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Laguna Seca Office Park, Lot 5 
Drainage Report 

December 21, 2011 
February 2, 2018 Update 

Background 

Laguna Seca Office Park is a 40-acre subdivision located of Highway 68 east of York Road 
in Monterey County.  Lot 5, a 1.92-acre lot, lies on the northeast side of Citation Court, off 
Blue Larkspur Lane.  The terrain is generally steep along the north, east and west sides of 
the property and drainage flows onto the along the center to a low point on the southeast end 
of the property, west of Citation Court.   

The detention facilities for the subdivision were designed on the basis of a 10-year, 6-hour 
storm event1.  Drainage from Lot 5 was transferred via storm water piping down Citation 
Court to Pond A, located south of Blue Larkspur Lane.  Pond A discharges to the Canyon Del 
Rey Creek, approximately five miles upstream from the creek outlet to the Pacific Ocean.   

Design Criteria and Flow Calcuations 

Drainage requirements have changed since the development of the Laguna Seca Office 
Park.  Current drainage guidelines require the detention of the differential volume between 
the 100-year, post-development runoff rate and the 10-year, pre-development runoff rate, 
therefore limiting the discharge to the 10-year pre-development rate.  Given that Lot 5 is 
located in a subdivision with existing drainage facilities, a reduction will be applied to the 
required detention volume to account for the detention volume provided in the existing 
facilities. 

The proposed stormwater piping system for Lot 5 is designed to convey the flow of a 25-year 
storm for the entire watershed area which includes the 1.92 acres of onsite drainage and the 
2.69 acres of offsite watershed.  Discharge piping has been designed to meter the rate of 
release to the 10-year pre-development rate for the site.   

Design parameters used in Attachment A:  Stormwater Storage Caulations and Attachment 
B: Stormwater Piping Calculations and are as follows: 

Table 1: Time of Concentration 

Design Storm 
Time of Concentration 

(min) 

10-year Pre-development 20 

100-year Post-development 15 

25-year (pipe sizing) 15 

10-year & 100-year 30 

1 Final Drainage Report, prepared by Carl L. Hooper, PE,  Bestor Engineers, Inc., February 3, 1986. 



  Laguna Seca Office Park, Lot 5 

  Drainage Report 
 

 - 2 – 
 

BESTOR ENGINEERS, INC.        9701 BLUE LARKSPUR LANE        MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93940 
 

(Undeveloped offsite watershed) 

  
 Table 2: Runoff Coefficients 

Land Use Runoff Coefficient 

Open or Landscaped 0.2 

Building and Paved 0.95 

 
Monterey County’s Plate No. 25: Rainfall Intensities Chart was used in calculating the rainfall 
intensities.  From the chart, a 0.6 in/hr intensity for a 2-year storm was used. 
 
 Table 3: Rainfall Intensities 

Design Storm 
Rainfall Intensities  

(in/hr) 

10-year Pre-development 1.54 

100-year Post-development 2.67 

25-year (pipe sizing) 2.08 

10-year (Undeveloped offsite 
watershed) 

1.26 

100-year (Undeveloped 
offsite watershed) 

1.88 

 
Using the parameters identified above, the following runoff rates were calculated for the site. 
 
 Table 4: Runoff Rate 

Design Storm 
Runoff Rate 

(cfs) 

10-year Pre-development 0.59 

100-year Post-development 2.92 

10-year (Undeveloped offsite 
watershed) 

0.68 

100-year (Undeveloped 
offsite watershed) 

1.01 

 
Runoff rates for the individual stormwater pipes has been calculated and in shown on 
Attachment B: Stormwater Piping Calculations. 
 
Detention Volume 
 
Assuming a 1-hour storm event, the required detention volume is calculated as the difference 
between the 100-year post-development storm runoff and the 10-year pre-developed storm 
runoff, 5,025 c.f. as shown on Attachment A.  A factor of 1.2 was applied to the calculation to 
account for nonlinearity of the actual hydrograph.   
 
Existing drainage facilities for the subdivision were calculating using a 10-year, 6-hour storm 
event.  Lot 5 was part of Watershed A, which totaled 16.1 acres.  Prorating the detention 
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volume provided in Pond A, 0.25 acre-feet (10,890 c.f.) with our site area allows us to reduce 
the required storage by 1,306 c.f.  
As shown on Attachment A:  Stormwater Storage Calculations, a storage volume of 3,719 c.f. 
(27,821 gallons) will be required for onsite detention. 

 
Conclusion 

 
Due to site constraints, onsite detention is limited to underground storage.  Two underground 
fiberglass tanks will be specified as part of the design, to provide a total of 30,000 gallons of 
storage, exceeding the required 27,821 gallon required detention volume.  Discharge pipes 
are sized and sloped to meter to the runoff to the 10-year pre-development runoff rate.  
Freeboard has been calculated for onsite catch basins receiving runoff and shown to exceed 
required capacity requirements.  The design includes an emergency overflow pipe sized to 
allow the release of the 100-year runoff the entire watershed draining into the site. 
 
Stormwater quality is controlled with the use of a 1,000 gallon sediment tank for primary 
sediment control and an oil interceptor compartment specified as part of the first storage tank 
in the detention system, see attached schematic. 
 



Laguna Seca Office Park - Lot 5
Stormwater Storage Calculations

Attachment A

Flow Calculation

Q = CIA

Q = Runoff C = Runoff Coefficient Tc = Time of Concentration

It = Maximum Intensity:  It = (7.75*i)/(sqrt(Tc)) i = 1 hour rainfall intensity from Monterey County

     Rainfall Intensities Chart, Plate No 25: i  = 0.6 

Q10

Apervious = 1.92 ac. Tc = 20 min (Assumed)

C = 0.2

It = 1.54 in/hr

Q100

Aimpervious = 0.87 ac. Tc = 15 min (Assumed)

Apervious = 1.05 ac. C = 0.95

Atotal = 1.92 ac. It = 2.67 in/hr 

Q10 = 0.59 cfs Offsite Watershed Drainage

Q100 = 2.76 cfs Apervious = 2.69 ac. Tc = 30 min.

Q10 = 0.68 cfs Q100 = 1.01 cfs

Storage Volume Calculation

Q100 = Qin = Peak Inflow Te = Time of Event = 60 min. (Assumed)

Q10 = Qa = Allowable Peak Outflow Vs = Storage Volume Required, ft^3

VP=Storage Volume Provided in Existing Pond A = 1306 ft^3

K = Factor to account for nonlinearity of actual hydrograph,

K  = 1.2

Vs = [(Qin - Qa) x Te x (60s/min) x 0.5 x K] - Vp

Vs = Vr - Vp= 4,693 -1,306 = 3,387     ft^3 gal.25,334           
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2060 ROCKROSE COURT, GILROY, CA 95020 
T 408.201.2752  KEITH@KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM  WWW.KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM 

Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 

February 12, 2018 

Armando Guido-Lopez 

Wald, Ruhnke & Dost Architects, LLP 

2340 Garden Road, Suite 100 

Monterey, CA  93940 

Re: Laguna Seca Lot-5 Apartments Trip Generation Study, Monterey County, CA 

Dear Armando, 

As you requested, this is a trip generation study for the proposed Laguna Seca Lot-5 Apartments.  The 

project involves the development of a 15-unit apartment on a 1.924-acre parcel designated for office 

development in the Laguna Seca Office Park in Monterey County, California.  The “Final Environmental 

Impact Report – General Plan Amendment for the Laguna Seca Office Park Development,” Scott 

Lefaver, March 1983 (1983 EIR), was certified by the County of Monterey.  The proposed development 

included 27.8 acres of professional office park net land area plus two homes.  The office park’s building 

floor area was estimated to total 260,000 square feet.  This is an average floor area ratio of 9,352 

square feet per acre over the 27.8 acres.  It should be noted that a 22,165-square foot office building wa 

actually proposed for Lot 5.  The traffic section of the 1983 EIR is included herein as Appendix A.   

The original Office Park had traffic mitigations and development conditions that were satisfied allowing 

for development of the Park as individual parcels with office buildings (or residential as long as the 

gross square footage of the residential uses does not exceed the overall square footages of the 

office/commercial uses).  The proposed apartment requires an amendment to the existing development 

permits, which includes ascertaining whether the current proposal will represent new traffic impacts.  

This is the purpose of this study, which determines if the current proposal will generate more trips than 

predicted in the 1983 EIR.   

This study first summarizes the trip generation for the originally proposed office park as documented in 

the 1983 EIR.  This estimate is then compared with a trip generation estimate using the current “Trip 

Generation Manual,” Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 10th Edition, 2017.   The trip generation 

for Lot 5, the site of the proposed apartment, is then estimated for both the proposed apartment and for 

the site developed as the originally approved professional office.   

LIB190165

mailto:keith@keithhigginste.com
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1. Trip Generation Estimate for Originally Proposed Office Estimated in Original EIR 

On page 68, paragraph 2, in Appendix A, Dryden and Nicholsen, 1983 EIR traffic consultants, 

conservatively estimated that the Laguna Seca Office Park would generate between 3,120 and 

3,900 daily trips.  The project civil engineer, Carl Hooper, optimistically estimated that the project 

would have robust carpooling and transit usage that would reduce the net daily trip total to 

2,550.  Paragraph 6 of page 68 concludes that the project would generate between 2,500 and 

3,900 trips per day.  This is summarized in Section A of the trip generation spreadsheet on 

Attachment 1. Incidentally, I prepared the traffic study in 1982 when employed by William G. 

Dryden.    

2. Trip Generation Estimate for Originally Proposed Office Park Using Current ITE Rates 

Section B of Attachment 1 indicates that the originally proposed professional office land use 

would be expected to generate 2,700 daily trips, including 19 for the two single family homes 

included in the project.  The office park would be expected to generate about 2,681 daily trips.  

The project is estimated to generate 303 AM peak hour trips and 284 PM peak hour trips.  The 

daily total using current ITE rates is at the lower end of the range predicted in the 1983 EIR.  

Current ITE rates corroborate the trip generation estimate used in the EIR, which is actually 

higher by as much as 44%. 

3. Trip Generation Estimate for Lot 5 as Apartments Compared With Office 

Section C of Table 1 indicates that the proposed 15-unit apartment is expected to generate 

about 110 daily trips with 7 in the AM peak hour and 8 in the PM peak hour.  Lot 5 has a land 

area of 1.924 acres.  Assuming it could be developed with the average floor area ratio of the 

originally proposed 27.8 acre, 260,000-square foot office park, the site could accommodate a 

17,993 square foot office building.  Using standard ITE trip rates, the office building would be 

expected to generate about 186 daily trips with 21 in both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Section C indicates that the apartment building will generate about 76 less daily trips, 14 less 

AM peak hour trips and 12 less PM peak hour trips than expected from an office building.  This 

is based on trip rates that would result in an estimate of 2,700 daily trips for the Office Park. The 

currently proposed apartments will generate far less traffic when compared to the conservative 

rates quoted in the 1983 EIR.   As mentioned earlier, Lot 5 was actually proposed to include 

22,165 gross square feet of office building.  Again, the proposed 15-unit apartment building will 

generate far less traffic than what could actually be accommodated on Lot 5. 
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4. Conclusion and Recommendation 

It is evident that the currently proposed apartments will generate less traffic than an office 

building with the square footage originally envisioned for Lot 5.  The Office Park fulfilled its 

conditions of approval based on greater impacts than will actually occur for this parcel.  On that 

basis there is no need for further study. 

