MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

Meeting: January 14,2015 Time: 10:00 AM | Agenda Item No.: 4

Project Description: Continued from December 10, 2014. Consider a Minor Subdivision
Tentative Map to allow the division of a 940.272 acre parcel into six (6) parcels (Parcel 1, 142.36
acres; Parcel 2, 395.15 acres; Parcel 3, 171.44 acres; Parcel 4, 134.52 acres; Parcel 5, 52.933 acres;
and Parcel 6, 43.869 acres).

Project Location: 581 River Road, south of Parker | APNs: 139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-

and Corey Roads, Salinas 000, 139-084-003-000, and 139-084-008-
000

Planning File Number: PLN130552 Owner/Applicant: Pedrazzi James N TR
et al

Agent/Court-Appointed Referee: James
Cook, Esq., and Mark Blum, Esq.,
Horan/Lloyd

Planning Area: Toro Area Plan Flagged and staked: NA

Zoning Designation: F/40-D (Farmland, 40 acre minimum lot size, with a Design Control
Overlay

CEQA Action: Negative Declaration per Section 15074 of the CEQA Guidelines

Department: RMA-Planning

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution (Exhibit C) to:
1) Adopt a Negative Declaration;
2) Approve the Minor Subdivision (PLN130552), based on the findings and evidence
and subject to the conditions of approval (Exhibit C); and
3) Waive the requirement to file a Parcel Map, pursuant to MCC 19.04.005.B.

PROJECT OVERVIEW:

This item was continued from the December 10, 2014, Planning Commission public hearing to
allow staff additional time to prepare and coordinate a policy discussion regarding the proposed
project and the applicability of the Development Evaluation System directed by 2010 General

Plan Policy LU-1.19.

The Applicant proposes to subdivide an approximately 940 acre legal lot of record into six parcels
ranging in size from approximately 44 to 395 acres. The proposed agricultural subdivision does
not include any changes to the existing land/agricultural uses or any development of structures.
The site would remain in active agricultural production, and the subdivided parcels would remain
viable agricultural units. Furthermore, by improving financing opportunities, the proposed
subdivision could preserve and enhance the agricultural viability of the subject land, consistent
with 2010 General Plan policies that allow subdivision of agricultural lands (Policy AG-1.3) and
promote agriculturally-related housing (Policies AG-1.6 and AG-1.7). Consideration of this
subdivision does involve balancing the General Plan Policy LU-1.19 requirement for a
Development Evaluation System and the General Plan policies protecting agriculture by
allowing agricultural subdivisions and agriculturally-related housing. Staff is recommending that
the Planning Commission find this consistent with Policy AG-1.3 which allows agricultural
subdivisions, and that this is not the type of development regulated by Policy LU-1.19 which
discourages development outside of Community Areas, Rural Centers, and Affordable Housing
Overlays. See Exhibit B for a more detailed discussion of the proposed project.
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OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: The following agencies and departments reviewed this
project:
RMA-Public Works Department
RMA-Environmental Services
v Environmental Health Bureau
Water Resources Agency
Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District
Economic Development Department
vy Parks Department

Agencies that submitted comments are noted with a check mark (“™). Conditions recommended
by RMA-Public Works, Environmental Health, and Parks have been incorporated into the
Condition Compliance/Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan attached to the draft resolution
(Exhibit C).

The Toro Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) heard the matter on February 10, 2014, and
voted unanimously (5 — 0) to support the project as proposed (Exhibit E-1).

The Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) heard the matter on March 27, 2014, and voted
unanimously (7 — 0) to support the project as proposed (Exhibit E-2).

Note: The decision on this project is appealable to the Board of Supervisors.

ke
J osey:ph Sidor, Associate Planner

(831) 755-5262, SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us
January 6, 2015

cc:  Front Counter Copy; Planning Commission; Monterey County Regional Fire Protection
District; RMA-Public Works; RMA-Environmental Services; Parks Department;
Environmental Health Bureau; Economic Development Department (Housing); Water
Resources Agency; John Ford, RMA Services Manager; Joseph Sidor, Project Planner;
Pedrazzi James N TR et al, Owner; Mark Blum, Agent; Milton Pedrazzi, Interested
Party; The Open Monterey Project (Molly Erickson); LandWatch (Amy White);
Planning File PLN130552

Attachments: Exhibit A Project Data Sheet
Exhibit B Project Discussion
Exhibit C Draft Resolution, including:
* Conditions of Approval
* Tentative Parcel Map
Exhibit D Vicinity Map
Exhibit E Advisory Committee Minutes (Toro LUAC and AAC)
Exhibit F Negative Declaration
Exhibit G Comments on Negative Declaration

This report was reviewed by John Ford, RMA Services Managgé.
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EXHIBIT A

Project Information for PLN130552

Application Name:
Location:

Applicable Plan:
Advisory Committee:
Permit Type:

Environmental Status:

Pedrazzi James N Tr Et Al
581 River Rd, Salinas
Toro

Toro Advisory Committee
Minor Subdivision
Negative Declaration

Primary APN:
Coastal Zone:

Final Action Deadline (884):

139-083-002-000
No
8/11/2014

Zoning: F/40-D Land Use Designation: Farmlands 40 - 160 Ac Min
Project Site Data:

(o} . 59
Lot Size: 540 overage Allowed: 5%

Coverage Proposed: (

Existing Structures (sf): 2940

xisting Structures (sf): 29 Height Allowed: 35

Proposed Structures (sf): 0 Height Proposed: 0

Total Sq. Ft.: 2940
FAR Allowed: NA
Special Setbacks on Parcel: N FAR Proposed: NA
Resource Zones and Reports:
Seismic Hazard Zone: |V Soils Report #: NA
Erosion Hazard Zone: Low Biological Report#: NA
Fire Hazard Zone: Moderate|High Forest Management Rpt. #: NA
Flood Hazard Zone: A /X Geologic Report# NA
Archaeological Sensitivity: |ow Archaeological Report#: NA
Visual Sensitivity: Sensitive Traffic Report#: NA
Other Information:

Water Source: WELLS Grading (cubicyds.): Q
Water Purveyor: NA Sewage Disposal (method): NA
Fire District: Monterey County Regional FPD Sewer District Name: NA

Tree Removal:

Date Printed:  11/26/2014
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EXHIBIT B
DISCUSSION

Project Description and Background

The Pedrazzi project (RMA-Planning File No. PLN130552) proposes to subdivide an
approximately 940 acre legal lot of record into six parcels ranging in size from approximately 44
to 395 acres. The proposed agricultural subdivision does not include any changes to the existing
land/agricultural uses or any development of structures. The subject property, comprised of
ranchlands (the Corey Ranch Hills), farmlands and potential farmlands (the Corey Ranch
Farmlands), were ordered subdivided in response to a judicial partition action. The sole purpose
of this proposed subdivision is to separate the ownership of the lands. The court’s order does not
contemplate any change in existing use or intensification of existing use. Should any of the
owners desire to change or intensify uses in the future, they would need to independently apply
for the appropriate entitlement following completion of the subdivision.

The approximately 940 acre parcel straddles River Road south of Parker and Corey Roads, in the
Toro Area Plan of Monterey County. The entire property is located within the Monterey County
Water Resources Agency’s Zone 2C benefitted assessment zone of the Salinas Valley Water
Project. The portion of the property located west of River Road consists of approximately 537
acres of oak woodland and grassland used for cattle grazing, and this area is also under
Williamson Act contract (Land Conservation Contract No. 73-13). The portion of the property
located east of River Road consists of approximately 403 acres, with approximately 306 acres in
row crop production and approximately 97 acres not currently in agricultural use. The eastern
portion also contains the only existing structural development - a 2,940 square foot non-habitable
accessory structure for agricultural equipment. The eastern portion also includes areas located in
Zone A, 100-year floodplain, of the Salinas River (i.e.; small portions of proposed Parcels C and
D, a major portion of proposed Parcel F, and all of proposed Parcel E — a total of approximately
110 acres). The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (WRA), Environmental Health
Bureau (EHB), and Resource Management Agency-Environmental Services (RMA-ES)
reviewed the project application and, as conditioned, deemed that the project complies with
applicable ordinances and regulations.

Project Issues
The County received a letter from LandWatch Monterey County (Exhibit G-2) which identified

concerns related to lack of environmental review of foreseeable uses allowed by right and
inconsistency with General Plan Policy LLU-1.19. County staff responds to these stated concerns
as follows:

Environmental review of foreseeable uses allowed by right

LandWatch asserts that the environmental document prepared by the County did not evaluate
allowed and foreseeable uses of the proposed parcels; including residential uses, water supply,
wastewater feasibility, and potential impacts to biological resources. On property zoned
Farmland, the Monterey County Code (zoning ordinance) allows up to 3 single-family dwellings
for an owner or farm worker in support of the agricultural use. The Initial Study/Negative
Declaration prepared by staff considered that the proposed subdivision would allow construction
of residential units which would be accessory to the agricultural use of the property. The
Negative Declaration determined the potential impacts associated with this type of accessory
residential development would be less than significant or none. An agricultural subdivision by
itself does not constitute a de facto intensification of use because the lots are economically viable
as farmland. Residential development could potentially decrease the economic productivity of
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the property and may not be in the economic interest of the owner(s). Therefore, equating an
agricultural subdivision with residential development is not an appropriate conclusion.
Consistent with the County’s past practice for agricultural subdivisions where no development is
foreseeable, the County has applied conditions of approval to assure any future residential
development would ensure the long-term agricultural viability of each parcel (Condition No. 7),
and that wastewater feasibility and water quality/quantity be demonstrated prior to any structural
development beyond that required for the existing agricultural operations (Condition Nos. 8 and
9).

The conditions regarding wastewater feasibility and demonstration of water quality/quantity at a
future date are not deferred mitigation because this agricultural subdivision does not propose any
structural development and residential development is not a de facto foreseeable use on the
property for the reasons stated above. The intended use of the property is the existing
agricultural use. If there is a future desire to construct a residence, but it is not possible to obtain
adequate water or provide for wastewater treatment, no residence would be allowed and the
beneficial use of the property would continue to be for agricultural production. In addition, all
sensitive biological resources on the subject property are located in the Salinas River floodplain;
therefore, pursuant to Monterey County Code, any potential residential or other structural
development would not be allowed near the resources.

Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.19

LandWatch asserts that the subdivision may not be approved until the County implements a
Development Evaluation System (DES) pursuant to Policy LU-1.19. This policy directs the
County to establish a DES for any subdivision creating five or more lots. LandWatch also
asserts that this “... is the kind of project that the Development Evaluation System was intended
to scrutinize closely ....”, because it allows “... intensification of residential uses within a rural
farmland setting ....” LandWatch’s basic contention is that the proposed project is a residential
subdivision subject to Policy LU-1.19.

Policy LU-1.19 directs that “Community Areas, Rural Centers, and Affordable Housing Overlay
districts are the top priority for development in the unincorporated areas of the County. Outside
of those areas, a Development Evaluation System shall be established to provide a systematic,
consistent, predictable, and quantitative method for decision-makers to evaluate developments of
five or more lots or units and developments of equivalent or greater traffic, water, or wastewater
intensity. The system shall be a pass-fail system and shall include a mechanism to quantitatively
evaluate development in light of the policies of the General Plan and the implementing
regulations, resources and infrastructure, and the overall quality of the development.” The
intended purpose of Policy LU-1.19 and the DES would be to direct most residential
development (i.e., small-lot or unit residential subdivisions) to Community Areas, Rural Centers,
and Affordable Housing Overlay districts.

Policy AG-1.3, which states that subdivision of Important Farmland shall be allowed only for
exclusive agricultural purposes, allows agricultural subdivisions and should be balanced against
the requirements of the DES. Furthermore, Policy LU-3.2 directs that land use in areas
designated for agricultural use shall be guided by the policies of the Agricultural Element of the
2010 General Plan. Agricultural subdivisions would not be located within a Community Area,
Rural Center, or an Affordable Housing Overlay district because they are by nature located on
large land holdings where the use of the property is for agriculture. Agricultural subdivisions
also do not necessarily result in new development, except that subordinate to the agricultural use
of the property. Clearly, there are competing policy goals between Policies AG-1.3 and LU-

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552) Page 4



1.19; therefore, any DES adopted by the County must consider these competing goals and should
not be construed to prohibit agricultural subdivisions under Policies AG-1.3 and LU-3.2.

The General Plan promotes accessory agricultural uses, including residences for employee and
family housing in agricultural areas (Policies AG-1.6 and AG-1.7). Agricultural subdivisions
will allow housing, if needed; however, the purpose is not to create separate residential lots.
Moreover, housing that is accessory to an agricultural use is not something the County would
force into a Community Area, Rural Center, or an Affordable Housing Overlay district. These
subordinate residential structures do not create small-lot residential subdivisions, but are
considered development that is accessory to, and in support of, the continued agricultural use of
the property. Again, this raises the issue of competing policy goals, and a DES should not be
construed to prohibit accessory uses on agriculturally-viable parcels.

Given these competing policy goals, the County will need to differentiate between residential
and agricultural subdivisions, and should not evaluate agricultural subdivisions in a similar vein
to residential development the County wants to encourage to locate in Community Areas, Rural
Centers, and Affordable Housing Overlay districts. They are different. LandWatch’s contention
views this as a residential subdivision and does not balance the policy implications for
agricultural subdivisions, pursuant to Policies LU-1.19, LU-3.2, and AG-1.3. The intent of
Policy LU-1.19 is clearly to direct development to designated Community Areas, Rural Centers,
and Affordable Housing Overlay districts, but it does not differentiate between agricultural
subdivisions and other types of development.

The evaluation and review of agricultural subdivisions needs to take into account competing
agricultural policies of the 2010 General Plan, particularly Policy AG-1.3. The proposed project
is a court-ordered agricultural subdivision that does not involve any structural development, and
the site would remain in active agricultural production for the foreseeable future. Policies LU-
1.19 and AG-1.3 should be interpreted to address different types of applications. An agricultural
subdivision should not be subject to the provisions of LU-1.19 because an agricultural
subdivision will not be found in a Community Area, Rural Center, or Affordable Housing
district. This will need to be addressed as part of development of the County’s DES. Until the
DES is completed, agricultural subdivisions will need to be considered on a case by case basis
based upon the policy direction of the 2010 General Plan. If the Planning Commission finds that
this is an agricultural subdivision, it would be consistent with AG-1.3, and then the Planning
Commission could find it consistent with LU-1.19 because it is not the type of development
intended to be regulated.

