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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 
 
5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 
 

 Planning Director/Zoning Administrator 
 City Council/Board of Supervisors 
 Planning Commission 
 Other 

 

6. Date of local government's decision:       
 

7. Local government’s file number (if any):       
 
SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 
 
Give the names and addresses of the following parties.  (Use additional paper as necessary.) 
 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
 
      

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at 
the city/county/port hearing(s).  Include other parties which you know to be interested and 
should receive notice of this appeal. 

 

 (1)       

  
(2)       

  
(3)       

  
(4)       
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 
 
SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 
 

PLEASE NOTE: 
 
x Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 

Act.  Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 
x State briefly your reasons for this appeal.  Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, 

or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing.  (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

x This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient 
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law.  The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 
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Attachment to Appeal (Alford – PLN171011/County of Monterey) 
 

Consistence with 20.147.030 is not supported by the evidence.  Deferral of a drainage plan is 
inappropriate and causes undue burden upon surrounding property owners.  Protection of the water 
quality and biological value of the Del Monte Forest’s coastal streams, wetlands, open coastal waters, and 
the Carmel Bay cannot be confirmed based on the inadequate plans provided with the application.  The 
engineer (c-3 engineers) repeatedly state that a drainage pan is not necessary for the changed occurring 
to the driveway.  Unfortunately, the report ignores and fails to analyze drainage improvements installed 
inconsistent with prior approvals and disregarding the property deed restrictions, and does not analyze 
the other areas of impervious coverage that were added to the property without permits after 
development of the former drainage plan and system. This complain will focus on the following: 1) A 
review of inadequacies and problems with the County’s decision, 2) An analysis and outline of the 
drainage, sedimentation, and erosion damages on our property, 3) the County’s misguided application of 
CEQA, and 4) other serious health and safety concerns. 
  
As noted in our appeal:  
 

• Internal correspondence from county staff notes a prior drainage plan from 2001 showing 
transfer of storm-water runoff to "the bottom of an existing ravine" as being adequate. 
While the discharge pipe(s) are in fact installed illegally outside the property boundaries, 
they are now and would potentially continue to discharge improperly to a tributary to the 
Carmel Bay, an area of biological significance, even if they are relocated "on-site" as 
hypothesized in the permit conditions. 
 

• The County decision discusses and cites to the Coastal Commission decision and findings 
relative to the "area of biological significance" in Bardis (A-3-MC0-17-0038), but then fails to 
apply the same findings and conditions to Alford PLN171011. 

"The Coastal Commission "identified this wooded canyon as an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area {ESHA} and a major drainage swale. Ta ensure its protection consistent with 
the LCP's ESHA policies, the easement was required as a condition... to ensure its 
protection in perpetuity" 

The ravine that is the subject of the Coastal Commission finding in Bardis of ESHA is also 
present on the Alford property (see attached image). As presented in the remedial plans 
provided by the applicant in the Alford application, the existing and proposed drainage 
facilities will daylight/discharge into the ravine (ESHA). 

A condition for the dedication of a Conservation Easement over those areas of ravine  
(ESHA)  on the  Alford property  should be required. 

• The engineer claimed "no need for a drainage design" due to "a net decrease in 
impervious area". This is incorrect in that: a.) some components of the existing drainage 
facilities are unpermitted and illegal (see original approved driveway plan 
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attached), b.) the existing drainage system that discharges illegally on to the 
conservation easement area of the Bardis property has not been explained/documented, 
and the applicant has provided no plan or evidence that they intend to reroute that 
drainage (structural drainage) or to where. AII drainage exhibits provided to the County 
address only proposed drainage outlets for the driveway and the rear patio (albeit 
improperly to the ravine). c.) new areas of impervious coverage were added without 
connectivity to the existing drainage for which no analysis of storm water management 
was provided, and d.) the existing unpermitted catch basins in the unpermitted 
impervious driveway are proposed to be retained and rebuilt. The plans show that these 
catch basins will discharge directly into the ravine (ESHA). The County decision failed to 
address the purpose/need for drainage catch basins in an area purported to become 
"pervious” and failed to require dispersal of all drainage to other areas outside the 
ravine (ESHA). 

The Alford property and now the County determination has caused drainage, erosion, and 
sedimentation damages to the Bardis property, as further examined below.   

