MONTEREY COUNTY ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

Meeting: June 27,2013 Time: 2:00 P.M. | Agenda Item No.: 4

Project Description: Consider an Administrative Permit to convert an existing 7,400 square foot
nursery building to be used for farm implement assemblage and storage in conjunction with an
outdoor sales display area, 480 square foot office sales trailer with restroom, parking lot
landscaping and repair of existing septic system. An existing single family residence would
remain.

Project Location: 61 Monterey-Salinas Highway APN: 207-112-013-000

(SR 68), Salinas
. . . Owner: Highway 68 Holdings, LLC
Planning File Number: PLN100569 Agent: Belinda Taluban

Planning Area: Greater Salinas Area Plan Flagged and staked: No

Zoning Designation: “F/40” (Farmland/40 acre minimum)

CEQA Action: Categorically Exempt per CEQA Sections 15301, 15303 and 15304(b)

Department: RMA - Planning

RECOMMENDATION: -
Staff recommends that the Zoning Administrator adopt a resolution (Exhibit C) to:
1) Find the project categorically exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301,
15303 and 15304(b); and
2) Approve PLN100569, based on the findings and evidence and subject to the
conditions of approval (Exhibit C).

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: The following agencies and departments reviewed this
project:
RMA - Public Works Department
N Environmental Health Bureau
Water Resources Agency
Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District
Parks Department
City of Salinas Community and Economic Development
Department
California Department of Transportation, District 5

Agencies that submitted comments are noted with a check mark (“v”). Conditions recommended
by [RMA - Public Works Department, RMA- Planning Department, Environmental Health
Bureau] have been incorporated into the Condition Compliance plan attached to the draft
resolution (Exhibit C).

Note: The decision on this project is appealable to the Planning Commission.
/S/ Ashley Nakamura

Wby s

" AShley Nakantira, Land/Use Technician
(831) 755-5892, Nak: aA@co.monterey.ca.us
June 14, 2013
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cc: Front Counter Copy; Zoning Administrator; Monterey County Regional Fire Protection
District; RMA-Public Works Department; Parks Department; Environmental Health
Bureau; Water Resources Agency; City of Salinas Community and Economic
Development Department; Ashley Nakamura, Project Planner; Wanda Hickman,
Planning Services Manager; Bob Schubert, Senior Planner; Highway 68 Holdings, LLC,
Owner; Belinda Taluban, Agent; The Open Monterey Project; Land Watch; Mike
Weaver, The Highway 68 Coalition; Planning File PLN100569

Attachments: Exhibit A
Exhibit B
Exhibit C

Exhibit D
Exhibit E
Exhibit F
Exhibit G
Exhibit H
Exhibit I

Exhibit J

Project Data Sheet

Project Discussion

Draft Resolution, including:

* Conditions of Approval

¢ Site Plan, Floor Plan and Elevations

Vicinity Map

Project Description and Informational Brochure from Applicant
Letter dated March 27, 2013 from City of Salinas

Applicant’s Response to Comments from City of Salinas

Letter dated April 23, 2013 from Michael Weaver

Traffic Evaluation dated June 14, 2013 by Hatch Mott McDonald
E-mail messages from Caltrans

This report was reviewed by Bob Schubert, Senior Plann%
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EXHIBIT A

Project Information for PLN100569

Project Information:

Project Name:

HIGHWAY 68 HOLDINGS LLC

Location: 61 MONTEREY SALINAS HWY SALINAS
Permit Type: Administrative Permit
Environmental Status: Exempt Final Action Deadline (884): 6/9/2013
Existing Structures (sf): 12537 Coverage Allowed: 33976
Proposed Structures (sf): 480 Coverage Proposed: >5%
Total 8q. Ft.: 13017 Height Allowed: 35
Tree Removal: 3 Cypress Height Proposed: >35
Water Source: Cal-Water Service FAR Allowed: NA
Water Purveyor: Cal-Water Service FAR Proposed: NA
Sewage Disposal (method): Septic Lot Size: 679536
Sewer District: NA Grading (cubic yds.): 0
Parcel Information:
Primary APN: 207-112-013-000 Seismic Hazard Zone: |V
Applicable Plan: Greater Salinas Area Pin Erosion Hazard Zone: [ow
Advisory Committee: NA Fire Hazard Zone: NA
Zoning: F/40 Flood Hazard Zone: X (shaded)
Land Use Designation: Farmland Archaeological Sensitivity: Low
Coastal Zone: No Viewshed: No
Fire District: Monterey County Regional FPD Special Setbacks on Parcel: No

Reports on Project Parcel:

Soils Report #:

Biological Report #:
Geologic Report #:

Forest Management Rpt. #:
Archaeological Report #:
Traffic Report #:

Date Printed:  6/12/2013

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA




EXHIBIT B
DISCUSSION

This application was originally scheduled for an administrative hearing before the Director of
Planning on May 1, 2013. A letter from a member of the public was received on April 23, 2013
requesting a public hearing (see Exhibit H). Pursuant to the Monterey County Zoning
Ordinance (Title 21) Section 21.70.060.A.5, the project was referred to the Zoning Administrator
for a public hearing on May 30, 2013 at which meeting the hearing was continued to June 27,
2013. Below are staff comments in response to the issues/concerns expressed in the letter from
Michael Weaver (see Exhibit F).

1) Scenic Highway Status: Caltrans has indicated that this segment of SR 68 is not designated as
a scenic highway (see Exhibit J). The “Officially Designated” status on SR 68 runs from
Highway 1 to the Salinas River bridge. Caltrans considers the section of highway adjacent to the
project site as “Eligible”. Caltrans indicated that the proposed project could potentially affect the
official designation of this section as a scenic highway if it were inconsistent with Monterey
County ordinances and visual policies. From strictly a CEQA visual perspective, it’s Caltrans’s
opinion that the project would not be inconsistent with existing adjacent uses or viewers’
expectations regarding the visual character of the site and its surroundings.

2) Products Sold: The project description in the previous version of the staff report indicated that
the applicant proposes the sale of “farm equipment.” Concern was expressed that this is term is
broad and may include trucks, trailers, tractors and other types of farm equipment. Staff has
clarified the project description to indicate that only “farm implements” would be sold rather
than “farm equipment”. Farm implements are attached to and pulled behind tractors. The types
of farm implements to be sold are shown and described in the applicant’s informational brochure
(see Exhibit E).

3)_Licensing/Test Driving/Deliveries: A questions was raised as to whether vehicles would be
sold which would need to be licensed by DMV. As stated in Response #2 (above), the products
sold are not vehicles or tractors, but are farm implements (see Exhibit E). No vehicles or farm
implements would be test driven on or along Highway 68. Repairs of the implements sold would
not be conducted on-site. Customers would view farm implements that are displayed on-site and
then place orders at the sales office. Implements sold would be shipped to the site and assembled
within the existing building. Once the implements are ready for delivery, they will be taken from
the rear of the building and delivered to the customer. Incoming and outgoing deliveries would
occur at the rear of the storage building within an enclosed, screened area.

4) Signage: One sign identifying the name of the business is proposed. It would be on the
existing freestanding sign adjacent to Highway 68. No additional signage on or off-site is
proposed. To ensure that A-Frame signs, banners, price numbers or other types of signage are
not installed, a condition of approval has been added (see Condition No. 8).

5) Hours of Operation/Lighting: A condition of approval limits the hours of operation to 8:00
am — 5:00 pm (see Condition No. 6). A condition of approval also requires the submittal of an
exterior lighting plan that incorporates exterior lighting that is down-lit, harmonious with the
local area, and constructed and located so that only the intended area in illuminated and off-site
glare is fully controlled (see Condition No. 5).
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6)_City Entry/Landscaping: The zoning of the property does not include an Urban Reserve
Overlay (“UR”). However, as a courtesy, the application was routed to the City of Salinas
Community and Economic Development Department for comment. The City responded with
comments in regards to the compliance with their agricultural and commercial development
standards of the Salinas Zoning Code (see Exhibit F). Comments received have been
incorporated into the project as appropriate while still keeping with the rural character of the area
(see Exhibit G, applicant’s responses to City of Salinas comments).

7)_Traffic/Caltrans Review: Access is proposed via the two existing driveways onto SR 68. The
original traffic study for the project recommended that the northern driveway be operated as an
outbound (only) driveway and the southern driveway be operated as an inbound (only) driveway.
This configuration was recommended by the traffic consultant to reduce the potential for
conflicts between project generated traffic that turns left into the site from southbound SR 68 and
vehicles that turn left from northbound SR 68 into the driveways located on the west side of SR
68.

