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289-120-32-, -40, and -41. 
 

 

A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1. Requested Actions 

 
This is a request for the Planning Commission to evaluate the proposed Tentative Map (TM) for a 
24-lot agricultural subdivision and to amend the existing Williamson Act Contract’s minimum 
acreage (described below in Section C.2).  It is requested that the Planning Commission 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the required findings are met; and to take the 
following actions:   
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a. Recommend adoption of the Environmental Findings included in Attachment D, to certify 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

 
b. Recommend adoption of the TM Resolution of Approval, which includes those 

requirements and conditions necessary to ensure that the project is implemented in a 
manner consistent with State law and County of San Diego Regulations (Attachment B).  

 
c. Recommend adoption of the Third Williamson Act Contract (Contract) Amendment to 

change the Contract’s minimum 160 acres to 40 acres (Attachment C). 
   

2. Key Requirements for Requested Actions 
 
a. Is the proposed project consistent with the vision, goals, and polices of the General Plan?  
b.  Does the project comply with the policies set forth under the Julian Community Plan?   
c. Is the proposed project consistent with the County’s Zoning Ordinance? 
d. Is the proposed project consistent with the County’s Subdivision Ordinance? 
e. Is the project consistent with other applicable County regulations? 
f. Is the project consistent with Board of Supervisors Policy I-38 relating to Williamson Act 

Contracts? 
g. Does the project comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)?   
 

B. REPORT SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of the following staff report is to provide the Planning Commission with the information 
necessary to consider the proposed TM, conditions of approval and findings, Environmental Findings 
prepared in accordance with CEQA and the Contract amendment. 
 
The applicant proposes a TM to subdivide a 1,416.5-acre site into 24 agricultural lots that will include 
single family homes at the southwest intersection of State Route (SR) 78/79 and Pine Hills Road, within 
the Community of Julian.  Based on the analysis performed by staff, the Department concludes that the 
Key Requirements for Requested Actions can be met, and therefore, staff recommends approval of the 
TM with the proposed conditions noted in the Resolution of Approval (Attachment B) and the Third 
Contract Amendment (Attachment C). 

 
C. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

 
1. Project History 

 
The property is bound by a previous Williamson Act Contract (Contract) and subsequent 
amendments approved by the Board of Supervisors, in compliance with Government Code Section 
51200, et. seq. (known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965).  The Hoskings Ranch 
subject property was part of a larger 37,640-acre Contract known as the Pine Hills-Boulder Creek 
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Contract (AP73-34).  The Contract was adopted in 1974 and included approximately 1,292 acres of 
the Hosking Ranch site.  Please see Figure 1.   
 
Contract AP73-34 was amended twice. The first amendment did not affect the subject site, as it 
applied to an off-site location; the second amendment affected the subject site by changing the 
minimum parcel size of the majority of the project site Contract.   
 
In 1982, the second amendment to Contract AP73-34 was approved as Contract AP81-17, on 
1,131 acres of the subject project.  Contract AP81-17 changed the minimum lot acreage on the 
1,131 acres from 160 to 40 acres. That amendment accommodated cattle breeding and conformed 
to Board Policy I-38.  Board Policy I-38 identifies procedures to implement the Williamson Act and 
sets minimum lot acreages for the different types of agricultural activities (see Attachment J).  
Please see Figure 2 for the second amendment area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Project Site Williamson Act Contract AP73-34 Shown in Purple and Yellow, with Non-
Contracted Lands Shown in Green 
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Figure 2: Project Site Williamson Act Contract- Second Amendment AP81-17 Shown in Purple 

 

 
Figure 3: Project Site Williamson Act Contract AP73-34 - Requiring a Proposed Third 
Contract Amendment Shown in Yellow 
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2. Project Description 
 

The applicant proposes an agricultural TM to subdivide 1,416.5 acres of agricultural grazing and 
breeding lands into 24 lots and proposed internal private roads (see Attachment A Planning 
Documentation, Maps 1-3 of 4).  A third Contract Amendment to Contract AP73-34 is also 
proposed (see Figure 3).  The amendment would reduce the minimum lot size from 160 acres to 40 
acres for cattle breeding and grazing. The proposed agricultural lots and any future residential 
construction would sustain the proposed grazing and breeding operation, as required by a 
proposed and conditioned agricultural easement (requiring the continuation of agricultural uses on 
all portions of the property) along with the Contract.  Single family homes would remain incidental 
to the agricultural use of each lot. Additionally, along with the TM and Contract amendment, a 
Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) is required and must be obtained by the applicant in order to mitigate for 
project impacts.   

 
On-site wells would provide potable water to the lots and individual on-site sewer disposal systems 
are planned. The site is served by the Julian/Cuyamaca Fire Protection District (JFPD), which has 
been combined with County Service Area 135 (CSA 135). The subdivision’s earthwork would 
consist of 103,127 cubic yards of cut and 103,568 cubic yards of fill.  

 
The main access to the project would be from Pine Hills Road, a public road, which runs north-to-
south along the eastern boundary of the subject property. The proposed internal road (Tenaya 
Road) runs from the intersection with Pine Hills Road on the east to Daley Flat Road to the west. 
The proposed lots access Tenaya Road through private driveways or three residential private 
roads.  
 
Secondary access is proposed on the western edge of the site, at Daley Flat Road, a private 
roadway. Daley Flat Road intersects with Hoskings Ranch Road (private road), which then 
connects to SR-79/78 several miles west of Pine Hills Road.  Both roads will be improved to a 24-
foot width, as required by County Private Road Standards. 

 
3. Subject Property and Surrounding Land Uses 

 
The project site is located at the southwest intersection of SR 78/79 and Pine Hills Road, within the 
Julian Community Plan area (see Figures 4 & 5). Surrounding land uses primarily consist of single-
family homes, agriculture and Cleveland National Forest lands (west). 
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Figure 4: Project Location 

 
The site is comprised of generally flat areas, steep slopes (between 25 and 50 percent) and gently 
rolling slopes.  From Pine Hills Road, the property is flat with gently rolling hills that increase slowly 
to the west and south.  Within the area fronting on Pine Hills Road, drainage features also exist.  
The property begins to drop significantly in topography in a westerly direction, terminating in steep 
slopes and terrain on the southwestern portion of the site. Adjacent to the Cleveland National 
Forest, the property is characterized by very steep slopes and cliffs. The overall property 
topography rises dramatically from south/southwest to the north/northeast direction (see Figure 6). 
 
The surrounding residential development is similar in density and lot size to the proposed project.  
The existing residential surrounding Land Use designations are Rural Lands-40, -80 and Semi-
Rural-4 and -10. The A-72 Zoning district, an agricultural district, also surrounds the site.  The A-72 
District supports cropping and other agricultural operations, yet also permits single-family 
residential uses. For a summary of the surrounding designations and land uses, see Table C-1. 
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Figure 6: Looking North from Project Site at SR78/79 Frontage 

 
Figure 7: Interior of Project Site Looking West 
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Figure 8: Project Site at Pine Hills Road – View to southwest 
 
 

D. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
1. Project Background 

 
The Hoskings Ranch TM was submitted on May 1, 2003. It was presented to the Planning 
Commission on July 14, 2006 and to the Board of Supervisors on September 27, 2006 (Item 
Number 1).  At that time, the Department recommended denial of the proposed 33-lot TM, with lot 
sizes ranging between 40 to 62 acres.  The denial was based on the Subdivision Map Act and the 
site’s lack of agricultural operations. The Subdivision Map Act Government Code, Section 66474.4 
requires that a TM within a Contract be denied if subdivision of the land is too small to sustain an 
agricultural use or if the subdivision will result in residential units not incidental to the commercial 
agricultural use. 
   
The Planning Commission agreed with the Department and recommended denial of the TM.  
During the Board of Supervisors’ hearing, staff was asked whether it would recommend approval of 
the requested TM if the applicant established agricultural opereations on the property. Staff 
answered affirmatively that it would recommend approval if agricultural operations were 
established on and remained on the site. Therefore, the Board decided to continue the item and 
referred it back to staff, requesting that staff work with the applicant and return when an 
appropriate resolution was reached so that the project was in compliance with both the Williamson 
Act and the Subdivision Map Act. (See Attachment H for the hearing transcript). 
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Based on the Board direction, PDS and the applicant reached a resolution that addresses the 
Williamson Act and conforms to the Map Act requirements. The applicant and staff collaboratively 
worked with County Counsel to progress the project forward in a manner that addresses the site 
issues and accomplishes the Board’s direction. Therefore, staff is returning to the Planning 
Commission and the Board with a revised project proposal for decision. The proposal is analyzed 
in detail on the following pages. 

 
2. Project Analysis 

 
Staff reviewed the proposed TM to ensure it conforms to the relevant ordinances and guidelines, 
including the Subdivision Map Act, the Williamson Act, the San Diego County General Plan, Julian 
Community Plan, the Subdivision Ordinance, the Zoning Ordinance and CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The following information analyzes the project in conformance with those aforementioned 
regulations and ordinances as well as the issues raised previously and during public review 
including: traffic safety, biological resources, and cultural resources.   
 
a. Williamson Act Contract and Subdivision Map Act 

 
Issue: Conformance with the Williamson Act Contract and the Subdivision Map Act are 
required.  The property applicant is required to establish and retain agricultural uses on site.  
Single family homes must remain incidental to the agricultural use. 
 
Analysis and Response: The applicant established between 40 and 60 cattle for grazing and 
breeding. Cattle grazing and breeding is considered an agricultural use. The proposed project 
would preserve this agricultural use on the site so that it remains ongoing and so the use 
continues subsequent to the proposed construction of single family homes. Future 
homeowners would also have the opportunity and could elect to conduct additional agricultural 
uses on the proposed lots as well.   
 
PDS and County Counsel find these actions along with the other resolutions and conditions set 
forth in this report, in conformance with the Williamson Act Contract and the Subdivision Map 
Act Section 66474.4; and therefore, can recommend approval of the proposed TM.  The 
following items will ensure compliance: 
 
Grazing Management Plan:  A Grazing Management Plan (GMP) has been prepared and is 
part of the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) that addresses on-site biological and 
cultural resources management.  By making the GMP a part of the RMP, plan implentation will 
be monitored and financed in a similar manner as the biological and cultural resources plans.  
Further, the grazing and breeding operation will be managed by a qualified rancher, within the 
required agricultural easement.   
 
Agricultural Easement:  To further resolve the issues raised in 2006, and as an additive 
measure to the Contract, the applicant has agreed to prepare and record an agricultural 
easement over all proposed lots.  This easement would be to the benefit of the County and 
would preserve agriculture, on the future individual lots.  Under the easement, the County will 
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have the right to enforce its use restrictions against the current and future owners of the 
individual lots. In this way, agricultural uses would be preserved within the site, in compliance 
with the existing Contract, and residential uses would remain incidental to the established 
agricultural use(s).   
 
Under the agricultural easement, cattle would roam and be allowed to cross all lots and 
portions of the site.  Further, within this easement, fencing located at lot boundaries would be 
prohibitied.  Fencing would only be allowed within the easement to protect sensitive biological 
species.   
 
Agricultural Lot-by-Lot Analysis:  As part of the EIR, the applicant prepared an Agricultural 
Analysis that reviewed the potential for agricultural activities within the proposed TM (see 
Attachment K).  That analysis demonstrated that based on soils, steep slopes, and the location 
of Prime Farmlands, the future property owners could continue the grazing and breeding 
operation and/or plant orchards and vineyards.  The County Department of Agriculture, 
Weights and Measures (AWM) reviewed the Lot-by-Loty Analysis and accepted its 
conclusions. 
 
The eastern portion of the site is encumbered by Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 
wetlands and drainage areas.  However, the land is relatively flat to gently sloping hills, and 
could support agricultural activities beyond cattle grazing and breeding.  For instance, there 
are approximately 13 acres within proposed Lots 4, 7, 6 and 9 that are considered Prime 
Farmland by the State Department of Conservation.  This area would support most crops 
found within the Julian Community Plan area, such as pear and apple orchards and vineyards.  
Outside this Prime Farmland location, the eatern section of the site contains flat and gently 
rolling hills.  This area would also be available for alternative agricultural uses to the grazing 
and breeding proposal.  This area would primarily allow the planting of orchards.  This 
statement is based on the existing soil types present, surrounding drainage patterns and the 
presence of Non-Native Grasslands (NNG).  Each of these characteristics would allow the 
growth of apples or pears.   

 
b. Biological Resources 
 

Issue:  Both direct and indirect impacts to biological resources would be caused by the project.  
Project related impacts include: indirect impacts to Red Shouldered Hawk, Swainson’s Hawk, 
and Golden Eagle foraging, nesting and habitat conversion to a residential use; impacts to 
Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) and Southern Mixed Chaparral as well as Live Oak Woodland; 
impacts to Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands by grading, vegetation removal, road crossings and 
drainage improvements; and impacts to Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) wetlands and 
habitats.   
 
