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Carl P. Holm, AICP, Director 

 

Building Services / Environmental Services / Planning Services / Public Works & Facilities  

1441 Schilling Place South, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, California  93901   

(831)755-4800 
www.co.monterey.ca.us/rma 

 

 
20 December 2019        SENT VIA EMAIL 

 
Owner of Property 
Laguna Seca Office Park 
 

SUBJECT: Application PLN170765 for a Laguna Seca Office Park (LSOP) General Development 
Plan (GDP) to exclude residential development potential from Lots 1 and 9-18. 

 

To Whom it may concern, 

You are receiving this letter because you are listed as an owner of property within the Laguna Seca 
Office Park (LSOP) in the County of Monterey. This letter is intended to inform you that the 
County of Monterey has received an application for a General Development Plan (GDP) for the 
LSOP that could impact your property by limiting future potential to add residential uses to the 
commercial office space use already on the property.  The subject application for the GDP (County 
File Number PLN170765) includes restriction of potential future residential development on all lots 
in the LSOP developed with commercial office uses in exchange for clustering residential use on 
five (5) currently vacant lots within the park. The County is welcoming feedback on the proposal 
from those directly affected.  Currently, the project is tentatively scheduled for the Monterey 
County Planning Commission on January 29th.  

The LSOP is zoned ‘Visitor Serving/Professional and Office Zoning District’ (“VO”).  Pursuant to 
the adopted Zoning Ordinance (Title 21 of the Monterey County Code), residential development is 
allowed in the VO zoning district with a Use Permit provided the gross square footage of the 
residential use does not exceed the gross square footage of the commercial use. None of the lots in 
the LSOP contain residential use at this time. There are 18 lots total and 5 of those lots are 
undeveloped. As it stands now, each LSOP property owner could apply for a Use Permit to add 
residential square footage not exceeding the total commercial square footage on their property. The 
proposed GDP would remove residential development potential from individual lots and instead 
place theoretical maximum residential square footage (based on total commercial square footage 
already developed within the whole LSOP) on currently undeveloped lots.  In other words, the 
proposed project would essentially transfer residential development potential from the other 
properties in the LSOP.   

It is the County’s understanding that residential development may already be restricted on most lots 
in the LSOP. This understanding is based on information submitted to the County by the applicant 
for the GDP including a copy of the LSOP Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), 
signed by a majority of the total voting power of the LSOP Association. This document was 
recorded on September 22, 2003 with the County. Section 3.01 Use of the Property in the CC&Rs 
provides that: 
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no portion of Lots 1 and 8 through 19 shall be used for other than professional, 
executive or administrative offices and no portion of Lots 2 through 7 shall be used for 
other than such offices or residences. 

However, the County does not have jurisdiction to enforce CC&Rs.  The County does have the 
ability to enforce GDPs which it approves. Therefore, if approved, this proposed GDP would be 
enforceable by the County. 

If you have questions or concerns regarding this letter or the proposed GDP, please do not hesitate 
to contact the project planner at (831)796-6414 or by email at guthriejs@co.monterey.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

 
Jaime Scott Guthrie, Project Planner 
Resource Management Agency – Planning  



Application PLN170765 - LSOP General Development Plan (GDP)
Daniel Archer <darcher@kaglaw.net>
Wed 1/22/2020 9:33 AM
To:  Guthrie, Jaime S. x6414 <GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us>

1 attachments (104 KB)
Monterey County Planning Letter re GDP Application (12-20-19).pdf; 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ] 
Jamie:  I am the Manager and majority owner of 24591 Silver Cloud Court, LLC, itself the owner of the 
office building located at 24591 Silver Cloud Court (Lot 16) in the LSOP.

I received and have reviewed the attached letter dated December 20, 2019 addressed to the owners 
of property within the LSOP and asking for feedback from those directly affected by the proposed GDP 
clustering residential use on Lots 2-7 (and confirming the restriction on residential development on 
other Lots).

As your letter indicates, all LSOP Lots are currently restricted by the terms of the CC&RS that run with 
the land and bind the owners of the Lots.  The CC&Rs provide that only Lots 2-7 may be used for 
residences.  A conforming GDP does not appear to deprive any owner of a use to which they are 
presently entitled.  To the contrary, it confirms and conforms to the existing use restrictions in the 
CC&Rs – restrictions that were expressly approved by the owners of property within the LSOP.

