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desirability of living within the Del Monte Forest. The Del Monte Forest Architectural Review 
Board (ARB) will consider size, design, aesthetic quality, compatibility with neighboring 
properties, disturbance of existing terrain and vegetation, location with respect to various setback 
requirements and other site conditions, building materials, exterior color, and other relevant 
factors. A design proposal that is harmonious with the surroundings and does not seek to 
dominate the neighboring residences is preferred over proposals that are overly assertive in size 
and character.” (Guidelines  at pg. 5.) 

 
With respect to exceptions to its requirements, the Guidelines provide, “The ARB 

reserves the right to grant an Applicant an exception from any standards or conditions contained 
herein, or from any rule or regulation of the ARB. Such exceptions may be for the purpose of 
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. The Applicant who applies for such an exception has 
the burden of proof and shall offer substantial evidence in support of his or her application. A 
design exception shall not be granted unless the ARB finds that the exception is appropriate to 
the location and the neighborhood, the exception is consistent with the intent of the design 
standards, and the exception will not significantly affect the character of the neighborhood.” 

 
1. The Garage and Driveway Location Violates the Guidelines. 
 

The following is a site map of the Project, and the Krupica’s residence at 1121 Spyglass 
Woods Drive.  
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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 can be seen from the site map above, the garage is placed at the far eastern end of the 
lot, with the proposed driveway running approximately 2/3 of the entire length of the north-south 
direction of the lot. Such design fails to respect the requirement that the driveway length be 
minimized. A compliant design would place the driveway and motor court at the north end of the 
lot.  

 
2. The Driveway Exceeds Setback Limits. 

 
The Design and Construction Standards at “Foundations,”2 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’s plans entitled “Proposed Site 

Plan” shows the driveway will impermissibly encroach into the front setback by more than 10 
feet, far exceeding the permitted maximum of two feet. 
 

Incredibly, at its October 7, 2021, meeting, the ARB decided to ignore the setback 
requirements of the Guidelines in order to approve the Project. In doing so, the ARB stated the 
drafters of the Guidelines inadvertently included “driveways” in this guideline but presented no 
evidence demonstrating as much.  Rather, the inclusion of “driveways” under Foundations is 
identical in both the current, April 2020, and previous, January 2002, Guidelines.  Moreover, we 
note evidence that the current language was specifically reviewed, intended and approved as 
written, and the April 2020 version was further restricted by the modifier “may be allowed … 
subject to ARB approval.”  

 
Note that the findings for an exception to the setback rule cannot be met in this matter. 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 were present. No significant trees, 

vegetation, or environmentally sensitive habitat would be saved by allowing the driveway as 
currently planned, and no cutting, filling, or grading would be saved because the entire eastern 
side of the property will be developed. In fact, more trees would be saved and cut/fill reduced by 
building a shorter driveway to the garage located at the north end of the property.  Also, the 
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. 

 
2 At page 13. 
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Again, the Guidelines, at page 8, provide that, “[a] design exception shall not be granted 

unless the ARB finds that the exception is appropriate to the location and the neighborhood, the 
exception is consistent with the intent of the design standards, and the exception will not 
significantly affect the character of the neighborhood.” 
 

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.”) 
 
3. The Driveway Location must be as Unobtrusive as Possible. 
 

The Design and Construction Standards reference “Pools, Spas, Etc., Building Siting” on 
page 13 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 
Krupica’s home, with the long driveway positioned in the front setback. Of particular concern is 
the proposed garage directly across from the Krupica’s master bedroom and bathroom windows 
at the west end of their home. 

 
The Project’s current design will create intrusive noise at the Krupica’s 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.  

 
In summary, because the Project does not meet the requirements of the Guidelines, it 

cannot be said to be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. When building their home, 
the Krupicas were required to follow all of the Guidelines and did so willingly. All they are 
requesting is that the Project follow the Guidelines as well. 
 

Very truly yours, 

FENTON & KELLER 
A Professional Corporation 

 
Alex J. Lorca 
 

AJL:kmc 
cc: Martha Diehl  

Kate Daniels 
Son Pham-Gallardo 







zoning regula]ons AND considers neighbors’ views and privacy on all sides.  We took great care 
to specifically balance the compe]ng guidelines of driveway lengths and not having garages be 
the dominant view from the street.  We submiGed our plans to the PBC ARB in July 2021. 

