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SUBJECT: Zone Change Initiation No. PZC 20-005, Hein/Visalia

REQUEST(S):
Request that the Board of Supervisors:

Authorize Zone Change Initiation No. PZC 20-005 (Hein/Visalia) to proceed as a Zone
Change from Exclusive Agriculture - 20 acre minimum (AE-20) to General Commercial
with a Mixed-Use Overlay Combining Zone (C-2-MU) on a 25,034.75-square foot parcel,
Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 126-390-018, located at 27210 Road 108, on the
northeast corner of the intersection of Avenue 272 and Road 108 (S. Demaree Street),
approximately 1,727 feet south of the City of Visalia.

SUMMARY:

The Zone Change Initiation is not an approval of the proposed project or Zone Change
Amendment. The Zone Change Initiation allows the applicant to apply for the Zone
Change Amendment only, with no guarantee that the amendment will be adopted. A
detailed analysis of the project, and its impacts, will be studied upon the Board of
Supervisors approving this Zone Change Initiation, and after a subsequent Zone
Change application is received and processed by the County.

Project Description

The Tulare County Resource Management Agency (RMA) has received a request from
the property owner (Martin Hein Ranch Company) to initiate a zoning amendment
application on a 25,034.75-square foot parcel, APN 126-390-018, changing the zoning
designation from AE-20 to C-2. The site contains an existing office building for a farm
management company. The purpose of the project is to facilitate the addition of other
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businesses that are not related to agriculture. The RMA is proposing to add a Mixed-
Use Overlay Combining Zone (MU), which would change the zoning designation from
AE-20 to C-2-MU.

The site is located at 27210 Road 108, on the northeast corner of the intersection of
Avenue 272 and Road 108 (S. Demaree Street), approximately 1,727 feet south of the
City of Visalia. The parcels to the north, south, east, and west are zoned AE-20
(Exclusive Agricultural — 20 Acre Minimum) and contain agricultural field crops,
orchards, scattered rural residences, and a Southern California Edison Substation.

General Plan, Zoning Consistency / Rural Valley Lands Plan Analysis

The project area is located within the Visalia Urban Area Boundary (UAB), and the
Land Use Designation for the project site is “Valley Agriculture.” On July 5, 1983, the
Tulare County Board of Supervisors adopted General Plan Amendment No. GPA 83-
04A for the Urban Boundaries Element. This plan element established this area within
Visalia’s Urban Area Boundary (Attachment #1).

As such and as stated in the City of Visalia and Tulare County Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), dated October 19, 2012, the proposed project is consistent with
the provisions related to Urban Area Boundaries (Attachment #2). Specifically, UAB
Provision No. 1 states that development may occur on currently zoned non-agricultural
land subject to PF-4.19 and 4.21, with exceptions listed in PF 4.18 of the Tulare
County General Plan (TCGP). UAB Provision No. 2 states that any future development
project is subject to the Rural Valley Lands Plan (RVLP) and subject to PF 4.19 and
4.21, with exceptions listed in PF 4.18 of the TCGP.

The RVLP is typically only advisory within County Adopted City Urban Area
Boundaries (CACUABSs). However, the MOU makes it less than advisory in the UAB of
the City of Visalia. Therefore, staff initiated a RVLP Checklist and Backup Statement
for the Board to consider, consistent with the MOU and PF-4.19, which resulted in a
total of 8 points for the proposed project (Attachment #3). Policy RVLP-1.4 states, “if
the number of points accumulated is 11 or less, the parcel may be considered for non-
agricultural zoning.” Per the RVLP analysis, it is noted the property is a little more than
a %2 acre, has a non-residential structure on it, and is not in the Williamson Act; so it is
not agriculturally viable. In addition, none of the exceptions listed in PF-4.18 would be
applicable to the proposed project.

In addition, the proposed project does not include any of the applications listed in PF-
4.21. Nonetheless, if at some point in the future an application listed in PF-4.21 is
submitted on this property, even after it is rezoned, the RVLP analysis has already
been completed as part of the proposed project and found to be consistent with these
types of entitlements. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with PF-4.21.

On March 31, 2020, a Project Review — Consultation Notice for PZC 20-005 was sent
to the City of Visalia. In a letter dated April 6, 2020, the City of Visalia stated that its
Land Use Element policies do not oppose or discourage the placement of a general
commercial land use designation, such as Commercial Mixed Use at this location
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being at the intersection of two arterial-designated roadways (Attachment #4).
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the City of Visalia’'s General Plan.
Moreover, the requested change of zone has been found to be compatible with the
County’s established land uses in the surrounding area and is not in conflict with the
furtherance of overall County development strategies, plans, and policies.

Based on factors shown above, it can be concluded that the proposed Change of Zone
will be consistent with the RVLP and will further the goals, objectives, and policies of
the TCGP. In addition, the proposed Change of Zone is consistent with the City of
Visalia’s General Plan. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the proposed Zone
Change |Initiation should be approved. However, approval of this Zone Change
Initiation in no way guarantees that the ultimate Change of Zone will be approved.
Instead, approval of this Zone Change Initiation allows the applicant to submit a
Change of Zone application for processing.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING:

The applicant cost for a Zone Change Initiation is an initial deposit of $3,333. If
authorized to file a Zone Amendment Application, the applicant will pay an initial
deposit of $6,451 to the Tulare County RMA. Additional fees of $100 per hour are
assessed if the actual cost of processing the Zone Change Initiation application
exceeds the deposits. California Environmental Quality Act documentation and
compliance for the project is also charged on a full cost recovery basis.

