L.ucas, Terri H

o)
From: J Sanders [jdsndrs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 4:21 PM
To: . Lucas, Terri
Subject: Comments re: General Plan Update

CITY OF MERCED
PLANNING DEPT.

Chairman Amey and Members of the Planning Commission:

As one of the former Council Members who worked with the community and Staff to come up with
what is now before you as the General Plan Update, I ask you to consider the following:

Beginning with the Vision 2015 Plan, Merced has been fed population statistics that have
proven to be faulty. As we studied an enlarged footprint for the future of Merced, we
anticipated the population of the State and the Valley to double within twenty years.

With the State Economy on life support, as is our own City economy the population estimates
in the 2015 Plan have not come close to being met. This would be one reason I would request
you consider taking no action on the proposed General Plan update and instead, wait at least
another two years before retiring the 2015 Plan.

Second, our primary population and future economic driver is UC Merced. While bringing more
than 1,000 students and staff each year, we are also in no position to offer many jobs to the
graduates. This will be true, I believe, for the next five to seven years. The focus of our
Planning Efforts should be to bring along the UC Community, and use existing land and the
existing footprint until we no longer have housing and commercial vacancies as high as they
are now. :

I urge you to deny adoption of the proposed General Plan Update. Merced needs to get its
economy going within the existing plan, using proper planning procedures, including perhaps
an improved noticing process when commePC1al zoning could impact existing or zoned
residential uses.

Thank you for your attention to my concerns and placing these comments in the Record.

Jim Sanders

Former Merced City Council Member

224 E. 21st Street

Merced, CA 95340

* Kk % k k k ok Kk ok ¥ k ok

This electronic communication contains information which may be confidential. The
information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are
not the intended recipient, you should notify the sender named above and delete this
communication from your computer. You are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of said information is
strictly prohibited.
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Paving Paradise: A New Perspective on California Farmland Conversion

Edward Thompson, Jr., AFT California Director
November 2007

alifornia is the leading agricultural state in America and one of the most important food production
regions in the world — a food growing paradise. It is also the fastest-growing state, adding more
than 400 thousand new residents per year. Between 1990 and 2004, the period covered by this
report, over a half million acres of California's farmland were paved over, converted to urban uses.
As long as the state's population continues to increase, the tide of development will not abate and
the Golden State will continue to lose farmland to urban development. Given this state of affairs,
the challenge for California is to assure that the best farmland remains available for agriculture and
that urban development doesn't convert any more land than is truly necessary to accommodate its
expanding population and economy. This challenge is made more difficult by the fact that most of
the state's cities, where more than 90% of the population lives, are located in the midst of
California's most productive farmland, generally in valleys and on coastal plains where the soil is
deep, water is relatively abundant and the climate is mild. Butitis a challenge we must
successfully meet, if California is to continue to feed itseif and the world.

The first step toward preserving California's best farmland is to understand what is happening to it
and where. That is the purpose of this report. If contains the latest data and analysis of farmland
conversion frends throughout the state of California. Its focus is the irreversible conversion of
farmland to urban uses such as residential, commercial and industrial development. It does not
document the conversion of farmland to other non-agricultural uses, for example, wildlife

~ preserves, which also puts pressure on the food-producing resource base, but serves broader

environmental goals that Californians support. Nor does it address changes in agricultural uses,
for example, from cropland to grazing or vice versa. Data on these trends are available from the
Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the California Resources Agency,
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, which is the source of all the
land use data in this report, the contribution of which is gratefully acknowledged. Historic
population data used in this report are from the U.S. Bureau of Census, while population forecasts
are from the Demographic Research Unit of the California Department of Finance.

Source Data Links
Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program www,consrv.ca.gov/dirp/FMMP/index.htm

Demographic Research Unit hitp:/fwww dof ca.gov/iResearch/Research.asp
U.S. Bureau of Census http://www.census.gov/




How to Use This Report

This report is designed as an interactive information resource that will enable readers to extract
data for their own purposes and, indeed, to conduct additional analysis of farmland frends. (We
don’t pretend to have all the answers and are eager to hear about insights you may glean from the

~ wealth of data we have collected and organized.} The report consists of this Word document

containing the Major Findings (below) and an Excel file that contains spreadsheets with statewide,
regional and county-level data and analysis of farmland trends for the period 1990-2004, which is

- the longest and most recent period for which we have reliable, comprehensive data for the entire

state of California. Both documents are also available as downloadable, printable pdf files at
www.farmland.org/california. The text and spreadsheets are copyrighted by AFT, but advance
permission to use anything in the report is granted so long as appropriate credit is given in any
derivative work or publication, e.g., "Data and Analysis from A New Perspective on California
Farmland Conversion, © 2007 American Farmland Trust."

Data Spreadsheet Contents

The Excel file includes 12 spreadsheets, listed below with descriptions of what each contains.

Guide fo Data Explains the layout of all spreadsheets.

State-Regional Land Profile Existing total amount of land, agricultural land and high quality
farmland in each of 7 regions of the state as of 2004.
Regions-All Counties Summary data on major farmland conversion trends for the

period 1990-2004: total land converted, agricultural land
converted, quality of land converted and efficiency of land
development for all regions and all counties mapped by FMMP.
This sheet is especially helpful for comparing jurisdictions by re-
sorting the data.

State-Top 10 Ag Counties Summary and detailed data on farmiand conversion trends
1990-2004, including every agricultural land classification, and
projections of land conversion to 2050, for the state as a whole
and for the top 10 producing agricultural counties,* pius a map of
the state’s agricultural land in 2000. Top 10 data are below the
statewide data.

Northern Counties

Summary and detailed data on farmland conversion trends

Bay Area 1990-2004, including every agricultural land classification, and
Sierra Foothills projections of land conversion to 2050, for each county within
Sacramento Valley each region of the state. Individual counties can be viewed by
San JoaquinValley | scrolling down from the regional summary at the top. Rural

San Joaquin Rural Residential | residential data includes land devoted to urban and “ranchette”
Central Coast development in 2002 and 2004 for 4 counties in the San Joaquin
Southern California Valley.

* In order, the Top 10 counties are: Fresno, Tulare, Kern, Monterey, Merced, Stanislaus, San
Joaquin, San Diego, Kings and Imperial, based on 2002 farm gate value of agricultural product
sales according o U.S. Census of Agriculture.




Explanation of Data and Analysis in Statewide and Regional Spreadsheets

All the spreadsheets in this file, except the State-Regional Land Profile and Regions-All Counties,
use the same format shown below.
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The top left of the initially visible screen contains summary data. Below that is detailed, biennial
data on each type of agricultural, urban and other land. The official definitions of each type of land
appear as a pop-up when you put the cursor over the cell containing the name of the type of land.
Below the farmland data are population and urban land data, again in biennial increments. At the
top right of the visible screen is a graph showing the projected loss of land through 2050 (note that
the charts use different scales) and the change in development efficiency on which it is based.
Alternative scenarios can be tested and graphed by changing the number of people per urban acre
in the cell labeled "PPA 1990-2004 Used to Project Urbanization.” (Be sure fo change it back.) To
the right of the visible screen (illustrated below) are the data used to project land conversion and,
for counties where it is available, a map portraying all fand types as of 2004 and the land
developed 1990-2004. An interactive map of the region in which the county is located, enabling
one to zoom in on specific areas, can be accessed by clicking on the active link below the map.

Fresno County .
Calilornia Demﬂmeﬂ of Finance, Demorephic Research | Unt
Py on P s

Telsl
Ll'h&'l'

PPA 1990-2004 Used 10 94
Project Urbanization

High qui shades of green. Otner land in gray.
.wrwmcmmnannlmnwmm(mn T

“For an Ineracifve version, goto - L
L. TedRD Sy o OO chpnelshreiey uriion chanmeiEi TG

Cover photo of the Inland Empire by G. Denald Bain
Courtesy of the Geo-Images Project/UC Berkeley




Key Issues

The fotal amount of land urbanized or otherwise developed for non-agricultural use is only one
measure of the potential impact of conversion on California agriculture. The quality of land
urbanized and the efficiency of development are both key issues that shed more light on the
subject. The impact of land conversion on agricultural production capacity is greater (other things
being equal) when the quality of the land developed is higher and/or the efficiency of development
is lower.

In California, the quality of land from an agricultural perspective, is attributable to the ferfility of its
soils, the availability of irrigation water and micro-climates that are uniquely suited for the
production of specific crops (e.g., citrus). All of these are to some extent captured in the FMMP
definitions of various categories of land. In general, the higher the percentage of land developed
that was “high quality farmland” {our shorthand term for prime farmiand, unique farmiand and
farmiand of statewide importance), the greater the impact on agriculiure. A comparison of the
percentage of land developed that was high quality farmiand with the percentage of ail remaining
non-urban land in the jurisdiction that is high quality farmland sheds additional light on this issue by
suggesting the extent to which the available options for developing less productive fand are being
pursued. The maps of actual development patterns against the backdrop of the various types of
remaining farmland help identify potential alternatives for future growth on less productive land.

The efficiency of development is another key issue — perhaps the most important, given that city-
centered growth in California will almost inevitably convert high quality farmland, placing a premium
on not wasting it. This report measures the efficiency of development with the ratio of the number
of people in an urbanized area to the number of acres of land occupied by all of the urban uses
that serve them, from residences to shopping and schools, workplaces and roads; in short the
entire urban "footprint." The result is reported as “people per urban acre” or “PPA." (There is an
unknown, but almost certainly very small, degree of error in this calculation because the area
defined as urbanized by FMMP does not precisely match the definition of urban areas used by the
U.S. Census Bureau. Especially for comparative purposes, we are confident that our calculations
are accurate enough.)

The number of people per urban acre in any given year shows what is actually on the ground. The
PPA trend for the period 1990-2004 indicates how efficiently — or, in most cases, inefficiently — land
is being developed right now. Generally speaking, the efficiency trend is more encouraging (higher
PPA) than the efficiency of the development that exists on the ground today. But, lest this give a
false impression, notice that it takes a significantly larger PPA trend to increase the PPAby a
smaller amount from one year to the next. For example, in the Top 10 agricultural counties, it took
a PPA of 8.2 between 1990 and 2004 to increase the PPA from 7.2 in 1990 to 7.4 in 2004. You
can also observe this relationship in the data and graphs showing projections of future growth.

The efficiency of development calculation does not include rural residential development
(“ranchettes”), for which data exist only for four San Joaquin Valley Counties. If all rural
residential development were included, the overall efficiency of development in terms of the ratio of
people to tand converted to nonagricultural uses would be lower. In the four counties for which we
have data, including ranchettes in the calculation reduces the current (2004) deveiopment
efficiency 15% from 6.6 to 5.6 people per acre.




However, the spread of ranchettes is troublesome for reasons that go beyond the inefficient
conversion of land. They tend to make agricultural preduction more difficult and expensive with
demands that routine agricultural practices be curtailed or modified to protect the health and
security of new neighbors. And they create an additional market demand for rural land that in
many regions is inflating its price to a level above what commercial agriculture can pay and still
remain economically viable. In this sense, ranchettes are like the bow wave created ahead of a
ship; long before the ship itself hits, anything in ifs path will be swamped by the wave.

It is important to look at each of these three key issues — the quality of farmland being converted,
the efficiency of its conversion and the spread of rural ranchettes — to get a full appreciation of how
farmland conversion is steadily eroding California's agricultural capacity.

Acknowledgments

American Farmland Trust wishes to acknowledge and thank all of those who contributed to this
research. Funding was generously provided by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation
Service, the Surdna Foundation, Bank of America, Wells Fargo, and AFT members, especiatly
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insightful advice, were unselfishly provided by Molly Penberth, director of the Farmland Mapping &
Monitoring Program, Division of Land Resource Protection, California Resources Agency. The
U.S. Bureau of Census provided, not only the standard population data, but also a special
recalculation of historic data based on a new definition of urban places to improve the accuracy of
our calculations. Last but not least, we wish to thank all of our colleagues in the conservation and
land use field who contributed their insights. Above all, we thank the agricuitural producers of
California without whose hard work and skill the land would not produce the bounty that it does. It
isn't “farmland” without farmers.

[Turn to the next page for Major Findings]
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We are developing land for urban uses in Fig. 1

California at an unprecedented rate. Between Total Acres Urbanized 1990-2004
1990 and 2004 - the period for which we have By Region

the most reliable data for the enfire state -

- 538,273 acres of land were developed for urban Southern California 220,033
uses. (Fig. 1) This represents one out of every 6 San Joaquin Valley 115,196
acres developed for urban uses in California ?;23'/1 ::g — Z:-ggg
since the Gold Rush. Buring the 1990-2004 Siorra Foothils 34.269

Amorigan B

Paving Paradise: A New Perspective on California Farmland Conversion

| Summary

ne sixth of all the land developed in California since the Gold Rush was developed between 1990
and 2004. Urban development is disproportionately targeting the state’s best farmland and is very
inefficient, consuming an acre of land for every 9.4 people. In the state’s most important
agricuttural regions, a larger percentage of high quality farmland is being developed, and
development is less efficient, than in the state as a whole. Rural “ranchettes,” the most inefficient
kind of development, may account for a quarter of all the land devoted to developed uses in the
Central Valley, the state's premier agricultural area. Though development efficiency is increasing,
itis not happening fast enough fo prevent the conversion of 2.1 million more acres of California
land — much of it farmiand — by 2050.

To conserve farmiand, California communities — for local governments have the most control over
fand use -- must do three things:

> Direct growth away from the highest quality farmland toward less productive fand

> Develop land as efficiently as possible so as not to waste what we must convert

> Avoid rural ranchette development that fuels fand speculation and drives up fand costs
This report offers a new perspective on how well California is meeting these objectives.

Total Land Urbanized

period, the 38,448-acre annual rate of Sacramento Valley 33.849
development was nearly twice as high as the Northern Counties 16.005
20,052-acre average for all years from 1849 to Statewide 538.273
1990. Rapid population growth, of course, is
driving this trend. But the inefficiency of
development in terms of the number of acres developed per person (below) is a strong contributing
factor,




Most of the land developed for urban purposes

Fig. 2 _ from 1990 to 2004 was more or less configuous
Total Acres Urbanized 1990-2004 fo existing cities and other setements. (Refer to
Top 10 Counties the maps in the regional spreadsheets.) Though
Riverside 75,150 this may represent order!yf growth, there is a
San Diego” 50 978 downside that cannot be ignored. Because most
San Bernardino 29.301 of California’s cities are located in the midst pf
Kern* 30,111 the best farmland, cify-centered growth inevitably
Orange 30,086 targets high quality farmfand. This, in turn,
Placer 22,643 places a premium on developing fand efficiently,
Fresno” 21,852 | so as to minimize the amount of land removed
ga”t“’c’?“"t‘a 12'322 from agriculture for each new mouth to feed.

ontra L.os f ' H

: re ter detail

Sacramerto 15.080 gg;s‘f issues are explored in greate

* Indicates top 10 agriculture producer
among California counties.

Quality of Land Urbanized

Almost two-thirds (61%) of all the land urbanized in California from 1990 to 2004 - 326,521 acres -
was agricultural land. (Fig. 3) In the most important agricultural regions, however, nearly three-
quarters of all land developed was agricultural land. Moreover, itis likely that an even higher
percentage of the fotal land

developed was at one time used for Fig. 3

agricultural purposes. This is Agricultural Land Urbanized 1990-2004

because some of the rest of the land By Region

developed was formerly what the

state Department of Conservation As Pct of All

classifies as “other” fand, including Acres | Land Urbanized

land that was once farmed but has Southern California | 105,563 48%

been idled for a number of years in San Joaquin Valley 70,231 4%

anticipation of being developed. Bay Area 56,341 765’
|Sacramento Valley 24,652 73%

Regrettably, the state does not Central Coast 24,757 56%

quantify this transitional Sierra Foothills 22,574 66%

phenomenon, leaving a significant Northern Counties 6,764 42%

gap in our understanding of what is Statewide 326,521 61%

happening fo California’s agriculiural

resources.

Not all agricultural land is equally important for food production. Farmland that has more fertile
soils and more reliable water supplies tends o produce consistently higher crop yields at lower
cost. This is the land agriculture can least afford to lose. In this report, we refer fo this land as
*high quality farmland,” and it includes lands classified by the state as prime farmland, unigue
farmland and farmland of statewide importance. (See the notes included in the spreadsheets.
When you place the cursor over the red triangle in the corner of a cell containing a land type, e.g.,
“Prime farmland,” the official state definition will appear.)
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Between 1990 and 2004, a total of
151,898 acres, or 28% of all land
developed and 47% of the
agricultural land developed, was
high quality farmland. For
comparison, in 2000 only about
22% of the approximately 40
million acres of California land
mapped by FMMP was high
quality farmland. High quality
farmland accounts for only 9% of
the state’s total of about 101
million acres, much of which is
desert and mountainous areas that
are unsuitable for development.

Fig. 4
High Quality Farmiand Urbanized
1990-2004 by Region {(Acres)

As Pct of All
Acres Land Urbanized
San Joaguin Valley 70,231 61%
Southern California 37,883 17%
Bay Area 17,057 23%
Central Coast 12,933 29%
Sacramento Valley 11,621 34%
Northern Counties 1,272 3%
Sierra Foothills 1,001 3%
Statewide 151,898 28%

Thus, high quality farmland is being disproportionately sefected for development in comparison to
both its share of all land in the state and of the land suited for development. Again, this is largely
because most California cifies are located in the midst of high quality farmland, where our agrarian
ancestors settled precisely because of the fecundity of the land.

The loss of high quality farmland for development is most worrisome in the San Joaquin Valley, the

Fig. 5

Most High Quality Farmland Urbanized
1990-2004 Top 10 Counties (Acres)

among California counties.

* Indicates top 10 agriculture producer

state’s leading agricultural region that
accounts for 55% of the state's total
agricultural sales. This valley lost almost twice
as much high quality farmland to urbanization
than any other region between 1990 and

San Joaquin* 14,888 2004, and almost half the state’s fotal loss of
Riverside 14,551 high quality farmland. (Fig. 4) Six of its eight
Fresno” 12,524 counties, all of which are among the state’s
Kerm 12,025 | top 10 agricultural producers, were also
Stanislaus® 10,189 ; .
o among the top 10 in total acreage of high
ulare 8,758 . . .
San Bornardino 7379 quality farmland developed. (Fig. 5) Sixty-one
Orange 6533 | Ppercentofallland developed in the San
Santa Clara 6,233 Joaquin Valley between 1990 and 2004 was
Kings* 5,170 high quality farmiand, the greatest percentage

of any region in the state by far. (Fig. 4) In
half of the eight San Joaguin Valley counties,
meore than 70% of all the land developed was
high quality farmland. (Fig. 6 below)

Even more so than on a statewide basis, development is disproportionately claiming high quality
farmland in the San Joaquin Valley. The ratio of the percentage of development on high quality
farmland (61%) fo the percentage of high quality farmland in the region (40%) is 1.5, indicating that
development is 1 % times more likely to consume high quality farmland than less productive land.




In the more populous coastal regions, where little high quality farmland remains and the less
productive fand in the hills is often unsuitable or unavailable for development, high quality farmland
is 2.5 o 3 times as likely to be urbanized as
other land. Particularly troublesome is the
pattern in Monterey County, which includes the Fig.6
nation’s “salad bowl,” the uniquely productive High Quality Farmland as Percentage
Salinas Valley. There development was 4 fimes _°|_f All Land Urbanized 1930-2004

. . . op 10 Counties
as likely to consume high quality farmland as

other fand, despite the fact that almost 90 Sanslaus 33%
percent of the county is not high quality Kings* 78%
farmland. San Joaquin* 76%

Imperial* 74%

The main reason why high quality farmiand is Tulare* 71%
being disproportionately selected for urban Merced* 63%

developed is that most of California’s cities are Fresno™ 533’
— or were — located in the midst of high quality Sutter _ STt

s . San Benito 50%
farmland, which is generally found in the level Yolo 50%

bottomiand valleys of the state. They are
located there, of course, primarily because
many began as market towns and shipping
points for agricultural products from the
surrounding farms, which themselves grew up
on the most fertile, well-watered land. Because state and local land use policies have favored city-
centered growth to make it easier and cheaper to service new development, the expansion of cities
has disproportionately consumed high quality farmiand.

* Indicates top 10 agriculture producer
among California counties.

Inefficiency of Development

City-centered growth, with its disproportionate impact on high quality farmiand, places a high
premium on developing the land efficiently, consuming less acreage per person (for all urban uses,
including commercial and civic as well as residential). Today, however, development in California

is generally very inefficient, particularly

“acre in 2004, while in the Sacramento

in its premier agricultural areas.

As of 2004, there were only 7.2 people
per urbanized acre on average in the

state (omitting Los Angeles, which

skews the analysis because itis far

denser than other areas hut has

relatively little agriculture left). (Fig. 7)

This does not include “ranchette”

development, non-farm residences on

very large rural lots, which are

discussed below. There are even

fewer people per urban acre in the

Fig. 7
Development Efficiency
By Region
Per Per Urban Acre

1990-2004 | In 2004
Sacramento Valley 12.3 6.3
Southern California* 11.0 8.0
Bay Area® 10.3 7.8
San Joaquin Valley 8.1 6.5
Central Coast 7.6 7.2
Sierra Foothills 5.2 4.0
Northern Counties 2.6 2.6
Statewide 9.4 7.2

state’s most important agricultural
areas. In the San Joaquin Valley,
there were only 6.5 people per urban

* Figures are with and without Los Angeles and
San Franciso Counties




Valley it was 6.3 people per urban acre. In the top 10 agricuitural counties, there were 1.4 people
per urban acre in 2004, but if one excludes San Diego County, which accounts for half the
population in these counties, the ratio falls to only 6.4.

The current development trend (1990-2004)
shows the same patiern, with the state's major
agricultural areas lagging behind the state as
a whole in efficiency. (Fig. 7) In the San
Joaquin Valley, new development between
1990 and 2004 consurmed an acre for only 8.1
people, about 15% less efficient than for the
state. (Imagine two four-person touch football
teams playing on the gridiron in the Rose Bow!
and you get an idea of how spread-out this is.)
In the Sacramento Valley, new development
consumed an acre for only 5.5 people outside
of Sacramente County itself, which is among
the state's leaders in the efficiency of new
development. On the Centrat Coast, the
people per acre developed rafio 1990-2004
was only 6.8 if one excludes San Mateo
County, which during this period had the
highest efficiency ratio of any county in the

Fig. 8
Development Efficiency 1990-2004
Top Ten Counties*

People Per

Urban Acre
San Mateo 27.4
Sacramento 20.6
Orange 19.1
Alameda 15.7
Santa Clara 134
Contra Costa 11.4
Stanislaus 10.8
San Bernardino 10.4
Riverside 9.9
San Benito 9.5

* Excluding Los Angeles (78.9) and
San Francisco (NA) Counties

state except Los Angeles. On the whole, the top 10 agricultural counties consumed an acre of land
for every 8.2 new residents 1900-2004. Only one top 10 agricultural county, Stanislaus, was
among the 10 leading counties in terms of development efficiency. (Fig. 8)

The trend in development efficiency is positive. Statewide, from 1990 to 2004, an acre of land was
urbanized for every 9.4 people. (Fig. 7) (Again, this omits Los Angeles County, which skews the

analysis because the efficiency of new deveiopment there was 5 times the statewide average. LA
has gotten the message ~ about a half century too late to save its agriculture, which as recently at

Fig. 9

Development Efficiency
Improvement from 1990 to 2004
By Region

1960 led the nation in
total farm production.)
But this was enough to
increase the current
people per urban acre
only 6% from 6.8 in

People Per Urban Acre Percent
1990 2004 Improvement
Sierra Foothills 3.4 4.0 17%
Sacramento Valley 55 6.3 15%
San Joaquin Valley 6.1 8.5 8%
Bay Area 7.5 7.8 4%
Southern California 14.2 14.4 1%
Central Coast 7.2 7.2 0.7%
Northern Counties 2.6 2.6 0.5%
Statewide* 6.8 7.2 6%

* Does not include Los Angeles or San Francisco Counties.

1990 to 7.2 in 2004.
(Fig. 9) If this slow rate
of improvement
continues, another 2.1
million acres of
California land will be
urbanized by 2050.
(See Projections below)
Development efficiency
in the premier
agricultural areas
appears to be
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increasing somewhat faster than in the state as a whole. Buf this may be due, at least in part, to

the relatively low development efficiency in these areas, which would tend to magnify any

percentage improvement.
Rural Ranchettes

The most inefficient — indeed,
from an agricultural
standpoint, downright
wasteful - fype of

Fig. 10

Ranchette Development
In The San Joaquin Valley by 2004

development is what are Ranchetios as
commonly called Urban Acres| Ranchette Pct of All
“rancheties.” These are 2004 Acres 2004 | Developed Land
country estates, hobby farms Stanislaus 61,171 6,623 10%
and other rural residential Merced 34,943 8,122 18%
uses on very large lots up to Madera 24,975 27,106 52%
40 scres. Some of these Fresno 110,897 38,690 26%

Total 231,986 80,543 26%

properties may be devoted to

production agriculture, for
example, under lease to commercial growers. But fypically they are residential in character, are
too small or hemmed-in to be farmed for profit — as well as too expensive for commercial growers
to afford — and, thus, have or all practical purposes been permanently removed from the state’s
agricultural land base. A 1990 American Farmland Trust study found that ranchettes in the Central
Valley averaged about 5 acres in size, which, if one assumes 3 people per household (a good
general average in this region), would mean that ranchette development efficiency is only 0.6
people per acre — roughly one-tenth the “efficiency” of urban development in the Valley.

Despite their proliferation, reliable data on rural ranchettes in California are limited. The state
Department of Conservation has mapped and compiled statistics on ranchettes in only four
counties in the San Joaquin Valley: Stanislaus, Merced, Madera and Fresno. (The Farmland
Mapping & Monitoring Program has apparently been limited in its ability to map more areas by
budget consfraints.) But what these data show is that rural ranchette development is very
troublesome — perhaps more so than urban development.

In the four San Joaquin Valley counties mapped, ranchettes — and only those from 1.5 to 10 acres
—~ comprised fully 26% of all land devoted o non-agricultural development in 2004. (Fig. 10) That
is, one out of four acres of developed land was devoted to housing roughly 1.5% of the total
population of those counties. New ranchettes established between 2002 and 2004 (the only period
for which we have data) comprised 18% of all land developed for non-agricuitural purposes, an
improvement but still representing a very large amount of land accommodating very few people.

i




Projections of Future Development

Statewide, there were about 3.4 million .
acres of urban land in 2004. if we Fig. 11 o
continue to develop as much land per Projected Urbanization of L'fan_d by 2050
person as during 1990-2004, California g;%‘;’;f;; Deveiopment Efficiency
will urbanize close to another 2.1 Aoos |Potinorease
million acres of fand by 2050 - not Southern California 710,038 53%
counting add:tl:onaf fand lost tp San Joaquin Valley 628,066 127%
ranchettes. (Fig. 11) Forty percentor Bay Area 233,671 35%
about 800,000 acres of this will occur Sacramento Valley 192,978 84%
in the Top 10 agricultural counties - Central Coast 148,680 40%
some of which may no longer qualify Sierra Foothills 90,751 84%
for the top 10. The San Joagquin Northern Counties 61,380 15%
i 0o,
Valley, the state’s foremost agricultural Statewide 2,074,567 62%

region, will experience by far the
largest percentage increase in urbanization. Almost as much land will be urbanized in the San
Joagquin as in all of Southern California. By contrast, from 1990 to 2004, almost twice as much
land was urbanized in Southern California as in the San Joaquin Valley. The fears of those who
worry that the San Joaquin could become the next LA appear to be justified — unless the state’s
premier agricultural region grows “smarter” than in the recent past.

Observations

California is not performing very weli at any of the three key indicators of farmland conservation.
Urban development is targeting the state’s best farmland, which surrounds most of its cifies. Few
alternatives are being pursued — for example, urban infill or new towns on less productive land —~
though they exist in almost every locality. New development is consuming far more land per
person than is necessary comfortably to accommodate our needs, not just for housing, but for
commercial and civic land uses as well. Community plans call for increasing urban densities, but
the actual decisions of officials belie these good intentions. Meanwhile, rural rancheites continue
to proliferate, inflating farmland prices and conflicting with agriculture. While some progress is
being made at increasing the efficiency of development, it isn't enough to make much of a
difference in the amount of land that will be paved over within the next generation.

Given its relentless population growth and the apparent inevitability of city-centered growth, the key
to saving farmland in California is to develop less land per person. It will take a concerted and
sustained effort to promote urban infill, to increase residential densities and commercial floor-to-
area ratios, to reduce the amount of land devoted to roads and parking lots, and to curb the spread
of ranchettes. But the task is not as daunting as it might first appear. /f the state as a whole
develops as efficiently as Sacramento County or the Bay Area did from 1990 to 2004, a million
acres of California land could be saved within the next generation.

