AGENDA

REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION

TUESDAY, MAY 15, 2018
6:00 P.M.

Council Chambers, City Hall
212 8. Vanderhurst Avenue, King City, CA

1.CALL TO ORDER
2.FLAG SALUTE

3.ROLL CALL:

Planning Commission Members: Michael Barbree, David Mendez, Ralph Lee,
and Chairperson David Nuck

4.PUBLIC COMMENTS

Any person may comment on any item not on the agenda. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND
ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD. Action may nof be taken on the fopic, unfess deemed an urgency
matter by a majorily vote of the Planning Commission. Topics not considered an urgency malter
might be referred to City staff and placed on a fulure agenda, by a majority voie of the Planning
Commission.

5.PRESENTATIONS
6.CONSENT AGENDA

All matters listed under the Consent Agenda are considered routine and may be approved by ohe
action of the Planning Commission, unless any member of the Planning Commission wishes o
remove an item for separate consideration.

A Meeting Minutes of April 17, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting
Recommendation: Approve and file.

7.PUBLIC HEARINGS

A Project: General Plan text and map amendment, Case No. GPA
2018-001, Zoning text and map amendment Case No. ZC
2018-001 and Zoning text amendment Case No. ZC 2018-
002.The General Plan text would be amended to add
Objectives and Policies regarding Seasonal Employee
Housing. The General Plan map would be amended
identifying areas along First Street within a Dual Land Use
Designation which allows Seasonal Employee Housing. The
Zoning text (including amendment to the Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan) would be amended to eliminate
Farmworker Housing in the FSC Zone District and by
reference, the C-2 Zoning District, and add Municipal Code
Section 17.79 creating criteria for the development of
seasonal employee housing. The Zoning map would be
amended identifying areas along First Street within a Dual
Land Use Designation which allow Seasonal Employee
Housing.

Case No.: GPA 2018-001, ZC 2018-001, ZC 2018-002



Applicant;
Location:

Consideration:

Recommendation:

Environmental
Determination:

8.NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. Project:
Case No.:
Applicant:

Location:

Consideration:

Recommendation:

Envircnmental
Determination:

B. Project:

City of King
Applies to designated areas within the City

Amending the General Plan Land Use Element text and
map, Zoning Code text and map and the Historic Corridor
Revitalization Pian creating Seasonal Employee Housing
standards by adopting General Plan Goals and Policies,
adding Chapter 17.79 to the Municipal Code, removing
farmworker housing as an allowable use in the FSC and C-
2 Zoning Districts and adopting a Dual Land Use
Designation along First Street.

Review proposed Resclutions and Qrdinances regarding
Seasonal Employee Housing, receive public comment, and
forward an affirmative recommendation to the City Council.

An Initial Study has been prepared for the project in
compliance with CEQA. The Initial Study determined there
are no significant impacts to the environment due to the
project. A Negative Declaration (ND) has been prepared for
the project.

Mills Ranch Design Manual Amendment
AR 2018-013
Mike Nino, Nino Homes

Mills Ranch Specific Plan located near San Antonio Drive,
Spreckels Road and Metz Road

Amended renderings and elevations for the Mills Ranch
Design Manual.

Review the amended renderings and elevations as part of
the Mills Ranch Design Manual, provide comments and
forward an affirmative recommendation to the City Council.

The proposed proiect is categorically exempt from the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15305 (Class
5 — Minor Alierations to Land Use Limitations). This
exemption applies to projects invoiving minor alterations to
plans, which do not result in changes in land use or density.
The amended renderings and elevations falls under a Class
5 categorical exemption because it involves minor
amendments to an existing design manual. The Project
does not propose or require physical changes to any
specific property that will negatively impact the
environment.

Architectural Review (AR) Resolutions for the following
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) projects: CUP2016-008,
CUP2016-009, CUP2016-010, CUP2016-012, CUP 2016-
014, CUP2017-008, CUP2017-009, CUP2017-010, CUP
2016-011



Case No.:

Applicants &
Locations:

Consideration:

Recommendation:

Environmental
Determination:

AR2018-004, AR2018-005, AR2018-008, AR2018-007,
AR2018-008, AR2018-009, AR2018-010, AR2018-011,
AR2018-012

Boutique Unlimited, 151 Airport Dr. (CUP2016-008)

The Tribe & King City Cultivation, Industrial Way (CUP2016-009)
The Tribe, 150 Don Bates Way (CUP2016-010)

King City Cultivation, 135 E. San Antonio Dr. (CUP2016-012)
Boutique Unlimited, 161 Airport Dr. (CUP 2016-014)

MD BioDesigns, 991 Industrial Way (CUP2017-008)

Elite Molecular, 101 Airport Dr. (CUP2017-009)

King City Farms, 325 Airport Dr. (CUP2017-010)

Golden State Sciences, 190 San Antonio Dr., (CUP2016-011)

Architectural Review for approved CUP's

Staff recommends the Planning Commission: 1) review
individual architectural review applications; 2) receive public
comment; and 3) adopt the attached Resolutions approving
AR2018 -004 through 2018-012, inclusive.

