MEMORANDUM RMA - PLANNING DEPARTMENT

County of Monterey

Date: February 11, 2009
To: Agricultural Advisory Committee
From: Carl Holm, Assistant Planning Director

Bob Schubert, Senior Planner

Subject:  Mohsin-Samoske Project (PLN9805016)
Buffer Plan and Ag Viability Report

On January 28, 2009, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and considered the
recommendations of the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) for this project. A
memorandum summarizing the AAC action was presented and a copy is attached for your
reference (Attachment A). Staff requests that the committee consider the following
agriculturally-related matters:

1. Agricultural Buffers. Are the revised agricultural buffers on the Samoske lots
adequate given site/area conditions?

2. Agricultural Viability Report: Does the updated information regarding the ag
viability of the project site contained in the attached memorandum change any of the
committee’s previous recommendations?

The recommendations of the Committee will be forwarded to the Planning Commission at a
continued public hearing scheduled for March 11, 2009. The Commission’s action will be
forwarded Board of Supervisors for final determination.

Samoske Buffer: At the meeting, the applicant presented a revised Agricultural Buffer Plan for
the Samoske property (Attachment B). The plan attempts to provide a 200-foot buffer along the
portion of the Samoske lots that abut the Pedrazzi property and a 50-foot buffer adjacent to the
Jardini property. This plan was presented as addressing the intent expressed by the Committee
and specifically to address discussion between the applicant and a couple Committee members
after the meeting. Staff noted that this plan was not considered by the Committee. Based on this
presentation, the Planning Commission passed a Resolution of Intent to approve the project and
subject to acceptance by the Agricultural Advisory Committee.

Viability Report: At this hearing, a member of the public challenged that validity of the Ag
Viability report that was considered by the Committee. As a result, the Agricultural
Commissioner’s office has reviewed the report and updated the information (Attachment C).

Attachments:
A. PC Memo (dated 1/26/09)
B. Revised Ag Buffer Plan
C. Ag Viability Memo



ATTACHMENT A

MEMORANDUM RMA - PLANNING DEPARTMENT

County of Monterey

Date: January 26, 2009
To: Planning Commission
From: Carl P. Holm, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning

Bob Schubert, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:  PLN9805016/MOHSIN-SAMOSKE - AAC SUMMARY
January 28 Agenda Item 5

Neighbors have asserted that their agricultural operations will be impacted by the propose
project. This subject project was reviewed at the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC)
meeting on December 4, 2008 and continued to January 22, 2008 following a scheduled site visit
on December 11, 2008 to evaluate conditions of the area. Staff requested that the AAC consider
the following agriculturally-related matters:

1. Agricultural Viability Report: Does the Agricultural viability report for the project
adequately address the loss of agricultural lands?

AAC SUMMARY: The AAC noted that the report concluded that the viability for the project
was an ““8” for the lower (Samoske) property and a 6" for the Mohsin property, and that this is
based on science by a reputable consultant. These rating are out of a possible 30 with higher
numbers being better suited for farming. Having also visited the site, the AAC acknowledged
that the lands could be used for grapes and grazing, but not for row crops. The AAC voted 9-0
finding that the Ag viability report is adequate.

2. Agricultural Conversion: Does the Ag Advisory Committee (AAC) support
conversion of the lower 72 acres of agricultural land to allow 14 residential parcels
with the upper 194 remaining permanent grazing including placing an agricultural
conservation easement over 150+ acres of the upper portion?

AAC SUMMARY: Public testimony raised issue for potential impact on nearby Williamson Act
lands (map attached) and growth pressure in general to continue conversion of Ag lands in this
area. As noted above, the AAC found that the lands are suitable for grapes and grazing.
However, the proposed project is designed with 5-acre lots that could allow limited
agriculturally-related uses such as limited equestrian/livestock or small vineyards. This is
consistent with the existing 5-acre lots abutting the 55-acre portion of the Mohsin property. In
addition, approximately 200 acres would remain PG with % (150 acres) of that land being
placed in a permanent agricultural conservation easement. The AAC voted 8-1 to support the
proposed conversion as designed.



