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MINUTES  
Toro Land Use Advisory Committee  

Monday, October 13, 2014 
 
 
 
1. Meeting called to order by  Kerry Varney     at  4:00  pm 
 
 
2. Roll Call 
  
 Members Present:  Bonnie Baker, Mike Weaver, Kerry Varney, Lauren Keenan, Mike Mueller, Mark Kennedy,   
 
 Bob Rieger, Beverly Bean (8)            
 
 
 Members Absent:  Ron Vandergrift (1)           
 
                 
 
 
3. Approval of Minutes: 
 

A. January 27, 2014 minutes 
 
Motion:   Mark Kennedy     (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
Second:  Bonnie Baker     (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
 

Ayes:  Baker, Kennedy, Weaver, Varney, Keenan, Mueller, Rieger, Bean (8)     
 
Noes:  None             
 
Absent: Vandergrift (1)            
 
Abstain: None             

 
 

B. March 24, 2014 minutes 
 
Motion:  Mark Kennedy     (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
Second:  Bonnie Baker     (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
 

Ayes:  Baker, Kennedy, Weaver, Varney, Keenan, Mueller, Rieger, Bean (8)      
 
Noes: None             
 
Absent: Vandergrift (1)            
 
Abstain: None             
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4. Public Comments:  The Committee will receive public comment on non-agenda items that are within the  

purview of the Committee at this time.  The length of individual presentations may be limited by the Chair. 
 
             None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Scheduled Item(s) 
 
 
6. Other Items:  

 
 
A) Preliminary Courtesy Presentations by Applicants Regarding Potential Projects (Refer to pages below) 

   
  None  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
B)   Announcements  

 
Monterey County Ferrini Ranch Project Planner David Mack was present and asked if he could make an 
announcement?  Chair Varney recognized Mack and the LUAC voted unanimously to allow Mack to 
make his announcement at the beginning of the LUAC meeting. 
 
Mack stated that the Ferrini Ranch developers requested bringing it to the Toro LUAC on October 27, a 
field trip to the Ferrini Ranch followed by a meeting. This came as a surprise to the LUAC as this 
invitation arrived after the initial Planning Commission hearing on the project. David Mack noted that the 
PC hearing was continued until October 29. 
 
Mike Weaver asked if a proposed field trip could involve a hike that showed more of the project sites that 
are supposed  to be hidden behind the hills?  
David Mack responded the stretch of land is of a size that it would entail several hours to hike the 
individual sites due to the steepness of the terrain, and the ups and downs of the hills. 
 
Mark Kennedy asked about the LUAC parameters of the review/hike. David Mack said the project is 
being reviewed under the 1982 Monterey County General Plan and Toro Area Plan. Things like visibility, 
design of subdivision, impacts to scenic highway, infrastructure visibility…..   
Mack said 4-wheel drive vehicles would not be allowed because of the risk factor. The same was true of 
the former Planning Commission Field Trip to the Ferrini Ranch.  That's why they weren't put in vehicles. 
He continued, individual 4-wheel drives would not be allowed and County 4-wheel drives wouldn't be 
allowed because of the steepness and the inherent risk to the County.  
LUAC members asked how they might be able to see more of the proposed project sites? 
David Mack responded that he would talk to the developers as it was their property and see how much 
they might allow. 
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He said he personally has hiked the property to all building sites. It was time consuming. It's doubtful that 
amount of time might be allowed. Basically it would take a lot of time. 
 
Kerry Varney suggested a field trip meeting on site at 2 p.m., followed by a Toro LUAC meeting at 4 
p.m.? 
Other LUAC members agreed but expressed wishes to have it be a more comprehensive field trip. 
David Macj said he's see what he could arrange with Kelton as it was private property. 
 
Mike Weaver asked if the project could be staked and flagged? 
Mack said due to the size of the project it wouldn't be flagged. However, if approved, as individual sites 
came along they could be flagged. 
Ramon Montano said flagging wasn't required at this point. It is for structures. 
See it without the flagging. Flagging is recommended but not required. 
 
Bob Rieger said he didn't believe the sites would all be hidden behind the hills. Staking them now would 
give the advisory LUAC, the Planning Commission and the public a much better idea of what the current 
project proposal entailed. 
Mack replied that would not happen. There would be no staking now. There would be some staking in the 
future as individual projects came along. 
 
Mike Weaver asked if the proposed New Torero intersection could be staked and flagged as that was 
being proposed up front in the development, Alternative 5? 
David Mack responded that the answer was no. If the project was given a go-ahead, the new intersection 
would have to go through its own review, at which time it would be staked and flagged. 
  