Once the change of zone, staff report, and the environmental documentation are
substantially complete and before submittal to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for action, the Department will bill the applicant for the actual cost of
processing plus an additional estimated amount for taking the application through the
hearing process and for final filing and recording. Payment will be required prior to
setting the public hearing dates. If final actual cost is less than the deposit, because
the application is not approved or some other reason, then the difference will be
refunded.

LINKAGE TO THE COUNTY OF TULARE STRATEGIC BUSINESS PLAN:

The County’s five-year strategic plan includes the “Economic Well Being Initiative - to
encourage growth consistent with the County General Plan”. The authorization to
initiate the requested zoning amendment application helps fulfill this initiative by:
e Providing effective growth management by allowing the existing parcel to be
rezoned and developed with additional businesses that are not agriculturally
related.
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Attachment 1 — Site Maps
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Attachment 4 — Consultation and Comment Letters



BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF TULARE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE MATTER OF ZONE CHANGE ) Resolution No.
INITIATION NO. PZC 20-005, HEIN/VISALIA )

UPON MOTION OF SUPERVISOR , SECONDED BY
SUPERVISOR , THE FOLLOWING WAS ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AT AN OFFICIAL MEETING HELD ON JUNE 2, 2020, BY
THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

ATTEST: JASON T.BRITT

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER/
CLERK, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BY:

Deputy Clerk

* % * % % * % * % % *x % *x % *x *x % *

That the Board of Supervisors:

Authorized Zone Change Initiation No. PZC 20-005 (Hein/Visalia) to proceed as a Zone
Change from Exclusive Agriculture - 20 acre minimum (AE-20) to General Commercial
with a Mixed-Use Overlay Combining Zone (C-2-MU) on a 25,034.75-square foot parcel,
Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 126-390-018, located at 27210 Road 108, on the
northeast corner of the intersection of Avenue 272 and Road 108 (S. Demaree Street),
approximately 1,727 feet south of the City of Visalia.
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Site Maps
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City of Visalia MOU
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2. Planning Framework
24 Cities

Figure 2.4-1 shows the locations of all eight incorporated cities within Tulare County and
Figures 2.4-2 through 2.4-9 show the County Adopted City Urban Development
Boundaries (CACUDBSs) and County Adopted City Urban Area Boundaries (CACUABS)
for each city:

= Dinuba = Porterville
= Exeter =« Tulare
= Farmersville = Visalia
= Lindsay = Woodlake

In addition, two cities outside of the County share a common border with the County and
there has been urban development in adjacent County unincorporated areas. These two
cities are Delano and Kingsburg. The County has established UDBs for these
cities/areas as shown in Figures 2.4-10 and 2.4-11.

The following goal and policies are designed to foster a cooperative planning
environment between the County and each city with respect to development within the
fringe areas of the cities.

To direct urban development within UDBs of existing incorporated cities and ensure that
all development in unincorporated areas adjacent to incorporated cities is well planned
and adequately served by necessary infrastructure and other public facilities and
furthers countywide economic development goals.

PF-4.1 CACUABs for Cities
The County shall establish CACUABs which define the area where land uses
are presumed to have an impact upon the adjacent incorporated city, and
within which the cities' concerns may be given consideration as part of the
land use review process. The lands within the UAB are considered to be the
next logical area in which urban development may occur and the area within
which UDBs may ultimately be expanded.

Although it is the policy of the County that this area will at some time become
appropriate for urban development, generally no public purpose is served by
permitting intensive development therein. As communities grow and expand,
it is logical to assume the UDBs may be correspondingly expanded or
established until they coincide with the ultimate UAB. The land lying between
the Urban Development Boundary and the Urban Area Boundary will
generally have an agricultural land use designation or rural residential land
use designation in conformity with Land Use Policy LU 3.8: Rural Residential

Interface.

PF-4.2 CACUDBs for Cities — Twenty Year Planning Area
The County shall establish CACUDBs which define the anticipated twenty-
year planning areas around incorporated cities in which the County and cities
may coordinate plans, policies, and standards relating to building
construction, subdivision development, land use and zoning regulations,

Goals and Polices Report August 2012 (Part I) Page 2- 49 through 2.55 1
EXCERPT FROM THE TULARE COUNTY ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN
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PF-4.3

PF-4.4

PF-4.5

PF-4.6

PF-4.7

street and highway construction, public utility systems, environmental studies,
water supply availability and sufficiency, and other closely related matters
affecting the orderly development of areas adjacent to incorporated cities. It is
recognized that these boundaries provide an official definition of the interface
between future urban and agricultural land uses.

Within this boundary, the County may also establish planning areas
representative of shorter time periods in order to assist in more precise
implementation of plans and policies.

Modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs

The County may consider modification of CACUABs and CACUDBs at such
time as the land use plan for a city is revised to reflect changing needs and
circumstances over an extended time frame. Preservation of productive
agricultural lands and operations shall be one consideration when
considering such modifications. Cities may examine existing CACUAB and
CACUDB lines and recommend changes to the Board of Supervisors, as
appropriate.