Although an encroachment permit is not required from Caltrans, as a courtesy, the application
and traffic study were submitted to Caltrans development review staff for comments (see
Exhibit J, e-mail message from John Olejnik). Caltrans staff expressed concern that converting
one driveway to an exit-only as recommended in the traffic study may create a condition that is
less favorable than exists today. Caltrans recommended consolidation of the driveways to the
existing southern driveway. However, the Monterey County Regional Fire District’s preference
is for access to be via the two existing driveways. Fire district staff expressed concern that a fire
truck would have difficulty turning around on the site if there were only one driveway. In
response to comments from Caltrans and the fire district, the traffic evaluation was revised to
recommend the existing driveway configuration (as proposed by the applicant) as the best access
alternative (see Exhibit I).

8) Signage: See Response #4 above.
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EXHIBIT C
DRAFT RESOLUTION

Before the Zoning Administrator in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

In the matter of the application of:

Highway 68 Holdings, LL.C (PLN100569)

RESOLUTION NO.

Resolution by the Monterey County Hearing Body:
1) Finding the project categorically exempt
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15301, 15303 and 15304(b); and
2) Approving an Administrative Permit to
convert an existing 7,400 square foot nursery
building to be used for farm implement
storage in conjunction with an outdoor sales
display area, 480 square foot office trailer
with restroom, parking lot landscaping, and
repair of an existing septic system.
[PLN100569, Highway 68 Holdings, LLC, 61
Monterey-Salinas Highway, Salinas, Greater Salinas
Area Plan (APN: 207-112-013-000)]

The Highway 68 Holdings, LL.C application (PLN100569) came on for public hearing
before the Monterey County Zoning Administrator on May 30,2013 and June 27, 2013.
Having considered all the written and documentary evidence, the administrative record,
the staff report, oral testimony, and other evidence presented, the Zoning Administrator
finds and decides as follows:

1. FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

FINDINGS

CONSISTENCY - The Project, as conditioned, is consistent with the
applicable plans and policies which designate this area as appropriate
for development.
During the course of review of this application, the project has been
reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and regulations in:

- the 2010 Monterey County General Plan;

- QGreater Salinas Area Plan; and

- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21).
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.
The property is located at 61 Monterey-Salinas Highway, Salinas
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 207-112-013-000), Greater Salinas Area
Plan. The parcel is zoned “F/40” (Farmland, 40 acre minimum). The
2010 Monterey County General Plan, Agricultural Element, Goal AG-2
is to “provide opportunities to retain, develop, and expand those
agriculture-related enterprises and agricultural support uses essential to
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d)

2. FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

b)

c)
d)

the continuing viability of the agricultural industry”. Based on the goals
on the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Agricultural Element, staff
determined that the proposed use furthers the goals of the 2010
Monterey County General Plan and is appropriate for this site.
Therefore, the project is an allowed land use for this site.

The project planner conducted a site inspection on November 15, 2010
to verify that the project on the subject parcel conforms to the plans
listed above.

2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy AG-2.2 states:

“The establishment and retention of a broad range of agricultural
support businesses and services to enhance the full development
potential of the agricultural industry in the County shall be encouraged
and supported.”

2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy AG-2.4 states:
“Agriculture-related enterprises and agricultural support uses shall be
sited and designed to minimize the loss of productive agricultural lands
and to minimize impacts on surrounding land uses.”

2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy AG-2.9 states:

“On-site farm equipment storage facilities shall be allowed within
agricultural land use designations and shall be sited to minimize the
conversion of viable agricultural lands. Such facilities are defined as
building and land used to provide storage of a range of farm equipment,
such as trucks, trailers, buses, harvesters, tractors, plows, fertilizer and
spray rigs, and water tenders. Farm equipment storage facilities that
serve off-site agricultural operations, not a part of the same farming or
ranching operation, shall be considered with a discretionary permit.”
The project was not referred to a Land Use Advisory Committee
(LUAC) for review. There is no LUAC for the Greater Salinas area.
The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100569.

SITE SUITABILITY - The site is physically suitable for the use
proposed.

The project has been reviewed for site suitability by the following
departments and agencies: RMA - Planning Department, Monterey
County Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public Works,
Environmental Health Bureau, Water Resources Agency, and City of
Salinas Community and Economic Development Department. There
has been no indication from these departments/agencies that the site is
not suitable for the proposed development. Conditions recommended
have been incorporated.

Staff reviewed the proposed project for potential impacts to resources
and determined that there are no physical or environmental impacts that
would occur or make the site unsuitable for the use proposed.

Staff conducted a site inspection on November 15, 2010 to verify that
the site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning
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3, FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
4. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
5 FINDING:
EVIDENCE:

b)

d)

b)

©)
d)

Department for the proposed development found in Project File
PLN100569.

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.

The project was reviewed by the RMA - Planning Department,
Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public
Works, Environmental Health Bureau and Water Resources Agency.
The respective agencies have recommended conditions, where
appropriate, to ensure that the project will not have an adverse effect on
the health, safety, and welfare of persons either residing or working in
the neighborhood.

Necessary public facilities will be provided. The Bureau of
Environmental Health reviewed the application and determined that the
proposed septic system will adequately serve the project. Water will be
provided by Cal-Water Service.

Staff conducted a site inspection on November 15, 2010 to verify that
the site is suitable for this use.

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

“PLN100569.

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.

Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and
Building Services Department records and is not aware of any violations
existing on subject property.

Staff conducted a site inspection on November 15, 2010 and researched
County records to assess if any violation exists on the subject property.
There are no known violations on the subject parcel.

The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed
development are found in Project File PLN100569.

CEQA (Exempt): - The project is categorically exempt from
environmental review and no unusual circumstances were identified to
exist for the proposed project.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections
15301, 15303 and 15304(b) categorically exempt the proposed project.
The project consists of the conversion of a vacant aged nursery building,
the placement of a 480 square foot modular office, and site landscaping.
No adverse environmental effects were identified during staff review of
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the development application during a site visit on November 15, 2010.

d) None of the exceptions under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 apply
to this project. The project does not have a cumulative or significant
effect on the environment, will not cause damage to a scenic resource, is
not located on a hazardous waste site, and does not involve a historic
resource.

e) Staff conducted a site inspection on November 15, 2010 to verify that
the site is suitable for this use.

f) See the preceding and following findings and supporting evidence.

6. FINDING: APPEALABILITY - The decision on this project may be appealed to the
Planning Commission.
EVIDENCE: a) Section21.80.040 Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Planning
Commission).

DECISION

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence, the Zoning Administrator

does hereby:

1. Find the project categorically exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301, 15303
and 15304(b); and

2. Approve an Administrative Permit to convert an existing 7,400 square foot nursery building
to be used for farm implement storage in conjunction with an outdoor sales display area, 480
square foot office trailer with restroom, parking lot landscaping, and repair of existing septic
system, in general conformance with the attached sketch and subject to the attached
conditions, all being attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 27" day of June, 2013 upon motion of X

seconded by

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Jacqueline R. Onciano, Zoning Administrator

COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO APPLICANT ON [

THIS APPLICATION IS APPEALABLE TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION.

IF ANYONE WISHES TO APPEAL THIS DECISION, AN APPEAL FORM MUST BE COMPLETED
AND SUBMITTED TO THE SECRETARY OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION ALONG WITH THE
APPROPRIATE FILING FEE ON OR BEFORE [I 2

Highway 68 Holdings, LLC (PLN100569) Page 9



This decision, if this is the final administrative decision, is subject to judicial review pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1094.5 and 1094.6. Any Petition for Writ of Mandate must be filed with
the Court no later than the 90th day following the date on which this decision becomes final.

NOTES

1. You will need a building permit and must comply with the Monterey County Building Ordinance
in every respect.

Additionally, the Zoning Ordinance provides that no building permit shall be issued, nor any use
conducted, otherwise than in accordance with the conditions and terms of the permit granted or
until ten days after the mailing of notice of the granting of the permit by the appropriate authority,
or after granting of the permit by the Board of Supervisors in the event of appeal.

Do not start any construction or occupy any building until you have obtained the necessary
permits and use clearances from the Monterey County Planning Department and Building
Services Department office in Salinas.

2. This permit expires 3 years after the above date of granting thereof unless construction or use is
started within this period.

