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Summary 
 
The Hoskings Ranch (Project) is located in the northeastern mountains of San Diego County in 
the community of Julian. The project proposes to subdivide approximately 1,416.5 acres into 24 
individual lots ranging in size from 40 to 196 acres. No construction is proposed at this time; 
however, as required by the County of San Diego for a tentative subdivision map submission, the 
project proposes preliminary grading for pads and roads. A project alternative (Alternative) 
proposing 34 lots focused in the eastern and north central parts of the site is evaluated in a 
separate report.  

The site is currently used for cattle grazing and breeding. The site is characterized by 
undeveloped rolling hills that have been used for cattle grazing in the past and present. Adjacent 
or nearby land uses on the north, east, and south include orchards, pasture, the residential 
community of Pine Hills, and scattered residences on large lots. Land to the west supports mostly 
undisturbed natural vegetation. The Cleveland National Forest is south and west of the site.  

The project was pipelined under the approved General Plan, and is therefore, subject to what is 
here referred to as  the Historic General Plan (HGP); the plan that was in effect when the 
application was deemed complete. The project is consistent with the (19) Intensive Agriculture 
designation of the San Diego County General Plan, the A-70 zoning designation, and the 
Pala/Pauma Subregional Plan. Therefore, no significant agricultural impacts are associated with 
planning aspects of the project. 

The project has been evaluated using the Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) 
model for assessing the significance of agricultural resources. LARA Model Instructions are 
included as Attachment A of this analysis. The evaluation determined that the site is not an 
important agricultural resource. 

The project has been evaluated to determine the significance of any potential impacts to 
agriculture. The project will not result in significant offsite agricultural resource impacts because 
it does not propose changes that could result in the conversion of offsite agricultural uses. Lots 
will retain an agricultural component and will be widely separated from off-site uses. Proposed 
uses will be similar to those in the vicinity, thereby minimizing conflicts.  

A cumulative impact analysis was conducted for the project. The cumulative study area is 
comprised of approximately 22,400 acres surrounding the project site. Agricultural operations 
within the cumulative study area consist mostly of farms intermingled with rural residential use. 
None of the cumulative projects analyzed will result in significant direct or indirect impacts to 
agricultural resources in the area. Those that have an agricultural component preserve most or all 
of that resource. Therefore, no cumulatively significant agricultural impacts will occur from the 
project in combination with other anticipated projects in the study area. 
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The project is not a significant agricultural resource under the LARA Model, within the County 
Agricultural Guidelines. It preserves agricultural potential throughout the site, and it does not 
have offsite impacts. There are no significant cumulative impacts. The project does not result in 
significant agricultural impacts and no mitigation is required. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Purpose of the Report  

The purpose of this agricultural report is to identify and discuss all relevant land use issues 
onsite and offsite in the vicinity of the Hoskings Ranch project to determine potential impacts 
to surrounding active agricultural operations and/or Williamson Act contracts and 
agricultural preserves. The importance of onsite agricultural resources will be determined by 
applying the Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) model, which takes into 
account factors such as water, climate, soil quality, surrounding land uses, land use 
consistency, and topography. Offsite impacts and conformance with the agricultural policies 
of the County are also assessed. Cumulative impacts to agricultural resources are assessed, 
and project design elements and/or mitigation measures that would minimize potential 
significant adverse effects are identified as needed.  

1.2. Project Location and Description  

Hoskings Ranch [Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 289-030-7, 8, & 11; 289-060-34; 289-
062-3, 4, & 6; 289-061-1, 3; 289-100-4, 10, & 11; 289-120-32, 40, & 41; and 289-470-18 
&19] is located in the northeastern mountains of San Diego County in the community of 
Julian, as shown in Figure 1, “Regional Vicinity Map,” page F-1. The 1,416.5-acre site lies 
south of State Route (SR) 78/79 and west of Pine Hills Road, approximately one mile 
southwest of the Julian town center, shown in Figure 2, “USGS Quadrangle Map,” page F-2. 

The Hoskings Ranch project proposes to subdivide approximately 1,417 acres into 24 
individual lots ranging in size from 40 to 196 acres, shown in Figure 3, “Project Tentative 
Map,” page F-3. No construction is proposed at this time. However, as required by the 
County of San Diego for a tentative subdivision map submission, the project proposes 
preliminary grading for pads and roads.  

The primary circulation element road in the area is SR-78/79, which provides the primary 
connection between Ramona and the town of Julian. Roads in the area that serve the project 
are Pine Hills Road, a two-lane public road adjacent to the project’s eastern boundary, and 
Hoskings Ranch Road, a two-lane private road that provides access to the site from SR-78/79 
on the north. 

1.3. Analysis Methods  

The following data resources were used in the preparation of this report: 1) US Department 
of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service Soil Survey San Diego Area, 
California, 2) County of San Diego Department of Agriculture, Weights & Measures (AWM) 
Crop Statistics & Annual Reports, 3) County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land 
Use (DPLU) Geographic Information System (GIS) Valley Center Discretionary Project 
Map, 4) Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 



TRS CONSULTANTS 
 

 
2  HOSKINGS RANCH - AGRICULTURAL STUDY 

(FMMP) San Diego County Important Farmland Map, 5) DPLU GIS Soil Candidates for 
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, 6) DPLU GIS Areaclimates and 
Generalized Western Plantclimate Zones, and 7) DPLU GIS County Water Authority (CWA) 
Boundary and Groundwater Aquifer Types. 

The site was mapped using aerial photo interpretation and the USGS Santa Ysabel and Julian 
Quadrangle 7.5' maps. The FMMP map and County of San Diego Department of Public 
Works (DPW) GIS map were also used for mapping the site. 

1.4. Environmental Setting (Existing Conditions)  

1.4.1. Regional Context  

Surrounding area land uses are predominantly characterized by undeveloped, open tracts 
of land and forest with intermittent residential development and light agriculture. Many 
of these agricultural operations have adjoining residences, which provide a rural mixed-
use ambience. The town of Julian is located in this mountainous area of northeastern San 
Diego County that divides the coastal plane and the Mojave Basin. Figure 4, “Zone of 
Influence on Aerial Photograph,” page F-4, provides an overview of this mountainous 
area. Elevation in the Julian area ranges from 3,000 feet to 4,500 feet above sea level. 
Non-native grassland and oak woodland communities predominate at the lower 
elevations, giving way to chaparral and mixed oak/conifer woodland at higher elevations. 

Julian has four distinct seasons with an average annual precipitation of 30 inches and 
average temperature of 56 degrees Fahrenheit. Spring and fall seasons are cool, while 
summer days are usually hot with cool nights. Occasional snowfalls occur during the 
winter months between December and March. Water resources in the Julian area are 
highly variable. Water tends to move through cracks and fissures in the underlying rock, 
sometimes emerging as a spring. Since spring and groundwater yields can vary from year 
to year, either low water use, high water efficiency practices (such as recycling), or a 
combination of both is appropriate for intensive agricultural production. Many of the 
extensive farm operations such as cattle breeding/grazing and dry-farmed orchards use 
small amounts of water. 

Soil types found onsite consist of sandy loams and alluvial soils. Onsite soils are suitable 
for a range of agricultural activities. Approximately 23 acres of Prime soils, Loamy 
alluvial land (LU), occur in the northeast part of the site, as well as in three small isolated 
places on the site’s eastern and southern boundary. Soils classified as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance include 196 acres of Holland fine sandy loam, 5-15% slope (HmD) 
and 20 acres of Reiff fine sandy loam, 5-9% slope (RkC). These occur on the western 
third of the site. 

Julian has become an important tourist destination due to promotional efforts by the 
Julian Chamber of Commerce. The historic townsite retains a charm reminiscent of its 
historic days as a mining town in the late 1800s. The town typically draws about 1,000-
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2,000 visitors each weekend, primarily day-trippers from the San Diego and Los Angeles 
areas. 