That is the challenge that emerges from this new perspective on farmland conversion in California.

The longer we wait to embrace it by taking effective action, the more difficuit it will be to achieve
the goal of securing the land resources on which Califomia’s unparalleled agriculture depends.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Minor Subdivisions and Cumulative Effects

Between 1998-2008, Merced Couﬁty bypassed CEQA environmental review for over 250 Minor
Subdivisions of Agricultural-zoned lénd by citing CEQA’s General Rule Exemption. It was argued
that Minor Subdivisions - which are used to divide a parcel of land - had no perceivable effect on

the environment, nor any cumulative impacts when considering multiple Minor Subdivisions.

Valley Land Alliance (VLA) and Merced County Farm Bureau were among the local organizations
who voiced concerns that substantative evidence was necessary to justify the exemption of these
projects from environmental review. In response, Merced County compiled the Qualitative
Compilation of all Minor Subdivision Activity over the past 10 Years 1998-2008, and concluded

that no cumulative effects were demonstrated.

In this independent study conducted between 2009-2010, VLA reviewed each Minor Subdivision
épplication file submitted between 1998-2008 and reviewed related studies by other organizations.
VLA found that a potential for cumulative effects of Minor Subdivisions in fact does exist, and that

the approach and assumptions made in Merced County’s Qualitative Compilation were flawed.

Therefore, VLA argues that the Qualitative Compilation does not provide sufficient evidence to
legally justify the continued use of the General Rule Exemption as applied by Merced County
officials in the past, nor does it merit use as supporting evidence for the CEQA general rule

exemption or planning decisions in general.

Included in this study is a summary of findings related to Minor Subdivisions in Merced County,

the broader topics of land use, agriculture and public records access.

It is VLA’s recommendation that Merced County be more proactive in conducting environmental
analysis and be more forthright with maps and data during public meetings and review of potential

impacts by projects subject to CEQA.
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Executive Summary

Summary of Findings

Agriculture and Resources

1.

40% of Merced County land is defined by'Merced Counfy land use codes as “recreational”
or “foothill pasture, not viable for intensive agriculture”. However, Merced County Planning
Department’s Qualitative Analysis claimed 93% of its land is “suitable and viable for

- production”. '

According to Merced County land use codes, only .55 million acres are available for production
agriculture. However, Merced County Planning Department’s Qualitative Analysis claimed
that 1.18 million acres are “suitable and viable for production™.

Only 17% (218,000 acres) of the total land in Merced County sustains 100% of our edible
fruits, vegetables, nuts & grains. ‘

83% of groundwater pumping in Merced County is by private, unregulated wells. Groundwater
levels dropped 15ft on average over the last two years 2008-2010.

Minor Subdivisions

5.

10.

11.

VLA found 349 recorded subdivision maps, 58,891 acres divided and 847 parcels created by
minor subdivisions, 1998-2008.

Minor Subdivision activity appeared to correlate closely with high real estate values. Howevef,
Merced County Planning Department conluded the motive for most requests was family
planning purposes. '

~ After the planning staff recommendations to deny minor subdivision applications increased,

new recommendation procedures were implemented and staff denial recommendations were
reduced dramatically.

Ranchette parcels converted from agricultural yield an increase in land value and tax-revenue,
but result in a deficit for the county.

Each Minor Subdivision has the potential to result in the development of at least four new
dwelling units.

50% of minor subdivisions were sold to a different surname.  However, the Merced County
Planning Department stated only 4.3% were for sale and concluded the motive for most requests
was family planning purposes.

VLA maintains that a 10-year scope is not sufficient to observe dwelling unit impacts.

Exemption Use, Records Access

12.

13.
14.

Over 90% of responding California counties do not use the CEQA General Rule Exemption, or
use it only for rare circumstances. '

Merced County’s current two-hour “viewing time” limit is not legal.

Other counties do not restrict viewing time for accessing public records.
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Cause for Concern: Depletion of Agricuitural Resources

Atrﬁrst glance Merced County appears to have plentiful amounts of open space and agricultural land.
However, our most valuable farmland is not as abundant as most believe. Also, local farmland viability
is threatened by urban sprawl, groﬁndwater overdraft, intensive production and rising production

costs due to global resource depletion. Of course, these issues aren’t unique to Merced County:

“Must it not then be acknowledged by an attentive examiner of the histories of mankind,
that in every age and in every State in which man has existed, or does now exist

That the increase of population is necessarily limited by the means of subsistence, That
population does invariably increase when the means of subsistence increase, and,

That the superior power of population is repressed, and the actual population kept equal
to the means of subsistence, by misery and vice.”

— Thomas Robert Malthus. An Essay on the Principle of Population, 1798 e }

Growing population, resource depletion and degrading agricultural land threaten the stability of
Both global markets and local food supplies. For example, since 1960, a third of global cropland
has been abandoned because it has been degraded beyond use. Meanwhile, China’s food imports
have been steadily increasing and they are projected to increase to 200 million tons of grain by

2030, which would require most of the world’s food exports. (Schade, 2010)

Since the advent of the Green Revolution, the global population has nearly tripled from nearly 2.5
billion to 7 billion people between 1950 —2010. The global population is now projected to increase
to 9.2 billion people by 2050. (Mérrigan, 2010) However, the “success” of the Green Revolution is
primarily due to its increased use of non-renewable fossil fuel resources for fertilizers, pesticides,
and irrigation to raise crops. As a result, industrial agriculture -and the survival of billions of

people- is dependent on non-renewable resources which are now entering a critical state of decline.

The imminent decline of global oil supplies will have devastating effects on agriculture production.

Global production of crude oil has.plateaued since 2005 (U.S. EIA, 2011) and is expected to
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decline in the near future. The U.S. Joint Forces Command of the U.S. Department of Defense
warned in 2010, “By 2012, surplus oil production capacity could entirely disappear, and as early as
2015, the shortfall in output could.reach nearly 10 million barrels per day. The implications for future
conflict are ominous.” (11.S. JFC, 2010) Essential fertilizer components are also nearing depletion.

For example, the U.S. is projected to deplete its _phos_porus reserves within 30 years. (USGS, 2009)

In California, more than 1.3 million acres of agricultural land were converted to nonagricuitural

- purposes since 1982. This represents an area larger in size than Merced County: or a rate of about

one square mile every four days. The largest losses from agricultural land categories were from

Prime Farmland and Grazing Land (559,743 and 386,525 acres, respectively). (Chernow, 2011)

Locally, groundwater supplies in the San Joaquin valley are droppingjr rapidly and threaten the
viability of much of our agricultural land. The UC Irvine Hydrology and Climate Resecarch
Group testified before the U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on Water and Power that
groundwater in the Sacramento-San Joaquin area is disappearing at a rate equivalent to losiﬁg

Lake Mead, “the largest reservoir in the U.S.”, roughly every five years. (Famiglictti, 2010)

With these concerns in mind, it is imperitive for our food security and the future of our society to
identify and evaluate our agricultural resources in Merced County so that we may explore ways of
acting locally, and in larger contexts, to protect our productive agricultural land, water resources,

~ wetlands and air quality.

What Will | Learn From This Study?

This study is to determine if adverse consquences to our environment and resources were studicd
adequately by Merced County officials, particularly regarding Minor Subdivisions, although our
concerns extend to long-term planning at all levels within Merced County and the greater San

Joaquin Valiey.
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1.0 Merced County Background

1.1 Location and Population

Merced County is located between Sacramento and Fresno in the northern San Joaquin Valley of
California. All zoned lands within the County consist of 1,268,629 acres or 1,982 square miles.
The County has 1,182,492 acres or 1,848 square miles of agriculturally zoned, A-1 (General
Agriculture) and A-2 (Exclusive Agriculture). The suitability and viability of this agriculturally-

zoned land is discussed at length in the findings of this study in Section 8.3.

Merced County is home to 128,674 acres of wetlands - the largest wetland complex in California.
The Grassland Ecological Area was estéblished by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the
purpose of designating ari area in which public easements for wetland conservation were to be
purchased. Approximately 51,000 acres are in public ownership in federal wildlife refuge, state

wildlife areas and state parks. (Grassland, 2001)

The population of Merced County is 255,793 according to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau. Between
2000-2010, Merced County’s population grew by 21.4%, faster than the California average of
10.0%.

.2 Agricultural Income

In 2009, raw Agricultural production in Merced County was more than a $2.46 billion industry
before processing and value-added activities and is currently the main source of revenue in the
region. (Robinson, 2009) Agriculture provides economic support for other industrics including
packing, processing, packaging, transporting and marketing agricultural products. (Norton, 2007)
This effcct is often quanﬁﬁed as an “economic mutiplier” -- a measurement of the ripple effect
of agriculture. Assuming a multiplication factor of 2.23, taken from research specific to the San
Joqauin Valley (Barker, et al., 2009) the raw goods produced and revenue generated through these
additional industries in Merced County could be estimated at approximately $5.5 billion. However,
a brief tally of large agricultural entities in Merced County nearly exceeds Baker’s academic
estimate: Hilmar Cheese, 31 Billion: Foster Farms, $1 Billion; E & J Gallo, $1.5 Billion (some

plants in Stanislaus County); Gemperle Farms, $600 million.
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1.3 1990 General Plan
The Merced County 1990 General Plan is the long-term policy document that guides land use,
housing, transportation, infrastructure, community design, and other policy decisions for 20 years,

1990-2010.

The Agricultural Element of the General Plan acknowledges that the current 20 acre parcel size
in the A-1 zone may not protect the County from rural “ranchette” development, and that parcels
of 40 acres or greater-are more likely to remain in active farming. (Section VILB.4 of the Merced

County General Plan Agricultural Element)

As of June 2011, Merced County is still in the process of updating their next General Plan which is
slated to guide long-term policy to 2030. However, all instances of the General Plan in this report

should be assumed to refer io the 1990 General Plan.

1.4 Farmiand Conversion in Merced County

Between 1992-2008, over 101,860 acres of Important Farmland and 16,452 acres of Grazing Land
have been converted to other uses. (CDC, 2011) (“Important Farmland” includes the farmland
categories: Prime, Statewide Importance, Unique and Local Importance) This figure represents

8.6% of Merced County’s total acreage.

The 2006-2008 Farmland Conversion Report shov\vs that Merced County’s farmland-to-urban land
conversion nearly came to a halt after the real estate decline, with only 200 acres converted to
urban uses. In contrast, between 2002-2004 approximately 2,000 acres were converted over the
same time span. However, the 2006-2008 report also shows a significant increase in conversion

to vacant lands, potentially indicating intentions for urban conversion which were unsuccessful.

Throughout the San Joaquin Valley, the report also shows accelerating rates of farmland being
“downgraded”, or reclassified, to grazing land due to land idling or long term dryland farming. In

many cases, high salinity or drought-related land retirement was a factor. (CDC, 2011)
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2.0 Minor Subdivision Background

2.1 What is a Minor Subdivision?
A “minor subdivision” is the act of geographically splitting a parcel or multiple parcels of fand,
and assigning new ownership rights to that parcel, particularly the legal right to build more

dwelling units. Merced County defines a Minor Subdivision as:

A Minor Subdivision is the division of any land into four or fewer parcels for the purpose
of sale, lease, financing, or as a gift, except for leases of agricultural land for agricultural
purposes. A Minor Subdivision requires approval of both a “Tentative Parcel Map” and a
“Parcel Map”. Minor Subdivisions are discretionary (public officials are not compelled to
approve them) and may ultimately result in land uses that could have a significant effect on

the environment. They are, therefore, subject to environmental review.

2.2 Reasons for Studying Minor Subdivisions

The parcelization and paving of farmland has been shown by American Farmland Trust to endanger
the viability and economic productivity of agricultural land in Merced County and throughout
California. Although there are several macro-trends contributing to the decline of soil health and
arable land, Valley Land Alliance chose to pursue the study of Minor Subdivisions in Merced
County due to the alarming rate of land divisions which occurred during the housing boom of the

2000°s leading up to the real estate market crash occuring from 2006-08.
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2.3 The California Subdivision Map Act

The Subdivision Map Act states that legislative bodies of local agencies are responsible to regulate
and control the design and improvements of subdivision development within their geographical
boundaries. (California Government Code § 66411) These local agencies are responsible for
reviewing maps of a proposed subdivision. A fent.ative map is required to be consistent with the

~ existing general and/or specific plans. (§ 66473.5, 66474)

24 Minor .Subdivision Restrictions

Restrictions on Minor Subdivision approvals in the California Government Code 66474 .4(a):

* Cannot be currently under Williamson Act contract
* Cannot be less than 10 acres of prime agricultural land

+ Cannot be less than 40 acres of not prime agricultural land

2.5 Rural Residential Developments, or “Ranchettes”

Rural residential development is the construction of occupied dwelling units not required by
farmers and ranchers to work the land, but primarily for residential use by non-farmers.  These
_developments are commonly referred to as “ranchettes” and have been shown to significantly
contribute to urban sprawl and the economic decline of surrounding agricultural land, in part due

‘to conversion of smaller parcels to less-productive ‘hobby farms’.
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3.0 CEQA Background

3.1 CEQA - The California Environmental Quality Act

At its core, the Califonia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is an informational statute designed
to provide citizens access to information relating to the effects of a project on the environment.
The intent of the statute is to increase the effective participation of the public in the environmental

review process. CEQA (§ 15378) defines a “project” as:

The whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either direct physical change
in the environment, or a reasonably forseeable indirect physical change in the environment,
and that is any of the following:

(1) An activity directly undertaken by- any public agency including but not limited
to public works construction and related activities, clearing or grading of land,
improvements to existing public structures, enactment and amendment of zoning
ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements
thereof pursuant to Government Code (§ 65100-65700).

(2) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in part through
public agency contracls, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of assisstance
from one or more public agencies.

(3} An activity involving the issﬁance to a person of a lease, permit, license, certificate,

or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies.

3.2 EIR - Environmental impact Report

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the ﬁiilest extent of environmental study which a
project may be subjected to under CEQA. An EIR includes: an initial study, a detailed review of a
proposed project; its potential adverse impacts upon the environment, measures that may avoid or

reduce those impacts, and alternatives to the project.
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An EIR does not require adherence to a predetermined environmental outcome. Rather, it requires
decision makers to account for environmental values in their decisions and to justify those decisions
in light of detailed environmental studies and public comments on the potential environmental

impacts of the proposal. (Holder, 2004)

3.3 Initial Study

An initial study is a preliminary analysis of the environmental effects of a proposed project,
generally prepared by the lead agency if a project is not exempt from CEQA. An initial study’s
basic purpose is to provide the lead agency with information to use as the basis for deciding
whether to prepare a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or an Environmental
[mpact Report. The scope of the initial study must include the “whole of an action™ and must also

consider every phase of project planning, implementation, and operatior{. (PCL, 2007)

3.4 Cumulative Effects
“Potential cumulative effects” are the incremental impacts that projects might have on the
~ environment such as the pollution of air or water, or paving of productive agricultural land. CEQA

requires assessment of potential cumulative impacts to determine if a project will require an EIR:

“The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results
Jrom the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably forseeable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor

but collectively significant projects taking place over time.” (Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14 § 13355)
CEQA also specifies that a cumulative effect:

“refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered together are considerable or

which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14 § 15355)
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4.0 CEQA Exemptions

4.1

“Categorical” Exemptions

A number of “categorical” exemptions exist, which may be cited by a lead agency to bypass

environmental review for a project if the agency determines that there is an applicable exemption

in §15300-15333 of the CEQA Guidelines. Between 1998-2008, Merced County utilized the

following exemptions to bypass minor subdivision CEQA review:

§15301 Existing Facilities - “Class I consists of the operation, repair, maintenence, or
minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment,
or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing.

at the time of the lead agency’s determination.”

§15305 Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations - Class 5 consists of minor

alterations in land use limitations in areas with an average slope of less than 20%, which
do not result in any éhanges in lané' use or density, including but not limited to (a) Minor
lot line adjustments, side yard, and set back variances not resulting in the creation of
any new parcel, (b) Issuance of minor encroachment permits; (c) Reversion to acreage in

accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.”-

§15315 Minor Land Divisions - “Class 15 consists of the division of property in
urbanized areas zoned for residential, commercial or industrial use into four or fewér
parcels when the division is in conformance with the General Plan and zoning, no
variances or exeptions are requested, all services and access to the proposed parcels to
local standards are available, the parcel was not involved in a division of a larger parcel
within the previous 2 years, and the parcel does not have an average slope greater than 20

percent.
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4,2 “General Rule” Exemption

The General Rule Exemption (GRE), also known as the “common sense exemption”, allows an
agency to exempt a project from review based on a general opinion that a project will not have any
.signiﬁcant effects on the environment. The exemption is defined in the California Code Regs. Tit.

14 § 15061 (b)(3)):

§15061(b)(3) Review For Exemption - “The activily is covered by the general rule
that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a siginificant
effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility
that the activity in question may have a siginificant effect on the environment, the

activity is not subject to CEQA4.”

4.3 Restrictions of the “General Rule” Exemption

The GRE only applies when environmental impacts can be regarded “with certainty” as non-
existent. Rather than burden the public to demonstrate potential impacts, legal precedent requires
that the County has the burden to demonstrate, with substantial evidence, that the activity falls
within the exemptions provided for under CEQA. (Magan v, County of Kings (2002), 105 Cal.
App. 4th 468, 475)

10
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History of “General Rule Exemption” Use

5.0 History of “General Rule Exemption” Use

5.1 Overview of Concern and Public Comments

Beginning in 2000, an escalating number of minor subdivision applications were submitted to
divide parcels of land. In approximately 2004, organizations began to submit public commeﬁts
to share their concerns about this rising phenomenon. Comments were submitted by Valley [.and
Alliance (VLA), Merced County Farm Bureau (MCFB), University of California Cooperative

Extension (UCCE), Grassland Resource Conservation District (GRCD) and San Joaquin et al.

The CEQA General Rule Exemption was utilized to bypass environmental review in a number of
these applications. On many occasions, legal precedents were cited by the public to show that the
CEQA General Rule Exemption should not be used by Merced County’s Hearing Officer, Planning

Commission or Board of Supervisors without supporting evidence to demonstrate that a project

‘had absolutely no significant effects on the environment. In addition, several reasonable arguments

and legitimate questions were raised suggesting the potential for significant impacts of individual

projects as well as cumulative effects of the many minor subdivisions being approved.

5.2 Legal Precedents Cited in Public Comments

A partial list of legal precedents cited by organizations in their comments:

* Davidon Homes v. City of San Jose (1997) 54 Cal.App.4th 106, 118
“An agency may find a proposed project exempt under Section 15061(b)(3) only if ifs
precise language clearly applies. Any possibility that the project might culminate in a
significant adverse :éhange removes it from this exemption. If a reasonable argument is
made that suggests a project might have a significant impact, the agency must refute that

argument to a certainty to rely on the exemption.”

“In the case of the common sense exemption... the agency s exemption determination is not
supported by an implied finding by the Resources Agency that the project will not have a
significant environmental impact. Without the benefit of such an implied finding, the agency

must itself provide the support for iis decision before the burden shifts to the challenger.”



History of “General Rule Exemption™ Use

“Imposing the burden on members of the public in the first instance to prove
a possibility for substantial adverse environmental impact would frustrate CEQA’s
Jundamental purpose of ensuring that government officials make decisions with

environmental consequences in mind.”

“Moreover, the showing required of a party challenging an exemption under Guideliries
Section 13061, subdivision (b)(3) is slight, since that exemption requires the agency to be
certain that there is no possibility the project may cause significant impacts. If legitimate
questions can be raised about whether the project might have a significant impact and
there is any dispute about the possibility of such an impact, the agency cannot find with

certainty that a project is exempt.”

Dunn-Edwards Corp. v. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644
“Also, when evidence is presented to a lead agency showing possibility of adverse impact,
the agency cannot rely on the absence of supporting data, because the agency cannot say

. with certainty that there is no possibility of significant effect on the environment.”

Magan v, County of Kings (2002), 105 Cal. App. 4th 468, 475
“the County has the burden to demonstrate, with substantial evidence, that the activity falls

within the exemptions provided for under CEQA.”

CA Farm Bureau Fed. v. California Wildlife Conservation (2006) 143 Cai. App.4th 174

An agency must meet the high burden of “establishing the common sense exemption, i.c.
that there is no possibility that the project may cause significant environmental impacts.”
The court recognized that even seemingly benign actions such as habitat creation activities
and acquisition of conservation easements will require review under CEQA when there are

potentitially significant impacts.
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5.3 Arguments for Cumulative Effects Cited in Public Comments
Below isa partial list of arguments submitted regarding potentiat effects and cumulative effects of

various minor subdivision applications:

« Smaller parcels are less able to utilize the economies of scale available to larger parcels.

Most parcels are too small to become viable economic units on their own.

» State regulations now create buffer zones around residences restricting the use of some

common soil pesticides. Having homes adjacent to fields can significantly impair a farmer’s

ability to use soil fumigants to contro! pests and may result in a decline in the economic

viability of land.
+  Aricl applicators can no longer treat some parcels due to proximity of new homes.
* Smaller parcels make it more difficult to obtain grant funding for easement purchases.

s+ Rural residential development increases transportation impacts and costs for services such

as fire and water.

» An American Farmland Trust study found that ranchettes in Merced County account for

8,122 acres, or 19% of all urban acreage.

» 67,487 acres of A-1, A-2 land in Merced County are threatened, at-risk, or already a-

ranchette. (Dunbar, 2000)

» 42,636 additional acres will be urbanized in Merced County between 2004-2050.
(Thompson, 2007)

» A minimum of 79,050 additional acres is estimated to be urbanized in Merced County

between 2000-2040. (Tietz, 2005)

The urbanized-acreage estimates, ranging between 42,636-79,050 acres are considered significant

in the context of the edible crop acreages which are discussed in Section 8.3 on Page 37.
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5.4 Public Request for Study of Cumulative Effects, Groundwater Basin
On multiple occasions, VLA and MCFB made public comments to request that a hydrologicai
study be done for the Merced Groundwater Basin and that a study of Merced County’s minor
subdivision approvals from 1990 to today must to be performed in order for the County to assess

cumulative impacts of these past project approvals.

5.5 Merced County Conducts Study, Finds No Cumulative Effects

In response to these assertions and to support its frequent use of the General Rule Exempﬁon,
Merced County staff conducted a study titled “A Qualitative Compilation of All Minor
Subdivision Activity Countywide in A-1 & A-2 Agriculture Zones Over the Past Ten Years (From
January 1998 to March 2008)”. The study inctudes findings based on acreage and parcel data
provided by three private engineering firms and a field investigation conducted by Merced

County staff.
The first two paragraphs of Merced County’s conclusion stated:

*  “Staff found that most requests for minor subdivision applications over the past ten years
were actually made by farmers that wished to divide their property for family planning
purposes in order to proteét and preserve their family farm from financial disaster and to

pass the family farm on to the next generation.”

*  “Based on this qualitative compilation, it is staff’s opinion that there is no significant
envionmental impact from Minor Subdivision activity over the past tenyears. Based on view
that the history has not produced significant large numbers of residential dwelling units

on agricultural lands other than those residences used to support agriculture production.”

Further details contained in the Qualitative Compilation are discussed in Section 6.3 on Page 19.

14
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5.6

History of “General Rule Exemption” Use

K 4

Public Disagrees with Merced County’s Qualitative Analysis

VLA and Merced County Farm Bureau disagreed with Merced County’s conclusions and chose to

pursue an independent study, due to the following discrepencies:

Applicant intent: No Supporting Evidence
Merced County provided no supporting evidence to demonstrate “that most applications

were made by farmers wishing to protect their property to pass on the family farm.”

Acreage Comparisons: Misleading Evidence

Merced County contrasted the acreage of Minor Subdivisions with all the A-1 and A-2
land in Merced County to show that long-term cumulative impacts were insignificant.
VLA found this evidence to be misleading as the values provided included fand that was

designated specifically for wetlands, recreation and non-economically viable grazing.

Groundwater Availability: No Supporting Evidence

e

Merced County did not include any information about groundwater, aithough several
agencies have acknowledged that we are overdrafting our groundwater supplies. VLA

found that many of the rural residential developments rely on well water.

Recent Residential Actlvity: Insufficient Evidence

VLA evidence calls into question Merced County’s conclusion that the number of new
dwelling units resuiting from Minor Subdivision applications processed between 1998-
2008 was insignificant. VLA recommends at minimum a 20-year scope to sufficiently

study these resulting dwelling units.
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Purpose and Scope, and Related Studies

6.0 Purpose, Scope and Related Studies

6.1

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to expand on the research compilation released by Merced
County in order to provide an independent perspective on the cumulative impacts of Minor
Subdivisions. In addition, this study compares Merced County with othef counties across
California regarding the use of Minor Subdivision CEQA exemptions and processing of

public information requests.
In this report, answers were sought for the following questions:

1. Can the impacts on agriculture and natural resources due to rancheite development

Jfrom minor subdivisions be conducted with the information available?
2. How many splits resulted in new ranchette dwelling units? .

3. What percentage of minor subdivision parcel splits resulted in a sale of one or more

parcels to a new owner of a different surname?

4. Has Merced County s use of the General Rule Exemption (GRE) subverted the intent
of CEQA, Merced Countys General Plan and the Merced County Zoning Code?

5. How does Merced County s use of the GRE compare with other counties?
6. What public records protocols do other counties utilize?

7. Did Merced County adhere to California public records access rules?
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6.2

Scope

This report utilizes all reasonably available information on Minor Subdivision Parcel Splits
in Merced County on Agriculture-zoned land (A1 and A2) between 1998-2008. Parcels
zoned Agriculture Residential (A-R) were not considered for this report. A total of 353
minor subdivision application files were considered; sixteen potential application files

were not included due to a lack of available information.

Building permits contained in the electronic database utilized by Merced County were not
available for the purposes of this study. Therefore, our analysis does not include the total

number of residences resulting from all Minor Subdivisions.

Instead, we provided a qualitative analysis based on satellite imagery dated 1998-2010
of the structures visibly constructed on substandard parcels. Although this method was
unfortunately not as comprehensive as utilizing a database of building permits, the results
appear to suggest that no method of observation is sufficient to predict the actual number

of dwelling units which may result from Minor Subdivisions within the given time frame.

This report recognizes the substandard parcel “Minimum Parcel Size Exemptions”
according to Chapter 18.02.03.C of the Merced County Zoning Code. However, it is the
opinion of the authors that sufficient legal precedent exists to place the burden of proof
on the County to provide E‘ruly sufficient evidence that each of these projects will not
contribute to cumulative impacts, regardless of its ability to meet the Minimum Parcel Size

Exemption criteria in the zoning code.

The only substandard parcels which were regarded as sufficiently legal in this report were
those created by the conveyance of a financial security instrument, or a “financial parcel
map waiver”, due to the fact that we found no evidence that any of these parcels were sold

to new owners or resulted in the possibility of a new dwelling unit.

18
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6.3

Purpose and Scope, and Summary of Related Studies

Related Study - Merced County

A Qualitative Compilation of All Minor Subdivision Activity Countywide in A-1 and A-2
Agricultural Zones Over The Past Ten Years (January 1998 to March 2008)
By Merced County, October 8, 2008

Findings Include:

1.

1,182,492 acres or 1,848 square miles of Merced County are agriculturaily zoned, A-1 and A-2.
This zoning accounts for 93% or more of all acreage of all zoned districts in Merced County

A total of 267 Minor Subdivision maps were recorded on property zoned A-1 and A-2 from Jan.
1998 to March 2008 which resulted in 691 recorded parcels on 32, 573 acres.

There were 375 new parcels created compared to the 89,061 parcels that exist in Merced County..
These new parcels prepresent 0.4 percent of all existing parcels (99.6 percent) in the past ten years.
Approximately 2.76 percent of all A~} and A-2 property was subdivided or re-subdivided in

the last ten years

. Atotal of 66.4 percent (267 of 402) of all Minor Subdivisions were found to be located in A-1

and A-2 zones. Over 21 percent (110 of 512) of minor subdivision applications had expired,
terminated, or were not recorded.

There were 97 residential dwelling units (inciuding ADOMP’s and granny units) that were
constructe.d on parcels involved in Minor Subdivisions activity in the A-1 and A-2 zones over
the past ten years.

The total annual number of new residential dwelling units averaged less than 10 (9.7) new
homes per year from 691 resulting subdivided d_r re-subdivided parcels on 32,573 acres of the
267 recorded Minor Subdivision maps in the A-1 and A-2 zones.

Only six (6) of the 97 residential dwelling units are considered ranchette homes constructed on
one or more substandard parcels (betwen 2 and 15 acres in size) and where the balance of the
parcel remains fallow. Section VI, B.3.C of the General Plan Agricultural Element describes
ranchettes as parcels which are too small for efficient farming, and which are taken out of
agricultural prdduction for construction of a single family home.

