for 1 onsite Iaundry faoility hes nlso been estimated in the SEIR af sbout 42 aore-
foat of water per year, The District believes that thig Sgure Is about ten-iftmes the ectoal
damand for guch & hotel, The Distriot has not been able fo asoettain bow this valus was
dotecrnined, The eatimated leundry domand also does not socount for savings from B use of
tinsc wuter rouse foclmology widoh showuld be inoatporated futo any project involviog 2
leunddry. Buch water conservation tochactogy should reduce loundry water demand to & polnt
whero i iy consistent with the overail projott. A veasonsble estimate for guch Inundry use {s
expected to be ne more thun 4 acre-feot par year,

Other water use 85 estimsted by Caruso for the Iitchens, restaurants, mestings, and spocisl
svents lchuding weddings and conveations iz set at about 25 acro-feet. These vstinmtes slso
sppesr 1o be high, Agsin, looking st the Intetfsce Water Demand Study, interior puestroom
water use {8 normally §0-70% of the total facitily demnand. If wa uge e couservative 60%
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figruars for intedor gusatroom domand, then all ofher anclilery water usaye {exoluding
landsorpo frrigetion) et 40% would be less than 20 aore-flet por year,

Bven assuming the laundry and olubhouse cech use an additional 4 sore-fool per year, totsl
project water dsroand (excluding lendsoaping) is loss Gian 45 acre-fied, This Is slightly greater
then the meximum historical ussge of 42 nove-font, and is within the Distrlct's ability to serve
the project with the etlsting metets, Profect landsoape usage noled sbove will be discussed
further o i this leftor.

The Distriot hee aléo vorapsred the proposed Caruso Miramer Project water use eatimates to
the naatiy, kager, Bilowers Hotel The historical use for the Biltmore for the same period ag
that anglyzed for the provious Mirammr Hote! iz shown n the table belaw, The Biltmore has
it# owm onsite leundry facility, more wator foaturs, & greater number of rooms, more banguet
fucltitior and largerlandsosgied area.

BILTHORE HOTEL RIETORICAL URAGE

Total All
Metars | Be/80 | BY/98 | 58AY | ow@e | 948
iy S| el oa7|  oEeh:  omed
Aupust 3153 Y66 2098|5458 BH

Saptamber o760 Ar4B|  2AB2] 32431 26hd|

Quloher S AN
Hoverder 2hGi|  2eie)  oAayl  Gaay|  2P08|
Booembir 27T A 2En] 258 RohG
January Z004]  7eps| 2o dmp|  iMAs
Pebruary PH6E] 199E] 28| 216w 2169

Hhareh %088 2ous| _2io8) 2214
Fupril 397T6]  o659|  UhIG| 2506|2242
By F B I L 7270
S LTI $o08|  BaB} 2585

Usage (HCF) | =3804| 632 91441} 34430 25845
Uengs (AF) e T4y TRd 8.0 884

The Biltraore water ugage s groatar than the Yistoric Miremar usage, which 18 Indicative of
the large turf-based landscaps erea enoompassing the Biltaiore property. The differsnce in
historlc weter nse betweon the two hotols alao Migstrates fhiat thy estimatod waler nszo fgures
for the "pow* Miranmr Hotel used in the County SRIR ero for higher tham the larger %old®
Biltoore,

In receat yours, the Biltmors has expunded landseeping end amenitios, yet its use hea stayed
copatant or setually decreased, ee showy in the teble below for the most recont 1§ year peciod,
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Bitimove Rotel Waler Use
Total | 07/08 | GW07 | 0%08 | 045 | 0304 | Gaive | G114 | Gwol | 00M0D | 9aKeG
July | SIS | 5160 | 9528 | 5420 | Gbag | 9n20 | S80S | 435 | 9787 | Ga09

Auguet | 456 | 3650 | 2900 | Shab | AW ) BB4T] IR0 [ 10564 | a674 | 1\

Goplomber] 2778 | 2428 | 2941 | 4488 | 9121 | 3607 | 1004 | 9860 | 4210 | 2780

Dotobier | 2012 | 4050 | 2610 | 2099 | 2647 | 3200 | 2041 | 9386 | o2k | 9164
Novembor| 2770 | 2410 | 2364 | 2148 | 2200 | 2(40 | 2914 | 2672 | 7694 | o501