In support of the finding that the proposed project is an agricultural subdivision, County staff
provides the following: Although the proposed subdivision is court-ordered, retention of the
current agricultural operations on subdivided parcels would be capable of remaining as viable
agricultural units. Prime agricultural land is presumed to be on parcels large enough to sustain
their agricultural use if the land is at least 10 acres, and non-prime agricultural land is presumed
to be in parcels large enough to sustain their agricultural use if the land is at least 40 acres
(California Government Code Section 66474.4). Therefore, the four proposed parcels east of
River Road, as well as the two proposed parcels west of River Road, would be capable of
remaining viable agricultural units. The County has processed several agricultural-related lot
line adjustments and subdivisions, primarily for financing purposes. Applicants have reported
that lenders have stricter lending guidelines such as configuring lots to reflect crop patterns. The
County has found it appropriate to allow agricultural subdivisions for financing purposes where
the economically viable use of the new lot is production of a distinct crop. By improving
financing opportunities, the proposed subdivision could preserve and enhance the agricultural
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viability of the subject land, consistent with 2010 General Plan policies that allow subdivision of
agricultural lands (Policy AG-1.3) and promote agriculturally-related housing (Policies AG-1.6
and AG-1.7).

Creation of parcels entirely within a floodplain

Proposed Parcels E and F (totaling approximately 97 acres) are located almost entirely in Zone
A, 100-year floodplain, of the Salinas River. County staff would not normally recommend
approval of parcels or new structural development (residential, commercial, or industrial) in a
floodplain. However, the proposal involves an agricultural subdivision, and the current zoning
allows agricultural production that would not require discretionary review. This 97 acre area
includes approximately 36 acres of non-native grassland that appears to have been previously
farmed and another 27 acres (for a total of 63 of the 97 acres) that could potentially be cultivated
under allowed agricultural uses. Therefore, the parcels would retain economically viable uses
for agriculture.

Upon consideration of these allowed agricultural uses, and acknowledging that the County has
no draft regulations that would preclude these types of allowed agricultural uses, staff has
recommended conditions of approval (Condition Nos. 7 and 12) to ensure that existing allowed
uses under the Farmland zoning do not result in potential resource impacts. These two
conditions would restrict structural development and protect riparian forest habitat on Parcels E
and F, as well as ensure consistency with General Plan Policy OS-5.22.

Furthermore, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (WRA), Environmental Health
Bureau (EHB), and Resource Management Agency-Environmental Services (RMA-ES)
reviewed the project application and, as conditioned, deemed that the project complies with
applicable ordinances and regulations. The proposed agricultural subdivision does not involve
new construction, so the project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements, would not expose people or structures to a significant risk involving flooding, nor
conflict with Monterey County Code (MCC) Chapter 16.16, Regulations for Floodplains in
Monterey County. Also, the proposed agricultural subdivision would not create additional
sources of polluted runoff or degrade water quality, impede or redirect flood flows, result in
increased flood heights or velocities; nor alter natural floodplains, stream channels, or natural
protective barriers.

Subdivision on Land under Williamson Act Contract

The approximately 537 acre portion of the project area located west of River Road is under
Williamson Act contract (Land Conservation Contract No. 73-13) and therefore subject to
Section 66474.4 of the California Government Code (Subdivision Map Act) and County-adopted
Rules and Regulations for the Administration of Agricultural Preserves. The project, as
proposed and conditioned, meets the required findings: consistency with the general plan
policies and objectives, and zoning classification; compliance with the rules regarding
agricultural use, minimum lot size per contract, income requirement, and parcels/land remaining
under contract; and compliance with Section 66474.4 of the Subdivision Map Act regarding
compatible uses (see Finding No. 9).

Waiver of the Requirement to File a Parcel Map

- Pursuant to MCC 19.04.005.B, the Applicant requested a waiver of the requirement to file a
parcel map. The County may waive this requirement upon making the finding that all applicable
requirements of Title 19 and the Subdivision Map Act have been met. The County has found
that the proposed subdivision meets all applicable requirements (Finding No. 7), and no County
departments or agencies objected to this request. In lieu of a parcel map, County staff has
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applied a condition of approval to require the Applicant to file a record of survey (Condition No.
11). In addition, the County would issue Conditional Certificates of Compliance (Condition No.
0).

Environmental Review

Monterey County, as Lead Agency, prepared an Initial Study and Negative Declaration (ND) for
this project (Exhibit F). The ND was filed with the County Clerk on September 22, 2014, and
circulated for public review and comment from September 23 through October 24, 2014 (SCH#:
2014091062). No comments from state agencies were received by the County during the 32-day
circulation period. The County received a letter from LandWatch Monterey County (Exhibit G-
2) which identified concerns related to lack of environmental review of foreseeable uses allowed
by right and inconsistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.19. These concerns are addressed
above under Project Issues.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider and adopt the Negative Declaration;
approve the Minor Subdivision, based on the findings and evidence and subject to the conditions
of approval; and waive the requirement to file a parcel map, pursuant to MCC 19.04.005.B.

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552) Page 7



This page intentionally left blank




EXHIBIT C
DRAFT RESOLUTION

Before the Planning Commission in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

In the matter of the application of:
PEDRAZZI JAMES N TRET AL (PLN130552)

RESOLUTION NO. 15 -

Resolution by the Monterey County Planning

Commission:

1) Adopting a Negative Declaration;
2) Approving a Minor Subdivision Tentative
Map to allow the division of a 940.272 acre
parcel into six (6) parcels (Parcel 1, 142.36
acres; Parcel 2, 395.15 acres; Parcel 3, 171.44
acres; Parcel 4, 134.52 acres; Parcel 5, 52.933
acres; and Parcel 6, 43.869 acres); and
3) Waiving the requirement to file a parcel map,
pursuant to MCC 19.04.005.B.
[PLN130552, Pedrazzi, along River Road, south of
Parker and Corey Roads, Salinas, Toro Area Plan
(APNs: 139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-000, 139-
084-003-000, and 139-084-008-000)]

The Pedrazzi application (PLN130552) came on for public hearing before the Monterey
County Planning Commission on January 14, 2015. Having considered all the written and
documentary evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral testimony, and
other evidence presented, the Planning Commission finds and decides as follows:

1. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
2. FINDING:

EVIDENCE: a)

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

FINDINGS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION - The proposed project is a Minor
Subdivision of a 940.272 acre parcel into six (6) parcels (Parcel 1,
142.36 acres; Parcel 2, 395.15 acres; Parcel 3, 171.44 acres; Parcel 4,
134.52 acres; Parcel 5, 52.933 acres; and Parcel 6, 43.869 acres).

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the
proposed development found in Project File PLN130552.

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

- the 2010 Monterey County General Plan;

- Toro Area Plan;

- Agricultural and Winery Corridor Plan;

- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21); and

- Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19 - Inland).
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b)

d)
€)

g)

h)

No conflicts were found to exist. The County received communications
during the course of review of the project indicating inconsistencies
with the text, policies, and regulations in these documents; however, the
County finds that the project is consistent with the text, policies, and
regulations in the applicable documents above.

The property is located along River Road, south of Parker and Corey
Roads, Salinas (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 139-083-002-000, 139-083-
004-000, 139-084-003-000, and 139-084-008-000), Toro Area Plan.
The property is zoned Farmland, 40 acre minimum lot size, with a
Design Control Overlay (F/40-D), which allows for a subdivision with a
minimum lot size of 40 acres. The proposed lots would range in size
from approximately 44 to 395 acres. Therefore, the subdivision is
consistent with land use and zoning requirements.

The project planner conducted a site inspection on August 9, 2013, to
verify that the project on the subject parcel conforms to the plans listed
above.

Subdivision: See Finding No. 7.

Long-Term Sustainable Water Supply and Adequate Water Supply
System: See Finding No. 8.

Williamson Act: See Finding No. 9.

2010 Monterey County General Plan Policies LU-1.19, LU-3.2, and
AG-1.3: The parcels under this agricultural subdivision would remain
in active agricultural production, and the subdivided parcels would be
capable of remaining as viable agricultural units. The project does not
involve any structural or infrastructure improvements for residential
development. By improving financing opportunities, the proposed
subdivision could preserve and enhance the agricultural viability of the
subject land, consistent with 2010 General Plan policies that allow
subdivision of agricultural lands (Policy AG-1.3) and promote
agriculturally-related housing (Policies AG-1.6 and AG-1.7).

Therefore, the County finds that this is an agricultural subdivision,
consistent with Policies AG-1.3 and LU-3.2, and that Policy LU-1.19 is
not applicable because this is not the type of development intended to be
regulated by the DES.

Approximately 843 acres of the existing 940 acre property are in active
agricultural production. The Farmlands Zoning District allows for
single family dwellings accessory to the agricultural use of the property,
not exceeding three in total for an owner, operator and employees
employed on site (Title 21, Section 21.30.030.B). The subject
application does not include the construction of infrastructure, accessory
structures, or single-family dwellings, and it is not anticipated that new
accessory structures or single-family dwellings would be proposed in
the foreseeable future. However, the project has the potential of
accommodating a total of 12 residential units (3 units on 4 of the 6
proposed lots). Single-family dwellings would be required to be
consistent with the development regulations of Title 21 and the
requirement of Section 21.30.030.B (Condition No. 7), which requires
any residential use to be accessory to the ongoing agricultural use of the
property. Furthermore, residential use accessory to the agricultural use
of the properties is consistent with 2010 Monterey County General Plan
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3. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

i)

k)

b)

d)

policies that promote agriculturally-related housing (Policies AG-1.6
and AG-1.7).

The project was referred to the Toro Land Use Advisory Committee
(LUAC) for review. Based on the LUAC Procedure guidelines adopted
by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors per Resolution No. 08-
338, this application did warrant referral to the LUAC because it
involved development requiring CEQA review. The Toro LUAC, at a
public meeting on February 10, 2014, voted unanimously (5 —0) to
support the project as proposed.

The project was referred to the Monterey County Agricultural Advisory
Committee (AAC) for review. Based on the 2010 Monterey County
General Plan Policy AG-1.8, projects on lands designated for
agricultural use that require a discretionary permit shall be referred to
the County’s AAC for review and recommendation to the decision-
making body. The AAC, at a public meeting on March 27, 2014, voted
unanimously (7 — 0) to support the project as proposed.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the
proposed development found in Project File PLN130552.

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

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

No site disturbance, grading, protected tree removal, or structural
development is proposed as part of the subject application. Therefore,
no biological or other natural resource impacts are anticipated, and the
project site is suitable for the proposed minor subdivision. See also
Finding No. 6 and supporting evidence.

Approximately 537 acres of oak woodland and grassland (the Corey
Ranch Hills area located west of River Road) is under Williamson Act
contract (Land Conservation Contract No. 73-13). The contract and the
land use designation for the site requires that each subdivided parcel be
capable of remaining a viable agricultural unit. The area under contract
is identified in the County’s Geographic Information System as
“Grazing” and “Other” land, and is proposed to be subdivided into two
lots 0f 395.15 acres and 142.36 acres. Non-prime agricultural land is
presumed to be in parcels large enough to sustain their agricultural use
if the land is at least 40 acres (California Government Code § 66474.4).
Therefore, the two proposed parcels would be capable of remaining
viable agricultural units.

Proposed Parcels E and F (totaling approximately 97 acres) are located
almost entirely in Zone A, 100-year floodplain, of the Salinas River.
This 97 acre area includes approximately 36 acres of non-native
grassland that appears to have been previously farmed and another 27

Page 10



4. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
5. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:
6.  FINDING:

PEDRAZZ] (PLN139552)

b)
©)

d)

o

)

acres (for a total of 63 of the 97 acres) that could potentially be
cultivated under allowed agricultural uses. Therefore, the parcels would
retain economically viable uses for agriculture. To ensure that existing
allowed uses under the Farmland zoning do not result in potential
resource impacts, and consistency with General Plan Policy OS-5.22,
the County has applied conditions of approval to restrict structural
development and protect riparian forest habitat on proposed Parcels E
and F (Condition Nos. 7 and 12).

Staff conducted a site inspection on August 9, 2013, to verify that the
site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning for the
proposed development found in Project File PLN130552.

HEALTH AND SAFETY - The establishment, maintenance, or
operation of the project applied for will not under the circumstances of
this particular case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals,
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general
welfare of the County.

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

Refer to Finding No. 7, Subdivision, and supporting evidence.

Staff conducted a site inspection on August 9, 2013, to verify that the
site is suitable for this use.

The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning for the
proposed development found in Project File PLN130552.

NO VIOLATIONS - The subject property is in compliance with all
rules and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision, and any
other applicable provisions of the County’s zoning ordinance. No
violations exist on the property.

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

Staff conducted a site inspection on August 9, 2013, and researched
County records to assess if any violation exists on the subject property.
There are no known violations on the subject parcel.

The application, plans, and supporting materials submitted by the
project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the proposed
development found in Project File PLN130552.

CEQA (Negative Declaration) - On the basis of the whole record
before the Monterey County Planning Commission, there is no
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EVIDENCE:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

g)

h)

substantial evidence that the proposed project as designed, conditioned
and mitigated, will have a significant effect on the environment. The
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis of
the County.

Public Resources Code Section 21080.d and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.a.1 require
environmental review if there is substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

Monterey County RMA-Planning prepared an Initial Study pursuant to
CEQA. The Initial Study is on file in the offices of RMA-Planning and
is hereby incorporated by reference (PLN130552).

The Initial Study provides substantial evidence based upon the record as
a whole, that the project would not have a significant effect on the
environment. Staff accordingly prepared a Negative Declaration.

The Draft Negative Declaration (“ND”) for PLN130552 was prepared in
accordance with CEQA and circulated for public review from
September 23 through October 24, 2014 (SCH#: 2014091062).

Issues that were analyzed in the Negative Declaration include:
aesthetics, agriculture and forest resources, air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions,
hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land
use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public
services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utility/service systems.
Evidence that has been received and considered includes: the
application, technical studies/reports (Biological Assessment —
LIB090484), staff reports that reflect the County’s independent
judgment, and information and testimony presented during public
meetings and hearings. These documents are on file in RMA-Planning
(PLN130552) and are hereby incorporated herein by reference.

Staff analysis contained in the Initial Study and the record as a whole
indicate the project could result in changes to the resources listed in
Section 753.5(d) of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) regulations. All land development projects that are subject to
environmental review are subject to a State filing fee plus the County
recording fee, unless the Department of Fish and Wildlife determines
that the project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

The site supports or has the potential to support riparian forest habitat,
the two-striped garter snake, nesting raptors, and the dusky-footed
woodrat (the only sensitive wildlife species observed in the area). For
purposes of the Fish and Game Code, the project may have a significant
adverse impact on the fish and wildlife resources upon which the
wildlife depends. The Initial Study was sent to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife for review, comment, and to
recommend necessary conditions to protect biological resources in this
area. Therefore, the project will be required to pay the State fee plus a fee
payable to the Monterey County Clerk/Recorder for processing said fee
and posting the Notice of Determination (Condition No. 3).