Julian is also well known for its apple orchards and the associated products of cider and 
apple pie. Agri-tourism has become a major focus of the Chamber’s promotional efforts. 
Major attractions include the apple harvest from September through Thanksgiving and 
the annual Julian Grape Stomp in September. Chamber staff reports an overwhelming 
demand for “u-pick” opportunities during the harvest season and this is reflected by the 
descriptions of the apple orchards listed on their website. 

Agriculture in the Julian area and in the vicinity of the Hoskings Ranch includes a mix of 
cattle ranching, small orchards (primarily apple and pear), and wine grape vineyards. 
Much of the apple production lies along State Highway 78/79 just north of Hoskings 
Ranch and along Julian Orchards Drive. There are several orchards and a vineyard 
located along Pine Hills Road, including a partially abandoned orchard adjacent to the 
southern boundary of the Hoskings Ranch. Two small wineries are located just north of 
Julian on Julian Orchards Drive and two other wineries have tasting rooms in Julian and 
Wynola. The Cleveland National Forest is south and west of the site and has scattered 
residential and agricultural uses. The majority of surrounding land use is Protected 
Resource Land, which includes Williamson Act contracted lands; publicly owned lands 
maintained as park, forest, watershed resources, and other undeveloped land. 

The types and location of FMMP designations in the region are described and identified 
in Figures 5 and 6, “Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program Map Legend” and 
“Project Site and Zone of Influence on FMMP Map,” pages F-5 and F-6. 

1.4.2. Onsite Agricultural Resources 

The site is undeveloped and does not have indications of agricultural use such as tilling, 
plowing, or other disturbance of soils. However, the presence of non-native grass in the 
meadows suggests that the meadows were used for cattle grazing in the past. Grazing and 
cattle breeding is currently carried out on the site.  

1.4.2.1. Soils 

The Land Capability Classification (LCC) system classifies soils according to their 
limitations when cultivated and according to the way that they respond to 
management practices. Class I soils have no significant limitations for raising crops. 
Classes VI through VIII have severe limitations, limiting or precluding their use for 
agriculture. Capability subclasses are further defined by adding a subclass letter to the 
class designation. Capability subclasses are e, w, s, or c. The letter ‘e’ shows that the 
main limitation is risk of erosion. The letter ‘w’ indicates that water in or on the soil 
interferes with plant growth or cultivation. The letter ‘s’ indicates that the soil is 
limited mainly because it is shallow, droughty, or stony. Finally, the letter ‘c’ is used 
only in some parts of the United States where cold or dry climates are a concern. 
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Groupings are made according to the limitation of the soils when used to grow crops 
and the risk of damage to soils when they are used in agriculture. Productive 
agriculture in San Diego County typically occurs on soils having LCC ratings of III 
and IV, and a significant number of local soils have the class designations e and s, 
indicating limitations related to erosion and shallow soils. Capability units are 
assigned Arabic numbers that suggest the main kind of limitation responsible for 
placement of the soil in the capability class and subclass. 

Ten soil types are found on the project site. The San Diego Soil Survey describes 
these soil types as follows: 1) Crouch coarse sandy loam (CtE), 5 to 30 percent 
slopes, 2) Crouch rocky coarse sandy loam (CuE), 5 to 30 percent slopes, 3) Crouch 
rocky coarse sandy loam (CuG), 30 to 70 percent slopes, 4) Holland fine sandy loam 
(HmD), 5 to 15 percent slopes, 5) Holland fine sandy loam (HmE), 15 to 30 percent 
slopes, 6) Holland stony fine sandy loam (HnE), 5 to 30 percent slopes, 7) Holland 
stony fine sandy loam (HnG), 30 to 60 percent slopes, 8) Loamy alluvial land (Lu), 9) 
Reiff fine sandy loam (RkC) 5 to 9 percent slopes, and 10) Sheephead rocky fine 
sandy loam (SpG2), 30 to 65 percent slopes, eroded. 

The LCC for CtE is VIe-1(20) and its SI rating is 46. This indicates that fertility is 
medium and the erosion hazard is moderate on moderately sloping to hilly soil on 
upland areas. Snow falls occasionally in the late winter. This soil type is suited to a 
few cropsor to special crops, and requires special management. Range is the 
predominant use. Recreational facilities, deciduous orchards, and improved pasture 
are also suited to this type of soil. 

For CuE the LCC is VIe-7(20), indicating low to medium fertility and moderate to 
high erosion hazard. This soil is moderately sloping to moderately steep on the 
uplands and consists of rocky, stony, and cobbly soils with rock outcrops covering 
approximately ten percent of the surface. Snow falls occasionally in late winter. The 
SI rating for CuE is 25, indicating severe limitations for crops. If used for crops, they 
require careful management. This soil is used mainly for range or recreation since it is 
generally too stony or rocky for cultivation. 

The LCC for CuG is VIIe-7(20) which indicates low to medium fertility and a 
moderate to very high hazard of erosion. Rock outcrops cover about ten percent of the 
surface of stones and cobblestones on uplands with steep to very steep slopes. Light 
snow falls occasionally in late winter. The SI rating is 9 which consists of soils and 
land types that generally are not suited to farming. This soil is used for range, wildlife 
habitat, and watershed. 

The LCC for HmD is IVe-1(20) and its SI rating is 65. Fertility is high and the 
erosion hazard is slight to moderate on this moderately to strongly sloping soil. 
Vineyards and deciduous orchards are fairly well suited because it is in areas of high 
precipitation, seldom requiring supplemental irrigation. Most crops are suitable for 



TRS CONSULTANTS 
 

 
 
HOSKINGS RANCH - AGRICULTURAL STUDY 5 

this soil type and have few special management needs; however, they have minor 
limitations that narrow the choice of crops. Apple and pear orchards, range, and 
recreational areas are usually found in this soil type. This soil meets the criteria for 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

The LCC for HmE is VIe-1(20) and its SI rating is 57. This moderately steep soil 
(average slope is 17 percent) is on uplands. Its fertility is high, and the erosion hazard 
is moderate to high on unprotected slopes. Snow falls occasionally in late winter. This 
soil is suited to a few crops or to special crops, mostly apple and pear orchards, and 
require special management. This soil is also used for range, and small scattered areas 
are used for summer cottages and for recreational areas. 

For HnE the LCC is VIe-7(20), indicating medium fertility and moderate erosion 
hazard. This soil is moderately sloping to moderately steep on the uplands and 
consists of stones and cobblestones. Snow falls occasionally in late winter. The SI 
rating for HnE is 32, indicating severe limitations for crops. If used for crops (a few 
selected sites are used for apple and pear orchards), they require careful management. 
This soil is used mainly for range, recreational areas, and wildlife habitat. 

The LLC for HnG is VIIe-7(20) and its SI rating is 11. This rocky, stony, and cobbly 
soil is steep to very steep with medium fertility and high to very high erosion hazard. 
Light snow falls occasionally in late winter. HnG soil is not suited to cultivated crops, 
but it is used for range, recreational areas, and wildlife habitat. 

The LLC for Lu is IIw-2(20) and its SI rating is 61. This soil occurs in mountainous 
areas and is relatively flat to gently sloping. Lu soil has medium to high fertility, and 
the erosion hazard is slight. According to its SI rating, most crops are suitable for this 
soil type and have few special management needs. However, Lu is somewhat poorly 
drained in former wet meadows and is used mainly for pasture and range. 

For RkC the LCC is IIe-1(19) and IIIe-1(20), indicating medium to high fertility and 
slight to moderate erosion hazard. This soil is gently sloping on uplands and alluvial 
fans and consists of sandy and clay loams. RkC soil is friable and easy to work, and is 
suitable for dryfarmed small grain, forage crops, deciduous orchards, and vineyards. 
The SI rating for RkC is 77, which indicates suitability for most crops and few 
management needs, however, this soil grade has minor limitations that narrows the 
choice of crops. Crops sensitive to frost need to be protected and those sensitive to 
cold may not be suitable. 