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, please do not hesitate to contact me at your 

convenience.  Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE 

enclosures 



A. GENERATED TRIPS ESTIMATED IN 1983 EIR
Laguna Seca Office Park EIR Daily Trip Generation High Range 3,900

Estimate (Pg 68, 2nd, 3rd and 5th paragraphs) Mid-Range 3,120

Low Range 2,500

ITE DAILY PEAK % PEAK %

LAND USE TRIP HOUR OF % % HOUR OF % %

    1. 2017 ITE Trip Generation Rates CODE RATE RATE ADT IN OUT RATE ADT IN OUT

Single-Family Dwelling Unit (per unit) 9.44 0.74 8% 25% 75% 0.99 10% 63% 37%

General Office (per 1,000 s.f. of gross floor area) 10.31 1.16 11% 86% 14% 1.15 11% 16% 84%

Multi-Family Housing (per dwelling unit) 7.32 0.46 6% 23% 77% 0.56  8% 63% 37%

PEAK % PEAK %

PROJECT DAILY HOUR OF TRIPS TRIPS HOUR OF TRIPS TRIPS

    2. Laguna Seca Office Park Trip Generation SITE TRIPS TRIPS ADT IN OUT TRIPS ADT IN OUT

Single-Family Dwelling Units 2 homes 19 1 5% 0 1 2 11% 1 1

General Office 260,000 s.f. 2,681 302 11% 260 42 282 11% 45 237

TOTAL: 2,700 303 260 43 284 46 238

C. PROPOSED LOT-5 APARTMENT TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON WITH GENERAL OFFICE ALLOWANCE

Laguna Seca Lot-5 Apartments 15 units 110 7 6% 2 5 8 8% 5 3

General Office - 1.924 acres 17,993 s.f. 186 21 11% 18 3 21 11% 3 17

Reduced Trip Generation from Apartments from General Office Allowance (76) (14) (16) 2 (12) 2 (14)

Notes:

     1. Trip generation rates from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10 th Edition, 2017, unless otherwise noted.

     2. The Laguna Seca Office Park EIR General Office building area estimate of 260,000 square feet assumes a floor area ratio of 21.4%, 

         or 9.352 gross square feet of building floor area per acre for the 27.8 acres of R-3 (Office) lots.

210

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

710

220

Source:Final Environmental Impact Report – General Plan Amendment for the Laguna Seca Office Park 

Development,” Scott Lefaver, March 1983, page 68

B. GENERATED TRIPS BASED ON 2017 ITE RATES

Keith Higgins
Traffic Engineer

Table 1

Project

Trip Generation

 Comparison
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1.2.2 Background

The proposed Office Park is owned by the Bishop, McIntosh and
McIntosh partnership. A golf course adjacent to the Park is also
owned by the partnership, but is under lease to Nick Lombardo.
The school, 20 acres in the northwest corner, is owned by York
School. Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No.1, 46 lots on 39 acres near
the southwest corner, is owned by 46 individuals or families, with
appurtenant open space owned by a Home Owners Association. Laguna
Seca Ranch Estates No.2 (49 lots on 135 acres) was developed in
1980. Some lots in Unit 2 have been sold and several homes are
under construction, however none have been occupied or completed
as of August 1, 1982. The Laguna Seca Ranch was acquired by Frank
Bishop in 1953; the subdivision was created in 1962, the York
School in 1964, and the golf course in 1969. York Road, -a 1500
foot long, 70 foot wide strip, is owned by the U.S. Government and
is a part of Fort Ord.

1.2.3 Proposed Project Development

The proposed development consists of 260,000 square feet of office
space located on 54 acres at the south westerly section of the
Laguna Seca Ranch. The professional offices will include finan-
cial institutions and business offices to be" developed on 19 lots
ranging from .6 to 2.6.acres. The lots will be sold or leased for
the construction of custom designed buildings. The Tentative
SUbdivision Map for this office park development is included as
Figure 2.

The development also proposes two single family lots (20 and
21) to be located adjacent to the existing Ranch Estates No.1.
The probable gross office space (260,000 square feet) was
calculated at an average of 20\ groUnd coverage, with 10\
designated as two story. Table 1 details the uses at the site.

Lots 1 through 19 are proposed for office and professional uses
and two lots (20 and 21) for single family uses adjacent to the
existing Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No.1. The average size of
the office park lots is 1.46 acres, the smallest of these lots
being .66 acres. Lot 20 is proposed for .82 acres and Lot 21
for 1.08 acres for single family homes.

The site is accessed along the existing York Road to the proposed
Blue Larkspur Lane. The area south of this roadway will remain as
open space un~il such time as area for e~ansion of Highway 68 is
needed. The highway entrance to Laguna Seca Ranch Estates will be
closed upon construction of Blue Larkspur Lane from York Road.

(Refer to Figure 2.)
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Table 1
Use Proposed for Office Park Development

Use Net Acres Percent

4.45
0.25
8.85

11.66
27.80

1.40

8.

O.

16.

21.

SO.

3.

Roads
Common Drives
Freeway Take
Open Space
R-3 Lots (Office)
R-1 Lots (Single Family Homes)

54.91TOTAL 100.0

1.2.4 Neighboring and Vicinity Land Use

The land in the vicinity of the project site, with its pastoral,
semi-rural setting and attendant qualities (grassy meadows, oak
groves, steep chaparral-covered slopes and pine forest), 1s a
contrast to the urban city of Monterey. The area always has
been a source of visual enjoyment for those passing by it on
Highway 68, which was declared a Scenic Highway by the State of
California in 1969.

The properties surrounding Laguna Seca Office Park are varied
in their type and intensity of use. Generally, much of the
land currently is undeveloped and/or in limited residential and
agricultural use. However, there has been much planning ac-
tivity on the part of landowners of the area, and there is
evidence that substantial development could occur in the
future.

The project site is within the former Monterey II Planning
Area, located along the Highway 68 corridor. In March of 1976,
the City of Monterey adopted its Monterey II Plan for this
area. Based upon this plan a number of development proposals
were prepared for almost 85\ of the 8,300 acre Monterey II area
over the last two decades. These proposals covered all of the
5 major land holdings in this area (Work Ranch, Lit Ng, Hidden
Hills, Laguna Seca Ranch and Pebble Beach Corporation Proper-
ties). However, in November 1981 the people of the 'City of
Monterey repealed the Monterey II Plan. Therefore, the future
development of the surrounding area is unknown. Development
can occur within the County as designated by the County's
General Plan. No high intensity urban development can take

10
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Street furniture, such as lamp posts, benches, litter containers,
hydrants, plant containers, et cetera, shall be of a design com-
patible with the architecture and the character of the land and
shall be consistent throughout the development. -

All signs shall conform to an overall sign design concept coordi-
nated through the entire development. This overall sign design
concept will control color, shape, size and content of all signs.
$YmhOls rather than words shall be used wherever possible.

Shingle roofs and/or tile stucco and natural wood siding exterior
walls, arranged with particular attention to human size, shall domi-
nate the architectural design of all buildings. Building complexes
shall be designed to follow the existing slope of the land and be
planned to mintmize exposed earth cuts and fills and to preserve
existing trees. In all cases, the forest shall take aesthetic prec-
edence over structures and shall penetrate building complexes.
Colors shall be selected from a recommended color palette. Color
accents, in general, wi!.l be in doorways, windows, and on selected

wall areas.

Exposed mechanical devices, such as radio and TV antennas, blowers,
air conditioning devices, et cetera, will be minimized and blended.
All utilities are to be underground.

Traffic and Circulation
- ---

Traffic Volumes

The following discussion is taken from traffic reports prepared for
the area by William Dryden, C.onsulting Engineers and George W.
Nickelson, P. E., Traffic Engineer. -

Access to the project vicinity is provided by State Highway 68
(Monterey-Salinas Highway), which is a two-lane rural highway whi::h
runs in an east/west direction. It is the main traffic corridor
between Salinas and Monterey. Current daily traffic volumes near
the project site on Highway 68 average about 12,700 with peak hour
volumes of approximately 1,250, based upon recent CalTrans counts
summarized in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 16. The peak hour
level of service (L.C.S.) is D, with a volume to capacity (v/c)
ratio of .67.

Additional access to the project vicinity is provided by 5tate Hi~h-
way 218 (Canyon del Rey Boulevard), which is a two-lane rural high-
way, in the vicinity of its intersection with Highway 68 -- approxi-

mately a half mile west of the Office Park. It provides service to
State Highway 1 in Seaside via Del Rey Oaks. Average daily traffic
(ADT) on Highway 218 is presently about 4800 near the junction of

Highway 68.
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Access to the on-site street network is presently provided from
Highway 68 by Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. Blue Larkspur Lane
provides a two-lane temporary access to Laguna Seca Estates No.1,
with an estimated average dailty traffic (ADT) of about 450.
Evening peak hour turning volumes at this intersection are illus-
trated in Figure 16. This is a temporary access that will be closed
upon completion of the .treet network to the Office Park, located
between Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. York Road is a two-lane
facility presently providing access to the golf course, York School
and Fort Ord Military Reservation.

The north-south portion of York Road at the vest end of the Ranch
lies vithin a 70 foot vide strip owned in fee by Fort Ord. The
owners of the Laguna Seca Ranch hold a license for use of this road.
The owners of the Ranch have reserved a 60 foot roadway easement
parallelinq York Road 80 that a new road could be built along this
westerly quarter mile should it ever become necessary that the Army
revoke the existinq license.

The intersection of Hiqhway 68/York Road presently provides a 200
foot left turn lane for the eastbound Hiqhway 68 traffic enterinq
York Road. According to the Monterey County Planninq Department,
existing average daily traffic (ADT) on York Road is 550.

PUbli = Transit Ser\'ice

Existing public transit service is provided by the Monterey Peninsula
Transit District Route 21. This route operates between Monterey and
Salinas at a one hour headway from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays and
Saturdays. SUnday service also is provided between 10 a.m. and
7 p.m. Ridership presently has an insignificant impact on vehicular
traffic volumes.