Analysis and Response:  All impacts to biological resources are mitigated to a level below 
significant by mitigating on- and off-site at the County required mitigation ratios as 
demonstrated in the analysis and response below.   
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Non-Native Grasslands and Cattle Grazing:  Because the Contract and the biological 
requirements conflict with each other, the project includes the combination of Non-Native 
Grasslands preservation and cattle grazing.  The NNG is the habitat where cattle would 
typically graze. The combination of these two uses are complementary. The Department finds 
this co-location of cattle and NNG as an acceptable arrangement.   

 
Habitat Loss Permit:  Due to its impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS), the project applicant 
must obtain a Habitat Loss Permit (HLP).  The proposed TM is anticipated to impact 3.8 acres 
of CSS and a Draft HLP is provided in Attachment E.  The project implementation is 
conditioned upon obtaining an HLP approval (Attachment B, TM Resolution Condition No. 64). 
 

c. Cultural Resources 
 
Issue:  The project EIR identified significant cultural areas on the property. 
 
Analysis and Response:  The project proponent will undertake a data recovery excavation to 
collect a sample of cultural material within a data-recovery program. This is a standard cultural 
resources condition when sensitive cultural sites are discovered on a project site (Attachment 
B, TM Resolution Condition No. 65).  Further, the project is conditioned to require a grading 
monitoring program for cultural resources, during project grading. A Native American Monitor 
will be on-site during grading to determine if cultural resources are found and the disposition of 
those resources.      
 

d. Traffic Safety 
 

Issue: The EIR analysis indicated that the proposed 24-lot TM would not impact the mobility 
system in a direct or an indirect manner.  The main potential impacts relate to traffic 
operations, as described in Section C of this Report. 
 
Analysis and Response:  Roadway improvements as well as responding to sight distance 
concerns were addressed through project conditions and design. 
 
Roadway Improvements: Secondary access is proposed on the west side of the site, at Daley 
Flat Road, a private roadway (Figure 1).  Daley Flat Road intersects with Hoskings Ranch 
Road (private road), which then connects to SR-79/78 several miles west of Pine Hills Road.  
Both roads will be improved to a 24-foot width, as required by County Private Road Standards.  
Improvements to SR-78/79 include the installation of a westbound left-turn lane out of the 
Village of Julian.  The project is also conditioned to add an eastbound right-turn lane into Pine 
Hills Road, to channel vehicles away from the eastbound SR 78/79 traffic. Vegetation clearing 
is required at the SR 79/78 intersection, to obtain adequate sight distance (see Figure 9). 
 
Sight Distance:  Pine Hills Road increases in topography from the north to the south. Vertical 
and horizontal curves with limited sight distance are present as the road progresses south and 
farther away from the project entrance.  Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis and the low 
volume of vehicle trips generated by the project - 288 average daily trips (ADT), the project 
applicant is not required to improve Pine Hills Road; however, sight distance is a concern at 
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the Tenaya Road and Pine Hills Road intersection. Therefore, the applicant will undertake tree 
and vegetation clearing along Pine Hills Road near the main entrance, to provide adequate 
sight distance. 

 

 
      Figure 9: Proposed Sight Distance Improvements 
 

3. General Plan Consistency 
 
The project relies on the former, pre-2011 General Plan. “Pipelining” is allowed by the Subdivision 
Map Act (Government Code Section 66474.2) when a subdivision map is consistent with the 
general plan in effect at the time a project is deemed complete. This project was reviewed based 
on the previously adopted General Plan and is consistent with the previous General Plan 
designation of Intensive Agriculture (19). The Intensive Agriculture Land Use designation requires 
an eight-acre minimum lot size, where the average property slopes are greater than 25 percent. 
The subject TM design meets this requirement as each lot conforms to a minimum lot size of 40 
acres. (Please see the General Plan Consistency Table – D.1) Despite the “pipelined” status, the 
project also complies with the current 2011 General Plan. The current General Plan applies the RL-
40 Land Use designation within the northern and eastern sections of the project site (Lots 1-12, 14, 
17-18 and 22); and applies the RL-80 Land Use designation in the southern and western portions 
of the project site (Lots 13, 15-16, and 19-21, and 23-24) A General Plan consistency review 
demonstrating conformance to the 2011 General Plan is found in Attachment L.   

Table D-1: Pre-2011 Historic General Plan Conformance 
  Historic General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
Intensive Agriculture (19) – The Intensive 
Agriculture Land Use designation requires an 
eight-acre minimum lot size, where the 
average property slopes are greater than 25 
percent.   

The subject TM design meets this requirement 
as each of the 24 lots conforms to a minimum 
lot size 40 acres, which is over the required 
eight acres.   
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  Historic General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
Environmentally Constrained Area (ECA) 
Lot Size Requirement – Uses and densities 
will be those permitted by the applicable 
community and subregional plan map; the 
County Zoning Ordinance; the Groundwater 
Policy; and for private land-holdings, in the 
Cleveland National Forest and outside the 
designated National Forest and State Parks 
(23) a 40-acre minimum parcel size shall apply 
and a one (1) unit per parcel maximum 
density. 

The southern and western portions of the 
project site are private land-holdings within the 
Cleveland National Forest.  The TM design 
complies with the Julian Community and 
County Zoning Ordinance.  The proposal allows 
only lots that are a minimum of 40 acres in size.  
Further, only one house could be constructed 
on each lot, as proposed. Therefore, the lot size 
of the project matches that required 40-acre lot 
sizes and only one unit per lot. 
 
The Groundwater Ordinance’s Residential 
Density Controls requires a minimum of four 
gross acres per lot for more than 21 proposed 
lots. The subject request would allow 24 lots 
and each lot is a minimum of 40 acres.  
Therefore, the project lot sizes are above the 
minimum of four acres and comply with the 
County Groundwater Ordinance. 

ECA Requirement – The resource 
responsible for the designation of an ECA shall 
be identified and appropriate mitigation 
measures included in any project approval.  

Sensitive biological species, steep slopes, and 
RPO wetlands and drainages occur on the 
project site. These resources prompted the 
ECA designation. The project EIR analyzed 
these resources and the project design either 
avoids them or mitigates for project impacts to 
each of the resources.   

ECA Requirement – Flood-prone areas which 
are not planned for stabilization will be retained 
in natural, open and other non-urban uses.    

The TM EIR shows avoidance of flood-prone 
areas (subject to RPO) and / or mitigation 
measures for impacts to these resources.  As 
stated previously, 85 percent of the subject site 
would be preserved in open space to preserve 
biologically sensitive lands and wetland areas.  

Land Use Goal 2.3 – Retain the rural 
character of non-urban lands. 

The rural environment of the subject property 
and the surrounding neighborhood are 
preserved by the proposal to preserve 85 
percent of the property within the project site.  
Further, the minimum 40-acre lots size 
requirement would allow a large separation 
between houses, should a property owner wish 
to construct a home on the future lots.  This 
separation would not detract from the visual 
quality of the current rural neighborhood, where 
existing homes are spread-out.  This is further 
discussed in the project EIR.   
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  Historic General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
Land Use Goal 2.5 – Encourage continuance 
and expansion of agricultural uses in 
appropriate portions of the unincorporated 
area. 

The project would preserve the continuance of 
cattle breeding and grazing, as well as other 
agricultural activities, by encumbering much of 
the open space with a perpetual agricultural 
easement. 

Land Use Goal 2.6 – Ensure preservation of 
contiguous regionally significant open space 
corridors. 

The proposed TM design preserves those 
portions of the site that are most valuable to 
wildlife corridors and special status species, 
including drainages, riparian areas, all of the 
regional wildlife corridor along 
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the 
southern portions of the site. 

Open Space - Agriculture – Preserve 
productive agricultural areas and recognize 
their value as open space. 

The project would preserve the cattle breeding 
and grazing operation and the future owners 
would have the ability to add other agricultural 
production to that breeding operation.  The 
project’s Lot-by-Lot analysis identified the site 
as having the potential for orchards and 
vineyards.   

Open Space - Agriculture – Encourage the 
use of agriculture to provide visually pleasing 
open space and variety within the 
environment, and to enhance the rural lifestyle 
enjoyed by many communities. 

The Visual Analysis found within the project 
EIR found that the addition of 24 houses would 
not significantly impact the views from 
roadways, nor would it alter significantly the 
existing views of the site.   

Open Space - Agriculture – Facilitate, 
protect, and preserve agricultural use of lands 
in the Agricultural Land Use Designations. 

The site is located within the Agricultural Land 
Use designation of 19 or Agricultural Preserve.  
This agricultural subdivision would preserve 
and permit ongoing agricultural operations. The 
24 houses would be and remain incidental to 
agricultural production. To further protect 
agricultural lands on-site, an agricultural 
easement would be implemented. 

Open Space - Agriculture - Encourage 
agriculturally productive lands to remain in 
agricultural use by continuing participation in 
the Williamson Act program. 

The project would remain within the existing 
Contracts and the primary purpose of the 24 
lots is for agricultural activities. Either the 
existing cattle breeding and grazing will 
continue, or the future lot owners would opt to 
supplement that operation with orchards or 
other crops.   

Open Space - Agriculture - Recognize that 
mountain meadows constitute a significant 
component of cattle grazing operations, and in 
areas used for cattle grazing, promote the 
retention of these meadows for grazing 
purposes when subdivisions or other 

The meadows on the land are currently used 
for cattle breeding and grazing and will continue 
should the site be developed with 24 houses on 
the 40 or more acre lots.  Much of the individual 
lot areas are reserved for cattle breeding and 
grazing via the project’s agricultural easement 
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  Historic General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
development is proposed.  Unless constrained 
by environmental resources, mountain 
meadows should preserved for cattle grazing.  

and Contract.  Where sensitive biological 
species exist that could not survive with the 
grazing activities, biological easements and 
fencing would be installed. 

Open Space - Agriculture - Permit low 
density residential and other compatible uses 
supportive of agricultural uses in agricultural 
areas.  Non-agricultural development, 
including residential uses, shall be encouraged 
to occur in those areas least suitable for 
agricultural use. 

The proposed subdivision would allow 
incidental housing, which would be at a very 
low residential density (0.02 DU/AC on the net 
total 1191 acres).  The proposed house pads 
are placed in areas that are relatively flat or 
gently rolling.  The site supports agriculture.  
The minimum lot size of 40 acres allows a 
majority of the lots to support both agriculture 
and housing that is incidental to that agriculture. 

Open Space - Agriculture – Direct, to the 
greatest extent possible, development away 
from the most productive agricultural areas.  
When considering a subdivision request, or 
other development proposal, the determination 
of productive agricultural area shall be made 
based on existing agricultural uses, and on the 
potential for future agricultural production, and 
the contribution to the agricultural sector of our 
economy.  Consideration shall be given, but 
shall not be limited to soil types, climate, the 
availability of water and its quality, and the 
existence of Williamson Act preserves and 
contracts.  On-site and adjacent land use 
designations and zoning, ownership and 
parcelization patterns, as well as existing uses, 
and cropping history shall be considered. 

The TM is an agricultural subdivision divided 
into 24 lots, each 40 acres or more in size.  The 
property was grazed in the past and is now 
used for cattle breeding and grazing.  An 
Agricultural Report analyzed the environmental 
impacts to agricultural resources.  That analysis 
found that the project site was not an important 
agricultural site, pursuant to the County’s 
CEQA Agricultural Resources Guidelines.  This 
determination was based on the analysis of the 
site’s climate, Williamson Act Contracts, soil 
types and water quantity and quality.  The site 
is primarily designated as “Other Lands” by the 
California Department of Conservation 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.  
Other Lands are not considered an agricultural 
designation.The project would preserve the 
cattle breeding and grazing operation and the 
future owners would have the ability to add 
other agricultural production to that breeding 
operation.  The project’s Agricultural Lot-by-Lot 
Analysis identified the site as having the 
potential for orchards and vineyards.   
 