ATTACHMENT A

Ag Advisory Committee Summary
PC Memo, 1/28/09
Page 2 of 2

3. Agricultural Buffers. Are the proposed agricultural buffers adequate given site/area
conditions:

A. Samoske Property: 75-foot agricultural buffer is proposed for the lower portion of
the subdivision. The conditions of approval require an agricultural buffer
Mitigation Plan which shows planting new trees within the 75-buffer. The
Committee should discuss whether it would be helpful to further enhance the
buffer with either a four foot high solid fence or provide new shrubs (in addition
to the proposed trees).

B. Mohsin Property: 100-foot agricultural buffer is proposed for the upper portion of
the subdivision

AAC SUMMARY: The AAC had a great amount of discussion on this matter. Generally, the
AAC was starting from a point that we need to honor the 200 foot standard, and some felt that
should not be varied. However, the majority of the group recognized that different conditions
warrant reducing the required set back. An initial vote on the set back question in total rendered
a 7-2 vote to deny the proposed Ag Buffer Plan. Following that vote, staff requested that the
AAC separate the two components:

Mohsin: To the north, there is a ravine that provides a natural buffer from Riehl property
(PG/40). Where this land abuts existing residential 5-acre properties, no buffer would be
required. Vineyards are located south of the site (Knott property), and a 100-foot buffer is more
than adequate. On a 7-2 vote, the AAC found that based on the topography, climate (e.g.
prevailing wind), and surrounding conditions, the proposed 100 foot buffers were adequate. The
AAC further recommended that building envelopes be situated toward the north (e.g. toward the
existing 5-acre parcels) to effectively create a larger buffer from the vineyards to the south.

Samoske: The AAC raised concern on this set back matter due to active major Ag operations
located to the north (Pedrazzi property). On a 7-2 vote, the AAC recommended denial of the
proposed 75-foot buffers/mitigation. The applicant posed a question as to what the Committee
may accept. One question to increase the buffers to 100 feet (including same mitigation),
received the same vote to recommend denial. Upon further discussion, they felt that a full 200
feet was required from the Pedrazzi property due to the active cattle operation there. Less
concern was stated for the vineyard located south of the property, but no consensus was
established before the AAC adjourned. Some informal discussions took place between the
applicant and a couple AAC members following conclusion of the meeting.

Attachment:
Map showing Williamson Act contracted lands

doc:MEMOpc_PLN980516 01.28.091
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ATTACHMENT C

MONTEREY COUNTY

AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER

AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER/WEIGHTS & MEASURES SEALER

1428 ABBOTT STREET - SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93901
PHONE: (831) 759-7325 FAX: (831) 422-5003

Date: February 12, 2009
To: Agricultural Advisory Committee
From: Bob Roach, Assistant Agricultural Commissioner

Subject:  Mohsin-Samoske Project (PLN9805016)
Review and Update of Ag Viability Report

On February 3, 2009, | met with Mr. Gary Knott regarding the Agricultural Suitability and Land
Capability Assessment (ASLCA) prepared for the project. Mr. Knott had recently found some
documents indicating that Mr. Avila, the previous owner of the Mohsin parcels, had prepared a draft
report for the consultants, Rush, Marcroft and Associates. Mr. Knott felt this indicated that the report
was “ghostwritten” and biased, and he had some specific comments on the ratings that seemed to
merit further consideration. After consultation with the Planning Department, the Agricultural
Commissioner decided to thoroughly review and update the report.

I contacted Mr. Dale Rush, the principal of Rush, Marcroft and Associates. Mr. Rush was familiar
with the report. He said that Mr. Avila received from sources unknown a copy of a similar report
they had prepared for a property nearby. Mr. Avila used that as a template and inserted information
on his project in an attempt to reduce the consultant’s cost. However, Mr. Rush told me that they
thoroughly and independently reviewed the information provided and produced their own report, and
that that report is an accurate assessment of the properties. Mr. Rush said that the methodology used
was developed in Tulare County and has been widely used and accepted.

| procured a copy of the paper cited in the report, “Defining Prime Agricultural Land in California”
(J.P. Reganold and M. Singer. 1978. Environmental Quality Series No. 29. University of California,
Davis). This paper briefly described the “Tulare County Plan.” | then contacted the County of
Tulare and obtained a copy of their “Rural Valley Lands Plan” (RVLP). These sources provided
further explanations of some of the rating criteria. The ASLCA is a variant of the RVLP.