We were surprised that the first we learned of the Krupica’s comments regarding our plans was 
via a leGer sent directly to the PBC ARB (not to us), from their aGorney, Alex Lorca, dated August 
24, 2021, 3 days prior to the scheduled mee]ng.  We were disappointed the leGer mis-
characterized our proposed home loca]on and driveway access as detailed in the following 
paragraphs. All of the comments from Mr. Lorca’s leGer were brought forward to the PBC ARB as 
they reviewed our plan.  Aker careful considera]on of both the Krupica’s comments and our 
response, on Oct 7, 2021, the PBC ARB granted Preliminary Approval (see aGachment) to the 
project pending a full set of plans which are now underway.  

The DMF Architectural Standards and Residen7al Guidelines state that "the garage 
should be located to minimize the length of the driveway, and [...] should not be the focus of 
the street eleva]on." The posi]on of the garage, tucked between the primary living space and 
guest bedroom while facing northeast, meets both objec]ves. The garage would be much more 
visually prominent if it were further north and would unnecessarily extend the driveway length 
if it were oriented north or south. The angled orienta]on of the house sets the garage further 
away from the front property line (from 21'-3" to 37'-8") than what the County code requires 
(20 feet per 20.12.060 of the Coastal Implementa]on Plan). This setback and orienta]on also 
helps to reduce the visual impact to exis]ng homes to the north and south. The driveway 
coverage is minimal, especially when considering the flag por]on of the lot, and will be of a 
pervious material. 

Another comment from Mr. Lorca’s leGer deals with driveways and setbacks.  Driveways are not 
subject to any front or side yard setbacks under the County code (setbacks apply to 
structures). Structures are defined as anything constructed or erected, except fences under six 
feet in height, the use of which requires loca]on on the ground or aGachment to something 
having loca]on on the ground (per 20.06.1200). The proposed driveway fully complies with all 
applicable codes and standards. The guidelines do address building si]ng and the driveway, 
sta]ng that "considerable care should be taken to protect exis]ng terrain and vegeta]on." The 
proposed driveway avoids impacts to exis]ng trees (a 19" pine, 13" oak, and 20" oak) while 
requiring minimal grading.  

Given our unique “flag” lot, the driveway is of modest length, and well shorter than other 
driveways that have recently been approved and built in Pebble Beach.  As precedent examples, 
we brought forward to the PBC ARB a small sampling of the many examples that exist in the 
community as shown below.  
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While there are very few other flag lots in Pebble Beach, the 
house at 1503 Bonifacio Rd comes close to being a flag lot with its 
unique wedge shape.  The house has a very long driveway that 
runs along the lot line and well inside the right setback of the lot 
for almost the en]re length of the property wrapping behind the 
house to where the garage is located. 

 

Another example located at 1519 Riata Rd.  This house 
also has a driveway that makes an “S” turn all the way 
around the house and runs for 50-60 feet essen]ally on 
the lot line (and thus well inside the right lot setback 
area). 
  

 

A third example is located at 3200 Palmero Way, where 
the driveway starts at the right of the house, then runs all 
the way around the lek side of the house (and well inside 
the lek setback for this property) to a garage that is on the 
back right side of the house. 
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This house at 1504 Viscaino Rd, where the 
driveway as it approaches to the garage is not 
only on the lot line (and thus inside the 
setback), but also adjacent to the neighboring 
house with garages facing neighboring 
property. 

 

Another example at 3913 Ronda Rd, where 
the driveway/turnaround area is on the lot 
line and the garage opens towards the 
neighboring property.  There are many more 
examples. 

As a result of the review of our plans, Jean 
Mendez (PBC ARB Project Manager) informed us that the PBC ARB agreed that the language in 
the Founda]ons sec]on of their former versions of the DMF Architectural Standards and 
Residen7al Guidelines, that forms the basis of the Mr. Lorca’s leGer, was poorly wriGen.  As a 
result, the PBC ARB have corrected their DMF Architectural Standards and Residen7al 
Guidelines effec]ve October 1, 2021, to remove the reference to “driveways” in the Founda]ons 
Sec]on of the Guidelines.   

To reiterate, we have already re-oriented our en]re home to angle away from the Krupica’s 
property over months of design process in response to their greatly expanded lot line footprint.  
To specifically address the Krupica’s comments, we have previously proposed further mi]ga]ng 
their view of our home by plan]ng “green wall” type screening plants/trees that would shield 
views from both homes.  We con]nue to believe plan]ngs remain the most reasonable, 
aGrac]ve and effec]ve way to accomplish the further privacy goals for both par]es.  
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We submiGed our plans to Monterey County on August 1, 2021 and remain eager to get our 
build project underway.  As with any project of this nature, we have a budget and limited 
resources and as infla]onary pressures mount for building supplies and labor, we are anxious to  
proceed.  Each delay con]nues to cause our costs to substan]ally increase. 

