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ATTACHMENT A 
DRAFT RESOLUTION 

 
Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the 

County of Monterey, State of California 
 

In the matter of the application of:  
BARDIS, CHRIS & SARA (PLN140715-AMD1) 
RESOLUTION NO. ---- 
Resolution by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors: 

1) Denying the Appeal filed by Tracy Alford 
from the Planning Commission’s decision 
approving the application by Christopher & 
Sara Bardis for a Coastal Development 
Permit and Design Approval to construct 
driveway improvements, including 
construction of an approximate 12.5-foot-tall 
retaining wall (running 56 linear feet), to 
accommodate ADA and emergency vehicle 
access on slopes in excess of 30 percent; and 

2) Finding the project Categorically Exempt per 
Section 15304; and 

3) Approving a Coastal Development Permit 
and Design Approval to construct driveway 
improvements, including construction of an 
approximate 12.5-foot-tall retaining wall 
(running 56 linear feet), to accommodate 
ADA and emergency vehicle access on 
slopes in excess of 30 percent. 

[PLN140715-AMD1, BARDIS, Chris & Sara, 1525 
Riata Road, Pebble Beach, Del Monte Forest Land 
Use Plan (APN: 008-341-026-000)] 

 

 
The appeal by Tracy Alford from the Planning Commission’s approval of the Coastal 
Development Permit and Design Approval application (Christopher & Sara 
Bardis/PLN140715-AMD1) came on for public hearing before the Monterey County Board 
of Supervisors on July 11, 2017.  Having considered all the written and documentary 
evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral testimony, and other evidence 
presented, the Board of Supervisors finds and decides as follows: 

FINDINGS 
 

1.  FINDING:  CONSISTENCY/SITE SUITABILITY – The Project, as conditioned, 
is consistent with the applicable plans and policies which designate this 
area as appropriate for development. The site is physically suitable for 
the use proposed. 

 EVIDENCE: a)  During the course of review of this application, the project has been 
reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and regulations in: 
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- the 1982 Monterey County General Plan; 
- Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan; 
- Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan Part 5;  
- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20);   

No conflicts were found to exist.  No communications were received 
during the course of review of the project indicating any inconsistencies 
with the text, policies, and regulations in these documents.  

  b)  The property is located at 1525 Riata Road, Pebble Beach (Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 008-341-026-000), Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan.  
The parcel is zoned Low Density Residential, Coastal Zone [LDR/1.5 -
D (CZ)], which allows residential development.  This resolution grants a 
Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval to construct 
driveway improvements, including construction of an approximate 12.5-
foot-tall retaining wall (running 56 linear feet), to accommodate vehicle 
access on slopes in excess of 30 percent. The project proposes the 
expansion of the development of a parking turn-around and grading into 
slopes in excess of 30 percent.  The enlarged parking area and turn-
around is intended to accommodate ADA and emergency vehicle access 
to the existing residence.  Therefore, the project is an allowed land use 
for this site. 

  c)  The Coastal Development  Permit and Design Approval approved by 
this application (PLN140715-AMD1) is supplemental to the previously 
approved Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval (ZA 
Resolution 13-020) inclusive of minor amendments under PLN150379 
and PLN170482 which expanded an existing home.  To the extent this 
permit and the prior approvals have any conflict with respect to the 
driveway improvements and wall, this permit is controlling. 

  d)  Private Viewshed. 
There are no provisions that provide protection of private viewsheds.  
Chapter 2 of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, Resource 
Management Element, requires protection of public views from 
designated vista points, 17-Mile Drive, and from Point Lobos.  Figure 3 
of the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, Visual Resources, identifies the 
Bardis property as being in a location within the Point Lobos viewshed.  
Upon review, the project site cannot be seen from 17-Mile Drive, 
designated vista points, or from Point Lobos.    

  e)  Pescardero Watershed Limitation. 
The project is located within the Pescardero Watershed, which the 
Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan for the Del Monte 
Forest (CIP) limits impervious surface coverage to not exceed 9,000 
square feet (Section 20.147.030.A.1(b), CIP).  The subject property has 
prior approvals to exceed the impervious coverage limitation of the 
Pescardero Watershed: 

• On May 30, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a 
Combined Development (PLN120663), which included a 
Variance to the exceed the 9,000-square foot Pescardero 
Watershed impervious coverage limitation, and allowed a total 
imperious coverage of 14,994 square feet, finding that the 2013 
approval made the project more conforming to the site coverage 
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regulations than conditions then existing. (Finding 7 of PC 
Resolution No. 13-020.)   