Traff~c from O~f-Site Sources. A n~er of large develop~en~s o~
n~;;..~ay £z ~:. ~~.e proJec~ vi=~~i~J' are ~rr~~.~ly in various 5~ages
of planning or construction. These include the Garden Road Office
Park, t~,£ ~ay Station motel and restaurant, the Trade Center, Mon-
ter:-a rznc:-., :.rle Airport Industrial ParI-., R'.fan P.B.nch and Tarpey
Flats, all located to the west of the project; and Hidden Hills.
~;e5~ -;~','~l,=,?ments are expected tr') \;:? co~pleted over the next 25 t:l

30 years. At that t1me, total daily external traffic generated
fJ.'om the projects to the west of Laguna Seca are expected to be
approximately 84,500, based upon a traffic study for Monterra, Ryan
Ranch and Tarpey Flats by TJKM Transportation Consultants. Approxi-
mately 25,000 (30\) of these trips are expected to be d1stributed
to the east of their points of generation, and to pass the entrance
to Laguna Seca Office Park on Highway 68. Approximately 8724 trip
ends (10\ of the-ADT) are expected during the evening peak hour,
with 3571. inbound and 5154 outbound. The resulting peak hour
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volumes past Laguna Seca Office Park from these off-site develop-
ments are 2620 vehicles per hour, with a ~rectional split of 1070
westbound and 1550 eastbound. Hidden Hills is expected to generate
about 600 trips per day with about ten percent in the peak hour.
This results in an additional 30 vehicle trips past the Office Park
entrance during the peak hour, based upon the ~rectional splits of
other off-site projects.

Additional traffic growth on Highway 68 is expected to occur, due
to regional qrowth, at a rate of two percent per annum. The re-
sulting traffic volumes near the Office Park, excluding its future

traffic, are shown in Figure 17.

George W. Nickelson, Traffic Engineer, has pointed out in his
Traffic Analysis of Laguna Seca Ranch (1981), that the magnitude of

added development as projected by the TJKM Transportation Study may
be grossly overstated. He indicated that the projected developments
would represent a major increase in the employment and population
characteristics of the entire County. OVer 20,000 new jobs would
need to be created along the Highway 68 corridor, as well as 3,400
new residential units (which, in themselves, could not balance the
employment demand) in order to arrive at the 8,724 p.m. trip ends.

Furthermore, the projected developments in the TJKM study no longer
exist because of the recent rejection of Monterey II. He concludes
that the TJKM analysis is tenuous because the actual development
along the Highway 68 corridor may be significantly less than proj-

ects currently proposed.

Freeway Plan Lines Plan Lines for future freeway construction have
been adopted for the entire route between Monterey (Highway 1> and

the end of freeway at River Road near Salinas. However, funding
currently is unavailable and no specific forecast exists of the
timing for conversion. A portion of the future right of way within
the plan lines was granted as an easement to Monterey County by the
o~~ers of Laguna Seca Ranch at the recordation of the Laguna Seca
T'z::crl Esc.a:.es ;:0. 2 S'.:bd:l.Vl~i~n early in '980.

ill uti:
to add i
.", -""-.;,,..

and is expec~ed
..;~;. 1 ',',r, '" "~Cc

'-'-.' Of.l'-' -'~

r, ,. ve '" C '
" ,-, ...I..l

t~e 1='3":-
r:t~rs,=ct~

O:? EO

t-"-;""
5-~-l:' F~r day to York ;Jaj:,

~')e resulting t;.c.:;"::-'9
Hiahway 68 are sno n~n

~

Figure 18.

'The prelim~=-lary plar.Ei for the freeway include ar. ir.t.er::ha:1g~ '.::!

serve the Office Park development. This intersection at York Road,
also will service Ryan Ranch and the east end of Monterra.' The
preliJninary development plans include cooperation '.lith the devel-
opers of Ryan Ranch in any necessary improvements to the present

York Road/H~9hway 68 intersection.
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Project Traffic Generation and Di8tribu~ion

On-site access to the project site will be provided ~ York Road
which is an existing entrance to the property. Blue Larkspur Lane
will be closed to through traffic after development occurs.

Accordinq to both Traffic Enqineers, Dryden and Nickelson, expected
project-generated traffic is 3,120 trips per day and 3,900 average
trips per day (AnT).

It has been pointed out b¥ Carl Hooper, Project Engineer for Laguna
Seca Office Park, that with a small change in transportation mode,
the averaqe trips per day could be reduced b¥ 30' to approximately
2,500 average trips per day. He suggests that 20\ of the employees
would car pool, 10' would use buses and the remaininq 70' use indi-
vidual cars. Also included in the 2,500 ACT would be 400 customer
trips per day. The breakdown would be as follows:

7°' in individual cars
2°' in car pools
1°' in buses

- 700 employees X 2.5 trips
- 200 employees X 2.0 trips
- 100 employees X 0 trips

200 customers X 2.0 trips

c

c

-
c

- 2,550TOTAL TRIPS

Impacts

Traffic increases external to the project could include 85,120
vehicle trips added over the next 25 to 30 years from various de-
velopments near Laquna Seca Office Park plus about a two percent per
annum increase due to regional growth.

The professional Office Park development will produce between 2,500
to 3900 ~verage daily trips (ADT).

According to the TKJM Report, near the proposed Office Park Highway
68 presently operates at a D L.O.S., with a v/c ratio of .67. The
expected level of service in the year 2000 on a proposed six-lane
expressway will be F with a v/c ratio of 1.01 without project
traffic.

Traffic signals will be warranted at the project entrance. Addi-
tional study of the necessary signal control and intersection 980-
metrics will be required when the type of Highway 68 facility to be
constructed is determined.

Additional examination of traffic control will be necess~ry at York
Road/Blue Larkspur Road intersection at the time of development.
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Hi ti9Btion Measures

Traffic signalization should be provided. Additional study is
necessary for the intersection of York Road and Highway 68.
Determ.:.nation of signal phasing, location, t~nq and inter-
section geometrics will be required. It has been determined by
Public Works that Larkspur Road will be closed.

49. Care should be taken to provide adequate sight distances at
all on-site intersections.

Addi tional study by the County Public Works Department should
be made of the usage of Ryan Ranch roads as access routes to
Highway 218 from York Road.

Ad~tional bus transit service should be provided to and from
Monterey.

The Office Park business organizations should cooperate with
one another to provide flexible or staggered business hours
and to assist in the formation of carpools or vanpools.

2.8 Air Quality

The northern port~on of the Sal~nas Valley, to wh~ch th~s area ~s
connected, ~s cons~dered a part of the same a~r bas~n as all of the
coastal areas of Monterey County. It is identified as the North
Central Coast Air Basin. Motor vehicles are the largest source of
gaseous pollutants in the North Coastal basins. Carbon monoxide,
nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons comprise the basic category of air
pollutants emitted from automobiles. Though the emissions from a
particular car do not seem exorbitant, it is the volume which
accounts for the pollution potent~al.

Under the Federal Pr~vention of Significant Deterioration Program
(PSD), areas which are mainta~ning federal a~r quality standards
~Jrrently are be~ng class~fied. Monterey County presently fails to
meet standards designated as Non-Atta~nment Areas, and is requ~red
to prepare a Non-Attainment Plan. A Non-Attainment Plan has
been prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
(AMBAG); it proposes general measures regarding traffic flow and
transit services which should enable this district to meet federal
standards by 1982. In addit~on, general policies pertaining to
mob~le-source and land-use controls are suggested. Although th~re
are no specif~c policies for North Monterey County, the plan recom-
mends that all large residential developments be reviewed ~ AMBAG

according to the A95 review process.
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Owner: 
McIntosh Enterprises 
9400 McIntosh Drive 
Monterey, CA 93940 
 
Architect: 
Wald, Ruhnke, and Dost  
2340 Garden Road 
Suite 100 
Monterey, CA, 93940 
 
Forester: 
Roy Webster  RPF #1765 
ISA Certified Arborist #WE-6314A  
Webster & Associates 
3144 North Main Street 
Soquel, CA 95073 
 
Purpose: 
To satisfy an agreement between the landowners and the County of Monterey that a Forest Management 
Plan (FMP) be prepared, submitted and approved for the proposed development on this parcel. 
 
Goal: 
To offset any potential impacts of proposed development on the property, while encouraging forest 
stability and perpetuating the forested character of the property. 
 
Management Objectives: 
Minimize erosion in order to prevent soil loss and siltation 
Preserve natural habitat including native forest, understory vegetation and associated wildlife 
Prevent forest fire 
Preserve scenic forest canopy as located within the Critical Viewshed (any public viewing area). 
Preserve landmark trees to the greatest extent possible as defined below. 
 
Project Description 
This project involves the construction of a two-story professional office building consisting of 20,350 
gross square feet (16,245 s.f. net leasable).  Two parking areas are provided on site consisting of a total of 
66 parking stalls.   
 
This Forest Management Plan reviews the proposed development and provides professional forestry 
recommendations to preserve the forest to the greatest extent feasible.     
 
Site Description 
 
1) Assessors Parcel Number: 
173-121-005 
 
2) Location: 
The East side of Citation Court approximately 300 feet north of the intersection with Blue Larkspur Lane.   
 
3) Parcel Size: 
1.924 acres 
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4) Existing Land Use: 
Undeveloped open space zoned for commercial office.  
 
5) Slopes: 
The majority of the parcel is flat to gently sloping (0-10%), heading northerly up to 25% and to the east 
perimeter 35%.   
 
6) Soils: 
Soils onsite are of the Santa Ynez series.  These are moderately well drained soils that formed on terraces 
in alluvium derived from sandstone and granitic rock.  In a representative profile the surface layer is 
grayish brown and gray, medium acid fine sandy loam about 16 inches thick.  The subsurface layer is 
light brownish gray, medium acid fine sandy loam 2 inches thick.  The subsoil is gray and grayish brown, 
medium acid to mildly alkaline clay and clay loam 25 inches thick.  The substratum is light gray, 
moderately alkaline sandy clay loam.  Rooting depth can be as deep as 60 inches or more, but some roots 
are restricted to a depth of 15-30 inches by the clay subsoil.  On the Soil Survey of Monterey County 
prepared by the USDA, Soil Conservation Service, this soil is mapped as “ShE”.   
 
7) Vegetation: 
The vegetative type of the parcel is Native Oak Woodland.  The over story is primarily Coast Live Oak 
(Quercus agrifolia).  There are a few Monterey Pines (Pinus radiata), which are not natives but likely have 
reseeded from previous plantings of surrounding woodlands.  The native understory ground cover 
consists of Coyote Bush (Baccharis pilularis), Coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica), Poison Oak 
(Toxicodendron diversilobum), and various grasses and forbs.  There was also invasive, non-native Ice 
Plant (Carpobrotus chilensis).   
     
8) Forest Condition and Health: 
This area was regularly burned over by the Native Americans prior to occupation by Europeans.  Over the 
last 3 decades the property has been cleared by hand and tractor.  There are pruning cuts evident, most of 
recent vintage indicative of crown raising.   
 
The Oak trees are generally healthy with full crowns ten to thirty feet tall.  Color of the leaves is normal.  
There was no indication of disease vectors such as Sudden Oak Death (Phytophthora ramorum), nor were 
Bay Laurel trees present (Umbellularia californica) which is a common host.  Coffeeberry is present 
which is a host species.  No other common diseases of Oaks were noted such as oak root fungus 
(Armillaria mellea), oak bark beetles (Pseudopiyyophthorus spp.) or oak ambrosia beetles (Monarthrum 
spp.).   
 