The housing that future owners might build on 
the 24 individual lots would be considered 
incidental to the agricultural operations.  The 
house pads are placed outside of the proposed 
agricultural easement, which preserves the land 
area for future agricultural production.  The 
project complies with the County Groundwater 
Ordinance. The Groundwater Ordinance’s 
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  Historic General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
Residential Density Controls requires a 
minimum of four gross acres per lot, for more 
than 21 proposed lots. The subject request 
would allow 24 lots and each lot is a minimum 
of 40 acres.  Therefore, the project lot sizes are 
above the minimum required and would comply 
with the County Groundwater Ordinance. 
 
Finally, the project is located north of an 
existing neighborhood with smaller lot sizes and 
more dense semi-rural lot patterns.  Agriculture 
does occur on the lots to the south, as well as 
open space. 

 
4. Community Plan Consistency 

  
The proposed project is consistent with the following relevant Julian Community Plan goals, 
policies and actions as described in Table D-2. 
 

Table D-2: Community Plan Conformance   
Community Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 

Agricultural Policy 1 – Encourage agriculture, 
particularly, orchards, vineyards, and livestock 
grazing, to provide and conserve open space. 

The proposed agricultural TM preserves the 
Contract and the existing agricultural activities.  
It further encourages future additional 
agricultural operations.  

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 agricultural TM allows for 
additional agricultural operations, besides cattle 
breeding and grazing.  Any houses constructed 
on the individual lots would be incidental to the 
agricultural uses, as evidenced by the proposed 
agricultural easement, the Contract, the 
information found in the Lot-by-Lot Analysis, 
and proposed large lot sizes.  All of these 
project components allow for and encourage the 
potential for economically viable agriculture.  

Agricultural Policy 3 – Leapfrog development 
shall be discouraged in order to preserve 
agricultural resources. 

The project does not represent leapfrog 
development, as it is an agricultural subdivision 
within which future property owners could build 
a home that is incidental to the existing and 
future agricultural operation(s). Further, there is 
residential development to the south of, and 
adjacent to, the project site.   
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Agricultural Policy 4 – Encourage the use of 
reclaimed water for irrigation. 

Property owners in the Julian Community Plan 
area are predominantly using individual wells 
and sewer disposal systems. The Julian area is 
not served by a water and/or sewer district and 
recycled water is not available.  The proposed 
project would not have access to recycled water 
for irrigation purposes.  

Agricultural Policy 5 – Discourage nuisance-
prone heavy agriculture, such as large scale 
commercial productions of poultry and swine. 

The proposed agriculture would mimic that 
found on-site today, which is cattle breeding 
and grazing. Future property owners could 
conduct other agricultural activities as well, such 
as orchards and vineyards. Based on the 
minimum lot size of 40 acres, these operations 
would be small and not represent large-scale 
agricultural operations.  The project Agricultural 
Lot-by-Lot Analysis (see Attachment K) shows 
that agricultural activities, such as orchards and 
vineyards along with cattle breeding and 
grazing could occur on the majority of the 
proposed lots.  These operations would not 
create nuisances to adjoining properties.  

Residential Policy 1 – Innovative land 
planning in Julian is essential to preserve the 
natural open space (areas of visual impact, 
meadows, hillsides, forested areas, rock 
outcroppings, etc.) 

The project would preserve 85 percent of the 
1,417 acres in biological open space.  This 
open space would preserve sensitive species, 
steep slopes, and drainage areas.  The building 
pads would be placed on the flatter lands and 
outside of the biological open space. 

Residential Policy 2 –Extensive or severe 
grading shall be prevented by tailoring 
development to the character of the natural 
terrain. 

The proposed project would require grading of 
sloped land that is now less than 25 percent. 
The project grading would respect the natural 
terrain, by only grading where needed  

Residential Policy 3 – Encourage a variety of 
housing types, while maintaining and 
promoting a rural residential atmosphere. 

Based on the preservation of 85 percent of the 
site in open space, the project would retain a 
rural atmosphere. The owner of each lot could 
construct a house incidental to agriculture.   

Residential Policy 4 – Encourage street 
planting of native vegetation, landscaping of 
private property, and the placing of utilities 
underground in residential areas. 

Any street trees planted within the project site 
would include native and fire resistant 
vegetation. All utilities are required to be located 
underground, per the project conditions of 
approval. 
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Residential Policy 5 – Groundwater concerns 
shall be a limiting factor to the approved 
density of residential projects and property 
divisions. 

The Groundwater Ordinance’s Residential 
Density Controls requires a minimum of four 
gross acres per lot, for more than 21 proposed 
lots.  The subject request would allow 24 lots 
and each lot is a minimum of 40 acres.  The 
project lot sizes are above the minimum and 
would comply with the County Groundwater 
Ordinance. 

Residential Policy 6 – Encourage the use of 
solar photo voltaic electric generators and 
solar heated water systems in all new 
residential developments. 

Each proposed lot owner could construct a 
house on a lot.  Each house constructed would 
be required to comply with Title 24 and would 
comply with those green building standards.  

Residential Policy 7 – Encourage external 
lighting to be directed downward. 

All project lighting would comply with the County 
Light Pollution Code.  Individual property owners 
would determine the type and amount of lighting 
on the lot. Lighting would accommodate 
agricultural activities, as needed.   

Residential Policy 8 – Discourage all-night 
lighting. 

All project lighting would comply with the County 
Light Pollution Code.  Individual property 
owners would determine the type and amount of 
lighting on the lot.  Lighting could accommodate 
agricultural activities.   

 
5.  Zoning Ordinance Consistency  

 
The proposed project is subject to the General Agricultural (A-72) zone, and complies with all 
applicable zoning requirements with the incorporation of conditions of approval. The Planning 
Commission should consider whether the included conditions of approval ensure compatibility of 
the proposed project with the surrounding properties and overall community character.  

  
Table D-3: Zoning Ordinance Development Regulations  

CURRENT ZONING REGULATIONS CONSISTENT? 
Use Regulation: A-72 Yes 
Animal Regulation: O Yes 
Density: - N/A 
Lot Size: 8 Acres Yes 
Building Type: C Yes 
Height: G Yes 
Lot Coverage: - N/A 
Setback: C Yes 
Open Space: - N/A 

  Special Area Regulations:   -   N/A 
 
 
Table D-4: Zoning Ordinance Development Regulations Compliance Analysis 
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Development Standard Proposed/Provided Complies? 
Section 2100 of the Zoning 
Ordinance describes the permitted 
uses in the Single Family 
Residential (RS) Use Regulations. 

The proposed project complies with 
the RL-40 Use Regulations. 

Yes   No  

Section 4200 of the Zoning 
Ordinance describes the required 
minimum lot size. 

The proposed project would comply 
with the minimum lot size. 

Yes   No  

Section 4800 of the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a setback of 60 
feet in the front yard, 15 feet in the 
side yard, and 25 feet in the rear 
yard. 

The proposed lots have been 
designed to contain building pads 
that are large enough for a single-
family dwelling to be constructed 
without encroaching into the 
required setbacks. 

Yes   No  

 
6. Subdivision Ordinance Consistency 

 
The project has been reviewed for compliance with the Subdivision Ordinance.  The project is 
consistent with the requirements for major subdivisions in terms of design (Section 81.401), 
dedication and access (Section 81.402) and improvements (Sections 81.403 and 81.404). The 
project includes requirements and conditions of approval necessary to ensure that the project is 
implemented in a manner consistent with the Subdivision Map Act and the Subdivision Ordinance. 

 
7. Applicable County Regulations 

 
Table D-5:  Applicable Regulations 

County Regulation Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 

1 Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 

The project complies with the RPO.  The existing 
RPO Wetlands, RPO Sensitive Habitat Lands, or 
RPO steep slope lands will all either be avoided 
(RPO steep slopes) or protected by preserving the 
RPO lands, mitigating for impacts to RPO lands, 
and providing 100-foot wide buffers around the 
preserved RPO Wetlands and RPO Sensitive 
Habitats.  The property was surveyed for historical 
and cultural sites.  There is a historical cattle 
herding ramp at SR 78/79, which will be preserved 
by fencing and avoiding.  Additionally, avoidance of 
the cultural resource and fencing, as needed will be 
implemented as mitigation measures.  Finally, 
grading monitoring will be required to protect 
potential on-site cultural resources.   

2 Noise Ordinance 
The project would not generate potentially 
significant noise levels, which exceed the allowable 
limits of the County Noise Element or Noise 
Ordinance. 
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County Regulation Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 

3 County Consolidated Fire Code 

The project contains secondary access via Daley 
Flat Road and Hoskings Ranch Roads.  All 
proposed cul-de-sacs comply with the 1,320-foot 
maximum length requirement.  Finally, emergency 
travel time is 9.3 minutes, where ten minutes is 
required.  A JCFPD station is within ¾ of a mile 
from the project.  Ember resistant vents will be 
installed on all structures and building construction 
features will reflect the enhanced requirements of 
the County Building Code, Chapter 7A.  The 
proposed dwelling units will be surrounded by 100 
feet of Fuel Modification Zones, with 30-foot Fuel 
Modification Zones (FMZs) on either side of the 
proposed roads. 

4    Multiple Species Conservation Program 
The project is located outside of an approved 
MSCP, but is within the Draft East County MSCP.  
A Draft Habitat Loss Permit is attached to this 
Report for 3.8 acres of impacts to CSS.  

5. County Groundwater Ordinance 

The Groundwater Ordinance’s Residential Density 
Controls requires a minimum of four gross acres per 
lot for more than 21 proposed lots.  The subject 
request would allow 24 lots and each lot is a 
minimum of 40 acres.  Therefore, the project lot 
sizes are above the minimum of four acres and 
would comply with the County Groundwater 
Ordinance.  

 
 

8. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance 
 

A project EIR was prepared to address the project’s potential impacts to the environment.  The EIR 
analyzed three potentially significant impacts, which are Biological and Cultural Resources and 
Traffic.  It further identifies mitigation measures reduce all significant impacts to a level that is 
below significant.  The project EIR, technical studies, and TM were circulated for a 45-day public 
review periord, between August 29, 2013 and October 15, 2013.  The Department received 
comments about biology/project design, cultural resources, traffic, and visual resources.  These 
comments and the Department’s responses are provided at Attachment F.  Finally, as described 
previously, the EIR included a Consolidated Project Alternative with 34 residential lots and the 
cancellation of the Contract on the majority of the property with the exception of 709 acres, in the 
west and south of the project (Lot 34 – see Figure 10). 
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LOT BY LOT ANALYSIS – AGRICULTURAL CAPACITY FOR HOSKINGS RANCH                1

SUMMARY 

S.1 Executive Summary
The 1,416.5-acre Hoskings Ranch was evaluated for potential agricultural sites on each of its 24 
lots. The project proposes approximately 1,208.9 acres in a combined agricultural/biological 
open space suitable for cattle grazing/ breeding. Lot sizes range in size from 40 to 196 acres.  

The project was examined for twelve constraints that can affect agricultural activity: 
archaeology, biology, climate, easements, fire clearing requirements, pad locations, roads and 
driveways, septic sites, slopes, soils, water availability, and wetlands. The absence of constraints 
in a given area defined that area as one where agriculture could be established. Sixteen of 24 lots 
are analyzed in greater detail. Scaled maps of these lots are used to show the location of 
agricultural areas in relation to the constraints listed above. A range of agricultural uses are 
considered. The analysis focuses on cattle grazing/breeding because this is the current and 
historic agricultural use on the site and because that is the activity explicitly allowed by the 
Williamson Act contract. Additional agricultural uses are reviewed, specifically orchards and 
vineyards.  

Three constraints were evaluated for the site as a whole.  

Water use was judged to not be a constraint due to several factors.  

• The results of the hydrogeologic analysis demonstrated that wells recently drilled on the 
site meet County of San Diego requirements for minimum yields, indicating they can be 
relied upon to supply water. The analysis analyzed overall water use in the basin, and 
included a water use figure of 1.6 acre feet per year (afy) for grazing approximately 80 
cattle on the site. In accordance with the County of San Diego Guidelines for 
Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources, storage cannot drop below 50 
percent of maximum storage. The lowest percent of maximum groundwater in storage for 
the project with cattle grazing/breeding is estimated to be 56 percent. Based on the 
groundwater in storage calculations, the study area could sustain development and cattle 
grazing/breeding at maximum buildout under the historic GP and the current GP. 

