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APPLICATION FOR:
USE EiRMU. VARIANCE, SPECIAL PERMIT

Mily

ZONIN

Applicant
A

Telephone:

Applicant's interest

Person(s)
Name:
Address:
Telephone:

to g i { o1 hearin.s:
S wrdon, Inc. |

inas Street,

'
Property Owner

B R
-

lelephone:

Property address a

changex

) —
s Parcel Number:
.

loning:

Property area (a

Variance
Khy 1s the
if needed):

variance nece

REZONING OR AMENDMENT ONLY:
Title 20 (Zoning), Section 20.
Monterey County Cc

loning

from a
District to :

de,

If new constructi¢ 1
a Residential:
family,

pr H‘I[Y‘ ed:
lype

« s \ Aiir
tory duf

and total

six two lexes, etc.):

Commercial or |
footage, number of employees:

b)

c)

Feight of structure(s):

Parking: HNumber c

f covered spaces:
Number of
.l

uncovered spaces:
Number spaces:

Will grading or

Will trees be removed:
what type:

Will other veget: be removed:

Describe the as incYudang
features (use extra paper, if needed):

wooden fence apd has, and now does, contain DU

progerty viewed,

number of ur

in property (Owner, Buyer, et

t corner

dustrial (Retail, Off ice, Warehous

any, how large,

yes, what type:

aoplicants on
private

xehal f
parties.

of local law enforcement

and

agenci lice impounds)




z0. How will sewage or other wastes be disposed: There 1§ _NQ $ewage .Or _waste
disposal requived ==
21. Will the project require placement of structures. roads. cute or fills
on cross slopes of 307 or greater: No x
22. Will any persors be displaced as a result of this proiect: Yes
No _X  If yes, how many: i
23, Is this land being farmed: Yes _ N ¢ j}
24, Is this land used for grazing: Ye: __ No X
25. Discuss any mitigation measures that are proposes reduce
environmoent .1 am s Whai might result from this project (use extra
B paper if needed): M A R
ADE ENTERPRISES BY TONY HADE , LESSER
TS NAME (FLEASE PRINTY
f ¢ i
AAEDTE v —
WNER i
I certify under penalty of perjury that 1 am authorized by the cwner(s) of
the described property to make thic application:
Dated: October 4, 198: at Salinas _, California.
2 §' ~7en M. Gordon, Inc. by Steven M. Gordon,
AGENT NAME (PLEASE PRINTY
Attorney for Shade Enterprises, Ltd. and Tony
| "’- 1
NATURE A
FOR DEPARTMENT USE ONLY £
DATE RECEIVED: s X RECEIPT NO.
FILING FEEr . A = ENVIRONMENTAL TEE: b :
. HEALTH DEPARTHENT SEVAGE LETTEF
____ ADEQUACY OF ACCESS REPORT
_SADVISCRY COMMITTEE
Wt L0G E
49 s il e s v

MGITEREY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
P. 0. BOX 120

208

SALINAS, CA 02902
(408) 422-9018




PLANHING COHMISSION
CoUNTY OF MONTEREY,

STATE oF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION No. 86~4
A.P. 3 125-501-55

Saiq Planninq Commias;an, having c
the €vidence Presenteq r

elatinq th

Onsidereq the application and
ereto,

FINDINGs OF Facr
Finding:

Toposeq
Co

Project
Evidence:

is not canslstent with

a de51gnated as

unty Area Plan
dpplying to "are
lopment

Useg that the
4Pbroveq and

encouragen
esiqnated Areas of

’ The
Ole 1 1ficant,
n ion thig l@pact jg not
Possib)e, As nghway 101, only Partia]
mitj «€d py € fence and py
sti]l)] ab}
no

Findlng:

Ev1dence:




Lawrence Clark (PC-5496)
Page -2-
Finding:

Evidence:

yYyard to tho
dxsmantled,
wrecklnq businessg,
hearing of
identified
Operatijions,
between the

ghtly
t to the

Finding:

Evidence:

Pecision

THEREFORE, it is the decision of said Pla

nning Commissjon that
said application for a uUse Permit pe denied,

PASSED AND ADOPTED this sgtp day of January, 1985,

by the
following vote:

AYES: Calcagno, Cailotto, Evans, Glau, Hendrick, Jimenez,
Reaves, Riddlas

NOES: Mill

ABSENT: None

}
\

e
ook
L( A{‘x ‘Ji‘&lLﬁL, =
ROBERY SLIMMON, JR. L7
SECRETARY OF THg PLANNING Commrssyoy

Copy of this decision mailed to applicant on January 23, 1986.