• On December 10, 2014, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
Minor and Trivial Amendment (PLN140715) to allow minor 
structural additions.  This project resulted in further reductions 
to impervious site coverage, lowering the total to 12,768 square 
feet, which is consistent and in compliance with the prior 
Variance approval.  

• This project (PLN140715-AMD1) remains consistent with the 
prior Variance approval and will again reduce the total 
impervious coverage to 11,493 square feet.  The revised 
driveway and proposed turnout area will be constructed of 
pervious materials and will therefore allow a reduction in 
impervious surfaces. 

  f)  The project was referred to the Del Monte Forest Land Use Advisory 
Committee (LUAC) for review on April 20, 2017.  Based on the LUAC 
Procedure guidelines adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors, this application did warrant referral to the LUAC because 
the project includes a Design Approval which is under review before the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  The LUAC 
recommended approval of the project as proposed with a 5-0 vote (2 
members absent).  

  g)  The project has been reviewed for site suitability by RMA- Planning.  
The project does not present changes which would review by other 
agencies. 

  h)  Staff conducted various site inspections to verify that the site is suitable 
for this use. 

  i)  The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted 
by the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the 
proposed development found in Project File PLN140715-AMD1. 

    
2.  FINDING:  HEALTH AND SAFETY - The establishment, maintenance, or 

operation of the project applied for will not under the circumstances of 
this particular case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to 
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general 
welfare of the County. 

 EVIDENCE: a)  Necessary public facilities are in place for the existing residence.  The 
parking turn-out expansion does not require or alter existing on-site 
public facilities. 

  b)  The project improves emergency access to the site. 
  c)  See preceding and following Findings and Evidence. 
    
3.  FINDING:  NO VIOLATIONS - The subject property is in compliance with all 

rules and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision, and any 
other applicable provisions of the County’s zoning ordinance.  No 
violations exist on the property.  
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 EVIDENCE: a)  Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA - Planning and Building 
Services Department records and is not aware of any violations existing 
on subject property. 

  b)  Recent allegations have surfaced that violations exist with respect to the 
“patio/courtyard” that was formerly a portion of the driveway area. In 
light of these allegations, staff has reviewed permit records and the 
improvements. Two minor permits have been granted as it relates to the 
driveway/patio area; Design Approval PLN150379 which allowed the 
placement of planter boxes in the area of the “patio/courtyard”; and 
Design Approval PLN170482 which allowed replacement of an existing 
stucco wall with a small wood fence wall along the edge of the 
driveway.  No other permits would have been required for the 
conversion of a portion of the driveway to a patio area. With the two 
design approvals and given the scope of the alleged work, staff 
concluded that the allegations have no merit. 

  c)  There are no known violations on the subject parcel. 
  d)  See preceding and following Findings and Evidence. 
    
4.  FINDING:  CEQA (Exempt): - The project is categorically exempt from 

environmental review because the project is within the category of 
minor alteration to land, and no unusual circumstances were identified 
to exist for the proposed project. 

 EVIDENCE: a)  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15304, categorically exempts minor public and/or private alterations in 
the condition of land, water and/or vegetation which do not involve 
removal of healthy, mature, or scenic trees.  

  b)  The project involves a minor alteration to land in the form of slight 
grading (305 cubic yards) and does not involve the removal of healthy, 
mature, or scenic trees. 

  c)  No adverse environmental effects were identified during staff review of 
the development application during a various site visits conducted by 
RMA-Planning. 

  d)  None of the exceptions under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 apply 
to this project.  There is no substantial evidence of an unusual 
circumstance because there is no feature or condition of the project that 
distinguishes the project from others in the exempt class.  The project 
does not involve a designated historical resource, a hazardous waste 
site, development located near or within view of a scenic highway, or 
unusual circumstances that would result in a significant effect or 
development that would result in a cumulative significant impact. 

  e)  See preceding and following Findings and Evidence. 
    