While 228 of the 291 recorded parcels (33%) in the past ten years are substandard parcels, over

91% of the parcels remained in agricultural production following division.
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10. Only 30 of the 691 parcels (4.3 percent) are currently for sale.
11. Based on this ten year cumulative minor subdivision qualitative compilation analysis found in
this staff report, nearly all Minor Subdivision applications in the A~1 and A-2 zones would qualify

for a *Common Sense” exemption to the CEQA Guidelines under Section 15061(b)(3).

Conclusions Include:
*  “most requests for minor subdivision applications over the past ten years were actually made by

farmers that wished to divide their property for family planning purposes”
+  “thereisno signiﬁcént environmental impact from Minor Subdivision activity over the past ten years.”
* “amere 97 new dwelling units (did not) constitute a significant negative impact”

« “Staff recommends the continuation of the practice”... “to restrict the number of dwelling units

¥

overall by placing a limit of two (2) dwelling units on each parcel as subdivided.”

“Total Acreage __Percen

:Countyw1de A—1 zoned parceis

20

530,879
-Countywide A-2 zoned _parcels 651 613
‘Countywide combined (A-1 & A- 2) parcels 1 182 492
'Subdivided ‘acreage A-1 parcels (20 acre min.) 15,553
.Subdivided acreage A-2 parcels (160 acre min.) 17,020 :
Total acreage subdivided 032573 ... .276
'Engineering & Land Surveying Firms  GVE BCA FF&P  Others . Totals .
‘Recorded Maps in the A-1 & A-2 zones 107 84 33 7 43 267
'Percentage of Maps 40.07% . 31.46% _ 12.36% . 16.10%  100%
‘Existing anthuated legal lots included 56 - 45 i5 175 133.5
Total Existing Parcels 134 99 40 533 326
Total acreage subdivided 14,283 7,764 4,590 - 5936 . 32,573
‘Existing Average Parcel Size . 106.59 7842 11476  112.01  99.92
Existing average parcelsize 10659  78.42  114.76 99.92
. Additional parcels created 180 . 102 45 384
10 yrs or less of ownership recorded | 133 66 72 325
‘Total MS parcels recorded 294 201 86 691
/Average parcel size after recording. 48.58  38.63  53.38 47.14
[Existing Homes "~ 127 10 36 41 314
‘New Homes ! 19 10 17 97
Total Resulting Homes 178 120 4§ 58 411
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6.4 Related Study - American Farmland Trust

Ranchettes: The Subtle Sprawi
By American Farmiand Trust, fune 2000

Findings Include:

A ranchette parcel removes more land from agriculture than any single higher density suburban
dwelling.
Merced County assessor has 1,956 parcels listed as ranchettes, totaling 7,538 acres.
Developed rural parcels under five acres in size that were identified in this study are most likely
to just have a homesite. Only 25 percent of acreage in the size group is assumed to still be in
some form of production agriculture. Only 45 percent of the acreage of undeveloped parcels
in this size group is estimated to have some production agriculture. The remaining acreage lies
fallow awaiting homesites.
The percentage of production agriculture on identified developed.rural parcels increases to
over 50 percent with parcels in the five-to-ten acre size group. These parcels are often located
on good soil. An even higher percentage — 70 peréent — of the acreage of this size group’s
undeveloped parcels is assumed to host production agriculture operations.
As expected, the highest percentage of production ag operations are found in the 10 to 20 acre
size category — even on developed parcels (those with homesites on them). In Merced County,

for example, 20 acre splits are common in agricultural areas but they are farmed contiguously.

Figure 6.4.1 - Urbanized Acreage and People-Per-Urban-Acre Projections

' Projections (Calculations at Right) :
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6.5 Related Report - CA Dept. of Conservation

California Farmland Conversion Report 2006-2008
By California Department of Conservation, january 201 |

Findings Include:

(Between 1982-2008), more than 1.3 million acres of agricultural land in California were
converted to nonagricultural purposes. This represents an area larger than Merced County; or
a rate of about one square mile every four days. :

The largest losses from agricultural land categories were from Prime Farnland and Grazing
Land (559,743 and 386,525 acres, respectively).

Vacant or Disturbed Land increases were significantly larger in 2006-08 compared to 2004-06
(4,620 and 901 acres, respectively). These conversions were distributed primarily in Fresno,
Kern, and Merced counties. To a large degree these were formerly farmed lands which were
disturbed in preparation for residential subdivisions; but infrastructure was not completed due
to the downturn in the real estate market.

Urbanization’s impact on irrigated farmland was somewhat less concentrated in the San Joaquin
Valley (‘Valley’) counties in this update (Table 6.5.1, right). During the previous two updates,
six Valley counties placed in the top ten ranks; while in 2008 Merced County dropped to less
than 200 acres of direct irrigated farmland to urban conversion.

Reclassifications to Grazing Land or Farmland of Local Importance due to land idling or long-

“term dryland farming have accelerated significantly in recent updates. Between 2006 and 2008,

220,453 acres were affected, a 42% increase over the prior cycle. The San Joaquin Valley
experienced 66% of the long term land idling (Figure 6.5.1, below).

Five of the eight Valley counties had 10,000 or more acres of this conversion type; Fresno,
Kings, and Kern counties accounted for more than 75% of the loss. The Fresno County
decrease, more than 56,000 acres, was particularly notable. These conversions are associated
with salinity and drought related land retirement on the west side of the Valley. This is a trend
which has the potential to continue; FMMP field analysts have flagged in excess of 108,000
acres in the three counties as being in dryland or fallow status for two update cycles.

FiEure 6.5.1 - Conversions Qut of Irrigated Categories 52006-08, Acres!
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Purpose and Scope, and Summary of Previous Studies

6.6 Related Report - Merced County Ag Commissioner
2009 Annual Report on Agriculture

By Merced County Ag Commissioner, 2010

Findings Include:

» Despite an 18% decline in gross production value of Merced County’s agricultural commodities,
Merced County, surpassed a 2 billion dollar mark for the fifth consecutive year.

« For the third consecutive year Merced County suffered the effects of the drought on rangeland
and the water rationing imposed by some of the water districts.
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Vegetable Crops

Fruit and Nut Crops

127,289 $388,459,000

"$30,502,000

Edlble Field Crops

30,000
Beans (Dry Lima) 2,259 $3,027,000
Corn (Grain) 10,826 $11,973,000
Misc. Field Crops 3,040 $1,326,000
Rice ' 2,455 $3,439,000

Wh

$10,737,000

Other Crops and Livestock Fee $223,909,0

Barley ) $1,357,000

Cotton (Acala, Lint, Pima, Seed) $31,040,000 . .
Hay (Alfalfa, Grain, Sudan) $85,504,000 $606| | 1i.1 3.5
Silage (Alfalfa, Corn, Other) 176,191 $95,122,000 $540 13.9 3.9
Straw N/A $149,000 N/A

Wh

o1

Pasture 600,547 $16,804,000
Pasture (Irrigated) 30,719 $4,838,000
Pasture (Other) 569,828 $11,966,000
Stubble (Past

TOTAL CROPS & PASTURE 1,174,337| $1,055,483,000
EDIBLES 218,493 $814,770,000
NON-EDIBLES 955,844 $240,713,000

TOTAL LIVESTOCK/PROD. $1,328,013,000
LIVESTOCK (& POULTRY) N/A $581,766,000
LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS N/A|  $746,247,000

TOTAL AGRICULTURE (A1/A2)
OTHER AG (BEES, AQUA, ETC.)

1,182,492
N/A

$2,460,475,000
$76,979,000

TOTAL ACRES MERCED CO. 1,268,629 {100.0] 100.0

Table 6.6.1 is derived from the 2009 Annual Report on Agriculture,
See Figures 8.3.1, 8.3.2 & 8.3.3 on page 38 for visualization.

Note: Figure 6.6.2 on Pg. 25 (left) illustrates the high importance of Milk, Cattle and Chickens to
the agricultural economy of Merced County. However, it is widely accepted that these operations
are conducted on a relatively smali quantities of land and partially rely on imported feed materials
to produce their economic benefits. Therefore, for the purposes of evaluating the direct value
of crop based agriculture these operations are omitted from our calculations regarding viable
agricultural crop land.
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7.0 VLA Research Process

7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
78
7.9
7.10

7.1

Research Other Counties

Collect “Trak-it” Data

Coordinate Viewing Hours and Guidelines

Collect Information From Minor Subdivision Application Folders
Request Missing/incomplete Data

Check APN Status and Ownership History

Assemble Electronic Database

Correlate with GIS Mapping

Physical Visitation of Substandard Parcels With Dwelling Units

Compare to. Merced County’s Qualitative Compilation

Research Other Counties

The planning departments of each of the 57 other counties in California were contacted in an effort

to evaluate and compare their processing of Minor Subdivisions and procedural restirictions to

view public information, with respect to the practices of Merced County. Each responding county

planning department representative was asked a semi-structured set of questions including:

How many Minor Subdivisions does your planning department process annually?

When processing Minor Subdivision applications, how often is the “general rule
exemption” CEQA (§ 15061(b)3) utilized to exempt a project from environmental review?
If not using the GRE, what alternative CEQA exemptions does your department utilize?

What is yoiir policy regarding public viewing of project files?




Research Process

7.2 Collect “Trak-i1t” Data

Merced County’s Qualitative Compilation consisted of third-party records submitted from for-profit
engineering firms who performed the work for the project. We sought a third-party perspective by
reviewing each County file available in the County’s Planning Department. We assembled a list
of known Minor Subdivisions to facilitate our request for the physical folder files relating to each
Agricultural Minor Subdivision between 2002-2008 (the years for which electronic records are
avaiiablé). For project files dated between 1998-2002, we relied solely on the planning department

to disclose all applicable Minor Subdivision projects and to locate each application file.

7.3 Coordinate Viewing Hours and Guidelines

In response to our public records request, Planning Department Director Robert Lewis formalized
a set of policies regarding the public viewing of project files during business hours. The policies
included a two-hour restriction on the viewing of public records. Meetings to view public records
were available by a one-day-per-week appointment to be scheduled one Week in advance. VLA
objected to these policies on the grounds that the Public Records Act explicitly states “Public
records are open to inspection at all times during the office hours of the state or local agency™ and
*The guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant to this section shall not operate to limit the hours

public records are open for inspection.”

In the interest of time, VLA moved forward to view the public records under these policies,
regardless of the infringeinent upon the legal rights of citizens. To compensate for the small
amount of time available, VLA and MCFB brought in volunteers and staff to transcribe information
from the public records to the questionnaire form pictured in Figure 7.4.1 on Page 30. Initially,
Merced County limited our file access to fifteen files per session. This was later expanded to thirty
available files per Qiewing sesston afier a paid VLA lawyer consulted with County Counsel to

pressure them to uphold the rights of public access.
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7.4 Coliect Information From Minor Subdivision Application Folders
During the two-hour time window provided, VLA and MCFB volunteers and staff transcribed
information from each Mihor Subdivision application to our in-house questionnaire form in Figure

7.4.1 on Pg. 30 (right).

Any additional information contained in the folder, such as public comments or planning department
correspondence, was noted as extensively as time would allow. In most cases public comments

were later scanned for our records.

7.5 Regquest Missing/Incompiete Data

Throughout the data collection process, it was clear to volunteers that records-keeping standards
varied over time and were dependent on the planning staff who orginally compiled each application
folder. It was not unusual to have at least some information that was not present in the folder. The
data most commonly missing pertained to soil type, flood plain or water availability. For each of
these categories, planning staff had information available on separate databases. This data was

provided upon our request for particular minor subdivision applications on an individual basis.

Additional leads of entirely un-viewed files were obtained from Merced County’s “Trak-It” system,
the Qualitative Compilation, and other application files. These leads were provided to Merced

County planning staff, who located the files where possible.

7.6 Check APN status and Ownership History
Each parcel APN was verfied against the public database located in the Assessor’s office. In
addition, we tracked the ownership history and noted the present value of each individual parcel of

land, including development improvements.
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Figure 7.4.1 - Valley Land Aliance Public File Review Questionnaire
R
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7.7 Assemble Electronic Database

Data was entered into a Microsoft Access\. database to perform calculations. Additionally, parcels
were labeled red, orange, yellow, black or green based on the level of concern of VLA, with red
representing the most concern, black being neutral and green being a positive impression of the

handling of a particular application. Details of each label are as follows:

RED One or more new dwelling units was built after the minor subdivision was approved.

ORANGE A sub-20 acre parcel created, strictly in violation of County Zoning Code
or, the subdivision was approved against staff recommendation to deny the application.

YELLOW The subdivision was approved against staff difficulty to recommend the application
. or, public comments were submitted recommending denial of the application.

GREEN Application was denied or financial parcel waiver map was issued

BLACK May contribute to cumulative effects, even if processed with appropriate procedures

7.8 Correlate with GIS Mapping
Information from the electronic database was exported into an ArcGIS map of Merced County to

present a birds-eye view of Minor Subdivision activity.

A layer of parcel information was obtained which contained a snapshot of all Merced County
parcels at a time estimated to be approximately half-way between 1998-2008. Each parcel was
identified with an APN number - a number used by the County Assessor’s office to idenfity each

individual parcel.

By retrieving the APN numbers before and after the approval of each minor subdivision, we were
able to identify every minor subdivision regardléss of the time it was split. Some parcels on our
map correlated to minor subdivisions which had already been split, others correlated to parcels
before they were split. For this reason, it cannot be discerned simply from the map as to
whether a parcel had been split at the time this parcel layer was created. One must look at the

full database which includes APN numbers, available by request from Valley Land Alliance.
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The parcel layer also contained the use type and acreage of each individual parcel. The acreage
for each use type was summed in order to calculate the total acreages for each use which are

displayed alongside Map 8.2.1. on Page 36.

The farmiand layer available did not have any acreage data available with it. VLA believes thata .

more skilled GIS user might have been able to discern the specific amount of each farmland type
associated with each minor subdivision. Unfortunately, this calculation could not be performed

for this report.

Therefore, the farmland acreages which are associated with minor subdivision parcel splits in
Table 9.1.1 on Page 42 are a sum of the acreage of all parcels which have been described as
cbntaining a particular farmland type. For example, if a 20 acre parcel was identified as having
Prime. farmland and Statewide Importance farmland, then 20 acres were counted to the total

of both. We acknowledge the flaw in this method but wanted to highlight the importance of a

calculation such as this for the value of assessing our true agricultural resources. We believe a

detailed assessment of this kind is warranted if a project threatens to pave Prime farmland.

7.9  Physical Visitation of Substandard Parcels With Dwelling Units
Physical visits were conducted for 30 new homes built on substandard parcels which had been

subdivided between 1998-2008.
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8.0 Findings - Agriculture and Resources

8.1 Land Available For Viable Agﬁculture

In Merced County’s Qualitative Analysis, staff conéluded that over 93% of Merced County’s
land was “available for suitable and viable agriculture prda’uction ” because it was zoned as A-1
(General Agriculture) or A-2 (Exclusive Agriculture). However, the A-1 and A-2 zoning codes
do not indicate the viability of land, its inherent value in perpetuity to the general public, nor the
importance of the land’s resources to supporting the local ecosystem. Merced County has provided
no substantive data to prove the viability of the A-1 and A-2 zoned land. It is our belief that judging
cumulative environmental impacts of projects based on this figure is erroneous and likely to be

found illegal if judged in court.

Map 8.1.1 on page 34 depicts over 552,000 acres, or 40% of Merced County, which is not
economically suitable or viable for intensive agricuiture. The regions to the far East and West are
most often left vacant or utilized only for low-density grazing. Meanwhile, the internal wetlands
are reserved largely for parks and duck clubs. Despite the inability of this land to support intensive

agriculture, it maintains an essential role as watershed.

According to CEQA, the cumulative impacts of a particular project cannot be disregarded
based upon a subjective- assumption that potential impacts will be a ‘drop in the bucket’ of a
vast expanse of agricultural land. The economic data presented here, in absence of adequately
detailed environmental studies, provides a sound basis for the disparity of land conditions within
the A-1 and A-2 zones. The economic value of A-1 and A-2 land is derived from natural resources
and is arguably subject to cumulative impacts from minor subdivision projects, based on further

information provided in Section 8.3 on Page 37.

#1: 40% of Merced Countyland is defined by Merced Countyland use codes
as “recreational” or “foothill pasture, not viable for intensive agriculture”,
However, Merced County Planning Department’s Qualitative Analysis
claimed 93% of its land is “suitable and viable for production”.
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‘Map 8.1.1 - Land Not Viable for Agriculture in Merced County ]
e T

| Legend
Non-Ag Land Use

* Recreatin _{3_2';'9_2'8 acres)

‘Underdeveloped (460,586 acres)

Merced County land use codes designate approximately 552,000 acres as Recreational (parks,
wetlands and natural preserves) and Underdeveloped (vacant, foothill pasture not viable for

intensive agriculture). Figure 8.3.1 on Pg. 38 depicts the low economic viability of pasture.
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8.2 Land Use by Parcel “Use Name’l’ |
Examing parcels by use name provides a more accurate depiction of our available agricultural land
than the methods utilized by Merced County. Rather than rely on a relatively artbitrary zonieg
code, a use code specifies the actual use of the property with more detail. For example, the duck

club areas and wetland preserves are both zoned A-2, but would hardly be considered agricultural.

Table 8.2.1 displays the color-coded data provided in the parcel layer map represented in Map
8.2.1 on Page 36. (The map includes incorporated cities, but not proposed SUDPs such as Villages
of Laguna San Luis.)

Table 8.2.1 - Land Use by Parcel “Use Name”®

#2: According to Merced County land use codes, only .55 million acres
are available for production agriculture. However, Merced County

Planning Department’s Qualitative Analysis claimed that 1.18 million
acres are “suitable and viable for production”.
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Map 8.2.1 - Land Use by Parcel “Use Name”

et

MERCED COUNTY PARCELS & ACREAGE BY USE TYPE
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8.3 Unequal Viability of Agricultural Land

To support our argument that some A-1 and A-2 zoned land is not “suitable or viable”, we examined
economic data in the 2009 Merced County Annual Report on Agriculture. It is impotant to note
that economic factors are not given consideration in CEQA’s project impact review process.
Unfortunately, economic statistics are much more readily available and accurate than statistics for

Jocal groundwater resources or land quality.

The Annual Report on Agriculture provides economic statistics for a variety of crops and pasture
land. By averaging the acreage and financial value of these égricultual commodity catergories, we
calculated the average annual value per acre in order to demonstrate the wide disparity between
highly productive, econommically valuable land and less productive, economically marginal land.

Results are depicted in Figures 8.3.1 and 8.3.2 on-page 38.

VLA found that approximately 17l% (~218,000 acres) of land in Merc&?d County sustains 100%
($815 million) of the fruits, vegetables, nuts and grains we produce. This figure represents all
of our edible, non-livestock agriculture, 28% (~355,000 acres) sustains our cotton, wheat and
livestock feed valued at $220 million. Pasture is 47% (~600,000 acres) of our land and sustains

only 0.7% ($16.8 million) of our agricultural value.

Note that these figures do not account for the value-added economic benefit of livestock, poultry
and livestock products such as milk and eggs - operations typically located in concentrated areas.
These figures are intended to simply highlight the land available for basic, edible agriculture and

the sensitivity of this land to cumulative impacts.

#3: Onlyl17% (218,000 acres) of the total land in Merced County

sustains 100% of our edible fruits, vegetables, nuts & grains.
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Figure 8.3.1 - Average Value & Available Acreage of Merced County Agricultural Land

Relationship of Agricultural Value & Acreage

(Excluding Livestock & Livestock Products)

47,000

$6,000

8 <5000

£4,000
43,052

355,297

53,000

52,000

127,289
B 51,017

51,600

I 30,000

528

50 -
_ Fruits and Nuts

Vegetables

Crops
B Value/Acre
B Acres of Edible Crops
# Acres of Other Crops, Livestock Feed
B Acres of Pasture

Figure 8.3.2 - Annual Value of Agriculture

Annual Economic Value

of Agricultural Land in Merced County
(Excluding Livestock & Livestock Products)

B $814,770,000

B Fruit, Nuts, Vegetables
& Grains

Other Crops and
Livestock Feed

8 Pasture, Parks,

¥ 4273,909,000  WWetlands

B 516,304,000

Calculations based on data in Merced County’s 2009 Annual Report on Agriculture,

Corresponding data is located in Table 6.4.1 on Pg. 22 for reference.

Edible Field Other Crops and
Livestock Feed

Pasture

700,000
600,000

500,000

400,000 |

300,000 |:

Total Acres

200,000

100,000

Figure 8.3.3 - Land Use Percentages

Land Use in Merced County
by Percent of Total Acreage
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8.4 Groundwater Supplies

According to testimony given by the UC Irvine Hydrology and Climate Research Group to the
U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on Water and Power, the central valley is pumping
groundwater at an unsustainable rate and lost the equivalent of “Lake Mead, the largest reservoir in
the U.8.” during 66 months (~5 yearé) between October 2003-March 2009, in the Sacramento-San

Joaquin drainage area. (Famiglietti,2010)

If this depletion rate is maintained, no combination of additional water storage or transfer, in the

form of dams or canals, could solve the greater central valley’s water problem.

MID has acknowledged that 83% of Merced County’s groundwater is pumped from private,
unregulated wells (CH2M-Hill, 2001) and that groundwater levels within MID have dropped an
average of 15 feet over the last two years between 2008-2010. (MAGPI 2010)

Merced Area Groundwater Pool Interests’ (MAGPI) Merced Groundévater Basin Groundwater
Managcment Plan estimates that the average daily urban water use is expected to increase from
35.6 Million Gallons Per Day (MGD) in 1996 to 108 MGD in 2030. If groundwater use remains
the sole source of our urban water supply, it is estimated that 72 new wells must be constructed to

adequately supply Atwater, Livingston, Merced and UC Merced. (MAGPI, 1997)

According to the Merced Water Supply Plan highly-significant annual declines in the groundwater
elevation are predicted if a concerted mitigation effort is not perfoﬁned. The core element of the
recommended mitigation effort is the construction of groundwater recharge basins whose total
surface acres would be roughly equivalent to 2-3 Yosemite Lakes, or 1,000-1,400 acres. The total

cost of the recommended mitigation plan is estimated at $372 million. (CH2M-Hill, 2001)

MID is clear that once surface water is reallocated to urban uses, it can not replenish groundwater.
Providing surface water for agricultural uses has an additional benefit of replenishing the
groundwater supplies on which urban users depend. In the absence of a full mitigation plan, an
allocation of only 50,000 acre-feet/year of surface water to non—agricpitural uses would result in

the depletion of groundwater according to the calculations depicted in Figure 8.4.1 on Page 40.

,—:Jjr
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Figure 8.4.1 - Groundwater Estimations Without Mitigation
(CH2M-Hill, 2001)
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Merced Irrigation District monitors static and high groundwater levels on a monthly basis from a

total of 196 active wells within its irrigation boundaries. MID also monitors shallow monitoring _

wells, located at the section corners, to determine localized areas of high or perched groundwater
table conditions. The City of Merced monitors water levels at more than 120 monitoring wells on
a quarterly basis. (CHZM-Hill, 2001) VLA recommends that Merced County work directly with

these agencies to better assess impacts of projects such as minor subdivisions.

According to the USGS, a full-fledged groundwater monitoring program is unlikely to ever be
feasibly implemented and so it is imperitive that agencies cooperate to facilitate the mitigation

programs recommended by MID.

#4: 83% of groundwater pumping in Merced County is by private,

unregulated wells. Groundwater levels dropped 15ft on average over
the last two years 2008-2010.
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9.0 Findings - Minor Subdivisions

9.1 Recorded Minor Subdivisions and Resulting Parcels
82 muore subdivision maps were recorded between January 1998 and March 2008 than were
reported in Merced County’s Quafftalive Analysis. Also 26,318 more acres, an additional 45%,

were divided than originally reported.The resuits are presented in Table 9.1.1 on Page 42.

Each minor subdivision was designated as containing farmland of various types, sometimes with
multiple types being present on the same parcels. We present those figures here, both in parcels
and in acreage, to provide some perspective oﬁ the amount of prime farmland that was involved in
minor subdivision activity. The parcel numbers shown in Table 9.2.1 on Page 44 are an accurate
tally of the number of parcels of various farmland types which were split in minor subdivisions.
However, the acreage values are clearly inflated due to the fact that we could not specifiy which

portions of acreage of individual parcels were specific to each individual farmland type.

Also, the difference between Merced County’s analysis and VLA’s analysis is not due to error on
the part of Merced County. It is attributable to the method of study. In the interest of saving time,
Merced.County relied on an incomplete number of minor subdivision records kept electronically
by the private engineering firms which handled them. VLA sought a more complete anélysis by

exacting the minor subdivision information from each of the stored application folders.

#5: VLA found 349 recorded subdivision maps, 58,891 acres divided |
and 847 parcels created by minor subdivisions, 1998-2008.
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Table 9.1.1 - Minor Subdivision Maps Recorded 1998-2008

Mahs Recorded

Resulting Parcels
Prime Farmiand . ' 598
Statewide Importance Farmland 636
Local Importance Farmiand 71
Unique Importance Farmland
Grazing Land

[

Total Acres Divided

Prime Farmland
Statewide Importance Farmiand 26,161*
Local Importance Farinland 14,520*
Unique Importance Farmland
Grazing Land

gl

New ubStandard Dwelling Units

s ey

* Due to GIS mapping insufficiencies, we were unable (o calculate the exact number of acreage
split on each type of farmland. The numbers provided are merely for a proportional perspective
of the acreage split under each farmland type. For example, a 20 acre parcel labeled “Prime
Farmland” and “Statewide Farmland™ was totaled as 20 acres for each designation. However, in
reality, the 20 acres should be split amongst “Prime” and “Statewide” designations based on an
detailed assessment of each parcel. '

*% VLA couldnt discern the total of new dwelling units with the information available. The figure
presented here is from Merced County's Qualiative Analysis. The methodology used to find this
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9.2 Correlation with Real Estate Values

VLA was able to discern 353 Minor Subdivision applications which were processed between
1998-2008. Figure 9.2.1 on Page 44 depicts the applications processed on a year—by-yeér basis.
Comparing Figure 9.2.1 and Figure 9.2.2 on Page 44, there is a troublesome correlation between
the total number of Minor Subdivisions procéssed each year and the value of real estate over the
same period of time. The peak in Minor Subdivision activity occurs just prior to the peak in real
estate values, and quickly tapers off after real estate values subside. This strongly indicates that
motives to apply for a minor subdivision were real estate based, not for family planning as indi-.

cated by Merced Coﬁnty.

#6: Minor Subdivision activity 'appeared to correlate closely
with high real estate values. However, Merced County Planning
Department conluded the motive for most requests was family

planning purposes.

9.3 Planning Staff Recommendation Trends
Figure 9.3.1 on Page 44 shows the number of minor subdivisions which were approved or denied,

with recommendations for approval, difficulty, or denial by Merced County planning staff.

VI.A would like 1o note that staff recommendations for denial sharply increased in 2004, but were
ignored. That same year a new policy was intrbduced in which, rather than recommend denial, the
staff would simply say that they had “difficulty” to recommend a project. Greater transparency
in how this policy was developed seems warranted in the eyes of the public as it appears to be a

process which might stifle dissenting opinions of staft.

#7: After the planning staff recommendations to deny minor

subdivision applications increased, new recommendation

‘procedures were implemented and staff denial recommendations

were reduced dramatically.

‘.;\‘.«.3,/ .
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. Figure 9.2.1 - Minor Subdivisions Processed Annually by Merced County
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9.4 Minor Subdivisions Increase Land Value, Tax-Revenue Income
Ranchette parcels provide Merced County with significantly higher property tax revenues than
agriculture parcels, as shown in Figure 9.4.1 on Page 46 (right). This figure is derived from

data collected in Ranchettes: The Subtle Sprawl from Table 6.4.1 on Page 22.

In the Northern San Joaquin Valley (consisting of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced Counties)
the average tax revenue per-parcel increased approximately 300% when an agricultural

parcel was converted to a developed ranchette.

However, despite an increase in tax revenue, a converted ranchette parcel does not yield a
net increase in taxpayer funds. The expenditures to provide services ultimately outweigh the
perceived benefits of tax revenue income. The average annual net revenue per acre of urban land
in the county was purported to be a deficit of $418.97, in 2001. See Table 9.4.1 on Pg. 46, right.
(Grassland, 2001)

#8: Ranchette parcels converted from agricultural yield an increase

in land value and tax-revenue, but result in a deficit for the county.

9.5 Minor Subdivisions Increase Housing Development Potential

Under current law, a property owner is entitled to construct up to four dwelling units per parcel
with an over-the-counter permit from Merced County. Therefore, a Minor Subdivision of a parcel
provides direct potential for increased construction of new dwelling units. (For example, a 15+
dwelling unit project - which would typically be characterized as a “Major Subdivision” - is
also possible by splitting two rural parcels which would result in four rural parcels and rights to

construct 16 homes.)