Form Rev. 01-31-2013
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Monterey County Planning Department

DRAFT Condition of Approval Implementation Plan/Mitigation

Monitoring Reporting Plan

PLN100569

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

This Administrative Permit to convert an existing 7,400 square foot nursery building to be used
for farm implement storage in conjunction with an outdoor sales display area, 480 square foot
office trailer with restroom, parking lot landscaping and repair of existing septic system for the
office and an existing residence was approved in accordance with County ordinances and land
use regulations subject to the terms and conditions described in the project file. The property is
located at 61 Monterey Road, Salinas (Assessor's Parcel Number 207-112-013-000), within the
Greater Salinas Area Plan. 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 the RMA - Planning Department. 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 Department)

The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit on an ongoing
basis unless otherwise stated.

2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice.

This notice to contain the Resolution Number 13-023, approved by the RMA- Director of
Planning, for Assessor's Parcel Number 207-112-013-000, approved on April 24, 2013, and the
statements "The permit was granted subject to 11 conditions of approval which run with the
land" and "A copy of the permit is on file with the Monterey County RMA - Planning Department.”

Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of the RMA - Planning
Department prior to issuance of building permits or commencement of the use.

(RMA - Planning Department)

Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits or commencement of use, the
Owner/Applicant shall provide proof of recordation of this notice to the RMA - Planning
Department.

PLN100569
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3. PD011 - TREE AND ROOT PROTECTION

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

Trees which are located close to construction site(s) shall be protected from inadvertent damage
from construction equipment by fencing off the canopy driplines and/or critical root zones
(whichever is greater) with protective materials, wrapping trunks with protective materials,
avoiding fill of any type against the base of the trunks and avoiding an increase in soil depth at
the feeding zone or drip-line of the retained trees. Said protection, approved by certified
arborist, shall be demonstrated prior to issuance of building permits subject to the approval of
RMA - Director of Planning. If there is any potential for damage, all work must stop in the area
and a report, with mitigation measures, shall be submitted by certified arborist. ~Should any
additional trees not included in this permit be harmed, during grading or construction activities, in
such a way where removal is required, the owner/applicant shall obtain required permits.

(RMA - Planning Department)

Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the Owner/Applicant shall submit evidence of
tree protection to the RMA - Planning Department for review and approval.

During construction, the Owner/Applicant/Arborist shall submit on-going evidence that tree
protection measures are in place through out grading and construction phases. If damage is
possible, submit an interim report prepared by a certified arborist.

Prior to final inspection, the Owner/Applicant shall submit photos of the trees on the property to
the RMA-Planning Department after construction to document that tree protection has been
successful or if follow-up remediation or additional permits are required.

4. PD012(G) - LANDSCAPE PLAN & MAINTENANCE (OTHER)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

The site shall be landscaped. Prior to the issuance of building permits, three (3) copies of a
landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Director of the RMA - Planning Department. A
landscape plan review fee is required for this project. Fees shall be paid at the time of
landscape plan submittal. The landscaping plan shall be in sufficient detail to identify the
location, species, and size of the proposed landscaping and shall include an irrigation plan. The
landscaping shall be installed and inspected prior to occupancy. All landscaped areas and/or
fences shall be continuously maintained by the applicant and all plant material shall be
continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, healthy, growing condition. (RMA - Planning
Department) '

Prior to issuance of building permits, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall submit landscape plans and contractor's estimate
to the RMA - Planning Department for review and approval. Landscaping plans shall include the
recommendations from the Forest Management Plan or Biological Survey as applicable. All
landscape plans shall be signed and stamped by licensed professional under the following
statement, "l certify that this landscaping and irrigation plan complies with all Monterey County
landscaping requirements including use of native, drought-tolerant, non-invasive species; limited
turf, and low-flow, water conserving irrigation fixtures."

Prior to occupancy, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape Contractor/Licensed Landscape
Architect shall ensure that the landscaping shali be installed and inspected.

On an on-going basis, all landscaped areas and fences shall be continuously maintained by the
Owner/Applicant; all plant material shall be continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free,
healthy, growing condition.

PLN100569
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5. PD014(A) - LIGHTING - EXTERIOR LIGHTING PLAN

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and
constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is fully
controlled. The applicant shall submit three (3) copies of an exterior lighting plan which shall
indicate the location, type, and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each
fixture. The lighting shall comply with the requirements of the California Energy Code set forth in
California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6. The exterior lighting plan shall be subject to
approval by the Director of the RMA - Planning Department, prior to the issuance of building
permits.

(RMA - Planning Department)

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Owner/Applicant shall submit three copies of the
lighting plans to the RMA - Planning Department for review and approval.  Approved lighting
plans shall be incorporated into final building plans.

Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall ensure that the lighting is
installed and maintained in accordance with the approved plan.

6. PD029 - HOURS OF OPERATION

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

Hours of operation shall be 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Prior to commencement of use and on an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall demonstrate
compliance with the hours of operation to the Director of RMA-Planning Department.

7. PD035 - UTILITIES UNDERGROUND

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

All new utility and distribution lines shall be placed underground.
(RMA - Planning Department; Public Works)

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall install and maintain utility and distribution lines
underground.

8. PD026 - BANNER, FLAGS, PENNANTS

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

j Compliance or
1’ Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Planning Department

There shall be no flags, banners, pennants or other attention-getting devices, or signs, other
than signs approved by the RMA-Planning Department, on the property.
(RMA - Planning Department)

Prior to commencement of use, the Owner/Applicant shall submit evidence which demonstrates
that there are no flags, banners, pennants, or other attention-getting devices, other than approved
signs, on the property.

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall keep the property free of flags, banners,
pennants, or other attention-getting devices, and only maintain approved signs on the property.

PLN100569
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9. EHSP01 — ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM DESIGN AND ABANDONMENT OF OLD SEPTIC SYSTEM (NOM

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Health Department

Environmental Health has determined that adequate area exists for onsite wastewater disposal
for the proposed development. Submit onsite wastewater treatment system plans for review
and approval indicating the location, design layout and size specifications that meets standards
found in Monterey County Code Chapter 15.20, Sewage Disposal Ordinance, and the Central
Coast Basin Plan, Regional Water Quality Control Board. Additionally, properly abandon the old
septic system per standards of Monterey County Code, Chapter 15.20, Sewage Disposal
Ordinance. (Environmental Health)

Concurrent with the issuance of the construction permit, submit onsite wastewater treatment
system design plans for review and approval by the Environmental Health Bureau.  Applicant
shall obtain a permit to install the onsite wastewater treatment system from the Environmental
Health Bureau.

Concurrently, abandon the old septic system under permit with the Environmental Health Bureau.

10. PW0007 - PARKING STD

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Public Works Department

The parking shall meet the standards of the Zoning Ordinance and be approved by the Director
of
Public Works and the Director of Planning and Building Inspection.

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance the Applicant’s engineer or architect shall prepare a
parking plan, Owner/Applicant/Engineer to submit plans for review and approval

11. PW0043 - REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Public Works Department

Prior to issuance of building permits, applicant shall pay the Regional Development Impact Fee

(RDIF) pursuant to Monterey Code Chapter 12.90. The fee amount shall be determined based
on the

parameters adopted in the current fee schedule.

Prior to issuance of Building Permits Owner/Applicant shall pay Monterey County Building
Services Department the traffic mitigation fee. Owner/Applicant shall submit proof of payment to
the DPW.

12. PWSPO01 - NON-STANDARD

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Public Works Department

Obtain an encroachment permit from the California Department of Transportation
for any improvements being done within the state right-of-way.

(CALTRANS)

Prior to Building/Grading Permit issuance Owner/Applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit
from CALTRANS. Improvements are to be completed prior to occupancy or commencement of
use. Applicant is responsible to obtain all permits and environmental clearances.

PLN100569
Print Date: 6/12/2013

2:27:19PM
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Vicinity Map



APPLICANT: HIGHWAY 68 HOLDINGS LLC

APN: 207-112-013-000

FILE # PLN100569
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Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Taluban Engineering [talubanengr@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 6:15 PM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183; Nakamura, Ashley x5892; Alinio, Chad S. x4937
Cc: Christopher Bunn; Takacs, Dan

Subject: 61 Monterey Salinas Highway

Attachments: OperationalStatement_Amended6.12.13.pdf

Dear Bob, Ashley and Chad:

To clarify the operations of Veda Farming and in an attempt to address the questions over "only 3
visitors per day", I have amended the operational statement to clarify how Veda Farming sells their
implements. :

Visiting their website (www.vedafarming.com), clients request a demonstration. Veda Farming goes to
the site to demonstrate their implements and actively sells their equipment. The primary sales are
handled through the owner who spends around 75% of him time going to farms and fields to sell. The
office staff are support staff for his sales and the other employees are assembling the implements as they
receive the parts.