• Runoff is currently impounded on the site to water cattle. There are currently four ponds 
on the site for this purpose. The hydrogeologic study reviewed the source of water used 
for the four onsite ponds. All ponds use runoff rather than groundwater as a source of 
water. The area’s relatively high rainfall (25.89 inches per year) provides a ready source 
of replenishment for onsite ponds.  

• Water use for orchards or vineyards would be higher than for cattle. For example, water 
use for a vineyard is estimated to be 2.0 afy/acre. Some of the wells drilled on the site 
produced ample water for such activities, while others would be hard pressed to support 
extensive vineyards. These activities must be approached on a case by case basis by each 
lot owner. 
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Pesticide use was judged not to be a constraint because pesticide application is effectively 
regulated in San Diego County through the Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures 
(AWM). For pesticide application near residences, for example, application will be restricted to 
hand sprayers and will not be permitted on windy days. An extensive open space area is 
proposed that preserves a 500 foot separation between on- and off-site uses.  

Pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer use onsite is also regulated by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) to 
ensure their use does not degrade environmental resources and to protect public health and 
property. Prior to using any pesticide or herbicide, a permit for this use must be secured from the 
County Agricultural Commission. (California Code of Regulations, Title 3 §6420(a)). Prior to 
issuing any permit to use a pesticide or herbicide, the County Agricultural Commissioner must 
determine that issuance of the permit will not cause any substantial adverse environmental effect 
and has the authority to impose measures to ensure that no adverse impacts occur from the 
pesticide use. (§6432). Pest control operators must secure a license and pass an examination 
demonstrating their knowledge of pesticides and how to use them (§§6500 - 6504). Each person 
using a pesticide must use pest control equipment which is in good repair and safe, must perform 
all pest control in a careful and effective manner, and must exercise reasonable precautions to 
avoid contamination of the environment (§6600). Prior to using a pesticide, notice must be given 
of the use to persons on site, and the discharge of a pesticide onto a property without the consent 
of the owner or operator of that property is prohibited (§§6618, 6616). All pesticides must be 
properly labeled with detailed instructions for their use (§§6235 – 6243). Due to these pesticides 
restrictions and prohibitions, the future use of pesticides or herbicides onsite will not result in 
any significant impacts to onsite or offsite residents, or onsite or offsite properties. 

Pads and septic systems were judged not to be a constraint on agriculture based on the current 
design because adequate area on each site is provided for agriculture. The agricultural areas are 
designed to flow through and around pads, integrating them into a functional design. As such, the 
project strikes a balance between agricultural use and preservation. In some cases, agriculture 
surrounds residential areas, while in others, residences and agriculture are removed from one 
another. Residences on individual lots would complement agricultural uses because the location 
of residences on agricultural land facilitates the small farm model prominent in San Diego 
County. Septic systems were deemed not to be a constraint to cattle grazing due to the low 
density of cattle anticipated for the site, which is approximately 17.7 acres per head. Septic areas 
would generally not be acceptable for orchards and vineyards. Due to the smaller area of 
cultivation attributed to these uses, ample area would remain on each lot for these activities.   

The resulting analysis, presented below, identified acceptable agricultural areas on each of the 24 
lots. The total area identified as suitable for grazing/cattle breeding is approximately 1,208.9 
acres. The configurations shown on each lot are estimates and are not the only designs possible. 
For example, soils could dictate alternate uses or locations. Ultimate designs will vary according 
to the intentions of farm owners and a detailed onsite analysis of soils and other factors. Lot 
areas allocated to agricultural use were found to be consistent with the average farm size in San 
Diego County, which varies from between one and nine acres, with an average farm size of four 
acres.
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The current report concludes that Hoskings Ranch could be subdivided into 40-acre minimum 
lots without detriment to the agricultural potential of the lots because ample area exists on all lots 
for a variety of agricultural activities. 

6 - 286



TRS CONSULTANTS

LOT BY LOT ANALYSIS – AGRICULTURAL CAPACITY FOR HOSKINGS RANCH           4

6 - 287



TRS CONSULTANTS

LOT BY LOT ANALYSIS – AGRICULTURAL CAPACITY FOR HOSKINGS RANCH                1-1

CHAPTER 1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

1.1 Introduction
Hoskings Ranch is a 1,416.5-acre area located in central San Diego County approximately 
one mile southwest of the town of Julian. Its general location is shown in Figure 1, “Regional 
Location Map.” The majority of the property has been under a Williamson Act Contract for 
more than 30 years. The contract stipulates that any residences built on the property must be 
incidental to commercial agricultural use of the property. The contract was amended on 
March 24, 1982, to allow a minimum parcel size of 40 acres for cattle breeding. The 
amendment applied to 1,255.27 acres of the site. The remaining 161.23 acres were omitted 
from the contract modification and a 160-acre minimum lot size still applies it that area. It is 
proposed that the 161.23 acres be included under the Williamson Act contract with a 40 acre 
minimum lot size. The site currently supports cattle grazing/ breeding. The current owner has 
an application pending with the County to divide the property into parcels with a minimum 
area of 40 acres, consistent with the above-mentioned contract.  

1.2 Background
The Hoskings Ranch (TM5213) proposed an agricultural subdivision consistent with the 
Williamson Act to the County of San Diego in May of 2003. In the course of preparing an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the County of San Diego Department of Planning and 
Development Services (PDS), formerly Department of Planning and Land Use (DPLU) 
issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIR (NOP). In responding to the NOP, the California 
Department of Conservation (DOC) expressed concerns that the proposed subdivision would 
create a situation in which residential use would not be incidental to the agricultural use of 
the property. The County then requested an Agricultural Use Plan (AUP) in order to ascertain 
the ‘incidental’ nature of any future residential uses. 

An analysis was prepared that resulted in a report titled, “Agricultural Use Plan for Hoskings 
Ranch TM 5312 RPL, Log No. 03-10-005,” (AUP), dated March 2005. The plan studied the 
agricultural potential of the proposed subdivision, focusing on the climate, topography, and 
soils, as well as other agricultural variables that affect agricultural land use decision-making. 
A range of potential activities was presented that took into consideration the constraints of 
the site. The plan came to the conclusion that “commercial agricultural use with 40-acre 
minimum lots is feasible,” and that small-scale agricultural uses could be economically 
viable on the Hoskings Ranch. 

Staff disagreed with the conclusions of the AUP and recommended denial of the project to 
the Planning Commission on July 14, 2006. The Commission concurred with staff, and the 
applicants appealed the decision to the Board of Supervisors. In a hearing on September 26, 
2006, the Board disagreed with staff and unanimously directed staff to work with the 
applicant to move the project forward. On October 9, 2006, the project was brought before 
the Julian Planning Group, which supported it unanimously. 

A scope of work was defined in response to Board direction to staff to provide a subsequent 
analysis, which was provided in a letter dated December 29, 2006. The study, Hoskings 
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Ranch: The Physical and Market Benefits of Creating Agricultural Opportunities in the 
Julian Area, completed in June 2007, analyzed both market conditions and individual lot 
characteristics for a 30-lot project. In a scoping letter dated August 20, 2007, County staff 
accepted the marketing portion of the study and asked for more information related to the 
agricultural potential on individual lots proposed for the subdivision.  

A detailed review of relevant agricultural information was undertaken that encompassed the 
major constraints to agriculture on each lot. This entailed examination of eleven constraints, 
listed above. As a result of the analysis, the project was redesigned to improve the 
agricultural potential of lots in the central portion of the site, where constraints were found to 
be most limiting. The project scope was reduced from 30 to 28 lots. Lot lines in the central 
part of the site were also adjusted. Lot designs in the east and west were retained. The 
redesigned project was overlain on a series of constraints maps, and selected lots were 
subjected to a detailed analysis. The current document is an analysis of the agricultural 
potential of the redesigned project. The study was submitted in 2009 and staff issued a letter 
on July 31, 2009 which included a review of the technical aspects of the lot by lot analysis. 
This revision is responsive to those comments.

In 2011 the project was further reduced in size to 24 lots. Cattle grazing/breeding was also 
resumed on the site at that time.  
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CHAPTER 2.0 PROJECT LOCATION, VISION AND DESIGN, AND PLANNING 
STATUS 

2.1 Location
The project site is located approximately one mile southwest of the Julian town center within 
the Julian Community Planning Area (JCPA). The general site location can be found in The 
Thomas Guide (2007) - San Diego County, page 1135. Pine Hills Road provides the primary 
access to the site, while secondary access is provided from SR 78/79 to Hoskings Ranch 
Road to Daley Flat Road to Orinoco Drive. Figure 2, “USGS Quadrangle Map,” shows 
topographic features and major access points. Site topography ranges from relatively flat 
open land in the northeast near SR 78/79, to steep slopes in the central portion of the site. 
Moderately sloping land predominates in the west at Daley Flat. Elevations range from 3100 
to 4200 feet AMSL. 

The site is surrounded by undeveloped land, some of which is used for agricultural purposes. 
Cattle breeding/ grazing occur north, east, and south of the site. Apple orchards occur within 
a quarter of a mile of the site to the southeast. Vineyards are found within a mile of the site to 
the north. Other development in the area include the town of Julian, one mile to the northeast, 
and the residential community of Pine Hills a half mile south and east of Hoskings Ranch. 
Residences are common along Hoskings Ranch Road and SR-78/79 north of the site, and 
along Pine Hills Road on the east. Open land is evident on the north, south, and west, and 
steep slopes are evident along the south. Orinoco/Temescal Creek runs east to west along the 
southern boundary of the site. Figure 3, “Aerial Photograph,” provides a visual context for 
Hoskings Ranch. 

2.2 Vision and Design
The vision for the project is to allow for continued cattle grazing and cattle breeding on the 
site. While the site will be divided into 24 house sites, continuation of the grazing operation 
is envisioned. Prospective lot owners will be made aware of the existing Williamson Act 
contract and the provision that a cessation of agriculture will require disengagement from 
contract benefits over a 10 year period. The joint grazing activity will also be disclosed. New 
owners will have the option to discontinue participation in grazing with appropriate notice, 
but they will be made aware that agriculture in some form is required on the site or they must 
opt out of the Williamson Act contract. Orchards and vineyards analyzed in this study 
demonstrate alternatives to cattle grazing/breeding, which might be available to future lot 
owners.   

Key variables considered in developing the design are: 

1. Each site should be able to participate in the grazing/cattle breeding activity  
2. Home sites are considered an important adjunct to the small farm setting, which is a 

characteristic common to most small farms in San Diego County  
3. Sufficient area should be provided on most lots to support a range of agricultural 

activities. 
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To achieve this vision, the project proposes the subdivision of Hoskings Ranch into 24 lots 
suitable for cattle breeding/grazing or another type of agricultural use. Figure 4A, “24-Lot 
Design,” shows the proposed project design. The minimum lot size is 40 acres and lots range 
in size from 40.0 to 196.02 acres. Average lot size is 59 acres. The project is accessed from 
two points on SR 78/79, the major roadway in the region, from Pine Hills Road on the east, 
and from Daley Flat Road on the northwest.  

The project proposes several conditions designed to prevent significant environmental 
impacts to or from agriculture. These measures are:  

1. Disclosure of the Williamson Act Contract to anyone leasing or buying a parcel in the 
project. 

2. That grazing can occur in non-residential areas of the site. Homeowners can fence 
residential areas within the development area as desired. Cattle are expected to 
remain in areas where food is available and are not expected to damage sensitive 
areas of the site. Sensitive plant species and Orinoco Creek will be fenced to protect 
these resources from intrusions by cattle or people.  

3. A site design that conforms to steep slope encroachment allowances of the Resource 
Protection Ordinance. 

4.  Project Compliance with the project’s Hydromodification and Storm Water 
Management Plans (SWMP), to control all aspects of runoff related to agricultural 
operations and residential use. Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as detention 
basins and Low Impact Development practices (LID) will be used to control runoff 
prior to it leaving the property. 

5.  Fencing will be used to keep grazing away from the onsite creek and wetlands.  
6. A Construction Management Plan will be used to minimize construction dust and 

vehicle emissions. 
7. A Resources Management Plan and a Conservation Grazing Management Plan will 

be provided and approved by the County and Wildlife Agencies. These plans will 
provide for the coordinated management of both agricultural and biological resources 
and will encourage collaboration and preservation of these two important resources.  