The Monterey Pines had no evidence of pine pitch canker (Fusarium circinatum) or red turpentine beetles 
(Dendroctonus valens).   
 
9) Tree Inventory Data: 
Tree inventory data was originally mapped and compiled by Bestor Engineers.  I field checked the 
locations and measurements and they were generally accurate.   I did make a few changes.  Changes were 
mostly due to different interpretations of what constituted a single tree with multiple stems or a group of 
trees.  It is not a significant difference.  Professional protocol varies, but my standard is that if a tree forks 
more than one foot above the ground line it is a single tree with multiple stems.   
 
There were a total of 65 Coast Live Oak trees on the parcel.  The diameter breakdown is as follows: 
Seven trees 2-5 inches in diameter. 
Twenty-seven trees 6-10 inches in diameter. 
Twenty-four trees 11-20 inches in diameter. 
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Seven trees 21-32 inches in diameter.   
 
There were 4 Monterey Pines on the parcel.  Diameters were as follows: 4”, 6”, 14”, and 15”.     
 
TREE REMOVALS 
Every consideration was made to preserve as many trees as possible while still creating a feasible 
development proposal. Considering the distribution of the forest and the landowners desire to build on the 
parcel, it is not possible to forgo cutting protected trees.  The parcel is zoned for commercial office space.  
Only trees that hinder construction of the driveway, parking lot, office building or infrastructure will be 
removed. 
 
The needs of the project require the removal of the following trees:   
   OAKS: (diameter breakdown):   
2-5 inches –      3 trees 
6-10 inches –   19 trees 
11-20 inches – 17 trees 
21-32 inches –   4 trees 
 
   MONTEREY PINE 
None to be removed.   
 
This makes a total of 43 trees requiring removal.  Only one landmark tree (greater than 24 inches in 
diameter) will be removed.   
  
Branches and root wads may be chipped and used as mulch for landscaping, piled and burned in 
accordance with State and local fire protection authorities, or hauled to a refuse disposal site.   
 
The health of trees remaining should not be affected if the following practices are adhered to: 
 
A) Do not deposit any fill around trees, which may compact soils and alter water and air relationships.  

Fill placed within the drip-line may encourage the development of oak rot fungus (Armillaria mellea).   
 
B) Excavation contractor shall be careful not to damage stems and/or exposed roots of trees with heavy 

equipment.  If necessary, trees may be protected by boards, plastic fencing or other materials. 
 
C) When trees inside the area of development are removed, leave a high stump (24-36 inches) to aid in 

removal by mechanized equipment.  Before excavating the stump and root system, first locate all 
roots close to the ground surface by visual inspection and probing with a shovel.  These roots should 
be cut before trying to remove the stump.  This will make stump removal easier and will insure 
minimal impact to other trees whose roots may be intertwined with the stump being removed.  

 
D) Avoid over-watering of remaining trees that may occur if turf or herbaceous plants are grown under 

the tree canopy.  Native oaks are not adapted to summer watering and may develop crown or root rot 
as a result.  Do not irrigate within the dripline of oaks.  

 
E) The trees remaining near the structures will be bounded by impermeable surfaces.  Although these 

trees should survive, the change in the ground surface underneath the dripline of these trees may 
affect their long-term health due to a decrease in water availability.  These trees should be monitored 
for any external indicators of stress.  If such indicators appear, a professional forester or certified 
arborist should evaluate the tree for possible removal.   
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F) All trees scheduled for preservation shall be temporarily fenced during construction.  Plastic fencing 
should surround trees as far from the trunk as possible when heavy equipment is operated nearby.  
This will protect as much soil around the base of trees from compaction and increase awareness to 
operators that fenced trees are to be protected.  Fencing shall be installed prior to the issuance of 
building or grading permits.  Generally, fencing shall be placed at the edge of the root zone.  The root 
zone is determined to be that area located within a radius that is 15 times the diameter of the trunk.  
At no time shall the fencing be located closer than 3’ away from the trunk of the tree, or further than 
3’ away from the proposed building wall line, foundation, retaining wall, or grade cut, whichever 
provides the greater distance from the tree trunk.  Fencing shall be of sturdy construction and be of a 
color that is highly visible for operator benefit.  The minimum height shall be 4’.  Fenced-off areas 
shall not be used for material stockpile, storage or vehicle parking.  Dumping of materials, chemicals, 
or garbage shall be prohibited within the fenced areas.  Fenced areas shall be maintained in a natural 
condition and not impacted.  Removal of fencing shall only be approved by the County of Monterey 
Planning Department.  All trees required to be fenced shall be clearly marked with flagging or other 
identifying mark.  The marking is required to notify City inspectors that the subject tree or trees are to 
be fenced at all times during construction.   
 

G) Prior to the start of construction, all Monterey Pine trees scheduled for preservation shall have the 
lower 8’ sprayed with lindane, or sevin, in light oil and then wrapped with plastic to reduce the 
potential for infestation of Red Turpentine Beetles.  Unseasoned lumber or freshly cut pine stumps 
release an attractant, which draws the beetles to the site.  The plastic wrap and spray are used to 
control beetle attacks.  Plastic wrap shall remain on the tree throughout the construction period.  

 
H) Utility and drain lines shall be located outside the root zone (identified in #2) of all trees to be 

retained.  In cases where alternative routes are not available, utility conduit, pipe, wire, and drain lines 
shall be tunneled under major roots.  Major roots are determined to be those that exceed 2” in 
diameter.  In no case shall utility lines be permitted within 6’ from the trunk. 

 
I) All approved construction, trenching, or grading within the root zone of retention trees shall observe 

the following minimum tree protection standards: 
 Hand trenching at point or line of grade cuts closest to the trunk to expose major roots.  In cases 

where rock or unusually dense soils prevent hand trenching, mechanical excavation may be approved 
on a case specific basis by the planning department, provided that work inside the dripline is closely 
supervised by the applicant to prevent tearing or other significant damage to major roots. 

 Exposed major roots shall be cut with a saw to form a smooth surface and avoid tearing or jagged 
edges.   

 Absorbent tarp or heavy cloth fabric shall be placed over new grade cuts where roots are exposed and 
secure by stakes.  2”-4” of compost or wood chip should then be applied over the tarp for moisture 
retention.  The tarped areas shall be thoroughly watered twice a week until back filling is 
accomplished.  At the time of back filling the tarp shall be removed because research shows that 
buried tarp material tends to wick moisture from the ground into the atmosphere and may incidentally 
degrade the roots, which have been protected.   

 Wherever feasible, foundations within a root zone shall be of post and beam construction to eliminate 
root pruning or removal. 

 Planting beneath retained trees shall take into consideration watering requirement of the tree to 
prevent damage from over or under watering.  Planting beneath oaks trees should be avoided.  At a 
minimum, all new irrigation should be directed away from the trunks of oak trees.  Do not plant lawns 
within the root zones of oak trees.   
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ISSUES COUNTY REQUESTED TO BE ADDRESSED 
 

1. Due to the size and slope of the parcel there is little flexibility in design to retain additional trees.  
Long term maintenance of residual trees and minimizing removals is addressed in this plan.  

2.  The following policies have been reviewed in preparation of this plan:  
a. Monterey County Code -  Section 21.64.260 
b. Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
c. Oak Woodlands Conservation Act (PRC Section 21803.4). 

 
 The Oak Woodlands Conservation Act addresses protection and land conversion of trees in the genus 
Quercus.  This is the primary tree species located on the parcel. It requires protection and mitigation for 
removal of any Oak tree greater than 5 inches in diameter.    
 
The Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan is part of the Monterey County General Plan.    It is a long 
range-planning document that addresses all aspects of future growth, development and conservation. The 
Plan describes the natural resources of the Monterey Peninsula and identifies constraints for development.  
Implementation of the plan requires development of ordinances for protection of resources and ongoing 
review.   The ordinances include zoning regulations, subdivision regulations, and individual project 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act.   
 
Monterey County Code Section 21.64.260 addresses preservation of oaks and other protected trees.  The 
purpose of the Ordinance is to provide regulations for protection and preservation of such trees.  The 
threshold diameter size for this code is 6 inches.  We have exceeded these standards by addressing all 
trees 2 inches and larger 
 
This entire document addresses all of these topics in detail and is designed to conserve and protect the 
trees long term.  Because of the extent of the development, it is impossible to plant one for one all Oaks 
removed without creating an unhealthy overcrowded stand.  Depending on the landscape plan, it may be 
possible to plant as many as 10 Coast Live Oaks on site.  Mitigation for additional removals should be by 
planting offsite or contributing to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund as determined by the regulating 
bodies.   
 
 It is not appropriate at this time to designate replanting areas.  There is limited residual space and the 
landscape plan will dictate what areas are available for planting.  In general, any treeless areas where 
there is a 15-foot diameter circle are appropriate candidates.     
 
The surrounding undeveloped landscape has many acres of undeveloped Oak Woodland.  Prevailing 
sun/wind exposure has little relevance to replanting and maintaining the residual forest.  The soils, 
rainfall, and sun/wind exposure are well adapted to continuation of the Oaks.    
              
Agreement by Landowner: 
 
The following standard conditions are made a part of all Forest Management Plans: 
 
A. Management Objectives 

1. Minimize erosion in order to prevent soil loss and siltation. 
2. Preserve natural habitat including native forest, understory vegetation and associated wildlife. 
3. Prevent forest fire. 
4. Preserve scenic forest canopy as located within the Critical Viewshed (any public viewing area). 
5. Preserve landmark trees to the greatest extent possible as defined below. 
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B. Management Measures 

1. Tree Removal: No tree will be removed without a Forest Management Plan or an Amended 
Forest Management Plan. 
 

2. Application Requirements: Trees proposed for removal will be conspicuously marked by flagging 
or by paint.  Proposed removal of native trees greater than six inches will be the minimum 
necessary for the proposed development.  Removal not necessary for the proposed development 
will be limited to that required for the overall health and long term maintenance of the forest, as 
verified in this plan or in subsequent amendments to this plan. 

 
3. Landmark Trees: All landmark trees will be protected from damage if not permitted to be 

removed as a diseased tree, which threatens to spread the disease to nearby healthy trees or as a 
dangerous tree, which presents an immediate danger to human life or structures.  

 
4. Dead Trees: Because of their great value for wildlife habitat (particularly as nesting sites for 

insect eating birds) large dead trees will normally be left in place.  Smaller dead trees will 
normally be removed in order to reduce the fire hazard.  Dead trees may be removed at the 
convenience of the owner.   

 
5. Thinning:  Trees less than two inches diameter breast height may be thinned to promote the 

growth of neighboring trees, without first developing a Forest Management Plan.   
 