On behalf of the owner of property in the LSOP, we support the proposed GDP clustering residential 
use on Lots 2-7.  Frankly, the GDP appears to present a thoughtful way to provide much needed 
housing to the area, and is a more sensical approach than to scatter residential use within mixed-use 
projects throughout the LSOP, the potential for which is practically non-existent based upon the use 
restrictions in the CC&Rs.

The only way to address Monterey County’s housing needs is to provide more housing.  The GDP 
seems to be a thoughtful and practical approach to do just that.

Thank you for your willingness to accept feedback (and support) from those directly affected by the 
GDP.  Please contact me if you have any questions.

Daniel F. Archer, Esq. | Kennedy, Archer & Giffen, Inc. | 24591 Silver Cloud Court, Suite 200 | Monterey, CA 
93940 | direct: 831-657-6441 | main: 831-373-7500 | main fax: 831-373-7555 | darcher@kaglaw.net | 
www.kaglaw.net
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App.#PLN170765
John Jessen <johnjessenconst@gmail.com>
Tue 1/28/2020 7:34 AM
To:  Guthrie, Jaime S. x6414 <GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us>
[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ]

Jaime,
I am the owner of lot 13 &14 in the Laguna Seca Office Park, 24551 and
24560 Silvercloud court. I am very much against the lose of my ability
to use my property for apartments at a later date. I should not lose
my rights so other property owners can develop there residential units
next door. I am not against the owner building apartments on their
property. I believe it is a good use for that property.
John and Judy Jessen
831-320-0163
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August 13, 2019 

 

 

 

 

VIA EMAIL and HAND DELIVERY 

 

Monterey County Planning Commission 

Attn: Melissa McDougal             

1441 Schilling Place 

Salinas, CA 93901 

McDougalM@co.monterey.ca.us 

 

 

Re:  PLN170765 – McIntosh Leonard H. Tr. (Laguna Seca Office Park) 

 

 

Honorable Commissioners,  

 

 I represent the York Hills Homeowners Association (the “Association”). The Association 

opposes Application PLN170765 (the “Project”) on numerous grounds, including procedural 

considerations and potential water and traffic impacts which have not been sufficiently assessed.  

 

 Procedurally, the Association believes the abbreviated CEQA process has unreasonably 

restricted public participation and prejudiced the ability to review and meaningfully comment on 

the proposal.  

 

 Substantively, the staff report and proposed resolution lack substantial evidence to 

support the proposed CEQA findings. Simply put, relevant facts, particularly regarding current 

water supply and traffic conditions, have not been determined or evaluated. Nevertheless, there is 

enough evidence concerning substantial changes in the Project and new information that a 

Subsequent or Supplemental EIR should be prepared, as more fully described below. 
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DISCUSSION 

 

A. The Process 

 

 The staff decision to prepare an Addendum, instead of an Initial Study or a Subsequent or 

Supplemental EIR, has avoided circulation of the CEQA document for public comment and 

responses to comments. The proposed 2019 EIR Addendum clearly recites that staff is evaluating 

the potential impacts associated with this Project based upon both the 1983 FEIR and the 2012 

IS/Addendum and their underlying studies. These documents are in fact attachments to the 2019 

Addendum.  

 

 The public and this Commission have had only one week to review all of the materials. A 

week is wholly inadequate to review the 1983 FEIR (182 pages) and 2012 IS/Addendum (51 

pages). While the use of an addendum may be technically compliant with CEQA in some 

circumstances to determine if a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR should be prepared, in these 

circumstances it is inconsistent with the level of transparency and participation which Monterey 

County normally seeks to afford the public. 

 

 The process followed to prepare the 2012 Addendum involved first preparing a fifty-one-

page Initial Study, and then converting it to a Tiered FEIR Addendum. While still flawed, that 

process resulted in substantially more analysis and evidence than the present four-page 2019 

Addendum.  

 

  

B. The Proposed CEQA Findings Are Not Supported by Substantial Evidence and Are 

Contradicted by the Existing Evidence 

 

 As staff notes, a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR may be triggered by substantial 

changes in the Project or circumstances that will require major revisions to the EIR, or new 

information of substantial importance that was not known at the time the EIR was certified. 

Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 

 

 The Addendum concludes that none of the three exceptions triggering the need for a 

Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is triggered by this Project. This determination is not supported 

by substantial evidence.  

 

 Staff has determined that there are substantial changes in the Project and the 

circumstances under which it is being undertaken since the 1983 EIR was certified.  

