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MONTEREY COUNTY 
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Erik V. Lund uist, AICP, Direct ·· 

HOUSING, PLANNING, BUILDING, ENGI 

1441 Schilling Place, South 2nd Floor 

Salinas, California 93901-4527 

ERVTCES 

JUL 26 2022 
(831) 755-5025

www.co.monterey.ca.us 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION

FINAL LocA�
E

itenoN NOTICE 
Date: July 21, 2022 

To: 

FINAL LOCAL 
ACTION NOTICE California Coastal Commission, Central Coast District Office 

Owner/Applicant: Huff Daryl & Rhonda Trs C/O The Lexrupe Livi 1g Trust 

From: 

Subject: 

Representative: Adam Jeselnick 

County of Monterey Housing & Community Development 

Final Local Action on Coastal Permit Application PLN210231 

REFERENCE# 
--------

APPEAL PERIOD 

Please note the following Final Monterey County Action for the following coastal development permit type: 

[:gl CDP/CAP D CDP Amendment D Extension D Emergency CDP 

D Exemption D Exclusion D LCP Amendment D Other: _______ _ 

[:gl all local appeals processes have been exhausted for this matter 

D The project includes an amendment to the LCP 

Project Information 

Resolution #: 22-253

Project Applicant: Huff Daryl & Rhonda Trs C/O The Lexrupe Living Trust, 1484 Pollard Rd Ste 151, Los Gatos, CA, 
95032 

Applicant's Rep: Adam Jeselnick, 24398 Portola Ave, Carmel, CA, 93923 

Project Location: 1125 Spyglass Woods Drive, Pebble Beach; Assessor's Parcel Number 008-023-004-000 

Project Description: Coastal Administrative Permit and Design Approval for the construction of a 3,951 square foot single 
family dwelling and 677 square foot attached garage. The project includes associated grading of300 
cubic yards of cut & fill; and removal of 51 protected trees. 

Final Action Information 

Final Action Date: July 12, 2022 Local Appeal Period Ends: Not Applicable 

Final Action: [:gl Approved w/conditions D Approved w/o conditions D Denied 

Final Action Body: D Zoning Administrator D Planning Commission [:gl Board of Supervisors D Dir. of Planning 

For Coastal Commission Use Only 

MCO 
Reference #: 

FLAN received: 

Appeal period: 

3-MCO-22-0634

7/27-8/9/22
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Final Local Action Notice Attachments Included 

Required Materials Enclosed Previously Notes/Comments 
Supporting the Final Action Sent (date) 

Staff Report X Included on CD 

Adopted Findings X 

Adopted Conditions X 

Site Plans X 

Elevations X 

LocationNicinity Map X Included on CD 

Additional Materials Enclosed Previously Notes/Comments 
Supporting the Final Action Sent (date) 

Arborist Report 4/7/22 Included with Staff Report for Zoning 
Administrator hearing 

Coastal Commission Appeal Information 

Monterey County has determined that this Final Local Action is: 

D NOT APPEALABLE to the California Coastal Commission. The Final Monterey County Action is now effective. 

� APPEALABLE to the California Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission's IO-working day appeal period 
begins the first working day after the Coastal Commission receives adequate notice of this Final Monterey County 
Action. The Final Monterey County Action is not effective until after the Coastal Commission's appeal period has 
expired and no appeal has been filed. Any such appeal must be made directly to the California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office in Santa Cruz; there is no fee for such an appeal. Should you have any questions regarding 
the Coastal Commission appeal period or process, please contact the Central Coast District Office at 725 Front Street, 
Suite 300, Santa Cruz, CA 95060, (831) 427-4863. 

Submitted by 

Signature: 

Name: 
Title: Senior Planner 
Phone/Fax: (831) 755-5226/(831) 757-9516 
email: pham-gallardos(mco.montere .ca.us 

Rev. 1/8/21 
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STATE OF CALIF ORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT ST., SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508 
(831) 427-4863 
CENTRALCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV 

APPEAL FORM 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit 

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 

District Office: Central Coast 

Appeal Number: A-3-MCO-22-0039 

Date Filed: August 9, 2022 

RECEIVED 
AUG -9 2022 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTAAlCOASTAAEA 

Appellant Name(s): Fred and Gale Krupica C/O Alex J . Lorca, Esq 

APPELLANTS 

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal 
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal 
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal 
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal 
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal , and the 
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible 
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations. 
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any 
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission 's contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/). 