"Detembor] 2160 | 1071 | (062 | 5058 | E9i6 | T45 | B090 | BABE TEIEE 1BAYT

Junitary | 2447 | 2940 | Guo | 1000 | 1000 | 4070 | 2008 | 2047 | 2180 | 2008

Fobrdary | 1081 | 9641 | 619 | JOA% | 076§ | 2168 | 2202 | 1842 | 2450 | 2168
T Eharcn | 2125 | 2009 | 1935 | 1486 | %198 | 2598 | 5720 | 2697 | o070 | 2840
Bprl | DOBT | 2078 | 2110 | 4090 | 2104 | 2017 | 3660 | o442 | 2088 | 2575
Wy | BAG3 | G600 | 2446 | 2355 | 2374 | 1600 | 4687 | 2628 | 9648 | omub

Junc | 9406 | 2968 | 3438 | 2912 | 2a21 | 4500 | 3624 | 816 | 1343 | 9149
T HUR | 39683 | 92807 | %0ag | 90008 | 99102 | SPASO | SAOYY | SR04 S6Eed [ 9a604 |

—

AcreFoal| 778 | TBA | 608 | 698 | Y60 | 148 | 784 | ®i7 | 0@ | 7%

The previcusly operated Miramer Hotel had significant press dedicxted to onsite vehioular
ecoens aid parking, Ag such the grounds bad extensivo paving o Emited fandscaped wee
The proporsd Casuzo Profeol remsoves imferior site vehicls ascess, lostuding the paved road
rightol-way on Miremar Avenus, und ropleses sbouf 4,7 acrés of eephalt surfercs with
bardecapo and lmmdseaping,

Bagsd on caloalations provided by Samz Barbarg Covntly, this project’s estimated exterior
water uss for fandscaping and water featres Iy sbout 12 gor-fiet por year, At 12 acve-foet,
the Disteiot recopnizes thet thls lendsoaps waler depumd wilmats I squivalent to s Htlo aver
2 aorodiet per yeur por atvo for the esthnted 5.5 screr of open spana, Tide low water demand
value In indicative of 2 strong cohservatlon-based prodect planting dealgn and sohaduls,

MWD was advised sarly on by Carvas ARilxted thet all such extetior use would be seoved
from an onsite woll, with total outdoor use fess tan the Bietoric woll use by the provicusly
operating Miramar Flotel, Letiers from MWD explained thet the well e the property would
be itmportant In reducing water demsnd on the Distdes potsbls water supply, MWD alse
Indicatod that the well ehowld not be conaldered a remedy fixr extravagant plantings end
lendseaying and that deonght tolerant, fow water use plantings should b emphasized in the
overall nundscaps deslgn.

MWD's review of ths curventt Miramar Project SBIR isgued by Sents Basbars County, shows
Gt the water well Is mow no longer & part of fte peoject, MWD wis not informed untl
recantly that the use of woll weter, whish ey boen g past of the provicusty operdted Miramsr
Hutel fot deoades, iv no longer & visble water supply option Tor the project,

Regarding the tse of well waler af the alle, the Disfrict is governed by & Groundwater Besin
Manegement Flen under AB 3030 which was propered it vosrdinstion with Cousty ond State
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sgenoles, Baged on that Plan, the Disteict ix the Groundwater Basin Manager for all properties
within itz sarvice boundary, With fids manspoment designation and responsiblilty, MWD
monitors water well levels Disitlot-wids {wice & yoar to determine groundwater bugin
copeiitiomy, In its role mmmmbwinmgw,ﬂum&mnm tirme MWD will sho
consult with a rogistered bydro-geologist to asoriain groviidwater conditions, MWD's
support for uss af & water well for the profject Is foonded on lis wmpmbmme undemtending
of water use within the groundweter basln, MWD was not consulted prior to the removal of
this lmportant elternate water supply. Ag its removal will increase projest water domand the
deoislon to remove ths well a5 8 profect non-polable water source makea it imperative that the
Carusg project firthor emphasize waye to utilize state of the art water consurvation
teoknology to redace water domand,