The LLC for SpG2 is VIIe-7(20) and its SI rating is <5. This rocky, stony, cobbly soil 
occurs in mountainous areas on steep to very steep slopes, including approximately 
ten percent of which is rock outcrop. Fertility is low and the erosion hazard is high to 
very high. Light snow falls occasionally late in winter. SpG2 soil is generally not 
suited to farming. This soil is used for limited range, wildlife habitat, and watershed. 
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Soils on the site and in the vicinity are shown in Figure 7, “Project on Soils Map,” 
page F-7. 

1.4.2.2. FMMP Farmland Designations and Soils 

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP) are a system of maps and statistical data for analyzing 
impacts on California’s agricultural resources. Agricultural land is rated according to 
soil quality and irrigation status. The best quality lands are called Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. Maps are updated every two years, with current 
land use information gathered from aerial photographs, a computer mapping system, 
public review, and field reconnaissance. The minimum mapping unit is ten acres. The 
DOC Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmlands are 
referenced in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
Appendix G, as resources to consider in an evaluation of agricultural impacts. 

The site is designated primarily as Other Land, which is land that does not meet the 
criteria of any other FMMP category. There is a relatively small area of Grazing Land 
along State Route 78 in the northeastern portion of the site. This land has existing 
vegetation that is suitable for grazing of livestock. See Figure 8, “Site on Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program Map,” on page F-8. Attachment A of this analysis 
details Important Farmland Categories in San Diego County. 

The FMMP also analyzes farmland in terms of underlying soils. Farmland soils are 
based on local soil characteristics and irrigation status, with the best quality land 
identified as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. The DOC 
publishes a list of soils that meet the soil quality criteria for Prime Farmland soils and 
Soils of Statewide Importance. The soil criteria are defined by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) and are unique to each county. In San Diego County, 
44 local soils qualify for the Prime Farmland designation and 65 soils qualify for the 
Farmland of Statewide Importance designation. These soil criteria include a much 
broader range of soils than the FMMP Farmland designations detailed above. 

Three FMMP Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance soils are found 
on the site. These are HmD, Lu, and RkC, as detailed above in Section 1.4.2.1. Lu 
soil (if drained) meets the criteria for Prime Farmland. HmD and RkC soils meet the 
criteria for Farmland of Statewide Importance, which is similar to Prime Farmland 
criteria but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil 
moisture. Attachment B of this analysis details soil candidate criteria and candidate 
listing for Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance in San Diego 
County. The location of these soils is shown on Figure 7.  
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1.4.2.3. History of Agricultural Use 

The site is undeveloped and currently supports cattle grazing throughout the site. It 
does not have indications of agricultural use such as tilling, plowing, or other 
disturbance of soils. The site is characterized by undeveloped rolling hills that have 
been used for cattle grazing in the past. A large plot of land measuring approximately 
680 acres in the southern portion of the site is a private holding within the Cleveland 
National Forest. 

1.4.2.4. Climate 

Julian’s climate is generally temperate, however, due to its elevation, highs and lows 
are a little more extreme than in the coastal regions of San Diego County. Four 
seasonal changes occur in Julian and they are more distinct than in other areas of the 
County because of the variation in temperature. The warmest months of summer are 
usually July and August with average highs around 86 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and 
average lows around 59°F. Temperatures steadily drop through the fall months, 
leading to winters with average highs in December and January of 52°F, and average 
lows of 35°F. Snow may fall during the winter months between December and 
March. Spring is generally cool, with temperatures rising at a steady rate leading to 
summer temperatures that average between lows of 50's to highs in the 80's. Average 
annual precipitation in the Julian area is approximately 24inches and average 
snowfall is about 24 inches per year. 

A 1970 University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE) book titled, 
“Climates of San Diego County: Agricultural Relationships,” has identified five 
areaclimates: maritime, coastal, transitional, interior, and desert. Climatic conditions 
within each areaclimate are similar. The UCCE book also identified more detailed 
plantclimates, defined as a “climates in which specific plants, groups, or associations 
are evident and will grow satisfactorily, assuming water and soil are favorable,” 
(Close, et. al., 1970). Areaclimates and Plantclimates of San Diego County are 
represented in Attachment C, “Areaclimates and Generalized Western Plantclimate 
Zones.” Adapted from the plantclimates outlined in the UCCE study, Generalized 
Western Plantclimate Zones, or “Sunset Zones” (from the Sunset Western Garden 
Books which popularized their usage) were developed to further differentiate the 
effects that latitude, elevation, ocean versus continental air mass influence, and local 
terrain have on microclimates, freezing, air, and water drainage. Sunset Zones are not 
intended to determine suitability for specific crops, rather they are a measure of 
overall climate suitability for the typical agricultural commodities produced in San 
Diego County. The Sunset Zone designations take into account the USDA hardiness 
rating which identifies the lowest temperature at which a plant will thrive. Sunset 
Zones range from Zone 1, representing the coldest winters in the west, to Zone 24, 
which represents the maritime influence. 
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The site is located within Zone 18, a mountainous zone subject to frosts. Citrus can be 
grown in this zone, but frosts require the heating of orchards to reduce fruit loss. Due 
to its frost susceptibility, the potential for supporting year round production and frost 
sensitive crops is reduced. However, this zone does have the ability to produce crops 
that require winter chilling. Zone 18 is the home of Julian’s apple orchards. 

The Interior Areaclimate is dominated by continental air at least 85 percent of the 
time and is characterized by wide diurnal and seasonal temperature fluctuations. The 
air here is warm and dry in the summer. Zone 18 is an Interior Areaclimate with little 
influence from the ocean, representing cold air basins above and below thermal belts 
of the interior valleys. Over a 20-year period, winter lows in Zone 18 ranged from 
10°F to 28°F. 

1.4.2.5. Water Resources 

The project will utilize groundwater for its domestic water needs and to support cattle 
grazing. There are nine previously drilled wells and six new wells on the site. Recent 
well tests showed that all six newly drilled wells produced adequate amounts of water 
per the County groundwater ordinance. The groundwater analysis also confirmed 
there is sufficient water to support residential uses and grazing on the site. The 
underlying aquifer is composed of fractured crystalline rock, which typically yields 
low volumes and production of water compared to other aquifer types. Fractured 
crystalline rock aquifers are found mostly in the mountainous areas of San Diego 
County, and their characteristics vary greatly depending on the underlying fracture 
locations and orientations. Refer to the Hydrology Study for more detailed 
information.  

The site is not irrigated. Several spring boxes and three ponds occur on the site, which 
are used to provide water to cattle. These are catchment ponds and do not rely on 
groundwater. A hydrogeologic investigation was performed before the winter rains of 
2004-2005, which followed several years of below average rainfall; consequently few 
springs were noted on the site. Since the winter rains, several spring boxes have 
retained substantial amounts of water. The presence of spring boxes and 
correspondence with property owners in the area indicates that seasonal creeks are not 
uncommon throughout the site vicinity. 

There is therefore the potential for use of surface water resources on the ranch. The 
existing reservoirs on the ranch were observed as being filled during the site visit 
conducted in the winter of 2004-2005 and a number of stock ponds in the area were 
observed to be overflowing. With an average rainfall of approximately 30 inches per 
year, a total of 3,600 acre feet of water falls on the Hoskings ranch each year. 
Capturing even a small portion of this precipitation could provide adequate 
supplemental water for stock watering. 
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1.4.2.6. Williamson Act Contracts and Agricultural Preserves 

Known formally as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, the Williamson 
Act Contract was formed as an incentive to retain prime agricultural land and open 
space in agricultural use, thereby slowing its conversion to urban and suburban 
development. The program entails a ten year contract between the City or County and 
an owner of land whereby the land is taxed on the basis of its agricultural use rather 
than its market value. The land becomes subject to certain enforceable restrictions, 
and certain conditions need to be met prior to approval of an agreement. 