LUAC members present encouraged Mack to proceed with the discussions with Kelton and arrange a 
field trip for October 27, 2014. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
7. Meeting Adjourned:  5:30   pm   
 
 
Minutes taken by:  Mike Weaver          
 
Minutes received via email October 21, 2014 
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Action by Land Use Advisory Committee 
Project Referral Sheet 

 
Monterey County Planning Department 

168 W Alisal St 2nd Floor 
Salinas CA 93901 

(831) 755-5025 
 
Advisory Committee: Toro    
 
Please submit your recommendations for this application by:   October 13, 2014 
 
Project Title: WOOD ALAIN R & RENEA L (J T) 
File Number: PLN140599 
Planner:   BERNAL 
Location:  22221 TORO HILLS RD SALINAS 
Project Description:  
Design Approval to allow the construction of a 900 square feet (30x30) detached garage for a single family 
dwelling.  Colors and materials to match existing.  The property is located at 22221 Toro Hills Drive, Salinas 
(Assessor's Parcel Number 161-042-024-000), Toro Area Plan.   
                
 
Was the Owner/Applicant/Representative present at meeting?  Yes  X   No    
 
Owner Alain Wood was present as was his garage plan designer, Jeff Crockett. 
 
Was a County Staff/Representative present at meeting?  Ramon Montano     (Name) 
 
Also attending the LUAC meeting was Planning Commission liaison to the Toro LUAC, Amy Roberts 
 
Toro Hills Rd. neighbors included: 
Eric & Tamara Schwartz, Sheree Johancen, David and Kathy Rose, Katie and Larry Lemke, their attorney, Jason Ritterer, 
Gaylon and Sharon Haney, and Mike Minami. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Chair Varney read the project description.  Project garage designer Jeff Crockett displayed the plans. 
 

Name 

 
Site Neighbor? 

 
Issues / Concerns 

(suggested changes)  
YES NO 

 
Jason Retterer, atty. For the Lemke's 
who live next door to Alain Wood at 
22241 Toro Hills Drive  
 

X  1) Neighbors found out after the fact, that 
Planning was Administratively approving 
this project. It was necessary to file an 
Appeal. 
2) An issue is the compatibility with the 
neighborhood. It is a "D" District to assure 
the neighborhood character. 
3) All Toro Hills Drive neighbors have an 
attached garage on their home. The Wood 
house does too. However, Wood is asking for 
another separate structure 900 sq. ft. with 
another separate driveway.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED: 
 
Larry and Katie Lemke 
 

X  1) Lemke's brought photographs of 22 
neighborhood homes on Toro Hills Drive,  
none of which have a separate garage. 
Lemke's state that Wood already has an 
attached 3-car garage. The project is not in 
character with the neighborhood. 
2) Concerned about noise due to the 
closeness of the proposed new 900 sq. ft. 
garage to the Lemke residence. Woods is a 
car enthusiast who works on his cars. 
Proposed only a 6-foot side yard set back. 
3) It is a "D" zoning district 

Jeff Crockett, representing Alain Wood, 
Project Applicant 

 X 
 
 

 
 

Stated side yard set backs are for habitable -
only structures. This 900 sq ft garage would 
not be inhabited. Instead it is to be used for 
car storage. It is a proposed four-car garage. 

Eric Schwartz 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alain Wood, Applicant 
 
 
 
 
Kathy Rose 
 
 
 
Sharon Haney 
 
 
 
Tamara Schwartz 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Larry Lemke 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 

 He didn't know this was being proposed.  
His neighbors didn't know. The proposed 
structure does not fit the neighborhood. It 
would affect property values. 
How about H.O.A.? 
These plans were presented to the 
Architectural Review Committee. There are 3 
people on the committee. Need a minimum 
of 5. 
 
States there are 3 people on the neighborhood 
architectural review committee. He is one of 
the 3. However, he recused himself from the 
ARC vote on this. 
 
She is opposed to this separate garage 
and driveway.  
 
 
The 6-foot set back and gravel driveway 
bother her. Applicant Wood responds and 
says it can be a concrete driveway. 
 
She lives two houses down. Questions the 
use of the structure as it is to have a car hoist 
inside and 10.5 ft high ceiling. 
LUAC Chair Varney responds that the use of 
the structure is not in the LUAC purview, 
only architectural design, materials, color. 
 