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted 
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the Central Coast district office, 
the email address is CentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An appeal emailed to some other 
email address, including a different district's general email address or a staff email 
address, will be rejected. It is the appellant's responsibility to use the correct email 
address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any 
questions. For more information, see the Commission's contact page at https:// 
coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/). 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 2 

1. Appellant information1

Name:  _____________________________________________________ 

Mailing address:  _____________________________________________________ 

Phone number:  _____________________________________________________ 

Email address:  _____________________________________________________ 

How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process? 

   Did not participate      Submitted comment      Testified at hearing     Other  

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process, 
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you did not 
participate because you were not properly noticed). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify 
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper 
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP 
processes). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation 
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 3 

2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: __________________________________ 

Local government approval body: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP application number: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP decision:       CDP approval             CDP denial3 

Date of local government CDP decision: __________________________________ 

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or 
denied by the local government. 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a 
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision. 

3 Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee. 
Please see the appeal information sheet for more information. 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 4 

3. Applicant information

__________________________________ Applicant name(s): 

Applicant Address: 
__________________________________ 
__________________________________

4. Grounds for this appeal4

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the 
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access 
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations 
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions. 
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as 
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as 
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their 
appeals by topic area and by individual policies.  

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

 ____________________________________________________________

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal. 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 

Page 5 

5. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing 
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP 
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., other persons who 
participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.}, and check 
this box to acknowledge that you have done so. **

D Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet 
**We are not aware of anyone else who participated other than the applicant and the appellant. 

6. Appellant certifications

I attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are 
correct and complete. 

/' 

Print name }--yt_ &Si)

Sign� 

J �vft(ft

Date of Signature _ _____.::.J7_-_J"---_.. ,;?_O_,R_:2_ __ _

7. Representative authorizations

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If 
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To 
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box 
to acknowledge that you have done so. 

It/ I I have authorized a representative, and I have provided authorization for them on
the representative authorization form attached. 

s If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach 
additional sheets as necessary. 

6 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form 
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-22 19 
VOICE (415) 904-5200 
FAX (415) 904-5400 

DISCLOSURE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVCRNOR

If you intend to have anyone communicate on your behalf to the California Coastal 
Commission, individual Commissioners, and/or Commission staff regarding your coastal 
development permit (CDP) application (including if your project has been appealed to the 
Commission from a local government decision) or your appeal, then you are required to 
identify the name and contact information for all such persons prior to any such 
communication occurring (see Public Resources Code, Section 30319). The law provides 
that failure to comply with this disclosure requirement prior to the time that a 
communication occurs is a misdemeanor that is punishable by a fine or imprisonment and 
may lead to denial of an application or rejection of an appeal. 

To meet this important disclosure requirement, please list below all representatives who 
will communicate on your behalf or on the behalf of your business and submit the list to the 
appropriate Commission office. This list could include a wide variety of people such as 
attorneys, architects, biologists, engineers, etc. If you identify more than one such 
representative, please identify a lead representative for ease of coordination and 
communication. You must submit an updated list anytime your list of representatives 
changes. You must submit the disclosure list before any communication by your 
representative to the Commission or staff occurs. 

Your Name Fred Krupica
---'---------------------

CDP Application or Appeal Number Monterey County Coastal Permit Application PLN210231

Lead Representative 

Name Alex J. Lorca, Esq./ Fenton & Keller

Title Attorney
--'-------------------------

Street Address. 2801 Monterey-Salinas Hwy.

City Monterey

State, Zip _c_A.:...., 9_3 _94_0 ____________________ _
Email Address alorca@fentonkeller.com

Daytime Phone _8_31_-3_7_3-_12_4_1 _________________ _

Your Signature ::%il2t�ilaµ �· 
{;' .... ?,">O�"I Date of Signature _ _.(L.....___._.{L __ t?" ___ 0. ___ _ 

and Gale Krupica

Fred Krupica                                                                      Gale Krupica

Exhibit 5 
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2 

Additional Representatives (as necessary) 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Your Signature_______________________________________________         

Date of Signature ________________________ 
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ALEX J. LORCA 

August 9, 2022 
ALorca@fentonkeller.com 
ext. 258

Attachment to Appeal of Local Coastal Development Permit Decision - Item 4 “Grounds 
for this Appeal.” 