The underlying goals of the Williamson Act are to protect agriculture and open space. 
The legislature found that “the discouragement of premature and unnecessary 
conversion of agricultural land to urban uses is a matter of public interest,” and that 
“agricultural lands have a definitive public value as open space,” (Government Code, 
§51220[c][d]). 

During the past 25 years, very few property owners have requested Contracts on their 
land within San Diego County. This lack of interest may be due to the fact that 
Proposition 13 has substantially slowed increases in property taxes. According to 
information from the County Assessor’s Office, only two contracts were executed in 
San Diego County between 1980 and 2005, and 40 parcels currently under a Contract 
are in the process of non-renewal. The nonrenewal process takes ten years to 
complete, during which time property taxes are incrementally raised to remove the 
tax benefit, with restrictions to development being lifted at the end of the ten year 
period. Attachment E of this analysis shows the Williamson Act Contract Lands in 
San Diego County. 

Board of Supervisors’ Policy I-38 sets out the procedures for implementation of the 
Williamson Act. Contracts run for ten years and renew automatically each year for an 
additional year, unless a party gives notice of non-renewal. The contract may be 
cancelled by mutual consent provided the Board of Supervisors can make appropriate 
findings. In those cases a cancellation fee equaling 12.5 percent of the assessed 
valuation of the land in question is assessed. General allowed uses are detailed below.  

Approximately 1,291.5 acres of the site are under a Williamson Act Contract within 
Agricultural Preserve Number 28, dated February 19, 1974. Approximately 125 acres 
area in the south part of the site is not under contract. The location of the non-contract 
area is shown on Figure 9, “Potential Agricultural Use Areas & Easement Exhibit”, 
page F-9. This area will not be added to the Williamson Act contract. Under the 
project proposal, the contract area will remain at 1,291.5 acres.  

There have been two amendments to the contract. Amendment 1 reduced the 
minimum lot size for some offsite parcels to 15 acres. This amendment did not affect 
any property on the project site.  
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Amendment 2 was recorded on March 24, 1982, which reduced the minimum lot size 
from 160 acres to 40 acres. The contract allows for minimum 40 acre lots and a range 
of uses. These include one family dwelling incidental to the agricultural use of the 
land, a range of accessory buildings and structures, and a guest house. Also allowed 
are processing for crops raised on the premises, one stand for display and sale of 
products produced on the premises, farm employee housing and farm labor camps, 
signage, and construction related to roads and utilities. A range of recreational uses 
such as walking and hiking are allowed. Maintenance of the premises for open space 
uses under specific circumstances is also allowed. The site remains under contract 
because there has not been a notice of non-renewal filed.  

The agricultural contract will be modified to reduce the minimum lot size on a 
southwestern parcel of approximately 161.23 acres from 160 to 40 acres so that the 
Williamson Act contract and the project are consistent. This area is shown on Figure 
9. No land is proposed to be added to the Williamson Act Contract area. 

1.4.3. Offsite Agricultural Resources 

Agricultural land uses exist adjacent to the site on the east and north. The Cleveland 
National Forest is south and west of the site and has scattered residential and agricultural 
uses. The majority of surrounding land use is Protected Resource Land, which includes 
Williamson Act Contract lands; publicly owned lands maintained as park, forest, or 
watershed resources; and lands with agricultural, wildlife habitat, open space, or other 
natural resource easements. Protected Resource Lands restrict the conversion of such land 
to urban or industrial uses 

An orchard is located adjacent to the project along the southern boundary to the east. 
Williamson Act Contract lands are located north of the site and consist mostly of grazing 
land and cattle breeding operations. Apple orchards also exist within a quarter mile north 
of the site. 

Most of this area is designated by the California Department of Conservation Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as Other Land. Approximately 18 acres of 
Prime Farmland are located north of the site, consisting of an orchard, and approximately 
20 acres north and 20 acres south of the site are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land. 
There’s about 70 acres of Farmland of Local Importance scattered around the site and 50 
acres of Unique Farmland south of the site towards the east. 

Section 1.4.2.2 above and Attachment A of this analysis details Important Farmland 
Categories in San Diego County. 

1.4.4. Zoning and General Plan Designation  

Hoskings Ranch is in the Environmentally Constrained Areas (ECA) regional category in 
the Land Use Element of the San Diego County General Plan (GP) because the site is 
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within an agricultural preserve and part of the site is within the Cleveland National 
Forest, and is subject to the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI). Hoskings Ranch is 
designated (19) Intensive Agricultural in the GP, which allows one dwelling unit per 2, 4, 
or 8 acres, depending on the criteria identified by the GP. Approximately 680 acres of the 
site is within the Cleveland National Forest. The site is zoned A72 (8), an agricultural 
designation which allows one dwelling unit per eight acres. The zone is intended to allow 
for the compatibility of residential and agricultural land uses. Hoskings Ranch proposes 
uses that are consistent with the existing category, designations, and zoning.  

Hoskings Ranch is within Agricultural Preserve No. 28, and is currently under a 
Williamson Act contract executed February 19, 1974. The contract was amended 
(Amendment 2) on March 24, 1982 to reduce the minimum lot size from 160 to 40 acres. 
Approximately 161.23 acres in the southeast part of the site were not covered by this 
amendment. The current project includes a proposal to amend the Williamson Act 
contract to reduce the minimum lot size in this area from 160 to 40 acres. Amendment 1 
regarding 15-acre minimum lot size applied to areas north of the current site and is not a 
part of this project. 

2. ONSITE AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

2.1. Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) Model  

The County of San Diego has approved a methodology that is used to determine the 
importance of agricultural resources in the unincorporated area of San Diego County, known 
as the Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) Model. The LARA Model evaluates 
six factors in determining the importance of agricultural resources, which are water, climate, 
soil quality, surrounding land uses, land use consistency, and slope. Each factor is given a 
high, medium, or low rating. If any of the required water, climate, or soil quality factors are 
rated low, the site is not considered a significant agricultural resource. Detailed LARA 
Model instructions are included as Attachment A and provide background information 
regarding the purpose and justification of each factor. 

2.1.1. LARA Model Factors  

2.1.1.1. Water 

Since water is available to the site with wells located on fractured crystalline rock, 
and is outside the County Water Authority (CWA), without imported water 
infrastructure connections to the site, the LARA Model water rating for the site is 
low. This is because the site would likely be reliant on a limited groundwater resource 
for the foreseeable future. Table 3, “Water Rating,” on page 21 of Attachment A, 
LARA Model Instructions, summarizes the ratings. 
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2.1.1.2. Climate 

As detailed in Section 1.4.1.2 above, the site is located in Zone 18, which translates to 
a moderate LARA Model climate rating. Zone 18 is assigned a medium rating due to 
its frost susceptibility, reducing its potential for supporting year round production and 
frost sensitive crops. However, the ability to produce crops that require winter 
chilling makes it a climate zone of moderate importance. Table 6, “Climate Rating,” 
on page 26 of Attachment A, LARA Model Instructions, summarizes the ratings. 

2.1.1.3. Soil Quality 

The LARA Model’s soil quality rating for the site is moderate. The site has a Soil 
Quality Matrix score of 0.16, which is below the threshold of 0.33. However, the 
site’s Statewide Importance Soils (HmD, Lu, and RkC) each has more than 10 acres 
of contiguous Statewide Importance Soils, which is above the threshold of ten 
contiguous acres total for the site. Table 1, “Soil Quality Matrix,” page T-1 of this 
analysis, shows how these ratings are attained. Table 8, “Soil Quality Matrix 
Interpretation,” on page 31 of Attachment A, LARA Model Instructions, summarizes 
the ratings. 