I have included photos of the existing display at their current office. Additionally, I have included
photos of the delivery truck, trailer and forklift used at the current site and are proposed at the new site.

I hope this helps with understanding Veda Farming operations.

Thanks, Belinda

TALUBAN ENGINEERING, INC
Belinda Taluban, President

6/13/2013



Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

Operational / Environmental Statement
For
Veda Farming E-plements
61 Monterey-Salinas Highway
Salinas, CA 93901

1. Parcel Information:

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 207-112-013-000
Site Address: 61 Monterey-Salinas Highway, Salinas
Parcel Size: 15.61 acres

2. Nature of the proposed operation:

Veda Farming E-plements. Outdoor sales display in front of the existing
nursery buildings, conversion of the (e) nursery to farm implement / equipment
storage and assembly, install office trailer for sales information and record
keeping.

3. Existing Use of the Property:
The site was a commercial nursery open to public for sale of goods. Row-
crop farming on remaining portion of parcel.

4. Products and materials: ,
a. Products produced by the operation; assembly of farm implements.

b. Materials to be used; hand tools, drills, equipment parts, trucks and
trailers (to move implements to farms).

c. Assembly on site; Yes, the operation includes the assembly of parts to
the farm implement components.

d. Will the products be sold on-site? Yes, implements are ordered by
referencing a catalogue, the implements are shipped and assembled at the site
and delivered to the clients. Outdoor display of common implements for
show only, all implements are ordered and shipped to the clients.

5. Proposed operation schedule:

a. Hours of operation; 8:00 am to 5:00 pm PST Monday through Friday.

Limited hours on Saturday (9:00 am to 4:00 pm PST)

b. Months; January through December

c. Days per week; Monday through Saturday.

d. Total hours per day; 9 hours



Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

6. Special Events or activities: None.

7. Customers / visitors expected daily: 3 visitors daily

The Veda Farming E-plements’ current location along Abbott Street
experiences between 1 and 2 visitors per day. The implements are custom
implements and are generally sold by the Veda Farming staff (owners)
consulting with the clients in the fields. The proposed site will be used for
the office (bookkeeping and records keeping staff) and assembly of
implements prior to delivery to the clients at the respective farm or field.
Based on the current visitor estimates, we have proposed an increase even
though with company growth, the sales staff (owners) will be visiting more
fields and not generating more visitors.

8. Employees:
a. Number of Employees: 3 full-time

b. Additional employees: No future growth estimates at this time.
c. Work hours: 8:00 am to 5:00 pm PST
d. Caretaker on-site: No

9. What equipment, materials or supplies will be used and how will they be
stored?
a. Equipment; forklifts for loading and moving materials - stored outdoors.
Trucks and trailers (to deliver the parts to the site and implements to
the farms) - stored outdoors at rear yard.

b. Materials; implement parts, hand tools, grease/oil/lubricants for
assembly - to be stored indoors storage building.

10. Service and delivery vehicles:
It is anticipated that there will be 3 incoming deliveries per day and 2
outgoing deliveries per day for a total of 5 delivery vehicles daily.

11. Total number of parking spaces on-site: 16 total spaces
12. Access to the site: Existing driveways are on Monterey-Salinas Highway.

13. Landscaping and fencing:

a. Existing landscaping includes the plants along the building on the north,
south, east and west faces. There is an existing wood fence on the south, north
and a portion of the east side of the rear yard. A new fence will be constructed to
enclose this area for security reasons and enclosing the septic improvements (to
protect against vehicle damage).



Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

b. A landscape strip between the parking area and Monterey-Salinas
Highway is proposed. Additionally, potted plants and a landscape strip at the
front of the new office trailer are proposed.

c. Existing fencing exists on the southern, northern and eastern portion of
the rear yard of the storage building. These fences will remain and will be
repaired as necessary. A new fence will be constructed to enclose this area for
security reasons and enclosing the septic improvements (to protect against
vehicle damage). Please refer to the site plan.

14. Buildings:

a. The existing nursery building will be used with all areas being proposed
to be occupied. The farm implements are large and need space to assemble.
The proposed improvements to the existing building will be limited to access
doors, fire rated wall adjacent to the existing residence and removing the half
wall at the rear of the building between the truss bays to provide three 10 foot
vehicle doors. The existing building consists of three 20 foot wide bays that
extend 100 feet. Support posts are 10 feet on center as shown on the floor plan
with a 7 foot 6 inch floor to truss cord clearance. The building will be used to
assemble the farm implements and storage until delivered. The building will be
limited to “Employees Only” and the public will be restricted from occupancy.
The existing fiberglass siding and roofing will remain. .

b. A new office trailer is proposed to provide a location for the company
catalogues and brochures for the clients. Orders can be placed at the office
trailer and a restroom for the public and employees will be provided there. The
office staff will include one person available to answer questions and provide
records keeping. The owners spend approximately 75 percent of their day
visiting clients in the fields and farms demonstrating the implements and
creating the sales. The company website has a specific portal for
prospective clients to request a demonstration of the implements and sales
contacts.

15. Surrounding land uses:
North — Farming
South — Farming
East — Farming
West — Commercial Car Wash

16. Previously reviewed project: This is not part of a larger or previously reviewed
project.

17. Total Fioor Area:
Office (B) - 480 square feet (fire sprinklers to be provided)



Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

Storage (S-2) — 7,400 square feet (no fire sprinklers)

18. Will operation or equipment used generate noise greater than other parcels in
the area? No, this project will generate noises similar to the trucks and tractors
in the adjacent fields. Less traffic is anticipated that the adjacent car wash.

19. Daily estimate of water used by the development: Based on 3 employees
daily and the consumption of 15 gallons per day (US based average usage), the
total water usage estimate is 45 gallons daily. The proposed operation uses very
little to no water in their assembly.

20. Daily estimate of wastewater generated: Based on 3 employees daily and
the generation of 15 gallons per day (US based average usage) will generate a
total of 45 gallons daily. The proposed operation does not generate sewerage.

21. Weekly estimate of solid waste: The proposed operation recycles all of the
waste products generated from the operation. Cardboard and wood pallets are
all recycled. The only generation of solid waste is generated from the office and
employee contributions. A 30 gallon trash bins is sufficient to provide adequate
trash containment for a week. Both recycling and trash bins will be located within
the rear yard (not visible to the public).

22. Grading: None proposed.

23. Archaeological site: There are not proposed changes to the existing facility.
There is little land disturbance and therefore no proposed interaction with any
archaeological sites (none currently known).

24, Existing Bodies of Water: None

25. Hazardous Materials or Waste: No hazardous materials are used or
generated in this operation.

26. Substantial increase in public services (schools, police, fire protection): No
27. Generation of dust, ash, smoke, fumes or other odors: None

28. Impact to surrounding area: There are not impacts to the surrounding area.
The proposed operations are similar and will have less impact than the original
commercial nursery operation.

29. Substantial demand for energy: No

30. Signage: An existing sign pedestal is located at the front of the property

along Monterey-Salinas Highway. We propose to install a painted sign within this
pediment to identify “Veda Farming E-mplements”. The sign will be lighted with a



Photo of eitlg sign pediment. New sign to be msertd and lighted from above

Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

100 watt maximum down-light on each side of the sign (visible from both
directions). This sign shall include the address of 61 Monterey-Salinas Highway
along with posting of the address on the buildings.

(under the sign roof).

The sign dimensions are 3 feet tall and 8 feet wide. Below is a sketch of the
proposed sign.

* next generation farm implements

61 Monterey Salinas Hi‘ghwayb



Amended Operational Statement provided by Taluban Engineering, Inc. 6.12.2013 for clarification
on the owners operations proposed at the site. Bold items are the added clarifications.