King City previously prepared and certified {September 2016)
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND} for the amendment
of the City's Zoning Ordinance and the amendment of the
East Ranch Business Park Specific Plan (ERBP Specific
Plan) (Ordinances 2016-728, 2016-729 and 2016-730) to
allow new land uses in the manufacturing Districts (M-1, M-2,
M-3) and in the ERBP Specific Plan. The Municipal Code was
amended in June and August of 2017 to allow Manufacturing
Level 2 (CA Type 7 and Distribution (CA Type 11.)

Article 19 Section 15300.1 Categorically Exempt

9.PLANNING COMMISSIONER REPORTS

10.DIRECTOR’S REPORT

11.WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

12. ADJOURNMENT

UPCOMING REGULAR MEETINGS

May 2018
May 14t 6:00 p.m. Aimport Advisory Committes
May 159 6:00 p.m. Planning Commission
May 215 6:00 p.m. Recreation Commission
May 22nd 6:00 p.m. . City Council :
June 2018 :
| June 5th 6:00 p.m. . Planning Commission
i June 11t 6:00 p.m. | Airport Advisory Commitiee
Jung 12t 6:00 p.m. | City Council
June 18t 6:00 p.m. Recreation Commission
June 19t 8:00 p.m. Planning Commission
June 26t 6:00 p.m. City Council




ADT: Average dally tips made by vehicles or persons in a 24-hour period

ALUC: Aimport Land Use Commission

AMBAG: The Association of Monterey Bay Area Govemments, The AMBAG region ncludes Montsrey, San Benlio and Sanka Ciuz Counties, and serves as bolh
a federally designated Mefropoftan Planning Onganization and Coundl of Govemment AMBAG manages the region’s transportaion demmand miodel and prepares
regional housing, population and employment forecast that are utized in a varisly of regional plans.

APCD: Air Polution Control District

BMP: Best Management Praciice, Bke Master Plan

W:Ghlahemionﬁbn

CCE&Rs: Covenants, Conditions, and Resictions (private agreements among property owners; the City has no authority o enforce these)

CDBG: Communty Development Block Grant (a federal grant program designed to benefitlow and moderate income persons)

CEQA: Caliomia Environmental Quaiity Act

CFD: Corrmunity Facilties Distict

COG: Acound of government, or regional coundi, is a publc organizaion encompassing a multHurisdicional regional commurity. It serves the local govemments
by dealing with issues that cross poliical boundaries.

CUP: Condiional Use Permmit

ER: Envionrmentst Impact Report

Ex-Parte: Communicafion between Planning Commissioners and applicants outside of a public mesting

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency

GHG: Greenhouse gas

HOME: Home Investment Partnership Act (a federal program o assist housing for low and moderate income househiolds)
HCP: Habitat Conservation Plan

HCD: State Depariment of Housing & Community Development

HULD: U.S. Departrment of Housing and Urban Developmert

LAFCO: Local Agency Formation Commission

LID: Low Impact Development {measures to reduce rminwater runoffimpacts)

LLA: Landscaping and Lighfing District

LOS: Level of Senvice {a measurement of raffic efficiency used by Caltrans)

MMTC: A rrutimodal fransit certer includes a combination of altemative modes ofransportation 5o peaple do not have 1o only relyon vehides.
MOU: Memorandum of Understanding

MND: Miigaied Negative Dectaration

MPO: A metropolitan planning organization is a federally mandated and federally furded transportation policy-making arganization, such as AMBAG, thet is made
up of representafives from local govemment i help implement transportation projects and projects.

Neg Dec: Negative Declaration (2 CEQA statement that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment)
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act

S0l Sphene of Influence.

TAMC: The Transpartaion Agency for Monterey County develops and maintains a mulimodal fransportation system for Moriierey County. TAMC consists of local
officials from each Monterey city (12 cities) and five (5) county supenvisoral distiicts, and es-officio members from six {6) public agencies.

TOT: Transient Occupancy Tax

Varfance: A form of relief from zoning development regulaiions based on physical constraints of a property that prevenis development of the same type of buildings
allowed on other properties within the same zone and in the same neighborhood

VMT: Vehicle Mies Traveled
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Planning Commission Minutes
April 17, 2018

1. Cali to Order

Chairperson Nuck called the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of King to order at
6:03 p.m.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

Chairperson Nuck led the Commission and audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. Roll Call

Chairperson David Nuck _X_ Vice Chair Margaret Raschella _A_
Michael Barbree _X  Ralph Lee _X_ David Mendez _X_

Action: Motion made by Commissioner Mendez to excuse Vice Chair Raschella. Seconded by
Commissioner Barbree. Motion carried 4-0.

Staff present: Community Development, Director Doreen Liberto; Principal Planner, Scoft Bruce;
Assistant Planner, Maricruz Aguilar-Navarro; Admin. Asst./Deputy City Clerk, Erica Sonne.