 

 In both cases, however, staff concludes these changes will not result in substantially more 

severe impacts that require the need for imposing previously infeasible mitigation measures, or 

considerably different mitigation measures that would require major changes to the 36-year old 
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EIR. The Addendum recommendation lacks the requisite fact-based evaluation of the relevant 

factors under Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.  

 

Similarly, staff proposes there is no new information of substantial importance since the 

EIR was certified in 1983. This is because staff has not required the applicant to provide certain 

crucial current information which should be evaluated. 

 

Notwithstanding these evidentiary flaws, there is substantial evidence in the record of 

substantial changes in the Project or circumstances that will require major revisions to the EIR. 

There is also new information of substantial importance that was not known at the time the EIR 

was certified. Both these circumstances require preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental 

EIR. 

 

 

THE FINDINGS 

 

A. DES Evaluation 

 

 Finding 3 is that the Project is appropriate based on application of the Development 

Evaluation System (DES).  

 

 Evidence 3.c) refers to the 2006 Seaside Groundwater Basin adjudication (Superior 

Court Case No. M664343): 

 

“The adjudication describes de minimis production by any person or entity less than five 

(5) AFY is not likely to significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest 

related to the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The estimated total water use for the proposed 

project is 15.616 AFY (Lots 2-7 residential use) and 1.952 AFY (Lot 5 apartment 

building)….”  

 

 This Project is, by definition, under the terms of the adjudication, not a “de minimis 

production” and is therefore “likely to significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest 

related to the Seaside Groundwater Basin.” This point is not acknowledged in the DES 

evaluation. The staff report statement that “the proposed project would meet all of the criteria” 

(emphasis added) is incorrect. 

 

 For that matter, the DES evaluation itself does not appear to be included in the agenda 

packet, so cannot be commented upon. 
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B. CEQA Evaluation  

 

 Finding 7 is that “An Addendum was prepared … to reflect changes or additions in the 

project that do not cause substantial changes or new information that would require major 

revisions to the certified EIR.”  

 

 Evidence 7.d) acknowledges there is a “substantial change in the project”, but 

nevertheless concludes that “…analysis of the current proposal indicates no previously 

unidentified significant environmental impacts or substantially more severe impacts that require 

the need for imposing previously infeasible mitigation measures, or considerably different 

mitigation measures or alternatives that would require major revisions to the FEIR.”  

 

 The alleged “evidence” is a wholly conclusory statement that does not provide any facts 

or analysis whatsoever. Staff’s analysis needs to be set forth to determine if there is indeed 

substantial evidence to support Finding 7 with regard to the “substantial change in the project”. 

  

 Evidence 7.e) also acknowledges a “changes in circumstances” between the 1983 FEIR 

and the 2012 IS/Addendum and between the 2012 IS/Addendum and the 20189 Addendum, but 

again concludes, “None of the changes in circumstances would increase the severity of 

previously examined significant effects, nor would cause to identify mitigation measures or 

alternatives that are either newly feasible or considerably different from those analyzed in the 

FEIR or Tiered IS/Addendum.”  

 

 Again, the alleged evidence is a wholly conclusory statement that does not provide any of 

the analysis staff reports to have engaged in. Staff’s analysis needs to be set forth to determine if 

there is indeed substantial evidence to support Finding 7 with regard to the “changes in 

circumstances”.  

 

 Evidence 7.f) is that “There is no new information of substantial importance that was not 

known at the time the Office park FEIR was adopted.” To the extent this may be true, it is 

because the staff has not required the applicant to provide sufficient information with the 

application. 

 

 Having reviewed the staff report and other agenda materials, I find no such evidence to 

support CEQA Finding No. 7 concerning water or traffic, as described below.  

 

Water 
 

 There is no evidence whatsoever offered to support Finding 7 as regards water supply. 

The finding is in fact flatly contradicted by evidence that since 1983 there have been both 

changes in circumstances under which the Project is being undertaken and new information of 

substantial importance that was not known at the time the Office park FEIR was adopted with 

respect to water supply.  
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One substantial change (mentioned in Evidence 3.c)) is that there was a groundwater 

adjudication in approximately 2006, and that the adjudication established the standard that 

production over de minimis limits is “likely to significantly contribute to material injury to or 

any interest related to the Seaside Groundwater Basin.” The Project is estimated to require 

groundwater production over 15 AFY, well over the 5 AFY de minimis limit, so is “likely to 

significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest related to the Seaside Groundwater 

Basin.” 