TF ANYONE WISHES To APPEAL THIs DECISIOH, AN APPEAL FORM MusT BE
COMPLETED AND SUBMITTED TO THE CLERK OF 7} D oF SUPERVISORS

ALONG WITH THE APPROPRIATE FILING FEg ON OR BEFORE FE@RUgRY 2,
1986,




Monterey County Code
Title 19 (Subdivisions)
Title 20 (Zoning)

No appeal will be alcepted until a written decisien is
given. If you wish to file an appeal, you must do so

on or before _ Z/2/£¢ g

Please give “he followiny information:

4) your name

b) address

c) phone number (- a0 o 7k

2. Indicate your interest in the decision by checking the appropriate box

a} applicant

Db) neighbor
Dc} other (please state)

3. If you are not the applicant, please give the applicant's name.

What is the file number of the application that is the subject of this

appeal? TYPE OF APFLICATION AREA
a) PC-

b) ZA-

pr

c) MS-
Whit is the nature of your appeal?

a) Are you appealing the approvalDor the denial Dof an application?
(Check appropriate box)

b) If you are appealing one or more conditions of appeal, 1ist the con-
dition number and state the condition(s) you are appealing (Attach
extra sheet 1f necessary)




6. Check the appropriate box(es) to indicate which of the following reasons
form the basis for your appeal:

a) there was a lach of fair or impartial hearing; or

b) the findings or gecision or conditions are not supported by the
evidence; or

[ch} the decision was contrary to law.

You must next give a brief and specific statement in support of each of
the bases for appeal that you have checked above. The Board of Super-
visors will not accept an application for appeal that is stated in gene-
raiities, legal or otherwise. If you are appealina specific conditions,
you must Tist the number of each condition and the basis for your appeal.
(Attach extra sheets if necessary)

see attached pages

As part of the application approval or denial process, findings were made
by the decision making body (Planning Commission, Zoning Administrator, or
Minor Subdivision Committee). In order to file a valid appea’., you must
give specific reasons why you disagree with the findings made. (Attach
extra sheets if necessary)

See attached _pages

You are required to submit stamped addressed envelopes for use in notify-
ing interested persons that a public hearing has been set for the appeal.
The Planning Department will provide you with a mailing list.

Your appeal is accepted when the Clerk to the Board of Supervisr.'s accepts
the appeal as complete on its face, receives the filing fee anu stamped
addressed envelopes, and places the appeal on the Board of Supervisors
agenda so that the Board may set the matter for a public hearing.

(™
\ £ \)
. Py
APPELLANT SIGNATURE \ C (=2 /e Do BATEQ‘E\S/ a;"\’_

Accepten _ LA AL fi’?-f({t" A4 ote, Jors 25 9 4C
CLERK YO THE BOARD OF SUPERVTSOR [ ———

Copies: Original to Clerk to the Board
One Copy to the Planning Department

*FILING FEE: $50.00




ATTACHMENT TO QUESTION ¢

Epplicant was denied a fair hearing because Commissioner
Glau testified at the conclusion of the hearina that he believed
an unknocwn named applicant would soon submit a proposal for a
shopping center development on the West side of Highway 101,

Oopposite the lccation of applicant's Property, and that the

shopping center might have a view of the stcrage vard facility,

The appliicant was not allowed to submit evidence or testimony in
rebuttal of Commissioner Glau's testimony. An application wa

S

not then pending for a shopping center,

The f.ndings are not supported by the evidence.
testified to the Commission that numerous letters
in favor of the application for use permit.
Om various law enforcement agencies and automobile
mpanies in support of the application. The
that numerous agencies
subject automobile Storage facility to store
that all of those agencies would be without any
autormobiles i 1@ application w denied.
against the
received flat tire f e in he street, and
used the public street excessively Those matters
be mitigated by conditione u on the use permit as

Chairman.