6. Protection of Trees: All trees other than those approved for removal shall be retained and 
maintained in good condition.  Trimming, where not injurious to the health of the tree, may be 
performed wherever necessary in the judgment of the owner, particularly to reduce personal 
safety and fire hazards.   

 
      7.    Retained trees, which are located close to the construction site, shall be protected from        
              Inadvertent damage by construction equipment through wrapping of trunks with protective         
              materials, bridging or tunneling under major roots where exposed in foundation or utility    
              trenches and other measures appropriate and necessary to protect the well being of the retained  
              trees. 

 
        8.    Fire prevention:  In addition to any measures required by the local California Department of       
              Forestry, the owner will: 

A)   maintain a spark arrester screen atop each chimney 
B) maintain spark arresters on gasoline powered equipment 
C) establish a “greenbelt” by keeping vegetation in a green growing condition to a 

distance of at least 25’ feet around the structures 
D) break up and clear away any dense accumulation of dead or dry underbrush or plant 

litter, especially near landmark trees and around the greenbelt. 
      

9. Use of fire (for clearing, etc.): Open fires will be set or allowed on the parcel only as a forest 
management tool under the direction of the Department of Forestry authorities, pursuant to local 
fire ordinances and directives. 

 
10.  Clearing Methods: Brush and other undergrowth, if removed, will be cleared through methods, 

which will not materially disturb the ground surface.  Hand grubbing, tractor crushing and 
mowing will normally be the methods of choice 
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      11.   Irrigation:  In order to avoid further depletion of groundwater resource, prevent root diseases and  
otherwise maintain favorable conditions for the native forest, the parcel will not be irrigated 
except within developed areas.  Caution will be exercised to avoid over watering around trees. 

 
12. Exotic Plants:  Care will be taken to eradicate and to avoid introduction of the following pest 

species: 
A)  Pampas Grass 
B)  Genista (Scotch broom, French broom) 
C)  Eucalyptus (large types) 
D)  Thistles 
 

Amendments 
 
The County of Monterey Director of Planning may approve amendments to this plan, provided that such 
amendments are consistent with the provisions of the discretionary permit or building submittal.  
Amendments to this Forest Management Plan will be required for proposed tree removal not shown as 
part of this Plan, when the proposed removal falls within the description of a Forest Management Plan or 
Amendment to an existing Forest Management Plan. 
 
Amended Forest Management Plan 
 
A) An amended forest Management Plan shall be required when: 
 

1. A forest Management Plan for the parcel has been previously approved by the County of 
Monterey Director of Planning. 

2. The proposed tree removal as reviewed as part of a development has not been shown in the 
previously approved Forest Management Plan 

 
B) At a minimum, the Amended Forest Management Plan shall consist of: 

1. A plot showing the location, type and size of each tree proposed for removal, as well as the 
location and type of trees to be replanted. 

2. A narrative describing reasons for the proposed removal, alternatives to minimize the amount 
and impacts of the proposed tree removal, tree replanting information and justification for 
removal of trees outside of the developed area, if proposed. 

 
Compliance 
 
It is further understood that failure to comply with this Plan will be considered as failure to comply with 
the conditions of the Use Permit. 
 
Transfer of Responsibility 
  
This plan is intended to create a permanent forest management program for the site.  It is understood, 
therefore, that in the event of a change of ownership, this plan shall be as binding on the new owner as it 
is on the present owner.  As a permanent management program, this Plan will be conveyed to the future 
owner upon sale of the property. 
 
 
 
 
 





 

2060 ROCKROSE COURT, GILROY, CA 95020 
T 408.201.2752  KEITH@KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM  WWW.KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM 

Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 
 

September 25, 2019 

Dale Ellis 

Anthony Lombardo & Associates 

144 West Gabilan Street 

Salinas, CA 93901 

 

Re: Laguna Seca Apartments Traffic Study Update, Monterey County, California 

Dear Dale: 

As requested, this provides traffic volume data on Blue Larkspur Lane, York Road and Highway 68 for the 

proposed 15-unit apartment project on Blue Larkspur Lane in the Laguna Seca Office Park (LSOP) in Monterey 

County, California.  The current letter report, dated November 5, 2018 (included as Appendix A), focused on 

changes in traffic generation if the project site (Lot 5) as well as lots 2-4, 6 and 7 in the Office Park were developed 

as residential versus office.   

The scope of work includes the following tasks. 

1. 24-hour roadway segment volumes were collected for 3 days on Blue Larkspur Lane, immediately east of 

York Road and just west of 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane 

2. Volumes on Wilson Road are referenced from recent traffic studies 

3. Volumes on York Road are referenced from recent traffic studies 

4. The contributions of traffic on York Road from the various sources are estimated 

5. Traffic volumes on Highway 68 are referenced from Caltrans and compared with forecasts in the "Final 

Environmental Impact Report - General Plan Amendment for Laguna Seca Office Park Development,"      

Scott Lefaver, AICP, March 1983 (LSOP EIR), which is included as an attachment to the November 5, 

2018 traffic report. 

6. Conclusions will be made regarding these comparisons and how they relate to the proposed project. 

 

1. Blue Larkspur Lane Traffic Volumes 

Blue Larkspur Lane traffic volumes were counted from Tuesday, September 17, 2019 through Thursday, 

September 19, 2019 immediately west of York Road and just west of 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane.  They are 

summarized on Attachment 1.  Raw traffic count data is included in Appendix B.  Blue Larkspur Lane carries 

about 676 vehicles per day near 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane.  This traffic is solely attributed to Laguna Seca Ranch 

Estates No. 1.  The existing Laguna Seca Office Park currently adds about 1,571 daily trips, 155 AM peak hour 

trips and 136 PM peak hour trips.  This results in a total of 2,247 daily trips, 211 AM peak hour trips and 190 on 

Blue Larkspur Lane just east of York Road.  As indicated on Attachment 2, Laguna Seca Ranch Estates1 

represents about 30% and Laguna Seca Office Park represents 70% of traffic on Blue Larkspur Lane.   
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The LSOP EIR does not provide a traffic forecast for Blue Larkspur Lane.  However, as indicated on Attachment 3, 

the LSOP EIR, page 68, estimates that the Laguna Seca Office Park would generate about 525 PM peak hour 

trips.  All of this would be added to the 54 trips from Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, for an estimated total of 579 

PM peak hour trips.  The current PM peak traffic from LSOP plus Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1 is 190. The 

buildout of Laguna Seca Office Park with office uses would generate about 136 additional PM peak hour trips 

above current levels, which results in a total of about 326 PM peak hour trips.  The buildout of Laguna Seca Office 

Park with apartments uses would generate about 67 additional PM peak hour trips above current levels, which 

results in a total of about 257 PM peak hour trips.   

Attachment 3 also indicates that the Laguna Seca Office Park was estimated to generate about 3,120 trips per 

day.  All of this would be added to the 676 daily trips from Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, for a total of 3,796 daily 

trips.  The buildout of Laguna Seca Office Park with office uses would generate about 1,223 additional trips above 

current levels, which results in a total of about 3,470 daily trips.  The buildout of Laguna Seca Office Park with 

apartments uses would generate about 878 additional trips above current levels, which results in a total of about 

3,125 daily trips.   

Conclusion: It is evident that Blue Larkspur Lane will carry lower traffic volumes than originally anticipated in the 

LSOP EIR whether the Laguna Seca Office Park is built out completely as offices or includes apartments on Lots 2 

through 7.  In addition, apartments will result in lower traffic volumes on the surrounding streets than office uses, 

thus having a lesser impact on Blue Larkspur Lane. 

2. York Road Traffic Volumes 

York Road traffic volumes are referenced from the “Final SR 68 Scenic Highway Plan,” Transportation Agency for 

Monterey County, August 2017.  Attachment 1 provides traffic volumes between Highway 68 and Wilson Road, 

the eastern entrance to Ryan Ranch, as well as York Road north of Wilson Road.  The volumes north of Wilson 

Road are estimated based on subtracting Blue Larkspur Lane and recent Wilson Road counts from York Road 

volumes between Highway 68 and Wilson Road.  This is only provided as a means of determining the amount of 

traffic from each development area served by York Road.   

York Road currently carries about 7,600 vehicles per day with about 700 in the PM peak hour.  Attachment 2 

indicates that about 9% of existing traffic is from Laguna Seca Ranch Estate 1, 21% from Laguna Seca Office Park, 

55% from Ryan Ranch Office Park, and 16% from York School, Laguna Seca Golf Ranch and Laguna Seca Ranch 

Estates 2.  Ryan Ranch Office Park represents more than half of the total traffic on York Road north of Highway 68.   

As indicated on Attachment 3, the LSOP EIR, page 68, estimated that York Road would carry about 9,000 daily 

trips with 1,810 PM peak hour trips in the Year 2000.  That estimate included “Monterey II,” which was a very 

aggressive development plan for the Highway 68 corridor that will not occur.  All of the “Monterey II” properties 

have been developed at far lower intensities or will not be developed at all.  Currently, York Road carries about 

7,600 daily trips with 700 PM peak hour trips.  With the buildout of Laguna Seca Office Park as offices, the totals 

would increase to about 8,823 daily trips with 836 in the PM peak hour.  With the buildout of Lots 2 through 7 as 

apartments, the totals would increase to about 8,478 daily trips with 767 in the PM peak hour.  Either alternative 

would result in slightly lower daily trips and substantially lower PM peak hour trips than were projected in the LSOP 

EIR.   
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The PM peak hour estimates in the LSOP EIR assumed about 20% of daily traffic would occur in the PM peak 

hour, which is extremely conservative.  About 9.5 % of daily traffic actually occurs in the PM peak hour.  Traffic 

mitigations are generally based on peak hour traffic operations, so the current and anticipated peak hour trips will 

be less than one-half of the 1983 forecasts.  Again, the Laguna Seca Office Park apartment proposal will have less 

impact than offices. 

3. Highway 68 Traffic Volumes 

Attachment 1 provides traffic volumes on Highway 68.  Highway 68 daily traffic volume of 24,800 is referenced 

from “Caltrans 2017 Traffic Volumes”, accessed at https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census/traffic-

volumes/2017.  Traffic Volumes are currently not available for 2018.  However, the 2014 volume for this section of 

Highway 68 is 23,600 (the most recent other volumes on the Caltrans website).  Traffic volumes increased about 

5% over the 3-year period.  This is an annual increase of about 1.7%.  Interestingly, the 1998 volume was 23,500.  

The 20-year trend is about 0.3% growth per year.  The 1980 ADT on Highway 68 was 12,700.  Traffic volumes 

have doubled over the last 39 years.  This is an annual growth rate of about 2.4%.  

The PM peak hour traffic volume on Highway 68 are referenced from the “Final SR 68 Scenic Highway Plan,” 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County, August 2017.  The counts were conducted in February 2016.  The 

volumes are increased 10% to account for seasonality and 3 years of traffic growth.  

Attachment 3 indicates that the Year 2000 forecast in the LSOP EIR was 42,780.  Again, this was based on the 

aggressive Monterey II land use forecasts.  Current (2019) traffic volumes are only 40% of what was estimated.  