MWD bag diroussed with Caruso Affillated fhe possibility ofths Distriet re-activating a
Bistrict-owned well fhat Is corvently uof in nse sud not on fhe Mirmer property. This waler
goures hag been dexipusted by the Districs a8 & sland-by weter supply. If the Distder
detormines that this sfand-by weter sapply should Bo re-aotivated and that 1t will s of benefit
to the cormmminity at largs, mnd finther if Caruso Affilisted will contridbuta sud pay a
proportionate share of the dovelopment costs, to by muteally determined by both parties, the
District may Invreass the project bags allotment from 45 acre-feot per yodr to 60 acre-foot per
yeur, The baze allotment Increass from 45 aore-feel to 60 nore-feot i expedied 1o sover that
portion of pmoject water used for outdoor Irigstion purposes and is conditons] on there being
no waber woll in uae on the propedy,

With this eaid, the District beleves that a base eligtment of 45 acro-foot, sxoluding water for
landssepe krigatidn i s fair and appropriate value, The 45 sore-foot aomuad sllotment would
b the amount of water sppllied o' (he commercia] classification block one rata (subject tv the
adoption of 8 pew conservation rath strucfure by the Distrlet Bosed In August) which s
ourpently $4.25 per unit of waker (100 cublo feef), Afl watet used by the pioposed project in
exoess of 45 acro-fout annually would be billed at the block 2 yate of $5.90 paronit The
tigher block 2 rete covers the estimuted ediilons] coxt to the District for acquiring higher

- priced supplerental watar that s ebove and boyond the Distriofs normal sapply. The 45 acre-

-2

foot bege alotment will by divided futo mmﬁaly allocations predicated on bivtoric ussgs
patterny Sor the propesty,

The District will serve project demand sbove that 45 aore-foot amount, to the extont, snd
conslstent with the Distriot abllity to seeve sl offier Distriet ousiomers and at the higher block
water rate, The District expeots it will be eblo to sorve puch additions! emounts fu most years,
exeept in yoars of oxirome shortage. In the event of u prolonged shortage in the Districl's
rommal sepply the price difference from block 1 to block 2 will likely Incresse s the costof
m the siatowlde water suppliss market increases and the need for local consesvation i
The {esus of providing water ssrvlos during periods of peak How hae not beon addrussed in
rty of the documsats reviewed by the District, 'The Mirsmar property in served by five water
mister #4 shown ) the tablo balow, This tebie Indivates size snd, maore importast, the
confimuond and pesk mefer deaign rate of Bow,
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Fiedor nvl | Wodar Gae tister Pork Hietor Conumsous
Uate {En} Fiow [GPE) Flow {GPH)
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The previously operated Mirerer Hotel was scaved withowt s flow deficlenoy and dus to e
similer alzms of the Caruso project, it was expoated that the exdsting meters would be sble to
sdequately serve the project. With Ingreazes In watsr demand to the proparty osused by (he
now snciltary Teellittes and landsoaplng, timing of flow demand will nsed to by coordinated
for the exlsting five meters to serve the project, This concem neads to be further cxpmined in
otdes to ehamrs thet thees 1s not 5 oeed for now weskers which would congtitute an axpension of
uge en the property, Such potential impuots sun be addeonend, however, by Inolusion of the
abovy-rofbrenoed conssevatlon fxtures and fechniqaes, pud by Uming of lendevape wateting,
pool mantenancs and other almilar setivitieg to svold peak guset demend, With infoastmeturs
improvements and implomeatation of messures consistont with tha Distriot's attached
conditions, the District expecty lo be 2bln to sivve the profest through s existing services, A
pesk vae-atudy will need 1o be cowpleted te vonfim the flow adequacy of the exlsting meters
during pesk demsand periods,