2.3 Planning Status
The project is designated (19) Intensive Agricultural in the County of San Diego Historic 
General Plan (HGP), which allows for one dwelling unit per 4, 8, or 20 acre lots based upon 
slope. The site is zoned A72, with an eight- (8-) acre minimum. The A72 Zone is an 
agricultural use type that accommodates residential uses. The (19) land use designation is 
intended to allow for the compatibility of residential and agricultural land uses. The project is 
subject to Agricultural Preserve No. 28 (February 19, 1974), and is currently under 
Williamson Act Contract. The contract was amended on March 24, 1982 to reduce the 
minimum lot size from 160 to 40 acres.  

The California Government Code (Section 66474.4(b)(2)) states that 40 acres are presumed 
to be adequate for agricultural use, in the case where the land is not prime agricultural land. 
Subdivision into parcels with a minimum of 40 acres will enhance the potential for 
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agricultural production by creating 24 smaller-scale sites that could engage in cattle breeding 
or transition to more intensive activities such as orchards and vineyards.  

Part of the site is subject to the Environmentally Constrained Areas (ECA) Regional 
Category of the HGP first because it is under Williamson Act Contract. Development in 
these areas, according to the General Plan, “should be preceded by thorough environmental 
review and implementation of appropriate measures to mitigate adverse impacts” (Regional 
Land Use Element, December 10, 2003, page II-12). The requirements of the ECA are a 
minimum parcel size of 40 acres; identification of resources responsible for the ECA 
designation; stabilization of flood-prone areas, or their preservation in open space; and 
designation of ECA areas on appropriate mapping. The project fulfills these requirements 
through project design.  
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CHAPTER 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The site is undeveloped and is characterized by rolling, open pasture in the north and steep 
slopes in the south. Elevations on the site range from 3,100 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) 
in the southwestern gorge to 4,200 feet AMSL on the knoll in the northeastern part of the site. 
Hoskings Ranch can be characterized as having three distinct areas. The eastern area is relatively 
flat to moderately sloping. Soils consist largely of the Crouch series, characterized by medium 
fertility and good drainage, and are deep to moderately deep. The central part of the site consists 
of moderately-sloped land along the northern boundary and steeply-sloped land in the south. This 
area supports mostly Holland series soils which are of medium to high fertility, are well-drained, 
and are moderately-deep to deep. The western third of the site is steeply-sloped in the north, 
dropping to Daley Flat, in the south, an area of open pasture, rolling hills and scattered moderate 
slopes. Daley Flat is cut by Orinoco Creek, which flows east to west. Daley Flat continues on the 
south side of the water course.  

Sensitive resources are distributed throughout the site. Forty-five archaeological sites occur, 
from minor grinding sites to camp areas. All significant archaeological sites on the Hoskings 
Ranch have been identified and are preserved. Sensitive biological resources occur throughout 
the site. The eastern area is dominated by Non-Native Grassland (NNG), with Coast Live Oaks 
(CLO) and Mixed Oak Woodlands (MOW) scattered throughout. Large areas of sensitive 
Montane Meadow (MM) are found near the prominent onsite knoll and along the eastern 
boundary. The central area encompasses a large mix of habitats. Engelmann Oak Woodland 
(EOW) and CLO become much more common in this area. Flat Topped Buckwheat (FTB), 
Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS), Coastal Sage – Chaparral Scrub (CSCS), and Southern Mixed 
Chaparral (SMC) occur throughout. In the west, NNG again becomes more prominent in the 
middle elevations. SMC is common in the lower elevations while EOW continues to dominate 
higher elevations. Impacts to habitats have occurred over time. Grazing activity may have altered 
habitat in the Daley Flat area and in the northeast. The Cedar Fire of 2003 swept through the area 
and burned large areas of the site. 

The climate is characterized by four moderate, distinct seasons. Cool Spring and Fall contrast 
with hot Summer days and cool nights. Winter snowfall is occasional between December and 
March. Rainfall averages 25.89 inches, generated in the area of the west-facing mountains to the 
north, where moist sea-borne moisture is trapped by desert high pressure systems, resulting in 
high levels of rainfall. Average annual high and low temperatures are 70.8º F and 41.7º F, 
respectively. Average January high and low temperatures are 55.6º F and 34.5º F, respectively. 
Average July high and low temperatures are 90.1º F and 53.0º F, respectively. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 SCREENING LEVEL ANALYSIS 

4.1 Basic Findings
Agriculture can occur on all 24 lots. The sire is primarily suitable for cattle grazing/breeding, 
but other types of agriculture can be pursued. Table 1, “Summary of Areas, Soils, 
Topography, and Agricultural Uses, by Lot,” tabulates data for each lot. 

4.2 Methodology
The analysis used colored slope maps to isolate the flattest parts of the site (areas of 0 to15 
percent slope). These areas became the focus of the agricultural design. Some steeper areas 
were eventually included for continuity and to minimize habitat impacts. Each agricultural 
area was evaluated in terms of twelve constraints discussed below.  

In the course of developing the first lot by lot analysis, review of slope, soil, biological, and 
wetland overlays revealed that not all lots proposed initially could sustain agriculture. The 
project was redesigned by combining and reconfiguring lots in the constrained central portion 
of the site. The redesign maintained the road network previously proposed. Some access 
roads were eliminated or shortened as pads were eliminated, and pads were generally pulled 
back toward the main project roadway. 

In this iteration, the cattle grazing/breeding area was redesigned to be minimally restricted. 
The result is to allow for more agricultural area and less fragmentation of the agricultural 
areas from lot to lot. An additional review of topography and soils was undertaken to better 
define some of the variables used in the analysis. 

4.3 Constraints
The areas shown take into account factors relevant to defining an agricultural use: 
archaeology, biology, climate, easements, fire clearing requirements, pad locations, roads and 
driveways, septic sites, slopes, soils, water availability, and wetlands. Each is summarized 
below. Slopes, soils, climate, and water resources are discussed first, followed by an 
alphabetical listing of the remaining variables:  

1. Slopes: A slope analysis map was used as a basis for isolating the most viable agricultural 
areas. Relatively flat areas (0 to 15 percent slope) were the primary focus for identifying 
agricultural lands. In some cases these areas were expanded to include steeper slopes 
(generally 15 to 25 percent slopes) to provide continuity and account for a range of 
agricultural uses. Isolated steeper slopes (25 to 50 percent) are included to avoid habitat 
fragmentation, simplify boundaries, allow for buffers to biological areas, or to take 
advantage of particularly favorable soils. Areas suitable for vineyards generally 
encompass areas of 0 to 15 percent slope, but include some steeper areas where other 
conditions such as soil and slope orientation are ideal. The lot design on a slope map is 
show in Figures 5 through 7, focusing on the east, central, and west parts of the site 
respectively.”  
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2. Soils: The soils on the Hoskings Ranch site have been mapped by the USDA Soils 
Conservation Service. Overlays provided by the California Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP) are used to isolate Prime Soils and Soils of Statewide 
Importance. Soils are classified into distinct categories based on a range of characteristics 
including slope, soil depth, permeability, fertility, elevation and expected rainfall. Soils 
found on Hosking Ranch are discussed in more detail in Appendix A. While the soil 
classification system is a general guide, soil boundaries are not precise. For example, soil 
series may include pockets of other soils which have different characteristics. Site-
specific soils analysis is essential in determining the area’s suitability for a crop. Finally, 
local conditions will vary from the broad generalizations in the soils analysis, which by 
definition takes into account soils found over entire regions. The lot design on a soils map 
is shown in Figure 4B, “Project on Soils Map,” page 31. The site supports three types of 
soil on 250.2 acres that are classified as Prime Soils or Soils of Statewide Importance by 
the California Department of Conservation. These are Holland fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 
percent slope (HmD), Loamy Alluvial Land (Lu), and Reiff fine sandy loam, 5 to 9 
percent slope (RkC), and are indicated on Figure 4B. An effort has been made to preserve 
these soils in agricultural areas. Specific preservation and impacts are discussed in the lot 
by lot analysis. The majority of the site (1,166.2 acres or 82 percent) consists of less 
important types of soils. Soil types are shown on Figures 5 through 7.   

3. Climate: General climate characteristics for Julian have been discussed above. Soils 
classification incorporates some general climate constraints, such as frost-free days, 
rainfall, and general elevation. Local climate is instrumental in defining the potential for 
some crops. For example, even though citrus and avocado are supported on RkG soils, a 
review of climate data indicates that Hoskings Ranch is too cold for these crops. 

4. Water Resources: It is expected that farmers will make use of water rights in their 
decisions to use groundwater resources. Test wells have been drilled at Hoskings Ranch 
that produced an average yield of three gallons per minute (gpm). Yields varied from 1.5 
to 40 gallons per minute (gpm). All of the pump-tested wells were capable of producing 
at least 3 gpm as required by the County of San Diego Groundwater Ordinance. While 
three gallons per minute is a modest rate, water can be pumped into holding tanks or 
catchment basins for use later. 

The annual average precipitation in Julian is approximately 25 inches. Recharge is a 
significant source of water on the ranch that can be used to irrigate or water stock. Total 
recharge on the ranch has been calculated at approximately 705 acre feet of water over 
the entire site, with 303 acre feet falling on relatively flat or moderately sloping land, 
where possible agricultural areas are concentrated. The capacity of onsite soils to hold 
moisture varies, but holding capacity in many soils common on the site varies from 3 to 
9.5 inches. Additional capacity can be created on individual lots by use of catchment 
features.   

Several of the common soils on the ranch have been evaluated as needing little or no 
irrigation based on the USDA Soil Survey assessment that takes into account rainfall. 
Holland fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes (HmD) and Crouch sandy loam, 5 to 30 
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percent slopes, occur within agriculture areas on several lots. This is because the soil 
survey takes into account the general amount of rainfall that is expected for a given soil 
type. Specific experience will vary with the area and crop type. Mike Menghini, of 
Menghini Winery, confirmed in an interview that the irrigation requirements for his 
vineyard and orchard are minimal, amounting to approximately three acre feet per year. 

5. Existing Easements: No agricultural use is proposed where easements prohibit 
agricultural activity. Eighteen easements exist on the Hoskings Ranch site and were taken 
into account. Most of them provide for private right of access at a single location. Some 
are related to access for utility maintenance and flood control purposes. Still others are 
open space easements created to protect sensitive resources. Environmental Resources 
Overlays (EROs) occur in several locations. These were generally created prior to the 
availability of open space programs in the County of San Diego for the protection of a 
range of sensitive resources and other uses. The reader is referred to Figure 4A, “24-Lot 
Design,” for the location of easements.  

6. Biology: “Open range” grazing/cattle breeding is proposed over the site. Cattle are 
expected to graze in areas where their natural foods occur, such as Non-native grasslands. 
These areas tend not to be harmed by cattle grazing when the overall number of cattle is 
controlled. Research supporting this type of use is provided in the biology report for the 
project. Sensitive areas of the site will be fenced to keep cattle from damaging those 
resources. These areas will include Orinoco/Temescal Creek, and locations of sensitive 
plants that are on the protected species lists of either the California Department of Fish 
and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serves. Biological and topographic data are 
shown on Figures 8 through 10, covering the east, central, and west parts of the site, 
respectively.  

Mitigation for project impacts is proposed in the form of open space protection for 
sensitive biological resources. Grazing/breeding will be permitted in the open space areas 
but other activities such as structures and clearing will be prohibited. 

7. Archaeological Sites: Forty-five significant or potentially significant archaeological sites 
have been identified on the site as the result of an extensive archaeological survey by a 
County-qualified archaeologist. The project archaeologist has designed buffers around 
these sites. These sites are generally compatible with cattle grazing/breeding according to 
the archaeologist. However, no residences, septic systems, or agricultural plantings are 
proposed in these areas.  

8. Septic Locations: Septic system placement has been designed by a registered civil 
engineer. Areas of approximately 10,000 square feet have been proposed. Slope, soil, and 
proximity to water were taken into account in evaluating the suitability of septic systems. 
Agricultural uses have not been excluded from septic areas. The compatibility of a 
proposed use should be determined on a case by case basis. Low density cattle grazing 
over septic areas is allowed, while orchards and vineyards are precluded.  
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9. Fire Clearing and Limited Building Zones: A fire clearing area of 100 feet has been 
provided around pads in accordance with current fire code regulations. Pad-specific 
clearing requirements have been developed in the fire protection plan that will limit the 
types of vegetation that can be planted within it. Cattle grazing and breeding were not 
excluded from fire clearing areas because grazing can help control vegetation and 
therefore diminish fire danger. Other uses such as orchards would have to be irrigated 
within fire clearing areas. 