 

 Another significant change in circumstances, not mentioned anywhere in the record, is 

that since 2018 California-American Water Company (Cal Am), the proposed water supplier, has 

been seeking California Public Utilities Commission approval of a water moratorium on further 

connections within the Laguna Seca Subarea, which is the source of water for the Bishop service 

area proposed to serve the Project. The application is based, among other factors, on changes in 

circumstances that have occurred since the 2006 adjudication. See Exhibit “A”.  

 

Changed circumstances include that Cal Am’s Laguna Seca Subarea water production 

was 303.26 AF over its water production limits in 2018. (Exhibit “A”, pages 5-6.) Moreover, Cal 

Am “intends to help alleviate the Laguna Seca Subarea deficit by supplying existing customers 

and uses in the Ryan Ranch and Bishop service areas with water produced from the Coastal 

subarea.” (Exhibit “A”, page 6.)  

 

Furthermore, the pending moratorium application, if approved, would affect the 

consistency of this Project with applicable County policies and regulations. None of these issues 

are either recognized or evaluated in the 2019 Addendum. 

 

 For these same reasons, there is no evidence in the record that the “None of the changes 

in circumstances would increase the severity of previously examined significant effects, nor 

would cause [the lead agency] to identify mitigation measures or alternatives that are either 

newly feasible or considerably different from those analyzed in the FEIR or Tiered 

IS/Addendum.” If anything, water production over both the de minimis limits established in 

2006 and the Cal Am’s production limits for 2018 and beyond, are substantial changes in 

circumstances that would increase the severity of previously examined effects. There is simply 

no analysis in the Addendum whether the increased severity of previously examined effects 

“would cause [the lead agency] to identify mitigation measures or alternatives that are either 

newly feasible or considerably different from those analyzed in the FEIR or Tiered 

IS/Addendum.”  

 

The 1983 FEIR determined that “The Laguna Seca Office Park has adequate groundwater 

resources and projected pumping capacity to sustain this and future developments.” The FEIR 

therefore did not identify any impacts that could not be mitigated simply by monitoring and 

conservation practices. (See FEIR pg. 49.) The 2006 adjudication and the Cal Am moratorium 

application are evidence that the changes in circumstances and new information therein will 
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result in substantially more severe impacts that require the need for imposing previously 

infeasible mitigation measures, or considerably different mitigation measures. These measures 

would require major changes to those in the EIR and the 2012 Addendum. 

 

 Contrary to proposed Finding 7. f), there is in fact “new information of substantial 

importance” concerning water supplies that was not known at the time the Office park FEIR was 

adopted. The 1983 FEIR concluded that: 

 

Projected pumping requirements on the property will not cause the deterioration of the 

groundwater capabilities of the adjoining properties nor those of the City of Seaside.  

 

New information available since 1983 includes the 2006 adjudication and the Cal Am 

water moratorium application. These proceedings reflect that Cal Am’s Laguna Seca Subarea 

water production is 303.26 AF over its water production limits. (See Exhibit “A”, pages 5-6.) 

Furthermore, Cal Am “intends to help alleviate the Laguna Seca Subarea deficit by supplying 

existing customers and uses in the Ryan Ranch and Bishop service areas with water produced 

from the Coastal subarea. (Exhibit “A”, page 6.) This new information flatly contradicts the 

proposed CEQA determination that, “There is no new information of substantial importance that 

was not known at the time the Office park FEIR was adopted.”  

 

In particular, the new information in the moratorium application shows that 

circumstances have substantially changed so that: 1) the de minimis limits set in the 2006 

adjudication are no longer valid; and 2) any pumping for this Project whatsoever is “likely to 

significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest related to the Seaside Groundwater 

Basin.” 

 

 The changes in circumstances since 1983 concerning groundwater supplies are 

substantial and indicate the Project would create new or more severe significant groundwater 

impacts and policy inconsistencies.  None of the new information concerning groundwater 

supplies was known at the time the Office park FEIR was adopted, and the new information 

presented by the Cal Am moratorium application was not known at the time of the 2012 

IS/Addendum. The new information is similarly of substantial importance because it indicates 

the presence of new significant environmental groundwater impacts will require major revisions 

to the 1983 FEIR.    