The proposed outdoor sales area indicated on the project site plan is for
the display of their products. Below is a photo of the existing display area
on Abbott Street

The delivery truck, trailer and forklift to be used as the project site are




























































































































Exhibit F

Letter from City of Salinas



L\ City of Salinas

) COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT * 65 W. Afisal Street * Salinas, California 93901 *
(831) 758-7206 * Fax (831) 758-7215

March 27, 2013 —
- ECEIVE
County of Monterey - »
-. Resource Management Agency — Planning Department . MAR 29 2013
Atin: Bob Schubert, Senior Planner ' MONTEREY COUNTY
168 West Alisal Street, 2 Floor PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Salinas, CA 93901

RE: ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT TO CONVERT AN EXISTING NURSERY -
BUILDING' FOR FARM IMPLEMENT STORAGE AND ADD AN OFFICE
TRAILER IN CONJUNCTION WITH AN OUTDOOR SALES. AND SERVICE
USE LOCATED AT 61 MONTEREY ROAD (APN: 207-112-013-000)
(PLN100569) o | '

A Dear Mr. Schubert:

“The Community and Economic Development Depaftment would like to thank the

Monterey County Planning Department for the opportunity to review the above
referenced application to convert an existing 7,400 square-foot nursery building to be
used for farm. implement storage in conjunction with an outdoor sales display area,
4,800 square-foot office trailer with restroom, parking lot landscaping, and repair of .
existing septic system for the office and an existing residence located on the above
referenced address. The County zoning of the subject property is F/40 (Farmlands

. Zoning District).

Similar proposed projects in the City of Salinas would require compliance with the
agricultural and commercial development standards of the Salinas Zoning Code. Staff

- has the following comments on the proposed project:

1. PAVED PARKING AREA. - An improved parking .aréa consisting of paving, -

drainage, curbing, lighting, space marking, and ~‘di_re'ctio'nal signs is required per
Zoning Code Section 37-50.490(a). The Zoning Code provides for alternative
materials subject to City Engineer approval per Section 37-50.350(K).

2. DESIGN STANDARDS. The following items are intended to assist the designer
of the project in understanding the City's requirements for high quality
‘commercial development: :

a. General Design Principles: For the proposed office, undesirable

elements such as square “boxlike” structures; and mix of unrelated
architectural styles need to be avoided. ' '

Page 10of 4




b. Site Planning: Freestanding, singular commercial structures should be
oriented with their major entry toward the street where access is
provided, as having their major fagade parallel to the street. o

c. Entry Drives: Colored, textured paving treatment at the parking entry

" should be constructed to a depth equal to the landscape planter.

d. Facade and Roof Articulation: Separations and changes in plane and

height need to be incorporated into the design of the building(s).

LANDSCAPE SCREENING. This site is highly visible and requires strong
attention to high quality frontage improvements and landscape treatment.
Accordingly, provide a minimum 32-inch to a maximum 42-inch high, minimum
10-foot wide landscape planter behind the property line between the parking area
and the public street per Zoning Code Section 37-50.690(g)(2)(A). The front yard

" landscape screening should be extended to include the southwest portion of the

street frontage.

. LANDSCAPE ISLANDS. The end of each row of parking\' stalls should bev

separated from driveways by a landscaped planter, sidewalk, or other means per
Zoning Code Section 37-50.690(g)(7). ' '

LANDSCAPE ISLANDS. A minimum of one tree for every five spaces in
landscape islands is recommended as’per Zoning Code Section 37-50.690(g)(4).

LANDSCAPE PLANTERS. A minimum of a five-foot wide landscape planter

-along the north and south property line per Zoning Code Section 37-
'50.690(9)(2)(B). :

LANDSCAPE — ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF _COMPLIANCE. Pursuant to Section -
37-50.690(i), alternative means of complying with the’ requiréments of the above
landscape items may be considered provided the alternative achieves results

~ comparable to those achieved through strict” application of the applicable .

provisions ($239.20 fee).

. LANDSCAPING AREA CALCULATIONS. Provide, the required and proposed

landscaping area calculations in square feet per Zoning Code Section 37-
50.510(a). A -minimum of 10% of the lot size is required on the site per Section
37-30.210. A minimum of 5% is required within the parking areas per Section
37-50.690(g)(3). ' : -

SITE IMPROVEMENTS. Site improvements such as .curb, gutter, and if
applicable, sidewalks, need to be shown on the revised plans. Site
improvements should match similar site improvements located at nearby sites,
such as McShain’s Nursery located to the south of the subject property and the
Car Wash located at 1430 South- Main Street. Curbs need to be shown on the
revised plans with double lines. : ’



10.

11.
12.
13.

- 14.

15.

FIRE DEPARTMENT. Fire Department requirements for adequate water and
access must be met on all projects. Requirements for additional fire hydrants,
fire sprinklers and/or fire alarm systems may be made at the time of plan check.
Other items considered include hazardous materials, fire extinguishers, kitchen
hood system, exiting and emergency lighting, rapid key entry system, gates and
fences. The Fire Department Fire Prevention Bureau should be consulted as the
specific requirements for your project to resolve potential problems prior to
submitting plans for plan check. Please contact Fire Marshall Rony Musones at
(831) 758-7261. - '

'PARKING SPACE DIMENSIONS. Provide the dimensions of the parking spaces
. to verify compliance with Zoning Code regulations (normally minimum 9’ x 197).

.DRIVEWAY DIMENSIONS. Provide .dimensfons of all existing and proposed
- driveways on the subject and adjacent properties. '

DRIVEWAY WIDTH. Per Section 37-50.450, the minimum driveway width for
one-way traffic is 15 feet, and for two-way traffic is 24 feet.

PARKING CALCULATION. Provide a parking summary-table on the site plan
similar to the following (office = 1:300, vehicle sales & service (outdoor display
area =.1;2000, plus 2 customer spaces), single-family residence (two garaged
spaces), and storage = 1:1000, etc.):

ltem Use Area (s.f)| Ratio No. Spaces No. Spaces
Required . Provided
Bldg. 1 Office ' 1:300 : :
Vehicle 1:2000 s.f.
Sales & of display
Services : - | area, plus
' two (2)
customer
spaces’
Residence , Two (2)
garaged
: : spaces
Storage ' 1:1000 _ :
- Total . |

PARKING SPACE OVERHANG. Allowable pafking space overhang needs to
be clarified on the site plan. Use a dotted line to delineate the maximum
allowable three-foot parking space overhang and standard 19-foot space depth

. for standard stalls. Per Section 37-50.690(g)(3), planters should be expanded

three feet to allow the parking space to overhang the planter (i.e., 5+3'=8’).
Three feet is the maximum allowable overhang fronting the right-of-way per
Section 37-50.690(g)(2)(C).



16. DRIVEWAY VISIBILITY. Zoning Code Section 37-50.460 requires clear visibility
for the areas between 3 feet and 10 feet above the driveway grades which lie 15
feet from the intersection of the edge of the driveway and the propeity line
measured along both the driveway and the property line. Visibility triangles need
to be placed on the site plan for all driveways located on the subject and adjacent
properties. '

17. ACCESSIBLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS. Provide a minimum of one
accessible parking space per each 25 provided spaces. Contact the
Development and Permit Services Department for disabled parking design, i.e.
access, Title 24 requirements, and van size stalls.

18. BICYCLE PARKING. Provide bicycle parking spaces equal to a minimum.of -

' 10% of the required automobile parking spaces per Zoning Code Section 37--
50.400. Detail of the rack need to be placed on the plan demonstrating that each
bicycle space is U-lock compatible to which a user can secure one wheel and the
frame of a bicycle. “Wave” style racks are typically used and should be placed
throughout the development at key locations near building entrances. ‘Details of
the Bicycle rack need to be shown on the plan.

19. PROPERTY LINES. Clearly label all '.property' Iines‘ and provide lot line
dimensions. ‘ B ,

Once again, the Community. and Economic Development Department‘ would like to
thank the Monterey County Planning Department for the opportunity to review the above
referenced application and if you have any questions, please contact me at (831) 758-
7206. ' ’ '

Sincerely, .

‘homas B. Wiles
Senior Planner

Cc:  Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager, Walter Grant, Senior Civil Engineer

1\ComDew\ThomasWi\Documents\County Projects\PLN100569.doc
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TALUBAN

ENGINEERING, INC.

April 16, 2013

HAND DELIVERED

County of Monterey Resource Management Agency
Planning Department,

Attn: Bob Schubert, Senior Planner

168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  Comments to City of Salinas Review Letter Dated March 27, 2013 —
Administrative Permit PLN 100569, 61 Monterey —Salinas Highway,
Salinas, CA

Dear Mr. Schubert:

I am writing to comment on Mr. Wiles” letter dated March 27, 2013 addressed to
County of Monterey Resource Management Agency — Planning Department concerning
the review of the Administrative Permit (PLN100569). A copy of the letter is attached
with editorial notes so that you can follow my comments below.