Appellants Fred and Gale Krupica own the real property located at 1121 Spyglass Woods 
Drive in Pebble Beach (“Krupica Property”). The Krupica Property is adjacent to the 
development that is the subject of this Appeal located at 1125 Spyglass Woods Drive, Pebble 
Beach, CA (APN 008-023-004) (“Huff Property”). As designed, the development (“Project”) 
cannot be approved because it is inconsistent with the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan (“LUP”), 
the Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory Committee’s (“LUAC”) comments on the Project, and 
the Del Monte Forest Architectural Standards and Residential Guidelines (“Guidelines”).1 

I. The Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan Prohibits the Huffs’ Proposed Driveway

The LUP, at Freshwater and Marine Resource Policy #1, provides, “[n]ew residential 
driveways and other vehicular surfaces shall be kept to the minimum length and width to provide 
simple, direct access....”  As can be seen by the submitted plans, the proposed driveway is 
inconsistent with this policy because it runs nearly the entire length of the property in a 
north/south alignment. (See Figure 1.)2 In fact, the portion of the driveway running north/south, 
as proposed, would run nearly the entire length of the parcel: 

\\\ 

\\\ 

1 The Guidelines may be found at: https://dmfpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/ARB_ResidentialGuidelines-4-1-
20.pdf
2 Note that Appellants do not object to the portion of the driveway running east/west that connects the Huff Property 
to Spyglass Woods Drive. Exhibit 5 
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Figure 1. 

II. The LUAC Requested a Project Redesign

The Project was reviewed by the LUAC on December 16, 2021. After much deliberation, 
the LUAC voted to support the Project, but with changes. The LUAC instructed the Project 
architect to “consider shifting the building to address the [Krupicas’] concern.”   

Unfortunately, the Project architect made only a token revision to the plans: shifting the 
Project a mere 1.75 feet away from the mutual property line. This change was inconsistent with 
the LUAC’s direction because it did not address the Krupicas’ concerns regarding noise, 
aesthetics, and privacy.   

The following demonstrates the token realignment over the original plans (in red): 

\\\ 

\\\ 
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Figure 2. 

This realignment is a far cry from the suggestion of LUAC member Bart Bruno, who 
suggested the Project be “flipped” to place the driveway and motor court at the north end of the 
site. Such design would bring the Project into compliance with the LUP, the Guidelines, and 
would meaningfully address the Krupicas’ concerns.  

Alternatively, the Project could be oriented on an east/west alignment since the Project 
site is a “pie” shaped lot.  

Figure 3. Exhibit 5 
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If the Project was rotated 90 degrees counterclockwise, the Huffs’ home would better fit 
on the lot, the driveway length would be minimized, and the Project’s guest bedrooms (instead of 
the driveway and garage) would be closest to the Krupica residence. 

III. The Project’s Proposed Garage and Driveway Violate the Guidelines

Pursuant to the covenants, conditions, and restrictions applicable to properties in the Del 
Monte Forest, all residential development in Pebble Beach is subject to the Guidelines. While the 
Guidelines were not binding on the County of Monterey, they provide guidance to all projects in 
the Del Monte Forest to “foster careful design and harmony between structures and the 
surrounding environment and to enhance the overall desirability of living within the Del Monte 
Forest.” In short, the Guidelines ensure a project’s consistency with the neighborhood. 

A. The Project’s proposed driveway length is inconsistent with the Guidelines

The Guidelines, in the section entitled, “The Design and Construction Standards,” 
provide guidance for garage and driveway placement on page 13, “Garages and Parking,” as 
follows: “The garage should be located to minimize the length of the driveway….” 

As shown in Figure 1 above, the Project’s proposed garage is located at the far eastern 
end of the Huff Property, with the proposed driveway running approximately 2/3 of the entire 
length of the north-south direction of the lot. Such design fails to comply with the requirement 
that the driveway length be minimized. A compliant design would place the driveway and motor 
court at the north end of the Huff Property. 

B. The Project’s proposed driveway exceeds setback limits

The Design and Construction Standards at “Foundations,”3 states, “… driveways … may 
be allowed to extend into any required setback up to two feet subject to ARB approval.” 
(Emphasis added.)  

Notwithstanding this regulation, Page A2 of the Project plans entitled, “Proposed Site 
Plan,” shows the Project’s proposed driveway impermissibly encroaching into the Huff 
Property’s front setback by more than 10 feet, far exceeding the permitted maximum of two feet. 
(See Figure 4.) 

\\\ 

\\\ 

\\\ 

3 Guidelines at page 13. Exhibit 5 
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Figure 4. 

Unfortunately, at its meeting on October 7, 2021, the Architectural Review Board 
(“ARB”) ignored the Guidelines’ setback requirements in order to approve the Project. In doing 
so, the ARB Board presented no evidence suggesting the drafters of the Guidelines inadvertently 
included “driveways” in this guideline.  Rather, the inclusion of “driveways” under Foundations 
is identical in the current (April 2020) and previous (January 2002) versions of the Guidelines.  
Moreover, the current language in the Guidelines was specifically reviewed, intended, and 
approved as written, as the April 2020 version was further restricted by the modifier, “may be 
allowed … subject to ARB approval.” 