 

Traffic 
 

 The only data offered to support Finding 7 concerning traffic and the current Project is a 

2018 Trip Generation Study. The Trip Generation Study has a very narrow scope. It merely 

compares the estimated trip generation of the planned office uses to the proposed 2019 apartment 

uses. It does not provide any data regarding current roadway segment and intersections 

conditions. Consequently, does not assess the impacts of the apartment trips on the existing 

roadway segment and intersection conditions, but rather only on 1983 conditions. 
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There is, for example, no current vehicle to capacity ratio information presented that is 

more recent than the 2012 Addendum. Nor are we provided with the current volume (vehicles 

per hour) or average speed of vehicles. There are no narrative descriptions of the performance 

characteristics of the affected roadway segments or intersections. Staff acknowledges that 

circumstances have changed in the last nine years, but nowhere are these changes described 

quantitatively or even qualitatively.   

 

 Absent this information, there is no evidentiary basis at all, let alone substantial evidence, 

for the Addendum conclusion that the Project “would have less than significant impact on 

traffic.” (2019 Addendum, Sect. 2.7, pg. 4.) To the contrary, the FEIR and 2012 Addendum 

“recognizes the significant unavoidable traffic impacts of adding trips to the congested road 

segments and intersections from the development of the approved office park even after 

mitigations were applied.” (IS PLN020332, pg. 44.)  

 

 No previous analysis has examined the impacts of this Project on current road segment 

and intersection conditions and the 2019 Addendum fails to do so. The 1983 FEIR contained a 

full traffic analysis, but the data is thirty-six (36) years old. Moreover, its projections assumed 

Highway 68 would be expanded to a four to six-lane expressway, which has not occurred. Nor 

does the record contain information on pending projects for a current cumulative impact 

assessment.  

 

At best, the 2018 Trip Generation Study is evidence that the number of trips anticipated 

from the apartment uses in this Project may be less than the number of trips anticipated from the 

office uses in 2012. There is no data nor analysis of the effects of those trips on 2019 traffic 

conditions. To conclude the trips generated will be no more impactive is to necessarily assume 

the road segment and intersection conditions have not worsened. There is no evidence 

whatsoever to support that finding, and the findings may not rely on unsupported assumptions.  

 

 Evidence 7.f) is that “There is no new information of substantial importance that was not 

known at the time the Office park FEIR was adopted.” If this is true, it is because the staff has 

not required the applicant to provide sufficient information with the application. In particular, the 

applicant was only required to provide a Trip Generation Study. This is not substantial evidence 

to support Finding 7 with regard to “new information” for the reasons described above.  

 

 Unlike the 2019 Addendum, the 2012 IS/Addendum at least contained then current LOS 

data for most segments of Highway 68 and three intersections, including York Road. The 2019 

Addendum evaluated the relative impacts of the 2012 project to those of the 1983 project in 

terms of Levels of Service. It concluded that under both 1983 and projected 2012 conditions the 

highway operated at LOS F, resulting in significant unavoidable impacts. The Addendum found 

the proposed office building to be within the projected traffic impacts analyzed in the EIR (LOS 

F).  
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While this was a legally flawed conclusion, the flfty-one (51) pages of evidence
presented in 2012 was nevertheless far more than the four (4) pages provided by the 2019
Addendum. The sole data point provided by the 2019 Addendum is that Highway 68 is still a
two-lane road and along with the York Road intersection, currently operates at LOS F." It
provides no other evidence regarding the affected Highway 68 segments and intersections. More

information is needed to support the proposed finding that no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is
required. For example, data concerning current vehicle to capacity ratio, vehicle volume
(vehicles per hour) and average speed of vehicles would allow a determination whether the

current Project will send trips to a highway with more or less capacity than in 1983.

LOS F is the lowest category level of service, and County standards consider a single trip

added to a LOS F road segment or intersection to be a significant impact. However, conditions

under LOS F can vary dramatically. In 1983 Highway 68 was at LOS F with a 0.68 vehicle to
capacity ratio. In 2012, it was 1.01. Today, the record contains no evidence what the ratio is.

Consequently, the 2019 Addendum provides no evidence whether the trips generated by the
apartment uses will be added to traffic which is better or worse than that last documented in

detail in 1983. Absent this information, it cannot be determined if the traffic impacts may be
substantially more severe.