The following are the criteria that were changed or required clarification:
1. USDA Capability Class

The ASLCA used a more refined system than the RVLP to evaluate the soil capability. Since the
parcels contained more than one soil type, a weighted point system was used to develop an
average rating. Using a Geographical Information System (GIS) we re-evaluated the soils
present in the project footprint, which has changed slightly. The soil capability rating did not
change. Slight discrepancies in the acreages result from the method used to translate the Mohsin
project footprint into the GIS.
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2. Size/Shape of Parcel

The ASLCA gave the highest ratings (four points) because each parcel was greater than 15 acres.
On the Samoske parcel, if the area of the present home site were to be excluded, the remainder
would be less than 15 acres. To be conservative, the higher rating was retained on the Samoske
parcel.

3. Current Use

In the ASLCA prepared in 1997, the Mohsin property received one point because it was then
being grazed. That is no longer the case, so one point was deducted.

4. lrrigability

The ASLCA rated both properties zero. According to Mr. Rush, this was because there was no
proven agricultural water source, of sufficient quantity and quality, on either parcel. However,
both parcels are in Monterey County Water Resources Agency Zone 2C and are paying the
assessment for the maintenance and operation of the two reservoirs and for the Salinas Valley
Water Project. Therefore, | added one point here for each parcel, because they at least have some
potential to develop agricultural water sources.

5. Land Uses of Adjoining Parcels

The Samoske Parcel received one additional point because of the adjacent agricultural uses on
the Jardini and the Pedrazzi properties. Jardini had a small vineyard. He has obtained an
Operator Identification Number (OIN) from the Agricultural Commissioner to report his
pesticide use, indicating he is involved in commercial agriculture. The Pedrazzis have an active
cattle operation that intermittently has cattle present near the Samoske parcel. Because of the
size and nature of these adjacent agricultural uses, only one point of the two possible points was
scored.

The Knott property, adjacent to Mohsin, has a small vineyard (1,500 vines) that is not in
commercial production as evidenced by the fact that Mr. Knott has not applied for an OIN. He
indicated to our office when contacted that he is not selling any of the grapes or wine and
therefore is not in commercial production, although he hopes to expand the vineyard in the
future.

6. Proximity to Nuisance Areas (Inharmonious to Development)
The RVLP clarified this criterion. The Pedrazzi cattle operation is an intermittent nuisance. The
Agricultural Advisory Committee rejected the agricultural buffer plan presented to them, which
reduced the required 200-foot buffer to 75 feet, based on the use of the Pedrazzi property. The
Samoske parcel was scored one additional point based on this intermittent nuisance.

7. Proximity to Agricultural Preserves

While there are no agricultural preserves adjacent to the project footprint, the area is surrounded
by Williamson Act contracts. Each parcel was scored an additional point.
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8. Proximity to Fire Stations

The Salinas Rural Fire Protection District has a station in Chualar, 3.2 miles from the project site.
Each parcel was scored one less point.

Discussion:

The final scores increased slightly. The ASLCA and the RVLP specify that a score of 11 or less
indicates few agricultural attributes and conversion to non-agricultural uses may be considered. The
portion of the Mohsin parcel evaluated changed from seven to eight points and the Samoske parcel
changed from eight to twelve points. If the Samoske’s existing home site were removed from
consideration, the Samoske parcel would receive one less point for having less than 15 acres
available for cultivation. If the size of the Samoske parcel were to be considered irregular due to its
long narrow shape, this rating would be two points less. In addition, the presence of the cattle
operation adjacent to Samoske would make the cultivation of leafy greens or other vegetable crops
problematical due to food safety requirements. Under the RVLP of Tulare County, scores from 12 to
16 are a “gray area” and indicate that conversion may be allowed based on other factors, and that the
project should proceed to the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors. Scores above 17
indicate that the lands should remain in agriculture.

I spoke to University of California Cooperative Extension Farm Advisor Larry Bettiga. Mr. Bettiga
was asked in 2004 to evaluate the Knott property for its agricultural potential and is familiar with the
area. His opinion is that perennial crops such as wine grapes or citrus can be grown in the area.
Other grapes grown in the vicinity show acceptable growth and development. Because this area is on
the northern climatic edge of where wine grapes are grown in the Salinas Valley, the varieties that
can be grown are limited. Pinot noir, Pinot gris and Chardonnay would be good choices. This area is
north of the desirable Santa Lucia Mountain appellation but the soils and climate are similar to the
northern part of that appellation. When the climate is just warm enough to adequately ripen the fruit,
high quality is often achieved. Production levels might be expected to be low. Lemons may also
have potential, if grown at a higher elevation in a frost-free area.