This claim arises out of an action by Monterey County on the referenced property for drainage, erosion 
and sedimentation damages to our property that have and will continue to occur as a result of the 
County’s willful and negligent approvals of various permitted and non-permitted development activities 
on the Alford Property. The County’s March 12, 2019, denial of our appeal of the after-the-fact Coastal 
Administrative Permit and Design Approval for the Alford Property is just one more example of how the 
County has willfully and negligently allowed various permitted and non-permitted development 
activities to occur on the Alford Property over time without regard to the adverse impacts those 
approvals have caused and will continue to cause to our property and without regard to certain 
recorded restrictions on the Alford property.  It is unreasonable for the down slope neighbor to be 
responsible for additional drainage.   

The long history of numerous development approvals and code enforcement actions on the Alford 
Property is well documented in the administrative record. The administrative record, as well as the 
outline above, sufficiently document the various actions taken by the County to willfully and negligently 
approve development activities on the Alford Property, often retroactively.  

Accordingly, we will not attempt to recite or dwell on the details of those activities here, however they 
are listed below. This long history of actions by the County clearly documents the County’s willful and 
negligent disregard for the incremental and cumulative adverse drainage, erosion and sedimentation 
impacts those actions have caused and will continue to cause to our property. 

The damages caused to our property as a result of the County’s willful and negligent approvals of 
development activities on the Alford Property include, but are not limited to, erosion of our hillside, 
drainage and sedimentation problems on our property requiring costly repairs and improvements, and 
degradation of the value of our property. 

An estimate of the amount of these damages is currently being prepared. Once completed, the estimate 
will be forwarded to the County of Monterey for reimbursement. When received by the County, the 
estimate should be included with this claim just as if it were attached to and incorporated within this 
letter.  

Specifically, the County has willfully and negligently approved and/or allowed the ongoing improper 
development activities on the Alford Property in blatant disregard for the reasonably foreseeable 
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adverse impacts to our property. These improper development activities include, but are not limited to, 
the following:  

1. Watershed Diversion.  

a. Approximately 80% of the residence impervious area on the Alford Property, including 
additional sidewalks and the new patio, falls within a micro-shed that drains directly 
onto the buildable portions of our property (the Bardis Micro-Shed), and not directly to 
the ravine (the Ravine Micro-Shed).  

b. The permitted and non-permitted development activities on the Alford Property have 
and/or will continue to alter the historical drainage patterns on the Alford Property to 
our detriment.  

c. The permeable surfacing to mitigate for the increase runoff from the residence, 
additional walkway and new patio areas is and/or will be installed in an area of the 
Alford Property that is located in the Ravine Micro-Shed.  

d. The failure to mitigate for increased impervious coverage within the same micro-shed as 
the increased impervious areas are located constitutes an illegal shed diversion. The 
increased impervious areas from the residence, additional walkways and patio areas will 
result in increased rates and volumes of runoff leaving the Alford Property and 
immediately entering our property without corresponding mitigation. The resulting 
increased runoff being discharged onto our property will further exacerbate the 
drainage, erosion and sedimentation problems occurring on our property.  

e. Inspection of the conceptual-level engineering plans submitted in support of the Alford 
Application indicates that it may not be physically possible to gravity drain the increased 
runoff from the Bardis Micro-Shed to the Ravine Micro-Shed without trespassing across 
our property. 

2. Increased Runoff. 

a. The absence of drainage conveyance facilities to transfer the resulting increase in runoff 
from the Bardis Micro-shed to the Ravine Micro-Shed results in increased runoff illegally 
entering onto our property. 

b. The proposed mitigation, replacement of existing impervious driveway areas with 
permeable surfacing materials only further exacerbates the watershed division 
discussed above. 

c. The increased runoff resulting from the improperly designed drainage system has and 
will continue to cause drainage, erosion and sedimentation problems on our property. 

3. Improper Improvements. 

a. The discharge pipes form the Ravine Micro-Sed were previously installed on the Bardis 
Property without our knowledge and consent, and without proper easements. 

b. The discharge pipes were installed improperly across the surface of the ground on our 
property and not buried in accordance with County regulatory requirements.  

c. The illegal and improper installation of the discharge pipes on our property not only 
constitutes an illegal taking of our property, it is premia-facia evidence that the County’s 
inspection program failed to identify and correct this problem at the time of installation 
and final inspection of previous development activities on the Alford Property.  
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d. The removal of the discharge pipes from our property will require restoration of the 
disturbed areas to pre-existing conditions. These repairs and surface restoration should 
be included in the yet to be submitted and approved stormwater control plan for the 
Alford Property 

e. The above ground discharge pipes on the Alford Property cause visual blight and 
degrade the value of all properties in the neighborhood. These improper installations 
need to be corrected. 