The County considered the comments received during the public review
period, and they do not alter the conclusions in the Initial Study and
Negative Declaration. The County received comments from
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7. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

a)

LandWatch Monterey County regarding a lack of environmental review
of foreseeable uses allowed by right and inconsistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.19. The County reviewed the development that the
proposed subdivision would allow as ministerial actions in the Initial
Study prepared for the project, and determined the potential impacts
associated with this type of accessory residential development would be
less than significant or none. An agricultural subdivision, with no other
development proposed, does not constitute a de facto intensification of
use because the lots are economically viable as farmland. Conditions of
approval have been applied to require that any future residential
development ensure the long-term agricultural viability of each parcel
(Condition No. 7), and that wastewater feasibility and water
quality/quantity be demonstrated prior to any structural development
beyond that required for the existing agricultural operations (Condition
Nos. 8 and 9). Also, the County does not view the application of the
conditions regarding wastewater feasibility and demonstration of water
quality/quantity as deferred mitigation because the subdivision does not
propose any structural development and residential development is not a
de facto foreseeable use on the property. The County has also applied
Condition No. 12 to protect riparian forest habitat on proposed Parcels E
and F. The County also finds that this is an agricultural subdivision,
consistent with Policy AG-1.3 and LU-3.2, and consistent with Policy
LU-1.19 because it is not the type of development intended to be
regulated under this policy (see also Finding No. 2, Evidence h).
Monterey County RMA-Planning, located at 168 W. Alisal, 2nd Floor,
Salinas, California, 93901, is the custodian of documents and other
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the
decision to adopt the negative declaration is based.

SUBDIVISION - Section 66474 of the California Government Code

(Subdivision Map Act) and Title 19 (Subdivision Ordinance) of the

Monterey County Code (MCC) requires that a request for subdivision be

denied if any of the following findings are made:

1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the applicable general
plan and specific plans.

2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not
consistent with the applicable general plan and specific plans.

3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.

4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of
development.

5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is
likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

6. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely
to cause serious public health problems.

7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will

conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.

Consistency. The project as designed and conditioned is consistent with
the 2010 Monterey County General Plan and Toro Area Plan (see Finding
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b)

g

No. 2).

Design. The lot design is consistent with the Lot Design Standards of
MCC Section 19.10.030. All proposed lots will meet the minimum lot
width and depth requirement. Section 19.10.030.B establishes
minimum and maximum lot dimensions for newly created parcels unless
they are created as part of a planned unit development. The minimum
lot width required is 60 feet and the minimum depth required is 85 feet,
but not more than three times the width. All proposed lots will meet the
minimum lot width and depth requirement. There are no hardships or
unusual circumstances imposed by allowing a parcel of the sizes and
dimensions requested. Also, all lots will exceed the minimum size
requirement of 40 acres.

Site Suitability. The site is suitable for the proposed project including
the type and density of the development (see Finding No. 3).
Environment. The subdivision design and improvements will not cause
environmental damage to fish or wildlife habitat (see Finding No. 6).
Health and Safety. The proposed project as designed and conditioned
will not, under the circumstances of the particular application, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the
general welfare of the County (see Finding No. 4).

Water Supply. MCC Section 19.10.070 requires provision be made for
domestic water supply as may be necessary to protect public health,
safety, or welfare, and that the source of supply is adequate and potable.
MCC Sections 19.03.015.L and 19.07.020.K require Water Supply and
Nitrate Loading Information in order to assess these conditions and
proof that there is a long term water supply. The Monterey County
Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) reviewed the proposed subdivision
and determined that water quality and quantity testing would not be
required for an agricultural subdivision; however, conditions have been
applied requiring a deed restriction to inform any potential buyers (or
future owners) that water quality/quantity must be demonstrated prior to
any structural development beyond that required for the existing
agricultural operations (Condition No. 8) (see also Finding Nos. 4 and 8,
and supporting evidence).

Sewage Disposal. MCC Sections 19.03.015.K and 19.07.020.J require
that provision be made for adequate sewage disposal. The proposed
agricultural subdivision would not add any new structures or uses that
would require increases to service from existing utility systems. Utilities
required for the agricultural use of the site are already in place, and the
proposed project would not generate additional demand nor warrant the
expansion of the current infrastructure. The proposed subdivision
would not contribute to any existing wastewater treatment facilities and
would not generate any increase in solid waste. The Monterey County
Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) reviewed the proposed project and
determined that wastewater feasibility studies would not be required;
however, EHB applied a requirement for deed restrictions to inform any
potential buyers (or future owners) that wastewater feasibility and water
quality/quantity must be demonstrated prior to any structural
development beyond that required for the existing agricultural

Page 14



PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

h)

1))

k)

D

operations (Condition No. 9). See also Finding No. 4 and supporting
evidence.

Easements. The subdivision will not conflict with easements. The County
has reviewed the existing and proposed easements shown on the tentative
map, and no conflicts were found.

Traffic. The subject property has existing access from River Road, and
the proposed agricultural subdivision involves the creation of five new
parcels located on this relatively low-traffic county road. No new
structural development or uses are proposed that would generate new
traffic or increase the number of vehicle trips above the existing
baseline; therefore, no change in roadway level of service is anticipated.
The roadways in the immediate area are not at degraded levels of
service, and the proposed subdivision would not cause any roadway or
intersection level of service to be degraded. Access to the proposed
parcels would remain unchanged, so the subdivision would not increase
hazards due to a design feature, nor exacerbate any conflicts due to
incompatible uses (i.e., the site is zoned for farming uses and the
continued use of existing farm equipment/vehicles). Monterey County
RMA-Public Works reviewed the proposed project and did not apply
any conditions of approval related to traffic. Also, Regional and/or
County fees are not required for this project application.

Access. The subject property has existing access from River Road, and
four of the resulting parcels (Parcels A, B, C, and D as shown on the
Tentative Parcel Map) will continue to have direct access from County
roads (i.e., River Road, Parker Road, and/or Abbott Road). Due to the
waiver of the requirement to file a Parcel Map, the County will require
the owner of Parcel D to convey an access easement to Parcels E and F
(Condition No. 13).

Affordable Housing. Subdivisions in Monterey County are subject to
review by the Housing Office of the Economic Development
Department (EDD) for conformance to the Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance as codified in Chapter 18.40 of the Monterey County Code.
EDD reviewed the project application and determined the project is
exempt under the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, per Chapter
18.40.060.B. RMA-Planning received a memorandum from the
Housing Office, dated November 24, 2014, confirming this exemption.
A copy of this memorandum is in the project file for PLN130552.
Parks and Recreation. The Monterey County Parks Department
reviewed the project application and determined that the applicant shall
comply with Section 19.12.010 - Recreation Requirements, of the
Subdivision Ordinance, Title 19, Monterey County Code, by recording a
deed restriction stating: “The subdivision is subject to recreation fees
based on Section 19.12.010 E. (2.) Recreation Requirements of the
Subdivision Ordinance, Title 19, Monterey County Code, by paying a
fee in lieu of land dedication if a property owner requests building
permits for the construction of a residential structure or structures on
one or more of the parcels created by the subdivision within four (4)
years after the approval of the subdivision” (Condition No. 10).

Waiver of Requirement to File a Parcel Map. Pursuant to MCC
19.04.005.B, the Applicant requested a waiver of the requirement to file
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8. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

0)
p)

b)

a parcel map. The County may waive this requirement upon making the
finding that all applicable requirements of Title 19 and the Subdivision
Map Act have been met. The County has found that the proposed
subdivision meets all applicable requirements, and in lieu of a parcel
map will require the Applicant to file a record of survey (Condition No.
11). In addition, the County will issue Conditional Certificates of
Compliance (Condition No. 6).

Subdivision of Important Farmland. The approximately 403 acre
project area located east of River Road is identified in the County’s
Geographic Information System as “Prime Farmland” and “Other” land,
and is proposed to be subdivided into four lots of 171.44 acres, 134.52
acres, 52.933 acres, and 43.869 acres. Prime agricultural land is
presumed to be in parcels large enough to sustain agricultural use if the
land is at least 10 acres (California Government Code Section 66474.4).
Therefore, the four proposed parcels east of River Road would be
capable of remaining viable agricultural units (see also Finding No. 3,
Evidence ¢). The 2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy AG-1.3
allows subdivision of Important Farmland, as mapped by the California
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, and designated by the County as “Farmland,” only for
exclusive agricultural purposes. The parcels under this agricultural
subdivision would remain in active agricultural production, and the
subdivided parcels would be capable of remaining as viable agricultural
units. In addition, the project does not involve any structural or
infrastructure improvements. Therefore, the County finds the proposed
agricultural subdivision consistent with Policy AG-1.3. Furthermore,
the County acknowledges that supporting these types of projects is
integral to the preservation and enhancement of all viable agricultural
lands, consistent with the 2010 General Plan.

The project planner conducted a site inspection on August 9, 2013,

The application, tentative map and supporting materials submitted by
the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the
proposed development are found in Project File PLN130552.

LONG-TERM SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY AND
ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM: The project has an
adequate water supply system to serve the development. The project is
not required to provide proof of a Long-Term Sustainable Water Supply
under General Plan Policy PS-3.1.

The proposed project consists of the subdivision of an approximately
940 acre parcel into six parcels ranging in size from approximately 44 to
395 acres. The proposed agricultural subdivision does not include any
changes to the existing agricultural uses, nor any infrastructure or
structural development.

The proposed project is not required to provide proof of a Long-Term
Sustainable Water Supply under General Plan Policy PS-3.1 because the
proposed project is related to agricultural land uses within Zone 2C of
the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, and the proposed development
meets the exceptions for development within Zone 2C of the Salinas
Valley groundwater basin.
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9. FINDING:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)

g)

h)

The proposed project will not result in intensification of the existing
agricultural use of the property, and will not result in intensification of
use of water.

The water source for the proposed development is four on-site wells that
support the existing agricultural operations. The current use of water
for agricultural irrigation would continue without any anticipated
increase in withdrawal.

The Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) reviewed
the proposed project and determined that water quality and quantity
testing would not be required; however, EHB has applied a requirement
for deed a restriction to inform any potential buyers (or future owners)
that water quality/quantity must be demonstrated prior to any structural
development beyond that required for the existing agricultural
operations (Condition No. 8).

The proposed project is in Zone 2C and is otherwise consistent with the
policies applicable thereto. The proposed project is consistent with all
applicable General Plan Policies. See Evidence a in Finding No. 2
(Consistency).

The application, tentative map and supporting materials submitted by
the project applicant to Monterey County RMA-Planning for the
proposed development are found in Project File PLN130552.

SUBDIVISION ON LAND UNDER WILLIAMSON ACT
CONTRACT - The approximately 537 acre portion of the project area
located west of River Road is under Williamson Act contract (Land
Conservation Contract No. 73-13) and therefore subject to Section
66474.4 of the California Government Code (Subdivision Map Act) and
County-adopted Rules and Regulations for the Administration of
Agricultural Preserves. The project is required to meet the following
findings:

a. That the proposed map is consistent with the applicable general
plan policies and objectives.

b. That the subdivision is consistent with the land use/zoning
designation and minimum parcel size requirements of the zoning
district.

c. That the subdivision complies with County-adopted Rules and
Regulations for the Administration of Agricultural Preserves
because it has been demonstrated that:

i. Each parcel will be devoted to a qualifying agricultural
use;
il. Each parcel will meet the minimum parcel size of 10 to

40 acres or the minimum lot size, whichever is more
restrictive for the type of contract;

iii. Each parcel will individually meet the minimum income
requirement for a (Type I/Type II) Williamson Act
contract, which is $200 per acre for a Type I; or $1.99
per acre or $1,999.99 per farm operation for a Type II
Williamson Act contract, whichever total is larger;

iv. Each parcel will remain under a Williamson Act contract
and complies with the restrictions to agricultural and
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a)

b)

compatible uses; and
V. No land would be removed from the Williamson Act
Program.

d. That the subdivision complies with Section 66474.4 of the
Subdivision Map Act pertaining to land under an existing
California Land Conservation contract, referred to as
Williamson Act contract, because the subdivision would not
result in residential development that is not incidental to the
agricultural operation.

Consistency with General Plan. The project, as designed and
conditioned, is consistent with the applicable policies and objectives of
the 2010 Monterey County General Plan and Toro Area Plan. See
Finding No. 2 (Consistency).

Consistency with Zoning. The property is zoned Farmland, 40 acre
minimum lot size, with a Design Control Overlay (F/40-D), which
allows agricultural uses/development, and subdivision with a minimum
lot size of 40 acres. The area under contract is proposed to be
subdivided into two lots of 395.15 acres and 142.36 acres. Therefore,
the project is consistent with the minimum parcel size requirement of
the zoning district and an allowed land use for this site.

Compliance with County-adopted Rules and Regulations for the
Administration of Agricultural Preserves:

i. Agricultural Use: The Applicant proposes to continue the
existing agricultural (i.e., cattle grazing) use of the property,
and no structural development is proposed under the subject
application. Therefore, each proposed parcel would be
devoted to a qualifying agricultural use. In addition, the
Monterey County Agricultural Advisory Committee
reviewed the project at a public meeting on March 27, 2014,
and voted unanimously (7 — 0) to support the project and
recommend approval as proposed.

il. Minimum Lot Size per Contract. The proposed parcels of
395.15 acres and 142.36 acres exceed the minimum lot size
requirement for this soil (“Grazing” and “Other” land) and
contract type (Type I). Refer also to Finding No. 3,
Evidence c.

1ii. Income Requirement. Each proposed parcel is large enough
to meet the income requirement for the type of soil and
contract. Non-prime agricultural land is presumed to be in
parcels large enough to sustain their agricultural use if the
land is at least 40 acres (California Government Code §
66474.4). Therefore, the two proposed parcels would be
capable of remaining economically viable agricultural units.

iv. Remain under Williamson Act Contract with Compatible
Uses. The project does not involve cancellation of the
existing contract (Land Conservation Contract No. 73-13).
Condition No. 5 has been applied to require the Applicant to
amend the current Williamson Act contract.

V. Removal of Land from Contract. No land currently under
contract is proposed for removal from the Williamson Act
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FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

d)

a)

Program.
Compliance with Section 66474.4 of the Subdivision Map Act. The
subdivision would not result in residential development that is not
incidental to the agricultural operation. The project area under contract
is in active agricultural production (i.e., cattle grazing). The Farmlands
Zoning District allows for single family dwellings accessory to the
agricultural use of the property, not exceeding three in total for an
owner, operator and employees employed on site (Title 21, Section
21.30.030.B). The subject application does not include the construction
of infrastructure, accessory structures, or single-family dwellings, and it
is not anticipated that new accessory structures or single-family
dwellings would be proposed in the foreseeable future. However, the
project has the potential of accommodating a total of 6 residential units
on the 2 proposed parcels under contract (3 units on 2 of the 6 proposed
lots). Single-family dwellings would be required to be consistent with
the development regulations of Title 21 and the requirement of Section
21.30.030.B. To avoid agricultural resource impacts and to ensure the
long-term agricultural viability of each parcel, the County will issue
Conditional Certificates of Compliance directing that future placement
of dwellings or structures on the parcel not obstruct agricultural
operations (Condition Nos. 6 and 7).

APPEALABILITY - The decision on this project may be appealed to the
Board of Supervisors.