5.  FINDING:  DEVELOPMENT ON SLOPE – The proposed development better 

achieves the goals, policies and objectives of the 1982 Monterey County 
General Plan and Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan and the Monterey 
County Zoning Ordinance (Title 20) than other development 
alternatives. 

 EVIDENCE: a)  In accordance with the applicable policies of the Del Monte Forest Land 
Use Plan and Monterey County Code section 20.64.230.E, a Coastal 
Development Permit is required and the criteria to grant said permit 
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have been met.  The purpose of the project is to allow adequate space 
for van accessible and emergency vehicle parking and turn-around.   

  b)  The project includes application for development on slopes exceeding 
30 percent.  Based on the site topography and existing development 
(residence) there is no other feasible option than to cut into the adjacent 
slope.  The project also involves the relocation and construction of 
existing retaining walls to ensure appropriate turn-around space. 

  c)  The subject project minimizes development on slopes exceeding 30 
percent in accordance with the applicable goals and policies of the 
applicable area plan and zoning codes.  The enlarged parking area and 
turn-around is intended to accommodate ADA and emergency vehicle 
access to the existing residence. The project involves the minimum 
required area to ensure that adequate turn-out space is provided.  The 
estimated cut of the adjacent slope is roughly 305 cubic yards.   

  d)  Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan Policy 78 states “Development on 
slopes of 30 percent or more is prohibited unless such siting better 
addresses LUP objectives as a whole when compared to other possible 
siting alternatives on slopes of less than 30 percent associated with 
projects and/or sites.” In this case, the project involves a modification 
to an existing driveway/parking area, to accommodate ADA and 
emergency vehicle access.  The increased turnout area will be 
constructed of pervious materials and will necessitate the construction 
of a retaining wall with a maximum height of 13.5 feet.  Based on the 
topography of the site (steep upwards slopes to the east; steep 
downward slopes to the north; existing residence to the west; and 
existing driveway to the south), there is no way to enlarge the turnout 
area without encroaching into slopes more than 30 percent.   

  e)  See preceding and following Findings and Evidence. 
 
6.  FINDING:  PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND – The project has been processed 

in compliance with County regulations, and due process has been 
afforded to the applicant and the public. 

 EVIDENCE: a)  On March 16, 2016, Christopher & Sara Bardis filed an application for a 
Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval to construct 
driveway improvements, including construction of an approximate 12.5-
foot-tall retaining wall (running 56 linear feet), to accommodate ADA 
and emergency vehicle access on slopes in excess of 30 percent. 

  b)  The Coastal Development Permit (PLN140715-AMD1) was deemed 
complete on March 21, 2017. 

  c)  The project was brought to public hearing before the Monterey County 
Planning Commission on April 26, 2017.  On April 26, 2017, the 
Planning Commission found the project consistent with the 1982 
General Plan and Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan, as well as the 
requirements for development on slopes in excess of 30 percent and 
approved the Coastal Development Permit application (PC Resolution 
No. 17-010) with a 9-0 vote (1 member absent).  

  d)  An appeal from the Planning Commission’s denial of the Coastal 
Development Permit was timely filed by Tracy Alford (“appellant”) on 
May 12, 2017. 
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  e)  The Board of Supervisors held a public hearing on the appeal on July 
11, 2017. At least 10 days prior to the public hearing on July 11, 2017, 
notices of the public hearing were published in the Monterey County 
Weekly and were posted on and near the property and mailed to the 
property owners within 300 feet of the subject property as well as 
interested parties.  

  f)  Staff Report, minutes of the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors, information and documents in Planning file PLN140715; 
PLN140715-AMD1; PLN150379; and PLN170482, and documents in 
the files of the Clerk of the Board. 

 
7.  FINDING:  APPEAL AND APPELLANT CONTENTIONS – The appellant 

requests that the Board of Supervisors grant the appeal and deny the 
Coastal Development Permit application (PLN140715-AMD1).  The 
appeal alleges: the findings or decision or conditions are not supported 
by the evidence and the decision was contrary to law.  The contentions 
are listed below with responses.  The Board of Supervisors denies the 
appeal based on the following findings regarding the appellant’s 
contentions and the findings and evidence set forth above. 
 