4. Negligent Design. 

a. Existing Geologic Conditions.  

i. Notwithstanding the shed diversion issue mentioned above, both the previously 
and proposed permeable surfacing to mitigate for increased impervious areas 
on the Alford Property fail to recognize the existence of geologic conditions 
under the driveway area that will prevent and/or significantly restrict the ability 
to percolate of the captured runoff on the Alford Property. The soil profile 
existing under the driveway area consists of a very thin layer of topsoil 
overlaying bedrock which is impermeable.  

ii. The use of permeable surfacing over bedrock is contraindicated from a design 
perspective. Clearly, this mitigation strategy is fatally flawed. Continuation of 
the use of this mitigation strategy for the recently approved Alford Application 
will result in further increases in runoff leaving the Alford Property and causing 
further drainage, erosion and sedimentation problems on our property. An 
alternative mitigation strategy must be devised and implemented to prevent 
further damage to our property.  

b. Unsafe Structural Conditions. 

i. Reconstruction of the existing driveway to accomplish the permeable surfacing 
mitigation strategy will jeopardize the structural integrity of an existing and 
failing retaining wall system that retains the driveway fill.  The heavy 
construction loads that will be placed on the fill to remove the exiting driveway 
surfacing materials and install the permeable surfacing will in all likelihood 
result in further degradation of the structural integrity of the existing retaining 
wall system unless the retaining wall system is repaired to adequately retain the 
driveway fill and construction loads.  

ii. The condition of the existing retaining wall system constitutes a clear and 
present threat to the public health and safety. This condition must be 
immediately rectified to prevent its failure. 

iii. In the absence of structural improvements to the failing retaining wall system, it 
is reasonably foreseeable that the wall will fail and cause a washout of the 
driveway resulting in significant erosion and additional sediment being washed 
down the hill onto our property and into the ravine. 

c. Inadequate Drainage System. 

i. The grading of the driveway and the number and location of the existing and 
proposed driveway drains appear to be inadequate to capture and underground 
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runoff from the driveway. Failure to capture and underground this runoff will 
result in greater surface runoff into the ravine and across our property. 

ii. Existing discharge pipes from the driveway drainage systems appear to be 
installed improperly. Failure to properly capture and convey runoff from the 
driveway has and will continue to cause erosion and sedimentation problems on 
both the Alford Property and our property. These problems will result in further 
damage to our property. 

These improper development activities have caused and will continue to cause drainage, erosion and 
sedimentation problems on our property. The County’s continuing failure to identify and adequately 
address these adverse impacts to our property was and is unconscionable.  

The incremental and cumulative adverse impacts created on our property by the County’s willful and 
negligent approvals of the improper development activities on the Alford Property have caused damage 
to our property. Unless corrected, these improper development activities will further damage our 
property. 

 
The County decision also lacks merit as it failed to analyze the project as a whole in applying CEQA 
exemptions. The project is not CEQA exempt. An exemption to CEQA cannot be supported if: (c) 
Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a 
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to 
unusual circumstances. The deferral of the drainage plan until after the coastal permit and CEQA 
determination is made is improper given the existing and proposed increased discharge of storm 
water on to the property of another and into an area of biological significance.  Section 15604 (d) 
states that: 

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the lead agency shall 
consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused  by the  
project. 

ln order to bring the impervious coverage into compliance, the applicant proposes to remove and 
replace driveway surface along the entire length of the driveway, with a combination of pervious 
pavers (replaced/reset to meet minimum permeability) and removal of chip seal pavement to be 
replaced with a geogrid system over a recompacted base soil.  The proposed changes and 
construction activities will impact the existing large retaining wall structure that supports the 
driveway along its perimeter above the ravine on the Alford property.  Modifications to the 
driveway for installation of a "geo-grid" system and pervious pavers are noted in the plans to 
require consideration excavation of existing non-pervious materials and compaction of new base 
materials. The existing large retaining wall supporting the driveway is currently aging and appears 
to be failing. The County review and decision failed to review the structural integrity of the 
existing retaining wall or to analyze the potential for failure at the wall from the proposed 
activities in this area.  Potential failure of the existing retaining wall could cause the driveway to 
collapse, which would slide/discharge directly into the ravine (ESHA).  
 