MWD hus, from ihe beglening of the projéot under Caruso Affilinted, been prosctive in
slerting you t possiblo water supply issuss. As & publio agency, the Diamm‘s goal ia fo work
with {5 cusfomery to belp a project mest the roasonghle needs of fhe mstvmer without
compmuﬁsmg the Dlutrict or the comonmity, The extebilshed 45 sore-foot buss allotment is
ocomsidered by the Distrdet to bo o reasonabls sud appropriste profeot water demand egtimate
foor indarior water tsb. The Distrdot will oontinue York with Caruso Affliated to provids
sddtional project wete? sbovo' the 45 aore-foot base allotment sablect tu the feras and
canditiona notesd ebave,

Oneo ageds, witle the Distret axponts that it will bs eble to serve edditionsl profoot demand if
f oo, thiz will be et a Tgher mis, rofledtive of the District's eatus! oost fo obisln such
edditlonsl watar supply. Please nots thst at tmes of sovere dronght or servics intemraption, the
Dintdiot may declars s wator shoriage ethargenoy. In thiz emergency sondiion, the Miantr
will be troated ag other Diatrict customets and be aubjeot to reductons In avallubla watss
andfor oost ineroseod nsossasry bo oonscrve the remuining water supply for the sommunity,
Pleass contaet me st {805) 969-2271 If you bave mny wrestions er require firther olarlfication
of the Information provided sbove,

R

Tom Mosby
Genemal Meneger

oo: Dhavid Ward, County of Senit Barbara
Rid:“ﬁmf_,_ Caruso Affiliated
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MONTECITO WATER DISTRICTY
Projoct; Miramar Beach Repott and Bungalows

Project conditions Heted below apply to the biramar Beach Rerort and Bungalows Projest
(Projest/Cwner) 59 Jt is curvently being proposed with the information corvently avalinblo to the
IMontocito Water District (Dlstriet), Conditiouns of Approval beyond those Hated bereln muy be
edilsd in the event the Frofeet Description is modified in such 8 mammer tht the watst supply and
water distibution to'the Project doviates from what l currently proposed,

¢ Ownér ghell provide s water supply sad peak demand stady for the projoct prepared by =
Dristeiot approvod water engincering consultant specializing in hotelrerart operations,
Congultant ghall bre femilier with comprehensive water dmmd anslysls with the
application of the most curtent water savipg fixiures and conservation dealgn techmulogy.
Tho wator supply aud peak demand study: abisll be based on the existing water meter
services to the Hotel property. The study shall bo reviswed and approved by ths District
in writing 82 & conditlon of the profect,

»  Orwmer ahall sxecuts o District Pobllc Weater Main Extensiop/Belocation Agreement with
ibe District and fulfill ol obligations end responsibiiities amaeiated with the sgrecment.

= The Owner shall provide the. Distriot with's Prclintinary Design Repart (PDR) preparsd
by a Distrlot approved water resonrces engineoring consultant. The PDR shall serve muck
ppose BS to provide the Distet with pafifcledt information to detsrmine i proposed

© pipelin sizes snd slignments ace seceptably and setisfy District requiremonts. Thes PDR

shall oontaln at & minimuem: & projest deserption; plan view scalsd engineering drowings
of the Distriet"s existing pablic water distribution system inftestructine and caserusnts on
the property; alf proposed project imdergeound dnd surfice Improvenents tn conflict with
exipting Distriot infrastructure; and essement comidors, eadsting sad proposed Jocations
of all District water metors, latera) connections o each mater, backflow proteotion
davices, and all scoondary connsctions for potabls sod non-poteble property water uses,
The PDR shall bo reviewed and spproved by the Distrct Inwnﬂng a5 8 condition of the

project.