2.1.1.4. Surrounding Land Uses 

The site has a high Surrounding Land Use rating based on the LARA Model. More 
than 90 percent of land within the ZOI is compatible with agriculture, which is 
greater than the 50 percent LARA Model threshold, resulting in the site’s high rating. 
Consideration of surrounding land uses within the ZOI is intended to provide a 
comparable measurement of the long-term sustainability of agriculture at the project 
site. Table 9, “Surrounding Land Use Rating,” on page 33 of Attachment A, LARA 
Model Instructions, details how the rating is obtained. Figure 4, “Zone of Influence 
on Aerial Photograph,” page F-4, shows the surrounding land area. 

2.1.1.5. Land Use Consistency 

The site’s land use consistency rating is low. The project’s median parcel size of 40 
acres is much larger than the median parcel size within the project’s ZOI, which is 
approximately 13 acres. A site surrounded by smaller parcels indicates a lower 
likelihood of ongoing commercial agriculture viability considering the greater 
expectations of land use incompatibilities that the site is likely to experience and the 
reduction in economic viability when considering forgone opportunity costs. Table 
10, “Land Use Consistency Rating,” on page 35 of Attachment A, LARA Model 
Instructions, summarizes the ratings. Figure 10, “Zone of Influence Parcels,” page F-
10, shows the surrounding parcel sizes within the ZOI. 

2.1.1.6. Slope 

The site’s slope rating is low importance. Using the soil survey criteria, average slope 
that is available for agricultural use on the site is more than 25 percent, as shown in 
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Table 1. Approximately 42 percent of the site consists of soil types with 25 percent to 
70 percent slopes. The site consists of 21 percent of soil types with 15 to 25 percent 
slopes, and 37 percent is made up of relatively flat and gently sloping land. Table 11, 
“Slope Rating,” on page 35 of Attachment A, LARA Model Instructions, summarizes 
the ratings. Slope categories for the areas available for agricultural use on the site are 
shown in Figure 11, “Slope Analysis,” page F-11. 

2.1.2. LARA Model Result  

Based on Table 2, “Interpretation of LARA Model Results,” page 20 of Attachment A, 
LARA Model Instructions, the site is not an important agricultural resource. The site falls 
under Scenario 5, which interprets the site as not being an important agricultural resource 
when at least one required factor is rated low importance. Because the water rating (a 
required factor) is low, as detailed above in Section 2.1.1.1, the site is not an important 
agricultural resource as interpreted by the LARA Model. Table 2, “LARA Model Factor 
Ratings,” page T-2 of this analysis, summarizes the ratings that result from the LARA 
Model. 

2.2. Guidelines for the Determination of Significance  

The following significance guideline is from the County of San Diego Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements (March 19, 2007) 
and is the basis for evaluating impacts to important onsite agricultural resources in San Diego 
County. Direct impacts to agricultural resources are potentially significant when a project 
would result in the following: 

The project site has important agricultural resources as defined by the LARA Model; and 
the project would result in the conversion of agricultural resources that meet the soil 
quality criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as defined by 
the FMMP; and as a result, the project would substantially impair the ongoing viability of 
the site for agricultural use. 

2.3. Analysis of Project Effects  

The project was evaluated using the LARA Model, which examines the site in terms of both 
required and complementary factors. The LARA Model determined that the site is not an 
important agricultural resource, as detailed in Section 2.1.2 above. One required factor (water 
rating) is low, triggering the resulting determination of no significance.  

Because the LARA Model determined that the site is not an important agricultural resource, 
no further analysis is required1. 

                                                           
1 Report Format and Content Requirements for Agricultural Resources. 
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2.4. Mitigation Measures and Design Considerations 

The LARA Model determined that the site is not an important agricultural resource; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 

2.5. Conclusions 

The project was evaluated for significance using the LARA model. Three required factors of 
climate, water, and soil quality were considered. Three complimentary factors were also 
considered: surrounding land uses, land use consistency, and slope. The LARA analysis 
determined that the project’s water factor rating is low. When a required factor is determined 
to be low, the site in not a significant resource under LARA. Because the LARA Model 
determined that the site is not an important agricultural resource, no further analysis is 
required Therefore, potential project impacts are below a level of significance. No mitigation 
is required. 

3. OFFSITE AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.1. Guidelines for the Determination of Significance  

The following significance guidelines is from the County of San Diego Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements (March 19, 2007) 
and are the basis for determining the significance of indirect impacts to offsite agricultural 
operations and Williamson Act Contract land in San Diego County: 

a) The project proposes a non-agricultural land use within one-quarter mile of an active 
agricultural operation or land under a Williamson Act Contract (Contract) and as a 
result of the project, land use conflicts between the agricultural operation or Contract 
land and the proposed project would likely occur and could result in conversion of 
agricultural resources to a non-agricultural use. 

b) The project proposes a school, church, day care or other use that involves a 
concentration of people at certain times within one mile of an agricultural operation 
or land under Contract and as a result of the project, land use conflicts between the 
agricultural operation or Contract land and the proposed project would likely occur 
and could result in conversion of agricultural resources to a non-agricultural use. 

c) The project would involve other changes to the existing environment, which due to 
their location or nature, could result in the conversion of offsite agricultural resources 
to a non-agricultural use or could adversely impact the viability of agriculture on land 
under a Contract. 



TRS CONSULTANTS 
 

 
 
HOSKINGS RANCH - AGRICULTURAL STUDY 15 

3.2. Analysis of Project Effects  

A. Agricultural uses within a quarter mile of the site: The project is under a 
Williamson Act Contract and currently supports an agricultural use which will continue 
after the subdivision of land. Individual lot owners may opt out of the contract, in which 
case there is a ten year period during which agriculture will continue. Therefore, it is the 
applicant’s opinion that the project does not propose a non-agricultural land use and none 
will take place in the immediate future. As part of the project design, several features will 
preclude impacts to adjacent operations. These are:  

1. Continuation of existing agriculture on the site Most lots are adjacent to 
areas that currently have an agricultural use or are undeveloped. Conflicts with 
areas where there is an adjacent agricultural use will be minimized due to the 
similarity of use and commonly shared issues between on-and offsite operations. 
For example, cattle grazing similar to that which is proposed for the project is 
currently carried out east, north, and southwest of the site.  

2. The large lots range in size from 40 to 196 acres. This design provides 
flexibility in siting of residences. As a result housing pads are generally located 
away from project boundary areas, as shown in Figure 3, “Project Tentative 
Map,” page F-3. This separation minimizes the potential for effects such as odor 
and noise from offsite areas. Lot 5 on the east is the closest to an offsite area, with 
approximately a 500-foot separation between the pad and the adjacent lot across 
Pine Hills Road. A 300-foot or greater separation is generally regarded as 
adequate to reduce interface conflicts to below a level of significance according to 
the County’s Guideline for Determining Significance and Report Format and 
Content Requirements, page 42. Additionally, cattle grazing already exists on the 
site and no complaints have been made as related to that activity by surrounding 
neighbors. 

3. The use of pesticides is regulated by Federal, State, and County law. 
Pesticide use has permitting and reporting requirements to ensure safe use of these 
materials. Administered through the County Department of Agriculture, Weights 
and Measures (AWM), a permit allows AWM to restrict uses through regulations 
such as buffer zones around the application area, prohibition of applications by air 
or on windy days, or through the limitation of the acreage treated at any one time. 
The project will comply with all laws related to the use of pesticides in 
conformance with AWM’s requirements. 

4. Odor impacts will not occur because projects will have an adequate buffer 
area between agricultural uses and residences, as noted above. Grazing on the site 
will be low density of approximately 80 head of cattle, or an average of one cow 
per 17.7 acres. A Grazing Management Plan will be used to control the number of 
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head on the ranch to ensure the density does not exceed the carrying capacity of 
the land.  