Board of Supervisors: Section 19.16.020.B of the Monterey County
Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19) designates the Board of Supervisors as
the Appeal Authority to consider appeals from the discretionary
decisions of the Planning Commission, and Section 19.16.025.A allows
an appeal to be made to the Appeal Authority by any person aggrieved
by a decision of an Appropriate Authority other than the Board of
Supervisors.

DECISION

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence, the Planning Commission
does hereby:

. Adopt a Negative Declaration;
2. Approve a Minor Subdivision, per MCC 19.03.005.4, of a 940.272 acre parcel into six (6)

parcels (Parcel 1, 142.36 acres; Parcel 2, 395.15 acres; Parcel 3, 171.44 acres; Parcel 4,
134.52 acres; Parcel 5, 52.933 acres; and Parcel 6, 43.869 acres), in general conformance
with the attached tentative map and subject to the attached conditions, all being attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and

3. Waive the requirement to file a parcel map, pursuant to MCC 19.04.005.B.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14" day of January, 2015, upon motion of ,
seconded by

, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:

PEDRAZZI (PLN139552)
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ABSTAIN:

Mike Novo, Secretary

COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO APPLICANT ON

THIS APPLICATION IS APPEALABLE TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.

. IF ANYONE WISHES TO APPEAL THIS DECISION, AN APPEAL FORM MUST BE COMPLETED
AND SUBMITTED TO THE CLERK TO THE BOARD ALONG WITH THE APPROPRIATE FILING
FEE ON OR BEFORE

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

NOTE

This permit expires 2 years after the above date of granting thereof unless the Record of Survey is
recorded within this period.
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Monterey County RMA Planning

DRAFT Conditions of Approval/lmplementation Plan/Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan

PLN130552

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY

Responsible Department: RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation  Thjs Minor Subdivision (PLN130552) allows the division of a 940.272 acre parcel into

Monitoring Measure:  oix (6) parcels (Parcel 1, 142.36 acres; Parcel 2, 395.15acres; Parcel 3, 171.44
acres; Parcel 4, 134.52 acres; Parcel 5, 52.933 acres; and Parcel 6, 43.869 acres).
The property is |located at 581 River Road (Assessor's Parcel Numbers
139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-000, 139-084-003-000, and 139-084-008-000), Toro
Area Plan. This permit was approved in accordance with County ordinances and land
use regulations subject to the terms and conditions described in the project file.
Neither the uses nor the construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless
and until all of the conditions of this permit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of
RMA - Planning. Any use or construction not in substantial conformance with the
terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County regulations and may result
in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent legal action. No use or
construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed uniess additional
permits are approved by the appropriate authorities. To the extent that the County
has delegated any condition compliance or mitigation monitoring to the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency, the Water Resources Agency shall provide all
information requested by the County and the County shall bear ultimate responsibility
to ensure that conditions and mitigation measures are properly fulfilled. (RMA -
Planning)

Compliance or - The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit on an

Monitoring -\, 1 ing basis unless otherwise stated
Action to be Performed: g g sis unies ated.

2, PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL

Responsible Department: RMA-Planning

Condition/Mitigation The gpplicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice. This notice shall state: "A Minor

Monitoring Measure: - Subdivision (Resolution Number 15- __ ) was approved by the Planning Commission
for Assessor's Parcel Numbers 139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-000,
139-084-003-000, and 139-084-008-000 on January 14, 2015, The permit was
granted subject to thirteen (13) conditions of approval which run with the land. A copy
of the permit is on file with Monterey County RMA - Planning."

Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of RMA - Planning
prior to recordation of the Record of Survey. (RMA - Planning)

Compliance or - Prior to recordation of the Record of Survey, the Owner/Applicant shall provide proof

Monitoring . . . .
Action to be Performed: O recordation of this notice to the RMA - Planning.

PLN130552 )
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3. PDO00S5 - FISH & GAME FEE NEG DEC/EIR

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

Pursuant to the State Public Resources Code Section 753.5, State Fish and Game
Code, and California Code of Regulations, the applicant shall pay a fee, to be
collected by the County, within five (5) working days of project approval. This fee shall

be paid before the Notice of Determination is filed. If the fee is not paid within five (5)
working days, the project shall not be operative, vested or final until the filing fees are
paid. (RMA - Planning)

Within five (5) working days of project approval, the Owner/Applicant shall submit a
check, payable to the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning.

If the fee is not paid within five (5) working days, the applicant shall submit a check,
payable to the County of Monterey, to the Director of RMA - Planning prior to the
recordation of the Record of Survey.

4. PD006(A) - CONDITION COMPLIANCE FEE

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

The Owner/Applicant shall pay the Condition Compliance fee, as set forth in the fee
schedule adopted by the Board of Supervisors, for the staff time required to satisfy
conditions of approval. The fee in effect at the time of payment shall be paid prior to
clearing any conditions of approval. (RMA-Planning)

Prior to clearance of conditions, the Owner/Applicant shall pay the Condition
Compliance fee, as set forth in the fee schedule adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

5. PD037 - WILLIAMSON ACT

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

The property owner shall enter into a new or amended Land Conservation contract or
contracts with the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey for the subdivision
of Williamson Act lands deemed necessary by the Office of the County Counsel.
(RMA - Planning)

Upon demand of County Counsel, the property owners of record shall execute a new
or amended contract or contracts to be prepared by the Office of the County Counsel,

which shall be recorded concurrent with the recordation of the Certificate of
Compliance.

PLN130552
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6. PDSP001 - CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

The applicant shall request conditional certificates of compliance for the newly
configured parcels. The conditions shall be as follows: 1) The property owner shall
enter into a new or amended Land Conservation contract or contracts with the Board
of Supervisors of the County of Monterey for the subdivision of Williamson Act lands;
2) The property owner shall record a deed restriction regarding water quality and
quantity as directed by the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau; 3) The
property owner shall record a deed restriction regarding an onsite wastewater disposal
system as directed by the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau; 4) The
property owner shall record a deed restriction regarding payment of recreation fees as
directed by the Monterey County Parks Department; 5) The property owner shall
record a deed restriction regarding single-family dwellings and structural development
as directed by Monterey County RMA-Planning; 6) The property owner shall submit a
conservation and scenic easement for that area of Parcel E and Parcel F that contain
riparian forest habitat; and 7) The property owner shall record a Record of Survey as
directed by Monterey County RMA-Public Works. (RMA - Planning)

Prior to the expiration of the entitlement, the Owner/Applicant/Surveyor shall prepare
legal descriptions for each newly configured parcel and submit them to RMA-Planning
for review and approval. The legal descriptions shall be entited "Exhibit A" The legal
description shall comply with the Monterey County Recorder's guidelines as to form
and content. The Applicant shall submit the legal descriptions with a check, payable
to the Monterey County Recorder, for the appropriate fees to record the certificates.

7. PDSP002 - SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS ACCESSORY TO AGRICULTURAL USE (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Pianning

The Owner/Applicant shall record a deed restriction that states: "All  future
single-family dwelling(s) proposed for each lot of record shall be located in areas that
minimize the removal of agriculturally-productive land to maintain the agricultural
viability of each lot of record. The location of each proposed single-family dwelling(s)
shall be approved by the Director of Planning prior to issuance of any construction
permit.  No structural development is envisioned on either Parcel E or Parcel F."
(RMA-Planning)

The Owner/Applicant shall submit a signed and notarized deed restriction document to
the Director of RMA-Planning for review and signature by the County.

Concurrent with filing the record of survey, record the County approved Deed
Restriction on each parcel/lot created by the subdivision and provide proof of
recordation to RMA-Planning.

PLN130552
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8. EHSPO01 - DEED RESTRICTION / MAP RECORDATION - AGRICULTURAL SUBDIVISIONS: WATER (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department

1. A note shall be placed on the Conditional Certificate of Compliance and record of
survey in substantially the following form:

“The current property owners of record and all future buyers of any parcel/lot created
by this subdivision are hereby notified that the parcels/lots created by this subdivision
are not guaranteed to have water of sufficient quality or quantity to meet state
standards and local drinking water standards set forth in the Monterey County Code
(MCC) Titie 15, Chapters 15.04 and 15.08, and MCC Title 19. At the time of the
subdivision, the subject property was utilized for agricultural production, and no
development of the parcels/lots for other purposes was projected.  Therefore, the
County has not verified that each parcel/lot has water quality and quantity meeting
state and local drinking water standards. The current property owners of record and
all future buyers of any parcel/lot created by this subdivision are hereby further notified
that no development will be permitted and no building permit will be issued for
development on any parcel/lot in this subdivision until the owner of that parcel/lot
proposed for development demonstrates to the satisfaction of the County that the
parcel/lot has a water source meeting all state and local drinking water quality and
quantity standards, without treatment, as set forth in MCC Title 15, Chapters 15.04
and 15.08, and Title 19. For the purpose of this restriction, the term development
includes any land improvement or entittement that would utilize water for non-irrigation
purposes and require onsite wastewater disposal.”

2. Concurrent with the recordation of the parcel map or record of survey, the property
owners of record shall record a Deed Restriction on all proposed parcels/lots created
by this subdivision which includes the provision stated below. The property owners of
record shall’ also include such provision in any grant deed or other instrument
conveying any right, title, or interest in each parcel/lot created by this subdivision. The
provision is as follows:;

“The current property owners of record and all future buyers of any parcel/lot created
by this subdivision are hereby notified that the parcels/lots created by this subdivision
are not guaranteed to have water of sufficient quality or quantity to meet state
standards and local drinking water standards set forth in the Monterey County Code
(MCC) Title 15, Chapters 15.04 and 15.08, and MCC Title 19. At the time of the
subdivision, the subject property was utilized for agricultural production, and no
development of the parcels/lots for other purposes was projected. Therefore, the
County has not verified that each parcelllot has water quality and quantity meeting
state and local drinking water standards. The current property owners of record and
all future buyers of any parcel/lot created by this subdivision are hereby further notified
that no development will be permitted and no building permit will be issued for
development on any parcelllot in this subdivision until the owner of that parcel/lot
proposed for development demonstrates to the satisfaction of the County that the
parcel/lot has a water source meeting all state and local drinking water quality and
quantity standards, without treatment, as set forth in MCC Title 15, Chapters 15.04
and 15.08, and Title 19. For the purpose of this restriction, the term development
includes any land improvement or entitlement that would utilize water for non-irrigation
purposes and require onsite wastewater disposal.” (Environmental Health Bureau)

PLN130552
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Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Prior to filing the record of survey, submit a draft of the note to be placed on the record
of survey for review and approval by the Environmental Health Bureau, Department of
Public Works and the Office of the County Counsel.

Prior to the filing of the record of survey, execute a County form Deed Restriction for
review and approval by the Environmental Health Bureau and the Office of the County
Counsel.

Concurrent with filing the record of survey, record the County approved Deed
Restriction on each parcel/lot created by the subdivision and provide proof of
recordation to the Environmental Health Bureau and Planning Department.

At the time of sale of any parcel/lot, include the same provision in any instrument
conveying right, title, or interest in each parcel/lot created by this subdivision.

PLN130552
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9. EHSP02 - DEED RESTRICTION / MAP RECORDATION - AGRICULTURAL SUBDIVISIONS: ONSITE WASTEWATER DISPOS

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Health Department

1. A note shall be placed on the Conditional Certificate of Compliance and record of
survey in substantially the following form: '

“The current property owners of record and all future buyers of any of the parcels/lots
created by this subdivision are hereby notified that, at the time of the subdivision
creating these parcels/lots, the subject property was not guaranteed to have a viable
site for an onsite wastewater disposal system. No Soils or Percolation Report by a
qualified Soils Engineer has been completed which demonstrates that the subject
property meets state standards and local standards set forth in the Monterey County
Code (MCC), Title 15, Chapter 15.20. At the time of the subdivision creating the
subject parcels/lots, the subject property was utilized for agricultural production, and
no development of the parcels/lots for other purposes was projected. Therefore, the
County has not verified that the subject parcels/lots created by this subdivision have
an onsite wastewater site meeting all state standards and local standards set forth in
MCC Chapter 15.20. The current property owners of record and all future buyers of
the subject property are hereby further notified that no development will be permitted
and no building permit will be issued for development on these parceis/lots until the
owner(s) of a parcel/lot proposed for development demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the County that the subject parcel/lot proposed for development has a suitable onsite
wastewater site meeting all state standards and all local standards set forth in MCC
Chapter15.20. For the purpose of this restriction, the term development includes any
land improvement or entitlement that would utilize water for non-irrigation purposes
and require onsite wastewater disposal.”

2. Concurrent with the recordation of the parcel map or record of survey, the property
owners of record shall record a Deed Restriction on all proposed parcels/lots created
by this subdivision which includes the provision stated below. The property owners of
record shall also include such provision in any grant deed or other instrument
conveying any right, title, or interest in each parcel/lot created by this subdivision. The
provision is as follows:

“The current property owners of record and all future buyers of any of the parcels/lots
created by this subdivision are hereby notified that, at the time of the subdivision
creating these parcels/lots, the subject property was not guaranteed to have a viable
site for an onsite wastewater disposal system. No Soils or Percolation Report by a
qualified Soils Engineer has been completed which demonstrates that the subject
property meets state standards and local standards set forth in the Monterey County
Code (MCC), Title 15, Chapter 15.20. At the time of the subdivision creating the
subject parcels/lots, the subject property was utilized for agricultural production, and
no development of the parcels/lots for other purposes was projected. Therefore, the
County has not verified that the subject parcels/lots created by this subdivision have
an onsite wastewater site meeting all state standards and local standards set forth in
MCC Chapter 15.20. The current property owners of record and all future buyers of
the subject property are hereby further notified that no development will be permitted
and no building permit will be issued for development on these parcels/lots until the
owner(s) of a parcel/lot proposed for development demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the County that the subject parcel/lot proposed for development has a suitable onsite
wastewater site meeting all state standards and all local standards set forth in MCC
Chapter15.20. For the purpose of this restriction, the term development includes any
land improvement or entitlement that would utilize water for non-irrigation purposes

PLN130552
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Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

and require onsite wastewater disposal.” (Environmental Health Bureau)

Prior to filing the record of survey, submit a draft of note to be placed on the parcel
map or record of survey for review and approval by the Environmental Health Bureau,
the Public Works Department, and the Office of the County Counsel.

Prior to the filing of the record of survey, execute a County form Deed Restriction for
review and approval by the Environmental Health Bureau and the Office of the County
Counsel.

Concurrent with filing the record of survey, record the County approved Deed
Restriction for all parcels/lots created by the subdivision and provide proof of
recordation to the Environmental Health Bureau.