The LSOP EIR was very conservative and overestimated impacts from long term development.  Attachment 3 also 

indicates that apartments on Lots 2 - 7 would have less impacts on Highway 68 than offices.   

4. Summary and Conclusions 

The following is a summary of the report conclusions.  

1. Traffic volumes on Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road and Highway 68 are less than LSOP EIR forecasts.  

They will continue to be lower with buildout of the Laguna Seca Office Park with offices or apartments. 

2. The Laguna Seca Office Park currently represents about 70% of traffic on Blue Larkspur Lane and 21% of 

traffic on York Road. 

3. Highway 68 traffic volumes are about 40% less than the volume expected by the Year 2000 in the LSOP EIR.  . 

4. Apartments on Lots 2 through 7 will have lower trip generation and less impacts on Blue Larkspur Lane, York 

Road and Highway 68 than offices.  This does not account for the possibility of apartment residents to work in 

Laguna Seca Office Park, Ryan Ranch Office Park or other nearby employment centers and use of public 

transportation or other alternatives.   

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Thank you for the opportunity to assist you. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE 

Attachments 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census/traffic-volumes/2017
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census/traffic-volumes/2017


Attachment 1 Attachment 2

Laguna Seca Office Park Vicinity Contributors to Traffic on Nearby Local Streets

Existing Daily Traffic Volumes 

Weekday

Street Count Days Count Dates Count Adjustment Daily Average Volume % of Daily Volume % of Daily

Blue Larkspur Lane

West of 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane Tuesday - Thursday 9/17-9/19/19 None 676 56 8.3% 54 8.0%

East of York Road Tuesday - Thursday 9/17-9/19/19 None 2,247 211 9.4% 190 8.5%

Wilson Road

West of York Road Tuesday - Thursday 7/23-7/25/19 None 4,174 406 9.7% 396 9.5%

York Road

North of Wilson Road Estimate - York Rd N of Hwy 68 minus Blue Larkspur and Wilson 1,179 105 8.9% 114 9.7%

North of Highway 68 Wednesday 2/23/2016 1.10 7,600 722 9.5% 700 9.7%

(Allowance for seasonal 

adjustment and 3 years growth)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour



Attachment 2

Contributors to Traffic on Nearby Local Streets

Daily Percent Percent 

Traffic Contribution Contribution 

Development Generated to York at Hwy 68 to Blue Larkspur

Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1 676 9% 30%

Laguna Seca Office Park 1,571 21% 70%

Ryan Ranch Office Park 4,174 55% N.A.

York School, Laguna Seca Golf Ranch and Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 2 1,179 16% N.A.

Total York Road Between Hwy 68 and Wilson 7,600 100% N.A.



Attachment 3

Actual versus 1980 EIR Forecast

PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

1983 EIR Year 2000 Year 2019 1983 EIR Year 2000 Year 2019

Street Forecast Actual Office Apartments Forecast Actual Office Apartments

Project-Generated Traffic 136 67 1,223 878

Blue Larkspur Lane

West of 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane N.A. 54 54 54 N.A. 676 676 676

East of York Road 579 190 326 257 3,796 2,247 3,470 3,125

Wilson Road

West of York Road N.A. 396 396 396 N.A. 4,174 4,174 4,174

York Road

North of Wilson Road N.A. 114 114 114 N.A. 1,179 1,179 1,179

North of Highway 68 1,810 700 836 767 9,000 7,600 8,823 8,478

Highway 68 4,979 2,283 2,364 2,323 42,780 24,800 25,534 25,327

             3. The York Road 1983 EIR Year 2000 Forecast is includes the 450 ADT from the Blue Larkspur Lane connection to Hwy 68 added to the 8,550 York Road forecast in Figure 17 

of the 1983 EIR.

With Lot 2-7 BuildoutWith Lot 2-7 Buildout

PM Peak Hour Volume

Notes: 1. EIR volumes are referenced from "Final Environmental Impact Report - General Plan Amendment for Laguna Seca Office Park Development,"      Scott Lefaver, AICP, 

March 1983

              2. Blue Larkspur Lane 2000 Forecast is estimated by adding the project trip generation estimate of 525 PM peak hour trips and 3,120 vehicles per day referenced from  the 

1980 EIR page 68 to the 676 daily trips generated by Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1.  

Average Daily Traffic
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Laguna Seca Lot 5 Apartments Trip Generation Study 

Keith Higgins Traffic Engineer 
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2060 ROCKROSE COURT, GILROY, CA 95020 
T 408.201.2752  KEITH@KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM  WWW.KEITHHIGGINSTE.COM 

Keith Higgins 
Traffic Engineer 
 

November 5, 2018 

Alan Hendry, RA 

Wald, Ruhnke & Dost Architects, LLP  

2340 Garden Road, Suite 100 

Monterey, CA  93940 

 

Re: Laguna Seca Lot 5 Apartments Trip Generation Study, Monterey County, CA 

 

Dear Alan, 

As you requested, this is a trip generation study for the proposed Laguna Seca Lot-5 Apartments.  The 

project involves the development of a 15-unit apartment on Lot 5, which is a 1.924-acre parcel 

designated for office development in the Laguna Seca Office Park in Monterey County, California.   

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Laguna Seca Office Park is entitled, the “Final 

Environmental Impact Report – General Plan Amendment for the Laguna Seca Office Park 

Development,” Scott Lefaver, March 1983 (1983 EIR), which was certified by the County of Monterey.  

The proposed development included a total of 27.8 acres of professional office park with 19 lots for 

office development plus two homes.  The office park’s building floor area was estimated to total 260,000 

square feet.  This is a floor area ratio of 9,352 square feet per acre.  The traffic section of the 1983 EIR 

is included herein as Appendix A.  A total of 13 lots have been developed.   

The original Office Park had traffic mitigations and development conditions that were satisfied allowing 

for development of the Park as individual parcels with office buildings.  The proposed apartment 

requires an amendment to the existing development permits, which includes ascertaining whether the 

current proposal will represent new traffic impacts.  This is the purpose of this study, which determines if 

the current proposal will generate more trips than predicted in the 1983 EIR.   

This study first summarizes the trip generation for the originally proposed office park as documented in 

the 1983 EIR.  This estimate is then compared with a trip generation estimate using the current “Trip 

Generation Manual,” Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 10th Edition, 2017.   The trip generation 

for Lot 5, the site of the proposed apartment, is then estimated for both the proposed apartment and for 

the site developed as the originally approved professional office.   

1. The County of Monterey has requested a trip generation estimate if other currently undeveloped 

lots also are developed as apartments rather than offices.  This would include Lots 2,3,4,6 and 7 

in addition to Lot 5.  This potential development scenario is discussed in Section 4 of this 
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letter.Trip Generation Estimate for Originally Proposed Office Estimated in Original 

EIR 

On page 68, paragraph 2, in Appendix A, Dryden and Nicholsen, 1983 EIR traffic consultants, 

conservatively estimated that the Laguna Seca Office Park would generate between 3,120 and 

3,900 daily trips.  The project civil engineer, Carl Hooper, optimistically estimated that the project 

would have robust carpooling and transit usage that would reduce the net daily trip total to 

2,550.  Paragraph 6 of page 68 concludes that the project would generate between 2,500 and 

3,900 trips per day.  This is summarized in Section A of the trip generation spreadsheet on 

Table 1. Incidentally, I prepared the traffic study in 1982 when employed by William G. Dryden.    

2. Trip Generation Estimate for Originally Proposed Office Park Using Current ITE Rates 

Section B of Table1 indicates that the originally proposed professional office land use would be 

expected to generate 2,700 daily trips, including 19 for the two single family homes included in 

the project.  At Buildout, the office park would be expected to generate about 2,681 daily trips 

with 303 AM peak hour trips and 284 PM peak hour trips.  The daily total using current ITE rates 

is at the lower end of the range predicted in the 1983 EIR.  Current ITE rates corroborate the trip 

generation estimate used in the EIR, which is actually higher than expected using current ITE 

rates by as much as 44%. 

3. Trip Generation Estimate for Lot 5 as Apartments Compared With Office 

Section C of Table 1 indicates that the proposed 15-unit apartment is expected to generate 

about 110 daily trips with 7 in the AM peak hour and 8 in the PM peak hour.  Lot 5 has a land 

area of 1.924 acres.  Based on a site study by your firm, the site could accommodate a 22,245 

square foot office building.  Using standard ITE trip rates, this would be expected to generate 

about 229 daily trips with 26 in both the AM and PM peak hours. 

 

Section C indicates that the apartment building will generate about 120 less daily trips, 19 less 

AM peak hour trips and 17 less PM peak hour trips than expected from an office building.  This 

is based on trip rates that would result in an estimate of 2,700 daily trips for the Office Park. The 

currently proposed apartments will generate far less traffic when compared to the conservative 

rates estimated in the 1983 EIR. 

4. Trip Generation Estimate for Remaining Undeveloped Parcels (Lots 2 Through 7) as 

Apartments Compared With Office 

Section D of Table 1 provides an estimate of trip generation with the development of Lots 2 

through 7 as apartments rather than the previously anticipated offices.  This includes the 

proposed project on Lot 5.  Table 2 provides a breakdown of the office floor area that could be 

developed on each of the 19 lots.  Lots 2 through 7 are currently undeveloped.  The conversion 

of Lot 5 from offices to apartments could be the precedent for the conversion of the remaining 



Alan Hendry, RA 
November 5, 2018 

 

3 

vacant parcels (Lots 2,3,4,6 and 7).  The total office building floor area for the six undeveloped 

parcels is estimated to be 118,570 square feet.  To be conservative, it is also assumed that a 

total of 120 apartments could be developed in place of offices.  This is a ratio of 988 square feet 

of office per apartment.  The ratio for Lot 5 is actually 1,483 square feet of office per apartment.  

In other words, applying the Lot 5 office floor area to apartment ratio to Lots 2 through 7 would 

result in only 80 apartments.   Using standard ITE trip rates, the office buildings on Lots 2 

through 7 would be expected to generate about 1,223 daily trips with 138 trips in the AM peak 

hour and 136 trips in the PM peak hour.  The 120 apartments would generate about 878 daily 

trips with 55 in the AM peak hour and 67 in the PM peak hour.  The apartment conversion on 

Lots 2 through 7 would generate 344 less daily trips, 82 less AM peak hour trips and 69 less PM 

peak hour trips than expected from an office building.   The conversion from offices to 

apartments on Lots 2 through 7 would result in a reduction in traffic generated by the Laguna 

Seca Office Park. 

 

5. Conclusion and Recommendation 

It is evident that the currently proposed apartments will generate less traffic than an office 

building with the square footage originally envisioned for Lot 5.  The conversion from offices to 

apartments on Lots 2 through 7 would also result in a reduction in traffic generated by the 

buildout of the Laguna Seca Office Park.  The Office Park fulfilled its conditions of approval 

based on greater impacts than will actually occur for this parcel even if developed as Offices.  