#9: Each Minor Subdivision has the potential to result in the

development of at least four new dwelling units.
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Figure 9.4.1 - Average Value Per Acre in Merced Countz

Derived from Table 6.4.1 - Ranchettes:The Subtle Spraw! - American Farmland Trust

Undevelped At-Risk Ag

Develaped At-Risk Ag

Undeveloped Ranchatte

Developed Ranchette

5-

510,000

$20,000 $30,000 $40,000 550,000 $60,000
i Developed Ranchette Undeveloped Ranchette ‘ Developed At-Risk Ag Undevelped At-Risk Ag
<2 acres $54,032 ‘ $11,229 $33,515 $3,942
B <5 acres $30,714 $10,626 $22,707 $4,539
B <10 acres $17,818 511,359 $14,585 $3,618 |
& 10+ acres $9,742 $14,834 $7,853 $3,083

Table 9.4.1 - Economic Impact of Land Use Types

{on Local Government Existing Revenue vs. Cost by Land Use)

: Agriculture |Wetlands |Cities Only. |All Urban  |County Co Urban All Merced
Revenue ($1000's) $12,194 $272 $86,125 | $279,874 | $206,215 193749{ $292,340
Cost {$1000's) $3,562 $160 $84,274 | $289,442 | $208,890 205168| $293,164
Net Revenue - $8,632 $112 $1,851 ($9,568) ($2,675)] {%$11,419) . ($824)
Revenue/Co st Ratio 3.42 1.7 1.02 0.97 0.98 0.94 1
Area (ac) 1,162,000| 129,000 22,875 50,130] 1,162,000 27255| 1,184,875
Population 125,232 198,522 198,522 73290 323,754
Net Revenue per capita $14.78 | (%48.20)1 (%13.47)] (5155.81) ($2.55)
Net Revenue per acre $7.43 £0.87 $80.92 | ($190.86) ($2.30)| ($418.97) ($0.70}

Source: Grassland Water District, Land Use and Economic Study, 2001
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9.6 Minor Subdivisions Resulting in Real Estate For Sale
In their Qualitative Compilation, Merced County Planning Department found that only 30 of
the 691 parcels (4.3 percent) were currently for sale. In addition, they concluded that most

applications were submitted for “family or estate planning.”

However, VLA found that 50% of minor subdivisions (174 of 353) resulted in a sale of land
to at least one new owner to someonge of a different surname. In fact, only 36 of the 174 minor

subdivisions which were sold had claimed that they were split for “family or estate planning”.

« 111 minor subdivisions resulted in 1 new owner.
* 52 minor subdivisions resulted in 2 new owners.

+ 8 minor subdivisions resulted in 3 new owners.

* | minor subdivision resulted in 4 new owners.

» I minor subdivision resulted in 5 new owners.

+ 1 minor subdivision resulted in 7 new owners.

Therefore, VLA believes it is reasonable to assume that most applicants did in fact divide their

land with the intent of raising the resale value of their propetty.

#10: 50% of minor subdivisions were sold to a different surname.

However, the Merced County Planning Department stated only 4.3%
were for sale and concluded most were for family planning purposes.
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9.7 Evidence of Resulting Dwelling Units Takes Years

Merced County concluded that because new residential units averaged less than 10 homes per
year, that they were not sufficient to create a cumulative impact. However, VLA believes their
methodology to be insufficient because they simply averaged the number of dwelling units over
all ten years of recorded minor subdivision activity. VLA found 30, rather than 6, residential
dwelling units on substandard parcels between 2 and 15 acres in size. The majority were built

prior to 2003. Most future dwelling units are not built immediately following the land division.

#11: VLA maintains that a 10-year scope is not sufficient to

observe dwelling unit impacts.
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9.8 Minor Subdivision Maps

The maps on pages 50-56 depict all Minor Subdivisions processed between 1998-2009, for

which VLA was able to obtain sufficient information to properly locate its parcel. In addition,

each Minor Subdivision is color-coded according to the criteria provided below:

Figure 9.8.1 - Classification of Minor Subdivisions by Resulting Effects
T

108 ;

B Red - Dwelling Unit
~ E Orange - Sub-20 acre

O Yellow - Sub-40 acre

i Green - No premature split allowed

B Cummulative Effects Only

Each minor subdivision is assigned a color based on criteria designated by Valley Land Alliance

 to signify whether an application approval adhered to standards of practice and/or potentially

impacted agricultural resources or the natural environment based on citizen opinion.

The specific criteria are as follows:

RED

ORANGE

YELLOW

GREEN
BLACK

One or more new dwelling units was built after the minor subdivision was approved.
Public comments may have been submitted recommending denial of the application.

A sub-20 acre parcel created, strictly in violation of County Zoning Code
The subdivision was approved against staff recommendation to deny the application.
Public comments may have been submitted recommending denial of the application.

The subdivision was approved against staff difficulty to recommend the application, or
public comments were submitted recommending denial of the application.

A financial parcel waiver map prevented premature splitting of the property.

Minor subdivision was not individually impaciful, but may contribute cumulative effects
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Map 9.8.2 - Overview of Minor Subdivisions Countywide 1998-2008

MERCED COUNTY MINOR SUBDIVISIONS 1998-2008
MINOR SUBDIVISION ASSESSMENT
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T OR PUBLIC COMMENTS TO DENY

CONTRIBUTES TO CUMULATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

PROTECTED AREAS, BB ArpuicATION DENIED OR APPROVED
| FOOTHILLS AND URBAN WITH FINANCIAL PARCEL MAP WAIVER
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Map 9.8.3 - Minor Subdivisions Map A

MERCED COUNTY MINOR SUEDIVISIONS - MAP A

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE MINOR SUBDIVISION ASSESSMENT

B pRime
L Bl =w oweLLing uniT

. STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE

SUB-20 AC PARCEL OR AGAINST
LOCAL IMPORTANCE STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY

UNIQUE APPROVED AGAINST STAFF."DIFFICULTY"
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OTHER

. ) CONTRIBUTES TO CUMULATIVE
: WATER i ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
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FOOTHILLS AND URBAN
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Map 9.8.4 - Minor Subdivisions Map B
Lt E———————

MERCED COUNTY MINOR SUBDIVISIONS - MAP B

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE MINOR SUBDIVISION ASSESSMENT
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Map 9.8.5 - Minor Subdivisions Map C
P |

MERCED COUNTY MINOR SUBDIVISIONS - MAP C

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE MINOR SUBDIVISION ASSESSMENT
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Map 9.8.6 - Minor Subdivisions Map D

MERCED COUNTY MINOR

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE

STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE

LCCAL IMPORTANCE
" UNIQUE
OTHER

WATER

PROTECTED AREAS,
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SUBDIVISIONS - MAP D
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Map 9.8.7 - Minor Subdivisions Map E

Findings - Minor Subdivisions

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE
PRIME
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Map 9.8.8 - Minor Subdivisions Map F

FARMLAND MAP BY TYPE
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10.0 Findings - Exemption Use, Records Access

8.3.1 Most Counties Do Not Use General Rule Exemption

The standard of practice regarding the General Rule Exemption for most counties in California
is to steer clear of it entir_ély. Of the 57 counties ‘contacted, 36 counties responded to our inquiry
regarding their usle of the General Rule Exemption. Over 90% of responding California counties
do not use CEQA’s general rule exemption or use it only for rare circumstances. Only Fresno,

Tulare and Inyo counties continue to use the general rule exemption. See Figure 10.1.1 on Page 58.

Many of the replies we received mirrored that of Zack Wood, planner at Alpine County:
“That one sounds pretty touchy. It’s a hard one to say that any project is not going to have any

effect. As a county planner I would have a tough time using that portion of CEQA.”

Adam Rush, of Riverside County, said:
“The planning Department has cycled away from using this Exemption based on advice from
our County Counsel and based upon recent case-law from the CA Court of Appeals and the CA

Supreme Court that has invalidated this exemption in some instances.”

#12: Over 90% of responding Californiacountiesdo notuse the CEQA

General Rule Exemption, or use it only for rare circumstances.
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Figure 10.1.1 - Use of General Rule Exemption BY Counties in California

(36 of 57 counties responding, including all central valley counties)

BYes | O Rarely BNo

Fresno Glenn Alameda
Merced . Plumas Alpine
Tulare Sacramento Amador
Inyo Sutter Calaveras
Colusa
Contra Costa
El Dorado
Humboldt
Kings
Lake
Lassen
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Riverside
San Benito
San Bernadino
San Joaquin
San Mateo
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Siskiyou
Solano
Stanislaus
Tehama
Tuolumne
Ventura
Yolo
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10.2 Merced County Public Records Policies are lilegal

Local governmenf isrequired by California state law to make public records available at all times of
the day during business hours. However, in response to our records réqucst, Planning Department
Director Robert Lewis formalized a set of policies in an interoffice memorandum dated February
23, 2009 shown in Figure 10.2.1 on Page 60. Mr. Lewis directed Merced County staff to impose
an illegal 2 hr. maximum viewing time for citizens to have access to public files. Meetings to view
public records were made available only by a two-hour, one-day-per-week appointment to be

scheduled one week in advance. On the contrary, California Government Code states:

6253(a) Public records are open to inspection at all times during the office hours of the

state or local agency...

6253.4(a) Guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant to this section shall be consistent
with all other sections of this chapter and shall reflect the intention of the Legislature to
matke the records accessible to the public. ...

6253.4(b) The guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant to this section shall not operate

to limit the hours public records are open for inspection as prescribed in Section 6233.

#13: The County’s current two-hour “viewing time” limit is not legal.

10.3 Other Counties Do Not Restrict Public Review Time

Of the 36 California counties we surveyed, not one had time limits on viewing public records.
Many counties dealt with concerns of file theft in alternative ways, including: letting citizens view
files at the front counter or a glass viewing rdom, having only one staff member present, having

staff check periodically or video surveillance.

#14: Other counties do not restrict viewing time for accessing public records.
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Figure 10.2.1 - Public Records Procedures Interoffice Memorandum
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Conclusion

Minor Subdivisions Potentially Result in Cumulative Effects
In just 10 years, Minor Subdivisions divided 58,891 acres and created 847 parcels in agricultural
land. Considering only 218,000 acres sustains alf of our edible agriculture, this number certainly

poses a significant risk to our local food supply.

After completing this study, VLA concludes that a potential for cumulative effects of Minor
Subdivisions in fact does exist, and that the approach and assumptions made in Merced County’s
Qualitative Compilation are flawed. Therefore,.the Qualitative Compilation does not provide
sufficient evidence to legally justify the continued use of the General Rule Exemption as applied
by Merced County officials in the past, nor does it merit use as supporting evidence for the CEQA

general rule exemption or planning decisions in general.

It is our recommendation that Merced County be more proactive in conducting analysis of our
agricultural land and be more forthright with maps and data during public meetings and review of
potential impacts by projects subject to CEQA. It is also our recommendation that Merced County
work closely with other agencies to regularly compile more comprehensive water resource data for

use in making environmental assessments.

Merced County has a long way to go in assessing the truc availability of resources and the

_sustainability of those resources into the future. With growing populations and diminishing

resources, further education and action on behalf of our elected officials and the general public is

essential to coping with the challenges we face.
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Conclusion

Summary of Findings

Agriculture and Resources

1.

40% of Merced County land is defined by Merced County land use codes as “recreational”
or “foothill pasture, not viable for intensive agriculture”. However, Merced County Planning
Department’s Qualitative Analysis claimed 93% of its land is “suitable and viable for
production”.

- According to Merced County land use codes, only .55 million acres are available for production

agriculture. However, Merced County Planning Department’s Qualitative Analysis claimed
that 1.18 million acres are “suitable and viable for production”.

Only 17% (218,000 acres) of the total land in Merced County sustains 100% of our edible
fruits, vegetables, nuts & grains.

83% of groundwater pumping in Merced County is by private, unregulated wells. Groundwater
levels dropped 15ft on average over the last two years 2008-2010.

Minor Subdivisions

5.

10.

11.

VLA found 349 recorded subdivision maps, 58,891 acres divided and 847 parcels created by
minor subdivisions, 1998-2008. - .

Minor Subdivision activity appeared to correlate ciosely with high real estate values. However,
Merced County Planning Department conluded the motive for most requests was family
planning purposes.

After the planning staff recommendations to deny minor subdivision applications increased,
new recommendation procedures were implemented and staff denial recommendations were
reduced dramatically.

Ranchette parcels converted from agricultural yield an increase in land value and tax-revenue,

but result in a deficit for the county.

. Each Minor Subdivision has the potential to result in the development of at least four new

dwelling units,

50% of minor subdivisions were sold to a different surname. However, the Merced County
Planning Department stated only 4.3% were for sale and conctuded the motive for most requests
was family planning purposes.

VLA maintains that a 10-year scope is not sufficient to observe dwelling unit impacts.

Exemption Use, Records Access

2.

13,
14.

Over 90% of responding California counties do not use the CEQA General Rule Exemption, or
use it only for rare circumstances.

Merced County’s current two-hour “viewing time” limit is not legal.

Other counties do not restrict viewing time for accessing public records.
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Glossary

ADOMP
Additional Dwelling Occupancy Monitoring Permit. A permit enabling a second or third dwelling

unit on the same parcel.

Board of‘Supervisors
A county’s legislative body. Board members are elected by popular vote and are responsible for
enacting ordinances, imposing taxes, making appropriations, and establishing county policy. The

board adopts the general plan, zoning, and subdivision regulations.

The “Brown Act”
The Ralph M. Brown Open Meeting Act (commencing with Government Code Section 54950)
requires cities and counties to provide advance public notice of hearings and meetings of their
councils, boards, and other bodies. Meetings and hearings must be opéh to the public, with some

exceptions.

CEQA

- The Califonia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a legal tool to provide information for
citizens that need to have an oppoftunity to participate effectively in all steps of the environmental
review process. In general, CEQA requires that all private and public projects be reviewed prior
to approval for their potential adverse effects upon the environment. For exact text, see Public

_Resources Code Section 210040).

CEQA § 1506 1(b)(3) -

See General Rule Exemption on Page 65

Charter City
A city which has been incorporated under its own charter rather than under the general laws of
the state. Charter cities have broader powers to enact land use regulations than do general law

cities. All of California’s largest cities are charter cities.
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City Council
© Acity’s legislative body. The elected city council is responsible for enacting ordinances, imposing
taxes, making appropriations, establishing policy, and hiring some city officials. The council

adopts the local general plan, zoning, and subdivision ordinance.

COoG
Council of Governments. There are 25 COGs in California made up of elected officials from
member cities and counties. COGs are regional agencies concerned primarily with transportation

planning and housing; they do not directly regulate land use.

Community Plan
A portion of the local general plan that focuses ona particular area or community within the city

or county. Community plans supplement the policies of the general plan.

Conditional Use Permit

* Pursuant to the zoning ordinance, a conditional use permit (CUP) may authorize uses not
routinely allowed on a particular. site. CUPs require a public hearing and if approval is granted,
are usuaily subject to the fulfillment of certain conditions by the developer. Approval of a CUP

is not a change in zoning.

Development Fees

' Fees charged to deveiopérs or builders as a prerequisite to construction or development approval.
The most common are: (1) impact fees (such as parkland acquisition fees, school facilities fees,
or street construction fees) related to funding public improvements which are necessitated in part
or in whole by the development; (2) connection fees (such as water line fees) to cover the cost of
installing public services to the development; (3) permit fees (such as building permits, grading
permits, sign permits) for the administrative costs of processing development plans; and, (4)

- application fees (rezoning, CUP, variance, etc.) for administrative costs of reviewing and hearing

_development proposals.
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Downzone
This term refers to the rezoning of land to a more restrictive or less intensive zone (for example,

from multi- to single-family residential or from residential to agricultural).

EIR
Environmental Tmpact Report. A detailed review of a proposed project, its potential adverse
impacts upon the environment, measures that may avoid or reduce those impacts, and

alternatives to the project.

Final Map Subdivision
Final map subdivisions (also called tract maps or major subdivisions) are land divisions which
create five or more lots. They must be consistent with the general plan and are generally subject
to stricter requirements than parcel maps. Such requirements may include installing road

- improvements, the construction of drainage and sewer facilities, parkland dedications, and more.

General Plan
A statement of policies, including text and diagrams setting forth objectives, principles, standards,
and plan proposals, for the future physical development of the city or county (see Government

Code Sections 65300 et seq.).

General Rule Exemption
A Guideline within CEQA (§ 15061(b)(3)) which provides exemption from public review for
a project where the following can be found: the activity is covered by the general rule that
CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a significant  effect on the
environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity -in

question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.

“Granny” Housing
Typically, this refers to a second dwelling attached to or separate from the main residence that
houses one or more elderly persons. California Government Code 65852.1 enables cities and

counties to approve such units in single-family neighborhoods.
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Hearing Officer
A Hearing Officer acts as a judge would in a courtroom hearing--except in this case, the
atmosphere is much less formal. The Hearing Officer is present not only to decide the outcome
of the hearing, but also to ensure that all parties receive a fair chance to present their cases. They
_ ‘will answer any questions you havé about the hearing process and will also question the parties
and witnesses as they give their testimony. About ten days after the hearing ends, parties will
receive the Hearing Officer’s written decision by U.S. Mail. This decision will either affirm,

modify, or set aside the Deputy’s Decision that is the basis of the appeal.

Impact Fees

See Development Fees on Page 64

Infrastructure
A general term describing publid and quasi-public utilities and facilities such as roads, bridges,
sewers and sewer plants, water lines, power lines, fire stations, etc.

Initial Study
Pursuant to CEQA, an analysis of a project’s potential environmental effects and their relative
significance. An initial study is preliminary to deciding whether to prepare a negative declaratio_n

or an EIR.

LAFCO
Local Agency Formation Commission. The Cortese-Knox Act (commencing with Government
Code Section 56000) establishes a LAFCO made up of elected officials of the county, cities, and,
in some cases, special districts in each county. The 57 LAFCOs establish spheres of inﬂuenbe
for all the cities and special districts within the county. They also consider incorporation énd

annexation proposals.

Lead Agency
The public agency which has the principle responsibility for carrying out or approving a project

‘which may have a significant impact on the environment. Cal Pub Resources Code § 21067.
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Minor Subdivision
An administrative approval process that allows an owner to split a parcel into 2-6 smaller parcels,

all of which can have up to 4 homes constructed on them (actual conditions vary by county).

Mitigation Measure
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that when an adverse environmental impact
or potential impact is identified, measures must be proposed that will eliminate, avoid, rectify,

compensate for or reduce those environmental effects.

Negative Declaration 7
When a project is not exempt from CEQA and will not have a significant adverse effect upon the
environment a negative declaration must be prepared. The negative declaration is an informational
document that describes the reasons why the project will not have a significant effect and proposes

_measures to completely mitigate or avoid any possible effects. .

Parcel Map
A minor subdivision resulting in fewer than five lots. The city or county may approve a parcel'
map when it meets the requirements of the general plan and all applicable ordinances. The
regulations governing the filing and processing of parcel maps are found in the state Subdivision

Map Act and the local subdivision ordinance.

Planning Commission
A group of residents appointed by the city council or board of supervisors to consider land use
planning matters. The commission’s duties and powers are established by the local legislative
body and might include hearing proposals to amend the general plan or rezone land, initiating
planning studiés (road alignments, identification of seismic hazards, etc.), and taking action on

proposed subdivisions.
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Planning Department
The purpose of the Planning and Community Development Department is to provide support
to the Board of Supervisors (BOS) and facilitate various Commissions and Councils, which

include:

* Planning Commission (PC)
» Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)
» Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)

* Several Municipal Advisory Councils (MAC’s)

Support includes the physical planning and development, and related social-economic and
environmental issues within the County. The Department is responsible for implementing policy
decisions of the Board of Supervisors including the General Plan and the various Specific Urban
Development Plans (SUDPs), which guide and influence the physical land use, quality of life,
¢conomic development, and protection of natural resources in many unincorporated townships

and urban centers.

The Department implements the County’s adopted land use policies through the administration
and enforcement of zoning, conditional use permits, subdivisions, and other zoning code
regulaiions, which includes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review and

determination for most development projects in the County.

Ranchettes (or Ranchette Devélopment) _
Ranchette Development, as defined by Merced County, is a new residential dwelling unit
on 2 to 20 acres of land where the majority of the remaining acreage remains fallow. Rural
residential, or ranchette de\}elopment is the construction of occupied dwelling units not required
by farmers and ranchers fo work the Iénd, but primarily for residential use by non-farmers. These
developments have been shown to significantly contribute to urban sprawl and the ¢conomic
decline of surrounding agricultural land, in part due to conversion of smaller parcels to less~

productive ‘hobby farms’.
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Subdivision types
There are two types of subdivisions: parcel maps, which are limited to divisions resulting in

~ fewer than five lots (with certain exceptions), and subdivision maps (also called tract maps),
which apply to divisions resulting in five or more lots. Applications for both types of land

 divisions must be submitted to the local government for consideration in accordance with the

local subdivision ordinance and the Subdivision Map Act.

School Impact Fees
Proposition 13 put a limit on property taxes and thereby limited the main source of funding for
new school facilities. California law allows school districts to impose fees on new developments

to offset their impacts on area schools.

Setback
A minimum distance required by zoning to be maintained between two structures or between a

structure and property lines.

Specific Plan
~ Aplan addressing land use distribution, open space availability, infrastructure, and infrastructure
financing for a portion of the community. Specific plans put the provisions of the local general

plan into action (see Government Code Sections 65450 et seq.).

Tentative Map
.The map or drawing illustrating a subdivision proposal. The city or county will approve or deny
the proposed subdivision based upon the design depicted by the tentative map. A subdivision is
not complete until the conditions of approval imposed upon the tentative map have been satisfied

and a final map has been certified by the city or county and recorded with the county recorder.

Variance
A limited waiver from the property development standards of the zoning ordinance. Variance

requests are subject to public hearing. Variances do not allow a change in land use.
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Zoning

Local codes regulating the use and development of property. The zoning ordinance divides the
city or county into land use districts or “zones”, represented on zoning maps, and specifies the
allowable uses within each of those zones. It establishes development standards for each zone,

such as minimum lot size, maximum height of structures, building setbacks, and yard size.
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PMSaQ- | €. Side of M, Griffith Ave., comer of 5. side off Statewide Importance] 18 1 Ad | Al 42 3 wa U Extension oppased due o
o3 W, Geer Rd. : : - smal parcal sizes .-
MSOB-| SWrorner of Thaintan and Bailey Reads, Statewide 400 Al Al 20 380 No
025 Mereed area Importange, Unique
MSO8-| . side of E. Merced Falks Rd., 32/3 mi, £. Other 1B [ A2 f A2 232 | 268 | 358 [-948 No - Sub-20ac pareels agalnst the law..
026 side of N, Le Grange Rd., Snelling : R : .
MSOB-| E.slde of M. West Lane, carner of 5.side of | Other Prime, Unique| 50 [ A2 [ A1 15 a5 No .. Planning Commiseloner .
027 W. Meadaws Dr. o : : Moyer: subsiandacd gaicek
. that axist In vicinlty wers -

Sut-20ac parcel approved agalnst staff

011 ;" recommandation, :
MS59. | E side of B Montgarmery 5t 700 i N, of Pame 803 | Al | AL GVE | Letterto MAC from planning | -Within & years of appraval will develap 2
012 Hwy 53 . dept. (5/10/39) Did MAC |  pareels inte hiueberriesif he didn't he must

respond?

combine 2 parcels = 55.9 acres'

5. Orogalita R, 5. corner of W, Ploneer Rd.

.58

Ma

GVE

MS09- Frime Al | oa 124 § w032 Ho [
028
MS99-|  E BuchanaoMollowRd, 1/amis of | Statewideimportance] 8031 | A | Al 2677 | 2677 | 2677 Central { Mo Vel GVE
029 #lainsburg Rd. Merced -
Zare A
MS39- | €. side of 5. Whitworth Rd., 2800 feet South| Prima 6 | A1 oAl w | oaws Mo Ho BA
031 of W, Husman Rd,
MS9G- | N.side of W. Gun Club Rd, carner of W side]  Prme, Unique 4248 | a1 | At 2746 [ 0 Ho Ho GVE
032 of 5. Atevedo Ad.
M595- 5. Wast Amertcan Ava: Prime, Statewide ' § 1356°F A1 | AL 236 [ 1718 . Ng < { - “Adpiroved against staHf recammendation.
033 . Importance e RO .
599 | 4w corner of Turlack Rd. and Cox Ferry Rd., | Grazing, Cther, Pime] 17672 [ A1 [ A1 7a7.3a] sse24 | 36151 6201 GVE
034 snalling srea

MS0D- | 5. side of Wi Caksale Rd., 2mi W, of Shaffer w7 | a2 53.88 | 41312 [ Na
004 R
MS0D-|  South W, Riverside Ave, 530ft. W, of Prime, Statewide | 276 | AL | A4 ua | 1.3 nerzed: |- No {5 el Sub-30ac parcels created. Ag commission
005 | - Columbus Ave. Importance - Rier - G - opposed "neg effect on suFrounding ag lees +
: Zonz A S Because'small parceis® i
MSOD- | 5-side of W, Geer Ave., comer of W.side of | Statewide Importancal 382 | Al | A1 145 | "36.75 Subi-20ac parcel createn,
007 N, Columbus - . LT : CESTeTL .

€. Vassar Ave. and Miles dwe,

Statewide Impartanci

Central
Mereod
Zone Xl

MSOG-§ MW corner of Maran and Central Avenues, | Grazing, Statewide | 155.014 | A | Al 2253 ) 235 | 2335 | 2365 | 611 Ho MID VE
019 Arwater area Imparance, Unique
MS00- [ NW eorner of McNamara Ad. & Healy Rd. In|  Local Impartance, 1638 1 Al Al 0 1438 Central GVE
029. ElNido area Prime, Statewide Merced -
Imgartance Zone A
11501« [N, Comer of Middle Bd andE. slde of 5. Plow| * - Prime, Unique 39.88°F Al | Al €19 | 1351 | 2048 - Sub-30ac Parcels created - 1902 [ots created in
o1 " o 3 ub-20ac Parcels sreated -+ 1902 | R




of paved road, hard 10 accass.