Lastly, the County failed to address the illegal, unpermitted, patio that increased the water draining into 
our property and has created a dangerous condition by installing an unpermitted, exposed gas line 
running on top of the surface, as well as underneath the unpermitted patio.  This is a dangerous 
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condition that is a continued public health and safety risk and we are concerned that the County is not 
taking adequate measures to address these very serious concerns.   

We hereby request that the California Coastal Commission investigate these improper development 
activities and immediately take the corrective actions necessary to mitigate all past and future damages 
to our property. In the absence of the California Coastal Commission taking corrective action, we will 
pursue legal action against the County and Coastal Commission to compensate us for the damages to 
our property. 

 

As state earlier, the list below encompasses a number of concerns related to the Alford property, with 
photo exhibits attached. 

1. There are two illegal unpermitted catch basins in driveway that drain unfiltered run off into the 
Carmel Bay.  Exhibit A.  Note on Exhibit A following the downspouts that may illegally divert 
water to a different water shed by illegally placing a drainage system that diverts unfiltered 
water into Carmel Bay identified on Exhibit B.   

 

2. Turf block was required pursuant to an irrevocable deed restriction, that was not installed.  
Exhibit B 
 

3. Pavers that were installed pursuant to that irrevocable deed restriction that are not pervious 
and do not have the 40% retention that is required.  Exhibit C 
 

4. The property has not maintained the pervious condition that is subject to County approval 
conditions.  Exhibit D 
 

5. There is unpermitted increase of impervious materials installed on the east side of the property.  
Exhibit E 
 

6. There is a 12 foot wall that was installed unpermitted, on which was later received an after-the-
fact permit.  Exhibit F 
 

7. Worst of all, there is a gas line installed of approximately 300 feet with no permitted 
connection, some of which is exposed above the surface, which could threaten other life and 
property.  Exhibit G 
 

8. The illegal back patio was converted to impervious without a permit.  Exhibit H 
 

9. Applying concrete and stone over the pervious deed restricted patio is increasing drainage to 
neighbor’s property.  Exhibit H 
 

10. Filling the patio on land that appears to be a 30% slope. 
 

11. Installation has taken place of a patio wall as a seating area that has 12 foot drop and no railing.  
Exhibit F 
 

12. There has been installation of surface electrical conduit without permitting.  Exhibit I 
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13. There are massive pipes on appellant’s property, illegally installed, draining indirectly into 

Carmel Bay affecting the Pescadero Water Shed without a filtration system.  Exhibit J 
 

14. County is not responding to the potential failing retaining wall that could discharge into Carmel 
Bay. Exhibit H 

 

15. There has been illegal rental of the property in violation of the Coastal Commission Regulations. 
Exhibit K 
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Applicable Del Monte Forest LCP Provisions 

Freshwater and Marine Resources 

LUP Policy 1: New development shall be sited and designed to minimize runoff, site 
disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation. All new development shall be designed to conform 
to site topography as much as possible. New residential driveways and other vehicular 
surfaces shall be kept to the minimum length and width to provide simple, direct access, and 
surfaces shall be designed to minimize runoff (including through use permeable materials, 
filtration strips, and use of engineered collection/treatment units). Other impervious 
vehicular surfaces shall be limited to the minimum required to meet daily (not occasional) 
parking needs. This policy shall not be read to preclude safe bicycle lanes or adequate 
parking for commercial visitor-serving development and access points. 

LUP Policy 2: Non-point sources of pollution to Carmel Bay, rocky intertidal areas, and 
wetlands shall be avoided to the maximum extent possible, and where unavoidable, 
minimized and mitigated, through use of appropriately sited and designed drainage and 
runoff control systems. 

 LUP Policy 3: Grading and site preparation activities shall incorporate design features to 
prevent soil erosion, repair existing erosion damage within the development footprint and 
prevent pollution of coastal waters. 

 LUP Policy 4: All development shall employ adequate erosion/sediment control and water 
quality construction best management practices (BMPs) during construction, and all such 
BMPs shall be in place prior to the commencement of construction and shall be maintained 
in good operating condition through the construction period. 

