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Monique Fountain
6890 Long Valley Spur
Castroville, CA 95012

September 8, 2017

RE: Item TH22.a. Appeal No. A-3-MCO-17-0031
Chair Dayna Bochco and Commissioners,
The evidence and determinations made in the staff report for this item appear to rely heavily on statements
made by the applicants in the rebuttal to our appeal without ground truthing those statements. The appeal did
identify significant issues with broader implications. I urge you and the other Commissioners to carefully
review the material in the appeal and vote that significant issues have been raised.
Ridgeline Development
GIS analysis
One of the most important pieces of evidence submitted with the appeal was a GIS analysis showing that most
development on parcel 52 would result in ridgeline development, particularly on the new Lot 1. The appeal was
accompanied by GIS shape-files so that a Coastal Commission GIS Specialist could verify the validity of the
study. Staff incorrectly concluded that the analysis provided only a bare ground model without vegetation
(footnote 4, pg 9 of the staff report). GIS analysis always starts from a bare ground model. The vegetation was
another layer included in the files and showed no difference in how the buildings would silhouette above the
ridgeline on the applicants parcels (Appeal Figures 4, 8 &9).
Staking and flagging
Regardless of the misinterpretation of the GIS analysis, staking and flagging of the full volume of potential
building envelopes has not been done. The Planning Commission requested it but the applicants never did it.
That is one of the reasons the Planning Commission voted 8-0 to deny the application. Coastal Commission
staff relied on a visit to the site prior to staking and flagging, and only photos submitted by the applicants, to
make their determination. This means the determination was based on photos of a single strip of orange netting
across a short section of the hillside. A simple purview on Google Earth shows that at least one corner of the
potential building site on Lot 1 is only a few feet below the literal crest, therefore any building would create a
silhouette against the ridgeline.
Visual impacts
Project visibility from public locations - Coastal Commission staff incorrectly concluded that the development
would only be visible briefly from two locations on Elkhorn Road. This was heavily emphasized in the rebuttal.
However the development sits directly above the exit from the Elkhorn Slough Reserve where ~50,000 visitors
a year drive out and sit at the crossroads waiting to turn. It would also be seen to a much greater degree from
the trails and by boaters and kayakers in the slough (Figure 1). The GIS was performed from only two locations
because it is time consuming.
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Monnique Fountaain
68900 Long Valleey Spur
Casttroville, CA 95012

Attachment 1
The applicants provided a lot of misleading information in the rebuttal to the appeal. A few of
the most egregious statements, in addition to what was stated above, have been pulled out and
addressed here. There are others, too numerous to address.
GIS analysis: Pg 1 para. 1. Footnote 1 is misleading and incorrect. Bare ground is always
the starting place for GIS analysis. At the final Planning Commission meeting the
applicants brought up that they felt the houses would be in the tree shadow so the tree
shadow was added and presented at the Board of Supervisors meeting. The results were
no different from the bare ground analysis.
Proper staking and flagging: pg. 2 para. 4, “Contrary to the Appellants claim, potential
building sites were flagged and stake as directed by staff …” This statement is
misleading. The Planning Commission based their decision in part on the fact that the
applicants were asked to stake and flag the full volume of potential building envelopes to
assess visual impacts which the applicant never did. They may well have followed
Planning staff direction but not the directions of the Planning Commission.
GIS analysis: Pg. 6 para. 1, The GIS analysis was not misleading it was misinterpreted by
the applicants (and Coastal Commission staff). The Line of sight analysis first started
with bare ground to see where an 18’ building would intersect with the ridgeline. The
next layer was any area a building would not be behind a tree. The two layers show that
any 18’ building in the newly designated Lot 1 would stick above the ridgeline by 9-18
feet (Appeal figures 8&9). Exhibits 1-4 are highly relevant as they outline the basis for
the GIS analysis in the interest of full transparency.
Planning Commission vote: pg. 7 para. 3, This paragraph is misleading. The Planning
Commission was not confused by the staff presentation. The Planning Commission was
confused that they had given clear direction to the applicant to stake and flag the full
volume of the building envelopes and the applicant had not done this.
ESHA: pg 8. We disagree with the figure submitted by the applicants in their rebuttal.
The maritime chaparral outline is inconsistent with what was provided by Monterey
County Planners and a delineation differing from this was not submitted by the
applicants. Impacts to ESHA are greater when houses are moved up a hill to the
ridgeline. The North County LUP/LCP, section 2.3.2.4 defines known threats to maritime
chaparral as residential development and requires new residential development to be sited
to protect the maximum amount of chaparral. This development does not do that.