1. The initial paragraph states “4,800 square-foot office trailer with restroom”.
The application includes a 480 square foot office trailer to provide accessibility to the
public and accessibility restrooms. This clarification is needed to emphasize that the
owner wants to utilize the existing facility without creating a “major” commercial
facility. We want the site to remain a rural setting, consistent with the surrounding
agricultural fields.

2. The City’s review compares this project to the agricultural and commercial
development standards of the Salinas Zoning Code (SZC). As such, the review is taken
from an “urbanized” development code view onto a parcel of land that is not in an urban
setting. The purpose of agricultural zoning within the SZC is “Preserve and protect
agricultural lands from urban development and permit agriculture as an interim use until
urban development occurs” whereas the purpose under the County’s zoning code is to
“provide a district to preserve and enhance the use of the prime, productive and unique

farmlands in the County of Monterey while also providing opportunity to establish

ltr_responsetoCitySalinasReviewplgdP €9ffice Box 292 » Salinas, California 93902
831 / 754-0545 *Fax 831 / 754-0549
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necessary support facilities for those agricultural uses”. Clearly, the preservation or
enhancement of the rural character and farm-like setting is not a consideration under the
SZC development standards and not taken into consideration under the City of Salinas’s
review.

3. The requirement to have the parking lot paved per Section 37-50.490(a) of the
SZC ignores Section 37-50.490(b) that states “In reviewing the design of parking lots,
parking structures, and driveways in connection with a zoning approval, the city planner
or the planning commission, as the case may be, shall consider the compatibility of the
design with adjacent buildings or uses” where the development standards allows for the
compatibility of the design with adjacent uses. The existing baserock on the existing
parking lot provides for all weather access and is more compatible with the farms and
row-crop in the immediate area than a paved lot.

4. The statement of design standards concerned with “boxlike” structures with
unrelated architectural styles with appropriate facades, colors and materials is understood.
These structures with the exception of the small office trailer are existing and very
limited revisions (access and life/safety code requirements) are proposed.

5. The SZC Section 27-50.690(g)(2)(A) requirement for the high quality frontage
improvements to include a minimum 32-inch to a maximum 42-inch high planter that is
10 feet wide be provided behind the property line to address parking lot screening. The
purpose per the SZC is “shall be landscaped to minimize the feeling of expansive hard
surfaced areas, to improve the parking lot appearance”. A plant strip is proposed but
without the height range of a planter wall being described. A planter wall between 32
and 42 inches in height would provide a distinct barrier but would be out of character for
a rural, row-crop farmland parcel. We want the site to remain a rural setting, consistent
with the surrounding agricultural fields.

6. The requirement for a minimum percentage of landscaped areas would not be
appropriate for farmlands. It is unrealistic to provide the 10% minimum of lot area
requirement (65,340 sf for a 15 acre parcel) with half of that being provided in the
parking lot. The proposed parking area with driveway is less than 8,000 sf.

7. The requirement to provide curb, gutter and sidewalks similar to the other
commercial uses along South Main Street is like comparing apples to oranges. The use
proposed is to provide the outdoor display of farm implements with implement storage
within the existing building. The intent is to display the farm implements in a farm-like
setting. We are not proposing a large scale retail facility like McShane’s Nursery /
Market or the Villa Car Wash and do not anticipate comparable customer visitation.

8. The project was submitted and reviewed by Monterey Regional Fire
Prevention District. Their comments and recommendations have been added to the
project.

itr_responsetoCitySalinasReview4.16.13.doc
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9. The plan was not adequately dimensioned but the parking stall and driveway
layout meets the identified requirements. Additional dimensions demonstrating
compliance with these specific requirements will be added to the permit plans when
obtaining the building permits and condition compliance.

10. The provided 16 stalls exceed the SZC parking requirements.

11. The parking space overhang will be specifically designated on the permit
plans for condition compliance.

12. The proposed improvements and existing conditions of the site do not
obstruct the visibility within the 3 to 10 foot height range within 15 feet of the
intersection of the driveway and Monterey-Salinas Highway. Placement of the “visibility
triangles” does not change the proposed improvements. For clarification, the “visibility
triangles” can be added to the permit plans for condition compliance if the condition is
added to the project.

13. Two accessible parking stalls are provided. The stall layout, dimensions and
other requirements comply with the 2010 Edition of the California Building Code.

14. The site has numerous locations for storage of a bike without the need for a
specific “Wave” style rack. Employees have the storage building available for indoor
bike storage.

15. The identification of the property lines with the entire lot dimensions will be
provided on the permit plans for condition compliance.

We appreciate you giving us a chance to respond to these comments. We look
forward to working with you to bring this project to construction.

Very truly yours,

TALUBAN ENGINEERING, INC.

_ | I
’?) »-1 |-="\/( (. \a Qu f()ﬁ/t,/l&/
Behnda Taluban, PE President

Attachement 1

Itr_responsetoCitySalinasReview4.16.13.doc
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Monterey County Planning Department

168 West Alisal St., 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

c/o Bob Schubert, Senior Planner

Via email: SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us

Monterey County Zoning Administrator: Jacqueline Onciano
Via email: oncianoj@co.monterey.ca.us

Re: Highway 68 Holdings, LLC
PLN100569

APN: 207-112-013-000

61 Monterey-Salinas Highway
Salinas, CA 93908

April 23, 2013
Dear Bob Schubert and Jaqueline Onciano,

I'd like to comment on this proposed project. I believe the comments to be substantive.
Overall, it will be good to see this property in use again. However, there follows some
comments and concerns.

1) The stretch of SR 68 from the Salinas River to Salinas has been eligible for California
Scenic Highway status ever since Lady Bird Johnson and former State Senator Fred Farr
designated SR 68 from the Salinas River west to Asilomar Avenue in 1968 as a
designated State Scenic Highway. It is a part of the Juan de Anza Trail.

I do not see this discussed in the staff report or attachments. Further development needs
to be carefully considered so as not to diminish eligibility this stretch of State Highway
has for inclusion into the State Scenic Highway system. This needs analysis. I suggest
contacting the CalTrans Scenic Highway Department for recommendations. Now is the
best time to do it. Once eligibility is gone, it is gone forever.

2) The property is the site of the former Zen Nursery. Following that it was the site of a
fresh vegetable market. Both were businesses that were agriculturally related. Likewise,
many aspects of this proposed project seem agriculturally related and somewhat similar
in use. The storage of farm equipment in an existing barn type building won't be visible.
However, the significant change in use is the proposed sale of farm equipment here, on a
sales lot immediately adjacent to SR68. The term "farm equipment" is a pretty broad term
that can include trucks of various sizes and shapes, trailers, tractors, and much more.

3) Some of these farm equipment vehicles may be licensed for use on California
roadways some may not. The issue is significant and needs clarification. Vehicle sales
require licensing with the California Department of Motor Vehicles. I do not find this
discussed in the staff report. Are vehicles to be test driven on SR68? Will vehicles be
truck and trailered offsite for testing? Will there be repair facilities on site? Where will
potential vehicle purchasers park? Where will delivery transport trucks park?



Page 2

4) Another significant issue is what is this vehicle display area going to look like from a
very public view on SR68? Will there be A-frame signage? Will there be banners

and day-glo sales price numbers? I ask because the McShane's Nursery just down the
road has been putting up temporary signage in front of their business.

5) The hours of operation listed seem reasonable, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Is this a condition
of project approval? Will there be high light poles to keep the area lit at night for display
or safety reasons? Can all light pole number, height, and lighting intensity be
conditioned?

6) Several years ago I attended a Salinas City Council Meeting when the Salinas City
Council adopted an Ordinance for pleasant entrances into their City. It was determined
that pleasant entrances from the various directions, would greatly benefit people's often
first impressions of the City. A couple years ago I recall reading the City Council was
concerned with the strip mall type development that seemed to be slowly occurring
along SR 68 from Blanco Road to the Salinas River. How might this project be
conditioned to assist in preserving a pleasant entryway? Although a landscape plan is
called for, I find nothing in the proposed conditions calling for native landscaping and
drought tolerant landscaping. This landscaping needs further analysis. I suggest
contacting the CalTrans Scenic Highway Department for recommendations.

7) I don't find in the staff report where CalTrans, District 5, was contacted regarding this
project. Will changes in use require a different encroachment permit on SR68?

8) What is the business signage to look like from SR 68?2 Will there be large artwork
plywood cutouts displayed? Will the signage be 35 sq. ft in size as allowed elsewhere on
SR68?

I hope that these questions, concerns, and suggestions, will help to make for a better
project. I'd like to see Zoning Administrator review.