Planning in CACUDBs

The County acknowledges that the cities have an interest in planning for
growth within a CACUDBSs and will in the future become ultimately
responsible for urban development and the provision of urban services within
those areas upon annexation.

Spheres of Influence
CACUDBs and the SOI as administered by LAFCo may be consistent insofar

as it is feasible and appropriate to do so.

Orderly Expansion of City Boundaries
When the County is considering outward expansion of CACUDBS, the
following criteria shall be encouraged:

1. The city has demonstrated a need for additional territory after
documenting a good faith effort to implement programs for infill
development and/or increased efficiency of development and minimize
conversion of agricultural lands.

2. UDBs should not be expanded onto Prime Farmland if Farmland of
Statewide Importance or of lesser quality is available and suitable for

expansion.

3. Emphasis shall be placed upon reasonable expectations for the provision
of urban services within the next twenty years as reflected in LAFCo's
Municipal Service Reviews when determining the location of UDBs.

Avoiding Isolating Unincorporated Areas

The County may oppose any annexation proposal that creates an island,
peninsula, corridor, or irregular boundary. The County will also encourage the
inclusion of unincorporated islands or peninsulas adjacent to proposed
annexations.

Goals and Polices Report August 2012 (PartI) Page 2- 49 through 2.55 2
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PF-4.8 Updating Land Use Diagram in CACUDBs
Following city adoption of a General Plan update or amendment that reflects
the area within a CACUDB, the County shall update Part Il (Community
Plans, Kings River Plan, Mountain Sub-Area Plans, and CAC General Plans),
if applicable, to reflect the city’s modified plan. Any unresolved conflicts
between the County and city plans shall be identified for the Board of
Supervisors. The County shall establish and maintain land use controls on
unincorporated lands within the UDB consistent with the policies of the
County General Plan.

PF-4.9 Transition to Agricultural Use
The County shall encourage cities to adopt land use policies that minimize
potential conflicts with agricultural operations and other agricultural activities
at the urban edge through the provision of appropriate buffers or other
measures.

PF-4.10 Urban Improvement Areas for Cities
All Urban Improvement Areas established in the 1974 Urban Boundaries
Element for cities and adjacent cities in adjacent counties, are hereby
converted to Urban Development Boundaries.

PF-4.11 Coordination with Cities in Adjacent Counties
The policies set forth in this Section (PF-4: Cities) shall also apply to planning
and development within the UDBs of adjacent cities in adjacent counties
(Corcoran, Delano, Kingsburg, Orange Cove, and Reedley), except Policy
PF-4.4: Planning in UDBs.

To provide the means to further manage urban development within CACUDBSs and

CACUABS of existing incorporated cities while ensuring that the limitation on

PF_ 4 A development is in the best interests of the County and its residents in both the
incorporated and unincorporated areas and enhances the County’s ability to provide

adequate County facilities and countywide social, health, safety and welfare services

impacted by development in the cities and County.

The following policies will become applicable upon mutually adopted agreement
between the County and each city regarding the collection of public facilities impact fees
in accordance with policies PF4.16 and PF-4.27.

PF-4.12 General Plan Designations Within City UDBs
On land that is within a CACUDB, but outside a city’s incorporated limits, the
County may maintain General Plan land use designations that are compatible
with the city’s adopted General Plan.

PF-4.13 City Design Standards
Where the Board of Supervisors finds that it is consistent with General Plan

objectives to approve development within the UDBs of incorporated cities, the
County may require the project to substantiate sufficient water supply and
meet the County adopted city development standards of the city in question.

Goals and Polices Report August 2012 (PartI) Page 2- 49 through 2.55 3
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PF-4.14

PF-4.15

PF-4.16

Compatible Project Design
The County may ensure proposed development within CACUABSs is
compatible with future sewer and water systems, and circulation networks as

shown in city plans.

Coordination with Cities on Development Proposals
The County shall ensure that urban development only take place in
CACUDB:s if one of the following has occurred:

1. The adjacent city does not consent to annex the property for development
purposes (as evidenced through pre-zoning, development agreements,
etc.); it shall be conclusively presumed that a city has not consented if it
has not submitted an annexation proposal to LAFCo within six months
from the date a request to annex is submitted to the city; or

2. Annexation is not possible under the provisions of State law, but it is
determined by the County that development of the site does not constitute
incompatible development.

Revenue Sharing

As an incentive for directing urban growth into cities when applications are
proposed within the CACUDBS, the County shall promote revenue sharing as
an element of negotiation whenever:

1. A city updates its General Plan and requests the County to update its
CAC General Plan.

2. When establishment or amendment to Spheres of Influence are

proposed.

PF-4.17

PF-4.18

3. Annexations are proposed by cities, or joint development or
redevelopment projects are proposed by any city and the County.

As an additional incentive for directing urban growth into cities, any city
proposing changes to a CAC General Plan or other County land use
regulations shall pay to the County its cost in considering and implementing
such proposal.