At the time of sale of any parcel, include the same provision in any instrument
conveying right, title, or interest in each parcel created by this subdivision

10. PKS002 - RECREATION IN-LIEU FEE (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

Parks Enforcement

The applicant shall record a deed restriction as a condition of project approval stating:
"The subdivision is subject to recreation fees based on Section 19.12.010E. (2))
Recreation Requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance, Title 19, Monterey County
Code, by paying a fee in lieu of land dedication if the property owner requests building
permits for the construction of a residential structure or structures on one or more of
the parcels created by the subdivision within four (4) years after the approval of the
subdivision”,

Proof of the recordation of a deed restriction shall be furnished to the Director of Parks
and RMA-Planning.

The Parks Department shall determine the fee in accordance with provisions
contained in Section 19.12.010(D). (Parks Department)

Proof of the recordation of a deed restriction shall be furnished to the Directors of
Parks and RMA-Planning.

11. PW0035 - RECORD OF SURVEY

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Public Works

File a Record of Survey showing the new line and it's monumentation. (RMA-Public
Works)

Owner's Surveyor to prepare record of survey and submit to DPW for review and
approval prior to recordation of survey.

PLN130552

Print Date: 1/7/2015 1:46:00PM Page 7 of 8



12. PD022(A) - EASEMENT-CONSERVATION & SCENIC

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

A conservation and scenic easement shall be conveyed to the County over those
portions of Parcels E and F that contain riparian forest habitat. The easement shall be
developed in consultation with certified professionals. An easement deed shall be
submitted to, reviewed and approved by, the Director of RMA - Planning and accepted
by the Board of Supervisors prior to recording the record of survey. (RMA - Planning)

Prior to recordation of the record of survey, the Owner/Applicant/Certified Professional
shall submit the conservation and scenic easement deed and corresponding map,
showing the exact location of the easement on the property along with the metes and
bound description developed in consultation with a certified professional, to RMA -
Planning for review and approval.

Prior to or concurrent with recording the record of survey, the County shall record the
deed and map showing the approved conservation and scenic easement. Submit a
copy of the recorded deed and map to RMA-Planning.

13. PDSP003 - EASEMENT - ACCESS (NON-STANDARD)

Responsible Department:

Condition/Mitigation
Monitoring Measure:

Compliance or
Monitoring
Action to be Performed:

RMA-Planning

The Owner of Parcel D shall convey an access easement to the Owners of Parcels E
and F. The access easement shall be developed in consultation with certified
professionals, and a recorded copy submitted to RMA-Planning prior to recordation of
the record of survey. (RMA-Planning)

Prior to recordation of the record of survey, the Owner/Applicant/Certified Professional
shall submit a copy of the recorded access easement to RMA-Planning.

PLN130552
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Exhibit_E-1

Action by Land Use Advisory Committee
Project Referral Sheet

Monterey County Planning Department
168 W Alisal St 2™ Floor
Salinas CA 93901
(831) 755-5025

Advisory Committee: Toro
Please submit your recommendations for this application by: February 10,2014

Project Title: PEDRAZZI JAMES N TR ET AL

File Number; PLN130552

Planner: SIDOR

Location: ALONG RIVER RD AT ABBOTT RD & PARKER RD SALINAS

Project Description:

Tentative Parcel Map (per MCC 19.03.005.4) to allow the subdivision of a 940.272 acre parcel into six parcels consisting
of 142.36 acres (Parcel 1), 395.15 acres (Parcel 2), 171.44 acres (Parcel 3), 134.52 acres (Parcel 4), 52.933 acres (Parcel
5), and 43.869 acres (Parcel 6). The property is located along River Road at Abbott Road and Parker Road, Salinas
(Assessor's Parcel Numbers 139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-000, and 139-084-002-000), Toro Area Plan.

Was the Owner/Applicant/Representative present at meeting? Yes _X No

Mark Blum
Also acknowledged as present were Phil Pearman, Surveyor, as well as Debbie and Dave Pedrazzi, family members
involved with the split of the land aforementioned.

Was a County Staff/Representative present at meeting? Joe Sidor (Name)

Chair Kerry Varney asked the planner, Joe Sidor, and Mark Blum, attorney and special referee set by the court, to explain
project PLN130552. Mr. Blum said that the 940.272 acre parcel is to be split into six parcels within the Pedrazzi family
due to “irreconcilable differences”. The parcel size differences equate to the value of each parcel and the recipients
portion of the split.

Both Mr. Sidor and Mr. Blum stated that the parcel (per MCC 19.03.005.4) is currently exclusively used for agricultural
uses (some grazing, some row crops) and will be maintained for agricultural uses only.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Site Neighbor? Issues / Concerns
Name
(suggested changes)
YES NO
X Said they attended to observe the process;

Debbie and Dave Pedrazzi were grateful the issue of the split is now

closer to a resolution
Joe Sidor, county planner X Showed map of Pedrazzi parcel (MCC

19.03.005.4); stated land would remain 100%

in ag use, as it is currently zoned/used.
Mark Blum, attorney with Horan/Lloyd, X Explained legal reasons for the six way split
special referee set by the court. of the Pedrazzi parcel (MCC 19.03.005.4).

See 6 A




LUAC AREAS OF CONCERN

Concerns / Issues
(e.g. site layout, neighborhood
compatibility; visual impact, etc)

Policy/Ordinance Reference
(If Known)

Suggested Changes -
to address concerns
(e.g. relocate; reduce height; move
road access, etc)

Bob Rieger asked if there was to be a
land use change from its present use?

No land use changes requested; land is
to remain ag so there is no
concern/change to address.

ADDITIONAL LUAC COMMENTS

Chair Kerry Varney asked the county planner, Joe Sidor, to explain why LUAC was involved in this issue. Mr. Sidor
explained that because there had been an initial environmental review with CEQA involvement, legally LUAC had to be
alerted and involved in the subdivision of the Pedrazzi 940.272 acre parcel, file number PLN130552.

RECOMMENDATION:
Motion by: Mike Mueller
Second by: Bonnie Baker

X Support Project as proposed
Support Project with changes

Continue the Item

Reason for Continuance:

(LUAC Member's Name)

(LUAC Member's Name)

Continued to what date:

AYES: Kerry Varney, Bob Rieger, Lauren Keenan, Bonnie Baker, Mike Mueller (5)
NOES: 0
ABSENT: Mike Weaver, Beverly Bean, Mark Kennedy, Ron Vandergrift (4)

ABSTAIN: 0
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MONTEREY COUNTY

AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (AAC)
Grower-Shipper Association Office
512 Pajaro Street, Salinas, CA 93901

March 27,2014
2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.

MINUTES

Members Present Guests & Staff Affiliation
David Costa - Joe Sidor RMA-Planning Department
Steve de Lorimier - Nadia Amador RMA-Planning Department
Alexandra Eastman - Mary Grace Perry Office of the County Counsel
Kurt Gollnick - Eric Lauritzen Agricultural Commissioner
Bill Hammond v Bob Roach Agricultural Commissioner’s Office
Bill Lipe v Christina McGinnis Agricultural Commissioner’s Office
Mike Manfre - Kathy Nielsen Agricultural Commissioner’s Office
Steve Mclntyre v
Manuel Morales v
Steve Ray v
Scott Violini v
Ridge Watson v

I. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 2:58 p.m.

II. Approvals

The meeting minutes of February 27, 2014, were approved unanimously.

III. Public Comments (items not on the agenda)

None

IV. Agricultural Commissioner’s Update

* AgKnowledge is starting on Friday, March 28. There are 23 fellows with varying
backgrounds. The new year will start with a kick-off reception at the Grower-Shipper
Association office.

e A newbill, SB1411, has been introduced regarding regulation of pesticides around schools
and would give additional authority for agricultural commissioners to limit restricted
pesticide use near school. . It is set to go before the Senate Ag Committee next week. It
would also greatly expand posting requirements. CACASA is pushing for formation of a
stakeholder group to discuss.

Minutes, AAC - 2014-03-27 - Final

Approved 2014-05-22




Agricultural Advisory Committee Page 2 of 3
March 27,2014

[ am working with Juan Uranga and the Center for Community Advocacy to launch a
farmworker advisory committee. We have met with the majority of supervisors and have a
target launch date of April. The purpose is to bring farmworker leaders together to talk and
work more directly with each other. First meeting to meet and greet, then work on
developing an agenda.

The 2013 Crop report is scheduled for release on June 17. The theme this year is
stewardship.

V. Resource Management Agency
A. Pedrazzi Parcel Subdivision

Joe Sidor, Associate Planner

Tentative Parcel Map (per MCC 19.03.005.4) to allow the subdivision of a 940.273 acre
parcel into six parcels consisting of 142.36 acres (Parcel 1), 395.15 acres (Parcel 2), 171.44
acres (Parcel 3), 134.52 acres (Parcel 4), 52.933 acres (Parcel 5), and 43.869 acres (Parcel 6).
The property is located along River Road [NO ADDRESS ASSIGNED BY PUBLIC
WORKS] Toro Area Plan.

The project currently has area in an existing Williamson Act (WA) contract on the west side
of River Road, in grazing. The existing WA contract covers 537.51 acres and would continue
to do so under two amended contracts. There would be no change in the amount of WA
acreage, just reconfiguration. The project does not propose any structural development, as
the properties are proposed solely for an agricultural subdivision. Nonetheless, the Planning
Department is preparing an Initial Study. Planning is not requiring an Agricultural Viability
Study.

LandWatch Letter: Planning staff will consider this letter in review of the minor subdivision
application; however, the issues raised by this letter do not apply to the Ag Advisory
Committee’s review of the proposed subdivision.

ACTION: Receive Ag Advisory Committee comments regarding compliance with applicable
Williamson Act contract policies and the agricultural viability of the proposed subdivided
parcels.

MOTION: A motion was made by Bill Hammond and seconded by Bill Lipe to recommend
the Ag Advisory Committee support the subdivision of the Pedrazzi property as presented on
the map on both sides of River Road as one side meets the Williamson Act and the other side
meets the 40-acre minimum and ag viability.

AYES: 7
NOES: 0
ABSENT: 4 (Costa, de Lorimier, Eastman, Gollnick, Manfre)

Right-to-Farm Ordinance (Draft)

Nadia Amador, Associate Planner

This item was continued from the February 27, 2014, AAC meeting to March 27, 2014, in
order fo incorporate additional changes to the draft Ordinance including but not limited to: a
third form of disclosure method (disclosure through Building Permit applications); and
revisions clarifying types of agricultural activities.

Minutes, AAC - 2014-03-27 - Final Approved 2014-05-22
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March 27, 2014

The RTF would amend Chapter 16.40 of Monterey County Code entitled Protection of
Agricultural Activities commonly referred to as the “Right to Farm” Chapter. A descriptive
purpose of the chapter is being added. A dispute resolution procedure is also being
established that is less formal and less costly than court proceedings. The dispute procedure
has always been in the chapter, but it is being updated to be more current and fair.
Applicability will be added thus making the ordinance applicable on a countywide basis. An
error under Section 5, which has an incorrect reference, will be fixed.

Establishing disclosure through the following:

1. Notice in property tax bills for every property owner in county. Added sentence for
property owner to advise tenants; '

2. Through real estate transactions to notify buyers;

3. County building department — adding information at the building permit stage on the
application.

An informational pamphlet will be developed for local law enforcement agencies to use when
there is a complaint from the public. In addition, a website will be developed, but not
required as a formal part of the ordinance.

Requested Action: Recommend approval of the draft “Right to Farm” Ordinance, in
substantially the same form as presented, by the Monterey County Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisors.

MOTION: A motion was made by Bill Lipe and seconded by Steve MclIntyre to recommend
that the Monterey County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors approve the draft
Right to Farm Ordinance in substantially the same form as presented to the Ag Advisory

Committee.
AYES: 7
NOES: 0

ABSENT: 4 (Costa, de Lorimier, Eastman, Gollnick, Manfre)

V1. Administrative Matters
Nothing to report.

VII. Adjournment
There being no further business before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 3:35 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Monterey County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office

Minutes, AAC - 2014-03-27 - Final Approved 2014-05-22
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County of Monterey
State of California F I L E D

NEGATIVE DECLARATION
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DEPUTY

Project Title: | Pedrazzi

File Number: | PLN130552

Owners: | Pedrazzi James N TR et al

Project Location: | River Road, south of Parker and Corey Roads, Salinas, Toro Area
Plan, Monterey County Unincorporated Area

Primary APNs: | 139-083-002/004-000 and 139-084-003/008-000

Project Planner: | Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Permit Type: | Combined Development Permit

Project | Minor Subdivision, per Monterey County Code Section
Description: | 19.03.005.4, to allow the division of a 940.272 acre parcel into six
(6) parcels (Parcel A, 142.36 acres; Parcel B, 395.15 acres; Parcel
C, 171.44 acres; Parcel D, 134.52 acres; Parcel E, 52.933 acres; and
Parcel F, 43.869 acres).

THIS PROPOSED PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AS IT HAS BEEN FOUND:

a) That said project will not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of
the environment.

b) That said project will have no significant impact on long-term environmental
goals.

c) That said project will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment.

d) That said project will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly.

Decision Making Body: | Monterey County Planning Commission

Responsible Agency: | County of Monterey Resource Management Agency —
Planning

Review Period Begins: | September 23, 2014

Review Period Ends: { October 24, 2014

Further information, including a copy of the application and Initial Study, is available at
the Monterey County RMA-Planning Department, 168 West Alisal St, 2" Floor, Salinas,
CA 93901 (831) 755-5025.
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MONTEREY COUNTY

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

168 WEST ALISAL ST., 2" FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
PHONE: (831) 755-5025 FAX: (831) 757-9516

INITIAL STUDY
I.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Title: Pedrazzi Subdivision (Agricultural)

File No.: PLN130552

Project Location: River Road, south of Parker and Corey Roads, Salinas, Toro
Area Plan

Name of Property Pedrazzi James N TR et al
Owner/Applicant:

Name of Agent: James J. Cook, Esq., and Mark A. Blum, Esq., Horan Lloyd

139-083-002-000, 139-083-004-000, 139-084-003-000 and

: :
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): ;10 0o, 10¢ 000

Acreage of Property: Approximately 940.3 acres

General Plan Designation: Farmlands 40-160 Ac Min

Zoning District: F/40-D and F/40

Lead Agency: County of Monterey Resource Management Agency (RMA) —
Planning

Prepared By: Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Date Prepared: September 12,2014

Contact Person: Joe Sidor

831-755-5262

Phone Number: 7
sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us
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II.  DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
A. Project Description:

The Pedrazzi project (RMA-Planning File No. PLN130552) proposes to subdivide an
approximately 940 acre legal lot of record into six parcels ranging in size from approximately 44
to 395 acres. The proposed agricultural subdivision does not include any changes to the existing
land/agricultural uses or any development of structures. The Applicant submitted an initial
application package on January 13, 2014, to request the following entitlement: Minor
Subdivision Tentative Map, per Monterey County Code (MCC) Section 19.03.005.4, to allow the
division of a 940.272 acre parcel into six (6) parcels (Parcel A, 142.36 acres; Parcel B, 395.15
acres; Parcel C, 171.44 acres; Parcel D, 134.52 acres; Parcel E, 52.933 acres; and Parcel F,
43.869 acres).

B. Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses:

The approximately 940 acre parcel straddles River Road south of Parker and Corey Roads, in the
Toro Area Plan of Monterey County. The topography of the property varies from flat alluvial
lands east of River Road to rolling hills west of River Road. Existing structural development
includes a 2,940 square foot non-habitable accessory structure for agricultural equipment located
on the portion of the property cast of River Road. The subject and surrounding properties
support ongoing agricultural operations (i.e., a mix of row crop fields and grazing areas, as well
as accessory residential use). The entire property is located within the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency’s Zone 2C benefitted assessment zone of the Salinas Valley Water Project.
Small portions of proposed Parcels C and D, a major portion of proposed Parcel F, and all of
proposed Parcel E are located in Zone A, 100-year floodplain, of FEMA Map 0653C0380. The
property is also identified or referred to as the Corey Ranch Hills and the Corey Ranch
Farmland. :

The Corey Ranch Hills area is located west of River Road and consists of approximately 537
acres of oak woodland and grassland utilized for cattle grazing. The Corey Ranch Hills area is
also under Williamson Act contract (Land Conservation Contract No. 73-13).

The Corey Ranch Farmland area is located east of River Road and consists of approximately 403
acres, with approximately 306 acres in row crop production and approximately 97 acres not
currently in agricultural use. This 97 acre area includes approximately 36 acres of non-native
grassland that appears to have been previously farmed and another 27 acres (for a total of 63 of
the 97 acres) that could potentially be cultivated for agricultural uses. The area not in current
agricultural use contains a mix of habitats (e.g.; riparian scrub, central coast scrub, non-native
grassland, and riparian forest habitat). A biological report was prepared in 2009 for a proposal to
cultivate a major portion of the 97 acre area (i.e., proposed Parcels E and F). That proposal was
never completed. No new survey was performed for this application as no development or
ground disturbance is proposed as part of this project.

C. Other public agencies whose approval is required:

Subsequent to approval of the required discretionary permit (entitlement) identified above in
Section A, the Applicant would not require other approvals from agencies outside the County of
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Monterey. Condition compliance would include a requirement for new unconditional certificates
of compliance and an amended Williamson Act contract.

D. Application Background:

The lands proposed for subdivision were court ordered to be subdivided on March 29, 2013. The
Order resulted from a judicial partition action filed by one of the owners. The subject property,
comprised of ranchlands (the Corey Ranch Hills), farmlands and potential farmlands (the Corey
Ranch Farmlands), were ordered subdivided in response to the judicial partition action. The sole
purpose of the partition and this proposed subdivision is to separate the ownership of the lands.
The court’s order does not contemplate nor authorize an application by the court-appointed
Referee for any change in existing use or intensification of existing use. Should any of the
owners desire to change or intensify uses in the future, they would need to independently apply
for the appropriate entitlement following the completion of the subdivision.
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Ill. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non-
consistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan X Air Quality Mgmt, Plan X
Specific Plan O Airport Land Use Plans L]
Water Quality Control Plan Local Coastal Program-LUP ]

General Plan/Area Plan. The proposed agricultural subdivision was reviewed for consistency
with the 2010 General Plan and the Toro Area Plan. The project proposal consists of
subdividing agricultural land for continued agricultural purposes, and the proposed lots would
range in size from approximately 44 to 395 acres. The project proposal involves no new
structural development. County staff reviewed the project plans and visited the site to analyze
possible development alternatives. The proposed lots have also been reviewed for consistency
with the design/development standards listed in Monterey County Code Section 19.10, Title 19,
Subdivision Ordinance - Inland. The subdivision proposal is consistent with the land use
categories, policies, and standards of the plans and ordinance identified above. See Sections IV
and VI below for additional information regarding policy consistency. CONSISTENT

Air Quality Management Plan.

The applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) addresses the attainment and maintenance
of state and federal ambient air quality standards within the North Central Coast Air Basin
(NCCAB). The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) incorporates
the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) population and housing
forecasts in its preparation of regional air quality plans, and consistency of a project with the
regional population and employment forecast would result in consistency of the project with the
applicable AQMP. AMBAG prepares new population and employment forecasts for the three-
county area approximately every 3-4 years. The three-county area includes San Benito,
Monterey and Santa Cruz counties. These forecasts provide a common planning base for the
regional air quality management plan, regional transportation plans, regional water quality
improvement plans, and other regional planning programs. The current AMBAG forecast, air
quality guidelines, and AQMP are the following: 2014 Regional Growth Forecast, adopted by
AMBAG on June 11, 2014 [(also known as the Regional Growth Forecast for Population,
Housing, and Employment (2014)]; CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District, Revised February 2008; and the 2009 — 2011 Triennial Plan Revision
to the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region, adopted April 17, 2013.
Section IV.3 of this Initial Study (Air Quality) discusses whether this particular project conflicts
or obstructs implementation of air quality plans, violates any standard or contributes to air
quality violations, results in cumulative non—attainment of ambient air quality standards, exposes
sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations or creates objectionable odors affecting many
people. Based on the county’s population information and land use categories, pending, and
approved projects, the proposed project is considered consistent with AMBAG’S 2014 Regional
Growth Forecast. The proposed project would not increase the population of the area nor
generate additional permanent vehicle trips. Therefore, the proposal would not alter any

Pedrazzi Initial Study Page 4
PLN130552 — Agricultural Subdivision



population or housing forecasts, also making the proposed project consistent with the applicable
AQMP. CONSISTENT

Water Quality Control Plan.

The project is consistent with the 2010 General Plan and AMBAG’S 2014 regional population and
employment forecast. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) incorporates these
documents in its preparation of regional water quality plans; therefore, the proposed project is
consistent with the Regional Water Quality Control Plan. Section IV.9. (Hydrology and Water
Quality) discusses whether this particular project violates any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, substantially depletes groundwater supplies or interferes substantially
with groundwater recharge, substantially alters the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or
creates or contributes runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage. CONSISTENT
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

A. FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [1 Agriculture and Forest [1 Air Quality
Resources
[] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [1 Geology/Soils

[} Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Hazards/Hazardous Materials [] Hydrology/Water Quality

[ Land Use/Planning ] Mineral Resources [] Noise

XI Population/Housing [] Public Services [l Recreation

[] Transportation/Traffic [] Utilities/Service Systems XI Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding
can be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as
supporting evidence.

[] Check here if this finding is not applicable

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked, there is no potential for
significant environmental impact to occur from construction, operation or
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary.

EVIDENCE: Due to prior disturbance of the site from agricultural activities, and no
construction associated with the subdivision proposal, many of the above topics
on the checklist do not apply. No impacts are identified for aesthetics, agriculture
and forest resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards/hazardous materials,
hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, public
services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities/service systems.
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The subdivision of this agricultural land into six parcels of no less than 40 acres
each could result in up to twelve future residences under the F/40 zoning
classification. However, speculation regarding future development potential from
the subdivision is considered inconsequential to the environmental analysis
because:

a) No such development is proposed, and is not necessarily foreseeable. The
intent and objective of the proposed agricultural subdivision is to divide the
property for estate settlement purposes. There is no proposal to change the
existing agricultural use of the property.

b) Forty-acre minimum parcels are a size recognized by the County of Monterey
as large enough to preserve and maintain agriculture in the County, while
minimizing impacts to urban service systems. Forty acre minimums presume
the continued agricultural use of the land, and allowable residential
development is considered accessory to the agricultural use in Farmland or
“F” districts. “F” districts do no support urban densities and associated urban
impacts.

c) Any specific proposals for future residential uses on the resulting parcels
would be required to undergo site-specific environmental review where a
meaningful evaluation of potential impacts could be made. Typical impacts of
rural development at this density involve the water wells and wastewater
systems, both of which are regulated by state law as well as county standards.

The bases for the “No Impact” conclusions are stated below:

1. Aesthetics. The project proposal consists of subdividing agricultural land for continued
agricultural purposes, and would not alter the physical appearance of the landscape. The
proposed lots would range in size from approximately 44 to 395 acres, and the proposal
involves no new structural development. The existing visual character would remain
unchanged as a result of this project, or what is allowed under the current conditions and
zoning. Although the project increases the potential for residential development,
development of up to three main dwelling units would only be allowed associated with
the commercial agricultural use of the site. In addition, an existing Williamson Act
contract would also limit incompatible land uses (see also Sections IV.2 and 1V.10). The
proposed subdivision will not impact any scenic vista and will not damage scenic
resources. The proposed subdivision is not intended for urban densities, and therefore
will not degrade existing visual character or create any new sources of light or glare.
(Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

2. Agriculture and Forest Resources. Current agricultural uses on the property include row
crop production (approximately 306 acres east of River Road) and grazing
(approximately 537.5 acres west of River Road). Approximately 96.8 acres east of River
Road are not currently in agricultural use; however, this area includes approximately 36
acres of non-native grassland that appears to have been previously farmed and another 27
acres (for a total of 63 acres, or 65 percent, of the 96.8 acres not in current use) that could
be cultivated for agricultural uses. The portion of the property located west of River
Road (approximately 537.5 acres) is under Williamson Act contract (Land Conservation
Contract No. 73-13). The proposed subdivision is consistent with the restrictions of the
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Williamson Act because the subject contract area and the two proposed parcels of
approximately 395 acres and 142 acres are large enough to remain economically viable
for agricultural use. Resource Management Agency (RMA)-Planning staff has reviewed
the proposed subdivision and applied a standard condition requirement to amend the
current Williamson Act contract. Moreover, forty-acre minimum parcels are a size
recognized by the County of Monterey as large enough to preserve and maintain viable
agricultural operations. The County’s GIS database identifies the area now under row
crop production (approximately 306 acres east of River Road) as “Prime Farmland”, and
the approximately 537.5 acres west of River Road as “Grazing” land. Although the
property does contain “Prime Farmland”, the project does not propose to convert any
farmland to non-agricultural use. The proposed agricultural subdivision would not result
in impacts to “Prime” or other types of farmland. (Source: IX.1, 2, 4, 6)

3. Air Quality. The project will not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of an
applicable air quality plan or guidelines. The project is consistent with the Monterey
County 2010 General Plan, the Toro Area Plan, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District MBUAPCD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, and the 2009 — 2011
Triennial Plan Revision to the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay
Region. The project does not propose the construction of any structures; therefore, this
project results in no impact to implementation of the air quality management plan, and
would result in no changes to population. No significant traffic related air quality
thresholds will be met and no violations will occur as a result of this subdivision, either
cumulatively or individually. The project would not result in any construction-related air
quality impacts, and the land is proposed to remain in agricultural use. The project would
not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As such, the project would not
result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards.

(Source: IX.1, 5, 6)

4, Biological Resources. Current agricultural uses on the property include row crop
production (approximately 306 acres east of River Road) and grazing (approximately
537.5 acres west of River Road). Approximately 96.8 acres east of River Road are not
currently in agricultural use; however, this area includes approximately 36 acres of non-
native grassland that appears to have been previously farmed and another 27 acres (for a
total of 63 acres, or 65 percent, of the 96.8 acres not in current use) that could be
cultivated for agricultural uses. The area not in use contains a mix of habitats (e.g.;
riparian scrub, central coast scrub, non-native grassland, and riparian forest habitat). The
approximately 17.8 acres of riparian forest habitat is considered sensitive habitat,
although no individual sensitive plant species were identified. The riparian forest habitat
also provides a high potential for the two-striped garter snake and nesting raptors,
including the Cooper’s hawk; however, the dusky-footed woodrat is the only sensitive
wildlife species observed in the area. The proposed subdivision involves no tree
removal, no structural development (e.g., demolition or construction), and no clearing
and/or grading. Therefore, as proposed, the project would not have a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive or special status species, or have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. Any future development proposal
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would require review and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources. The
project would have no impacts on biological resources. (Source: IX.1, 2, 4, 6, 7)

5. Cultural Resources. The project would not cause any change in a significant historical or
cultural resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, or
disturb any human remains. The project site is in an area identified in County records as
having a low archaeological sensitivity, and is not within an existing cultural resources
buffer zone. Approximately ninety percent of the property is already extensively
developed for agricultural or grazing purposes. No changes or modifications are
proposed to the existing structure or agricultural uses. The project as proposed will have
no impacts related to historic or prehistoric cultural resources, paleontological resources
or a unique geologic feature, nor will it disturb any human remains. (Source: IX.1, 6)

6. Geology/Soils. According to the County’s GIS database, the project area has a low risk
for landslides and low to moderate risk for liquefaction. Also, the majority of the project
area has a low to moderate risk from erosion, and approximately 10 percent of the site
along the southwestern border has a high risk of erosion. The database identifies the
seismic nature of the site to be risk-level IV, with a risk-level VI near the southwestern
corner of the property. In addition, the Reliz fault and 660-foot buffer transit the center
of the property area west of River Road. Although the project site would be exposed to
ground-shaking from any of the faults that traverse Monterey County, the project does
not propose any new structural development and would not place persons at risk.
Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to geology and soils regarding
landslides, liquefaction, expansive soils, erosion, or disposal of wastewater. See also
Section VI.13, Population and Housing, regarding the Monterey County Environmental
Health Bureau requirement for a deed restriction to inform any potential buyer (or future
owner) that wastewater feasibility must be demonstrated prior to any structural
development beyond that required for the existing agricultural operations. (Source: IX.1,
2,6)

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The proposed project would not create any new air/pollutant
emissions beyond those associated with current agricultural uses established on the
property. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local or state GHG plans or
goals, would not result in a net increase of greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, and would not create any new impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. (Source:
IX.1,2) '

8. Hazards/Hazardous Materials. The project does not propose any change to the existing
agricultural uses, so it does not propose any additional transportation, use or disposal of
hazardous materials that would constitute a threat of explosion or other significant release
of materials that would pose a threat to neighboring properties above the existing baseline
agricultural uses. Pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers have likely been used on the site
for ongoing agricultural operations; however, the use of such products is consistent with
commercial agricultural, and the proposed subdivision will not conflict with such use or
result in any hazardous materials conflicts above the existing baseline condition. The
proposed project would not involve stationary operations, create hazardous emissions, or
handle hazardous materials. The site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites,
and the site location would have no impact on emergency response or emergency
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evacuation. The site is not located within two miles of an airport or airstrip. Although
the portion of the parcel west of River Road is in an area identified in County records as
having a high fire risk, the project does not propose any new structural development.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildfires. The project would not result in impacts from hazards
or hazardous materials. (Source: IX.1, 2, 6, 7)

9. Hydrology/Water Quality. The proposed subdivision does not involve any new
construction, so the project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements, nor conflict with Monterey County Code (MCC) Chapter 16.16,
Regulations for Floodplains in Monterey County. Approximately 110 acres in the
southeastern area of the property is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Salinas
River (Zone A). The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (WRA), Environmental
Health Bureau (EHB), and Resource Management Agency-Environmental Services
(RMA-ES) have reviewed the project application and, as conditioned, deemed that the
project complies with applicable ordinances and regulations. As proposed, the project
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk involving flooding. The
proposed agricultural subdivision would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, nor create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems. Since the project proposes no structural
development, it would not create additional sources of polluted runoff or degrade water
quality, or place a structure within an area that would impede or redirect flood flows.
The proposed subdivision would not result in increased flood heights or velocities; nor
alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, or natural protective barriers. The
project, as proposed, would also not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge. The parcel is currently served by four private wells that support
the existing agricultural operations. The current use of water for agricultural irrigation
would continue without any anticipated increase in withdrawal (see also Section VI.13,
Population and Housing). The property is located approximately 12.5 miles inland from
the coast and would not be subject to inundation by a tsunami, nor is it located near a
body of water that is anticipated to threaten a seiche. The area of the property east of
River Road could be subject to dam inundation; however, no persons would be subject to
risk since the project does not propose the construction of any structures. The proposed
subdivision would have no impacts related to hydrology and water quality. (Source:
IX.1,6)

10.  Land Use. The approximately 940.3 acre parcel is zoned Farmland, 40 acres per unit,
with a Design Control District Overlay (F/40-D). All surrounding parcels have the same
zoning classification and land use designation, with the exception of one adjacent parcel
zoned Permanent Grazing at the southwest corner of the project parcel. The proposed
agricultural subdivision is consistent with, and would have no impact on, the land use
designation, zoning classification, or existing land use. The subject property and
surrounding properties currently support ongoing agricultural operations; therefore, the
proposed subdivision would not physically divide, disrupt, or otherwise have a negative
impact upon an established community, the existing neighborhood, or adjacent
properties. Also, the project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan, as none are applicable to the project site. Existing
structural development on the property includes a 2,940 square foot non-habitable

Pedrazzi Initial Study Page 10
PLNI130552 — Agricultural Subdivision



11.