A Limited Building Zone (LBZ) of 100’ has been located along open space boundaries 
and development areas. The LBZ restricts the types of structures that can be located 
within it. The LBZ will not function as a restriction on grazing, orchards or vineyards.  

10. Pesticide Use: Agricultural operations using hazardous materials in excess of 55 gallons 
of liquid, 500 pounds of solid, or 200 cubic feet of gas, or which have on hand extremely 
hazardous chemicals above the threshold quantity, must register with the County of San 
Diego Agriculture Department of Weights and Measures (AWM), which maintains a 
database of pesticide use on County properties. Application methods using hand sprayers 
and booms can be effective for limited acreages. Aerial spraying would not be an 
effective method over large parts of the site due to the wide variation in topography. This 
method can be barred from use on Hoskings Ranch. The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and other agencies work with pesticide manufacturers to provide pesticide 
users with guidelines that help to minimize drift. General guidelines for manual pesticide 
application include using low drift nozzles, settings for larger droplet sizes, and limiting 
use to conditions when wind speeds are below 10 miles per hour. Furthermore, the 
California Code of Regulations (Title 3.Food and Agriculture) Division 6. Pesticides and 
Pest Control Operations describes other requirements for applying pesticides such as 
buffer zones, signage to warn against trespassing during application periods, prior 
notification to surrounding residents prior to pesticide application, and requirements that 
depend on soil types. In the event pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizer are used on-site in 
the future, this use is regulated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) and the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) to ensure their 
use does not degrade environmental resources and to protect public health and property. 
Prior to using any pesticide or herbicide a permit for this use must be secured from the 
County Agricultural Commission. (California Code of Regulations, Title 3 §6420(a)). 
Prior to issuing any permit to use a pesticide or herbicide, the County Agricultural 
Commissioner must determine that issuance of the permit will not cause any substantial 
adverse environmental effect and has the authority to impose measures to ensure that no 
adverse impacts occur from the pesticide use. (§6432). Pest control operators must secure 
a license and pass an examination demonstrating their knowledge of pesticides and how 
to use them. (§§6500 - 6504). Each person using a pesticide must use pest control 
equipment which is in good repair and safe, perform all pest control in a careful and 
effective manner and exercise reasonable precautions to avoid contamination of the 
environment. (§6600). Prior to using a pesticide notice must be given of the use to 
persons on site and the discharge of a pesticide onto a property without the consent of the 
owner or operator of that property is prohibited. (§§6618, 6616). All pesticides must be 
properly labeled with detailed instructions for their use. (§§6235 – 6243). Due to these 
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pesticides restrictions and prohibitions the future use of pesticides or herbicides on-site 
will not result in any significant impacts to off-site residents or off-site properties. 

Given the policies in place for control of pesticides, and the ability to control application 
methods, pesticide use should not be a constraint to agriculture, where residences are 
nearby. 
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CHAPTER 5.0 DETAILED LOT ANALYSIS 

Seventeen lots are individually analyzed as requested by the County in their scoping letter dated 
December 23, 2011. Figure 4A, “24-Lot Design” shows pad locations and easements. Figure 4B, 
“Prime Soils on Site,” shows the location of Prime Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance on 
the site. Figures 5 through 7 show “Slope Analysis and Soil Types on 24-Lot Design” for the 
east, central, and west parts of the site respectively. Figures 8 through 10 show “Biology and 
Topo on 24-Lot Design,” for the east, central, and west parts of the site respectively.  

5.1 Lot 5

Lot 5 encompasses 49.8 acres, the bulk of which is suitable for agriculture. Figure 5 shows 
the lot with an overlay of soils and slope categories. Figure 8 shows the biological resources 
and topography on the lot.  

The lot is well suited for grazing and orchards. The lot consists predominantly of areas in the 
0 to15 percent slope category. Two soil types exist on Lot 5, Crouch sandy loam, 5 to 30 
percent slopes (CtE) and Crouch rocky coarse sandy loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes (CuE). 
These soils are suitable for range, with some areas on lower slopes used for apple and pear 
orchards. Surface layer soils range in depth to about 30 inches, and depth to weathered rock 
is 48 to 60 inches. Soil fertility is medium and available water holding capacity is 4.5 to 7.5 
inches. There are small easements in the northeast corner of the site that will not interfere 
with grazing.   

Sensitive biological resources consist predominantly of Non-Native Grassland (NNG) and 
Coast Live Oak Woodland (CLO). Smaller areas of Montane Meadow (MM), Mixed Oak 
Woodland (MOW) and are present in small patches along the periphery of the lot. Grazing 
and orchards are most probable in NNG areas, avoiding the more sensitive habitats on the 
site in the southeast corner where Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) wetlands are 
located..  

Lot 5 has direct access onto Pine Hills Road, an advantage for operations focused on agri-
tourism and u-pick opportunities. Access points can be established which are adjacent to 
relatively flat, straight portions of the road and would avoid sensitive habitats. 

Lot 5 has excellent prospects for agriculture due to the availability of extensive flat areas of 
the site, suitable soils, and ready access to markets via Pine Hills Road.  

5.2 Lot 6
Lot 6 encompasses 46.07 acres, the bulk of which is suitable for agriculture. Figure 5 shows 
the lot with an overlay of soils and slope categories while Figure 8 shows the biological 
resources and open space on the lot. Figure 4B shows Prime Soils on the lot. 

The lot consists predominantly of areas in the 0 to15 percent slope category, with scattered 
areas in the 15 to 25 percent category. Three soil types are found on Lot 6: Crouch sandy 
loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes (CtE), Crouch rocky coarse sandy loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes 
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(CuE), and Loamy Alluvial Land (Lu). These first two soil types are suitable for range, with 
some areas on lower slopes used for apple and pear orchards. Surface layer soils range in 
depth to about 30 inches, and depth to weathered rock is 48 to 60 inches. Soil fertility is 
medium and available water holding capacity is 4.5 to 7.5 inches. Lu fertility is medium to 
high with approximately 6 to 9 inches of moisture available in the 60 inches of effective 
rooting depth. This soil is typically used for range and pasture. Loamy Alluvial Land is a 
Prime Soil according to the California Farmland Mapping and monitoring Program (FMMP). 
The project design utilizes most of this soil type for agriculture. See Figure 5. There are no 
existing easements on the lot.   

Sensitive biological resources consist predominantly of NNG, CLO, and MM. Grazing and 
orchards are most probable in NNG and CLO, avoiding the more sensitive habitats on the site 
in the east-central part of the lot where Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) wetlands are 
located. 

Lot 6 has direct access onto Tenaya Road, the project’s main road. The nearest exit point will 
be Pine Hills Road.  

Lot 6 has excellent prospects for agriculture due to the availability of extensive flat areas of 
the site, suitable soils, and ready access to markets via Pine Hills Road.  

5.3 Lot 9

Lot 9 encompasses 40.2 acres, approximately half of which is suitable for agriculture. The lot 
is shown on Figures 5 and 8 in more detail. Figure 4B shows Prime Soils on the lot.  

Slopes on this lot are mixed, with predominantly shallow slopes (0 to 15 percent). Three soil 
types occur on the site: Crouch sandy loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes (CtE) and Crouch rocky 
coarse sandy loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes (CuE), and Loamy Alluvial Land (Lu). 
Agricultural areas are located in all three soils categories. CtE and CuE and have a fertility 
that is medium with moderate permeability. Loamy Alluvial Land fertility is medium to high 
with approximately 6 to 9 inches of moisture available in the 60 inches of effective rooting 
depth. This soil is typically used for range and pasture. These lands were formerly wet 
meadows but were drained and are now seldom saturated, although winter overflow can be a 
hazard. Loamy Alluvial Land soils are Prime Farmland Soils according to the FMMP. Most 
of the Lu soils are located within a wetland area that can be used for grazing. 

Sensitive resource constraints consist of archaeology and biological habitats that are 
primarily NNG, MOW, and MM. Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest (SCLORF) 
extends northeast to southwest in the eastern part of the site. This area will be fenced to 
protect riparian resources. The agricultural areas are focused in areas of NNG FTB, and MM. 
The lot has direct access to the main project road and frontage along the road is relatively 
flat. 
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5.4 Lot 12
Lot 12 encompasses 40.9 acres, of which approximately 15.1 acres are suitable for 
agriculture. The reader is referred to Figure 6 for an overlay of Lot 12 on slope categories 
and soil types. Figure 9 details biological resources and topography.  

The agricultural area is moderately to steeply-sloped, with slopes in the 0 to 25 percent range 
located in the north central and southeastern part of the site. Steep slopes on the lot are 
associated with the descent toward Orinoco Creek to the south. Three soil types are present 
on this lot. The proposed agricultural area contains the Holland Series soils exclusively: 
Holland stony fine sandy loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes (HnE), and Holland stony fine sandy 
loam, 30 to 60 percent slopes (HnG). Fertility for both is medium. Both areas are stony fine 
sandy loam, with varying portions of stone and cobblestone, with between 40 and 60 inches 
of surface and sub-soil. HnE areas are suitable for pear or apple orchards on a selective basis. 
HnG areas are good for range, recreation, and wildlife habitat. The third soil type, Crouch 
rocky coarse sandy loam, 30 to 70 percent slopes (CuG), islocated in the southern part of the 
lot. No agricultural areas are associated with this soil type.  

Biological habitats on the site consist predominantly of FTB and CLOW. Englemann  
Oak Woodland (EOW) is prominent in the west, while NNG is found along the lot’s 
boundary with the main project road. MOW and Southern Mixed Chaparral (SMC) occur on 
the periphery of the lot. 

Proposed agricultural areas in Lot 12 have been focused in the northern areas of the lot where 
slopes are less pronounced. These areas consist of CLO, and EOW. Riparian habitat has been 
avoided entirely, based on a review of the wetland delineation carried out for the project.. Lot 
12 has direct access to Orinoco Drive, and proposed agricultural areas run adjacent to the 
road. An environmental resource overlay crosses the lot in the south. No agriculture is 
anticipated in this area due to its steepness.   

5.5 Lot 13
Lot 13 consists of 67.1 acres, approximately a quarter of which are suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figure 6 for an overlay onto slopes and soils, and Figure 9 for an 
overlay onto biology and topography.  

Slopes on the lot are predominantly in the 25 percent or steeper category, with the southern-
most area of the lot dropping steeply to Orinoco/Temescal Creek. Slopes in the 0 to 25 
percent range are located in the north of the site.  

This lot supports HnE, HnG, CuG, and Sheephead rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 65 percent  
Slopes, eroded (SpG2) soils. HnE areas are suitable for pear or apple orchards on a selective 
basis and are otherwise suitable for range, recreational areas, and wildlife habitat. HnG areas 
are usually steep to very steep with medium fertility. Water holding capacity is 2.5 to 3 
inches. It is good for range, recreation, and wildlife habitat. The third soil type, Crouch rocky 
coarse sandy loam, 30 to 70 percent slopes (CuG), is located in the southern part of the lot. 
Suitable for range, recreation or wildlife habitat, no agricultural areas are associated with this 
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soil type. SpG2 soil is associated with steep slopes and consists of well drained shallow fine 
sandy loams. These soils are used for limited range, wildlife habitat, and watershed.  

Biological habitats on the site consist predominantly of CLO and EOW. NNG is found along 
the lot’s boundary with the main project road. FTB and Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (CSS) 
also occur in this northern area. Habitats in the south consist of Chamise Chaparral (CCH), 
Southern Mixed chaparral (SMC), MOW and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forset 
(SCLORF). This southern area is very steep and no agriculture in anticipated in these 
habitats. An environmental resource overlay crosses the lot in the south. No agriculture is 
anticipated in this re due to its steepness. 

A residential pad is shown in the north central part of the site where slopes range form 0-25 
percent. Agriculture on this lot would occur in this vicinity and on the slopes north of the pad 
where NNG is located, as well as to the east and south where EOW is located.  