5. Several Williamson Act contract lands are located in the vicinity, as 
shown in Attachment F and on Figure 12, “Williamson Act Properties in the 
Project Area,” page F-12, in more detail. These properties are located along most 
of the northern boundary of the project and extend toward the town of Julian. One 
property is located southwest of the site, and several others are located southeast 
of the site. These properties will not be impacted by the project because a similar 
use is proposed. Because the project proposes similar agricultural uses, conflicts 
will be minimal or similar to those already existing in the area. Existing Contract 
lands are separated from proposed uses by a minimum of 500 feet, which exceeds 
recommended County limits for assessing adjacency impacts.  

6. Should individual future owners opt out of the Williamson Act contract, 
they will be subject to Williamson Act provisions as implemented by Board 
Policy I-38.  

B. Project proposes a use that involves a concentration of people (such as a school or 
church) and is within one mile of an agricultural operation or Williamson Contract land: 
The project does not propose a use of this type. 

C. Project proposes other changes that could result in the conversion of agriculture: 
The project does not propose other changes that would result in the conversion of 
agricultural uses surrounding the site. The project supports existing and continued 
agricultural operations onsite. Offsite uses are protected through a project design that 
preserves agriculture, maintains a low density of 40 acres per lot, and separates 
residential uses form off site uses. Impacts are not significant and no mitigation is 
required.  

3.3. Mitigation Measures and Design Considerations  

The project does not have significant impacts on off-site agricultural resources and no 
mitigation is required.  

Project design features for the project include: 

• Continuation of agriculture on all lots 

• Large lot design that separates proposed pads form offsite areas 

• Emphasis on agricultural types that are already established in the community 

• Controls on pesticide use consistent with State law and County ordinances. 



TRS CONSULTANTS 
 

 
 
HOSKINGS RANCH - AGRICULTURAL STUDY 17 

3.4. Conclusions  

Offsite agricultural resources were assessed using aerial photographs and information 
gathered during site visits. The project will not significantly impact nearby agriculture 
because the project will continue agricultural uses that are similar to those already established 
in the community. Controls on pesticide use will be in accordance with State law and County 
ordinance. Off-site Williamson Act Contracts are not threatened because sites under Contract 
must conform to State law and County processes in order to change Contract status. Those 
projects propose single family homes and cattle grazing, both uses similar to those found on 
and around those Contract lands. Offsite impacts to these contract lands are minimized due to 
separation of uses, consistency of use, and controls on activity. In addition, large lots will 
buffer existing uses from proposed uses. It would not produce a concentration of people 
because it does not propose a use such as a church or school. Furthermore, the project does 
not propose other changes to the existing environment which could result in the conversion 
of offsite agricultural resources to a non-agricultural use. Therefore, potential project impacts 
are below a level of significance. 

4. CONFORMANCE WITH AGRICULTURAL POLICIES 

4.1. Applicable General and Community Plan Policies  

4.1.1. San Diego County General Plan 

4.1.1.1. General Plan 

The San Diego County General Plan (GP) designates the majority of the site (19) 
Intensive Agriculture which allows for one dwelling unit per 2, 4, or 8 acres, 
depending on the criteria identified by the GP. The portion of the site that is within 
the Cleveland National Forest is designated National Forest and State Parks (23) and 
allows for one dwelling unit per 40 acres. The site is subject to the Environmentally 
Constrained Areas (ECA) Regional Category of the GP, allowing one dwelling unit 
per 40 acres, because areas designated Agricultural Preserve are designated ECA. 

The (19) Intensive Agriculture designation promotes a variety of agricultural uses 
including minor commercial, industrial, and public facility uses appropriate to 
agricultural operations or supportive of the agricultural population. 

The (23) National Forest and State Parks designation applies to all private land-
holdings lying within the boundaries of the Cleveland National Forest and outside of 
Country Town. All parcels in this designation have a forty-acre minimum parcel size 
and a maximum residential building intensity of one dwelling unit per parcel. 
Approximately 680 acres on the southern area of the site are in private holding within 
the Cleveland National Forest. 
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ECA include agricultural preserves and all private land-holdings within the National 
Forest and State Parks (23) designation. Development in these areas, while guided by 
the County General Plan, should be preceded by thorough environmental review and 
implementation of appropriate measures to mitigate adverse impacts. 

4.1.1.2. Julian Community Plan 

The Julian Community Plan of the County of San Diego General Plan applies to the 
proposed project. The Julian Community Plan recognizes that “large ranches divide 
expanses of land to grazing; smaller ranches often support orchards or wineries.” 
(Julian Community Plan p.2). This Community Plan seeks to “encourage a continuing 
rural atmosphere by planning for a balanced ecological community and a healthy 
environment for all forms of life” and “encourages property owners to avail 
themselves of legislation and private means to retain natural resources and open 
space. Included could be agricultural preserves, open space easements, habitat 
preserves, land trusts, and scenic easements.” (Id. p.4). Its agricultural goal seeks to 
“Promote long-term agriculture in the Julian area.” (Id. p.33). Policies and 
Recommendations of the Agricultural Goal include the following: 1) Encourage 
agriculture, particularly fruit, tree farming, and livestock grazing to provide and 
conserve open space, 2) The combination of agriculture with other activities shall be 
allowed to provide an economic advantage to agriculture in competing with the forces 
of urbanization, 3) Urban sprawl shall be discouraged in order to preserve agricultural 
resources, 4) Encourage the use of reclaimed water for irrigation, and 5) Discourage 
nuisance-prone heavy agriculture such as commercial productions of poultry and 
swine. (Id. p.33). 

4.1.2. San Diego County Zoning Ordinance  

The site is zoned A72(8) General Agricultural Use Regulations, which are intended to 
create and preserve areas for the raising of crops and animals. Processing of products 
produced or raised on the premises would be permitted as would certain commercial 
activities associated with crop and animal raising. Typically, the A72 Use Regulations 
would be applied to areas distant from large urban centers where the dust, odor, and noise 
of agricultural operations would not interfere with urban uses, and where urban 
development would not encroach on agricultural uses. A72(8) zoning allows one 
dwelling unit per eight acres. 

4.1.3. County Board of Supervisors Policy I-38  

The County Board of Supervisors Policy I-38 sets forth policies for the implementation 
of the Williamson Act, which are summarized in Section 1.4.2.6. This Policy establishes 
the criteria for formation of preserves within the County of San Diego, including required 
hearings, minimum lot size, zoning, and eligible ownership. 
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4.2. Project Consistency with Applicable Policies  

The project is consistent with the San Diego County General Plan, the Julian Community 
Plan, and other agricultural policies and ordinances pertinent to the project. 

4.2.1. San Diego County General Plan  

4.2.1.1. General Plan 

The project site is regionally categorized as Environmentally Constrained Areas 
(ECA) and is designated as (19) Intensive Agriculture and (23) National Forest and 
State Parks. 

Agriculture is encouraged on each parcel with only one dwelling unit per forty-acre 
parcel and residences incidental to agricultural use. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with the San Diego County General Plan designation that is applicable to 
the site. 