Cooperation with Individual Cities

The County may use the policies set forth under this goal (PF-4A: Cities:
Continued) to work with individual cities to further manage development
within that CACUDB or CACUAB to the extent that the financial needs of the
County are met and the County’s ability to provide facilities and County
services used by all of the residents in the County and cities is enhanced.
The County and Cities will establish a working committee to facilitate the
policies identified in this section 4A.

Future Land Use Entitlements ina CACUDB

The County may work with an individual city to limit any General Plan
amendments to change the land use designations of any parcel or any
amendments to the County zoning ordinance to add uses to a current zoning

Goals and Polices Report August 2012 (PartI) Page 2-49 through 2.55 4
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classification or change the zoning district designation of any parcel within a
CACUDB except as follows:

I

This policy will not apply to amendments or changes to a County
unincorporated UDB, Hamlet Development Boundary (HDB), including
where the boundary line may increase an outward expansion of the
overlap area with a CACUDB area that is not coterminous to the city’s
Urban Development Boundary/Sphere of Influence (UDB or SOI), or to
any General Plan amendment adopting a new County unincorporated
UDB, an HDB, or Planned Community. County Corridor development
nodes will not be located inside a city’s UDB or SOI unless mutually
agreed by the City and County.

This policy will not apply where the General Plan land use designation or
the zoning district classification of a particular parcel is inconsistent with
an existing special use permit, or legal non-conforming use.

As determined by the RVLP checklist, the County shall encourage
beneficial reuse of existing or vacant agricultural support facilities for new
businesses (including non-agricultural uses), and for which the city cannot
or will not annex as per PF-4.24.

This policy will not apply where the effect of the amendments to the
General Plan land use designation or of the rezoning is to designate or
zone the parcel to an agricultural designation or zone except where the
effect of the amendment creates a less intensive agricultural designation
or zone.

This policy will not apply where amendments to the General Plan land
use designations or the zoning classifications apply only to that portion of
a CACUDB thatis overlapped (where exterior UDB’s are coterminous) by
a County unincorporated UDB, Hamlet Development Boundary (HDB), or
Corridor Plan area.

This policy will not apply where amendment to the General Plan land use
designation or the zoning classification is required to bring the County
regulations into compliance with more restrictive State or Federal statutes
or regulations.

This policy will not apply where amendments to the Zoning Ordinance are
part of a comprehensive modernization or restructuring of the processes
or procedures set out in the Zoning Ordinance or part of a comprehensive
update to the text of the zoning classifications to bring the Zoning
Ordinance procedures and text into consistency with the General Plan
update. [This comprehensive modernization, restructuring or update
would not include any rezonings outside that allowed in this policy.
However, revision of processes and procedures and simplification of
existing ordinances may occur.]

This policy would not apply to a comprehensive update of a CAC General
Plan, including rezoning there under, in cooperation with the affected city.

This policy would not apply where the County has worked with the city to
identify and structure a mutually acceptable alternative General Plan land
use designation or zoning classification.

Goals and Polices Report August 2012 (Part I) Page 2- 49 through 2.55 5
EXCERPT FROM THE TULARE COUNTY ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN

36




PF-4.19

PF-4.20

Future Land Use Entitlements in a CACUAB

As an exception to the County policies that the Rural Valley Lands Plan
(RVLP) does not apply within CACUDBSs and is only advisory within
CACUABS, the County may work with an individual city to provide that no
General Plan amendments or rezonings will be considered to change the
current land use designation or zoning classification of any parcel within a
CACUAB unless appropriate under the requirements of the Rural Valley
Lands Plan (RVLP) or similar checklist or unless the County has worked with
the city to identify and structure an acceptable alternative General Plan land
use designation or zoning classification. This policy will not apply to
amendments or changes to a County unincorporated UDB, Hamlet
Development Boundary (HDB), or Corridor Plan area boundary line, including
where the boundary line may increase an overlap area with a CACUDB area,
or to any General Plan amendment adopting a new UDB, an HDB, or
Corridor Plan area that may fall within a CACUDB area. This policy shall not
apply within a County unincorporated UDB, an HDB, or Corridor Plan area
where that area overlaps a CACUAB area. Development of County corridor
development nodes in an affected city's UAB would only occur after the
County has provided written consultation and has allowed for a reasonable
timed response from the affected city prior to decision making and before the
adoption of the Corridor Plan. New development in a city’s UAB would be
subject to adopted plan lines and setback standards. Adopted facility plans
and legally adopted General Plans will be considered during the development
review process. Small “stand alone,” non urban projects which are defined
as residential projects of four or fewer lots or non-residential projects smaller
than two acres do not need city standards but shall respect city utility and
street master plans for setbacks. Large urban-style projects include
residential projects of five or more lots averaging less than one acre per lot
and non-residential projects two acres or larger will use uniform urban
development standards, financing mechanisms, consent to annexation,
application of reciprocal development impact fees and city streets/utility
setbacks/disclosure requirements unless the County and the city have
identified and structured acceptable alternatives that will reasonably ensure
that these projects should conform to city development standards upon future
annexation.

Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control Development in a CACUDB
As an exception to the County policies that the Rural Valley Lands Plan does
not apply within CACUDBS, the County may work with an individual city to
provide that the requirements of the RVLP or similar checklist will apply to
applications for special use permits (including special use permits for the
expansion of a non-conforming use), variances considered under
Government Code § 65906, or to the extent allowed by law, divisions of land
within a CACUDB except in those areas that overlap with a County
unincorporated UDB, an HDB, or Corridor Plan area. Such a special use
permit, variance, or division of land will be reviewed in light of impacts on
such regional concerns as water and sewage disposal availability and
preservation of transportation and utility corridors as well as compliance with
any County adopted urban or city development standards and with the city’s
General Plan policies as reflected in the CAC General Plan.
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PF-4.21 Application of the RVLP Checklist to Control Development in a CACUAB
As an exception to the County policies that the Rural Valley Lands Plan is
only advisory within CACUABS, the County may work with an individual city to
provide that the requirements of the RVLP will apply to applications for
special use permits (including special use permits for the expansion of a non-
conforming use), variances considered under Government Code § 659086, or
to the extent allowed by law, divisions of land within a CACUAB except in
those areas that overlap with a County unincorporated UDB, an HDB, or
Corridor Plan area. Such a special use permit, variance, or division of land
will be reviewed in light of impacts on such regional concerns as water and
sewage disposal availability and preservation of transportation and utility
corridors.

0] Also see Part II-Policy RVLP-1.4: Determination of Agriculture Land and Section 1.3: Rural
Valley Lands Plan Criteria and Evaluation Matrix.

PF-4.22 Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUDB
In accordance with other policies in this General Plan, the County may work
with a city to provide that any alternative land uses within a CACUDB not
otherwise allowed under a particular zoning classification but which are
allowed by County policies due to the existence of abandoned structures or
improvements with no other available, viable economic uses on the parcel will
be reviewed in light of impacts on such regional concerns as water and
sewage disposal availability and preservation of transportation and utility
corridors. For agricultural related uses, reoccupation and/or expansion is
limited not to exceed 20% of the site and/or building square footage subject
to special use permit with city consultation. Conversion to non-agricultural
uses requiring a zone change is limited not to exceed 20% of the site and/or
building square footage or as mutually agreed upon by the city and County.
Any expansions are subject to a special use permit.

PF-4.23 Reuse of Abandoned Improvements in a CACUAB
In accordance with other policies in this General Plan, the County may work
with a city to provide that any alternative uses within a CACUAB not
otherwise allowed under a particular zoning classification but which are
allowed by County policies due to the existence of abandoned structures or
improvements with no other available, viable economic uses on the parcel will
be reviewed in light of impacts on such regional concerns as water and
sewage disposal availability and preservation of transportation and utility
corridors expansion or re-occupation will require irrevocable consents to
annex, and accommodation for setbacks and other standards for future
streets and utilities. The RVLP will be used to determine if non-agricultural
use is appropriate.

PF-4.24 Annexations to a City within the CACUDB
In addition to the County’s current policies on development within a
CACUDB, the County may work with a city to provide that urban development
projects within a city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) as set by the Tulare County
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PF-4.25

PF-4.26

Local Agency Formation Commission will be referred to the affected city for
consideration of annexation in accordance with, but not limited to, the

following concepts:

1. Urban development projects, to which the referral policy applies, would be
those projects for which a discretionary permit is required. Any urban
development project not subject to special use permit requirements would
still comply with County adopted city development standards, CAC
General Plans and zoning and any County adopted city long-range
infrastructure plan.

2. The referral would, at least, be subject to the requirement that the city
inform the County within three (3) months that it is or is not able and
willing to commence annexation proceedings to accommodate the
project; or the city is willing and able to commence annexation
proceedings, the County would not take action to approve the project
unless the applicant has submitted a completed application for
annexation and city fails to take action on such application within six
months;

3. If the affected city is not willing or able to commence annexation
proceedings, approval by the County of the project would be conditioned
on conformance with County adopted city development standards,
County Adopted City General Plans and zoning and any County adopted
city long-range infrastructure plan adopted.

4. The County may, as part of this policy, require a consent to future
annexation be recorded concurrent with approval of the project special
use permit for development within the County.

Sphere of Influence Criteria

In addition to the County current policies on annexations and city growth
lines, the County may work with one or more cities to propose criteria to the
Tulare County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) for use in the
adoption of city Sphere of Influence (SOI) lines consistent with the concept
that the SOl is a twenty year city growth boundary including the city’s
“communities of interest” as defined by LAFCo, and that an affected city
should seek approval of amendment by LAFCo of its current SOI lines to
reflect such criteria. Communities of interest not included within the SOI may
be considered and included in a fifty year growth boundary. If such a criteria
is adopted, the County, as a city SOl is brought into compliance with such
criteria, may consider amendment of it general plan to make the CACUDB
identified in the County general plan, to the extent appropriate, consistent or
conterminous with the LAFCo adopted SOI.

City 50 Year Growth Boundaries

In addition to the County current policies on city boundary lines, the County
may work with one or more of the cities to propose that LAFCo consider the
adoption of a fifty year growth boundary for each city and to propose criteria
to LAFCo for adoption of that boundary. If LAFCo adopts fifty year growth
boundaries consistent with such criteria, the County may consider
amendments to its general plan to make the CACUAB, to the extent
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PF-4.27

appropriate, consistent or conterminous with the city’'s LAFCo adopted fifty
year growth boundary.