Because the Addendum incorrectly finds that the Project "would have less than

significant impact on traffic" (flatly contradicted by the evidence in the EIR) and concludes
without evidentiary basis that there will not be substantially more severe impacts, the Addendum
conclusion that there is no need for imposing previously infeasible mitigation measures, or

considerably different traffic mitigation measures that would require major changes to the 36-

year old EIR, is unsupported by the evidence.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, there is no evidence to support the proposed finding that Public Resources

Code Section 21166 and Code of Regulations Section 15162 do not require a Subsequent or
Supplemental EIR to assess traffic conditions. There is, however, evidence in the record that new

information and changed circumstances regarding groundwater water supply and impacts are

"likely to significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest related to the Seaside
Groundwater Basin." These circumstances require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR to assess

water supply impacts.

Respp^tfully submitted,

MAB/ab
Mark A. Blum

ec: client

Jamie Scott Guthrie

26385 Carmel Rancho Bouievard, Suite 200, Carmet, CaHfornia 93923
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot 4 in the Laguna Seca Office Park.  I 
do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use of 
lot 4 will not be limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca 
Office Park lots 2-7 is permitted and is consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ 

Signed  

Clifton H. McIntosh

 Print Name 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 4F8D859F-BEF6-4EDE-AD43-1336DBD7B56C

5/15/2020
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot __ in the Laguna Seca Office Park.  I 
do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use of 
lot___ is limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca Office Park 
lots 2-7 is permitted, consistent with the CC&Rs. 

____________________________ _____________________ 

Signed  Date 

_______________________________ 

Print Name 

11

11

Kirk Pohl

May 14, 2020

DocuSign Envelope ID: 140B49F5-F0EB-4C92-9451-333BFE446794
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot  15 in the Laguna Seca Office Park.  
I do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use 
of lot 15is limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca Office 
Park lots 2-7 is permitted, consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ Signed  

Carolyn Donaway, Owners Representative

Print Name 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 28CB3E62-5664-4D6C-AD79-761E845E6743

5/18/2020
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of two office condo units on Lot 10 in the 
Laguna Seca Office Park which consist of approximately 1949 square feet  (APN 
173-123-003 and 004).  I do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my 
understanding that the use of lot10 is limited to professional office uses and that residential 
use of Laguna Seca Office Park lots 2-7 is permitted, consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ 

Signed  

Allan Snowden, trustee

DocuSign Envelope ID: 3B1AE164-4F53-41E1-89FB-0F08F5F7A2A2

6/17/2020
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot 6 in the Laguna Seca Office Park.  I 
do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use of 
lot 6 will not be limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca 
Office Park lots 2-7 is permitted and is consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ 

Signed  

Henry P. McIntosh

 Print Name 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D81E695F-2423-4A53-8A35-0EDF0A56F8C4

5/15/2020
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot 7 in the Laguna Seca Office Park.  I 
do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use of 
lot 7 will not be limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca 
Office Park lots 2-7 is permitted and is consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ 

Signed  

Henry P. McIntosh

 Print Name 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D81E695F-2423-4A53-8A35-0EDF0A56F8C4

5/15/2020
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP
Associate Planner
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lot __ in the Laguna Seca Office Park. I
do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that the use of 
lot___ is limited to professional office uses and that residential use of Laguna Seca Office Park 
lots 2-7 is permitted, consistent with the CC&Rs.

____________________________ _____________________

Signed  Date

_______________________________

Print Name

05-20-2020

Daniel F. Archer, Manager of 24591 Silver Cloud Court, LLC
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16
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Ms, Jamie Scott-Guthrie, AICP 
Associate Planner 
(GuthrieJS@co.monterey.ca.us) 
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Mr. Craig Spencer 
Planning Manager 
(SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us)  
Monterey County RMA/Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

FAX: (831) 757-9516 

I am the owner or an authorized agent of the owner of lots 2 and 3 in the Laguna Seca Office 
Park.  I do not object to Application PLN170765 and hereby confirm my understanding that 
the use of lots 2 & 3 is currently limited to professional office uses and that if PLN170765 is 
approved that residential use of Laguna Seca Office Park lots 2-7 would be permitted, 
consistent with the CC&Rs. 

_____________________ 

Date 

____________________________ 

Signed 

_______________________________ 

Print Name  Steven Shen

DocuSign Envelope ID: 59E8F169-5C30-4C5B-A09F-50DB2938BA3F

6/17/2020
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