4.2.1.2. Julian Community Plan 

 
The project site is located within the Julian community planning area. The project 
complies with all agricultural goals and policies contained in the Julian Community 
Plan as shown in the chart below: 

 
 

Project Consistency with Applicable Goals and Policies 

Plan Goal/Policy Proposed Project Compatibility 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Introduction 

Large ranches divide expanses of 
land to grazing; smaller ranches 
often support orchards or 
wineries. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
goal. The project proposes 24 lots with 
each lot being a minimum of 40 acres in 
size. Each lot has been analyzed for its 
potential for grazing/cattle breeding and 
each lot is capable of supporting some 
level of agricultural operation. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Environmental 
Management 
General Goal 

Encourage a continuing rural 
atmosphere by planning for a 
balanced ecological community 
and a healthy environment for all 
forms of life. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
goal. The project has agriculture on the site 
now and encourages a rural atmosphere by 
proposing continuation of agriculture on 
large 40-acre minimum lots capable of 
sustaining agricultural activities, and open 
space (approximately 91% of the entire 
project site) to protect the onsite natural 
resources. 
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Julian 
Community Plan 
Environmental 
Management 
General Goal 

Encourages property owners to 
avail themselves of legislation 
and private means to retain 
natural resources and open 
space. Included could be 
agricultural preserves, open 
space easements, habitat 
preserves, land trusts, and scenic 
easements. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
goal. The project continues agriculture and 
proposes large 40-acre minimum lots that 
will allow agricultural use resources on the 
site. The project is proposed as grazing and 
cattle breeding area and open space, 
preserving agricultural capacity and 
sensitive resources on the site. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural Goal 

Promote long-term agriculture in 
the Julian area. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. The project is consistent with the 
designations of the Historic General Plan. 
Agriculture is currently taking place on the 
site and will continue. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural 
Policy 1 

Encourage agriculture, 
particularly fruit, tree farming, 
and livestock grazing to provide 
and conserve open space. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. The project is based on agricultural 
use. Each lot has been analyzed for its 
potential for grazing and cattle breeding 
and the majority of the site is proposed for 
grazing/cattle breeding and open space.  

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural 
Policy 2 

The combination of agriculture 
with other activities shall be 
allowed to provide an economic 
advantage to agriculture in 
competing with the forces of 
urbanization. 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. The project has been designed with 
a combination of agricultural activities and 
open space preservation in mind, thereby 
promoting agricultural use and also 
providing economic advantages as a result 
of that use. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural 
Policy 3 

Urban sprawl shall be 
discouraged in order to preserve 
agricultural resources 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. Each lot proposed is a minimum of 
40 acres which will help preserve 
agricultural resources since agricultural use 
is encouraged. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural 
Policy 4 

Encourage the use of reclaimed 
water for irrigation 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. Reservoirs and stock ponds that 
capture rainwater on the site will be used to 
water cattle. 

Julian 
Community Plan 
Community 
Development 
Agricultural 
Policy 5 

Discourage nuisance-prone 
heavy agriculture such as 
commercial productions of 
poultry and swine 

The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. No agriculture of this type is 
proposed or suggested. 
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4.2.2. San Diego County Zoning Ordinance  

 
The project proposes 24 agricultural-based parcels on more than 1,416 acres, 
significantly less than that permitted in the A72(8) zone. The project is designed with 
agricultural use in mind and conforms to the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance 
A72(8) zone by preserving potential agricultural areas for future use. 

4.2.3. County Board of Supervisors Policy I-38  

Most of the site is currently in a Williamson Act Contract. There is one area of 161.23 
acres in the southeastern portion of the site that will have its contract terms modified to 
reduce the minimum lots size from 160 to 40 acres. A minimum parcel size of forty acres 
is the established minimum size requirement for an agricultural preserve in this area. The 
project meets this size requirement for each of the proposed 24 parcels, each being at 
least forty acres in size. Agricultural use of each parcel is required through the procedures 
detailed in Section 3.2. The project does not impact Board Policy I-38, rather, it strongly 
supports it by remaining in the Contract.  

4.3. Conclusions 

The project will not conflict with zoning or land use designations because the project is 
consistent with its existing zoning and designations and no changes are proposed to existing 
zoning or designations. With 40-acre minimum parcels being proposed, the rural and 
agricultural character of the Julian area will be retained by the project. There are no changes 
in land uses being proposed that would conflict with existing agricultural operations in the 
vicinity because the project proposes agricultural use on each 40-acre minimum parcel. 
Potential project impacts are below a level of significance. 

5. CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS  

Cumulative impacts are those caused by the additive effects of other projects to agricultural 
resources over time. A project’s impact may not be individually significant, but the additive 
effect when viewed in connection with the impacts of past, present, and probable future projects 
may cause the significant loss or degradation of agricultural resources. 

5.1. Guidelines for the Determination of Significance  

The significance guideline is based on the same guidelines used to determine the significance 
of project-level impacts except that the analysis considers the significance of the project in 
combination with the agricultural impacts caused by the other projects in the cumulative 
study area. It is from the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance and 
Report Format and Content Requirements (March 19, 2007. According to the Guidelines, a 
project that is determined not to be an important agricultural resource under the LARA 
Model, that would not have significant indirect impacts to agricultural resources, and that 



TRS CONSULTANTS 
 

 
22  HOSKINGS RANCH - AGRICULTURAL STUDY 

would not conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act Contract would not have the 
potential to contribute to a cumulative impact. 

5.2. Analysis of Project Effects  

The cumulative projects study area consists of approximately 22,400 acres extending over a 
35 square mile area and was chosen based on a combination of topography and its location 
within the Julian Community Planning Area. Ninety surrounding projects were evaluated for 
the study. Projects that do not impair agricultural viability are listed in Table 4, “Cumulative 
Projects That Do Not Substantially Impair Viability of Surrounding Agriculture,” on page T-
4. Fifty-five projects fall into this category. Thirty-five projects that were judged as requiring 
additional research are listed in Table 3, “Cumulative Projects List,” page T-3. Projects in the 
study area that were determined to have potential agricultural impacts are shown in Figure 
13, “Cumulative Projects,” page F-13. Approximately eight percent of the projects contain 
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Significance soils. 

The Julian area is not under significant pressure to convert land to non-agricultural uses. The 
projects studied do not result in incompatible development that would increase agriculture 
interface conflicts and associated agricultural viability or conflicts with Williamson Act 
Contracts. 

5.2.1. Projects That Would Not Substantially Impair Ongoing Viability of 
Agriculture  

The County currently performs many agricultural analyses “in house.” Fifty-five projects, 
as reviewed by County staff and indicated within files researched at the County, would 
not substantially impair the ongoing viability of agricultural use. These are detailed in 
Table 4, “Cumulative Projects That Do Not Substantially Impair Viability of Surrounding 
Agriculture,” page T-4. These projects may or may not have existing agriculture and/or 
Prime or Statewide Importance soils onsite. Examples of these projects include minor 
expansions or alterations of an existing use, single family residence grading permits, 
boundary adjustments and Certificates of Compliance, agricultural intensification, 
accessory or auxiliary uses such as wireless telecommunication facilities and drainage 
facilities, road improvements and other minor public facility improvements, and any 
project, including residential subdivisions, that would substantially avoid impacts to 
Prime and Statewide Importance soils while maintaining agricultural viability2. Projects 
that have been withdrawn are also included in this list of projects. 

Twenty-seven projects on Table 3 were reviewed and found to have no impacts to 
agriculture. Tentative Parcel Maps (TPM) 20253, 20571, and 20474 have the potential to 
impact agricultural resources as the result of dividing a total of 378 acres into 17 lots. 
However, these projects will not convert land to non-agricultural uses, and will continue 

                                                           
2 Guidelines for Determining Significance, Agricultural Resources, pg. 40. 
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agricultural uses on large, mostly 20+-acre lots. As such they do not constitute a 
significant cumulative effect on agricultural resources.  

Tentative Map (TM) 4489 subdivides approximately 205 acres into 41 lots in the more 
mountainous area south of Julian along SR79. An EIR was certified for this project and 
all impacts were mitigated. There is little potential for agriculture on this type of terrain 
and soil, and therefore does not significantly affect agricultural resources. 

Major Use Permits (MUP) 77-138, 72-469, and 82-081, and MUP 
modification/deviations 68-084, 72-460, and 85-078 have no important farmland soils or 
agricultural resources onsite. Therefore, there are no significant cumulative effects on 
agricultural resources as a result of these projects. 