Impacts of Development within the County on City Facilities and County
Facilities

The County may work with a city to consider the adoption, imposition and
collection for payment to the city pursuant to agreement Development Impact
Fees within the CACUDB, as may be proposed by the city from time to time
to offset the impacts of development in the County on city facilities.
Reciprocally and under the same conditions, the city will consider the
collection of Development Impact Fees within the city to offset the impact of
development within the city on County facilities.
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Attachment “3”

Preliminary RVLP Checklist and Backup Statement
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APPLICATION NO. _PZC 20-005 APPLICANT’S NAME _Hein

Rural Valley Lands Plan - Parcel Evaluation Checklist — 03/19/2020

A. RESTRICTED TO AGRICULTURE VALUES
If a following factor meets the “Restricted to Agriculture” criteria, place an “R” in the value column and stop the evaluation;
if the factor meets the “Nonagricultural” criteria, place a “0” in the value column and continue the evaluation.

VALUE
1. Agricultural Preserve Status )
2. Limitations for Individual Waste Disposal Facilities 0)

B. VARIABLE POINT VALUE

Each of the following land capability ratings (as per U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service data) have been awarded a
number value, as follows:

LAND CAPABILITY POINT VALUE
Class I, 11, or 11l 4 points
Class IV 2 points
Class V, VI, or VII 0 points

For the following factor, determine the land capability ratings) of the parcel under review and award its
corresponding point value.

Class I, I, or 11l (4 points) (4)
Class IV (2 points) ()
Class V, VI, or VII (0 points) ()

C. POINT VALUES
If a following factor meets the highest relative suitability criteria, award the factor the number of points listed for the
category; if the factor meets the lowest relative suitability criteria, award it a “0”.

FOUR POINT VALUE CATEGORY
1. Existing Parcel Size (use gross acreage figure) (0)
2. Existing land Use/Suitability for Cultivation (0)

THREE POINT VALUE CATEGORY
1. Surrounding Parcel Size (do not evaluate this factor if the site received “0” points for

‘Existing Land Use/ Suitability for Cultivation’; enter a “0” in such cases) (0)
2. Surrounding Land Use (3)
3. Proximity to Inharmonious Uses (NOTE: Flexible Point Value applicable in some cases) ------------------- (0)
4. Proximity to Lands in Agricultural Preserves (0)

TWO POINT VALUE CATEGORY

1. Level of Ground Water and Soil Permeability (0)
ONE POINT VALUE CATEGORY
1. Proximity to Fire Protection Facilities (NOTE: Three Point Value applicable in some cases) ---------------- (0)
2. Access to Paved Roads (0)
3. Historical Sites, Archaeological Sites, Wildlife Habitats, and/or Unique Natural Features -------------------- (0)
4. Flood Prone Areas (0)
5. Availability of Community Domestic Water/Fire Flow Requirements (1)
6. Surface Irrigation Water (0)
7. Groundwater Recharge Potential (do not evaluate this factor if the site received “0” points for ‘Surface
Irrigation Water’; enter a “0” in such cases) (0)

TOTAL POINTS ----(8)
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BACK-UP STATEMENT FOR RVLP EVALUATION CHECKLIST

FOR
PZC 20-005 - Hein

PARCELS EVALUATED: The site is approximately 0.57-acres (25,034.75 square feet)
in size and it was evaluated under the RVLP point evaluation checklist system. The
parcel involved is assessor parcel number (APN) 126-390-018.

A

RESTRICTED TO AGRICULTURAL VALUES

1.

Agricultural Preserve Status:

The subject site is not restricted to agriculture since it is not restricted by a
California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contract.

Limitation for Individual Waste Disposal Facilities:
The subject site is not restricted to agriculture since employing an

individual waste disposal system will not result in the contamination of the
groundwater table.

VARIABLE POINT VALUE

1.

Land Capability:

The Soil Conservation Service has rated the agricultural capability of the
soil, Nord Fine Sandy Loam, as Class | (irrigated) and Class IVc (non-
irrigated). The site has met the Highest Relative Suitability because the
soil class is I, 11, or IlI; therefore, this factor received an allocation of 4
points.

POINT VALUES

4 POINT VALUE

1.

Existing parcel size:

The subject site is approximately 0.57-acres (25,034.75 square feet) in
size. This factor meets the criteria for lowest relative suitability because it
is less than 5 acres gross: 0 points allocated.

Existing Land Use/Suitability for Cultivation:

The subject site is approximately 0.57-acres (25,034.75 square feet) in
size, is not currently under cultivation and has not been under cultivation
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since at least 1994. The property contains an existing office building that
is occupied by a farm management company. The site does not have
access to surface water and an existing domestic well provides domestic
water; lowest relative suitability has been met: 0 points allocated.

3 POINT VALUE

1.

Surrounding Parcel Size:

There are 29 parcels within one-quarter mile of the subject site and 14 of
those parcels are 5 acres or greater, which is equivalent to 48% (14/29 =
48%). Since more than 35% (15/29 = 52%) of the properties within one-
quarter mile of the perimeter of the site are devoted to parcels smaller than
five acres in size, the lowest relative suitability has been met: 0 points
allocated.