Incidentally, the identifying address is wrong, as you'll find if you try to
Google Earth it to find the location. The proper address is 61 Monterey Salinas Hwy.,
and not 61 Monterey Rd

Thank you,

Mike Weaver

Chair, The Highway 68 Coalition
831-484-6659

Email: michaelrweaver@mac.com

c.c. CalTrans, District 5
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H a-tCh ‘ MOtt 1300-B First Street
MaCDonald Gilroy, CA 95020

T 408-848-3122 www.hatchmott.com

June 14, 2013

MEMORANDUM

TO: Belinda Taluban

FROM: Keith Higgins

SUBJECT: Veda Farming E-mplements, Monterey County, California, Traffic Evaluation
Introduction

This memorandum provides an analysis of the access to ‘the proposed Veda Farming E-
 mplements facility on SR 68 in Monterey County, California. The proposed project would
convert the site of a previously operational commercial nursery to farm implement/equipment
storage and sales facility. Exhibit 1 shows the project location with respect to the local road
network. ‘ ‘

Project Description

Veda Farming E-mplements plans to relocate from its current location on Abbott Street in Salinas
to the project site located on Highway 68. Farming implements will be shipped to and assembled
at the project site and delivered to the customers. The proposed project will operate between 8:00
am and 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday and between 9:00 am and 4:00 pm on Saturday and w1]1
employ three full-time employees. .

According to the project applicant, three customers/visitors are expected each day at the project
site. It is anticipated that there will be three incoming deliveries per day and two outgoing
deliveries per day for a total of five delivery vehicles daily. Sixteen parking spaces will be
provided on-site.

The project site is accessed via two driveways to Monterey—S‘alinas Highway A single-family
residence is located adjacent to the project that is also accessed by the project SR 68 dnveways '
Exhibit 2 shows the project site plan.

Exhibit 3 shows the existing development located on SR 68 near the project site and the location
of driveways serving the development. Because of the relative location and spacing of driveways

- serving development on both sides of SR 68, there is a potential for conflicts between vehicles
turning from northbound SR 68 to the driveways on the west side of SR 68 and vehicles turning
from southbound SR to the project site on the east side of SR 68. When these left turn
movements are performed, vehicles arriving from opposing directions would share the same
storage area in the SR 68 median. This memorandum documents an analysis of the interaction of
the project driveways with the driveways on the west side of SR 68 that serve an existing car
wash.

Project Trlp Generation
Exhibit 4 provides a trip generation analysis of the project. The upper table in Exhibit 4 provides

“an estimate of the daily trips that the project will generate and the lower table. in Exhibit 4
prov1des an estimate of the trips generated during the peak and off-peak hours. -



Hatch Mott
MacDonald

The project will employ three people and it was assumed each employee would generate four
trips per day, two inbound trips and two outbound trips. This assumes each employee will
generate one inbound and one outbound trip each day in addition to their trip from home to work
and from work to home. Therefore, it is estimated the employees would generate 12 vehicle trips
per day. Three customers/visitors are anticipated to visit the project site per day. With each
customer/visitor generating one inbound and one outbound trip, the visitor/customers would
generate six trips per day. The project applicant estimates the project will generate three inbound
deliveries and two outbound shipments per day. Each delivery would generate one inbound and
one outbound trip resulting in a total generation of 10 trips. In total, it is estimated the project
would generate 28 vehicle trips per day.

The existing single-family residential unit generates an estimated 10 trips per day based upon
daily trip generation rates published by the Institution of Transportation Engineers. Therefore, a
total of 38 trips per day would be generated by the project site.

The project would generate three inbound trips during the AM peak hour and three outbound trips
during the PM peak hour associated with the employee trips arriving and departing. Assuming no
customer/visitor or delivery trips are generated during'the AM and PM peak hours, the remaining
22 trips would be generated during the off- peak hours.

The existing smgle-farmly residential unit generates an estimated one vehicle trip dunng the AM
peak hour and one vehicle trip during the PM peak hour based upon daily trip generation rates
published by the Institution of Transportation Engineers. = Therefore, the project site would
generate a total of four vehicle trips during the AM peak hour and four vehicle trips during the
PM peak hour.

Traffic Operations Evaluation

SR 68 is a four-lane highway with a center median two-way left turn lane and paved shoulders in
the immediate vicinity of the project site. The highway provides access between Salinas and the
Monterey Peninsula. According to Caltrans statistics, the Average Annual Daily Traffic on SR
68 in the vicinity of the project was 28,700 vehicles, with a peak hour volume of 3,250 vehicles
in 2011.

‘A service station/mini-mart/car wash is located across SR 68 from the project site. ‘In addition,
other commercial development is also located on the west side of SR 68, immediately north and
south of the service station/car wash. Exhibit 3 shows the existing development located on SR 68
near the project site. The land use served by the driveways on SR 68 serving the project site and
the development on the west side of SR 68 are as follows:

o Driveway A: A business that provides tarot card readings;

o Driveway B: A service station with mini-mart and car wash;
o Driveway C: A service station with mini-mart and car wash;
o Driveway D: Agriculture land located west of SR 68;

o Driveway E: Gateway Professional Center;

o Driveway F: Project south driveway;

o Driveway G: Project north driveway; and

o Driveway H: Agriculture land located east of SR 68.

Belinda Taluban | 06/14/13 o o Page 2 of 5
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The distances between the centers of the driveways on the west side of SR 68 are as follows:

0 A-B: 70 feet

0 B-C: 130 feet
0 C-D: 215 feet
o D-E: 50 feet

The southerly project driveway (F) is directly across from the northerly driveway serving the
carwash site (C) such that the centers of the two driveways are located at approximately the same
location on SR 68. The distances between the centers of the driveways on the east side of SR 68
are as follows:

o F-G: 150 feet
o G-H: 40 feet

Because the southerly project driveway (F) is directly across from the northerly driveway serving'
the carwash site (C), vehicles turning left from northbound SR 68 to Driveway C and vehicles

- turning left from southbound SR 68 to Driveway F will not share the same storage space in the

SR 68 median should vehicles arrive at the location at the same time.

Driveway D that provides access to the agricultufe land located to the west of SR 68 is offset to
the right from the northerly project driveway (G) by about 70 feet. Vehicles turning left from

northbound SR 68 to Driveway D and vehicles turning left from southbound SR 68 to Driveway

G will share the same storage space in the SR 68 median should vehicles arrive at the location at
the same time. The offset design of the dnveways could result in corner cutting and conflicts
between left turning vehicles.

In addition to Driveways D and G, vehicles turning left into Driveways E and H would also share
the approximate same storage space in the SR 68 median, The median area shown in red on
Exhibit 3 is the area that would be shared by vehicles turning left from SR 68 to Driveways D, E,
G and H. As stated previously, vehicles arriving from opposing directions to turn left to
Driveways D/E and Driveways G/H share the same storage area in the SR 68 median potentially
creating conflicts when vehicles from opposing directions arrive at the same time. The conflict

‘area is about 120 feet in length.

One mitigating factor is that vehicle volumes turning into these driveways is relatively low such
that the probabilities of vehicles arriving from different directions that turn left into these
driveways is relatively low. Existing volumes turning into these driveways are described below.

A field observation was conducted on Wednesday, May 22, 2013 during the 12:00 noon to 1:00
pm hour. Turning movements at Driveways A-H were observed and recorded. The existing
turning movements are shown on Exhibit 5. During the noon period, two vehicles turned from
northbound SR 68 into Driveway D that serves the agriculture land and two vehicles turned left
into Driveway E that serves the Gateway Professional Center office building. One vehicle turned
from southbound SR 68 into the project site using Driveways F and G to perform a u-turn from
the southbound direction to the northbound direction. No conflicts between left turning vehicles
were observed during the field visit to the project site.

‘Belinda Taluban | 06/14/13 » o ' ' . Page3of5
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With the project developed, it is possible that the project would generate trips during the noon
hour associated with employee lunch trips and delivery trips. These trips would most likely be
oriented to/from Salinas, which would result in a small number of turning movements from
southbound SR 68 to either Driveway F or Driveway G. These trips would increase the potential
for conflicts between northbound and southbound left turning vehicles at Driveways D, E and G.

The greatest potential for conflicts between left turning vehicles at Driveways D, E, G and H is
most likely during the AM peak period when employees are arriving at their work place. During
the AM peak period, the volume of left turns to Driveway E serving the Gateway Professional
Center would very likely be the highest of the day for that driveway given that the Professional
Center is an office building. The volume of vehicles turning into Driveways D and H is very
likely variable and seasonal as these driveways serve agriculture lands that have multiple access
points. Nevertheless, these are active access driveways that may generate at least a few trips per
day and during the AM peak.