APBLIED, |RULNG. [ RULNG |50 O] RUL CEGAE] CONDHIONS. | STAFF_REC SPLI, REAGOR. ARPLCANT JANEW )
DATE | ATE 15t | v | e . : use " own 2010_CWANERS ..
Bf3/2001;
LSf01 | 4501 | Apprad |4 | HO | 15305 Apiaroy f:;:r:;“i:; i::‘f::'"“; ;:; Rowerops [ 2§ | o Enterprises kept 027 {39.18ac); Olesen Alan & Graclela scq'd 028 sj a,,;wzf
ey, ’ . i
sareehi for mmret who v 129.4Lac); tddings Timethy F acq'd. 029 {15.31ac) Pt
M301-| NA 29501 | sf2ifma | Apprvd 1 HO | 15061 Approv Estate planning Row crops 9 4142003 o
o007 N/A #{1442003
M501-| Mia 2/20/01 | S72t/01 | Appred 5 HO | 15081 Apprav Divide afamily intarast Row crops 1 Perry Albert £ & Linds | acq'd. 027 {29ac): Bradac Eva MTrustee kept 7268 7/3/2003; 29
069 030 {3.28ac, M.4dack 8/m2007;
- T4 Mack B/73/2007
MSD1- | Oranze IS0 | 7/16/01 | Apprvd | 5 | HO] 15061 Aparav | Future saleftranster to multiple | Raw crops | 0 - ]
o014 heirs NiA .
T[om 3/18/01 | 613700 3 [ all pareel and hard te | Gon . 5/3072003;
M503-| Oranse 11800 | 65300 | Appocd fr{ 150 ¥ e f;::w;:w :1 tiam m‘:ﬂ o Gen g |0 b Rovvray sy Sheldon Lawrence Loriot Truster cfo Stevers € Lavirence ;:,mmi‘ v
015 § prapeny aty'd, 042 {3 97ac); Lawrente Steven Efnest Tristee 26q'd. 043 {3.97ac)

M501- | Green [2vozoos { asmjor | 7710/02 | Demed | 4 | Pe{ 15061 Nene o reason given Openland [ @
017 N/A

MS501- | Oeangs Afnfor d wasf03 ) Apgred [ 5 | HO A 15305 Wetlands Rermy Sell off parcel Pasture, row] 0 8/15/2007, 48
018 delineation eram nfA

- arangs Afa3fo1 § 8f22/0% § Appeed | % | P | 15305 “RTF L Tosell 17 i ) kY 7/30/2009; 33
MS503- e 2z 22001 | Avp one | Tese a“:‘ﬂ:f" Vaintag Madrid Frank & Alice N arg'd. 069 {2.09c); fantz Jasan K & Karen S aca'd. |- r,':'r;’,'lzmn 2
020 P 070 {37.0730) SR
MS01-| Yellow 5/22/01 | 8/20/01 | Apprud 2 HO § 15305 | No grading near|  Approw Estate puipnses - distribute Rice, | 1 Bradley Chag acq'd. 66% of G57 {18 §7ac); Bradley Chad acq'd. 052 12/11/2007; 39
021 crack praperty ta daughter and for sonf  pasture [18.54a¢], then returned ta Chatles and Rita Bratley, then sold to Kalon | 10/27/2003,5/5
10 build house Rajinderpal § /2008
MSOE- | Omngedzvai-ooz | 6/8/01 § 8722708 ] Apered | 1.} AC[15081[ ROW,RTF Approv Change far antinuated Rowerops [ @
023 i
MSOL-[ ma €/25/01 | 8/20/01 | Appred | 4 | MO 15305 RTF Approy Sale af pieec to family RowCraps [ 1 ierra Anthemy L& Marie F acq'd, 036 (SL.18ae]: Dsrren & Charlene 1:;“3:;':;?: 51
024 Barelli 3cq'd. 637 {24.96ac)
MS501- | Drange Hapoi | afeio2 ) Apprs | 1 [ PC] Neg ATF Deny Subdrision Ag Farming[. 1 .
026 - Dec Sllwater Raneh
M501-| Yellow nsfo1 | 3/27/02 | Apprd 1 | P | 15061 Apprav Divide for sale Walnutsfal| 4 Uouble B Dairy acq'd. 045 {55.82a¢); Muratore Frank | % leanefte M 9/2572007;
029 mahds Trustees acq'd. 046 {33, 282¢); Impressive Asia Ing aca'd. 037 {20 2aac), | 1/31/2006;
Langum Jerald & & Carrie M acg'd. 048 (37.85ack 2/3/2008;
M501-[ wa sn/o1 [124s/01f apprvd | 4 | PC | 15081 Apprav | Save home &family cemetary | Orchards | 0 o
033 e
A 2/1/01 | 9724/01] Appred [ 4 [ pc [ 15305 None | Tatransfer title an 1/2 o family | Row craps [ 1 12512008 | 40
M501
034 membar almonds Vierra Anthony i & Mane F Trustees acq'd. 032 & 033 {19 54ac, 58.63ar)
Ms01-| wa [zvoroia | spepor | amior | Apprd | T2 | e | 1sos1 Hore Separate 1.3 aces from 26,7 | Oets & Cora] 1 02008 | 37
035 Ahlgm Farmms Partnership acq'd. 033 & 034 {1.39a¢, 36.4a¢] 3/10/2002
1501 | Cronge [2vo1-013 | 8/13/01 | 12/12/01| Apprvd | 4 | B[ 15081 None Divide off 4 acre homesite Orchard' [ 0
0ag : N/A
- wia 8/25/01 | 12710/01 Appred [ & | HO [ 15081 prav Property to sell off Agpasture [ 0 ]
M501
033 b

- o/ofor Ta divid ET 2h - .
M501 Ao/ | /202 o diuide parcel w/ 3 hames ames - Perez luan & Margarita 3cg'd. 012 13.42ac); Marmolejo Samuel A acq'd. d
043 one home on 1.5ac to] and moblle 015 (1 Asac] /372002
) N - - offerforsale. homes - ) L
SO1- | Orange o/13/01 | azfiton | Appred | 5| vo Readstaffrepory Approw | Estate planning, wants to put in |.Ory Pastiref 9
044 | : R walnuts : N/A
M501-| M 10/2/01 | 1/9/02 | Apprvd 3 PC Apprav | Resubdivide lwa existing lots | Almonds 2 1672008
046 eonforming to elev. Oifferences Fudepa lvestmems LLC acq'd. 035 18.17a¢) THE2002;
ia properties 24311209,
=

MSD1-| Yellow /0L | 2/11/01 | Appred | & | HO | 15081 ‘Asprov | Establith Ostrich operation & el Former | 1 /2412003 | 73
04 day Gabriel GartiaIr
_ rate pl 3 1/48/2008; 41
MS01-| N/ e feprvd |1 HO | 15061 Aaprov Fetate planning owemoms 2 e Larenze & Mana acq'd. 0S5 [19.59ack Prasad Rajendra & mito /1872
g 16/23/2006
Q50 aeq'd. 071 {20.11ac)
MSO1- | Orange [Malsub | 11/22/55| 1/22/0% | Appred | - & | HO| 15308] - " Aaprov Farnlly planning: Rangeland
053 | . |mees O G R nfh
, Fareely Pl Gropooa; | 51
M$01-| N 12013/01| 2/33/02 | Apprd | 5 | PC amey Fan Pastire | 2| Bruce L ir& Linda M Trustess acqd. 046 {7.17ac: Howiard Richard & 5':'151;1102
054 Sandra acq'd. D69 {44.47ac)

10/4/01

21702

Appred

" Legalite twno parcels by 1ane
variznce




!
3

NOTES

of$. Herelord RY."

M. Sycamore 5t. & W, Oak, Delki

Laeal Impertanee

ALE]: saiL: - - [ zone Tao1_z ome N REcRo 73 FIOGD_ZN] WILL:]. -~ WATER
i “ONE'|m_pRaLs U _pre] - S ar |
M301~ Pfilzer Rd. & Hunt, Gusting Other, Prime. 20 Al 1 3 0 20 40 Mg
005 Statewide Importance]
MSQGL- Almond Ave. B Hwy 165, Los Banos Lacal kmpartance 41 AL Al 1 2 EL 21 No No =) BCA
007
MS01- | 5-side of Hulchins Ave. & E. of Lux Ave, Dos Prime 152 Al Al 2 3 1229 p=BY No San Luis Canal BCA Asub-20 parcel erested. 028 SPLT AGAIN to
009 Palos Ca. 023,020
MS0L- [Hutchins Ave: and mmﬂ'nf!f\dlaha Rd., B .. Pame S‘ Al Al 1 2 T W” San- - - Avig. parcal size In Sml radivs = 106 acray’
014 | . -+ palor T = Joaguin, [ - . . . T
B s - . : - River -
MASD1-f 5-5ide of W. Bisignani Rd., comer of E.side Prime . .* R 2 L Np

Subr-20ac parcels crested,

By planniog commission. Pulied
application on 121201, resumitied 4/5/02"

Catton Re. and Tercelea, Los Banos:

Statewide Impariance] .

e of W. White Crans R, 1320 feet \

Approved 3gainst staff recommendatior

" parcet s farrland

ide Importanee] -

020 :
MS§01- 5. Qrehard Or, Merced area Statewide Importancel 20 | A1 | A1 1 2 20 2 cenral | #o MID SVE MID - canal bank caised | Som was going to build house, but then parents
021 Merced - concern, nolegal aceess. regained ownership and sofd It.
Zone A Quner needs propeny access
Thrift fd & Uagard Re Prime .29 Al 2 2. * Centeal - | N MID. EPRP: el i g
| RN } P T . g Merced- |- - - :
LT 3 E . K . _ R ‘| 2ome a
Faith Home Rd., Hitmar Statewide Importance] 5.8 | Al | Al 1 2 5 47 Ho (3 Tio [
A side of Hwy 140 & £, Corner of Howard, Prime . Al oAl i & |. 52 ) -~ No. | -No' | M FPER:. Staff: nconsmtent with G,
: fivisgiton | . v - B i W v . C
W corner of E. Le Grand Rd. & Athlone Re.|  Prime, Sextewide | 1489 | A1 | A1 1 2 562 | 343 | w | 384 Central | Na [ BCA Skaff: creating parcels significantly less than
Importance therced - average
Zone A
M5D1-| 5 sideof €. Merced Falls Rd., 4 miE. of La Prime w | Az a2 1 1 14 | 165 [ ko MID Mike Smiith Farnily Home & Cemetary
033 Grange Rd. 53, Snelling area
MSO1-| W side of . Columbus Ave. & H.side of | Statewide Importance| 42 Al | AL 1 F] ] 0 No Yes. T GVE
034 Rivarside Ave.
v
MS01-| N Pralne Flower Rd. & American Ave. | Grazing, Statewide | 387 | A1 | A1 1 2 267 ] 13 No No TID BCA Creates sub-20ac parcel due to canal,
035 Importange, Unique
< Prirme A L P ST | 20 4  $ul-20a¢ parcel-Has ot yei b
MSQ1- 5. Ivy Ave. & E. Roosevelt, El Nido Grazing 163 | a1 | 20 Ho s Nane bl not sphit Wants one parce] to be irstrip.
039 Groundwater In this area very poor. High levels

of salt.

5ub-20ac parc

Graging Wetlnds |

Weil, Sah Luis|

€ has Almands, then praperty has wetlands 3nd

NW White Crane Rd., cormer of E, Cressey

Way

Statewide Importancel

Water Distrct| o 5 ripanianwaddand
TRIA PoonEe e : : - avallzble L : LU
5.side of W. Ellict Ave., 2000 feet, E. Buhach|  Prime, Statewide 40 [ Al | A1 2 2 2116 | 1242 Ho [ GVE
importance

Approved by HO, then rejected by code
compliance due to vinlabens 10/15/02. Praparty
has much Junk {zars, Inoperabla mokbits hora).

E. Racseveh Rd. & Hwy 59

EFNido Water|
District

230's sold 1o 2 new swners. new barn anly

. Diec an Major.Sub AS-005, 372

E2sl side of 5. ingamar Grade,
Hearst Rd.

Erazing, Statewida
Importante

Sub-20ac sold 10 new owner. No minutas ar stafi]
report




SPLIT-REASON APPLICANT [t EW
| wm 13/31/01| 3p11/02 | Appred | 4 [ HO | 15061 e of | R 1242008, 40
MSQ2-[ mA 431401 ( 311 ppre Row o aliow future option of sale of{ Row Crops | 2|\ e s acqd, 004 {19:87cl; Strickles, Ronald W & karen A aeq'd. 17/
001 ane parcel 2/18/2003,
05 (20ac]
respectively
MSO2-| Orange |Zv02-000 { 12/76/0| 4/24/02 | Aoprvd 4 | rc{1sos - AIF Nons Sell 1 acre wf home Aimond 1 . - - 54122003 1
002 - el ; : Orchard Betcalf, Troyee J & Toni acq'd. 051 {Lac), Morkmoto malnteins 052 {47ac)
MSD2-| N/A [Ms0a043| 1/25/02 | B/L2/02 | Apprvd | 5 | PC [ 15061 Apprav | Want to retire from Iarm‘iﬂ& butf RowCrops [ 2 | oo o acq'd, 44 of40& 1AL | 13
Farizain long-term residence N i
004 041 in 2004} and 3lee acq'd. 042 immediately.

Gat rid of artiquated fots 3rd re |
subdivide to.mere useful parcels|

“Raw g
" and Hay.

Wyo Le & Tamee acq'd. 038 {17.135¢); Handy Kin Lien Thi & Dand Doiglas|
acg'd. 039.(17.15ac); Clpriahl Albert ket 040 % 041 {I781ac & 4.1_.2&:]

B/ 1412005
- 13{19/2003; *
-~ 3/18/2003

MS502-f Green [ras07-045)- 2713702 | 8212002 | Appred |3 | o | 35308 (- 5 ATF - | “Approv |- Toereate financing parceito Ag: [ 302006 { 0 -
007’ PLABS-D13] . Do ) refinance home - N/A 12/30/2008; :
T 12/30/2008
Ms02-| Nia 2jatjor | 3f2s/02 | appred | 1 | e[ 15081 Approv Almond | Z Le Grand Almand Orthard #1 A Partnership, acq'd. 074 {157.55ac 1212212009, | 409
008 e Crops $941,955]; Rolnion, Gebert W & Sharleen G Trustess acq'd. 075 (251.21ac | 5/1/07
51,336,002) respectively
ns02-| N 3019/02 | 4122102 | Apprvd | 5 { HO| 15082 Apprav Sellfor fish farmer Rangeland | 1 /2002 | 61
009 021 SPLIT AGAIN: Mueller 8obert H & M oanne acq'd. 022 {61a¢]
. 3730/ |- 4722452 Sertle family estate Row crops B Ll s N
i S . e e Wllis Wendy acy d. 031 (2ac); Carlirec] David E acq'd. 032 {862c)

MS02-
027

LTS3

6/25/02

HO

15061

Separate undivided interest

Agwwops | 0

Carrol Daniel G 3 Bonnie E Co-Trustees a¢q'd. 045 & (46 {674ac)

/672006

. -1 1040, A o 11 P 15305 Owi I bie fi 2t <! B/15/2008; 17z
M$502-| WA [2V02010 | 510/02 | 8728702 | Apprd erno langer able o care for] Buckclub 1|\ ies B Ging scae 010 (172.03a0); Gelfchs Robert A acq'd, 01| o
Jarge parcal $/10/2003
015 (96.39a)
[ WA |msoso0s | Sjzes0z | 7722 Gt e fath Tic off danry | Dairy, [ [
M502-[ wx 428/ 722/02 | Apprvd | 1| HO MiDeasement | Apprav rom fakhier 1o spht off dairy | Dary. row! Borha John & Mila kept 024 {54.81ae; 025 {224ac) split In '04 - see M504~
(@25 spit operanan croms
o1a " oo
fin 04)
TV02:012 | S/1T/0Z | 10/22/02| - Apprvd "None Toadd 2 homes Gichard | 0 )
P . NfA
_Fo : Y A } Retain 4 & sellte neighbors] Pasture, e T .
MS02: |-orns 02 |- 873210 | Appred Apprav |Rerain 4 acres §sellto neighbor Pasture, 1o 1] o by Trustee ket 022 phack; Slte Larry W & Shireen acq'd, 023 -
i craps .
_ : aeag - - . - ‘
sfanfaz | 8/12/p2 | Apprvd 5 { HO | 15061 Approy Separate undwided interest | Row aops a 5/14/2004;
Carbuce David Eugone ept 028 (47 2ac); Canlage) Sanna 3ca'd, 030{62.3ac|  9/27/2005
5/30/02 | 812102 | Apprvd | 5 | HO | 15061 | Mostucwres | Apprav |  Setlle undwided interest Agraw | 0 Lo | o
between two owners £rops Carlueet Ty Rachard aeq'd. 021 {75.06ac); Cerlucci David kept 022 [15.85a¢) | 1/10/2006

87

028

MS0Z-| ¢

=] o split house from acreage

- Row craps |+ 2

Griwal Harjit S acq'd. 001 |

ckey Randall € & Caroline Jéan acd

parcetwill gota my sor] ©

MS02- g/fs/oz | an11/02 To correct mistake on a property| Row cropm

033 line, Lo pul 2 hauses un zach N/A

sito,

M502-|. Grean |2vaz-o1e | 8/2/02 | 10/423/08| Denies | 3| PC | 15061 “ None | Property tuo small to farm, will | Resldentialy| o ]

035 sell other parcels Orchard NfA

D £f14j02 | 5/22/52 | Appred | A | HO| 15061 Family pl Almonds, | 1 57142002 20

MS02- = J14joz | 5f23f0z | Ao HApprov amiy planning m:':':n; Takahashi Kevin ¥ & Theresa L Trustees acq'd. 012 & 013 {18,850, 5”: 1,{1m2-

036 38.31ac); Sanc Robert Steven & Allce Takae Trustaes acq'c. 014 {20ac) 11/18/2009;
M502- .8f12/02 |.3/18/03 | - Denled-| -3 Here Oividle 33 acves Into 2 parcels. Homes. - e [

037 BERN RN N . - 2.4 atrés & 38,9 acred, fsmaller S

Remiove Fome from large parcal]

eisema Allen 6 St Truited

1 A 18/02 | 10/7/02 | Appred | 1 | HO| 15308 Family gl B a 3192003
M502-{ N/ 14/ i Per Appray ity planning e crope Hall Lioyd & Danna Co-Trustess acq'd. 010, 011, & 012 (20ac; 57.79c; a:',mgcm-
039 77 85ac); 318/2003
M502-] N/ /14702 | 10/18/02| Apprd | 1 | HO| 15061 “Apnraw Inhetitancs parposes Amonds | 0 17300 | ¢
040 SticklesGlenn H & Deborah L Trustees aca'd. 078 & 079 {20.24a¢; 2.96ac)

Reepsmall parcel, sell the 56

MS02-] Drange 2vu2 026 | -2/26/03 { 10/23/02] L T T
0457 Praieiai RGBS Jcre parcel i farmer. | 015 & 0288 039 018 {Tac £ 20ac R 350 R 2761}
-1 ; - prO— T monds: A T T O AT Gred
MS02-{ msloz 1;"'1-5_@ Bedttal Esw*:ﬂ‘:’:::hn:::m for. - {7 #lmonds |19/ 7ac]; Valaget Marmis fedptia Revioso De - 046 [18.5720); Ray lesse 1 | -
048 : R . . & Kathlesn A~ 047 {13.57ac; Flores Socorms € & Anfta M- 048 {18.57ac; | .




FLOGD_ZN] Wil ]

T
Kilray & Turner, Hilmar Statewnde Imporiancel Na No NjA
001
M502- fim Ava, and 417 f. E. Santa Fe O, e e R 1 47 Mo well; GVE - Applicant stated: "stte would § $tafl; “Is it fegal to have 2 remainder parcels
- k Cressey e LTS I A e belter off blending in with § "The existence of a home 1s ifficulk tofifid s
K L s - : . urbon area af Cressey mase, special dreumstance.”
MS02-] & Bambauer 84. & corner of £ Jensen Rd., | Prime, Statewide: 13 | ALf Al 4a 35 | 381 No Na =] Mike Smith MS04-(43 CAC - 040{37.96ac] & 0412134.25]
o4 Gustine impartonce cambined o create D44 (71.073c, $225 417)

MS02-|  5-ComiRd. & Hwy 152, Dos Pales Frime w27 | AL Al 235 | 9714 Ha Ho None Fenancial Parcel -
oo7
MS502-] 12635 Buchanan Hollow R, and £t Grazing, Prime, 7 | A2 [ALA 164.75| 25225 Central | Na | LeGrand- GVE Miriites say CEQA Exempt 15061(b)3 bit stafl
008 corner of 5. Minterm Rd. Unique 2 Merced - Athicne 1eport says 15305(a) {Mincr aerations In land
Zone A use limitation]
MS502- Grazing 1626 | At [ A1 101,67 | 60.95 Ho No o GVE owns 200 acres to East & | To sel partion to fish farmer. No average parcel
009 wants 10 go under wildhfe | size noted. 02038 Admin Parmit application far
easament fish farm expansian
" Hytching & Wills - - Same lssies on road radius~ | 1 parcelsnid 40 1new cwners, Ag comml
: : 7 sinall pardels - sked for copy

AR
Levee divides property - used

ME carner of Snyder Rd, and Orchard At
Gustine area

MSD2.}  Wild Duck Re. & Mallard, Dos Palos Grazing 268 | A2 | A2 s | 170 No No aCA Has faderal sasemem for duck elub, needed
015 as lotline. Ag O fr i
recammends twner lease or
MSD2-| 16405, Arboleda between Mission & Pelene 280 | a1 | AT I EED Merced | Mo WD {Grinder Land|  Apphcant oaly. Fire Dapt. 2¥62¢ parcal split im '04 ta famity
018 McHenry River - Surveylng | wanted water starage. MID
Fone A eastmert, nutrlent
MS02~ Way: 5o Liberty. Al 1 ase [ [ oL | GVE [ Nelghbers Complalaed, |- This & thair Sth MS, . Anpealad 10 2
p14 Ui impartanca’ e ;! ] O Couinty Ag Campalssforier L .
: S : L DT R S : Opposed. !
MSD2- N, Auchiamain Hollgw W, Plainsburg - © | AL a4 | ass “Merged . |- Ho- [ well R
020" 3 K B - River - : .
A : L : : Zone A :
MS02-| W Henry Miller & Carlucel, Das Palos Prime FEEER IS 4781 | 1209 Ho Na Rabert Hart
01 v
MS02-| N.of W. Arrova Re., .5 mi W, of 5. San luan Prime 958 | AL Al w | Ba No No | SamaRita | stoddard& Hone
022 Rd., Dos Palos water District|  Assoc.

5:H Harding Rd. and Vincent Rd; Wintén

Central | Mo

Mike Satth

‘Actual Parcel onty 19.5 and remapped - nat

€. Vassar Ave. & 5. Tyler Rd., Manced Other, Statewlde s | A1 | AL 22
033 Impartance Merced - split
Zone A
MS(2-| Bert CraneRd. & W. Bell Dr,, Avwater area Pritme, - " 504 Al | AL LES 166 7|1 166 cilis e e +Na | Well, Mike Smith Nezd to have a variance -
o |7 . . :
MA502- | W Evcalyptus & 1. Dwight Way, Livingston | Prime, Statewide m [ A1 | Al 20 38 20 Ho No MiD BCA
036 imporntance
PMSQ2-[ £ sideof N. Merced Ave., 1720'N. of W, [ Statewide tmportance, 33 .| AD | AL 31 J. Mo Na o’ Mike Smith
037- Bradbury Ad, ! - e

Anvenist Twe & N, Buhach Rl Wincad

Prime, Stateviide

MS02- Le Grand Prime. 1556 | Al | Ad w0 | s78 | s Central | Yes (5] FoRp Put in family trust
039 Merced -
Zone A
MS02- Fresno Rd. & Jordan Ad., Le Grand Prlime 49 No Yes well FPEP

Sul-20a¢ parcel created and sold

-West on Callued Rd, L mi Sauth of Henry

lar.

Privare Well

Created a sub-20ac parcel

W Bradba)

o - | N

Hone -

[ 05£5PUT AGAIR. SOLD many 28ac, nd sub-20at

parcels-




SPLIT_REASON - APPLCANT_JUNEW.

LS :
X 3 Brnzo0n | 157 | 8 L
Ms2-|  n/A /26/02 | 11/28/02| Appred [ 4 | HO| 15061 [ ROWTID Estate planning orcharas/s| 2| on Dorothy § acerd. 046 (20.04ac]; Blue Lupin Ranch LLC acgd, a7 | B2 i
P 2/25/2005 .
048 {L35.2a¢)
MS02-| Na a/12/u2 | 11/28/02] Apprvd 3 | HO{ 15061 Nid Approv | family planning & reorganization| Almonds & 2 Jimenez Mfaaso & irma aca'd, 006 {18.33ac); Dele Packaged Foods LLC 10/31/2005; 53 ]
Vineyard ° 0f22/2007
acq'd. (30.45uc)
TRIE Nare Estate planaing A X R S
N . ':._nsu_wni fties LLC (!} parcels)
ey deq aireatty by MID) Canal T - ‘ )
e . tgracka B blia Fantes
10/10/02 Nodischarge | Approv | Separste Into percel for famiy | Raw cram | G [] [ 1
It MID: hame & one parcel far farming niA
Ms0z-| ma 10/10/02| 1/5/03 | Apprvd | 4 | WG| 15061 | Nodrainageto Givide Family Interest Afmonds | T 10728/2005; | 41 o 2
056 MiD, ROW Gonzalez Monuel & Sandra acq'd, 067 & 068 (20.35ac & 20.25ac); 81712004
T o0, : - None | Todwide 18.67 scres int two | Afafa& | 0 i
e e parepks of 5,35 acres each, slongg Ot | . NI
; el R : the irigation line
MS02- None Create 4 homesites Dredge | ©
” Taitings N
G Deny ™ |- Createviable paccels for sale ; T .- :
: o FAL-FHIL9TLLC /o Financial Advantage < :
ATE Apprav Home sites for kids a o 1 :
N ;

* Approv: | To aliow financing of seme major] - Pastere
Pproperty improvements T

- Dividefor sdie,

RTF Approv Building hame an back of 11/27/2006 a7 o 1

property

s

fow financing of soma majar | -
property impravements

reqired for
B -1/ |- depavate legal : s s o :
323/03 Wehdrwn| 5 Inital Deny Estate planning Pasture | 0 ] 0
- Study N/A

“Approv’ | ¢ Parcel map waiver sed os 4. | Agicuural| -

saeurity instrument for financing| HiA 1
E | AR an agrigultural operazon or . o : ; o 8 i
_3728/03 | SR 5 § ko[ asas RTF None 1o sall L parcel Rowcraps | 0 [ o 1
N/A

T FETR A B

. 0

AE3IE (- RIF | . Approu. | - Divide 2 acre hargsite and - &
Sy o . 3 v . . . i R
Truseées kept 072 21,65ac)

combine remalning portio

T
g

Ly larmed. ' .. . e B : . g
7 39 o
afjoa | sfazios RTF Appray Tia treale parcels for sale Foathill 2| et fesus & Mortha aca'd. 045 (39 55ac): Rihards Ranakd L& Linda) | 3 42005;
Pastute and £/16/2005
acq'd. 060 (§3.39a¢)
barn
4f10/03 | 724j03 | Appred | 3 | Ho| 15063 Apprav Estaie planning Grating ] [ o 1
N/A
mMs503-] wa 4/12/03 | 5f27/03 | appred | 4 [ Ho| 1s3zs Estate planning Orchard | 1 1146/2003 53 [
023 Silverra Robert L & Bispo-Silveira Maria C acq'd. 064 (62.52ac)
M503-| wfa af1si0a | w3 | Appred 4 | HO | 15315 Ta legalize parcels thatwere | Flelderopsf O 1/12{2004; o o
025 found ta be onginally illegally Wilkinsan Jaan N acq'd. 063 & 063 (31.07ac; 19.74ac) 1/12/2004
split — 20 acres to remain in
MS03-| wa /2403  10/2/0a | appred | 5 [ Bos| 15318 RTF Apprav | Business planning and passible | Orchard | 0 ]
030 hames NjA
3/03:4:7/20{04 1. Deny Better ahility ta finance Apricats’ o -
cperation . Banos 11 acq'd, 031-035 {20sc; 209 20ag; 26:25a¢ 26 15ack
M503-| wra s/12/03§ sf23f03 | Aperd | 4 | HO| 15315 | 30feevafright |  Approv Clauss buying laad fiam Grchard | 0 N 0 K
036 of way Mecullough 178 : "
i 1 ao3; | 180 o | o
M503-| WA [msoaos7] spd/os | sajoa | Appred S | pefims RIF Approv | Future Merced College campus Agr:::sure 2 Merced Community College Dstict acq'd, G45 046 (20.02c; 79,5726, II‘BDG“J':)
037 40.41a¢; 20ac); Bacheeo Partners LG aca'd. 029{70,37ac} 1281200 ¢
2 - -
o dride B acres Into (2} 204 | Rowereps | 0 o o 2
and {1) 36 A
Canvey and combine to create. | -Almonds .. :
4.4 3¢ homesite and sell 46.3 R K
a¢res 10 adioining propeity
Legalize & parcel created thraughf Orchacds, 1]
i grant deed - s

MS03.| W EA1/05 | 107230 Aono Fotate poring Fow crope

nas
03- 506 N A T o | 2
Ms WA E/11/03 § 11/19/03} Apprvd | 4 | £C | 15061 RF Arprow e mond |2 Barnard deff & Trustee acq'd. 068 (27.95ack Duarte lorge 5 & Grace A | D102
. orchand . 41572008
045 acq'd. 064 (25 7ach

12072000 | 79 ) z : :
MS03-| nia . | 6303 | afzdjoa| hppred | 4 | HO | 45061 [ #pprav | divide lndforeachofthree | monds, 2 3 [ e, 4L (20l alencla avler acq'd, o4z | 2T20/00% .
047 partners homes 11/15/2005;

(25.22¢); Valenela Pedro A & Lenlee L acq'e. 043 {34ac} 4 20/2004




5§ of Blass Ave and Sycamare, Delhi

Prime, Statewlde

Inkq

049, Imparntance ‘
East Side of M, Steinberg Rd and corner of Prime, Statewide 045 | A1 ] Al 2 2099 | 3945 No Yes MID GVE N/A
Sauth slde of W, Westtlda Rd. fmpartance
7 Gnalng Prime - 20.0% /|

abiort leng teir

importance; dnkgde
Statiwide Impartaicel

West side of 5. Orckard D

Al

Splkt 40ac Ima 20's. Agland diviston form not

Impastance

A1 3 20 20 Central | Ko MID FRER
Merced - completed
Zone A
Menedes Ave & Cressey Way Prime, Statewide a4 | Al | A2 2 2123 | 2017 Ne No [215) BCA MID, Publi¢ Works, Larty

Bawers onky tomment @

§, siderof W Eucabiplis Ave. comer of W

hearing

latersplivinto

1435

1207

Ne

Mo

BCA

Nelghbars Jon Grant Kelsey,

Horace Kelsey, and Bernard

Wade, all oppased.