Contention 1 – Finding 1 and Evidence a and d: 
The appellant contends the project is inconsistent with the Del Monte 
Forest Land Use Plan (Policy 78), the Coastal Implemental Plan (CIP) 
Section 20.147.030.A.1.a, and Monterey County Zoning Code Chapter 
20.64.230.  The appellant further contends that the project will not 
reduce total impervious surface coverage, in so being that the area 
calculated by staff as constituting a reduction was already counted as 
pervious in the original project approval (PLN120663), and that the 
current proposed project will in fact result in an increase in impervious 
coverage, which is a violation of CIP Section 20.147.030.A.1.b.  The 
appellant references Attachments 1 and 2 of the appeal as supporting 
evidence to these allegations.   

 
Response:    
Finding 1 Evidence (d) specifically addresses consistency with CIP 
Section 20.147.030.  As explained in Finding 1, Evidence (d), The 
project site was granted a Variance to exceed the allowable impervious 
site coverage restriction(s) in May 2013, via a discretionary permit 
approval (PLN120663) which included a Variance to the exceed the 
9,000-square foot Pescardero Watershed impervious coverage 
limitation, and allowed a total imperious coverage of 14,994 square feet.  
The proposed site, including the proposed project, remains under the 
14,994-square foot impervious surface threshold established by the prior 
Variance entitlement; therefore, the proposed project is not inconsistent 
with the requirements of the CIP.  
 
Finding 5 specifically addresses consistency with Monterey County 
Zoning Code (Title 20) Section 20.64.230 and Policy 78 of the Del 
Monte Forest Land Use Plan, both which apply to development on 
slopes in excess of 30 percent.   



 
BARDIS (PLN140715-AMD1)  Page 7 

The project is consistent with the Del Monte Forest Land Use Plan 
(LUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan given that the project improves 
functionality of the driveway, is consistent with previous approvals for 
impervious area in the Pescadero Watershed, cannot be relocated to 
avoid development on slopes, and will not have any other impacts on 
visual, biological, or other resources protected under the LUP. 
 
Contention 2 – Finding 3 and Evidence a and b: 
The appellant contends the current project is not in compliance with all 
rules and regulations pertaining to zoning and permits.  The appellant 
alleges that a code violation exists on the project site and that no action 
on the application can be taken until the violation is corrected.  The 
appellant states that County staff was aware of the violation and 
represented information that the alleged “unpermitted patio/courtyard” 
had been approved as part of a Design Approval granted in May 2015.  
The appellant states that the Design Approval granted in May 2015 
approved “a cantilevered planter box”; not the patio/courtyard.  The 
appellant further states that a formal code enforcement compliant has 
now been filed.  The appellant references Attachments 1, 2, and 3 of the 
appeal as supporting evidence to these allegations.   
 
Response: 
Recent allegations have surfaced that violations exist with respect to the 
“patio/courtyard” that was formerly a portion of the driveway area. In 
light of these allegations, staff has reviewed permit records and the 
improvements. Two minor permits have been granted as it relates to the 
driveway/patio area; Design Approval PLN150379 which allowed the 
placement of planter boxes in the area of the “patio/courtyard”; and 
Design Approval PLN170482 which allowed replacement of an 
existing stucco wall with a small wood fence wall along the edge of the 
driveway.  No other permits would have been required for the 
conversion of a portion of the driveway to a patio area. With the two 
design approvals and given the scope of the alleged work, staff 
concluded that the allegations have no merit. 
 
Contention 3 – Finding 4 and Evidence a, b, c, and d: 
The appellant contends that California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Section 15304 does not apply to slopes in excess of 30 percent, 
and that the amount of grading (305 cubic yards) requiring the 
construction of 12.5-foot-high retaining wall is neither “slight” nor a 
minor alteration to land.  The appellant further contends that a 
substantial cut into a 30-60 percent slope (subject to a special land use 
policy and requiring a special permit, and requiring special findings) 
constitutes an unusual circumstance evoking a reasonable possibility of 
erosion, slope failure, and requiring a retaining wall, gives rise to an 
exception from any exemption.  The appellant references Attachment 1 
and re-asserts that the project is inconsistent with applicable land use 
policies. 
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Response: 
CEQA allows the application of exemptions (categorically and 
statutorily) based on classes of development.  In this particular case, 
CEQA offers a potential category of exemption (Class 4) to projects 
involving minor public and/or private alterations in the condition of 
land, water and/or vegetation which do not involve removal of healthy, 
mature, or scenic trees.   
 