12.

13.

14.

accessory structure for agricultural equipment located on the portion of the property east
of River Road. The proposed subdivision into six parcels of approximately 142.36 acres,
395.15 acres, 171.44 acres, 134.52 acres, 52.933 acres, and 43.869 acres, would meet the
development standards in the Monterey County Code (MCC) Subdivision Ordinance
(Title 19 - Inland) and MCC Zoning Ordinance (Title 21), and the policies of the 2010
General Plan and Toro Area Plan. The portion of the property located west of River
Road (approximately 537.5 acres) is under Williamson Act contract (L.and Conservation
Contract No. 73-13). The proposed subdivision is consistent with the restrictions of the
Williamson Act because the subject contract area and the two proposed parcels of
approximately 395 acres and 142 acres are large enough to remain economically viable
for agricultural use. RMA-Planning staff has reviewed the proposed subdivision and
applied a standard condition requirement to amend the current Williamson Act contract.
The entire property is located within the Monterey County Water Resources Agency’s
Zone 2C Dbenefitted assessment zone of the Salinas Valley Water Project. Since the
project does not propose any intensification of existing agricultural use, County staff has
determined that the proposed subdivision falls under the exemption regarding a long-term
sustainable water supply provided by 2010 General Plan Policy PS-3.1c, as amended
March 11, 2013 (see also Section VI.13, Population and Housing). Also, Monterey
County 2010 General Plan Policy LU-1.19, while identifying a requirement to establish a
Development Evaluation System for projects involving five or more lots or units, is
intended to address urban-type development that could introduce or result in a
concentrated population center in an area without adequate support infrastructure. Policy
LU-1.19 is not intended to prohibit agricultural subdivisions that could allow and benefit
continued agricultural use of the property. Allowing agricultural subdivisions can also
contribute to the protection of prime farmlands and grazing lands by affording farmers
and ranchers the opportunity to obtain re-financing in support of existing agricultural
operations. Furthermore, Policy LU-3.2 directs that land use in areas designated for
agricultural use shall be guided by the policies of the Agricultural Element of the 2010
General Plan, and Policy AG-1.7 encourages housing related to the agricultural use of the
property. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to land use and planning
regarding an established community or conservation plan. (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 4, 6)

Mineral Resources. The project site has no known significant mineral resources;
therefore, no mineral resources would be affected by the proposed project.
(Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

Noise. The project does not propose to change the existing agricultural uses of the
property, would not expose the surrounding properties to noise levels that exceed
standards or to vibration from construction activity, and would not result in an increase to
permanent or temporary ambient noise levels. The project site is not located in the
vicinity of an airport or private airstrip. The proposed project would not result in noise
impacts. (Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

Population/Housing. See Section VI.13.

Public Services. The project involves the subdivision of agricultural lands and does not
propose any change in the agricultural uses served by existing services and utilities
following subdivision. The project would have no measurable effect on existing public
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15.

16.

17.

services and would not require expansion of any services to serve the project. As
proposed, the project would have no substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services. Emergency response is provided by the Monterey Regional Fire Protection
District and the Monterey County Sheriff’s Department. The County departments and/or
service providers who reviewed the project application did not identify any impacts, and
applied standard Conditions of Approval as necessary. The project would not result in
impacts to public services. (Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

Recreation. Based on review of County records and a County RMA-Planning staff site
visit on August 9, 2013, the proposed project does not include any new development that
would result in an increase in the use of existing recreational facilities causing substantial
physical deterioration, nor create any demand for the construction of new recreation
facilities. No parks, trail easements, or other recreational opportunities would be
adversely impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would have
no impacts related to recreation. However, per the Monterey County Subdivision
Ordinance, Inland (Title 19), Section 19.12.010, the project would be required to pay a
standard in-lieu fee for recreation requirements. (Source: IX.1, 2, 3)

Transportation/Traffic. The proposed agricultural subdivision involves the creation of
five new parcels located on a relatively low-traffic county road, yet does not involve new
structural development or uses that would generate new traffic or increase the number of
vehicle trips above the existing baseline (i.e., no change in roadway level of service is
anticipated). The roadways in the immediate area are not at degraded levels of service,
and the proposed project would not cause any roadway or intersection level of service to
be degraded. The project would also not result in a change in air traffic patterns. Access
to the proposed parcels would remain unchanged, so the subdivision would not increase
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., there are no sharp curves or dangerous intersections
near the project site), nor exacerbate any conflicts due to incompatible uses (i.e., the site
is zoned for farming uses and the continued use of existing farm equipment/vehicles).
The proposed subdivision would not impact emergency access, nor result in inadequate
parking. The project also would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g.; public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities),
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. The proposed project
would have no impacts related to transportation or traffic. (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 6)

Utilities/Service Systems. The proposed agricultural subdivision would not add any new
structures or uses that would require increases to service from existing utility systems.
Utilities (i.e., electricity and water) are already in place, and the proposed project would
not generate additional demand nor warrant the expansion of the current infrastructure.
The property is currently served by four private wells that support the existing
agricultural operations. Three wells provide water for irrigated agricultural operations
with no associated storage tanks, and one well provides water for livestock grazing. The
proposed subdivision would not contribute to any existing wastewater treatment facilities,
would not require any additional water supply, and would not generate any increase in
solid waste. The Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) reviewed the
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B.

proposed project and determined that wastewater feasibility studies, as well as water
quality and quantity testing, would not be required; however, EHB has applied a
requirement for deed restrictions (see Section VI.13, Population and Housing) to inform
any potential buyers (or future owners) that wastewater feasibility and water
quality/quantity must be demonstrated prior to any structural development beyond that
required for the existing agricultural operations. The project would have no impacts
related to utilities and service systems. (Source: IX.1, 2)

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

Ll

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

j /4/»(/@01 September 12, 2014

Signature Date

Joseph Sidor Associate Planner
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1)

3)

4)

3)

6)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact”
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be
cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
Pedrazzi Initial Study Page 15
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1. AESTHETICS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] 5

(Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 5
s TR o ’ <
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source: IX.1, U u . =
2,6)

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? (Source: 1X.1, W ] ] X
2,6)

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the ] [] 1 X
area? (Source: IX.1)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV.

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmiand, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland ] ] o X
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? (Source:
IX.1, 6)

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a ] N ] X
Williamson Act contract? (Source: [X.], 4, 6)
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2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant envirommental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

¢)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned [ u O X
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))? (Source: IX.1, 2, 4, 6)

d)  Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest =
land to non-forest use? (Source: IX.1, 6) [ L L X

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or O O I <
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (Source:
IX.1, 6)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV.

3. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] [ M ¢

applicable air quality plan? (Source: IX.5)

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantialty to an existing or projected air quality ] ] ] X
violation? (Source: 1X.1, 5)
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3. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated  ~ Impact Impact

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state =
ambient air quality standard (including releasing [ [ U X
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)? (Source: 1X.1, 5)
d) Result in significant construction-related air quality
impacts? (Source: IX.1) O O 0 X
e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Source: IX.1, 6) o [ O X
f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? (Source: IX.1) L [ L B
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV.
4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by [ L L] B
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: IX.1, 6, 7)

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by ™ 1 ] X
the California Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: IX.1, 6, 7)

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, [ [l 0 i
hydrological interruption, or other means? (Source:
1X.1,6,7)
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4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife ] | Il X
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? (Source: IX.1, 6, 7)

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] [l ] X
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source: IX.1, 2, 4)

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation ] ] ] <
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Source: 1X.1, 6)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and IV.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in 15064.57 (Source: O ] ] X
1X.1, 6)

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5? O] | Il X
(Source: 1X.1, 6)

c¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological

resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: 1 ] ] X
IX.1, 6)
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred n [] [ K

outside of formal cemeteries? (Source: IX.1, 6)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and I'V.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i}  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the [] ]
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6) Refer to Division
of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source: [X.6)

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? (Source: 1X.6)

iv) Landslides? (Source: 1X.6)

O 0O o Od
O o O O

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
(Source: IX.6)

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral ] O
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Source:
1X.6)

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 1 ]
substantial risks to Iife or property? (Source: IX.6)

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks ot alternative wastewater disposal systems ] [
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (Source: 1X.6)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the ] ] ] X
environment? (Source: IX.1)
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of OJ [ ] >
greenhouse gases? (Source: [X.1, 2)
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and I'V.
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the

c)

d)

€)

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials? (Source: IX.1)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? (Source: I1X.1)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Source: 1X.1, 2)

For a project located within an airport Jand use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? (Source: 1X.1, 2, 6)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (Source: 1X.1, 2,
6)
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
g) lmpair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] ] ] [
evacuation plan? (Source: 1X.1, 2)
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,

injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where ]
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (Source: IX.1,

2,6,7)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV.

9.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Potentially
Significant

Would the project: Impact

a)

b)

d)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge [
requirements? (Source: IX.1)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering

of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the ]
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would

drop to a level which would not support existing land

uses or planned uses for which permits have been

granted)? (Source: IX.1)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or rivér, in a manner which would ]
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

{Source: IX.1, 6)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
- course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the ]
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Source: IX.1,
6)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed

the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage [
systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff? (Source: IX.1)

Pedrazzi Initial Study
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
: Significant
Would the project: Impact
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [

(Source: IX.1)

¢) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood ]
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map? (Source: 1X.1, 6)

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

]

]

Less Than
Significant
Impact

O

L[]

No
Impact

X

X

which would impede or redirect flood flows? (Source: ] ] O [
1X.1, 6)
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding [ ] ] 7
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Source: -
1X.1, 6)
i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Source: —
IX.1, 6) ] O O X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV.
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? (Source: ] 7 ] X

1X.1, 2, 6)

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific N
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 4)

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or ]
natural community conservation plan? (Source: IX.1)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV,
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11,

MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the ] ] ] 4
residents of the state? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6,)
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
(Source: IX.1, 2)

[]

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV,

12. NOISE Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a)

b)

d)

e)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (Source: IX.1, 2)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
(Source: 1X.1)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? (Source: IX.1)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? (Source: 1X.1)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: IX.1, 2,
6)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? (Source:
1X.1,2,6)

]

U

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV,
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through ] ] = ]
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (Source:
1X.1,2,4)

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing ] D ] X
elsewhere? (Source: IX.1)

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? ] ] ] X
(Source: IX.1)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Population and Housing 13(a) — Less than Significant.

The proposed agricultural subdivision into six parcels of no less than 40 acres each could result
in up to twelve future residences or habitable structures under the F/40 zoning classification
(proposed Parcels E and F are located in the Salinas River floodplain, and habitable structures
would not likely be permitted on these two parcels under current development regulations).
However, the intent and objective of the project is to divide the property for estate settlement
purposes, and there is no proposal to change the existing agricultural use of the property.
Furthermore, the forty acre minimum presumes the continued agricultural use of the land, and
allowable residential development is considered accessory to the agricultural use in the F/40
zoning district. In addition, the 537.5 acres west of River Road and under Williamson Act
contract would be limited to residential development that supports the agricultural operations.

Any specific proposal for future residential uses on the resulting parcels would be required to
undergo site-specific environmental review where a meaningful evaluation of potential impacts
could be made. Typical impacts of rural development at this density involve the water wells and
wastewater systems, both of which are regulated by state law as well as county standards. The
Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) reviewed the proposed project and
determined that wastewater feasibility studies, as well as water quality and quantity testing,
would not be required; however, EHB applied a non-standard condition requirement for deed
restrictions to inform any potential buyers (or future owners) that wastewater feasibility and
water quality/quantity must be demonstrated prior to any structural development beyond that
required for the existing agricultural operations. The proposed subdivision would not directly
induce substantial population growth, and is intended to allow continued agricultural use of the
property. Therefore, the project would result in less than significant impacts to population
growth. (Source: IX.1, 2, 4)

Population and Housing 13 (b and ¢) — No Impact.
The proposed agricultural subdivision would not displace, alter the location, distribution, or
density of human population in the area in any significant way, or create a demand for additional
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or replacement housing. The project would not result in impacts to existing housing or people.
(Source: IX.1)

14. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6) Il ] ] X
b) Police protection? (Source: 1X.1, 2, 6) ] ] ]
¢) Schools? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6) O ] O %
d) Parks? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6) ] O] ] X
e) Other public facilities? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6) i O ] X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and IV.
15. RECREATION Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than

Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial ] ] [ ¢
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be =
accelerated? (Source: IX.1, 2, 3)

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities ] N n 2
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? (Source: 1X.1, 2, 3)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections I and IV.
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a)

b)

d)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Source:
IX.1,2,3)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
(Source: [X.1, 2, 3)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks? (Source: IX.1, 2, 6)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Source:
IX.1)

Result in inadequate emergency access? (Source: IX.1,

)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities? (Source: IX.1, 2, 3)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections Il and I'V.

Pedrazzi Initial Study
PLN130552 — Agricultural Subdivision

Page 27



17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 1
(Source: IX.1)

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing O
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (Source: IX.1)

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the ]
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (Source: IX.1)

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are ]
new or expanded entitlements needed? (Source: IX.1, 2)

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected ]
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments? (Source: [X.1)

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal O]
needs? (Source: IX.1)

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and N
regulations related to solid waste? (Source: IX.1)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Sections II and V.