 
20-years ago he purchased his home on Toro 
Hills Drive. He purchased it for the open-
ness and the view. This proposed structure 
closes things in. What might be next in the 
neighborhood.? Second structures will 
degrade homes on the street. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED: 
 
Katie Lemke 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alain Wood, Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Mike Weaver 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Her house lot frontage has 22-ft on one side 
of her home and 21-ft on the other. 
Other homes on the street are similar.  
This project proposes a set back of 6  ft from 
the property line. Issue is: out of character. 
 
 
Says it is 12-ft from the property line. 
Although plan and application says 6 ft. 
Wood says 6-ft is the minimum set back  
that can be used. 
Wood says there are other out-buildings in 
the area. 
Neighbors chime in and say that is wrong, 
there are no other out buildings on the street. 
Kerry Varney calls for order. 
 
 
Weaver states he's disappointed there were 
no background documents provided to the 
LUAC prior to this meeting, for example, a 
copy of the neighbor's Appeal. This project 
before the LUAC needs perspective and 
clarification.  Weaver personally went online 
and was able to access the County Accela 
website for this project.  
He found, and made a copy of the Notice of 
Appeal filed by Atty. Jason Retterer on 
behalf of the Lemke's and a Wm. Deasy. 
Included is explanation in Exhibit A. 
Secondly, Weaver noted on the Site Plan, 
that the zoning is MDR B-6 D (20').. 
B-6 means no further subdivision of the 
parcel, but "D" means it needs Design 
Approval. 20' refers to the maximum 
structural height allowed.  
Under the County Zoning Ordinance  
(Building Site Area and Setbacks). 
Weaver printed off the rules for the various B 
designations and brought them today. 
For B-6, it states, Setbacks to be not less than 
B-4 regulations, unless otherwise indicated 
on the final map or parcel map or Sectional 
District Maps. 
So, going to the B-4 section, one finds the 
minimum lot size is one-acre, and that's the 
case here as the Wood parcel is slightly over 
one-acre in size.  
The minimum front set back is thirty feet. 
The minimum side setback is ten per-cent 
width Twenty feet, maximum required  
of twenty feet. 
Weaver further visited the Monterey County 
Assessor's website to find that the rear half of 
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PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED: 
 
LUAC Mike Weaver 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Bonnie Baker  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Mark Kennedy 
 
 
 
LUAC Mike Mueller 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Beverly Bean 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
this parcel, is across the creek and is 
designated County Scenic Easement. Weaver 
printed off the page from the Monterey 
County Assessor's site 
This means the proposed garage cannot be 
put at the rear of the property because it is 
Scenic Easement.  
Putting this garage next to the existing house 
adjacent to the street makes it out of 
compliance with the B6/B4 zoning overlay 
as  established when the development was 
built. 
Basically, Weaver says, this proposed project 
is simply out of compliance  with the zoning 
and required side yard setbacks. 
Weaver passes all documents around the 
table for other LUAC members, public, and 
applicant.  
 
 
Asks if Mr. Wood is repairing cars?  
 
Mr. Wood responds that the intent of the  
proposed extra garage is for the purpose of 
storing some of his car collection. He states it 
is currently costing him $7,000 per year to 
store cars offsite. He wants another garage to 
store cars at his home. He says he is not 
repairing cars at his home now. 
 
A neighbor objects and says Wood has 
repaired cars at his home. For example, he's 
heard a metal grinder, while inside his home. 
 
Asks the purview of the LUAC, says 
the plans show a proposed garage of similar 
structure to the house, the same color and the 
same roofing 
 
Asks how big is the garage door on the 
proposed garage? 
Project designer Jeff Crockett answers it is 
18-feet wide and 8-ft high. Says it is a 
standard size. 
 
 
Garage Designer Jeff Crocket asks how far is 
the proposed side of the garage from the 
neighbors place? Contends it is over a 6-ft 
setback. 
Beverly Bean responds that she has to go 
with the facts. The application plans says 6-ft 
setback from property line. 
 
 



8 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED: 
 
LUAC Kerry Varney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planner Ramon Montano 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Beverly Bean 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Mike Weaver  

 
 
Has been told LUAC cannot deny a project. 
Is there compromise with the neighbors and 
applicant? Common wall, smaller garage, 
screening, paved driveway? A change? 
 
Neighbors 
Common wall won't fix the setback 
Smaller garage would still be another garage 
unit out of character with the  
other houses in the neighborhood/street and 
still be setback issues 
Paving the driveway would still mean two 
separate driveways to two separate garages at 
one residence address and still be setback 
issues. 
 