5.6 Lot 14
Lot 14 consists of 40.2 acres. Most of the lot is suitable for agriculture. The reader is referred 
to Figures 6 and 9 for detailed site characteristics. Figure 4B shows Prime Soils on the lot.  

Slopes on the lot are predominantly in the 0 to 15 percent category, with the eastern-most 
area of the lot consisting of slopes in the 25 to 50 percent range 

This lot supports Holland find sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes (HmD) and HnE soils. 
These soil types can support a wide range of crops including orchard crops similar to those 
that are currently grown in the Julian area. HmD is a Prime Soil and with the exception of the 
main access road, is preserved for agricultural use by this design. The HmD area north and 
south of Orinoco Drive is particularly well suited for vineyards due to its south facing slopes. 
HnE is selectively suitable for orchards, and is mainly used for range, recreation, or wildlife 
areas. Grazing/cattle breeding is suitable throughout the site.  

Biological habitats on the site consist predominantly of NNG, EOW, and FTB. A catchment 
pond is also located on the lot. Grazing is expected in the NNG and EOW areas 
predominantly. An access easement runs along the eastern boundary of the lot that is not 
expected to interfere with agricultural activity. 

The two general agricultural areas are immediately north and south of Orinico Drive, which 
provides ready access to markets.  

Lot 14 is an excellent location for agricultural activity, due to its favorable soils, flat to gentle 
slopes, and slope orientation.  

5.7 Lot 15
Lot 15 consists of 40.1 acres, of which approximately a quarter are suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for detailed site characteristics.  
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The agricultural area is moderately to steeply-sloped, with slopes in the 0 to 25 percent range 
located in the north and southeastern part of the site. Steep slopes on the lot are associated 
with the descent toward Orinoco Creek to the south. This lot consists of HnE and SpG2 soils. 
As mentioned previously, HnE soils are selectively suitable for orchards and often support 
rangeland.  

Biological habitats on the site consist predominantly of EOW, FTB, CLO, and CCH. Grazing 
is expected in the EOW and CLO in the north and central part of the site. An access easement 
runs along the eastern boundary of the lot that is not expected to interfere with agricultural 
activity. A small environmental resource overlay area in the southwest is located on very 
steep slopes and will not be used for agriculture. 

5.8 Lot 16
Lot 16 consists of 69.5 acres, of which approximately 20 percent are suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for detailed site characteristics.  

The agricultural area is moderately to steeply-sloped, with slopes in the 0 to 25 percent range 
located in the north and southeastern part of the site. Steep slopes on the lot are associated 
with the descent toward Orinoco Creek to the south. This lot consists of HnE and SpG2 soils. 
As mentioned previously, HnE soils are selectively suitable for orchards and often support 
rangeland. The HnE soils are located on the less steep slopes of the site. SpG2 soils are 
associated with the steep slopes of the Orinoco/Temescal Creek Gorge and are not planned 
for agricultural use. 

Biological habitats on the site consist predominantly of EOW, FTB, and CLO in the north 
and MOW, SMC, and SCLORF in the south. Grazing is expected in the EOW and CLO in 
the north while habitats in the south will not be used due to the steep slopes there. An 
environmental resource overlay area encompasses the southern two thirds of the lot. It is 
located on very steep slopes and will not be used for agriculture.  

5.9 Lot 17
Lot 17 encompasses 40.1 acres, of which approximately three quarters are suitable for 
agriculture. The reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for detailed site characteristics. Figure 
4B shows Prime Soils on the lot. 

The agricultural area on Lot 17 falls into two slope types. Areas on the east are generally 0 to 
25 percent slope while areas north and northwest are 15 to 50 percent slope.  

Four soil types are present: predominantly the site supports HnG soil in the north and HnE 
soil in the south. Small areas of HnE and HmD soils occur on the north side of Orinoco 
Drive. Most of the agricultural area is located on the HnG and HnE soil types. HnG soils are 
on steep slopes here and are 20 to 32 inches deep. Fertility is medium. HnE soil typically 
contains up to 12 inches of loam, with sub-layers of clay, clay loam, and sandy loam. 
Available water capacity ranges from 0.13 to 0.16 inches per inch of soil present. This soil is 
used for apple and pear orchards, range, and recreation.   
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Several easements exist on the lot, or are proposed for the protection of sensitive resources. 
Agriculture has been excluded from these areas.  

Sensitive resource constraints consist of archaeology as well as biological habitats such as 
EOW, CLO, and NNG. Grazing can occur throughout the site, while orchards or vineyards 
would best be selectively located, to minimize impacts to oaks. 

5.10 Lot 18
Lot 18 encompasses 43.3 acres, approximately half of which are suitable for agriculture. The 
reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for details of site characteristics. Figure 4B shows Prime 
Soils on the lot. Agricultural areas are located primarily in the 0 to 50 percent slope range is a 
series of rolling hillsides that slope down to the Orinoco/Temescal Creek area. The 
agricultural area would be focused in the north and north central areaa, in areas containing 
HnE soils.

Biological habitats consist of EOW, FTB, CLO, and SMC. A strip of SCLORF follows a 
drainage from north to southeast across much of the lot. Grazing can take place throughout 
the site, with the exception of the SCLRF areas, which will be protected as a biological 
resource. A residence should be located on the flatter areas of the site on the west. Orchards 
or vineyards would best be located to minimize impacts to oaks. 

One easement exists in the central part of Lot 18. Agriculture will be excluded from this area.  

5.11 Lot 19
Lot 19 encompasses 77.2 acres, of which approximately 20 percent is suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for details of site characteristics. 

Soil types on the site are predominantly SpG2, with the northern area consisting of HnE 
soils. Sheephead rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 65 percent slopes, eroded soils are steep with 
rocks over approximately 10 percent of the area. Soils occur in two layers, with a surface of 
typically 6 to 16 inches, while the underlying stratum is from 14 to 48 inches in depth. 
Gravel, stone, or coarse fragments occur in both layers. Fertility is low, permeability is 
moderately rapid, and water-holding capacity is 2 to 3 inches. The most fertile part of the soil 
is the sub-surface layer and rooting depth is 20 to 55 inches. Runoff is rapid to very rapid, 
and the erosion hazard is high to very high. This soil is best used for range, preserved 
wildlife habitat, and watershed. The agricultural area encompasses moderate to steep slopes, 
ranging from 0 to 50 percent, with most of the agricultural area located along the top and 
upper slopes of a long plateau extending south toward the creek. 

Biological habitats on the lot are, from north to south, EOW, SMC, CCH, and Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub (CSCS). Areas most compatible with grazing are the EOW, while orchard 
areas could extend along the plateau toward the south.  
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5.12 Lot 20
Lot 20 encompasses 43.7acres, approximately a third of which is suitable for agriculture. The 
reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for details of site characteristics. Figure 4B shows the 
location of Prime Soils on the lot.  

The proposed agricultural area has been focused in the northern part of the site where slopes 
are moderate, ranging from 0 to 25 percent with some areas in the 25 to 50 percent category. 
Most of the site on the south is too steep for grazing or orchards. Three soil types are present 
on this lot: HmD is located in the northwest, HnE is located in the northeast, and SpG2 
encompasses most of the site from approximately the pad area south. HmD soils are typically 
23 to 50 inches deep. Crop types include vineyards, apple and pear orchards, range, and 
recreational uses. This is a Prime Soil and all of it will be available for agriculture. SpG2 is 
generally suitable for range, watershed, and wildlife habitat.  

Biological resources consist of NNG, EOW, and CCH. Grazing can take place in the NNG 
and EOW areas, while orchards could be focused on the NNG areas. A sliver to the adjoining 
open space easement is located along the southeast boundary of the site. No agriculture is 
planned for this area. The lot does not have access to the main project road. 

5.13 Lot 21
Lot 21 consists of 196.0 acres, approximately two thirds of which are suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figures 6, 7, 9 and 10 for details of site characteristics. Figure 4B 
shows the location of Prime Soils on the site.  

Slopes on the lot vary widely. Northern areas consist predominantly of 15 to 50 percent 
slopes with some 0 to 15 percent slopes present. A central band of steep slopes separates the 
north and south areas of the site. The southern area is at a lower elevation in an area known 
as Daily Flat. This area is characterized by flatter land in the 0 to15 percent slope category 
and is ideal for grazing.  

Lot 21 supports four soils types: From north to south they are HnE, HmD, SpG2, Reiff sandy 
Loam, 5 to 9 percent slope (RkC), Lu and HnG. Holland fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent 
slopes soils occur in the northern tip of the lot and across the broad flat plain of Daley Flat. 
Holland fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes soils are typically 23 to 50 inches deep. Crop 
types include vineyards, apple and pear orchards, range, and recreational uses. This is a 
Prime Soil and all of it will be available for agriculture with the exception of the pad area and 
an existing open space easement in the north and the creek area in the south, which will be 
set aside as a biological resource. Reiff fine sandy loam (RkC) soils are moderately-sloping, 
with slow to medium runoff and little erosion hazard. The surface soils are fine sandy loam, 
sandy loam, or loam in texture, and range from 9 to 19 inches in thickness. Secondary and 
tertiary layers can extend up to 60 inches. This soil is suitable for a wide range of crops, 
vineyards being the most relevant to Hoskings Ranch. Some crops, such as citrus, are 
precluded due to the elevation and low temperatures expected in winter. Dry farming is 
common on this soil type. This is also a Prime Soil and all of it will be available for 
agriculture with the exception of wetland areas. Loamy Alluvial Land (Lu) areas will be 
available for agriculture with the exception of the area along Orinoco/Temescal Creek. 
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Sheephead rocky fine sandy loam (SpG2) is located in a small area in the southwest part of 
the site. SpG2 crops are restricted to range, watershed, and wildlife habitat.  

Sensitive habitats consist of extensive areas of NNG and EOW in the north, and areas of 
CCH, SMC, CLO, MOW, and NNG in the south. SCLORF occurs in the creek area and will 
be excluded from grazing or cultivation. The agricultural areas would encompass largely 
NNG habitat, with areas of EOW, CLO, and MOW.  

5.14 Lot 22
Lot 22 consists of 41.4 acres and approximately a third of the lot is suitable for agriculture. 
The reader is referred to Figures 6 and 9 for details of site characteristics. Figure 4B depicts 
the location of Prime Soils on the site. 

Lot 22 is relatively flat with rolling hills, with steeper slopes along the western boundary. Lot 
22 supports three soils types: HnE soils are located near the east and north boundaries. Most 
of this lot is composed of HmD soils. Crop types include vineyards, apple and pear orchards, 
range, and recreational uses. There is a small are of SpG2 soils in the south west. HmD is a 
Prime Soil and the majority of this soil will be available for agriculture. Exceptions are the 
wetland areas and the pad for Lot 22.  

Sensitive habitats consist largely of NNG and EOW, with isolated RPO wetland areas in the 
center and south central parts of the lot. Prime agricultural resources on the site are the NNG, 
the flat lands on the east half of the lot, and the EOW (for grazing). Wetland areas and 
existing open space easements will exclude agriculture.  

5.15 Lot 23
Lot 23 encompasses155.6 acres and approximately two thirds of the site is suitable for 
agriculture. The reader is referred to Figures 7 and 10 for detailed characteristics of the lot. 
Figure 4B shows the location of Prime Soils on the site.  

The agricultural area encompasses flat to moderate slopes, ranging from 0 to 25 percent 
located in a small area in the northeast and a very large relatively flat area on the south. Two 
soil types are present: Holland fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes (HmD), and 
Sheephead rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 65 percent slopes (SpG2). Holland fine sandy loam, 
5 to 15 percent slopes soil, as noted above, is typically 23 to 50 inches deep. Crop types 
include vineyards, apple and pear orchards, range, and recreational uses. This is a Prime Soil 
and all of it will be available for agriculture in the south. In the north, some HmD areas will 
be limited by a house pad. Sheephead rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 65 percent slopes soils 
are steep with rocks over approximately 10 percent of the area. Soils occur in two layers, 
with a surface of typically 6 to 16 inches, while the underlying stratum is from 14 to 48 
inches in depth. Gravel, stone, or coarse fragments occur in both layers. Fertility is low, 
permeability is moderately rapid, and water-holding capacity is 2 to 3 inches. The most 
fertile part of the soil is the sub-surface layer. Rooting depth is 20 to 55 inches. Runoff is 
rapid to very rapid, and the erosion hazard is high to very high. This soil is used for range 
and preserving wildlife habitat, and the watershed.  
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Sensitive-resources include, from east to west, EOW, CSS, CCH, NNG, SMC, MOW, and 
CLO. Biological habitats where grazing would take place consist of NNG and EOW 
predominantly. The lot does not have access to the main project road, and u-pick operations 
would not be feasible.  