 LUP Policy 6: Provisions shall be made to collect and conduct runoff to drainage 
areas/devices capable of polluted runoff filtration/treatment (e.g., vegetated filtration strips, 
detention/retention basins, storm drains, etc.) to ensure maximum on-site 
filtration/treatment. Permanent onsite drainage areas/devices shall be designed to 
accommodate increased runoff resulting from site modification. Where necessitated by good 
drainage design considerations, on-site retention of storm water may be considered to reduce 
the size requirements for drainage structures, consistent with resource protection policies. 

CIP Section 20.147.030 Intent: It is the intent of this section to ensure that the water quality 
and biological value of the Del Monte Forest’s coastal streams, wetlands, open coastal 
waters, and the Carmel Bay are protected and maintained, including through application of 
adequate buffers and setbacks, maintaining hydrologic inputs, protecting riparian and 
wetland vegetation, carefully controlling grading to minimize erosion and sedimentation, 
and effective collection, filtration, and treatment of runoff. 

 
CIP Section 20.147.030.A. Development Standards 

1. New development in the Pescadero watershed and the smaller unnamed watersheds of 
the Pebble Beach planning area which drain into the Carmel Bay Area of Special 
Biological Significance (ASBS) and in the watersheds of Seal Rock Creek and Sawmill 
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Gulch (see LUP Figure 2b for affected watersheds), shall be subject to the following 
development restrictions and criteria: 

 
(a) New development shall be sited and designed to minimize runoff, site 
disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation. All new development shall be designed 
to conform to site topography as much as possible. New residential driveways and 
other vehicular surfaces shall be kept to the minimum length and width necessary 
to provide simple, direct access, and surfaces shall be designed to minimize runoff 
(including through use of permeable materials, filtration strips, and use of 
engineered collection/treatment units). Other impervious vehicular surfaces shall 
be limited to the minimum required to meet daily (not occasional) parking needs. 
This standard shall not be read to preclude safe bicycle lanes or adequate parking 
for commercial visitor-serving development and access points. 

 
(b) Impervious surface (structural and site improvements) coverage for residential 
development shall be limited to a maximum of 9,000 square feet. 

 
CIP Section 20.147.030.A.3. Point and non-point sources of pollution to the Carmel Bay 
"Area of Special Biological Significance," rocky intertidal areas, and wetlands shall be 
avoided to the maximum extent possible, and where unavoidable, minimized and mitigated 
through use of appropriately sited and designed drainage and runoff control systems. It shall 
be determined through staff review of the project whether or not the project contains, as a 
course of its operation or as any other result of its existence, the ability or possibility to 
contribute to the degradation of the water and marine resources of the area. Projects 
determined to have such an effect shall supply to the Planning staff proof of adequate 
erosion and runoff control systems to control any off-site effects of the projects. These 
erosion control and runoff plans shall be routed to the Building Services Department and the 
Flood Control District for their review and comment upon the adequacy of the report. … 

 
CIP Section 20.147.030.A.4. Grading and site preparation activities shall incorporate design 
features to prevent soil erosion, repair existing erosion damage within the development 
footprint and prevent pollution of coastal waters. 

 
CIP Section 20.147.030.A.5. All development shall employ adequate erosion/sediment 
control and water quality construction best management practices (BMPs) during 
construction, and all such BMPs shall be in place prior to the commencement of 
construction and shall be maintained in good operating condition through the construction 
period. 
 
CIP Section 20.147.030.A.7. Provisions shall be made to collect and conduct runoff to 
drainage areas/devices capable of polluted runoff filtration/treatment (e.g., vegetated 
filtration strips, detention/retention basins, storm drains, etc.) to ensure maximum on-site 
filtration/treatment. Permanent onsite drainage areas/devices shall be designed to 
accommodate increased runoff resulting from site modification. Where necessitated by good 
drainage design considerations, on-site retention of storm water may be considered to 
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reduce the size requirements for drainage structures, consistent with resource protection 
policies. 
 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) 