In this particular case, the project fits within the category.  It involves a 
minor alteration to land in the form grading (305 cubic yards) and does 
not involve the removal of healthy, mature, or scenic trees.  The 
development area (driveway and adjacent slope) does not contain any 
special, sensitive or protected vegetation, will not result in visual 
impacts, and is ordinary in its scope and location as to fit well within 
the Class 4 exemptions.   
 
Furthermore, none of the exceptions under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15300.2 apply to this project.  The project does not involve a designated 
historical resource, a hazardous waste site, development located near or 
within view of a scenic highway, and there is no substantial evidence of 
unusual circumstances that would result in a significant effect or 
development that would result in a cumulative significant impact.  
 
Contention 4 – Finding 5 and Evidence a, b, c and d: 
The appellant contends the project does not better achieve the goals, 
policies and objectives of the Local Coastal Program (LCP), in some 
much as the adequate space for access (emergency vehicle and ADA) 
already exists as originally approved (PLN120663) and there is no 
“need” for the proposed project or a cut of 30 percent slopes to 
accommodate access.  The appellant contends that turnaround space 
constraints are the same between the original project (PLN120663) and 
the proposed project (PLN140715-AMD1) and access is better under 
the original project, and the minimal amount of cut into 30 percent 
slope to accommodate access is therefore zero/none.  The appellant 
again contends that the proposed project is inconsistent with applicable 
land use policies and no cut into slopes is necessary, and refers to 
previous contentions.  The appellant reference Attachments 1 and 2 of 
the appeal as supporting evidence. 
 
Response: 
See response to Contention 1 above and Finding 5 specifically. 
  

 
DECISION 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence, the Monterey County Board 
of Supervisors does hereby:  

1. Deny the Appeal filed by Tracy Alford from the Planning Commission’s decision 
approving the application by Christopher & Sara Bardis for a Coastal Development 
Permit and Design Approval to construct driveway improvements, including construction 
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of an approximate 12.5-foot-tall retaining wall (running 56 linear feet), to accommodate 
ADA and emergency vehicle access on slopes in excess of 30 percent; and 

2. Find the project Categorically Exempt per Section 15304 of the CEQA Guidelines; and;  
3. Approve a Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval to construct driveway 

improvements, including construction of an approximate 12.5-foot-tall retaining wall 
(running 56 linear feet), to accommodate ADA and emergency vehicle access on slopes 
in excess of 30 percent. 

This project is approved in general conformance with attached plans and subject to six 
conditions all being attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.   

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 11th of July 2017 upon motion of ____________, seconded by 
_______________, by the following vote: 
 

AYES:  
NOES:  

ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  

 
I, Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board of Supervisors duly made and entered in 
the minutes thereof of Minute Book________ for the meeting on ______________________________. 
 
Dated:                                                             Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
                                                                  County of Monterey, State of California 
                                 
                                                                    By _____________________________________ 

                                                                                              
 
 
                             Deputy 



DRAFT Conditions of Approval/Implementation Plan/Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan

PLN140715-AMD1

Monterey County RMA Planning

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY

RMA-PlanningResponsible Department:

This Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval (PLN140715-AMD1) allows 

construction of driveway improvements, including construction of an approximate 12.5 

foot tall retaining wall (running 56 linear feet), to accommodate ADA and emergency 

vehicle access on slopes in excess of 30%. The property is located at 1525 Riata 

Road, Pebble Beach (Assessor's Parcel Number 008-341-026-000), Del Monterey 

Forest Land Use Plan. This permit was approved in accordance with County 

ordinances and land use regulations subject to the terms and conditions described in 

the project file.  Neither the uses nor the construction allowed by this permit shall 

commence unless and until all of the conditions of this permit are met to the 

satisfaction of the Director of RMA - Planning.  Any use or construction not in 

substantial conformance with the terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of 

County regulations and may result in modification or revocation of this permit and 

subsequent legal action.  No use or construction other than that specified by this 

permit is allowed unless additional permits are approved by the appropriate 

authorities.  To the extent that the County has delegated any condition compliance or 

mitigation monitoring to the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, the Water 

Resources Agency shall provide all information requested by the County and the 

County shall bear ultimate responsibility to ensure that conditions and mitigation 

measures are properly fulfilled. (RMA - Planning)