¢ Owner shall provide te Disivict with scaled enginesting drawings, preparod by a civil
soginoer reglstered in'the siate of Callfomis showlng el proposed relogated Distzlot’
freillties end new Distriet casements thaf are bedng moved to avoid confifcts with
propused project eadergrotnd end surfece fmprovements. District fxcilitles belng
reipoated must be within & 12-foot wide (cloer dimension with nu obstructions) exsement
vortidar sceessible to District equipment at all times. Bupinsering drevwings for relocated
e o e e+ e b triot-Treilitios must-be-submitted inomx:éama with Distict Oedinancss, congdrustion
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standards end sl appliceble health nnd safety cods requiroments. Al public water systam
alterstions and changes shall be reviewed and spproved by the District in writing as ¢
condition of this profest,

Owner shell make provisions for a on-potable water distrlbution system dedicated for
outdoor irigetion using possible fisture reclalny or other non-potable water sources thai
1y become avallable in the future,

Owner shall ulilize the latest generation of water affivient and conzervaiion technologies
{o meet the project water use bass silotment. Weter congervation fxtures sud smipment
ehall ba utilized in Hotel operations with such squipment sonslsting of but not Hmlted to;
bigh efficfency rated commercial dishweehars snd front Jozding Ixundry systems
incotporating rinse water reuse tsohnology, low How vater uses interior fixtures, water-
less urinals whees appropriste {n public restrooms, All water efficient fechnology shall
mest the most ¢uerent edition of the Uniform Plumbing Code and other applicuble State
and County ordinances and standerds at the time of construction.

Landscupe ircdzation vystems end project landscaping ahall bo deslgnad in socordance
with the most sument State Water Efficlent Lundscnpe Ordinenes that s projested to be
adoptad by the Stats In the 2009 cslendar year, Irigation watér requirements shall be

designed ln gacordance with an ETo of 40-fnohes per year from the City of Santa Barbara

CIMIS giation with 2 BTo fictor of .6, requiring s mixture of drought and low waier use
plantings with areas of uf, The Steie Water Efficlent Landscape Ondinancs roakes
reference 1o the use of “Srart” frdgation sonteolicrs with soll woisture seaserns and rin
dotected suto shuteff ceprbitities which shall be & condition of the irsigation system.

dasign end Ioorporated a3 part of the project.
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CARUS O
AFFILIATER

MEMORANDUM

* To: Monteclto Water District, Board and Staff

Evan Krentlen and Matt Middlebrook, Caruso Afflliated (Miramar
Acqulsition Co, LLC) and Jane Gray, Dudek

Date: August 14, 2014

From:

Subject: MIRAMAR WATER USAGE AND WILL-SERVE FOLLOW UP

On behalf of Garuso Affillated, we would like to thank the District's General Manager,
Tom Mosby, and the Operaflons Committee for reviewing the revised plans and existing
wiliserve allocations for tha Miramar Hotel prolect at their mesting on August 13, 2014,
In response o some of the issues mentioned by the Operations Committee Members
and District staff, we have praparad this memo to affirry our understanding of critical
items during a ime of & water shorlage ernergency.

«  As previously discussed and confirmed by District staff at yesterday’s meeting,
the Miramar Is an existing customer of the District and has been for over 100
years. Garuso Afillated’s Miramar Hotel project was first approved by the Santa
Barbara County Board of Supervisors In 2008 and was emended In 2011, The
project currently beforg the Dislricl s not & new projedt, bul & revision to an
existing and approved project, During the 2008 entiiement process, which
Included environmental review, the project was nof regarded or ireated as a new
project, but as an update to the exlsting and approved Schrager Plan. Henca,
while we recaognize that the the property has been out of service for over &
decade, the Miramar Hotel - as one of the original customers of the District has
been, Is and will continue to remain a customer In good standing.