On that basis there is no need for further study. 

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, please do not hesitate to contact me at your 

convenience.  Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE 
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LAGUNA SECA OFFICE PARK

Land Use Summary

LOT NUMBER APN

PROPOSED 

RESIDENTIAL

ACTUAL SIZE 

BUILT OFFICE

1 173-121-001 8,810

2 173-121-002 22,014

3 173-121-003 17,560

4 173-121-004 22,620

5 173-121-005 22,245

6 173-121-006 18,236

7 173-121-007 15,895

8 173-121-008 7,444

9 173-121-009 12,200

10 173-121-010 14,472

11 173-121-011 12,113

12 173-121-012 12,010

13 173-121-013 18,905

14 173-121-014 10,617

15 173-121-015 11,317

16 173-121-016 18,425

17 173-121-017 5,471

18 173-121-018 7,498

19 173-121-019 13,696
 TOTALS- 

Office Floor 

Area (S.F.) 

118,570 152,978

Keith Higgins
Traffic Engineer

Table 2

Laguna Seca Office Park

Land Use Summary



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

1983 EIR Excerpts 
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1.2.2 Background

The proposed Office Park is owned by the Bishop, McIntosh and
McIntosh partnership. A golf course adjacent to the Park is also
owned by the partnership, but is under lease to Nick Lombardo.
The school, 20 acres in the northwest corner, is owned by York
School. Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No.1, 46 lots on 39 acres near
the southwest corner, is owned by 46 individuals or families, with
appurtenant open space owned by a Home Owners Association. Laguna
Seca Ranch Estates No.2 (49 lots on 135 acres) was developed in
1980. Some lots in Unit 2 have been sold and several homes are
under construction, however none have been occupied or completed
as of August 1, 1982. The Laguna Seca Ranch was acquired by Frank
Bishop in 1953; the subdivision was created in 1962, the York
School in 1964, and the golf course in 1969. York Road, -a 1500
foot long, 70 foot wide strip, is owned by the U.S. Government and
is a part of Fort Ord.

1.2.3 Proposed Project Development

The proposed development consists of 260,000 square feet of office
space located on 54 acres at the south westerly section of the
Laguna Seca Ranch. The professional offices will include finan-
cial institutions and business offices to be" developed on 19 lots
ranging from .6 to 2.6.acres. The lots will be sold or leased for
the construction of custom designed buildings. The Tentative
SUbdivision Map for this office park development is included as
Figure 2.

The development also proposes two single family lots (20 and
21) to be located adjacent to the existing Ranch Estates No.1.
The probable gross office space (260,000 square feet) was
calculated at an average of 20\ groUnd coverage, with 10\
designated as two story. Table 1 details the uses at the site.

Lots 1 through 19 are proposed for office and professional uses
and two lots (20 and 21) for single family uses adjacent to the
existing Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No.1. The average size of
the office park lots is 1.46 acres, the smallest of these lots
being .66 acres. Lot 20 is proposed for .82 acres and Lot 21
for 1.08 acres for single family homes.

The site is accessed along the existing York Road to the proposed
Blue Larkspur Lane. The area south of this roadway will remain as
open space un~il such time as area for e~ansion of Highway 68 is
needed. The highway entrance to Laguna Seca Ranch Estates will be
closed upon construction of Blue Larkspur Lane from York Road.

(Refer to Figure 2.)
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Table 1
Use Proposed for Office Park Development

Use Net Acres Percent

4.45
0.25
8.85

11.66
27.80

1.40

8.

O.

16.

21.

SO.

3.

Roads
Common Drives
Freeway Take
Open Space
R-3 Lots (Office)
R-1 Lots (Single Family Homes)

54.91TOTAL 100.0

1.2.4 Neighboring and Vicinity Land Use

The land in the vicinity of the project site, with its pastoral,
semi-rural setting and attendant qualities (grassy meadows, oak
groves, steep chaparral-covered slopes and pine forest), 1s a
contrast to the urban city of Monterey. The area always has
been a source of visual enjoyment for those passing by it on
Highway 68, which was declared a Scenic Highway by the State of
California in 1969.

The properties surrounding Laguna Seca Office Park are varied
in their type and intensity of use. Generally, much of the
land currently is undeveloped and/or in limited residential and
agricultural use. However, there has been much planning ac-
tivity on the part of landowners of the area, and there is
evidence that substantial development could occur in the
future.

The project site is within the former Monterey II Planning
Area, located along the Highway 68 corridor. In March of 1976,
the City of Monterey adopted its Monterey II Plan for this
area. Based upon this plan a number of development proposals
were prepared for almost 85\ of the 8,300 acre Monterey II area
over the last two decades. These proposals covered all of the
5 major land holdings in this area (Work Ranch, Lit Ng, Hidden
Hills, Laguna Seca Ranch and Pebble Beach Corporation Proper-
ties). However, in November 1981 the people of the 'City of
Monterey repealed the Monterey II Plan. Therefore, the future
development of the surrounding area is unknown. Development
can occur within the County as designated by the County's
General Plan. No high intensity urban development can take

10

.2

.5

1

.2

.6

.5



Street furniture, such as lamp posts, benches, litter containers,
hydrants, plant containers, et cetera, shall be of a design com-
patible with the architecture and the character of the land and
shall be consistent throughout the development. -

All signs shall conform to an overall sign design concept coordi-
nated through the entire development. This overall sign design
concept will control color, shape, size and content of all signs.
$YmhOls rather than words shall be used wherever possible.

Shingle roofs and/or tile stucco and natural wood siding exterior
walls, arranged with particular attention to human size, shall domi-
nate the architectural design of all buildings. Building complexes
shall be designed to follow the existing slope of the land and be
planned to mintmize exposed earth cuts and fills and to preserve
existing trees. In all cases, the forest shall take aesthetic prec-
edence over structures and shall penetrate building complexes.
Colors shall be selected from a recommended color palette. Color
accents, in general, wi!.l be in doorways, windows, and on selected

wall areas.

Exposed mechanical devices, such as radio and TV antennas, blowers,
air conditioning devices, et cetera, will be minimized and blended.
All utilities are to be underground.

Traffic and Circulation
- ---

Traffic Volumes

The following discussion is taken from traffic reports prepared for
the area by William Dryden, C.onsulting Engineers and George W.
Nickelson, P. E., Traffic Engineer. -

Access to the project vicinity is provided by State Highway 68
(Monterey-Salinas Highway), which is a two-lane rural highway whi::h
runs in an east/west direction. It is the main traffic corridor
between Salinas and Monterey. Current daily traffic volumes near
the project site on Highway 68 average about 12,700 with peak hour
volumes of approximately 1,250, based upon recent CalTrans counts
summarized in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 16. The peak hour
level of service (L.C.S.) is D, with a volume to capacity (v/c)
ratio of .67.

Additional access to the project vicinity is provided by 5tate Hi~h-
way 218 (Canyon del Rey Boulevard), which is a two-lane rural high-
way, in the vicinity of its intersection with Highway 68 -- approxi-

mately a half mile west of the Office Park. It provides service to
State Highway 1 in Seaside via Del Rey Oaks. Average daily traffic
(ADT) on Highway 218 is presently about 4800 near the junction of

Highway 68.
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Access to the on-site street network is presently provided from
Highway 68 by Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. Blue Larkspur Lane
provides a two-lane temporary access to Laguna Seca Estates No.1,
with an estimated average dailty traffic (ADT) of about 450.
Evening peak hour turning volumes at this intersection are illus-
trated in Figure 16. This is a temporary access that will be closed
upon completion of the .treet network to the Office Park, located
between Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. York Road is a two-lane
facility presently providing access to the golf course, York School
and Fort Ord Military Reservation.

The north-south portion of York Road at the vest end of the Ranch
lies vithin a 70 foot vide strip owned in fee by Fort Ord. The
owners of the Laguna Seca Ranch hold a license for use of this road.
The owners of the Ranch have reserved a 60 foot roadway easement
parallelinq York Road 80 that a new road could be built along this
westerly quarter mile should it ever become necessary that the Army
revoke the existinq license.

The intersection of Hiqhway 68/York Road presently provides a 200
foot left turn lane for the eastbound Hiqhway 68 traffic enterinq
York Road. According to the Monterey County Planninq Department,
existing average daily traffic (ADT) on York Road is 550.

PUbli = Transit Ser\'ice

Existing public transit service is provided by the Monterey Peninsula
Transit District Route 21. This route operates between Monterey and
Salinas at a one hour headway from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays and
Saturdays. SUnday service also is provided between 10 a.m. and
7 p.m. Ridership presently has an insignificant impact on vehicular
traffic volumes.

Traff~c from O~f-Site Sources. A n~er of large develop~en~s o~
n~;;..~ay £z ~:. ~~.e proJec~ vi=~~i~J' are ~rr~~.~ly in various 5~ages
of planning or construction. These include the Garden Road Office
Park, t~,£ ~ay Station motel and restaurant, the Trade Center, Mon-
ter:-a rznc:-., :.rle Airport Industrial ParI-., R'.fan P.B.nch and Tarpey
Flats, all located to the west of the project; and Hidden Hills.
~;e5~ -;~','~l,=,?ments are expected tr') \;:? co~pleted over the next 25 t:l

30 years. At that t1me, total daily external traffic generated
fJ.'om the projects to the west of Laguna Seca are expected to be
approximately 84,500, based upon a traffic study for Monterra, Ryan
Ranch and Tarpey Flats by TJKM Transportation Consultants. Approxi-
mately 25,000 (30\) of these trips are expected to be d1stributed
to the east of their points of generation, and to pass the entrance
to Laguna Seca Office Park on Highway 68. Approximately 8724 trip
ends (10\ of the-ADT) are expected during the evening peak hour,
with 3571. inbound and 5154 outbound. The resulting peak hour
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volumes past Laguna Seca Office Park from these off-site develop-
ments are 2620 vehicles per hour, with a ~rectional split of 1070
westbound and 1550 eastbound. Hidden Hills is expected to generate
about 600 trips per day with about ten percent in the peak hour.
This results in an additional 30 vehicle trips past the Office Park
entrance during the peak hour, based upon the ~rectional splits of
other off-site projects.

Additional traffic growth on Highway 68 is expected to occur, due
to regional qrowth, at a rate of two percent per annum. The re-
sulting traffic volumes near the Office Park, excluding its future

traffic, are shown in Figure 17.

George W. Nickelson, Traffic Engineer, has pointed out in his
Traffic Analysis of Laguna Seca Ranch (1981), that the magnitude of

added development as projected by the TJKM Transportation Study may
be grossly overstated. He indicated that the projected developments
would represent a major increase in the employment and population
characteristics of the entire County. OVer 20,000 new jobs would
need to be created along the Highway 68 corridor, as well as 3,400
new residential units (which, in themselves, could not balance the
employment demand) in order to arrive at the 8,724 p.m. trip ends.

