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Yet this is exactly with the H RRB and the Planning Commission have done. If you allow 
this to stand you are establishing a precedent which will endanger all historic properties 

in your county going forward. 

In June 2015 Ms. Taluban reported that someone had spent hours using a chain saw to 
cut through the structural supports of the Connell house. Note: the house had been 
certified as historically significant four years previously. At that time there were two 

possible explanations of this purposeful destructive act: 

1) A new kind of vandal had emerged that was attacking properties. This would have
put other sites in danger.

2) The owner who had requested a permit to tear the house down had some kind of
connection to the vandalism (she continues to deny this explanation)

Neither the county nor the owner demanded a thorough investigation at the time to 

decide between these two explanations. 

Now the HRRB and the Planning Commission are recommending that the historic 
structure be torn down because it has been damaged beyond repair and has been 

allowed to deteriorate further after chain saw episode. This sends a message to other 
purchasers of historic properties. 

"Any intentional damage or neglect that threatens your historic property will not be 

seriously investigated and once the damage has occurred the county will deem it a 

sufficient reason to ignore its historicity and permit you to tear it down to make way for 

whatever project you propose." 

(See Attachment A documenting deterioration between 2012 , two years after 
Mehdipour's own consultant told her that her house was historic, and the present) 

The HRRB set a bad precedent in another way. They essentially took the owners word as 

to the difficulty of restoring the house and declared that a restored house would not 
have sufficient original fabric to qualify it as historic. On these grounds the HRRB and 
the Planning Commission went along with the county staff's recommendation to tear 

down the Connell House. 

But the fact that the original historic fabric is damaged or missing does NOT preclude 
restoration of a building in ways that are in full compliance with the Secretary of 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the related Guidelines. 
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/upload/treatment-guide1ines-2017-part2-
reconstruction-restoration.pdf): 
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Indeed, even a full-scale reconstruction of the house could be accomplished in a manner 

consistent with the Standards and The Guidelines. There is a full set of plans for this 

house at the Richard Neutra Archive at UCLA that could guide such efforts. 

Furthermore, the January 18, 2023 photographs in Attachment A show there is 

substantial original fabric in any case. 

Please reverse these two faulty actions and avoid setting a terrible precedent for 

historic preservation in your county. 

Sincerely yours 

Raymond Richard Neutra MD DrPH 

President 

3 



















 

1 | P a g e  

 

 

 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Appeal of Planning Commission decision of 1.25.23    

 

The Planning Commission hearing was not fair or impartial.  

 The applicant was granted much more time to present her case than the 
Commission typically grants. The applicant also spoke several more times, 
interrupting commenters, while others were not given the opportunity to 
speak again.   

 The applicant made false statements after the public comment period, but 
no time was allowed for rebuttal.  

 The letter from the neighbor’s attorney cited numerous issues with the staff 
report, but the attorney was granted only three minutes, much less time 
than typically allowed.  

 Several Commissioners stated that they relied on the recommendation of 
the Historic Resources Review Board (HRRB). However, they did not seem 
to be knowledgeable about that decision, which removed any mention of 
overriding considerations.  

The findings are NOT supported by the evidence. 

Finding: The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the applicable plans and 
policies which designate this area as appropriate for development.  

 The project is NOT consistent with the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, 
confirmed by the Pebble Beach Company’s 1etter of 1/24/23. The applicant 
has not applied for review and approval from the Pebble Beach 
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Architectural Review Board, which is a requirement noted in all deeds in 
Del Monte Forest.  

 The project is NOT consistent with the Monterey County Coastal 
Implementation Plan as confirmed by the California Coastal Commission 
in letters from 2015, 2018 and 2023. The project intrudes further into ESHA 
and is detrimental to the public viewshed. 

 The project is NOT consistent with the Monterey County Code (Title 18).  
Demolition of a National Register-eligible property cannot be mitigated to 
a less than significant impact. The condition of the home after the 
application was made should not be considered. This issue is addressed in 
letters from the California Preservation Foundation.  

 The project is NOT consistent with Goal 52 of the Monterey County 
General Plan (1982): To designate, protect, preserve, enhance, and 
perpetuate those structures and areas of historical, architectural, and 
engineering significance which contribute to the historical heritage of 
Monterey County…” 

Finding: Preservation of the Connell House was considered but was found to 
be infeasible. Reasonable mitigation is proposed that would require 
documentation of the house…)  

 No evidence has been presented to demonstrate that all preservation 
options are infeasible.  Poor condition does not mean that preservation 
is not feasible. 

 Documentation is not reasonable mitigation for the demolition of a 
significant historic resource.  

 There is no economic hardship preventing restoration of the damage 
incurred under the current ownership.  The applicant purchased an 
occupied house, rented it out for three years after the purchase, and 
then allowed it to deteriorate to its present condition.  
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 Alternative 1 (the environmentally preferable alternative) would avoid 
negative impacts to the historic resource and would comply with all 
land use policies, codes and laws.  

 Reconstruction is an acceptable preservation treatment under the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; the building plans and the 
information needed to do this are available.  

Finding: “…the benefits of the project outweigh its unavoidable 
significant environmental impact. Each benefit set forth below constitutes 
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the project despite the 
identified unavoidable impact.  

“The project would result in a custom-built estate home within a setting 
that is known to support this type of development and represents consistent 
application of development policies absent the historic resource 
considerations.”  

 The proposed project is significantly higher and larger than 
neighboring houses.  

 The demolition of the historic resource does not benefit the community 
or the county as a whole. 

Finding:  The project will create economic benefits to the County and the 
community…through the creation of new property tax revenue through 
higher property valuation.” 

 CEQA does not allow an increase in tax revenue to be considered.  

The decision was contrary to law for the reasons cited above and the fact 
that the Statement of Overriding Consideration is not consistent with 
CEQA. 
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