Importantly, the findings necessary to support an exception to the required setback cannot 
be met here. In order to show an exception should apply, the Guidelines, at page 8, place the 
burden of proof on the project applicant to show that an exception is warranted. Criteria for an 
exception include, “saving significant trees, vegetation or environmentally sensitive habitat, 
avoiding unnecessary cuts and fills, or because a design, though desirable and compatible, is so 
unique in concept that it is beyond the scope of such standards.” 

Here, none of the applicable criteria for an exception exist. No significant trees, 
vegetation, or environmentally sensitive habitat would be saved by allowing the driveway as 
currently planned, nor would any cutting, filling, or grading be avoided because the entire 
eastern side of the Huff Property will be developed.  In fact, more trees would be saved, and 
cut/fill reduced, by redesigning and constructing a shorter driveway to the garage located at the 
north end of the Huff Property.  Also, the Huff’s proposed home is not so unique in design or 
concept that the Guidelines should not be applied. Rather, the proposed home is of a single-story 
common design. 
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Finally, excepting the driveway would not be consistent with the intent of the Guidelines. 
To the contrary, while the Guidelines speak in terms of goals and policies of the ARB, with 
respect to setbacks, they are clear: driveways may only extend into a setback up to two feet. 
Even then, such intrusion is “subject to ARB approval.” (Guidelines at p. 13, “Foundations.”) 

C. The Project’s proposed driveway location is not “as unobtrusive as possible”

The Design and Construction Standards reference “Pools, Spas, Etc., Building Siting” on 
page 13 provides as follows, “The location of the main structure (or structures) and the driveway 
should be as unobtrusive as possible to neighboring properties in particular and the community in 
general.” 

The Project is sited at the very front edge of the lot, noticeably crowded up next to the 
Krupicas’ home, with the long driveway positioned in the front setback. Of particular concern is 
the proposed garage directly across from the Krupicas’ master bedroom and bathroom windows 
at the west end of their home. 

The Project’s current design will create intrusive noise at the Krupicas’ bedroom 
windows from car and garage door operation, as well as unhealthy exhaust fumes. This will 
require the Krupicas to keep their bedroom windows closed.  

IV. The Krupicas’ Residential Development Project Complied With all Regulations

The Project and the Krupica residence are located in the “Spyglass Woods” neighborhood 
as seen below. The Krupicas’ home is on Lot 5 and the Project is on Lot 4. 

Figure 5. 
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As can be seen in Figure 5, the outstanding feature of the “Spyglass Woods” 
neighborhood is its scenic and private nature surrounded by forest.  

When designing their home, the Krupicas abided by the requirements of the LUP and 
Guidelines to have the shortest driveway possible. And, as noted, the Krupicas redesigned a patio 
area to ensure privacy and setback requirements were met.  

Figure 6 shows the driveway the Krupicas initially wished to install, but that was rejected 
due to its length. It also shows the original location of a patio that was to be installed on the 
western side of the Krupica Property. 

Figure 6. 

Figure 7 shows the eventual location of the driveway and patio, per the direction of the 
ARB. 

Figure 7. 
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In contrast, the Project not only violates the LUP and Guidelines, it also disregards the 
privacy that is foundational to the Spyglass Woods neighborhood. The Krupicas never imagined 
a project next door would place a driveway and motor court mere feet from their bedroom. 

V. The Krupicas Offered to Help Underwrite Efforts to Redesign the Project

Consistent with LUAC member Bart Bruno’s recommendation, the Project could be 
“flipped” to place the driveway and motor court at the north end of the lot. This would render the 
Project consistent with the LUP, as well as the Guidelines, and address the Krupicas’ concerns. 
Importantly, the Krupicas have offered to contribute to the architect’s redesign of the Project to 
bring it into compliance with all regulations, and to address the Krupicas’ concerns.  

In summary, because the Project does not meet the requirements of the LUP and 
Guidelines, and because it ignores the LUAC’s direction, it cannot be said to be consistent with 
the surrounding neighborhood.4 When building their home, the Krupicas were required to follow 
all regulations and did so willingly; all they are requesting is that the Huffs do the same.  

Very truly yours, 

FENTON & KELLER 
A Professional Corporation 

Alex J. Lorca 

AJL:kmc 
Enclosure 
cc: Clients (via email) 

4 Please find enclosed a letter from long-time local builder Mark Cristofalo regarding the Project’s inconsistencies 
with the applicable regulations. Exhibit 5 
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