The “indings are not Supported by the evidence in that the
Chairman discussed with applicant's attorn Y during the coarse of
the proceeding various conditions to the use-permit to mitigate
adverse effects, such acs Clecning litter or debris dropped from
tow-vehicles, avoiding the stacking of vehicles higher than

allowed by the permit, a requirement for planting additional




shrubbery and maintaining landsc

Mall

forklift servicing *he storage

Commissioners assented to

Subsequently, Commissione Glau

Cim*ssioners to chanae

F - eonal testimony that he

use-permit be submitted in the

would

to develop a shopping center on the

Opposite the subject parcel, from

unsightly vehicles in the storage

The decision is contrary tc

not allowed procedural or

sSubs

Applicant should have been a

the matter to the Commission for

T MmrT

P \_

not

hearinag
a

B ¥ P
1lgnhwa

Wreckers,

Service oriented.

customers, and dismantled parts are

vard, on the same frontage road.

g

that the only

Finding number two

concerned

an application for use-permit to be

1na
ng

facil

swaved
their position

believed

which

law
antive due
llowed the opportun
refute the testimony of Commissioner

revealed

operation was by Commissioner Ganau

a parcel which Commissioner Ganau said that he

r

ity.

the recommendation of

the madori

s
Ly

based merely up

an application for a

future by a person desiring

west side of Highway 101,

persons might view

yard.

because the applicant

wacs
process
ity

Glau before

vote.

FSTION 7

supported

that
retail
101 ¢
The e

X851

sting
Automobiles are

sold at retail at

is not supported by the evidence* in

evidence that any parcel would have an unrestricted
view of the applicant's

and

- g
expected

filed in the future. He




would be impossible

the view ¢ stored automobiles,

rebutt or

controvert that testlrfry.

Finding number three is not Supported bv
that the finding recites that there were 01l and

the premises, However, the testimony was that

an automobile storage vard on Highway 1031, sep:
of hundregd vards subject parcel and certain
Problems with o0i) wWere on the other parcel, which was not
the subject of hearing,

4. Finding number four not supported by

ion would Uncdesirable impact

doing busines

unsigatly appea

NG and landscaping

enclosed within

Finding numbe five to law in that
remedy for anv alleged Viclation of 2 condition i
pPrevious use-permit would bpe

@ proceeding to terminate the
use-permit, rather than tc deny the épplicant future Use-permits,
The finding infurs that if the subject pParcel were owned or

i &

-

leased by someone other than + certain applicant, the permit
would be granted,




Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

Hearing on Appkal of 8hads Entarprises )
(Lawrence Clark/PC-5496), from the )
Decision of the Planning Comminaton )
Denying Uae Parmit for Aute Storage )
Yard in Prunedale Area, District No. 1., )
Hald: Appeal Danied, Direction Given )
to Staff to Initiate hRbatament Prooeag )
at the End of 120 Lo o R R .)

A public hearing is hald On an appas! from Shadae
Enter,rises (Lawrence Clark/PC-5496) fyem the dacinlon afr
the Planning Commissaion denying n Man Parmit +n )l pn
a.tomobile storage yard on Proparty lacnated on parklion of
Lot 197, Assemsor's Map 15, Bolaa NMuava Y Moro Cajn Nancha,
Prunedala Area, fronting on and enatarly of Wighay 10 and
Messick Road, District No. 1.

Bonnie Stibbe, rapreszenting tha Montayay Connty
Planning Departmant, explaing tha renaona for the PYlanning
Conmimsicn denial included advaraa vi=ual {mpacta apa detrimental
impacts to surrounding uses, The atoraqa yara 1. Preseantly
existing under a prior Usa Permit (PC=3576) ekt arpivad on
Mey 28, 34. On January 29, 1986, Shade Fntatnriona, “hich
lerses the property and operates the Atorage yrvd, appaniag
the Planning Commigsion's decinion 1o deny tha 11aa Poaymie
Mrs. Stibbe mtates the yard s{t~ 18 in » "PM" ("PYrnnaa
Indust:ial®) roning distriect, and tha North Coanty Rran PYan
designates the parcel as "Commercial."

Steven Gordon, Attornay, Addresaas thn Raag on
behalf of the applicant. e Proceedr thromal tha Flmmwning
Commiesion findings, atating why, in hina oepfinion, they are
not supported by the evidence. e urgas ihe Tnyd $n Tonaidarp
the possioility of requiring construction of noyeenineg

barriac to mitigate tha visual impacts of thn Atorags yard,
ittle impact from tih- Storaaes pard :
s vfacs water, and would not hnve an und~1irahle impner on

the area. Mr, fordon states fheady Pntarpriana rickns wpn
abandoned vehicles at the requast of. the Toenl palien tlopnytirantg,
s




He urges approval of the appeal, and rsnewal of the Use
Permit to allow an automobile storage yard,

Sergeant Brown, City of Monterey, Officer Enrie
Hair, Vehicle Abatement Officer for the City of Seaside, Don
£tentz, Cathy Napoli, President of the Santa Clara County
Auto Recycle Associat’on, Lawrence Clark and Tony Shade
address the Board in favor «# granting the appeal.