 
States the way Planning has been interpreting 
the B Zoning setbacks has been if it is a 
habitable structure, figuring a non-habitable 
structure wouldn't make much noise. 
 
  
States the language of the Building Site Area 
and Setbacks doesn’t differentiate between 
habitable or non-habitable structure. 
States she sat on the Architectural Review 
Committee in her neighborhood for several 
years.  She is familiar with ARC's 
 
 
Asks Planner Ramon Montano if the original 
plans for this Wood home had a designated 
building envelope? As that was often a 
popular thing to do in the 1980's was for 
Planning to draw a building envelope on a 
lot?  
 
Ramon answers he's not sure, but probably.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 

LUAC AREAS OF CONCERN   
 

Concerns / Issues 
(e.g. site layout, neighborhood 

compatibility; visual impact, etc) 

Policy/Ordinance Reference  
(If Known) 

Suggested Changes -  
to address concerns  

(e.g. relocate; reduce height; move 
road access, etc)  

Compatibility: 
Existing houses in neighborhood of 
similar size and architectural style with 
attached garage. This proposed new 
garage would be incompatible and a 
noticeable visual impact. 
 

D = Design Control neighborhood  

"B" D Setbacks 
Garage sideyard setback is 
inconsistent with zoning in the area. 
 
 

Monterey County Zoning Ordinance-
Title 21-21.42.030, Building Site Area 
and Setbacks 
F. B-6 #2 Setbacks to be not less than 
B-4 regulations, unless otherwise 
indicated on the final map or parcel 
map or Sectional District Maps. 
D. B-4 One acre minimum lot size, 
thirty feet minimum front setback, 
Minimum side setback Ten percent 
width Twenty feet maximum required 
of twenty feet.  
 

 

 
ADDITIONAL LUAC COMMENTS  
 
Mike Weaver states that this neighborhood is a pretty typical 1980's neighborhood in Toro. The layout of the houses, the 
size of the houses here, the lots here, the required Scenic Easement dedications, in Toro, have made for an attractive 
neighborhood. He remembers well the setback requirements, the attached garage requirement, and also the height 
requirements, as it is a 20 ft height limit as designated on the zoning here, and was 20 feet all over Toro. But just because 
it was designated 20 feet it didn't mean you got 20 feet of height from Planning, sometimes less. What it did make was for 
nice neighborhoods, still nice.  
Interpretations of habitable or non-habitable were not part of the analysis.    
Although Mike Weaver generally champions "Man Caves", in this case this lot, this address, a large new garage structure 
at the side of the existing house, is incompatible with the neighborhood.  It is the wrong neighborhood to put a big new 
garage. Further, the B Zone setback requirements make this garage simply inconsistent with the B Zoning.    
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Motion by:   Mike Weaver       (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
Make a recommendation to the Monterey County Planning Commission that the Planning Commission deny this  
garage project for the following reasons: 
The proposed project is inconsistent with the zoning's MDR/B-6-D/(B4) required setbacks. 
The project is visually out of character with the established surrounding neighborhood's overall design. 
 
Second by:  Mark Kennedy       (LUAC Member's Name) 

 
    X      Recommend to the Planning Commission that the Planning Commissiony deny the Project. 
  
              Support Project as proposed  
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              Support Project with changes 
 
              Continue the Item  
 

Attachments include: 
1) Toro LUAC October 13, 2014 Sign In Sheet  (Neighbors) 
2) Copy of Notice of Appeal, including Exhibit A, filed by Lemke and Deasy, passed around at LUAC 
3) Two pages of Site Plan - Wood residence depicting the zoning 
4) Twenty-two color photographs of homes in the immediate neighborhood 
5) Copy of County Assessor's page showing overhead Google earth view of existing residence 
6) Copy of County of Monterey Assessor;s Map showing "s.e." Scenic Easement REEL 1963 PG-1247 
7) Copy of Monterey County Zoning Ordinance , Building Site or B Districts, reference B-6 and B-4 highlighted 
 
        
 Reason for Continuance:            
  
Continued to what date:            

 
 
AYES:   Weaver, Kennedy, Baker, Bean, Rieger, Keenan, Mueller (7)        
 
NOES:   Varney  (1)              
 
ABSENT:  Vandergrift (1)             
 
ABSTAIN:   None              
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Action by Land Use Advisory Committee 
Project Referral Sheet 