Furthermore, the projected developments in the TJKM study no longer
exist because of the recent rejection of Monterey II. He concludes
that the TJKM analysis is tenuous because the actual development
along the Highway 68 corridor may be significantly less than proj-

ects currently proposed.

Freeway Plan Lines Plan Lines for future freeway construction have
been adopted for the entire route between Monterey (Highway 1> and

the end of freeway at River Road near Salinas. However, funding
currently is unavailable and no specific forecast exists of the
timing for conversion. A portion of the future right of way within
the plan lines was granted as an easement to Monterey County by the
o~~ers of Laguna Seca Ranch at the recordation of the Laguna Seca
T'z::crl Esc.a:.es ;:0. 2 S'.:bd:l.Vl~i~n early in '980.

ill uti:
to add i
.", -""-.;,,..

and is expec~ed
..;~;. 1 ',',r, '" "~Cc

'-'-.' Of.l'-' -'~

r, ,. ve '" C '
" ,-, ...I..l

t~e 1='3":-
r:t~rs,=ct~

O:? EO

t-"-;""
5-~-l:' F~r day to York ;Jaj:,

~')e resulting t;.c.:;"::-'9
Hiahway 68 are sno n~n

~

Figure 18.

'The prelim~=-lary plar.Ei for the freeway include ar. ir.t.er::ha:1g~ '.::!

serve the Office Park development. This intersection at York Road,
also will service Ryan Ranch and the east end of Monterra.' The
preliJninary development plans include cooperation '.lith the devel-
opers of Ryan Ranch in any necessary improvements to the present

York Road/H~9hway 68 intersection.
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Project Traffic Generation and Di8tribu~ion

On-site access to the project site will be provided ~ York Road
which is an existing entrance to the property. Blue Larkspur Lane
will be closed to through traffic after development occurs.

Accordinq to both Traffic Enqineers, Dryden and Nickelson, expected
project-generated traffic is 3,120 trips per day and 3,900 average
trips per day (AnT).

It has been pointed out b¥ Carl Hooper, Project Engineer for Laguna
Seca Office Park, that with a small change in transportation mode,
the averaqe trips per day could be reduced b¥ 30' to approximately
2,500 average trips per day. He suggests that 20\ of the employees
would car pool, 10' would use buses and the remaininq 70' use indi-
vidual cars. Also included in the 2,500 ACT would be 400 customer
trips per day. The breakdown would be as follows:

7°' in individual cars
2°' in car pools
1°' in buses

- 700 employees X 2.5 trips
- 200 employees X 2.0 trips
- 100 employees X 0 trips

200 customers X 2.0 trips

c

c

-
c

- 2,550TOTAL TRIPS

Impacts

Traffic increases external to the project could include 85,120
vehicle trips added over the next 25 to 30 years from various de-
velopments near Laquna Seca Office Park plus about a two percent per
annum increase due to regional growth.

The professional Office Park development will produce between 2,500
to 3900 ~verage daily trips (ADT).

According to the TKJM Report, near the proposed Office Park Highway
68 presently operates at a D L.O.S., with a v/c ratio of .67. The
expected level of service in the year 2000 on a proposed six-lane
expressway will be F with a v/c ratio of 1.01 without project
traffic.

Traffic signals will be warranted at the project entrance. Addi-
tional study of the necessary signal control and intersection 980-
metrics will be required when the type of Highway 68 facility to be
constructed is determined.

Additional examination of traffic control will be necess~ry at York
Road/Blue Larkspur Road intersection at the time of development.
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Hi ti9Btion Measures

Traffic signalization should be provided. Additional study is
necessary for the intersection of York Road and Highway 68.
Determ.:.nation of signal phasing, location, t~nq and inter-
section geometrics will be required. It has been determined by
Public Works that Larkspur Road will be closed.

49. Care should be taken to provide adequate sight distances at
all on-site intersections.

Addi tional study by the County Public Works Department should
be made of the usage of Ryan Ranch roads as access routes to
Highway 218 from York Road.

Ad~tional bus transit service should be provided to and from
Monterey.

The Office Park business organizations should cooperate with
one another to provide flexible or staggered business hours
and to assist in the formation of carpools or vanpools.

2.8 Air Quality

The northern port~on of the Sal~nas Valley, to wh~ch th~s area ~s
connected, ~s cons~dered a part of the same a~r bas~n as all of the
coastal areas of Monterey County. It is identified as the North
Central Coast Air Basin. Motor vehicles are the largest source of
gaseous pollutants in the North Coastal basins. Carbon monoxide,
nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons comprise the basic category of air
pollutants emitted from automobiles. Though the emissions from a
particular car do not seem exorbitant, it is the volume which
accounts for the pollution potent~al.

Under the Federal Pr~vention of Significant Deterioration Program
(PSD), areas which are mainta~ning federal a~r quality standards
~Jrrently are be~ng class~fied. Monterey County presently fails to
meet standards designated as Non-Atta~nment Areas, and is requ~red
to prepare a Non-Attainment Plan. A Non-Attainment Plan has
been prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
(AMBAG); it proposes general measures regarding traffic flow and
transit services which should enable this district to meet federal
standards by 1982. In addit~on, general policies pertaining to
mob~le-source and land-use controls are suggested. Although th~re
are no specif~c policies for North Monterey County, the plan recom-
mends that all large residential developments be reviewed ~ AMBAG

according to the A95 review process.
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Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 3/7/2016 12:39 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: York Rd -- SR 68 QC JOB #: 13723609
CITY/STATE: Monterey, CA DATE: Wed, Feb 24 2016

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

York Rd
(Northbound)

York Rd
(Southbound)

SR 68
(Eastbound)

SR 68
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 0 5 41 0 0 3 90 39 0 187
7:05 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 7 46 0 0 0 62 28 0 147
7:10 AM 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 0 1 46 0 0 0 62 20 0 139
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 7 60 0 0 0 66 20 0 158

 

7:20 AM 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 12 61 0 0 0 82 26 0 189
7:25 AM 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 8 50 0 0 0 84 31 0 183
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 9 0 5 0 11 70 0 0 0 65 29 0 189

 

7:35 AM 0 0 0 0 7 0 9 0 20 66 0 0 0 77 26 0 205
7:40 AM 0 0 0 0 10 0 8 0 9 78 0 0 0 90 29 0 224
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 13 0 4 0 7 56 0 0 0 81 33 0 194
7:50 AM 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 18 78 0 0 0 77 25 0 205
7:55 AM 0 0 0 0 9 0 7 0 17 59 0 0 0 48 31 0 171 2191
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 0 17 63 0 0 0 48 16 0 155 2159
8:05 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 10 0 22 67 0 0 0 53 17 0 172 2184
8:10 AM 0 0 0 0 8 0 5 0 15 64 0 0 0 55 22 0 169 2214
8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 0 29 72 0 0 0 44 22 0 176 2232
8:20 AM 0 0 0 0 16 0 10 0 20 46 0 0 0 39 19 0 150 2193
8:25 AM 0 0 0 0 11 0 7 0 14 44 0 0 0 60 29 0 165 2175
8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 8 0 6 0 18 55 0 0 0 70 39 0 196 2182
8:35 AM 0 0 0 0 18 0 14 0 9 57 0 0 0 53 22 0 173 2150
8:40 AM 0 0 0 0 9 0 10 0 10 52 0 0 0 56 22 0 159 2085
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 4 0 6 0 13 49 1 0 0 67 18 0 158 2049
8:50 AM 0 0 0 0 12 0 11 0 11 56 0 0 0 58 21 0 169 2013
8:55 AM 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 12 39 0 0 0 57 19 0 139 1981

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 0 0 0 120 0 84 0 144 800 0 0 0 992 352 0 2492
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 16 0 0 52 4 84
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:20 AM -- 8:20 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:35 AM -- 7:50 AM

0 0 0

91061

185

784

0 0

804

307

0

152

969

1111

492

0

875

865

0.90

0.0 0.0 0.0

6.60.08.2

1.6

3.2

0.0 0.0

2.9

1.3

0.0

7.2

2.9

2.4

1.4

0.0

3.5

3.2

0

0

0 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: Intersection Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 3/7/2016 12:39 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: York Rd -- SR 68 QC JOB #: 13723610
CITY/STATE: Monterey, CA DATE: Tue, Feb 23 2016

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

York Rd
(Northbound)

York Rd
(Southbound)

SR 68
(Eastbound)

SR 68
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 25 0 13 0 7 69 0 0 0 53 14 0 181
4:05 PM 0 0 0 0 22 0 8 0 7 80 0 0 0 69 7 0 193
4:10 PM 0 0 0 0 40 0 9 0 3 83 0 0 0 68 4 0 207
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 31 0 11 0 10 60 0 0 0 48 7 0 167
4:20 PM 0 0 0 0 22 0 8 0 3 65 0 0 0 72 4 0 174
4:25 PM 0 0 0 0 14 0 4 0 8 42 0 0 0 75 9 0 152

 

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 19 0 4 0 6 50 0 0 0 74 16 0 169
4:35 PM 0 0 0 0 35 0 6 0 8 55 0 0 0 66 12 0 182
4:40 PM 0 0 0 0 24 0 7 0 5 62 0 0 0 78 12 0 188
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 31 0 5 0 5 64 0 0 0 65 9 0 179

 

4:50 PM 0 0 0 0 22 0 15 0 13 73 0 0 0 70 10 0 203
4:55 PM 0 0 0 0 26 0 11 0 7 66 0 0 0 86 16 0 212 2207
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 35 0 10 0 7 70 0 0 0 57 3 0 182 2208
5:05 PM 0 0 0 0 36 0 12 0 5 61 0 0 0 75 5 0 194 2209
5:10 PM 0 0 0 0 22 0 15 0 6 61 0 0 0 77 10 0 191 2193
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 27 0 12 0 5 59 0 0 0 73 11 0 187 2213
5:20 PM 0 0 0 0 35 0 10 0 3 61 0 0 0 81 8 0 198 2237
5:25 PM 0 0 0 0 17 0 5 0 4 55 0 0 0 86 9 0 176 2261
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 18 0 10 0 2 71 0 0 0 59 6 0 166 2258
5:35 PM 0 0 0 0 16 0 11 0 4 76 0 0 0 69 7 0 183 2259
5:40 PM 0 0 0 0 17 0 5 0 3 43 0 0 0 77 5 0 150 2221
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 13 0 5 0 3 63 0 0 0 73 5 0 162 2204
5:50 PM 0 0 0 0 10 0 2 0 5 67 0 0 0 70 6 0 160 2161
5:55 PM 0 0 0 0 14 0 8 0 4 45 0 0 0 42 5 0 118 2067

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 0 0 0 332 0 144 0 108 836 0 0 0 852 116 0 2388
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 8 0 0 16 0 32
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 4:30 PM -- 5:30 PM
Peak 15-Min: 4:50 PM -- 5:05 PM

0 0 0

3290112
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0 0
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0
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0
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0 0 0

000

0

2

0 0

2

0

NA

NA

NA NA
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NA

NA NA