Surrounding Land Uses:

The site is abutted on two sides with non-agricultural uses (there is a rural
residence to the east and a substation on the southwest corner of the
intersection) and within one-quarter mile of the perimeter of the site, only
7 percent (7%) of the area (18 acres out of 257 acres) is devoted to non-
agricultural uses; therefore, the site meets the criteria for the highest
relative suitability factor: 3 points allocated.

Proximity to Inharmonious Uses:

The site is not within proximity (one-quarter mile) of any listed
inharmonious uses; therefore, the weighting criterion for highest relative
suitability has not been met: 0 points allocated.

Proximity to Lands Within Agricultural Preserves:

The site is not abutting an agricultural preserve; and within one-quarter
mile of the perimeter of the site, approximately 57% of the land (147 acres
out of 257 acres) is within agricultural preserve. The weighting criterion
for highest relative suitability has not been met since less than 64% of the
area is in agricultural preserves: 0 points allocated.

2 POINT VALUE

1.

Level of Groundwater and Soil Permeability:
The Groundwater Information Center Interactive Map Application for Fall

2018, which is the most recent groundwater data for the site, indicates that
the depth to groundwater is approximately 150 feet. The onsite soil is
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Nord Fine Sandy Loam with a moderate permeability rating. The site has
met the lowest relative suitability because the water table is lower than
twenty feet from the ground surface and the soil is not highly permeable:
0 points allocated.

1 POINT VALUE

1.

Proximity to Fire Protection Facilities:

The subject site is approximately 1.7 miles from the Visalia fire station
(Station No. 52) and 3.2 miles from the Tulare fire station (Station No.
63), both of which are within the five-mile response distance from fire
protection facilities. Lowest relative suitability has been met: 0 points
allocated.

Access to a Paved County and/or State Maintained Road:

The site has direct access to Road 108 (S. Demaree Street) and Avenue
272, both are County maintained roads. Lowest relative suitability has
been met: 0 points allocated.

Historical, Archaeological, Wildlife Habitat, and Unique Natural Features:

None of the aforementioned features exist on site. Lowest relative
suitability has been met: 0 points allocated.

Flood Prone Areas:

The site is located within FEMA Flood Zone X (0.2% chance flood). The
site is not subject to 100-year frequency floods. Lowest relative suitability
has been met: 0 points allocated.

Availability of Community Domestic Water:

In the case of a proposed commercial zone change, the highest relative
suitability is met if the requirements of the Tulare County Fire Flow
Ordinance cannot be met. The project site cannot meet the requirements
of the Tulare County Fire Flow Ordinance since it doesn’t have
accessibility to community domestic water and a water storage tank
doesn’t exist on-site to provide fire flow for the existing office. The Fire
Department has been consulted and they have stated that the existing
office is legal/non-conforming. Highest relative suitability has been met:
1 point allocated.
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Surface Water Irrigated Lands:

Applicant states that the water supply for the site is from a domestic well.
The site does not have rights to surface irrigation water. Lowest relative
suitability has been met: 0 points allocated.

Groundwater Recharge Potential:

Because the site received 0 points for Surface Water Irrigated Lands, this
criterion is not to be evaluated: 0 points allocated.
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Consultation and Comment Letters
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CASE NO. PZC 20-005 (Martin Hein)

CONSULTING AGENCY LIST

TULARE COUNTY AGENCIES

R.M.A. — Building Division
R.M.A. - Code Compliance Division
R.M.A. - Environmental Coordinator
R.M.A. - Community Dev./Redevelopment Division
R.M.A. — Flood/Permits/Subdivisions Division
R.M.A. - Parks and Recreation Division
R.M.A. - Building Services Division
R.M.A. - General Services Division
R.M.A. - Transportation/Utilities Division
R.M.A. - Solid Waste Division
H.H.S.A. - Environmental Health Services Division
H.H.S.A. - HazMat Division
Fire Chief (2 copies)
Sheriff's Department - Visalia Headquarters
Traver Substation
Orosi Substation
Pixley Substation
Porterville Substation
] Agricultural Commissioner
[] Education Department
] Airport Land Use Commission (Jason Garcia-LoBue)
] Supervisor _District
[] Assessor
] Don Dwyer

OOOOOXOXOOOOOXOOOX

LOCAL AGENCIES

Levee Dist. No 1*

Levee Dist. No 2*

Irrigation Dist.*

Pub Utility Dist.*

Comm. Service Dist.*
Town Council*

Elem. School Dist*

High School Dist.*

*

City of Visalia
County of
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage Dist*

Advisory Council*
Fire District*

Mosquito Abatement*

Kaweah Delta Water Cons. District*

] SJV Air Pollution Control District

[] Kings River Conservation District*

I = O | |

FEDERAL AGENCIES

] Army Corps of Engineers

(] Fish & Wildlife

Bureau of Land Management

Natural Resources Conservation Dist.
Forest Service

National Park Service

0
0
0
O
0
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STATE AGENCIES

[ ] Dept. of Fish & Wildlife Dist 4

O

, DFG Area Biologist

] Alcoholic Beverage Control

Housing & Community Development
Reclamation Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board - Dist. 5
Caltrans Dist. 6*

Dept. of Water Resources*

Water Resources Control Board*®

Public Utilities Commission

Dept. of Conservation

State Clearinghouse (15 copies)

Office of Historic Preservation

Dept. of Food & Agriculture

State Department of Health

State Lands Commission

State Treasury Dept. - Office of Permits Assist.