Findings/Recommendations

With the project developed, the volume of left turning vehicles turning into the project site from
southbound SR 68 is anticipated to be low during the AM peak period and infrequent throughout
the day. During the AM peak period, the trips generated by the inbound project employees would
add up to three left turn movements to Driveways F or G. Therefore, the potential for conflicts
between vehicles turning left into the project site and vehicles turning left from northbound SR 68
into driveways on the west side of SR 68 is anticipated to be low. However, there is-a potential
for left turn'conflicts in the median two-way left turn lane on SR 68, particularly at the north
project dnveway 4

Initially, HMM provided a recommendation that the north project driveway be operated as an
outbound driveway and the south project driveway be operated as an inbound driveway. This

~ would locate all inbound left turn movements from southbound SR 68 at the south driveway that

is about 215 feet south of Driveway D that serves the agriculture land west of SR 68 and 265 feet
south of Driveway E that serves the Professional Center. This operating configuration would
reduce the potential for conflicts between project generated traffic that turns left from southbound
SR 68 and vehicles that turn left from northbound SR 68 into driveways located on the west side
of SR 68. This recommendatlon was circulated to Monterey County and Caltrans for review and

' comment

Caltrans recommended that the north driveway be closed completely and the project be accessed
from the existing south driveway. With this configuration, inbound and outbound traffic
movements would be allowed at the south driveway, which would be the only driveway serving
the project site. Closing the north driveway would remove any potential for conflicts between left
turn movements at the north driveway.

County Fire District staff reviewed the project site plan and recommended that the existing

- project access that provides two access driveways be maintained in conjunction with the

development of the proposed project. Maintaining two driveways would facilitate fire truck
movements on and off the project site. With two driveways, fire trucks would be able to enter at
one driveway and exit from the other driveway. If access was limited to one driveway, fire trucks -

Belinda Taluban | 06/14/13 . Page 4 of 5
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accessing the site would be required to perform a u-turn on the project site, which would be
difficult, if not infeasible, given the size of the parking area.

Considering the input from all of the reviewing agencies, maintaining the existing access design
provides the best access configuration for the project site. Therefore, it is recommended that the
existing two-driveway access be maintained in conjunction with development of the project.

Belinda Taluban | 06/14/13 Page 5 of 5
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(E) MERCANTLE guup.sm
CONVERSON TO WENT *
STORAGE (FARM RIPLEMENTS)-

“LMITED ACCESS T0
EMPLOYEES ONLY
NO PUBLIC ACCESS® :

Source:Taluban Engineering, Inc., 6/05/13
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EXHIBIT 2
PROJECT
SITE PLAN
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- EXHIBIT 3 ..
SR 68 DEVELOPMENT AND
DRIVEWAY LOCATIONS



DAILY TRIP GENERATION ,
Trip Daily
Trip Source Size Rate Trips
PROPOSED PROJECT
Employees 3 per day 4 per day 12
Customers/Visitors 3 per day 2 perday 6
Deliveries 5 per day 2 per day 10
' 28
EXISTING , '
.Single Family Dwelling 1 Unit * 9.52 per day 10
TOTAL DAILY TRIPS 38
Notes: : v
1. "Trip Rate" counts one inbound trip as 1 trip. and
one outbound trip as 1 trip. For example, a delivery
to the project site generates two trips, one mbound tnp
and one outbound trip.
PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION .
v ' R Total .
‘Time Period ~ Inbound __ Outbound _Trips |
PROPOSED PROJECT : :
AM Peak Hour 3 L0 -3
Non-Peak Period 11 1 22
PM Peak Hour 0 3 3
. 14 . 14 28
EXISTING (Single Family DU) N
AM Peak Hour 0 1 1
Non-Peak Period 4 4 '8
PM Peak Hour A 0 1
5 5 10
TOTAL TRIPS S
AM Peak Hour 3 1 4
Non-Peak Period 15 15 30
PM Peak Hour 1 3 4
: 19 19 38

- Hatch Mott MacDonald

| \2013\Jobs\325479 Veda Farming Solutlons\Exhlblts\Exhlblts 061413 xls
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Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Carr, Robert G@DOT [bob.carr@dot.ca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 8:21 AM

To: Schubert, Bob J. x5183; 'taluban@sbcglobal.net’; Nakamura, Ashley x5892
Cc: Olejnik, John@DOT

Subject: RE: Proposed development along Highway 68.

Good Morning,
My apologies for not responding sooner, | was out of the office sick Monday and Tuesday. Please see below for

responses to your questions. And please give me a call if you’d like further clarification on anything.
Thank you.
Bob Carr

} &i}?i&wmﬁ_ .
BusLay Dt G 0040
ROBERT GUCARR: ) o
| londscapi At - DR LTS "Tln(BUS) Saatey
hsprior s Hipthep Coontinatar PR (Rhs) ShEaTi

From: Schubert, Bob J. x5183 [mailto:SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 1:00 PM

To: 'taluban@sbcglobal.net’; Nakamura, Ashley x5892

Cc: Carr, Robert G@DOT

Subject: RE: Proposed development along Highway 68.

Mr. Carr,
Questions that have been raised by the public about the project include:

1. s this segment of Highway 68 designated as a scenic highway?

No it isn’t. The “Officially Designated” status on Route 68 goes from Highway 1 to the Salinas River bridge. The
section adjacent to the project is considered “Eligible”.

2. If so, what does this mean for the proposed project?

3. If not designated a scenic highway, would the proposed project affect the eligibility of this segment to be
designated a scenic highway?

The project may potentially affect official designation if it were inconsistent with County of Monterey
ordinances and visual policies. From strictly a CEQA visual quality perspective, it's my preliminary opinion that
the project would not be inconsistent with existing adjacent uses or viewers’ expectations regarding the visual
character of the site and its surroundings.

If you could get back to us early next week that would be appreciated as we have to get the staff report out then.

Bob Schubert, AICP
Senior Planner
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Schubert, Bob J. x5183

From: Olejnik, John@DOT [john.olejnik@dot.ca.gov]

Sent: Friday, May 24, 2013 5:03 PM

To: Takacs, Dan; Alinio, Chad S. x4937

Cc: Schubert, Bob J. x5183; Higgins, Keith; talubanengr@gmail.com; Boyle, Frank@DOT
Subject: RE: Veda Farming Emplements Traffic Evaluation

After a brief review of this document | would caution taking this to hearing that soon; more discussion needs to
occur. Converting one driveway to an exit-only may create a condition less favorable than exists today. (Imagine a
driver from the north turning into the driveway from center lane, then realizing it’s an “exit only.” Instantly they
are facing opposing traffic and in serious trouble.) Even though the recommendations on Page 4 of the study say it
can be “operated” this way, there isn't clarification on how to implement it nor enforce it. A sign will not be
allowed on the State right of way.

Further, we have concern that drivers may use the dirt farm road north of the driveways as entry and exit point as
well. Again, based only having a very brief review of this analysis, Caltrans recommends consolidation the
driveways to the existing south one (aligned with Driveway C on your map) and then reconfigure the parking lot
site plan to prevent motorists from driving on the field road to the project site.

Monday is a holiday, but I’'m available anytime after that to discuss further.

John Olejnik

From: Takacs, Dan [mailto:Dan.Takacs@hatchmott.com]

Sent: Friday, May 24, 2013 3:58 PM

To: Olejnik, John@DOT; AlinioCS@co.monterey.ca.us

Cc: SchubertBJ@co.monterey.ca.us; Higgins, Keith; talubanengr@gmail.com
Subject: Veda Farming Emplements Traffic Evaluation

John and Chad,
Attached is the traffic evaluation for the Veda Farming E-mplements project located on Highway 68 in Monterey
County.

| wanted to discuss the project with John before we completed the study to ensure we were addressing the issues
of concern. However, we could not connect on the phone and given the short time available until next week’s
hearing, we completed the analysis based on the information provided to us. Please review the report and provide
any additional questions or comments you may have. Thanks.

Dan Takacs, TE

Hatch Mott MacDonald | dan.takacs@hatchmott.com
1300B First St, Gilroy, CA 95020

T 408.848.3122 x111 F 408.848.2202

Attention:

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it from Hatch Mott MacDonald are confidential and intended
solely for use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this e-mail in
error please immediately notify the sender.
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