We hope that the Del Monte Forest LUAC will find this addi]onal informa]on and context useful 
and agree that together with our architect, Adam Jeselnick, we have designed a thoughsul 
modest home on a unique lot that meets all Monterey County Codes and PBC ARB Design 
Guidelines while respec]ng all of our neighbors’ reasonable privacy preferences.  Thank you for 
your considera]on and please feel free to contact us or Adam with any ques]ons. 

Best regards, 

Daryl & Rhonda Huff 

Enclosures 

cc:   Kate Daniels 
 Martha Diehl 
 Adam Jeselnick 
 Son Pham-Gallardo 
 Anna Quenga 
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Next, the Applicant’s error in stating, “The Pebble Beach Company Architectural Review 
Board (ARB) and the County of Monterey approved the Krupica’s plans as drawn including their 
patio with retaining wall within the setback area.” Neither of those bodies approved such plans. 
The statement is false as the Krupicas never contemplated or submitted plans reflecting a “raised 
patio built within the setback that would require significant grading and tall retaining walls 
overlooking the neighbor’s property.”    

With respect to communications between the Applicants and the Krupicas, the Applicant’s 
letter incorrectly states they “first learned of the Krupica’s comments … via letter sent directly to 
the PBC ARB (not to us) … 3 days prior to the scheduled meeting.” The fact is the Krupicas 
received notice three days prior to the meeting because their mail was forwarded to them from an 
out of town PO Box. The Krupicas noted as much in their letter (which they copied the Applicants 
on) and apologized for not having time to contact them directly prior to the meeting. In contrast 
the Applicants have not copied the Krupicas on any of their correspondence with the County or 
the ARB. 

With respect to their driveway, the Applicant’s letter showing examples and pictures of 
driveways purportedly longer than theirs lacks credibility, and are unsuitable for comparison. This 
is because the homes and lot sizes in the Spyglass Woods community are much smaller than those 
shown in the Applicant’s letter. The properties noted in the Applicant’s letter are over 1 acre, with 
5,000 - 8,000 square feet, 2 story homes. In contrast, 1121 and 1125 Spyglass Woods Drive are 
two single level homes of three to four thousand square feet each on half-acre lots. The garage and 
driveway placement proposed for 1125 would create daily car noise and fumes, a clear nuisance 
at less than 15 feet from the windows of the Krupica’s primary bedroom.  

During the design phase of their home, the Krupicas consulted with their Architect and 
Jean Mendez at the ARB regarding setback rules for patios and other items, including a long 
driveway for potential RV parking. When these ideas were rejected by Jean Mendez, the Krupicas 
readily accepted her position and complied with the April 2020 ARB setback rules without further 
question. They eliminated the long driveway and relocated the patio as shown in the final approved 
plans. Also, they complied with the DMF Architectural Standards and Residential Guidelines 
(Guidelines) as written on the date of their application. All the Krupicas ask is that the playing 
field be level and the Applicant abide by the same set of rules the Krupicas did. As can be seen in 
Figure 1, the Krupicas conceptualized a long driveway that was rejected by the ARB in compliance 
with the setback and driveway regulations of the Guidelines (see Figures 1 and 2 on the following 
page). 
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Figure 1. 

 
Figure 2. 
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With respect to the claim the ARB Guidelines were “poorly written” or a “correction of an 
error,” there is no evidence to suggest as much. Indeed, there is clear evidence of review, intent, 
and acceptance of the current Guidelines, which have been in place for at least 18 years. The April 
2020 and January 2002 setback language in the Guidelines is the same, further strengthened by a 
modifier specifically added in the April 2020 version.  

Lastly, the Applicant’s letter implies they have notified the Krupicas of a proposed plan to 
plant a “green wall” along their common boundary. As this is the first they have heard of it, the 
Krupicas would appreciate seeing the details of such plan. The Krupicas note that while a green 
wall might be helpful in mitigating view impacts of the Project, it would not eliminate the daily 
garage noise and car fumes. Moreover, a green wall would not address the Project’s two Guidelines 
violations: 1) driveways must be as short as possible; and 2) driveways may not encroach into the 
setback by more than two feet. 

Very truly yours, 

FENTON & KELLER 
A Professional Corporation 

 
Alex J. Lorca 
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cc: Martha Diehl  

Kate Daniels 
Son Pham-Gallardo 