Staff: Ma physical circumstances that warrans
speclal priveleges

Prime, Statewide
Importance, Unigue

038

e of . Yot Long, 5. 0F the corner o
W, Pl A Wintin avea 7

Taglio and Azevedo Rds, Gusting

Prime, Statewlde
Impartance

Al

Al

pil

East of Teceira Rd. approx. 1/4 m] Narth of
Colton Rd., Los Bangs area

Statewlde
Imporance, Unique

Al

Al

Grassland Water {Mike & Tom
Miller) Indlcate that future
hames on the Coelho prap:

Initial Study requasted... applieant hevey
followed up,

Moaga Avs. and Henry biller, Los Banos,
. near Santadella

Importance

NIA

Split 40inta 20's... SLaff: “low patentialfar nen-
g development based on limited capactty of
Moraza R & relative infe;

area

“Local Irfportance’
W. of Fresno Rd. and 1,950 feet N, of Grazing 117 [ A1 A1a] 2 77 No | Parially MiD
Halnling Ave,, north of the Le Grand SUDP 2 z
E.side of W. Breeze Ave, 1650 feet from N. | localimportance | 433 | A1 [ a1 2 0 | 31 Ho [ Well FPap
sideof W, Bellvue Rd., Atwater area
MBSD3-| W of the intersection of the Livingstan- Prime, Statewide | 6252 { A1 [ AL 1 28 3452 No ™MD Ne spit resulted, bul still eligibla to be split.
022 Cressey Rd, and Sultana Dr. inthe Creseey Importance
area
BAS(3- [South of Sulllvan k. and West of WhitwonH] Prime w2 | a1 | AL 2 34 [ w0 | saa Ho cn Iohn [T}
025 Re., Gustine area Capslance
MSH3- | 142 mis. of Conoenwood Rd., approximately] Statewide 29s | A1} AL a 3499 | 2547 bL) No o GVE
D3g |1 472 MW, of Wentworth Rl in the Gusngl Importance, Unlqua

Jof it rerneni. Dinid Coscy ndted irobiairs |

, Hilmat area

N.side

of E. side of 5. Indiana Ave.

of W. Hwy 152, 2150 ft from comer

saaquin
Rrver

Yos no Gregg~ Parcel intact,
Turlock
N_side of Hwy 152, 2,930 feet east of South|  Prime, Statewlde | 19037 | At | A1 B 10 | a7 ta Ho [ Unknawn inot| P#A Resign | Falls under Los Banos Airpart | Parcek: donated to Merced College for tax
Ramos Road and 1,500 feet west of the Los mportance stated Instalf| Rescurces Compatibllity 2one € rezsons
Bangs city limit report, ackad

o,

Wiside of lencen Ave_ and Hwy 330 West of
. Gilstine

Combined with 063080028 (4084} to iake
; i

503~
0a7

MW corser of Livingston-Cressey Rd. and
Cressey Way in the Ballica araa

Prime, Statewide
Importance

a7

Al

Ha

W. Gun Club Rd., cornzr of . Whitworth Rd., Frimne 53 Al AL 3 252 Mike Srnith 203 parcek against GF goals
044 Gustine
MS03-| W Willlams, carner of N, Griffith, Hllmar itk 50 Al | Al 2 28.13 | 2087 He No o None
045

Afred L
Alvarez




Parceis for sala or distribution 1o
LEM farming partnership

Aetteutiurat]

Paramit Singh

Create two parcels - -

Orchard

arn'd D67 & 064 (20ac & 72.863¢)

. Samra Gurdip S & Mreel

12/29/2003..

10/22/03]

Fow Crom

Farmily plonning ta sell ]
WA
- 1o/6f03 _ Apprav Divide aff on almend huller {  Almand . . .
: '-' L factlity ds fts own seperate | Hullerand ] Drigcall Strawberry & Associates Inc any'd. Q5L (20ac}
i S Rory B : pancel: Orehard- - S : :
| Yellow [mso7-012] e/sios | ytaroa i i & /2512005,
MS503. | Yellow /6103 [ /141 Apprav | Divide interest in praperty | Aow crops, Fay Frank £ & leanlfer L aeq'd. o5 {34.15ack; Patel Sunit R & Nita$s /252005 ¢ 61
IPvig3- berween 3 awners, famly | fosthil 5/11/2009
056 Trustees acq'd. 016 {26.12ac)
a1}, planning pastures
WA [Ms03 D] efers |13/ o | Fulure Merced Callege campas | Agricattirs 12/30f200%; § 140
M503-| W & 117103 A ulare 28 campa »\g;:[: Merced Cammundty College District acq'd. 045-048 {20.02ac; 239.57ac; 2/30f.
"= 40 41at; 2ach; Pacheca Partners LLE acq'd. 049 {70.37ac)
SRR R — - -
e R Deny,not' ) Toretainhomesie and sell | Row crops §. Betizncourt Manuel & Diane Trustees ket 02 {4 B2ac); Vietra Anthony L
A ved 10+:]  ramainder to an ajaining ; D e P o trt e
yeos '] property owner {zevedo) S Menal Trustsees aca ;
Deny, orly ] Owner desires tosalkt into [4) 20] Vineyard,
B1218 ] acre parcels, per soning fallow - N
pancels regulatians.
Apiov PR, e : ]
Vierra Frank Leray & Arna Maris kot 031 (32 6acf Betschart lock & Lisa "t !
o ; . : L aead 032 (2a) R
NFA of3fa3 1/12/04 | A L) i 7, 004; 36
M503-| N /3 12 L Ho ( asazs RTF Approy s;‘:‘:'z;:";;a“’:":::;:rr Fish farta Stiltman Thomas B & loyce € Trustees kept 034 [40ac); Alkema Robert 7':,2:3':,7100‘
063 planning Ralph & Anna Marie Co- Trustass acq'd, D35 {36.28ac)
Ms03-| WA 9724103 | 12/17/03] Appred | 4 | PC | 15061 RTF “Anprov | Financial and family planning | Heffer _ o
Ranch HiA
Fertajos T Bany... |- Land diisions ta match 2oming | Gay Pacured. -
o forarea- 7L S NgA A
1728704 Approv | Sell parcels bul retain hamesite | Row crops. 20
2aghi Nasser acg'd- 027 [20ac)
MS03-| Yellew 11/af03 | 1/14/04 | Appred | 5 | PC | 15062 RTF ‘Appravw] Estate plonning Crops 121972005 § 0
072 {alfalfa) NiA
rs

:ARs/04

"Divide fality from larger parcel

£ acq'd. D54 B 055 {3,453 & 21, Tac)

/1572008

131/

2fajn4:

Swaet Polaty processig fasilibied

g Facifty

47 £afarnta Fresh Farms Inc acq'd. 032 (2. 7ock; 033 SPUT AGAIN

11/03£2004

11/12/03 Dinide family interest Raw Crops
Fernandes Duarte M & Mary 5 Trustees acq'd, 039 (18.55a¢)
11/14/a3}. 572304 Finanding | Agricuitural]:
i Wi
11/24/03F 310704 [ - Derled . " Aign with MIB botndary, < | Ag -
: i ) . i A
12/10/03§ 3/16/04 | Denied |- T 7o split west area Inta 320 acre ;
) N pareles to Increase valua |- NiA : :
Yellow | V04006 | 12711703 = ;
MS03- /1103 5/26/04 | Appred Hane given Almonds Frago Zenan M & Gebra A sca'd, D74 118 48ac); Rodnguer Santos L& | 2202004 | 39
and Grapes! 11/03/2006
Asersion A Trustees acq'd. 075 (18 S4ac]
- Creata parcel to accommodate | Open Larid, { -

6{21/04

20708

RIF, ROW

To rmaintain consistency with
water district boundaries and

financial planning of formving

To allow greater opfians for
develapment 1o a more latensiv
use {ie Almonds)

Creste new homesite and new
faren land ownership

Estate plenning

Row crops

NfA

Tierras Schiles LP c/o Christoghar P Sehlles acq'd. 067 thru 071 {304¢, 30ar,
30.16a¢, I1.23ac, 31.33ac)

Barba Joha Ir Life Estate acq'd. 026 (263 ¢k; Borba Todd & Monica aca’d.
{253ck; John Borba Jr Trustee acq'd. 028 {173.1ac)

12/282006

7/10/2008;
7/10/2005;
7/10/2006

ima P k&t 087 (2:43ac) Barréso D& G Family |

048 {22.S2ac):

2730701 | 655

Apprd | 5

RIF

Sell porkion to granddaughter

Row crops.

22072007,

15061 Approy
Winters Llen Cacq'd. 012 & 013 {20ac; 19.83ac) 2/10/2007
M504-| na a/12/04 | 711904 | Appred | 4 ] PC| 15081 RTF Deny | Financing canstruction of home | &aw craps 11/16/2005 []
023 by selling 30 acre parcel . NfA
MS504- 7ssf04 | Arf16/n4]. -." Estate planning
- 027: ] Ity

s [0

Financial diversity




5. 31de of Aaasevelt Rd., 370 feet W, of Hwy ] -
048 58, lmmudmllvwdﬂl'ildo uop |-
: MS0B-[ sdelof W Harding Rd, 310eet, E,sidm B - Na: . PR ¢ Potentialto be reduces 1o 2 hobhy
: 053 : : - o
MS03- Relly, eorner of 5. Hwy 59, Mereed cemral | Mo MID
Merced -
054 Fong A
MS03- ] W Bradbury ormer of 4, Santa Fe, Balfico | - N D, GVE Sub-203¢ parcel agains general plan
M$03- 1500 ft. W. of Plainsburg Rd. Grazlng, Ptime 506 3145 | 88 Centrsl | No MID GVE Stave Tinoft, neightioring | So1d to new awiers, Revised fram 3 to 2 parcok,
056 Merced - property in support. kim Opposition fax not present. Stafl nale: “ew
. Zane A flazina, neighbor stated she tesidences In rea’.
M503- W, Hwy 152 Prime, Statewide | 390 | AL | Al 20 | 404 | 306°f 20 No No [Unknowa (nat] /A Deslgn | Falls under Los Banas Akrport | Parcels donated to Merced College far tax
057 impartance “tated Instaff[ Resaurces Companbility Zehe C reasons
repar, asked
MS03- |- Wside of N. Faith Home Ra., comer of W& |-/ Grazing, Prime [ 3556 .58 | as3 Merced |- No | - TID GVE Sut-20ac parcel creatsd, fe<t ald:
058 Sside ol W Tumer Ave. : Resy i . - River - : ’
. Ry Zane A&
MSDS-] Wside of W, Harding Rd comer aEW, Stateiide Importance] HET) wo - | oNe | oomoo + + Appeeved against stafl recommendation:
059 . : ofN conter Rd. = S . s 3 B
MS03-! W-ufTegrleer 1000 7. § of Turaer R, ALl Al 326 Yas : Sub-20ac cieatod and sok
062 : Hillmar Sees i : : “ e
MS03- Childs & Burchell, Le Grand Local Imporiance | 763 | AL f Al 40 | 3626 o No |Nolwrigated ] BCA Praperty next doot I essement
053 natural water
drainage
MS03-f  M-Faith Hame, corner of W, Swersan, Prima 77 | A1 A n 55 Yes | Well &TID BCA
066 Hlimar
MS03-FN. side of E: Figmund Ave., carapr of W.side T SFREP. : StaH recamm Dianlal, 23ac parcels against. GP.
RS of K. Fielgs Rd, K Ty . : godls’ . g
MSD03:| 5. side of W. Picneer Rd. and comer P Er——— 100 [ At a1 0 20 | 323t | 397 No No can GVE
L side ot 5, Camyon Rd. Unique
MS03-|  Mercy Soangs Rd. & Chorlesten Rd. Los Prime 0 [ a1 a1 20 | » 0 Ne Yes cab Unknown Flanning Depl. recammends 7 parcels imstead of
072 Benos fasked El
Planning
E:side of N. Moatganery St,, 2080t from, CGVES - creates a sub-20ac parce), sald to ban
:alm:rqu enmw\,-sa ) ‘e

MS03-

N. slde of W. Crane Ave., corner of E. side af |
. Washinglon Rd.

Statewide

Ho

BCA Rod Nylen asked for

conditions ragarding 1000 .

" Comer.of Eucalyptus Avenas and| nemoms
< Avenue, Dos Palas arei i

setback.

lhe exns:ing pir(el be at feast 20 gmu
priaric dmslun This paccal i3 <20 2c

Mso_gs
081"

W Livingston: Cressey Rd W
R Liuings(un

g, also Alice Westfall ./

N.Side of E. Childs Ave., .5 mifram teqner &
W slde of N, Plainsburg Rd.

Arboleda a1 McHenry Rd.

Lacal tmportanee,
Prime

Lantral
Merced -
Zonz A

Cantral
Mereed -
Zone A

MS03-| N.site of E. Jordan Rd. & carner of E; sTd:of Sayah|

oz |0 +5. Fresna 84, g £ Westtall tveryoppsed - dwestalll@minds pring.com ©

2 s U : -nelghhor) who requested L C

MS03. | W Dwight, corner of W, Sunset, Livingston Prime w6 | Al | AL 20 | 1881 Ho Na Mike Serith 2 parceks sold 10 new gwners, 1o reason given

083 Tar split.

- | 4503 Jrs. Sice of W, Collier Ref, E-side of N: Huny S GvET .; Sub-20ac parcel, 033 spiit agaln,

M504 | Eamle Field Rd., corner of Hwy 5, 5W of Los | Prime, Statewide | 649,65 [ A2 | A2 a7 245,65 Na Na SWD | Steve Sloan

004 Banas Importance for Wiliiam

Sloan

Maxweli Norton, Phil favter -
Pres. O farm Bureaw, Katen
Bandan - Pres. Of (WA, Bianal

Public camments, sub-40ac parcels.

Property actually split 1 family. “The use of
property far dalry rngation requires it to be
considered as part of a dalry. alfactively

‘iis'a CAC with 3 §.9 acrd parter. This wouid

M504-

SW Crnr of W, Mint Rd & $ Julip fve,

Prime

Tl 05 | 205 o BCA
017
MS04-| 1w of 2nd Ave and Keaton Rd. Stevinsan Frime 4 | AL | AL 86 | 208 No No | Merquin | Mike Smith Zoning Yarlance 04005 — Joc Lewis

area ‘Water Qistrict)

ert Crane R, 12805, of Hury | Wotin - . FP&R [T Miskwell Nartan did not 7| Appoved against statf recommendation for -

ey | 14D,Alwﬂeram - Ivigatlon:; ‘recommend siiitting biecause | ; denial. Benicd 3t PC because is dogs 4ot medt

. i - ditrict, flood  of Ranchettes - 7| "“Aj goals for Geperal Plas [will have 10 Zet 85"

; . [ Ms0a:] e of whinioah R, 475 il nfh‘usman Yes 1 welki R ":" Apmicaved against stoff itormerdatinn for.
! » § Formor[ycctn

029

Rd., Gustine are:

denlal, Taken off £CID as of 513705, musmely i
: o well of surface water .. i




MID gate for planning & ag-related | Row crops :
irrlgation, RTF finaneing ;

[Rosidencedsf. a7 |- oo T - | 10frase008;
hop, " F: B c N/A - . .|, 10/19/2005 -

: . : g : : 2 : Orchard
MS(a- | Yellow 10/12705f Apprnd | 5 | PC RTF Approv Pl atong zoning ines?| Exising el 2 [ 0Ll 0, 063 ta0ac Telagan Sonta Hells LLG acq'd, 664 12/14/2004; | 341 )
042 ) stand {261.25a¢) 24212005
M50~ WA 2415/04 | o704 | Appred | 4 | HO| 15061 Approv | Retaln homesile and create now| Rowcreps{ 1 6/6/2005 k% ) 1
singla parcel 1& R Farms A Partnership acq'd. 034 {71,070
. Home Site <plit & Rowcrops | 0 S S et e T s ageefaee | :
conveyfcomblne . - wr S s ienks :
RN R vt Bk £ 212001 ;
ng term financia Cherry {70 < e, !
ideratian. orchards |’ nis '
H SRR o - and lallow, | X : :
M504 | Yaltow i 8/10/04 | 11/3f04 | Apprvd s | pci 15061 RTF Appcav Finanrlal awabil ity and Ag RowCraps | 0 [] 0 [
redevelopmeant HiA

i| Creatq afinarcial parcel te sllow| Row crops 1

‘Gaughiar and son-in-law to build|
@ single family home,

A /2403 | 10/13/03| Apprvd 506 [ Residential | 1 /e | 7 ]
MSD4-| N /24 3 B 4 | Ho| 1see1 RIF Sliver of land near entrance | Residantia Jantz lesse R Barhara acq'd, 057 (5.51a¢); Gomperie Egg Packing Co kept /1872 !
eing redtawn Lo parcet. Taa

Presto Patrck A & Cardella Presté Uisa acq'd, 065 (1acl; Cardelld Dovid A4
: feanette | Trustees kept 066 {19ac} |

a51 y 0581523.99ac)
many prévidus PLAY to pernut
| vellow 404 | 11/3/04 | Apprvd | L | FC (33 Estale planning for fut almond | 1 ajmp0or; | 2 ] 1
M504- BI04 | 11531 PP Anpray ale :;’:’;E‘fﬂ:’um:" b Mendaz Giberto Frias aca'd, 087 (76:92as; Jan Schmidt W kept 023 i,sgm.,
052 FroR (26.92a¢)
MS04.| N/A [2vDa008 | 973708 | 11/3/03 | Appred £ 4 15061 RTF None Legalize parcals Almonds | 1 311005 | 12 ] 1
054 Ruiz Bartha acqd. 032 (12.062¢]:
MS0a-| wa 972304 | 4/13/05 | Apprvc | & | PC | 15061 AIF Approv | Planning putposes - ramain In ag Row crops| 0 0. 1
0s6 ik
Orchard A ;
3 L . Stacey Bare: :

18,58 4c); Wiariike Elien T acq’
ac) =

10/15/04 hpprov Famlly planning Row croms | 4 6/23/2006 | 40 ] 1

Platencla lsmael & Carmen acq'd. 073 {20ac} & 074 {2Dac) 2/14/2006; :
241452006 B
10/15/04] 12/33/04| Appred | 1 | PC | 15661 ATF Approv | Moving property line between | Rowerops | O 4/5£2006 a ] 1
parcels 1 & 2 sa his residence NjA

will be on K1 which he plans on

Row crops.

Eseate planning f famlky -
ribution - °

NN

NfA |Ms05-002 | 11/23/04] 12/21/05| Appred 5 Create 20 acre parcels for estate| Rowcrgps | 0 11242008 4 L} 1
planning LT

MS04-] WA 13/15/0a] 2/23/05 | Apprnd | 5 | ? | 1506% RTF Approv AMmong plant expansian Almond | 0 4/172008 [] 0 1
074 plant A

MSaa-| MiA 12/23/04F 3/9/05 | Appred | 1 | PC 15061 RYF Approv Family planning Row crops | © 6/1872007; ) a 1
076 . NfA

2027 /04

*{Estate planning lintent for sele fef  Walnop: [+ 12

Ihe atefdd; D5 & 056 12

orthard.
12/23j04 Property is jointly owned (N&M 1 ] 5/2a/2006 [ 320 0 0
Mactogue, M Montagae. 521 Mnagae Narman & Mar & Tnsces ke GSL8 032 (6T 1025 | g gaces;
; .13ac]
Silva) want to take indrwdual btly acl; Sia Edware ancy A frustees eca ™
“1/13/05 | “5f14/08: Sl Nene. . Pasture: [0 {: T c T EH K
ik x N/A
- Estate planning Ravw crops [ I
3 : NfA

Faruly planning/estate planning| Row crops 1271072009 | 103 ] [

4f23{05
Nickel Family LLC acq'd. 052-056{22.5ac; 20a5; 20ac; 20a; 2Dack;
N/A 7370 505 v Famnily planei Orchord, | 0 Sianos; || o ] z
i 23005 | 411005  Appred | 5 | HO | 15061 it Bpprow amily planming rehar Sitva Trinite M Trustee aca'd, 036 {50.45ack Stva Manuel V Trustes kegt | /2 /2%0
1ow crops. /10006
. 037 {50.48a¢)
3 E Apprd | 5 | PC . ™ 7006 | 40 ] 0 [
MSDS-| hiA D;’;DS' 3435 | 53005 | Ao 15061 FIF Apprav Financil/Famity P08 | b Catrina Albert ) 8 Roberta Sue Trustees kept 011163 3acl; Maionno Lewss z,{:gz
ao7 W Trustee acq'd. 014 {d0ac)
‘Home site for daughter | i T - A o A73072007;:
omes el v erops Jores Stanfey & Lana Sus acq d. 013 (Sac) Catrina Albart & Boberta S [/ o 200!
. d.a1 - 1fi0/2007 "
: ‘ Trustees acq'd. 014 (46.15ac); . . el
Vellow a RTE Difficutt, Dhvid Orchard, | 2 72005;
H17/05 | 3/23(05 | Apprvd e o ® property renan Cachlo Michael & Judith hept D42 & 043 {19.75a, 20ac); Machada Faul M| /2005
amall vacant 8/1872005;

acq'd. 044 (20ack; Remero Patrick R & Cynthia A acq'd. 045 (20ac)
parcels,

11/973006:

TG/, " DHflewls | Sepatation of hause & friends” | Al homes.) 0
: g et al almend) - B NA
3 . Sl ! weds. | N i S . L .
6/22/05 Possibly sale of portion andhelp| Almend | 1 8/25/2007; | 78 z [ e : B i
In financing. Gichard Dauble B Dairy A Partnership aca'd. 050-052 21.5a¢; 26.984c; 26.98ac) | 9/25/2007; : |

5/25/2007




NW corner of Maripgsa Way and Arbolea
i1rive

NErh side’of Wi Gertrude Ave, 1800 feet f q . 3 ) e e § 3 MO _Mike Smith'|-- Gwner cites past spiits
it af N-Wanlon Way' oo . . . O A B R | . g .

= PP - Varlancg regd -
San Luts Watel Staff At d size = th

MIS04- [Carner of North side of W. Hwy 152 and Fast] Statewide tmpartancg] 301 | A1 | AL | 1 2 a0 | 251 [

o
042 5. Hillsdale Ave. District Possibly breaking off HIC zoning
Comer of South side of W. Baumbauer Ad. | Prime, Statewide | 343 | A1 [ At 2 1 | 12 Mo Xo i Mike Smith Atually combined to figer pascel
ger
043 and East side of South lensen Rd Imporiance

Atwater-iordan Rd, 25 mi- | “Leeal impartance, . | 78
6 of N, WashnstwnBMI | . . Prime, Statewide

At 1 3 173 1958 | 2295 ] 2844

: impariance’ -
Whltwunh R, 4}5m] LA of T Prime 814 AL Al oA 3 3149 |'22.45 |- 3174 el BCA
i ustine : !
local Impartance 0.2 Al AL A Z ¥ na ns 228 228 No No Welk, CCID | Thompson- | LB school districk OPPOSES Splits 30ac Inta 20's. Within LA city 60
2 . available Rysell until an agreement wy designated area a5 Ag ~ not i urban growth ling
applicant far Full mitgats; . or service area
et boaL |t 118 FUURE TR Ry  Finaricial parci P
? Prime, Statewide Al Al 2 2 MiG BCA Only a very small addition for road access to
Impartance Balswick's property. Hol a big deal, Properties
orginally created by PLA'S, 1o finisk property ling]
MS04-| € slde of 5. Samta Fe Ave., 1325 t W.f 5. Prime, Unique s5 | AL At 1 2 1735 | 2738 Central { Mo | teGrand- GVE Staff notes proposed parcals [ Disane Andrews: "no intent To bulid or sell
052 Clagsen Rd., Le Grand Merced - Athlone Wate could be turned Into “hobhy homes on Property - purpese i estate
Zona A District famms* but belleve this is p\im:ing' Scott Pnrter(nnln and R
M504-{ Youd, and corner of N. Hwy 58, Wintan Cther 150 | A1 | Al 1 1 121 Ne No BCA Mo split, just legalizing parcel.
054
Msog- 14826 W Bradbury ke, Delhi North of | Statewlde impartance] 40 A1 Al 1 1 il o Mo No Well, TID GVE Pricr application and spi CUP 215, POSEL.
056 Bradbury, £ of Sycamore St available Check Parcel Map PM5-46.

48

-P.CW'UEN? rsten

S04 [5:5iside'of Wi Crane Ave., 655 feet from W

that she *F going o e the

. | M504-{ s.side of E. Roosevet: Re, .25 miEast of 5. | Frime, Statewide R 1 2 0 Y EINido Irr.
.| os2 Hwy 59, £l Hido Importance X Distriet
MSDA-] £-side of 5. Morley Ave. & corner of S.side | Prime, Statewide | 8841 | AL | A1 H 5 22 | 22 | 11z | 243 Central | No MID BCA
063 of E. Mission Ave. importance Merced -

Zone A

ide of W Eutalyptus Rl 75l'eet‘mmw -

M S04~ |NE corner of Calton Rd. & Center Ave., & St Prime 1118 | A1 Al 1 1 2235 | 2236 | 2235 | 1235 | 22238

No (=T Stoddard & Nongw parcels created.
071 | comer of Cotton R & Center ave., Los Assaciates
Banos .
DASDE-|  €.side of 5. Ortigalita Rd. & 5. side of W, Prime 788 | A1l At 2 3 20 20 | asas Mo Mo [San Luis Wate tand
074 Chartesten Rd, District surveyor,
Robert €.
MS504-| Savth side of E. Mission Ave., .75 mi fram Prime 1z [ ar | at 1 3 20 20 | 8 Central | No 5] BCA
076 cormer of E. side of Phainsburg Ad. Merced -
Zane A
2 ®s | 2 Na il FPEF ‘Alan & Shirley Santos ;- ;
: ight
M503-{ Chamberizin and comer of Comis R4, €1 Prime, Unique: s:¢ | Al [ Al 1 3 323 | 16t | 162 { 224 Yes Mo | tomotree cA ‘Went to HO since afl parcels ara aver 160 &
Hido Mutual Water] Construction Being subdivided for separata awnerskip
o, Surveying

e & W. Henry Miller Rd.. | Grazing Stetewide | gsa | AL.[ A [ 1 1 [ [0 S Noe: - | Mike Smith

- Importance
W Cottan B, E. Center Aue, ] 1", Prime F Bz 0 | - Bob Hant, [ Farm Bure:uleuer, 18 Unifisd]
. N . Steddard: [ Schaal ns:rnchemr Agiif
v TR g St L A B i “| - Matural Resouirces Letter, S "
MSQ5- | NE. comer of San Juan Rd. & Hwy 152, 05| Prime, Statewide | 105.22| Al | Al 1 5 w82 20 SonluisCanal]l  GVE | GVE, Robin Pinta - concern Tor| Avg. parcel size 40,23 though 10002050 acrest
004 Palas Impartance o new homes, MCFB - asked fae| 40 or greater, Stal recommeneded (3) 35 sere
‘ denial Jue to parcelizatian of parceks.
MS05- E. of Canyan Rd., 5. af Pleneer Rd. Prime 1027 [ A1 | Al 1 2 si3 | 514 well BCA No minates.
006
M505-] Woside of Willls kd., 3. side of Catrina St Prime 5664 | A1 | AL 3 I IE ] [0 BCA
007 Dos Pales area
MS05- Wino St & Inidiana Rd, Des Palosarea |- . Prime 307 At | A1 1 1 4817 5 can Y E R ~ Etnancial Parcel Map Walver.
M505-] E-side of N.Van Clief /d., 5. side of W. Prime, Statewide | 80.66 | A1 | a1 1 4 2086 | 20 MID BCA Approved agalnst staff recommendation.
009 Westslde Bivd. Importance
MSIJS- 2SmiS. side of Cotonwaad Rd_, 1 i from| Unique EEE 1 1 0 20 4D Stephen | . toe Silva opposed. Warsied. [+ Stafl: Going into Williamisan act wiild miot "
. W eideof Whﬁwnnh Rd. I : . . Anderson’ " about duﬂ.’tratﬁ ean umu sal!s!auon-mmgauan‘ i
MS05-|  NW. Worden Ave. & 5. Athlone 8d., Le Prime- 7% | Al + 3 2 2 28 Central | No M TVE | Farmm Bureen appened: vester
012 Grand area Merced - issues