5.16 Lot 24
Lot 24 encompasses 84.8 acres and approximately a third of the site would be available for 
agriculture. The reader is referred to Figures 7 and 10 for detailed characteristics of the lot. 
Figure 4B shows the location of Prime Soils on the site.  

The lot consists generally of steep slopes, with the 25 to 50 percent slope range the most 
common. Flatter areas in the 0 to 15 percent range encompass the south central and south 
eastern parts of the lot.  

Two soil types are present: HmD, a Prime Soil, is located over the eastern most third of the 
lot. The remainder is SpG2, HmD soils will be impacted by a house pad, but extensive areas 
will remain available for grazing, orchards, or vineyards.  

Sensitive resource constraints include biological habitats from east to west consisting of 
EOW, NNG, CSS, CLO, SMC, and CCH. An area of SCLORF follows the flow of a stream 
north to south. Agriculture would be focused in the HmD areas on the east, and in the upper 
Daley Flat areas, where slopes are minimal to moderate. Habitats in these areas consist of 
EOW, NNG, and CLO, as well as some SMC. The lot does not have access to the main 
project road, and u-pick operations would not be feasible. 

6 - 309



TRS CONSULTANTS

LOT BY LOT ANALYSIS – AGRICULTURAL CAPACITY FOR HOSKINGS RANCH5-10

6 - 310



TRS CONSULTANTS

LOT BY LOT ANALYSIS – AGRICULTURAL CAPACITY FOR HOSKINGS RANCH                6-1

CHAPTER 6.0 CONCLUSION 

Hoskings Ranch was evaluated for the potential for establishing agriculture on each of its 24 
proposed lots. Agricultural sites were tested on each lot against a range of constraints, as 
discussed above, and were modified accordingly. The purpose of the analysis was to determine if 
some type of agriculture was feasible on certain lots within the project.   

Residences, fire clearing, and septic systems on each lot were taken into account. Other 
constraints were considered such as biological resources, slopes, soils, and existing easements. 
The analysis then discussed the remaining areas that might be used for agriculture.  

The analysis concluded that a range of agricultural uses can be supported on each site. All sites 
were found to be able to support cattle grazing/breeding. Planting of orchards and vineyards is 
also widely supported, though not suitable for all lots. Direct marketing opportunities such as u-
pick operations also exist. Other configurations are possible, and would await a lot-specific 
examination by a future lot owner to be more clearly defined, and to demonstrate enough lot area 
existed on each lot, even when these uses are considered. 
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The proposed project is generally consistent with the majority of the Updated General Plan. All 
relevant 2011 Updated General Plan goals, policies, and actions. The following policies are 
highlighted in Table 1.  

Table 1: Project Conformance to The 2011 Updated General Plan  
 General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities  
Recognizing that the General Plan was created 
with the concept that subdivisions will be able to 
achieve densities shown on the Land Use Map, 
planned densities are intended to be achieved 
through the subdivision process except in cases 
where regulations or site specific characteristics 
render such densities infeasible.   

The site is subject to General Plan Land Use 
Designation RL-40, which allows a maximum 
density of one dwelling unit per 40 acres.  Each of 
the proposed 24 lots is a minimum of 40 acres in 
size.  Therefore, the 24-lot single family project 
conforms to the allowed General Plan density for 
the site. 
 
Within the RL-80 Land Use designation, the project 
meets that density requirement of one dwelling unit 
per 80 acres when the lot sizes are averaged.  
However, the project does not meet this 
requirement as the majority of the project lot sizes 
are 40 acres or more and not 80 acres. 
 
The project site is subject to a Williamson Act 
Contract and if housing is constructed on the 
individual lots, they would be incidental to the 
agricultural production on the lots.  An agricultural 
easement shall be placed over all lots to reserve in 
perpetuity the lots for agricultural production.  This 
could be in the form of cattle breeding and grazing, 
orchards, vinyards, or other such agricultural 
production. 

LU-2.8 Mitigation of Development Impacts  
Require measures that minimize significant 
impacts to surrounding areas from uses or 
operations that cause excessive noise, vibrations, 
dust, odor, aesthetic impairment and/or are 
detrimental to human health and safety. 

The project is designed to minimize significant 
impacts to surrounding areas. The project proposes 
a agricultural subdivision and would not introduce a 
new use that would create or cause excessive noise 
or vibrations. The design of the project would utilize 
Best Management Plans to reduce dust and odor.   

LU-5.3 - Rural Land Preservation.  Ensure the 
preservation of existing open space and rural areas 
(e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife 
habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and 
groundwater recharge areas) when permitting 
development under the Rural and Semi- Rural 
Land Use Designations.  Open space and rural 
lands are primary areas that provide carbon 
sequestration benefits for the Region. 

Based on the project biology report, the mitigation 
measures require both on- and off-site mitigation.  
Further, the project is placing 85 percent of the 
project site into biological open space.  The on-site 
mitigation will create contiguous areas of preserved 
sensitive species. 

6 - 326



 

PDS2003-3100-5312 RPL3  
 

 General Plan Policy Explanation of Project Conformance 
LU-5.5 - Projects that Impede Non-Motorized 
Travel.  Ensure that development projects and 
road improvements do not impede bicycle and 
pedestrian access. Where impacts to existing 
planned routes would occur, ensure that impacts 
are mitigated and acceptable alternative routes are 
implemented.  Examples include large parking 
areas that cannot be crossed by non-motorized 
vehicles, and new developments that block through 
access on existing or potential bicycle and 
pedestrian routes. 

As part of the project, bike lanes will be installed at 
Pine Hills Road.  This will enhance the existing 
conditions for bikers who currently use and will use 
in the future.   

LU-6.1 Environmental Sustainability 
Require the protection of intact or sensitive natural 
resources in support of the long-term sustainability 
of the natural environment. 

The project is placing 85 percent of the subject site, 
into biological open space.  The on-site mitigation 
will create contiguous areas of preserved sensitive 
species.  The site’s RPO Wetlands and 
Jurisdictional Waters will either be preserved or 
impacts mitigated.  An agricultural easement will 
require the continued agricultural operations after 
future lot sales. 

LU-6.4 - Sustainable Subdivision Design.  
Require that residential subdivisions be planned to 
conserve open space and natural resources, 
protect agricultural operations including grazing, 
increase fire safety and defensibility, reduce 
impervious footprints, use sustainable development 
practices, and, when appropriate, provide public 
amenities consistent with the applicable community 
plan. 

The project includes protection of the area from fire 
hazards by the requirement for each lot to include a 
100-foot wide Fire Modification Zone.  The project 
Fire Protection Plan requires the installation of on-
site fire hydrants to better protect the neighborhood.  
Ember resistant vents will be installed on all 
structures and building construction features will 
reflect the enhanced requirements of the County 
Building Code. The project will comply with the 
Watershed Protection Ordinance and incorporates 
on-site stormwater management techniques. No 
public amenities are required by a project of this 
size.  

LU-6.5 Sustainable Stormwater Management  
Ensure that development minimizes the use of 
impervious surfaces and incorporates other Low 
Impact Development (LID) techniques and a 
combination of site design, source control, and 
stormwater best management practices, where 
applicable and consistent with the County’s LID 
Handbook. 

The project incorporates LID techniques, as 
explained in the Stormwater Management Plan 
(SWMP).  The project proposes LID design 
techniques, such as the installation of a bioretention 
area.   

LU-6.9 Development Conformance with 
Topography 
Require development to conform to the natural 
topography to limit grading; incorporate and not 
significantly alter the dominate physical 
characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural 
drainage and topography in conveying stormwater 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

The project would involve an amount of grading that 
is standard for projects of this size and location. The 
site slopes down to the south and west.  However, 
the applicant has designed the pads to utilize the 
flattest areas of each proposed parcel; thereby, 
reducing the amount of grading while preserving the 
natural topography. 
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LU-6.10 - Protection from Hazards.  Require that 
development be located and designed to protect 
property and residents from the risks of natural and 
man-induced hazards. 

The project site was analyzed for agricultural 
hazardous wastes and airport hazards.  Neither 
potential hazard was found to be CEQA significant.  
The property does not possess evidence of 
recognized toxins associated with past agricultural 
properties.  Additionally, the project protects the 
area from fire hazards by installing fire hydrants to 
better protect the neighborhood.  Ember resistant 
vents will be installed on all structures and building 
construction features will reflect the enhanced 
requirements of the County Building Code, Chapter 
7A.   

LU-10.1 - Residential Connectivity.  Require 
residential development in Semi-Rural areas to be 
integrated with existing neighborhoods by providing 
connected and continuous street, pathway/trail, 
and recreational open space networks. 
 

The project will improve sight distance, at both SR-
78/79 and Pine Hills Road, as well as adding a 
bicycle lane and pathway, to Pine Hills Road.  This 
continues the existing connectivity to the southern 
residential neighborhood and to the Village of Julian 
to the east.  

LU-10.2 – Development - Environmental 
Resource Relationship. Require development in 
Semi-Rural and Rural areas to respect and 
conserve the unique natural features and rural 
character, and avoid sensitive or intact 
environmental resources and hazard areas.  

While the project site is mainly surrounded by 
development and does not have unique natural 
resources, it does support agriculture and foraging 
habitat.  The project has been conditioned to 
preserve agriculture and non-native grasslands off 
site, to mitigate the potential loss of on-site 
resources.   

LU 13.2 Commitment of Water Supply Require 
new development to identify adequate water 
resources, in accordance with State law, to support 
the development prior to approval. 

The project would use on-site, individual wells to 
provide potable water.   
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LU 14.2 Wastewater Disposal   
Require that development provide for the adequate 
disposal of wastewater concurrent with the 
development and that the infrastructure is designed 
and sized appropriately to meet reasonably 
expected demands. 

The project wastewater disposal will be handled via 
individual, on-site sewer disposal systems.  The 
project has been conditioned to obtain approval of 
the design and installation of those systems by the 
County Department of Environmental Health (DEH). 

COS 4.1 Water Conservation   
Require development to reduce the waste of 
potable water through use of efficient technologies 
and conservation efforts that minimize the County’s 
dependence on imported water and conserve 
groundwater resources. 

The project complies with the Groundwater 
Ordinance, as the individual wells are required to 
obtain permits from the County DEH and well 
production will not exceed the threshold provided 
within that Ordinance.  The project would be 
required to comply with San Diego County’s Water 
Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance and the 
County of San Diego Water Efficient Landscape 
Design Manual, which includes water conservation 
requirements and water efficient landscaping. 
These policies are enforced at the Building Permit 
phase. 

COS 14.3 Sustainable Development 
Require design of residential subdivisions and 
nonresidential development through “green” and 
sustainable land development practices to 
conserve energy, water, open space, and natural 
resources. 

The project has been designed using sustainable 
land development practices, including the 
installation of bio-retention basins to treat 
stormwater runoff. 

COS-19.1 Sustainable Development Practices  
Require land development, building design, 
landscaping, and operational practices that 
minimize water consumption. 

The proposed TM would include conditions to 
require that planning, funding and construction 
efforts shall consider ways to minimize water 
consumption, regardless of whether water is 
deemed to be readily available by applicable water 
authorities at local, county, and/or state levels. 

S-3.6 Fire Protection Measures  
Ensure that development located within fire threat 
areas implement measures that reduce the risk of 
structural and human loss due to wildfire. 

The project Fire Protection Plan has been reviewed 
and approved by the County Fire Marshal and the 
Julian/Cuyamaca Fire Protection District.  . 

S-6.4 Fire Protection Services for Development 
Require that new development demonstrate that 
fire services can be provided that meets the 
minimum travel times identified in Table S-1 
(Travel Time Standards from Closest Fire Station). 

The maximum travel time based on the Regional 
Category (Rural - RL-40 and RL-80) is 10 minutes. 
The project Fire Protection Plan demonstrates a 
response time of nine minutes, based on Form 
399F and County Fire Marshal review.  The project 
has secondary access via the western private roads 
known as Daley Flat Road and Hoskings Ranch 
Road.   
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