Pedrazzi Initial Study
PLNI130552 — Agricultural Subdivision

1

L]

X

Page 28



VIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible project alternatives
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix.
This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the Il I ] X
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
(Source: IX.1,6,7)

. b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (Source: IX.1, 4)
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when O | X OJ
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

¢) Have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either ] ] ] X
directly or indirectly? (Source: IX.1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Based on the analysis throughout this Initial Study, the project does not have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment or substantially reduce the habitat or population of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory. Although not proposed, the project could result in less than
significant impacts regarding population and housing. The proposed project does not have
environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov.
Code; Sections 21080(c), 21080.1,21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.053, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151,
Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey
Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007)
147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal. App.4th at
1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisce (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656. '
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VIII. FISH AND WILDLIFE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal)
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game
(now Fish and Wildlife). Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were
exempt from payment of the filing fees.

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead
agency, consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are
now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Wildlife determines that the
project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the Department of Fish and
Wildlife. Forms may be obtained by contacting the Department by telephone at (916) 631-0606
or through the Department’s website at www.dfw.ca.gov.

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee.

Evidence:  Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the RMA-Planning files pertaining
to PLN130552 and the attached Initial Study / Proposed Negative Declaration.
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IX. REFERENCES

1 Project Application/Tentative Parcel Map
2. Monterey County 2010 General Plan and Toro Area Plan

W

Title 19 (Inland) of the Monterey County Code (Subdivision Ordinance)

4. Title 21 of the Monterey County Code (Zoning Ordinance)

5. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,
Revised February 2008; and the 2009 — 2011 Triennial Plan Revision to the 2008 Air
Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region, adopted April 17, 2013

6. Monterey County Geographic Information System (GIS)

7. Biological Assessment (L.IB090484) prepared by Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.,
Monterey, California, August 2009.

X. EXHIBITS

1. Vicinity Map

2. Tentative Parcel Map
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Exhibit 1 — Vicinity Map

APPLICANT: PEDRAZZ|

ARN: 139-083-002-000M FILE # PLN130852 A
o 200
J 2500 Lmi £ K 200 umit - water o
- PLANNER. 5:00R
Pedrazzi Initial Study Page 32

PLN130552 — Agricultural Subdivision



— fEIT 3L 1B U] 2ZEL6 WO TRy
Sl FEE U CERRDA §aisse EIND E 0 52837
F WL ey
G LD A b
Jmmne * seggicu iy G bty 0J QISR

Loy sdpaetsian b

Exhibit 2 — Tentative Parcel Map

Page 33

o, TNSSESHD OV AS RS LY

= 0330404 3T 1S INAHEAL MR 133
2715 ONLSINT FANCHYZTEL

3999 DALL5IX3:

B 140 Irent Olyoy 9NLsixd
rdria ¥ e 07

PLVHOEE § CUOPRINEEL ‘POCEROBEL ZEIRRCEL IS NUY

NOISLAETS anL ooy * +JOVIVAD

1 3 SYN| wE
L3NS LS 0L avD 202
SUGATAENS AZTA SYNITFS IWOASAUNS

UHOESY 212 B 5ddy SLSANT LN A1 D343 HIZHL Sy
[27-:03 N {354 PRI T eSO Y
12222004 W Q%D 172va336 'O YNNCO ¥ LZ2vuase 'N Savvr
28700 3d ] DIFICT [E0RIC3E A HOL T NYHO ' 1y S
D NTHOT LEDHS YRESA 1 RONT ONITSIXS
"CHOTTH 20 WSy SL63UT LN SAILITUZY HISHL v
1227034 "1 9lT 122003 "N 530 |Z23u0d 'N 6L
ASDTPRONTS "L 2VHG I ' )54

HADN|

¥
QA IYNS QAT SRINY Y
SAYT Y SAINYOLLY

D SIE9L
VECH
ALV INAS R de ¥ LT Idoy

A NI AR NORCAG . LR ERET] stir]
NELE &1 3AELC

“SLHYES OV Sl I HOGE Jv NI UZUCTISY ALNAND

3L 40 33=40 3 NISHIL S 1T Q4113 213 YIRE0T WD

T SIS65

Qe STEaah 66 D s
e Y R A
1'30. P01 S107 JC SNOILNC, .
AR NE 4'1303vd 43504044

S BENY1ONAR A0, CNY LBANE TAMY 4 ATHCD,.
=ALTIH AE0D. 3L 50 Mm .w..a._‘mmam WENLINIEDY 31,

d¥Iid 130UV IA|LVINIL

Co- veo ~

BEIOTIN ALNCCD AP=ZLINGH

ME 4
SNSHLSY 3 AN

30323 W
WO

i 1ee
SHILSIRD M) NG|S0 Sl Ee s
QU RSLAHO N LA H-SN]

FOTTRE LA FHIA S
v 51 W4T TR

apiss oy
dVIU ALINRIA

HOANOIRIAAAT M HIN"
425 )] L) Sl R,

M A SRR E T e
SRTIDREEY N 2 M| = 20 3L
€ NCLaCd HOMTA S £ TI2UY 21Ty 7 2 £ TACH

SR TN PN St W

Y5 FokTd O
ETRIE
N

ININSRIY NGLLYSL SENC3 CA T P & 30U B

PLN130552 — Agricultural Subdivision

Pedrazzi Initial Study



Page 2 , . :‘ | EXhibit_G;l

Facsimile (fax) copies will be éééépteci,{kzith'a cover page describing the extent (e.g., number of pages) being
transmitted. A faxed document must centain a signature and all attachments referenced therein. Faxed
document should be sent to th¢ ontact noted below at (831) 757-9516. To ensure a complete and accurate
record, we request that you also'provide a follow-up hard copy to the name and address listed below. If you do
not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, then please contact RMA-Planning to confirm that the entire document
was received. : ‘

For reviewing agencies: RMA — Planning requests that you review the enclosed materials and providé any
appropriate comments related to your agency's area of responsibility. The space below may be used to indicate
that your agency has no comments or to state brief comments. In compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA
Guidelines, please provide a draft mitigation monitoring or reporting program for mitigation measures proposed
by your agency. This program should include specific performance objectives for mitigation measures
identified (CEQA Section 21081.6(c)). Also inform RMA-Planning if a fee needs to be collected to fund the
mitigation monitoring or reporting by your agency and how- that language should be incorporated into the
mitigation measure. '

Address all written comments on the Initial Study to: E - _’
S E
County of Monterey CE W E D
Resource Management Agency — Planning . OCT 17 2014 .
Attn: Joe Sidor, Asdsociate Planner MONTE COUNTY
168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor PLANN  DEPAR
y ING
Salinas, CA 93901 : DEPARTMENT

Re: Pedrazzi, RMA-Planning File Number PLN130552

From: Agency Name: _JMWETTE.  [SEEAL-
Contact Person: =L

Phone Number: __ ¥f3- , 2,54,

No Comments provided
X Comments noted below
Comments provided in separate letter

COMMENTS: (N THE JRDLEST SITINT IR 2 A T Sy 75 4
DOIELD (PIELT YR JEDAY, ZE 5" Y el ). .




This page intentionally left blank.



Founded in 1997

LandWatch

monterey county

ECEIVE

Post Office Box 1876 |
Salinas, CA 93902-1876 0CT 2.4 2014
831-759-2824
Wabsite: www.landwatch.org MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Emall: landwatch@mclw.org -
Fax: 831-759-2825

County of Monterey

Resource Management Agency — Planning
Attn: Joe Sidor, Associate Planner

. 168 West Alisal, 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

CEQA comments@co.monterey.ca.us

Re: Pedrazzi, RMA-Planning File Number PLN130552
Dear Mr. Sidor:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the Negative Declaration for the proposed project
and has the following comments:

.

Project description: The project is the subdivision of 940.272 acres into six parcels under a

court order. The Corey Ranch Hills area (approximately 537 acres) is under the Williamson Act.

The Core Ranch Farmland is approximately 403 acres, with about 306 acres in row crop
production and approximately 97 acres not currently in agricultural use. This 97 acres includes
about 36 acres of non-native grassland that appears to have been previously farmed and 27 acres
that could potentially be cultivated for agricultural uses. The area not in current agricultural use
includes a mix of habitats (e.g., riparian scrub, central coast scrub, non-native grassland and
riparian forest habitat). The Initial Study states (p. 11), “RMA-Planning staff has reviewed the
proposed subdivision and applied a standard condition requirement to amend the current
Williamson Act contract.” The parcels are zone F/40-D and F/40 and the area is designated as
Farmlands 40-160 Ac Min.

The Initial Study further states (p. 11), “Also, Monterey County 2010 General Plan Policy LU-
1.19, while identifying a requirement to establish a Development Evaluation System for projects
involving five or more lots or units, is intended to address urban-type development that could
introduce or result in a concentrated population center in an area without adequate support
infrastructure. Policy LU-1.19 is not intended to prohibit agricultural subdivisions that could
allow and benefit continued agricultural use of the property. Allowing agricultural subdivisions
can also contribute to the protection of prime farmlands and grazing lands by affording farmers
and rancher the opportunity to obtain re-financing in support of existing agricultural
operations...” :




Lack of environmental review of foreseeable uses allowed by right: The Initial Study states -
that the project does not propose to change the existing agricultural uses of the property. The
Initial Study also claims that future owners would have to apply independently to intensify or
change uses in the future. IS, p. 3. However, this statement ignores the fact that the subdivision
itself constitutes an intensification of use because it permits additional development on each of
the parcels beyond the level of development that would be permitted absent the subdivision.
Substantial development would be allowed by right subject only to ministerial review and
without any further environmental review.

Nothing in the proposed entitlements would prevent development of all of the uses allowed by
right for the six new parcels that are consistent with its zoning classification. For example,
parcels zoned as farmland may develop, without any further discretionary review, three single
family dwellings, guesthouses, and agricultural employee housing. Monterey County Code §
21.30.030.

The Initial Study admits that future uses may include structures. It states that “the project
increases the potential for residential development,” noting that “development of up to three
main dwelling units” would be allowed for each parcel. IS, p. 7. It also discusses the need for a
deed restriction to inform buyers “that wastewater feasibility and water quality/quantity must be
demonstrated prior to any structural development beyond that required for the existing
agricultural operations.” IS, p. 13.

However, the Initial Study has not evaluated permitted and foreseeable uses of the six new
parcels, including residential use. It is critical that the environmental review of forseeable
residential use be conducted now because there may be no further opportunity for discretionary
or environmental review of uses allowed by right by the zoning classification.

It is clear that development of uses permitted by right in the proposed 6-unit rural subdivision
could have environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Initial Study. For example, no
wastewater feasibility or water supply analysis was performed for residential uses. No analysis
of impacts to biological resources from residential uses was provided, even though the Initial
Study admits that the property includes sensitive riparian habitat with a high potential for the
two-striped garter snake and nesting raptors, and that the dusky footed woodrat has been
observed in the area. IS, p. 8. The stated rationale for concluding that there would be no adverse
impacts to biological resources was that the project does not involve any structural development
or clearing and grading. The same rationale was applied to impacts with regard to other
resources, including noise, air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas
emissions, hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, noise, pubhc services,
transportation/traffic, and utilities/service systems.

The initial study is simply inadequate as an analysis of foreseeable impacts because it is |
premised on the legally erroneous assumption that no further development could be permitted
without environmental review.

Inconsistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.19: Because the County has not implemented
the Development Evaluation System mandated by General Plan Policy LU-1.19, applicable to all



subdivisions of five or more units, it has failed to apply criteria from a development evaluation -
system to the project. LU 1.19 was an important form of mitigation to avoid impacts associated
with rural sprawl development. The announced purpose of LU 1.19 was also to ensure that the
Community Areas and Rural Centers remain the priority areas for growth and that only 20% of
future growth occurs outside these designated growth areas. See, e.g., 2010 General Plan FEIR,
Master Response 2.1.2. o 7

While the staff report states that Policy LU-1.19 was not intended to prohibit agricultural
subdivisions, the language does not provide any exceptions:

LU-1.19 Community Areas, Rural Centers and Affordable Housing Overlay
districts are the top priority for development in the unincorporated areas of the
County. Outside of those areas, a Development Evaluation System shall be
established to provide a systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative
method for decision-makers to evaluate developments of five or more lots or units
and developments of equivalent or greater traffic, water, or wastewater intensity.
The system shall be a pass-fail system and shall include a mechanism to
quantitatively evaluate development in light of the policies of the General Plan
and the implementing regulations, resources and infrastructure, and the overall
quality of the development. Evaluation criteria shall include but are not limited to:

a. Site Suitability -

b. Infrastructure

c. Resource Management

d. Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center

e. Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing consistent with the

County Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program adopted
pursuant to the Monterey County Housing Element

f. Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation

g. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation

h. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and between the

community and surrounding areas

i. Minimum passing score

Residential development shall incorporate the following minimum requirements
for developments in Rural Centers prior to the preparation of an Infrastructure and
Financing Study, or outside of a Community Area or Rural Center:

1) 35% affordable/Workforce housing (25% inclusionary; 10%

Workforce) for projects of five or more units to be considered.

2) If the project is designed with at least 15% farmworker

inclusionary housing, the minimum requirement may be reduced to

30% total. :

This Development Evaluation System (DES) shall be established within 12
months of adopting this General Plan.



LandWatch submits that this project, a subdivision that clearly permits intensification of

. residential uses within a rural farmland setting, is the kind of project that the
Development Evaluation System was intended to scrutinize closely. LandWatch alos
submits that had the Development Evaluation System been adopted within 12 months of
General Plan adoption as required, the issue would be moot since the proposed
subdivision could have been evaluated under its criteria.

The County has a mandatory duty to establish the DES, and to do so timely, since Policy
LU-1.19 states that it “shall be established within 12 months.” Pending the establishment
of the DES, the County should not allow projects to avoid the development constraints
that are supposed to be implemented through the DES.

The County cannot apply evaluation criteria without actually implementing the DES
because it cannot apply the DES criteria as a “systematic, consistent, predictable, and
quantitative method for decision-makers to evaluate developments.” Accordingly, the
County may not approve projects subject to the DES without actually implementing the
DES and systematically applying its criteria. The suggestion in the Initial Study that the
DES should exempt agricultural developments is just the kind of ad hoc judgment that
does not meet the requirement for a “systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative
method for decision-makers to evaluate developments.”

If the County believes that it is appropriate to allow agricultural subdivisions
notwithstanding LU-1.19, it has two options. First, it may amend the policy to exempt
agricultural subdivisions. We note that this would require a definition of qualifying
“agricultural subdivisions,” and we believe that it would be inconsistent with the goal of
preventing rural sprawl. Second, it may implement the DES with criteria that expressly
permit qualifying agricultural subdivisions. In this event, we suggest that qualifying
subdivisions include deed restrictions that would limit or preclude structural
development.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the referenced document.

Sincerely,

Gt

Amy White
Executive Director