Zone A




aisk; JRELATEDJ] APPLED_| RUUNG_U] - RULiNG-[suP_ I U] [STAFREC] - SPUN_REASON . |APPUCANT JUNEW)
‘ Les | oATE | AT st ar | - owE {own mm__ownsnsl
. - 3AL1JG5 | -5/73; Appred 11 Ta divide homesite fram 40 acres| Al
MS05- | Oran 2 /05 | 5421 "°5 PRV e Approv .; ;mhin::,'ﬁodioi:zlm it monds | 1 ) Hadlg\c ‘Martin 4 & Constance M Trustées acg'd, 053 (19.82sc); P
013 fos 1 pl e . fudith A lames C Trustess ace'd. 034 (19.82a<) e
| e 3/16/05 | 8/23; ¢ [ 4 [Bos| [ a :
MSQ5-| M /16/05 | B/23/05 + Appr L5061 e T:::‘ | Acedo bavid & Shirley aca'd. 54D (18.48ac); Ahlam William R Ir & Carolyn :331;5‘2031 1 °
016 Scott kept 341 {19.473c)
M505-| N L5 | 5/23/05 | Apprvd 4 | HO | 15081 ATF Approv Divide family interest Qichard, o £/13/2006 L] a 2
019 row crops nfa
L el 321 6/1205 | Appred | 5 | RC | 185061 ATF Ditfcult lanwi Orchard | 2 7/26/2006;
M505 =¥ il PP e Estate planring ichar Iyer Pattsbiramon Balam & Sharon Wallace acq'd, D78 [19.57acK, Nojabs 1?101,;;005 s ¢ ¢
020 Michaei & Reyhaneh acq'd. 079 (31.4735)
Ms05-] s 3722405 | 10/4/05 | Apprd | 1 { BOS|Mit Neg Nane Farm, Financlal, and Famlly | FishFarm/| 0 §/17/2007 0 o 1
021 Dac plenning ory NiA
cragland
MS05- | Srangak.. 3/30/05 | 6/22/05 | Apprvd | 4 | PC | 15061 ROWLRIF Approv Eeate planning purposes Almends | @ * 10{18/2006
023 B fariginally C&C] Narlta Haruko Trustee aeg'd. 076 & 077 {2.19a¢; 37.21a¢] :
[ na 4505 Appred | L Craide 40 Pasture, 5/22/2000 40
MS§05-| W 54 oo race Ad acres stuize, 2 | Brigham Investments LLC a¢q'. 022 [19.7Bac); Brigham John acq'd. 033 /2313 ° !
024 residence,
{19.782¢)
row crops
M305- | Yallow /15405 Apprvd | 2 | HO 15061 Ditficult Sale Cpen a 4/18/2008; ] o 1
026 pasture Diane Bartlert 4/18/2008
AS0S- | Yellow 5408 | €f22/05 | Apprvd 5 | pc | 15081 RTF Approv | Divide alang field braak, financlak Row crops [ 1uwfe0r | o o o
028 planning A 1/10/2007
MSO5-] WA sf4fos | 12/8/05| Apprvd 1 PC | 15081 RTF None To sell to family members Row crops a 1/23/2009 [] 0 L]

033

N/A

MSD4-046

5423405

Appied

Divide homesile from 20 acre,
combine remainder with

Almends,
peaches

jansm Alan W:lynn & Kuhleen M kem. 031 {1:85ac}; Soares lﬁe & Teresady

adjalning parcel Trustees acq'd. 032 (362c) . s
| i 10/05 | 7725706 | A i W Create Aplary Sfshoot; | 3w | o T
MS05-| WA &1 /25706 | Appred | 4 | BOS Ma:" ane feate Aplaryfarm GRUE | F | b bsion lim O & Ruth L acq'd, 012 [205c); Price Maxine 2¢q'd. 034 & 045 16’/5’,'211703-
037 {120.45ac; 188.26ac} L0/6/2008
-] Grangs TPC.f 15061 " Diificatt. | 2 parcels for be e a2
M505-| 0 pC | “KE nomare | - D pareels for family membiers | Ag crchard et mm.,dergmd 05723 9a0); RatKuNlnﬂﬂ S\nnhﬂﬁurﬂwkmd (23/200%
. hnuﬂﬁ . ‘with oid,
: 5 . " 008 [30.282¢)
EIT05 | EFLfOE | Apprd | 5 Appray | Todnide out composting e ] [] o o
A,
MS05-] Green 77005 | 9712705 | Appred | & | HO | 15061 None Finance majer home Amands |0
o4l imprgvements NfA
MSO5-| Green 2705 | E722/05 | Apprvd § & | HO | 13082 [ .. RTE T Approv | Fimancebuldingolsingle | Aalz | - 0 ;
residence on 2 actes C /A
TS 5 T Fmaweval parcel for daugiter | fow crops |- B . -
L0 ” | Baprov {1 Finazaal p ente s Iones Stantey & acq'd. 013 (Sack;
| . L Trustets eceid, 014 (46:35) -
- |- Approw . [ Home site, comvey & comblnetof - Almond -
SRR Caelt P ] prenand)
9/26/05 fov " Financlal parce] - TEr
+9/26/05 | Appro Financial par Rowerors | panswxcamwnxs.w.:m:.nupxoaa(-osmn,nmsnuhe
369, 044 Lacl; Caok Ll A & Esta fsbert aéqd, w46 {ta) i :
/18705 | 11716705 3] P Nome, | To re-establish ol canf Raw 007 | 0 ] 1
184 1164 o Eﬁf.:::t]:mm one, | Tormestaosn i::-sormma W ERs |0 agerman Mt Ana Trusiee acyd. 053, 08¢, 085, DB6(18.645¢,19.55a6, RZE
3 iy (4
| 20e 19 56ac, 18.503¢}
- N/A PAQS- B/19/D5 } 10/Z6/05| A; Make 2 ks ity " 06,/ 2008; 4 a o
M308s-| N 13 T pevd | 3 BOSE 15315 Approv ake 2 hame sitex Vaan, N Crain Dawid L & Diane L acq'd. 030 {1.03ac); Vang Koungla acq'd. 031 /0672
053 one drainage 12420, €  Merced acq'd. 032 {1.43 10/3672003;
roge b 11 78ar), County of Merced acqd. 032 [L43ac) sr1ra000
MSDS.| N/A B/23f05 | 11/14/06| Appred 1 HO | 15061 RTF Apprav Tu divide extramely large Rangeland a 1/15/2010 o [ 3
054 acreages Grissum Famity Land & Caitle LP acq'd. 013 (957.91c)
| vetiow 9/1/05 | 11/16/05| Aparvd | 1 | PC | 15061 ¥ Difficule | F. 3 financial b Faw Crops | 0 - SASAT | O ) 1
MS05 175 J16/05( Ap R -amity and financial planning "WH YRS Double & Farms P arq'd. 009-011,013-017 {a0ac sach]; Glampacii Gary D 58
055 i 8 ulie S Trustees kept 012 {23.61ac)

- Appiow

Raw croes, |7/
lmdclng :

3 ST . . *-sigrage .
- or o3 I Y B E Family Flanning - e € N
MS05-| Orange | M3 HL3/0G Jpof asest  Aaprov amily Flanning Henw Crop | 2 der 4 mwawd 017 8013 35 ssc. 1h.42%¢] a0 rekormid
060 K W : 10020 {33.043¢)
N Tiji6/05] Apprd | L | PC| 1 i Diffcult, 3| Farmiby & Fimanciol P Orchacd o | s | o 3
IM505. w 36 s sosl .:‘:Ls amily & Financiz| Planning rena L | AemaRobert Ralph & Anns Marle Trustces acg'd, D47 & 048 (19.36ac, | 00
061 i 18.172¢);
ogal
MIS05-] Oraraa| - /5 | L1106 | Appryd | & { PC | 150611 - Imigason | Apmav, | Dhide off 16 acres tofnance an | Row crops, |1 ) ~B/26/3005;;
s 1 . il i g [ i | " saseng i oty | emeien Takhar Ra;md-rsEAnandS‘;:t::‘g?sﬂ;usa:}, Bl Bobert W& Randy S| e
i : conditiars,| : ranch Pl 040{1S.752¢) : e
o 167705 | Avered RTE 0, i ] k190 - ;
MS08-1 Crange 05| Sf206 | Ave 3] os) 1506d " Aoprey [To create.d new parcels (30 ey ° Cmonefran'll&Mars'hales[eesacq'd o56-061 P 25 228 15.352¢)
087 Easement nto (4} 20 acres for ag e to Toats)
allow flexlblllty in crop financing
MS05-| W& 1072505] 12021705 Apprad | 4 | PC| 15061  RIETD Rpprov o sl Into {2) 205 g 0 T | 8 o 1
070 casement NiR
MS05-| M/A |MMOE | 11/8/05 | 3720705 | Appred | 4 | HOJ 15061 ‘Apprav Match use Dairy,openf  © F] ]
A
17708 | /1708 RTF ey "o aliaw sale of L parcel o | 9 ;
A * ! J.° e
TUretfas | i2/1ares| Deny Ravacome priviedgesas | open fand, " akins Sharan acq'd, 016 {1 3ack; Whitheld Robert D & Fernanda M acqd

RTF

randw_neruf property

almand” |’

_orchard

817 (1 31a¢); Cordaza Michelie & Justin aga'd, 618 (3 513c); Eisberg

Lrarence & Colleen k_g.Bl 019 & 020 {1 31a5; 3.28ack

i
i



5 i
N, side of E: Gillerte Rd 8L E. side ot §,-
mansol Rd: .~

-] SPLITNOT BOME A5 SHOWN. (2} 20's instead of
comb. & 'pela_ti_nkhwgl:'ﬂle.

Private well | GYE |-
. angd Septic: : g

MS05.| Corner of West side of N. Mitchell Rd. ard | Local Importance, TiD,new | Northetar | Maceell Norton letter advises|

016 Rorth side of W, Williams Ave, Statewide Importance] irrigation detline
channel
NASOS-] W South Ave, SW of N, Ballico Ave Prime, Stalewide | 278 | ALl | Al 1 2 2 | 14 | as Meteed | Mo | Prvatewells | BCA
Impertance, Unlque River -
019 . Zone A
MS05-|  Whitworth and Bunket Ad, Gustine Prime 51| AL | Al 1 T | o 1 No Yes o FPRP Mr. Sllva pratested this
020 - appllcation/MCFB premature

parcellzation — update GP

MSGS-| M. side of Childs Ave, 250 f E. of Burchell Lacalimportance 157 Al | Al- 3 1 20 20 L0 20 40 Ko MID 8CA
Aue, Planada area

A ar| 2 2 [cw o]

A parcelization f water supply

Harding RY at Contez and Sata Ee, Yarlock Prime, Siatewide Hor- Ra b oo Welk < FPAP. 1. Féten Bureal: premature 2. [« Subs20ac parcel ereated: 076 {2.19ac)

E.side of 5. Bert Crone Rd. 2 milesfrem 5. | Prime, Statewide 40 Al ] Al 1 2 20 0 Central | No well BCA

side of W, Hwy 140 Impertance Merced-
Zone A
E.slde of N.'G' 5t., 650 ft. from M. side of |  Local importanca | 109.68F A | Ad 1 2 40 | eoss Mo No MID  |Gregoryland  City of Merced has na
Botterdam Surveying objectian, but nctes
. Inconskiency with fong term
. PS05-] W.side af 5. Bax Car Rel,, 2000 feet N. of Prime. 823 | aLf a1 1 2 322 [ 233 Ho Yes [SantuisCanal]l  BCA  [Farm Bureau: inconsistencyw,
. . 028 Hary 152 Co. General Flan
M5D5- W side of 5. Road 11, .5 ml, N. side of €. Ave]  Prime, Sratewide | 136 | A1 [ A1 1 5 3832 | 383 | 383 | 383 | 423 No Ko { Chowchilla BCA
029 26 Importance, Unique ‘Water District|

S5.slde of Bomero Ad., E. Hwy 5, Gustine Del Poria
Area ‘Water District,

MS0O5-| W side of Flelds Rd, 500t 5. of Ohen Rd., | Grazing. Local &2 | A 1 3 0 308 No FP&P Deed restriction limits future divislans to no Tess|
037 Shelling area Importance than 160 acres

IVIS05-| W-side of Harman Rd., 15 mi. N. of Hwy X AL Schafer &
152, Dot Palas : Biver - satem | Assacistes

MS505-| Tshae 2t Thornton Local Impartance TRE | A1 Al 1 a EL] bl 0 20 Ne No Weells GVE

052
M505-f € side of Franklin Ad,, 200 ft. N. of W. Dan | Lagal tmportance 3.7 Al | AR i El 103 | w21 [ 1m No GVE Changed A1 ta A-R. County sold To Hostetlar,
053 Ward orginally for 2 fire station. County still retains 3.4
acre dialnage bastn, See Zaning Varance for
MS05-|  Ventura & bert Crane, Atwaier area Grazing, Lacal sesd |-l efal Al 1 1 | 13055) 2519 | 1am Central | Yes MID GVE
054 . Importance, Other, 2 2 Meited-
Prime, Statew|de. Zone A
MS05-| 11121 E. Buchanan Holiow, Le Grand Prime, Unique 35t [ At faral o 9 [ 40 40 | 2303 [ 4162 § 2oned | Ne Walls GVE Mo fminites. Stalf report had donterns re: avg. parcel size.
1 055 2 : Staff note; "Wy not a major subdivisions wi 5o

raany parcels?”

N.of E. LeGrand Rd. & 1350.ft. W. af 5,
Plainsburg

P: Luks Ban:
: ‘a5ked why praperty s alr
N. side of W. Short Ave. and corner of West | Statewlde 1mparzance)
070 side of N, Tegner Rd, Himar
Grazing, Local 1708 | A2 | A2 7 0 39183 55604 | 16724 | 16849 | 18166 s GVE
importance, Cther,
Prime, Statewide
o — Privatewell &

“Stormater |7
I T




Tasell ather parcel

Homesita | 0

" Family Planaing. .

T Almonds |

" |l aracagst faimily then Braulis B & baria R Medina scq'e, 071 (76.86ac)

“Silbestre & Angela Eepincsa acq'd. D32 {26:87c]

11/ ?9.’0‘5

Build heuses for family

Row crops, f 1

Kingsten Cody & Kristi acq'd. 086 {19.65a¢]; Sifva Faustne & Kathy kepr 087]

1112£2006; 58

" Altonds

pature y 5 12/2006;
078 (23 6ac); Plagenza Natine K acq'd. 088 {39.09a¢] 87152006
. Mo | a
DASDS- | Yellaw L1/29/05 | 4/12/06 | Appred | 4 | AC { 15061 RIF Apprard For fomily planning m”:mud O | Gana ugene & & MaryE Trustees acq'd. 018-021 {20ax, 215626, 2L58ac, | 0
. . 25 06ac}
FETEETH B Foptow ] - Convey & Combine to el | Buildings &) 0 i
R . g almonds
505 | Yellow 12/21/05| 2/22/06 | Appred | 1 | PC{ 15061| RIF,AggBasa | Giificult | Real esiate planing purposes | Amand | 0 Saaee | ¢
: weather accass OtehardfRe N
us2 : © w Crops
MS0G- | Yellow TRFdE | 531/05 | Apprad | 1 | B0 1mus " None | Familypurposes only - future | Grazing. | © 7265000 | 6
oo1 anraxinte city for future wetlands, HiA

“1/0jos | 22i08 | Apered | 1

P

15061

RTF

Apprav

Business planning

Rowerops [ ©

nv'ev&co'ry:

12/11/2006

7111/06

Divide 50 acre parcel into 2
parcels

WSO | tebow

af2afo5 { 107137067 Apprvd | I

1/29/2009; ]

PC | 15061 RTF Difflcult Fally planning, state plan Reww erage ]
021 N/A 1/20/2009
‘ i ! B 172008 | @
MS06-| vellaw m:ff: /2sjo6 [ 10/sajos| Apprvd | 1| PC | 15061 AT pitficuit | Family planning, estate alan | Rav crops Bllss-Anaifa Mofly acqd. 075 (20ac); Bfss Michael Trustee aca'd. 076 1'29{;0@
132.4a¢]
n) 4424/0¢] 32424

Duck dub 1]

M506-] NA 5/23/06 | 7/24j06 | Apprvd.| 5 HO | 15061 RTF Approv | Tocreate 2 parceks, one for each 10/15{2009; a
026 Hrother. NiA 10/15/2009

MSOE-| NfA 6/2/06 | 823j06 | Apprvd 5 PC | 15061 Irrigation Approv Split for 20 acre homesite Alfalla o 6/28/2001; 1]
easament, RTF NfA 6/28f2007

I

o ereata a 1 atre financng:

1 with NiScg 034

garcel thicdgh a CEC ol -

212106 [ 1274006 | Appred | 4

HO

Hald 3.6 arres, C&C 164t

Tarming | 0

o city, financing purpases]

Almads’ F

Yellow 15061 9
adjacent parce| of same owner NjA
10/10/08|

Difflcult

Estate planning of financing

Rewerops | O

;sf:moov )

71406
NjA
RO | 76
WA /38{06 | 1407 | Apprd | 4| HO 15081 waf m:?:;“' ?;'::":‘;g:::::ﬂ'::f: "“;’;::”5‘ ° Meadaw-Parkview LP cfo Henry / & Adrianne M Te Velde acq'd. 072 1212
conen e Lo 4 bt i (175 B2ac); Te Vehle Heary J & Adssanne M Trustees oo'd. (24 (29.0630)
MSDG-| M/A [MS07-008. B/3/08 | 11/22/07| Appred | 5 | C | 15215 | Separae Ha0 | Dificuls, | Finanal planning slong existing| Chernes, | 0 13/at5008 | ©
04t 013,014 metars small felds aimonds, A
parcels walnuts
- sf5i0e. | o0
MS06- | Wi B/1B/06 | 3/24f03 | Apprad | 1 B [ 15081 AT nwmus:;::::i:::rapmk ::::’:: 1 [ kamangar Artiss sepn 099-043 18.53ac; 19.23ac; 15.23ac; 66.6a); Tavares| l}fﬁznm
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Merced Gateway, LLC _& |
133 Old Wards Ferry Rd. Ste. G AmITon, MEETING
Sonora, CA 95370 OF_ 120201
(209) 533-3333 (DAY,

Ijr‘ﬂ& TD d

City of Merced — Planning Staff
678 West 18" Street
Merced, CA 95340

City of Merced General Plan Update — Planning Commission Hearing

July 20, 2011
To Whom It May Concern:

Merced Gateway, LLC would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
General Plan Update for the City of Merced as it relates to the property we own consisting of the
approximately seventy (70) acres APN 061-250-013 (Lots 173, 175, 228-30 part of the Map of
Merced Colony 1910) located just east of the Mission Avenue/Campus Parkway interchange.
The subject property is presently divided by Campus Parkway which is now currently being
constructed with approximately fifty (50) acres to the north and twenty (20) acres to the south.
The site currently has Regional Commercial (RC) and High Density Residential (HDR) land use
designations with about 75 % listed as RC and the northernmost 25% being HDR. The property
is presently zoned Central Commercial and R-3.

We have reviewed the responses to comments provided to our previous letter of September 15,
2010 and would like to provide additional comments for the record.

Response 2B. This response cites general rationale for Parsons Road, but does not
answer the question specifically as previously asked in relation to our property. Please explain
the necessity for the Parsons Road segment to divide our property and provide the technical
documentation that supports this warrant. What alternatives, if any, where considered to address
the City’s perceived need to create road circulation in this manner? Could it be accomplished in
another manner that would not divide our property? Please note that we do not support this
proposal as presented and have expressed this to the City Council in our letter dated December 3,
2010 which has gone without a response to date.

Response 2D. If the proposed Parsons Road segment “will not provide significant
regional benefits”, again we object to the necessity for such a taking,

Response 2G & 21. The statement is made that the City is unaware of any such findings
related to the overabundance of residential zoning. Yet, in the Walthen project’s Initial Study
that was approved by the Council last year, such was the rationale for allowing the proposed
change in zoning to accommodate a commercial interest. We would like to have documentation

ATTACHMENT 7E



added to the record to support the statement “The commenter’s property is not proposed for a
land use change due, in part, to the limited amount of undeveloped high density residential land
existing within the City” since this comment appears to be inconsistent with prior Council
actions.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these remarks. Please do not hesitate to discuss with us
any questions that you may have regarding this letter, and know that we are available to meet
with you at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Jim Todd
Member
jim@calgolddevelopment.com



Espinosa, Kim

Subject: FW: City of Merced General Plan Update - Yosemite Avenue Functional Classification and
Proposed Cross Section
Attachments: Yosemite Avenue.pdf

From: Rough, Steven

To: Gonzalves, David

Cc: Steven Rough ; Jordan, Daryl

Sent: Fri Jul 22 14:04:58 2011

Subject: City of Merced General Plan Update - Yosemite Avenue Functional Classification and Proposed Cross Section
Dave,

As you know, Yosemite Church is concerned about the proposed cross section change of Yosemite Avenue included in
the City of Merced General Plan. Update. Several years ago, Yosemite Church dedicated right-of-way to the City of
Merced to accommodate the existing 94’ cross section.

The proposed 118’ cross section will significantly impact the Yosemite Church site. In addition to losing a row of parking,
we will once again need to relocate our landscaping along Yosemite Avenue that was disrupted with our previous
dedication of right-of-way.

The curb to curb width for Yosemite Avenue seems to have been established by the development of the Moraga
subdivision. It seems infeasible to make adjustments to a newly constructed roadway to accommodate the proposed
118’ cross section.

I recommend the City of Merced designate the portion of Yosemite Avenue from Lake Road to Parsons/Gardner as a
Special Arterial (which is an existing category in the proposed General Plan). In addition | recommend the cross section
for this Special Arterial be designated to conform to the attached drawing. This drawing generally reflects the cross
section in the plans for the Moraga subdivision.

Thank you for your help in resolving this matter.

Steve Rough
Chairman, Yosemite Church Facilities Ministry Team
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Paul A. Fillebrown
Inferim Director

-———t PLANNING AND COMMUNITY e e olson
COUNTY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
2222 “M" Street
E l} v E Merced, CA 95340
E @ L (209) 385-7654
! (209} 726-1710 Fax
www.co.merced.ca.us

August 5, 2011 AUG - 9 20“ Equal Cpporiunity Employer

D_avid Gonzalves, Development Services Diregtor ! OiTY OF MEAGED
City of Merced PLANNING DEPT,
678 West 18" Street
Merced, CA 95340

RE: Comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Vision 2030 General Plan
Dear Mr. Gonzaives:

The County appreciates the detailed responses provided in the Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) fo the letter submitted by the County of Merced dated October 19, 2010. The
specific modifications proposed to address Castle Airport are positive steps in helping the
County protect and promote the future reuse of this important aviation resource in the region.
Specifically, the proposed new Implementing Action No. 5.1.d under Safety Policy S-5.1 reflects
the City’s commitment to: “Work with the County of Merced on land use and master planning
issues in the vicinity of Castle Airport and its Land Use Compatibility Zones.” in return, the
County commits to working with the City when the more detailed processing of the Castle Farms
Community Plan and related environmental review is processed following the General Plan’s
adoption. - - Ce _ L -

As you are aware, the County is finalizing the draft policies for our Merced County 2030 General
Plan Update. In recent discussions before the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
support for a agricultural mitigation policy that would apply equally to the County unincorporated
communities as well as to City growth has been promoted. This policy is identified as Policy No.
AG-2.2 in the current version of the General Plan identified as the “Planning Commission
Review Draft 2030 Merced County General Plan.” To reflect the benefits of employment and
revenue generating activities located on commercial and industrial properties, and as an
encouragement for Cities to adopt similar agricultural mitigation policies, the County is
considering applying a one to one acre mitigation requirement on urban residential projects
which convert productive agricultural tand, but exempting land designated commercial and
industrial. The City’s Final EIR, in response to the County’s letter in Response 5.P. suggests
-adding Implementing Action UE-1.1.f wherein the City commits to working with the County and
other cities within the county on a County-wide agricultural land preservation policy. The
County is encouraged by this addition to the General Plan and looks forward to future
cooperative discussions on this program.

Finally, the response to Comment 5.0. pertaining to adequate planning for future annexation of
existing Rural Residential Centers north and east of the City indicates that future “private
development projects and area specific plans” will provide the details on the location of public
facilities.and level of public services to be provided. The County would like to continue to
reinforce that these Rural Residential Centers provide unique characteristics and challenges as
the City grows towards the University Community and UC Merced Campus, and early
coordination with the County, and joint outreach to these neighborhoods will be important to
adequately plan for future urban expansion and annexation. The County remains willing to

STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE
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David Gonzalves
City of Merced
August 5, 2011
Page 2

coordinate with the City as plans are developed and community outreach is initiated.

This level of coordination will also be importaht as the City moves into the community plan
drafting stage for the various community plan areas contained within the City’s proposed growth
area.

Again, thank you for the detailed responses to the County's comments on the Draft EIR, and we
remain available to discuss the issues raised in the earlier letter and the coordinated planning
efforts identified above.

Interim Director

cc: Larry T. Combs, County Executive Officer
James Fincher, County Counsel
Mark Hendrickson, Director, Commerce, Aviation, Economic Development



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED

BERKELEY « DAVIS » IRVINE + LOS ANGELES «+ MERCED - RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA + SANTACRUZ

PHYSICAL PLANNING, DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED
5200 North Lake Road

THOMAS E. LOLLINI MERCED, CALIFORNIA 95343

ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR (209) 228-4479

FAX: (209) 228-4468

August 16, 2011
VIA EMAIL AND OVERNIGHT SERVICE

Ms. Kim Espinosa
Planning Manager
City of Merced
Planning Department
678 West 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340

RE: Changes to City of Merced General Plan

Dear Ms. Espinosa:

The University of California, Merced (UC Merced or the University) appreciates
the City’s cooperation and responsiveness in making changes to the City of Merced
Vision 2030 General Plan to accurately reflect the revised land use map of the UC
Merced Campus and the associated University Community North. To assist the City in
completing the revisions, the University has identified all places in the General Plan
where these conforming changes are requested. That information is presented in the
attached exhibits.

Sincerely,

Encl: ibit I- Proposed Modifications for City of Merced for Vision 2030 General Plan
CC:  Director of Development Services David Gonzalves

City Attorney Greg Diaz

Vice Chancellor for Administration Mary E. Miller

Associate Chancellor Janet Young

University Counsel Elisabeth Gunther

Director of Governmental Relations Cori Lucero
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Exhibit 1: Proposed Medifications for City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan

Page/Figure

Change needed

Comment

Page I-V (Summary)

Change campus and
University Community
boundary

“Use Figure 1

{attached) instead of
Exhibit 1 to revise the
boundaries of UC
Merced and University

Community
Figure 2.3, SUDP/SOI Change campus and Use Figure 1
University Community (attached) to revise the
boundary boundaries
Figure 2.4a, General Change campus and Use Figure 1

Plan Study Areas

University Community
boundary

(attached) to revise the
boundaries

Figure 2.4b, Area of
Interest

Change campus and
University Community
boundary

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise the
boundaries

Figure 3.1, Land Use
Diagram

Change campus and
University Community
boundary

Show land uses for UC
Merced and University
Community North

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Use Figure 2
{attached) to revise the
land uses of the
Campus and
University Community
North.

Figure 3.2, Proposed
SOI/SUDP

Change Campus and
University Community
boundary.

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Table 3.1, Merced
Planned Land Use
Summary

Revise the numbers in
this table,

Use Tables 1 and 2 to
revise the land use
summary table. Table
1 below gives the
major campus land
uses and the acreage
for each land use.
Table 2 gives the land
uses and acreages for
University Community
North.

Figure 3.5, Regional
Enterprise Zone

Change Campus and
University Community
boundary.

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 3.6, Commercial
and Industrial Corridors

Change Campus and
University Community
houndary.

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 3.9, Proposed
Community Plans

Change Campus and
University Community
boundary. Also revise
the label “UC
Community Plan” on
the graphic to
“University

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise the
boundaries

1 of 5



Exhibit 1: Proposed Modifications for City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan

Community Plan.”

Page 3-72

Revised the text in
first full paragraph as
follows:

“Conceptual land use
plans, prepared by the
University Cornmunity
Land Company and
the Community South
property owners are
included in Section
3.10, Appendix.”

Figure on page 3-89 (in
Appendix 3.10)

Replace graphic.

Use Figure 2
(attached)

Figure 4.2, Major
Regional Routes

Change Campus and
University Community

Use Figure 1
{attached) to revise

boundary. boundaries
Figure 4.7, M Street Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Transit Corridors University Community {attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries
Figure 4.8, Railroads Change Campus and Use Figure 1
through Merced University Community {attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries

Figure 4.9, Bicycle
Transportation Plan

Change Campus and
University Community
boundary.

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 7.1, Parks and
Open Space Master Plan

Change Campus and
University Community

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise

boundary. boundaries
Figure 8.2, Planning Area Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Wetlands Inventory University Community (attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries
Figure 8.4, Soil Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Compatibility Groups University Conmumuuntity (attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries

Figure 8.5, Soil
Association Map

Change Campus and
University Community
boundary.