Ray Siaz, Edna Lassada, Roy Blano, and Dave Freeman,
aljoining property ocwners, address the Board in opposition
to the issuance of a Use Permit to allew this type of use on
the property.

Steven Gordon, Attorney, offers rebuttal of the
Commants in opposition. He states no one objects to maintaining
the current level of service. He states objects in the
roadway and litter can be nitigated through the Use Permit
Pfocess. lle urges the Board to grant the appeal.
The public portion of the hearins .s now closed.
Carolyn Anderson, Zoning Inveatigator, responds to guestions
from Board members concerning the numbar of complaints
received on the storage yard operation during the last 6
wooths, and states the complaints are higher in number than
most cases.
After discussion, and upon motion of Bupervisor
Del Piero, seconded by Supervisor Patrovic, and unanimously
carried, the Board hereby denies the appeal, thereby upholding
2 the decision of the Flanning Commission, i,ased ~= the following
findings:
1. Finding: fThat the pProposed project iz not consistent
with the North County Area Plan.

Evidence: Ths parcel is located in an area designated as
"Commercial®, which the North County Area Plan
specifically defines as applying to "areas which
are suitable for development of retail and
service commercial uses, including visitor
accomodation and professicnal office uses.” The
proposed use, as a storage-type facility, is
consequently not -onsistent with the "Commercia
land use designation, Purther, it is also
not consistent with the types cf uses that the
Planning Commission has approvad and encourages

in the "Coomercial® designated areas of
Prunedale.




2,

Finding:

Evidence:

Minding:

Lvidence:

Finding:

Evidence:

That thie projact will have a siani ficant

vienzl impact which cannot Le adequately
mitigatad,

The parcel ig highly visible from tHighway 151,
due to its location directly off of the hi

A3 wall, it ig casily viewed from

in the vicinity, due to the topogrephy,

visual impact of guch a project is significant.
Ndequate mitigation of this impact i{s not

. ’8aible. As seean from Highway 10%, only partial
nitication 13 provided Ly the feice and by
landscaping; passers-by are stili able to see
the existing overation., Alsc, no feasible
mitigation axists for residences and bursinesses
located highey than, and thus looking down on,
the oparation. Tn their unrestricted view, the
auto impoundment yard Creates an undesirable
visual impact, which cannot he a’n;uately
mitigatad.

T™at the projact has an impact of undetermined
significance on local around and surface waters.
At the Planning Commission hearing of January 8,
1986, public testimony indicated that oil and
aas leakage related to the operation is having
an impact on local ground and surface water
quality. The iasus, currently under jeview by
the Health Department, has not heen resclved

to the extent that the PIocject can be said to
have an insiqnificant impact on the environment.

That the project has an undesirable impact on the
comnercial and residential nature of the area.
The applicant operates the storaae/impoundment
Yard in conjunction with A& wrecking yard located
north of the storage yard alona the frontngo
road. Antos are transported from the storage
7ard to the wrecking site in order to be
dismantled, crushed, or otherwise utilized in
wroecking business. At t)e Plarning Commission
hearing of January 8, 1946, public testimony
identified several problems related to the two
‘perations.  Parked cars andg Auto transport
between the two businesses cause traffic
congention along the frontage road and at the
intersaction of Messick Pomd pna Hichway 101.
Also, the operation leaves olass and other
ohjects in the road, which is g safety hazard
and has caused flat tires. Further, the unsichtly
Appearance of the operation is a detriment to
the character of the area. Fach of theze
problems ijas a negative impact on beih local
residents and on customers of the local
busineamres along the frontacs roaq,




. ’.

Finding: Thas the applicant has a hiltory of zoning
Viclations on the Previous use permit (PC-3576)
for the auto storage vyard,

Evidence: Past zoning violations include storage or autos
Outside of the fenced area, stacking of cars
above the fence, and minimal landscaping.
Further, the operation continued illegally
atter the previous Use permit expired.

After further discuseion, and upon motion of

Supervisor Del Piero, seconded by Supervisor Shipnuck,

unanimously carried, the Boarg Aereby directs staff to

initiate abatement action
«<0 days,

ERNEST ¥ MORISHITA €k he B f

Minute Bock 56 " on" Aend 13 1, 1966
Dated April 1, 1986
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