Additionally, the Elkhorn Slough at the Crossroads report states: "The health of Elkhorn
Sloughs aquatic habitats is intertwined with central maritime chaparral. This is due to the
fact that the sandy soils beneath maritime chaparral are highly erosive, and, if not
carefully managed, can be washed away by winter runoff and greatly impact downstream
wetlands. Residential development within or adjacent to central maritime chaparral is
problematic due to the fact that the habitat is naturally dependent on fire for regeneration.
Manzanita, of all the California chaparral plants, may be the most explosively flammable.
Residents are not only at risk due to fire, but state fire codes which require extensive
landscape clearing are in direct conflict with federal laws which protect rare and
endangered species." (Elkhorn Slough at the Crossroads: Natural Resources and
Conservation Strategies for the Elkhorn Slough Watershed report,
http://www.dnr.sc.gov/marine/NERR/present/managingvisitoruse/Elkhorn_Crossroads.pd
f)
Erosive soils: pg 11 The images of the 1998 erosion of soils submitted by the applicant
are exactly the problem caused by clearing sensitive maritime chaparral soils and are why
development should remain below and not above these soils. These photos show ravines
carved on steep slopes cleared on the applicant’s farm without proper erosion control
measures.
Real Reason: pg 13 para.3, Contrary to what the applicants claim, the residents of Long
Valley Spur are not against development and have made that clear at each hearing. There
are currently two buildable lots at the end of the road and this LLA has the potential to
lead to shift at least 7 more units (not counting accessory dwelling units) to funnel down
Long Valley Spur. In addition to the increased traffic, construction at this level would
require drastic improvements to the road which all the residents would have to pay to
maintain over the years. This is a community burden. As to the specific costs to be
incurred by Ms. Fountain and the Lavoy’s (if valid), the applicants have pointed out
numerous times that this LLA would have no bearing on the road extension costs, since
with or without this LLA there will be four houses among the three parcels (050,051 and
052).

Attachment 2 – Hand draw map that the local decision was based.
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Regan Biological and Horticultural Consulting LLC, PO Box 337, Carmel Valley CA 93924

Jan & Kristi van Greunen
6820 Long Valley Spur
Castroville, CA 95012

August 8, 2015

RE: 129-201-052, 13 acre lot and 129-201-006 proposed for lot line adjustment into 3 legal parcels
Dear Jan and Kristi,
This update is an addendum to a report completed for your property in August 2013 (van Greunen
subdivision Biological assessment). For that report we looked at the entire property, documented
sensitive habitat and species and confirmed that none were found within proposed development areas.
For this update on June 20, 2015 we looked again at the three areas that would become individual lots
under the proposed lot line adjustment and confirmed the choice of potential building envelopes within
each lot.
The primary plant communities represented within the 3 proposed lots are central Maritime chaparral,
disturbed annual grassland and Oak woodland. Fragments, in varying sizes of each plant community are
present on each of the three proposed lots. As determined in the 2013 report, no sensitive species were
found in any of the proposed building envelopes. One species that was documented off of the
subdivision acreage in 2013 also has the possibility of occurring in open sandy areas within maritime
chaparral throughout the Pajaro hills region. Monterey Spineflower (Chorizanthe pungens variety
pungens) is an annual flower that is listed as Threatened by the US Endangered species act and included
on the California rare plant rank List 1B.2. It occurs in open sandy soils in Santa Cruz and Monterey
Counties. It blooms from April to July. I looked for evidence of this species in the three potential building
envelopes in open sandy areas. This visit was near the end of the typical bloom season but still early
enough that we should have been able to identify the plant structure. No Monterey spineflower was
found in any of these areas. To confirm that the plant would be detectable and identifiable if it were
present, we looked in the area on the adjacent parcel to the east where it was documented in 2013.
While not as abundant as it was in
2013, it nevertheless was present in
patches over an area about 50 feet
long. As seen in the photo to the right
it was at the end of the flowering
stage and going to seed. This
particular population will not be
affected in any way by the lot-line
adjustment and it confirms that if
the species were currently growing
within the 3 proposed lots we would
have been able to locate and identify
it.

Regan Biological and Horticultural Consulting LLC, PO Box 337, Carmel Valley CA 93924

Other special status plants found on
the property including Pajaro and
Hookers manzanita were also not
present in the proposed building
envelopes. In fact the majority of the
3 lots is comprised of the annual
grassland, which is easy to see in the
aerial photo below. Between the
lower road and the upper, less
definite road along the ridge top is a
sea of annual grassland with two
smaller islands of Maritime chaparral
in the lower left portion that will not
be impacted by the lot-line
adjustment.
A revised driveway that will cross the open slope running SE to NW (Photo above left) will also pass only
through the annual grassland at the upper end of the parcel. The aerial photo below shows the
approximate location (white line)of the driveway crossing through the grassland between a few
scattered coyote bushes, pine trees and Douglas' fir trees.
The lot adjustments and proposed building envelopes clustered in the nonnative annual grasslands have
been carefully sited and chosen and will have no negative impacts to sensitive species or habitat on
other adjacent properties and will in fact reduce peripheral impacts to the maritime chaparral east and
west of the development area. This will allow virtually all of the potential development including single
family dwellings, driveways, access roads and extension of utilities to occur entirely within previously
developed or disturbed areas. This keeps all of the maritime chaparral intact and protects the plant
community and individual species from development impacts and protects the natural beauty of this
unique plant assemblage for
future
owners
and
generations. I applaud the
sensitivity and effort at good
planning!
Please feel free to call or
email if I can be of any future
assistance.
Pat Regan

Regan Biological and Horticultural Consulting LLC, PO Box 337, Carmel Valley CA 93924

Proposed lot #1, 2.9 acre lot. Building site
at top, westerly portion of property
looking SW toward Elkhorn slough.

Proposed lot #2, 3.6 acre lot. Building site in central portion of property on gentle slope facing south.
looking uphill to North.

Parcel C 13.49 acre (existing) lot. Building site at upper easterly portion of property looking East SE.

Regan Biological and Horticultural Consulting LLC, PO Box 337, Carmel Valley CA 93924