¢ As a District customer In pussession of a Certificate of Water Service Avaflability
{CWEAY), which provides g base allotment of 45 AFY, Caruso Affiliated fully
understands that our project is subject to and must comply with fhe conditions of
Crdinance 92 and 93 during this fime of drought. If any addifonat ordinances
ere implementad, we undersiand that our project, as a customer of the District
will need to comply with these ordinances just as our fellow Water District
customers {residantial end commercial) will ba required to do.
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Caruso Affiliated Is highly sensltive to the severity of the drought in Montacito,
and throughout tha State. We do not take this matter fightly, and as such have
sndeavored lo reduse projected water consumption on site, In fact, we have
made sweeping raductions fo the Plan resulting Is a substantial reduction in
projected watler usage. The previously approved Caruso Plan was approved
with a projected water usage of 51.1 acre fest/vear Inclusive of
landscaping, The Water district issued a will serve lettor, with a base
allocailon of 45 acre feetivear, exclusive of landseaping, Indlcating that If
the Miramar did not use its onsite well for landscaping, there would be the
opportunity to work with the District to utilize abandoned district walls
slsewhere to In order to use up 10 15 acre fest/year for landscaping beyond
the 45 AFY silocation.

lilustrative of Caruso Affillated’s responsiveness to the drought and the
community's water resources, the revised Miramar Hotel plan has baen
designed fo be extremely sfficlent and wﬂi oparate within the gx. isting
aligcation of 45 acreffeet vesr [neluding seaping. This is a significant
reduction from both the District's pmvlauz estxmates a8s weu as from Carugo
Affifiated’'s previous estimate for the currently approved project.

Caruso Afflilated understands the District's and community's sensiiivity to
drought tolerant landscaping, as Montecito and s residents, once known for
thelr lush landsecaping and lawns are being forced {o refinguish gome of these
amenliles in order o live within their allocations, Regarding landscaping, we
think It Is noteworthy that lawn lirigation Is Included in our water usage
projections and our base allotment, and just like all ofher customers of the
District we must live within our base aliotment during water shortages.

Per the ordinances currently in effect, we undearsiand that the approved pools
cannot be filled with water from within the District or the County, While these
ordinances arg in effect, we will not use District or County waler and we are
committed to developing allemative sources for filling these pools and any
auxiliary water features. Topping off of the poots is included in our current 45
acre feel/vear projection, and as such Is Included as part of the annual
allocation. Should the limitations on use of District or County water to top off
pools change, we wili continue fo top off the pools without utliizing County watar
1eS0UIces,

Prior to pulling our building permits, we will review the feasibllity of ulllizing a
gray waler or an on-gite water recycling system lo irfgate drought toletant and
low waler use areas that can thrive under this type of Irfigation.

We will review the feasibliity of buliding onsite storage tanks 1o best manage our
monthly alfocations. This will also help us carry over "water savings” from one



month to the next, and provide a backup should we need to bring in water from
another source during spedific tmes of nead.

We would like to affirm that all water use projections are based on hotelindustry
standards and take into acoount the use of water efficlent plumbing fixtures,
The fixture count Is basad on the most recent plan and has been studied In detall
to be as accurate as possible at this stege of design. The water efficient fixtures
specified for our guestrooms (and used for our water usage projections) were
used at Caruso Affifiated’ s most recent luxury residential project and are
consistent with the fixtures or types of fixtures that will be installed in the hotst,
Please note thet these fixtures are significantly more water efficlent than the
fixtures praviously used st the Miramar Hotal,

While Caruso Affiliated {s not directly privy to the specific water usage allocations
of other ares hotsls af this time, it Is our understanding that the Miramar will use
approximately 40-50% less water than the Four Seasons Blitmore, primarily due
lo less landscaping area and a smaller overall operational program. This

project Is, thersfore, it peeriess in Sants Barbara County as it relates to waler
raesource efficlency and caliber of hotel service.

Regarding timeline, Caruso Affillated has committed to an opening date of
summer 2017, While the exact constiuction data Is highly dependent on the
expedience of the County Planning and Developmeant approval procsss, the fotal
censtruction perod is estimated to be 20- 24 months, and construction wouid
rnost iikely begln in 2015 {sgaln, depending on the {imeline of project approvals).

Finally, the project will not use it's full base allotment untll it opens In Summer
2017, Between now and that time, while there will be waler used during
construction, it will be significantly less than our base allotment. In the next 12
months we will use approximately 25 acre feet, ~18 acre feet in the 12 monihs
following, and ~31.6 acre feat In the 8-12 months that would remain before
opening. Once opan, the project will use 45 acrefest per year onward.