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 8.6, Important
Farmland Map

Change Campus and
University Community

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise

boundary. boundaries
Figure 11.3, Dam Failure Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Inundation Areas University Community (attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries
Figure 11.5, Flood Prone Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Areas University Community {(attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries

Figure 11.6, Fire Station
Service Areas

Change Campus and
University Community

Use Figure 1
(attached) to revise

boundary. boundaries
Figure 11.9, Castle Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Airport Land Use University Community (attached) to revise
Compatibility Zones boundary. boundaries
Figure 11.10, Police Change Campus and Use Figure 1
Districts University Community (attached) to revise
boundary. boundaries

2 of 5



Exhibit 1: Proposed Modifications for City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan

Table 1
Major Campus Land Uses
Land Use Approximate Acreage
Campus
Academic Core 2001
Academic/Laboratory 115
Research and Development 75
Alumni/Conference Center 10
Student Services 30
Student Housing 195
Campus Services 40
Parking 110
Athletics and Recreation 140
Passive Open Space 100
Total 815
Table 2
Major Land Uses in the 2009 University Community North
Community North
Residential
Land Use Town Center | Neighborhoods Total
Single Family | 45 330 375
Multi Family | 4 10 14
Mixed Use | 15 15
Retail | 8 6 14
Office | 5 5
Research and | 71 71
Development
Schools 43 43
Parks and Open Space | 5 76 81
Shared Parking | 9 9
Streets | 52 154 206
Total Acres? | 214 619 833
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RRM Design Group

3765 S. Higuera St., Ste. 102
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
P: (805) 543-1794

F: (805) 543-4609
www.rrmdesign.com

rrm group iii

creating environments people enjoy®

August 30, 2011

Honorable Mayor Bill Spriggs and City Council Members
City of Merced

678 West 18th Street

Merced, CA 95340

Re: General Plan Update

Honorable Mayor and Council Members,

| am writing to you both as a professional planner, and business owner with RRM Design Group,
and also on behalf of the owners of Castle Farms who are working with Brookfield. | have
worked in and around the Merced Area for over 20 years. My planning career spans over 30
years. | have seen many City and County General Plans and | can say with confidence that the
City of Merced General Plan is an exceptional plan that reflects a vision for a quality community
and provides the policy framework necessary to see it become reality. | know you, your staff,
your consultant team, and the Planning Commission have worked hard to come to the point of
having a finished product to adopt. | want to urge you to adopt the plan you have before you.

With the dramatic economic decline, comments have been made expressing concern over the
size of General Plan’s Planning Area boundaries. It is important to maintain the perspective that
the General Plan is a long range planning document, not based upon economic market
conditions (which are often just a snapshot in time), but driven by the vision for the City’s
desired form and character. The City’s General Plan Planning Area Boundaries identify key
growth areas that provide the opportunities necessary to keep the City well positioned for a
variety of options for economic growth, which, now more than ever is critical. It isn’t the
ultimate size of the Planning Area that should be of concern, but rather the content of the
policy framework in the General Plan that will guide future City growth. To that end, you can be
confident in the updated plan before you.

As stakeholders affected by the General Plan Update we have been working with the City to
assure compatibility with our future efforts. The owners support the updated General Plan
policies requiring smart growth and the “village” concept. Land Use assumptions for the
property show conformance with the City’s village concept as well as compliance with the
County’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. The Castle Farms property is a strategically
important site to the City for a number of reasons:

1. The property being under single ownership control affords the opportunity to master
plan a significant area (2,600 acres) as a single master planned expansion of the
City. This provides a more cohesive, rationally planned expansion than smaller
parcels will offer.

2. The scale of the Plan Area provides greater opportunity to absorb costs of critical
citywide infrastructure improvements and be incrementally phased to provide the
most economical project to match the market.

3. The site is relatively free of environmental constraints (e.g. no vernal pools, flood
zones, etc.) that will restrict growth.

4. While it is actively farmed, the majority of the site does not contain Prime
Agricultural Land Soils and is otherwise an isolated agricultural unit.

ATTACHMENT 71
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rrm group iii

Mayor Spriggs and Council Members creating environments people enjoy®
August 30, 2011
Page 2 of 2

5. The site provides two miles of frontage for the future Atwater-Merced Expressway
(AME) and the owners are cooperating to accommodate the full right-of-way along
this frontage to help avoid environmental constraints (and costly mitigation) on the
south side of the road alignment and minimize impacts to existing properties to the
south.

6. Planning the full property as a unit will allow the City the opportunity to define the
City edge in this northwestern corner.

7. Phasing of development within a master planned unit will result in better planned
utilities, roadways, parks, and other public amenities.

8. The site is situated well to support public transit opportunities associated with the
completion of the AME through appropriate densities and job generation.

9. The plan area is located outside the existing 100 year flood plain as well as the 200
year flood plain which recently became a new requirement to be met in the future.

The owners have a relationship with Brookfield who remains interested and confident in the
future of Merced and sees this property as an important property to support the economic
growth in the region poised to occur as a result of the presence of the University of California
and the efforts of the County at the Castle Commerce Center.

Keeping your eye on the big picture when the immediate circumstances seem so unpromising is
challenging and daunting. But as City leaders, you are in the position to see beyond the current
circumstances and set in place the mechanisms to ensure when things get good again, the City
is prepared to respond rather than react. Strong leadership in tough and challenging times will
make the difference in just how good the good times are.

We urge the Council’s support in certifying the EIR and adopting the General Plan update
recommended to you by your Planning Commission.

Sincerely,
RRM DESIGN GROUWP

7,
AICP, CNU-A

cc:  Gonzalo Rodriquez, Brookfield Land Company

alw\\Apollo\on-site\2010\1010002-CastleFarms2010\Project-Management\Correspondence\Govt\Letters\Council Letter 08.30.11.final.doc



September 19, 2011
Mayor Spriggs and members of the Merced City Council:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the very thorough process undertaken by the City in
preparing the General Plan Update and EIR. LWH Farms, LLC, owner of the Southern portion of the
approved University Community, appreciates the multiple opportunities presented to participate in this
process through the Public Hearings and multiple comment periods.

LWH Farms, LLC supports the inclusion of the accurate borders for the University campus and northern
portion of the University Community Land Company lands.

We look forward to continuing to work productively with the City, County and the University Community
Land Company to bring to life the University Community. In addition to the great economic, educational
and cultural benefits to be earned from the University, there will be additional contributions of
economic benefits through job creation, property taxes, business revenues and taxes flowing to the
County and City as well as opportunities for area residents to live and work in a community developed to
the best available economically feasible sustainable standards.

Thank you again.

Sharon Hunt Dicker, Real Estate Manager
LWH FARMS, LLC

3758 Lake Road

Merced, CA 95340
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Castle Farms, Inc.
5935 N State Highway 59

Merced, CA 95348
(559) 227-6400

September 14, 2011

Honorable Mayor Bill Spriggs and City Council Members
City of Merced

678 West 18" Street

Merced, CA 95340

RE: General Plan Update
Honorable Mayor and Council Members,

Castle Farms, Inc. is a farming company in full support of the updated general plan
policies requiring smart growth and the “village” concept. As farmers, we are fully
aware that the Castle Farms property is not prime agricultural land. We support the
inclusion of our property as a future City growth area to be designated for a future
Community Plan in the General Plan.

I would have liked to address the meeting personally, but we are harvesting around the
clock and it would be very difficult for me to attend.

I believe the City’s General Plan shows forward thinking by including this property for
future growth. Castle Farms, Inc. encourages the Council to support both the staff and
the Planning Commission recommendations and approve the General Plan as proposed.

Sincerely,

%M M-_
Vince Kovacevich

Castle Farms, Inc.
Vice President
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CITY OF MERCED .

"Gateway to Yosemite"

Office of Economic Development 1-800-723-4788 209 385-4788 Office 209 723-1780 Fax

October 4, 2011

Ms. Kim Espinosa
City of Merced
678 W, 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340

Re: 2030 General Plan Update
Dear Ms. Espinosa:

The City of Merced Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) has
reviewed the draft 2030 General Plan Update and applauds the efforts of the
Merced Planning Department. During the review, the EDAC members idenfified
two areas of concern relaiive to the 2030 General Plan Update. The Committee
is responsible for overseeing the policies that may impact the City's economic
development efforts and economic well-being.

In their current form, the proposed addition of the Mission Lakes project to the
City's Sphere of Influence and Land Use Policy-2.7a are of concern to EDAC.
Please take the following text info consideration as you move forward with
completing the 2030 General Plan Update:

Protection of the Merced Regional Airport

For a number of reasons, the Mission Lakes development is incompatible with
- the Merced Regional Airport and should be removed from the final version of
the Vision 2030 General Plan.

First, as stated in the draft Merced Vision 2030 General Plan on page 2-7 in
paragraph 2.3 URBAN EXPANSION, "the Mission Lakes property is significantly
impacted by airport land use policies.” If allowed to be built, this future
planned community will be built directly under the approach path and less than

ATTACHMENT 7L
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K. Espincsa
Oct. 4, 2011
Page 2

one mile from the Airport’s primary runway. There is not an airport in the country
that has not been negatively impacted by increasing the number of residential
properties close to an airport’s primary approach and departure routes.

In addition, Mission Lakes plans to develop numerous ponds or small lakes under
this approach path as part of a future golf course. While a golf course may be
compatible with airport operations, these ponds will instinctively be new habitats
for local and migratory birds. These types of birds significantly decrease safety
for aircraft at low altitudes, especially flying approaches to land, or while faking
off. Additionally, these ponds or small lakes will induce the formation of “Tule
Fog”, once again creating a safety hazard to aircraft, and affecting the
airport’s ability to operate.

The Merced Municipal Airport is an economic development asset for the City,
and is used to attract new businesses to the community and support existing
local businesses. If we lose the ability to use the Airport at its full capacity due to
land use conflicts, then we are put at a competitive disadvantage for drawing
new businesses 1o the City and fostering the growth of starfups and existing
businesses.

Land Use Policy L-2.7a — Retail Centers on Corners

The current City of Merced General Plan prohibits major retail
community/regional centers from locating corners on thoroughfares with the
designation of arterial sireets. The thought behind prohibiting such land uses is
to reduce the fraffic impacts where two arterial streets meet such as Yosemite
and G Street for example.

Major retail centers are allowed at mid-block locations. An example of a mid-
block retail center is the Merced Marketplace on Olive Avenue between Austin
Avenue and Loughborough Drive. Merced Marketplace is situated on 27 acres
which was the last major available piece of commercially designated property
located on Olive Avenue when it was developed. Since then, smaller
neighborhood cenfers such as the Promenade and Rancho San Miguel have
flourished on corner sifes.

At a session called Retail Redilities, long-time retail developers Chuck Shaw, Fite
Development, and Matthew Alexander, Staubach Retail Services, noted that
the mid-block concept put Merced at a competitive disadvantage. Both noted
that major retailers prefer and thrive on corners and with proper design and
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engineering, traffic impacts may be minimized. All three noted that the mid-
block policy coupled with the City's impact fee system makes it very difficuli for
developers to offer attractive sites and lease rates to major and desired retailers.

The 2030 Generai Plan update no longer prohibits major community /regional
retail centers on corners, as stated in the excerpt below:

“Although the City believes that new commercial centers should not ideally be located at the
corner of two arterials, the City might consider extremely limited exceptions for large-scale
(minimum of 20 acres), high-quality projects which agree to abide by strict access and land

use restrictions in proximity to the intersection (i.e. no freestanding pads with multiple curb
cuts and no driveway cuts on arterials—only on internal streets), provide internal access and
strong connectivity from the adjacent neighborhood, provide a mix of uses and residential
densities throughout the project provide good transit and pedestrian access, provide high quality
architecture, landscaping, site design, and signage, and provide significant public
improvements. Such exceptions would need to be negotiated as part of a development
agreement and through the use of Planned Development Zoning.”

While EDAC supports the proposed exception, the Committee members
recommend that the first sentence should read "Although the City believes that
new commercial centers should not ideally be located af the cormer of ftwo
arterials, the City will consider ....." The proposed language suggests that the
City is wiling fo entertain retfail developments that have merit but require some
flexibility. A simple impression that staff is willing to work with developers, leasing
agents, and retailers may place Merced in a more competitive position given
the relatively new shopping centers in Chowchilla, Atwater, and Turlock.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 2030 General Plan
Update. Should you have questions regarding EDAC’s concermns, please address
your inquiries to Economic Development Director Frank Quintero.

Respectfully submitted,

o % ot € ffr
Paul Lundberg @fne’f Wgﬂ

Vice-Chair Chairperson
EDAC Regional Airport Authority &
EDAC Member




Local Agency Formation Commission

S 2222 M Street
[ W ‘ , Merced, CA 95340
e SREEI— B——s— — Phone (209) 385-7671 / Fax (209) 726-1710
of Merced County www.lafcomerced.org

December 15, 2011

Kim Espinosa, Planning Manager
City of Merced Planning & Permitting
678 West 18th Street

Merced, CA 95340

RE: City of Merced Draft General Plan Update Sphere of Influence Issues
Dear Kim:

This letter is written in response to some of the discussion that occurred during the City
Council meeting regarding the City’s General Plan Update on November 21, 2011.
Specifically, the issue relates to the changes in the City’s Sphere of Influence boundary
that will be submitted to LAFCO following adoption of the General Plan Update.

There was at least one area where the City Council actually discussed reducing the
current Sphere of Influence located in the vicinity of McKee Road and North Bear Creek
Drive. It is important for the City Council to recognize the City currently provides
municipal water service to part of this area. This service is delivered to homes on the
following streets: Arden Lane, Greenfield Drive, Clover Lane, and Bluegrass Lane. It
would be contrary to LAFCO policies for the City to remove land that is connected to
municipal water service from the City’s Sphere of Influence.

A “Sphere of Influence” is defined in the State Government Code as “...a plan for the
probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined by the
commission.” (Section 56076) When LAFCO prepares a Sphere Report, we are
required to look at “The present and probable need for public facilities and services in
the area” under Section 56425(d)(2). In addition, the commission is to consider “The
existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
commission determines that they are relevant to the agency” under Section
56425(d)(4). Under these considerations, the existing or proposed need for municipal
services in the area should be taken into consideration by the City in submitting a
request to revise the sphere of influence, and the current existence of City water service
to the area should not be overlooked.

One last consideration is that since enactment of the Cortese-Knox-Herzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, a city or special district is required to obtain
LAFCO approval prior to providing services outside their boundaries. (Government
Code Section 56133) LAFCO has approved many connections for individual properties
to the City sewer and/or water service under this provision, including the UC Merced
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Kim Espinosa, Planning Manager
December 15, 2011
Page 2

campus — although no LAFCO approval was required for the areas east of McKee
Road, as the city water service was already being provided prior to 2000. However, it
would be contrary to the intent of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act to remove lands
already being served by the City from the existing Sphere of Influence.

Thank you for your consideration of the comments in this letter, and please call me at
385-7671 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

BN Wikt
Bill Nicholson
Executive Officer

XALAFCOWMunicipal Service Reviews\Merced City GP Update Letter121511.docx
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY « DAVIS « IRVINE - LOS ANGELES + MERCED - RIVERSIDE « SAN DIEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA » SANTACRUZ

PHYSICAL PLANNING, DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED
5200 North Lake Road

THOMAS E, LOLLIN] MERCED, CA 95343

ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR. (209) 228-4479

FAX: (209) 228-4468

December 15, 2011

Ms. Kim Espinosa
Planning Manager
City of Merced
Planning Department
678 West 18™ Street
Merced, CA 95340

Re: UC Merced Comments on the City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan

Dear Ms Espinosa:

The University of California, Merced (UC Merced) appreciates the opportunity to
provide additional comments on the City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan. UC Merced
would like to recognize the City’s past cooperation and responsiveness in making changes to the
City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan. The purpose of this letter is to provide a follow up to
our meeting that was held on December 9, 2011. At this meeting, UC Merced identified the need
for additional revisions to the Draft Merced Vision 2030 General Plan that included changes to
General Plan policies, text, and land use map. The requested changes are associated with the UC
Merced Campus and the University Community North land use plans.

It is our understanding that the Merced City Council will be holding a Public Hearing on
January 3, 2012. The Council will be reviewing and considering several General Plan options for
incorporation into the General Plan. UC Merced would request that the identified revisions be
incorporated into the final adopted General Plan document. The information on the proposed
changes is presented in the attached exhibits. Please let me know if you have any questions or
need any additional clarification on the changes.

Sincerely,

ATTACHMENT 70



Encl: Exhibit 1 - UC Merced Comments on City of Merced 2030 Vision General Plan

cC:

Exhibit 2 - UC Merced Campus and University Community North Land Use Map
Exhibit 3 - UC Merced Campus Land Use Designations

Exhibit 4 - University Community North Land Use Designations

Exhibit 5 - UC Merced Comments on Tables and Figures

Director of Development Services David Gonzalves

City Attorney Greg Diaz

Vice Chancellor for Administration Mary E. Miller

Associate Chancellor Janet Young

University Counsel Elisabeth Gunther

Director of Governmental Relations Cori Lucero

Director of Physical and Environmental Planning Phillip Woods
Gene Barrera, Associate Planner



Exhibit 1

UC Merced Comments on City of Merced 2030 Vision General Plan
(UC Merced revisions are indicated in red underline for revised text and

red strikethrough for deleted text)
NOTE: The changes include but are not NOTE: See the attached Exhibit 2 - UC
limited to those figures, maps and tables Merced Campus and University Community
identified in Exhibit 5 North Boundaries and Land Use Map

Entirve Document

|-m-—m

| -- | Various Figures\Maps. and Table throughout/he General Plan csSuUC
document will be modified to reflect the 2099 UC Merced and
University Communsty North boundaries £5 adopted by the UC
Board of Regents i 2009. This will inplude changes to the Land
Use Diagram and SUDP SOI boundag# for those areas only. See
Exhibit 1 for the 2009 UC/UCP boundaries.

University Community that includes both
University Community North and
University Community South

C hapter 2--Urban Expansion

[ 1 il U S Chamee | Souce]
8 2-1 1 | L [ Lastsentdnce shquld read: “County policies shat-also affect the rural CSs
and suburban areay immediately outside the City's incorporated
linnts.™

9 26 | 4 | R | The 1" senkence of th&d™ paragraph should read: Cs

in Table 2.1. (The 2030 populatiothnumber was subsequently

reduced from 154. 961 to 137.779 bAMCAG in July 2010 when
gmg[an : ._A 2035 population
prcqectlon of 152 100 was al_gg,g,ddcd_r

hc Ciry and UC Merced i tey as well as

Merced Co;mg. ]




20

04 (Adopted on December 21
2004)

\ Chapter 3--Land Use

Exhibit 1

38

The 2™ pﬁi{;&{x—should read as follows:
“In 20042002 the Merced County Board of Supervisors

adopted the Dntverstty—CommunttyPlan~UCP (also called a

“Specific Urban Development Plan™ or *SUDP") and associated
environmental mmpact report for the development of an adjacent

university commumty. In 2004, when the SUDP was adopted

by the County of Merced. the Umversity-Community-Plan-UCP

covered 2.133 acres and consisted of high-. medium-. and low-
density housing: commercial buildings; buildings to house

research and development: and parking. parks. schools. and

open space.”

77.79 acres

uc
EIR

The paragraph that follows the header “Current Revisions Under
Consideration”™ should read as follows and the header should be
modified to read 2009 Revisions™

“After the 2002 adoption of the LRDP. UC Merced applied for

| [ |

815 acres

TCIE accuﬁﬁﬂ@#poma.hﬂmmat_chrm of
wetlands on the campus site. During diseussions with vanous
federal agencies. the University ts-pmpesmg—p:_op_osﬁlan
alternanve to reduce the Campus’ 1impacts on wetlands by
redilemag the size of the developed portion of the Campus from
910 acres to 848 acres and shifting the Campus boundary south
mto an area that was to be occupied by the Umversity
Community and shifting the Commumty boundary ¢ast. This
proposed change brought about the need to revise the UC
Merced LRDP and the University Community Plan. for which
UC Merced officials prepared applications and an associated
EIR. adopted by the University of California Board of Regents

i ’009 N&w—)-ieseed—@m&y—auﬂ*mﬂn—prqaesed—e}mage-

After that adoption. the University Board of Regents had

indicated that 1t intended to submut an application for a
University Commugity Plan Update to Merced Countv, which
has land use jurisdiction over the Umversity Conununity.
Although this application has not vet been submuirtted to the
County. the Citv of Merced has chosen to acknowledge the
revised 2009 boundaries for the University and the Umiversity
Community North within the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan

sinee the environmental impacts of those boundaries have been
fully analyzed in UC s EIR. which involved the participation of

the Umiversity. the County of Merced. and the City of Merced.”
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5,198 attendmg the 875 students
Fall 2011 session )
Chapter 5--Public Services & Utilities /
68 | 5-14 [ 1 R

2nd & 31d sentences should read: CSs
“Noe first phase of the campus opened i Fall 2005 with 870
Development of the campus has advanced
g tly with approximately 3-500 4.300 attending the
Fall 2010 session.”




EXHIBIT 2

.- -l- ] m-l- IR RN N8 NN _NW | I.J.

-

UC Merced Campus Land Uses University Community North Land Uses
! | Academic/Laboratory Low Density Residential _ ' School Parking Structures
Research/Development Medium Density Residential I Research/Development Athletics/Recreation
= Alumni’Conference Cntr. o High Density Residential Town Center Mixed Use Community Park
Student Services Campus Services Low Density Residential
_ Paking e Medium Density Residential
LL NOT TO SCHLE " Passive Open Space High Density Residential

SOURCE: UC Merced - Decamber 2011

UC Merced Campus & University Community North Land Use Map




Exhibit 3
UC Merced Campus Land Use Designations

Land Use Designations
The following are land use designations of the built environments envisioned within the
boundaries of the UC Merced Campus.

Academic Use/Laboratory

Academic uses include classrooms; instructional and research laboratories;
undergraduate, graduate, and professional schools and programs; ancillary support
facilities such as administrative facilities, libraries, performance and cultural facilities,
clinical facilities, research institutes, conference facilities, and services supporting
academic operations.

Research/Development

This land use designation includes Research and Development uses dedicated to joint
development with industry. As commercial ventures, these land uses may require on-
site parking. Other supporting uses in the district would include parking, transit facilities,
and research-related office and administrative activities.

Alumni/Conference Center
This land use designation includes alumni and conference centers, office space and
meeting rooms.

Student Services

This land use designation includes student unions, admissions, registrar, dining halls,
bookstores, financial aid, career, heaith and counseling services, academic assistance
and recreation/fitness centers.

Parking

The parking land use designation includes landscaping, paths, onsite utility services,
sidewalks, and all roads associated with service facilities. It also includes on-street and
interim parking. Parking will be supplied at a rate of 0.62 per enrolled student. However,
it is expected that a higher rate will be necessary until the campus and local fransit
systems mature. In the course of campus development, incidental lots associated with
individual projects or clusters will be developed, while larger interim surface lots will be
developed near the edges of the evolving campus.

Low Density Residential (36-60 beds/gross acre)
Residential facilities for undergraduate and graduate students, students with families,
student groups, international students with families, and other university affiliates.

Medium Density Residential (48-80 beds/gross acre)
Residential facilities for undergraduate and graduate students, students with families,
student groups, international students with families, and other university affiliates.
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High Density Residential (63-320 beds/gross acre)
Residential facilities for undergraduate and graduate students, students with families,
student groups, international students with families, and other university affiliates.

High Density Residential/Mixed Use Main Street (180-320 beds/acre)

Academic, Student Services plus Residential facilities for undergraduate and graduate
students, students with families, student groups, international students with families,
and other university affiliates.

Campus Services

This land use designation includes facilities that are required to service the campus on a
daily basis. This includes facilities for personnel and equipment related to the
operations, security and safety, and maintenance of University facilities; e.g., general
maintenance activities, materials handling, police offices and facilities, utility plants,
service yards, recycling areas, storage, etc.

Athletics/Recreation

This land use designation encompasses indoor and outdoor athletic facilities and fields.
The Athletics/Recreation designation also includes setbacks, landscaping, paths, on-
site utility services, sidewalks and roads associated with facilities.

Passive Open Space

The Passive Open Space land use designation includes larger, landscaped spaces
within the campus boundaries. It also incorporates the campus storm water
management systems, including lakes and detention areas, as well as the irrigation
canals, which will be integrated into the campus pathway and open space systems.
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University Community North Land Use Designations

Land Use Designations

The land use designations for University Community North include a mixture of
residential, neighborhood oriented commercial, research and professional office space,
school, recreation neighborhood and linear parks, and parking.

School

Three sites for elementary and secondary schools have been designated within
University Community North. The school sites are located next to a designated dual use
community park site and are centrally located within the University Community North’s
residential neighborhoods.

Research/Development

The Research and Development land use designation includes high-quality office,
institutional, research, and office-support space in one to four story buildings arranged
as a “Gateway District”.

Town Center Mixed Use

The Town Center Mixed Use district connects the UC Merced Campus and University
Community North. It includes mixed-use commercial and residential activities, cultural
facilities and supporting parking. The following uses are included within the Town
Center Mixed Use category:

Commercial Mixed Use: This includes a mix of office and commercial services
that have an urban character with buildings located along the street edge,
courtyard spaces and shared parking structures.

Residential Mixed Use: This includes a mix of housing and commercial services.
Building heights range from two to four stories. The blocks have an urban
character with buildings located along the street edge, courtyard spaces and
parking structures.

Townhouses: This includes urban style townhouses or rowhouses sharing
common open space, tuck under parking accessed by parking courts and a
street-oriented design. They are designed to include live-work units.

Residential

Within the University Community North, residential neighborhoods include a mix of
housing types arranged on 3-acre blocks divided by smaller streets. Residential
Densities would range from 5 to 9 du/net acre for low density, 10 to 20 du/net acre for
medium density and up to 24 du/acre for high density townhouses. Each neighborhood
has a unique center that contains parks, commercial and institutional services that
support both the neighborhood and larger community. The following are the main
residential components of University Community North:
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Low Density Residential: This land use designation includes traditional single-
family houses. A typical 3 acre block is divided into halves with and internal
street and organized with a system of alleys with secondary accessory dwelling
units.

Medium Density Residential: This land use designation includes small iot single
family houses or townhouses. A typical 3-acre block is divided into quadrants
with narrow internal streets. The 3-acre block may be organized into a system of
alleys.

High Density Residential: This land use designation includes garden-style
townhouses sharing common open space with parking courts and street-oriented
design. The use is designed to co-exist with medium and low density uses and
interface with commercial and institutional uses.

Parking Structures
The parking land use designation also includes setbacks, landscaping, paths, onsite
utility services, sidewalks, and all roads associated with service facilities.

Athletics and Recreation
This land use designation includes indoor and outdoor athletic facilities and fields. The
designation also includes setbacks, landscaping, paths and sidewalks.

Community Park
This land use designation includes parks, public open space, and facilities devoted to
playgrounds, play fields, trails, picnic areas, and related recreational activities.



Exhibit 5

UC Merced Comments on Tables and Figures

Page/Figure Change needed Comment
Page I-V (Summary) Change campus and University Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
Community boundary boundaries of UC Merced and

University Community

Figure 2.3, SUDP/SOI

Change campus and University
Community boundary

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 2.4a, General Plan Study
Areas

Change campus and University
Comrmunity boundary

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 2.4b, Area of Interest

Change campus and University
Community boundary

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 3.1, Land Use Diagram

Change campus and University
Community boundary

Show land uses for UC Merced
and University Community North

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community Use

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the land
uses of the Campus and
University Community North.

Figure 3.2, Proposed SOI/SUDP

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Table 3.1, Merced Planned Land
Use Summary

Revise the numbers in this table.

Figure 3.5, Regional Enterprise
Zone

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 3.6, Commercial and
Industrial Corridors

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 3.9, Proposed Community
Plans

Change Campus and University
Community boundary. Also
revise the label “UC Community
Plan” on the graphic to
“University Community Plan.”

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Page 3-72

Revised the text in first full
paragraph as follows:
“Conceptual land use plans,
prepared by the University
Community Land Company and
the Community South property
owners are included in Section
3.10, Appendix.”

Figure on page 3-89 (in Appendix
3.10)

Replace graphic.

Use Exhibit 2

Figure 4.2, Major Regional
Routes

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 4.7, M Street Transit
Corridors

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 4.8, Railroads through
Merced

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
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University Community

Figure 4.9, Bicycle
Transportation Plan

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 7.1, Parks and Open
Space Master Plan

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 8.2, Planning Area
Wetlands Inventory

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 8.4, Soil Compatibility
Groups

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 8.5, Soil Association Map

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 to revise the
boundaries of UC Merced and
University Community

Figure 8.6, Important Farmiand

Change Campus and University

Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise

Map Community boundary. boundaries

Figure 11.3, Dam Failure Change Campus and University | Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise

Inundation Areas Community boundary. boundaries

Figure 11.5, Flood Prone Areas Change Campus and University | Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise
Community boundary. boundaries

Figure 11.8, Fire Station Service
Areas

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 11.9, Castle Airport Land
Use Compatibility Zones

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise
boundaries

Figure 11.10, Police Districts

Change Campus and University
Community boundary.

Use Exhibit 2 (attached) to revise
boundaries