Attachments: 1-A — Soil Ratings Chart
1-B — Ag Suitability Assessment
2 — Ortho Photo with Proposed Plan
3 — Soil Capability Ratings
4 — Soil Types
5 — Williamson Act Ag Preserves
6 — Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Land Use Classifications
7 — Size of Nearby Parcels
8 — Samoske Parcel



ATTACHMENT C-1A
Soils Rating Chart

Mohsin-Samoske Soil Capability Ratings

Soil Capability Ratings were assigned as follows:

Class | 7 pts
Class Il 6 pts
Class Il 5 pts
Class IV 4 pts
Class V 3 pts
Clas VI 2 pts
Class Vi 1pt

Unusable 0 pts

Alternative Plan Parcel Stats : Mohsin-Samoske Soil Capability Ratir
Parcel: 167-061-033 Mohsin (the most northerly 50 acres)

Soil Unit # Acres % of Total Capability Value Point Total
AsB 5.02 9.4% llle-4 5 0.47
GhC 37.87 71.3% llle-3 5 3.56
GhD 2.44 4.6% IVe-3 4 0.18
Xb 3.86 7.3% Vile-1 1 0.07
Xd 3.94 7.4% Vile-1 1 0.07
Total 53.13 100.0%

Average Capability Rating (all soils on parcel): 4.37

The overall capability rating for this parcel is between Class Il and Class IV - Not Prime

Parcel 167-061-29 - Samoske

Soil Unit # Acres % of Total Capability Value Point Total
AsB 9.41 55.6% llle-4 5 2.78
CbC 7.52 44.4% lle-1 6 2.67
Total 16.93 100.0%

Average Capability Rating (all soils on parcel): 5.44

The overall capability rating for this parcel is between Class Il and Class Il - Not Prime



Agricultural Suitability Assessment
Monterey County - Mohsin-Samoske

ATTACHMENT C-1B
Ag Suitability Assessment

Criterion Possible Points Mohsin Samoske
USDA Capability Class
Class | 6
Class Il 5
Class Il 4
Class Il-1ll 3 3
Class llI 2
Class IlI-IV 1 1
Class IV or Lower 0
Size/Shape of Parcel
>15 acres 4 4 4
5-15 acres/Regular 3
5-15 acres/Irregular 2
<5 acres 0
Current Use
Currently in irrigated agriculture 4
Currently in non-irrigated agriculture 3
Currently grazed (active rangeland) 2
Mixed (fallow agriculture/rangeland) 1 1 1
No agriculture/range use possible 0
Irrigability
Irrigation water available, delivery system in place 4
Irrigation water available, no delivery system 2
Irrigation water potentially available (Zone 2c) 1 1 1
No irrigation water available 0
Nearby Parcel Sizes
Less than 35% of nearby parcels are < 5 acres [ 2] [
Over 35% of nearby parcels are < 5 acres [ of 0] 0
Land Uses of Adjoining Parcels
All adjacent parcels agricultural 2
Some adjacent parcels in agriculture 1 1
No adjacent parcels in agriculture 0 0
Proximity to Nuisance Area (Inharmonious to development)
Nuisance uses nearby 2
Intermittent nuisance uses nearby 1 1
Commercial zoning or no nuisances 0 0
Soil Permeability/Groundwater Proximity to Surface
Permeability soil/GW within 20' from surface [ 2] [
Low permeability soils/GW > 20" from surface [ of 0] 0
Proximity to an Agricultural Preserve
Near ag preserve [ 1] 1] 1
Not near ag preserve [ of [
Proximity to Fire Station
Over 5 miles from a fire station [ 1] [
Near a fire station [ of 0] 0
IDirect Access to Paved Road
No direct access [ 1] [
Direct access to paved road [ of 0] 0
Access to Domestic Water
No access to domestic water supplies [ 1] [
Access to domestic water supplies [ of 0] 0
TOTALS 30 8 12
Parcel Totals Score Rating
Mohsin 8 Low
Samoske 12 Marginal

Ratings Based on Scores

17-30: Strong agriculutral attributes; should remain in agriculture

11-17: Marginal ag attributes; conversion may be allowed based on other overriding factors

0-11: Few ag attributes; may consider conversion to non-agricultural uses


