LUP Policy 13. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected through deed 
restrictions or permanent open space conservation and scenic easements granted to the Del 
Monte Forest Foundation. Where developments are proposed within or near areas 
containing environmentally sensitive habitat, such restrictions or easements shall be 
established through the development review process. Where development has already 
occurred within or near areas containing environmentally sensitive habitat, property 
owners are encouraged to voluntarily grant conservation and scenic easements to the Del 
Monte Forest Foundation. Except in the case of voluntary easements, each instrument for 
effecting such restriction or easement shall be subject to approval by the County and the 
Coastal Commission as to form and content; shall provide for enforcement, if need be, by 
the County or other appropriate enforcement agency; and shall name the County as 
beneficiary in the event the Foundation ceases or is unable to adequately manage these 
easements for the intended purpose of natural habitat preservation. Permanent open space 
conservation and scenic easements shall be dedicated to the Del Monte Forest Foundation 
for all areas of the Forest designated Open Space Forest and Open Space Shoreline. 

 
CIP Section 20.147.040.C.3. Where sensitive species and/or other environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas are encountered during project review, the following mitigation measures must 
be undertaken: 

 
(a) Performance standards covering building locations, lot setbacks, roadway 
and driveway width, grading, and landscaping shall be established as a means of carrying 
out the recommendations of the biological report and as necessary to meet the 
requirements of the LCP. These standards are intended to isolate use and development 
from identified locations of sensitive species or other environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas. 
 
(b) Open space conservation and scenic easements covering the environmentally sensitive 
habitat area and required setback areas shall be dedicated to the Del Monte Forest 
Foundation along with funding adequate to ensure their management and protection over 
time. 

 
CIP Section 20.147.040.C.8. The protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall 
be provided through deed restrictions or permanent open space conservation and scenic 
easements granted to the Del Monte Forest Foundation. Parcels proposed for development 
containing areas of environmentally sensitive habitat shall require, as a condition of 
approval, that the sensitive habitat area (including a 100 foot buffer around the habitat area) 
be placed in an open space conservation and scenic easement. Where development has 
already occurred within or near areas containing environmentally sensitive habitat, property 
owners are encouraged to voluntarily grant conservation and scenic easements to the Del 

Exhibit 5 
A-3-MCO-19-0024 

Page 3 of 4



Monte Forest Foundation. Except in the case of voluntary easements, each instrument for 
effecting such restriction or easement shall be subject to approval by the County and 
Coastal Commission as to form and content; shall provide for enforcement, if need be, by 
the County or other appropriate enforcement agency; shall be accompanied by adequate 
funding to allow the management and protection objectives and requirements of the 
easement to be fully realized; and shall name the County as beneficiary in event the Del 
Monte Forest Foundation ceases or is unable to adequately manage these easements for the 
intended purpose of natural habitat preservation. 

 

Hazards 

LUP Policy 38. New development shall be sited and designed to minimize risk from geologic, 
flood, or fire hazards; to assure stability and structural integrity; and to not threaten the 
stability of a site, contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding areas. Areas that are subject to the highest category of fire hazard in the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire Hazard Rating System shall be 
considered unsuitable for development, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that design 
measures can adequately mitigate the fire hazard. Mitigation of hazards shall be demonstrated 
by detailed technical reports specific to the hazard type in question (e.g., soils, geologic, 
geotechnical, erosion control, fire hazard, etc.) that are prepared by persons who are 
appropriately qualified in the hazard field in question (e.g., civil engineers and engineering 
geologists familiar with coastal processes, geotechnical engineers, etc.) and that are submitted 
as part of any permit application. All technical reports shall be prepared consistent with 
County criteria for such reports (e.g., criteria for detail on seismic hazards are contained in the 
General Plan Safety Element; criteria for detail on fire hazards are based on the fire hazard 
rating system of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; criteria for detail 
on shoreline hazards are based on Coastal Commission guidelines). All technical reports and 
analyses shall accompany development applications and/or be part of any required 
environmental documentation (e.g., that associated with CEQA). 
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Looking south down Applicant’s driveway toward house with existing 
drain inlet and existing retaining wall system (on right). Ravine is 
located downhill to the right of the driveway. (County photo)

Looking northwest down into ravine from driveway with example of 
one of the partially buried drain pipes. (County photo) 
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End of motor court discharge pipe at bottom of ravine on Applicant’s 
property. New energy dissipators will be located at outlets of each 
existing pipe on Applicant’s property (County photo)

 
View north from near Appellants’ property to Applicant’s patio. 
(Applicant photo) 
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