Minor Use Permits (ZAP) 05-014, 07-010, and 01-102, Site Plan 01-049, and 
Administrative Permit 99-022 are modifications or additions to single family lots that 
have little or no footprint and no impacts to agriculture. 

Site Plans 00-018, 02-029, 03-034, 03-059, 07-017, 01-028, 02-043, 02-045, 07-045, 03-
046, 02-041, and 05-011 are all single family dwelling units that are under TM 4489, 
Julian Estates, detailed above. Site Plan modification/deviation 01-049 has no agricultural 
use on site and no important farmland. There are no significant affects to agricultural 
resources as a result of these site plans because the rocky soils in this mountainous area 
have very little potential for agriculture. 

5.2.2. Projects Analyzed With Existing Agriculture Or Prime Or Statewide 
Importance Soils Onsite  

Eight remaining projects, eight percent of the projects, were analyzed for cumulative 
direct impacts to agricultural resources. Table 3, “Cumulative Projects List,” page T-3, 
summarizes data for the project. It shows the estimated impact to Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance is eleven acres. Within the initial 22,400 acre study 
area, total impacts to agricultural resources, including the project,total  27 acres, 
represents less than  0.1 percent of the study area and is not cumulatively significant. 

Spencer Valley Winery, Major Use Permit (MUP) 98-003, is a fruit stand and cidery. 
This project (#10 on Figure 13) adds an agricultural commodity to the area and therefore 
does not contribute to a significant cumulative agricultural impact. 

Jenkins Winery, MUP 98-011, #13 on Figure 13, was approved for roof style change. 
This project adds an agricultural commodity to the area and therefore does not contribute 
to a significant cumulative agricultural impact. 
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Julian Sanitation District, MUP 77-113, #26 on Figure 13, is an improvement to the 
sewage treatment plant for Julian, originally constructed in 1981. This property is 
currently under a Williamson Act Contract. Impacts to the neighboring spray fields are 
avoided and buffered. There are no significant agricultural impacts as a result of this 
project. 

Ortega, TPM 19932, #36 on Figure 13, is a minor subdivision of approximately nine 
acres into four parcels on flat to moderately sloping grazed mountain meadows. An open 
space easement is dedicated to preserve the disturbed grazed mountain meadows. There 
are no significant agricultural impacts as a result of this project. 

TPM 20863 was withdrawn. 

YMCA Camp Marston, MUP 75-083, #38 on Figure 13, is a permit to replace existing 
cabins at the campgrounds located on the southern end of Pine Hills Road. There are no 
significant agricultural impacts as a result of this project. 

Julian/Cuyamaca Fire Station, Site Plan 10-004, #55 on Figure 13, has been placed on 
hold and no other information is available. 

Red Horse Winery, MUP 97-005, adds an agricultural commodity. Therefore, there are 
no significant cumulative effects on agricultural resources as a result of this project. 

Under the County Guidelines for Determining Significance of Agricultural Resources, a 
significant direct impact to agricultural resources occurs if a project results in the 
conversion of agricultural resources that meet soil quality criteria for Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson 
Act Contract, and as a result a project would substantially impair the ongoing viability of 
the site for agricultural use. None of the projects studied in the cumulative project 
analysis result in significant impacts to Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. The project site, for example, consists of Other Land and has no Prime 
Farmland of Farmland of Statewide Importance.  

The Julian Sanitation District project (MUP 77-113) results in an impact to two acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance soils, the Ortega project (TPM 19932) results in an 
impact of three acres, the YMCA project (MUP 75-083 ) impacts four acres and the 
Julian/Cuyamaca Fire Station would impact two acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. The project has direct impacts to sixteen acres of important soils. 
Collectively, the project in combination with other anticipated development in the area 
results in the total loss of 27 acres of Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance within the 22,400-acre area that was studied. The project, in combination 
with other anticipated development in the study area, does not result in cumulatively 
significant agricultural impacts because the cumulative projects have avoided or 
minimized agricultural impacts or retained agricultural uses. 
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There are several Williamson Act Projects in the vicinity, as depicted in Appendix E. An 
enlargement is shown in Figure 13, “Williamson Act Properties in the Project Area,” 
page F-13. As noted, the project will continue under a Williamson Act Contract and 
current cattle grazing/cattle breeding activities will also continue. Any change from 
agricultural uses will have to comply with the provisions of the Williamson Act and 
County Board of Supervisors Policy I-38 which implements those provisions. This 
process applies to all projects in the cumulative study area. To the extent that all projects 
must comply with state law as regards the Williamson Act, cumulative impacts are 
precluded. Impacts are not significant and no mitigation is required.  

In summary, the project does not result in indirect agricultural impacts. The 35 projects 
examined in detail in this cumulative impact analysis did not result in cumulatively 
significant indirect impacts. Accordingly, the project, in combination with other 
anticipated projects in the area does not result in cumulatively significant indirect 
agricultural impacts. 

5.3. Mitigation Measures and Design Considerations  

Project design considerations include minimum 40-acre parcel sizes, creating more 
economically feasible lot sizes than one large 1,417-acre parcel. It is much more likely that 
agriculture will be created on the smaller parcels in the future. The site is currently fallow 
except for the grazing that has been the primary type of use on the site for many decades. The 
project, as designed, will enhance the viability of potential agriculture on the site. 

5.4. Conclusions  

Cumulative impacts are not significant based on the list of projects, and the project does not 
contribute to cumulative impacts. Approximately eight percent of the projects listed contain 
Prime and/or Farmland of Statewide Importance soils. This project increases the likelihood 
of agricultural operations by reducing parcel sizes to those of easier management and 
economic stability. Therefore, the project is not cumulatively considerable. 

The cumulative project study area includes the surrounding west-facing mountainous areas of 
Julian and Santa Ysabel, as well as the flatter valleys, because these land types are indicative 
of the region. They share a similar climate pattern (such as rainfall).Thirty-five projects were 
examined in detail and impacts to Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance or 
conflicts with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act Contract were compiled.  

Approximately 27 acres of Prime Farmland and/or Farmland of Statewide Importance (0.1 
percent of the study area) will be directly impacted by development. Total impacts to existing 
agriculture were also compiled and none were noted. Cumulative impacts are not significant 
because existing agricultural operations such as wineries and orchards continue to grow in 
the Julian area. There are no conflicts with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contracts. 
The project’s contribution is 59.3 percent of the total cumulative impact (0.07 percent of the 
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study area). This is not considerable because the project is designed to promote agriculture 
by proposing minimum 40-acre lots.  

As designed, the project does not result in significant agricultural impacts individually or 
cumulatively and no further mitigation is required. 

6. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The project does not result in significant agricultural impacts and no mitigation is required. The 
project has been designed to encourage agricultural operations on each parcel, thereby preserving 
the entire site in potential agriculture. The project is not a significant agricultural resource under 
the LARA Model analysis. Offsite impacts are avoided because proposed uses will remain 
consistent with the rural agricultural setting, and enough distance exists between proposed and 
existing uses to avoid impacts to existing operations.  

The proposed project is consistent with General Plan and zoning designations, and is compatible 
with the rural residential and agricultural policies of the Julian Community Plan. The project’s 
effect on the Williamson Act was analyzed and was found to be not significant. The project 
proposes 40 acre lots that are consistent with the Williamson Act contract. It also includes a 
mechanism to ensure that ongoing agriculture exists on each lot prior to the construction of a 
residence.  

No significant cumulative impacts will result from the proposed project in combination with 
other planned development in the 22,400-acre study area. Project design features ensure the 
continued potential of agricultural operations onsite. The proposed project does not result in 
significant agricultural impacts individually or cumulatively and no mitigation is required. 
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