(N

O
_|
I
m
ol
>
9]
m
z
o
m
n

U.C. Cooperative Extension

Audubon Society - Condor Research
Native American Heritage Commission
District Archaeologist (Bakersfield)

TCAG (Tulare Co. Assoc. of Govts)
LAFCo (Local Agency Formation Comm.)
Pacific Bell (2 copies)

GTE (General Telephone) (2 copies)
P.G. & E. (2 copies)

Edison International (2 copies)

The Gas Company (2 copies)

Tulare County Farm Bureau
Archaeological Conservancy (Sacramento)

I
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TULARE COUNTY
FIRE DEPARTMENT

835 S Akers St, Visalia, CA 93277 - Phone (559) 802-9800 - Fax (559) 747-8242

Charlie Norman

FIRE CHIEF

February 19, 2020

Attn: David Alexander,

Tulare County Fire Department has conducted a plan check on plans #PRC 20-005, the following is a
check list of requirements.

Please advise if you would like to schedule a meeting to discuss one or more of the line items below.

Fire apparatus access minimum 20’ wide.

Gates shall be set back 30’ from the edge of the Public road and open inward towards the
building.

Posted address on the driveway, min. 4" tall x 3" wide by .5" line width, Visible from roadway.
Knox box for gates and buildings.

Fire lanes shall be marked and painted.

Fire final - All fire protection features shall be installed and inspected before fire final.

*Note, this checklist does not exclude builder / owner from all required applicable codes. If something
was missed in the plan check process, the owner / builder will be expected to comply with the
applicable code, regulation or ordinance.

Respectfully,

Gilbert Portillo

Fire Inspector — Plans Examiner
Tulare County Fire Department
(559)624-7003
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

April 13, 2020
TO: David Alexander, Project Planner
FROM: Craig Anderson, Engineer 111
SUBJECT: Case No. PZC 20-005

OWNER: Martin Hein
APN: 126-390-018

The subject Case No. PZC 20-005has been reviewed. The following comments and
recommendations are submitted for consideration in processing this matter.

The subject site is not located within any Urban Improvement Area or Urban Development
Boundary whichever is applicable.

The subject site is not located within the boundaries of any Specific Plan.

Flood Information:

The following flood zone information is based on our interpretation of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Map for
Community Number 065066 dated June 16, 2009, Panel No. 937. The subject site is located
within Zone X (0.2 percent chance flood).

Construction of buildings within a shaded Zone X (0.2 percent chance flood) require no specific
flood mitigation measures, however, it is recommended that all finished floor levels be elevated
one foot above adjacent natural ground.

Right-of-way Information:

The subject site lies on the north side of Avenue 272 and the side of Road 108. The existing right of

way on Avenue 272 is variable and on Road 108 is 110 feet (55 feet on the west side and 55 feet on
the east side). Ultimate right of way on Avenue 272 is 60 feet and on Road 108 is110 feet.
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Memorandum
Page 2 of 2

Road Information:

According to the county’s maintained mileage maps, Avenue 272 is a county maintained road.
Road 108 is a county maintained road.

No conditions are recommended for the subject case. Conditions will be recommended at such
time that specific development proposals be presented on the subject parcel(s).

CA
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City of Visalia Planning Division

315 E. Acequia Ave., Visalia, CA 93291 Tel: (559) 713-4359; Fax: (559) 713-4814

April 6, 2020

County of Tulare

Resource Management Agency
Sandy Roper, Project Planner
5961 South Mooney Boulevard
Visalia, CA 93277

RE: Consultation of Zone Change Initiation PZC 20-005

This letter is to inform you that the City of Visalia received a request for comments and recommendations
regarding the above-referenced Zone Change Initiation application. The project is located within the
City’s Tier Il Urban Growth Boundary that extends southerly to Avenue 272. The City is currently
operating within its Tier | Urban Development Boundary.

The project is a request to change the County zoning designation from AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture) to
C-2 (General Commercial). The property currently has a City General Plan land use designation of
Residential Low Density, which would apply a zoning designation of R-1-5 (Single-family Residential,
5,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size) upon future annexation. The application to designate this property to
support the use of commercial land uses would not be consistent with the City’s residential land use and
zoning designations, as commercial land uses are not an allowed use in the zoning district. Therefore,
the City would not be in support of the Zone Change Initiation at this location. (The City would note,
however, that its Land Use Element policies do not oppose or discourage the placement of a general
commercial land use designation, such as Commercial Mixed Use, at this location being at the
intersection of two arterial-designated roadways.

The City requests that any development at this location meet the City’s minimum setback requirements
for residential zoning districts, and would recommend that any future development on the site be
consistent with County plans, polices, and ordinances.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (559) 713-4636 or at
brandon.smith@visalia.city. Thank you for the opportunity for the City of Visalia to comment on the

proposed project.
Sincerely,
A7) /
_ .
1,‘/_/\ , e

—Brgndon Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Visalia Community Development Department

Cc: File
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