 
Monterey County Planning Department 

168 W Alisal St 2nd Floor 
Salinas CA 93901 

(831) 755-5025 
 
Advisory Committee: Toro    
 
Please submit your recommendations for this application by:   October 13, 2014 
 
Project Title: MCBRIDE MARTHA K & MCBRIDE DEAN A 
File Number: PLN140684 
Planner:   MACK 
Location:  325 RIVER RD SALINAS 
Project Description:  
Variance and Design Approval to increase the allowable maximum lot coverage of 5% to 13.5%, to allow a 898 
square foot addition/remodel and 180 square foot deck addition to an existing 1,195 square foot single family 
dwelling.  The existing development consists of 9,017 square feet (14% coverage); the remodel/addition will 
result in 8,495 square feet of coverage (13.5%).  The property is located at  325 River Road, Salinas (Assessor's 
Parcel Number 139-061-005-000), Toro Area Plan. 
                
 
Was the Owner/Applicant/Representative present at meeting?  Yes  X   No    
 
Dean McBride, property owner, was at the meeting as was his son, Chris McBraide 
 
 
 
Was a County Staff/Representative present at meeting?  Ramon Montano    (Name) 
 
Also present was Planning Commissioner Amy Roberts 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 

Name 

 
Site Neighbor? 

 
Issues / Concerns 

(suggested changes)  
YES NO 

Dean McBride -325 River Rd 
 
 

  States he purchased the property in 2009. He 
visited Planning before buying and was told 
that if he wished to enlarge the existing home 
he'd have to remove a similar amount of 
structural coverage on the parcel. 
He passes around an older photograph of the 
proerty and explains that at one time it was a 
chicken ranch, thus the outbuildings. 
He states he'd like more than one bathroom 
in this house and that he's willing to take 
down a 1600 sq ft old outbuilding. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED: 
 
LUAC Varney 
 
 

  How does this make sense? It's going from 
14% coverage to 13 ½% coverage, so it's 
less. 
But allowed 5% 

LUAC Weaver 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LUAC Mueller 
 
 

  States he's again disappointed that there 
are missing background documents that help 
explain why this referral is here today. He 
says he again went to the County Accela site, 
and it was working, and he was was able to 
access project documents. What was found 
and is needed is the letter Planner Mack sent 
to the applicant on October 3, 2014 outlining 
the quandary they find themselves in. 
To help explain this, Weaver looked up the 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance 21.30 
Farmlands or F Districts regarding 
PURPOSE, as well as the Design Control or 
D District Purpose, as well as the Variances, 
and their Purpose. 
Third, the Assessor's website was again 
helpful with information and picture of the 
property. 
Weaver hands around copies of these 
documents to the LUAC and the applicant 
He continues, that the quandary is in the 
granting of a variance because, according to 
Mack's letter, three specific Findings need to 
be made. Weaver reads the language of the 
required Variance Findings. 
 
 
States it was pretty common years ago to 
break off a one acre parcel so incase the 
family lost the farm, they wouldn't lose their 
house too. That's likely how this old parcel 
derived.  

 
 
LUAC AREAS OF CONCERN   
 

Concerns / Issues 
(e.g. site layout, neighborhood 

compatibility; visual impact, etc) 

Policy/Ordinance Reference  
(If Known) 

Suggested Changes -  
to address concerns  

(e.g. relocate; reduce height; move 
road access, etc)  

Language of variance 
 

 Deliberation and there is consensus 
that this project meets the necessary 
Findings referenced in Mack's letter. 
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ADDITIONAL LUAC COMMENTS  
 
Mike Weaver asks if a Motion to recommend approval to the Planning Commission can include a condition that the 
McBride's remove an existing 1600 sq ft structure on the property? 
Applicant McBride says he'd be happy to do so.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Motion by:   Kennedy       (LUAC Member's Name) 
 
 
Second by:  Bean       (LUAC Member's Name) 

 
              Support Project as proposed  
 
     X      Support Project with changes - Recommend to the Planning Commission that they approve this project, with  
                                                                 condition that applicant remove a 1,600 sq ft existing outbuilding on the property 
 
              Continue the Item  

 
   
 Reason for Continuance:            
  
Continued to what date:            

 
 
AYES:  Varney, Baker, Bean, Rieger, Keenan, Kennedy, Weaver, Mueller (8)       
 
NOES:  None               
 
ABSENT:  Vandergrift (1)             
 
ABSTAIN:  None              
 
 
Attachments 
1) October 3 letter from planner David Mack to Applicant 
2) Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, Farmlands, Design, Variance 
3) Monterey County Assessor's information on this parcel 
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