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit on an 

ongoing basis unless otherwise stated.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

4/26/2017Print Date: Page 1 of 3 3:24:29PM

PLN140715-AMD1



2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL

RMA-PlanningResponsible Department:

The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice. This notice shall state:

 "A Coastal Development Permit to allow development on slopes in excess of 30%; 

and Amendment to a previously-approved Combined Development Permit 

(PLN120663) to allow a driveway expansion to accommodate ADA and emergency 

vehicle access and construction of an approximate 13.5 foot retaining wall.(Resolution 

Number ***) was approved by the Monterey County Planning Commission for 

Assessor's Parcel Number 008-341-026-000 on April 26, 2017. The permit was 

granted subject to 6 conditions of approval which run with the land. A copy of the 

permit is on file with Monterey County RMA - Planning."

Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of RMA - Planning 

prior to issuance of grading and building permits, Certificates of Compliance, or 

commencement of use, whichever occurs first and as applicable. (RMA - Planning)

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

Prior to the issuance of grading and/or building permits, or commencement of use, 

whichever occurs first and as applicable, the Owner/Applicant shall provide proof of 

recordation of this notice to the RMA - Planning.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

3. PD006(A) - CONDITION COMPLIANCE FEE

RMA-PlanningResponsible Department:

The Owner/Applicant shall pay the Condition Compliance fee, as set forth in the fee 

schedule adopted by the Board of Supervisors, for the staff time required to satisfy 

conditions of approval. The fee in effect at the time of payment shall be paid prior to 

clearing any conditions of approval.

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

Prior to clearance of conditions, the Owner/Applicant shall pay the Condition 

Compliance fee, as set forth in the fee schedule adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

4. PD007- GRADING WINTER RESTRICTION

RMA-PlanningResponsible Department:

No land clearing or grading shall occur on the subject parcel between October 15 and 

April 15 unless authorized by the Director of RMA - Building Services. (RMA - 

Planning and RMA - Building Services)

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall obtain authorization from the 

Director of RMA - Building Services Department to conduct land clearing or grading 

between October 15 and April 15.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

4/26/2017Print Date: Page 2 of 3 3:24:29PM
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5. PD032(A) - PERMIT EXPIRATION

RMA-PlanningResponsible Department:

The permit shall be granted for a time period of 3 years, to expire on April 26, 2020 

unless use of the property or actual construction has begun within this period . 

(RMA-Planning)

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

Prior to the expiration date stated in the condition, the Owner/Applicant shall obtain a 

valid grading or building permit and/or commence the authorized use to the 

satisfaction of the RMA-Director of Planning.  Any request for extension must be 

received by RMA-Planning at least 30 days prior to the expiration date.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

6. CC01 INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT

County CounselResponsible Department:

The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of approval of this 

discretionary development permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and /or statutory 

provisions as applicable, including but not limited to Government Code Section 

66474.9, defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County of Monterey or its agents, 

officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its 

agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval, which 

action is brought within the time period provided for under law, including but not limited 

to, Government Code Section 66499.37, as applicable.  The property owner will 

reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may be 

required by a court to pay as a result of such action.  The County may, at its sole 

discretion, participate in the defense of such action; but such participation shall not 

relieve applicant of his/her/its obligations under this condition.  An agreement to this 

effect shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the 

issuance of building permits, use of property, filing of the final map, recordation of the 

certificates of compliance whichever occurs first and as applicable.  The County shall 

promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding and the 

County shall cooperate fully in the defense thereof.  If the County fails to promptly 

notify the property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding or fails to cooperate 

fully in the defense thereof, the property owner shall not thereafter be responsible to 

defend, indemnify or hold the County harmless. (County Counsel)

Condition/Mitigation 

Monitoring Measure:

Upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of building permits, 

use of the property, recording of the final/parcel map, or recordation of Certificates of 

Compliance, whichever occurs first and as applicable, the Owner /Applicant shall 

submit a signed and notarized Indemnification Agreement to the County Counsel for 

review and signature by the County.

Proof of recordation of the Indemnification Agreement, as outlined, shall be submitted 

to the Office of County Counsel.

Compliance or 

Monitoring 

Action to be Performed:

4/26/2017Print Date: Page 3 of 3 3:24:29PM
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	FINDINGS