4. Public Comments

None

5. Presentations

6. Consent Calendar

All matters listed on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and may be approved by one action of
the Planning Commission, unless any member of the Planning Commission wishes to remove an item for
separate consideration.

A. Approval of Minutes: March 6, 2018

Action: Motion made by Commissioner Barbree to approve minutes of March 6, 2018. Seconded by
Commissioner Mendez. Motion carried 4-0.

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Project Name: King City Cultivation; Commercial Cannabis Distribution (CA Type
11)
Case No.: CUP 2017 — 008(a)18
Applicant. MD BioDesign; Ron Glantz
Location: 991 Industrial Way, King City, CA (APN 026-351-024)
Consideration: CUP 2017-008(a), Add Medical Cannabis Distribution (Ca Type 11)

As Allowed Use: 991 Industrial Drive APN 026-351-024

As noted during CUP 2017-008 discussion, future building
expansion is being considered, which would bring the total floor
area to approximately 50,000 sf. Future expansion is not part of the
current project.

PC Regular Meeting April 17, 2018 1



Recommendation: Staff recommends the Planning Commission 1) review
Conditional Use Permit Application, 2) receive public comment:;
and 3) adopt the attached Resolution approving Conditional Use
Permit 2017-008(a)18.

Environmental

Determination: King City previously prepared and certified (September 2016) a
Mitigated Negative Deciaration (MND) for the amendment of the
City’s Zoning Ordinance and the amendment of the East Ranch
Business Park Specific Plan (ERBP Specific Plan) (Ordinances
2016-728, 2016-729 and 2016-730, amended August 2017,
Ordinances 2017-245 and 246) to allow new land uses in the
Manufacturing Districts (M-1, M-2, M-3) and in the ERBP Specific
Plan. During the consideration of CUP 2017-008 King City
conducted an initial study of the project and determined the
project to be fully within the scope of the prior analysis by the
MND. As part of that analysis an Adoption of a Finding of
Consistency was recommended per CEQA Guidelines Section
15162 and was noticed for Public Review. The Finding of
Consistency was approved by the Planning Commission on
December 05, 2017. This request (CUP 2017-008(a)18) falls
within the scope of that analysis and finding.

Principal Planner Scott Bruce introduced this item with a PowerPoint presentation. All previous conditions
still apply, just adding distribution uses to the CUP. The address is official 991 Industrial Way as well.

Ron Glantz, Applicant was present for questions.

Chair Nuck opened the public hearing, seeing no one come forward Chair Nuck, closed the public
hearing.

Action: Motion made by Commissioner Lee to adopt the attached Resolution 2018-216 approving
Conditional Use Permit 2017-008(2)18. Seconded by Commissioner Barbree. Motion carried 4-0.

8. NON- PUBLIC HEARINGS -
A. Workshop on Seasonal Employee Housing

Community Development Director Liberto introduced this item with a PowerPoint.
Ms. Liberto went over the history and proposal.

History ,
= Seasonal Employee Housing has been an issue for several years.
= Addressed in Housing Element and Identified as Special Needs.

The City has:

= been meeting with agricultural employers to identify ways to address the housing issue.

= participated with other jurisdictions in Salinas Valley to fund study to identify ways to address
issue,

= changed the FSC and C-2 zoning districts to allow FSC as a intermediary way to address the
situation and approved the 218 First Street H-2A Farmworker Housing Project.

= adopted a Interim Urgency Moratorium on the FSC and C-2 zoning districts until a comprehensive
solution could be provided.

Proposal ‘
Limit Seasonal Employee Housing to Specific Areas along First Street,
rather than Specific Zoning Districts.

Commissioner Barbree stated that the H2A Housing is very specific in the First Street Corridor. Why is

PC Regular Meeting April 17, 2018 2



that? Community Development Director explained that it needs to be a vacant property with more open
space. She further explained that the City was trying to keep it to a certain space in the City. She further
explained that the City has been maving the farmer workers out of the hotels so that more tourists could
come in.

Commissioner Lee wanted to know if the economics would support the economic development.
Commissioner Barbree asked about the industrial area and Community Director Liberto explained that we
are trying to have industrial uses in the industrial area.

David Scaroni, feels that they are trying to run an adequate Seasonal Farmworker housing. He doesn’t
feel that putting non-federaliy mandated space requirements on a project is necessary.

Commissioner Barbree asked why two separate numbers. Ms. Liberto stated that the City would like to
have better living conditions for the workers with more space.

Jerry Rava, Senior, stated that H2A is going to get bigger. The domestics are going to work for cannabis.
Governor Brown has made a law that on one lot a person can build two houses as long as the second
house is not more than 75% in size of the main house and the owner of the property lives in the main
house.

Mr. Scaroni would like the numbers to stay with the federal mandated number to fit more people into the
space and not be locked into a larger number of open and common space.

The standards would apply to the areas outlined in the map.

Suzie Rava thanked the City for working with them on this housing issue. She feels housing is an issue
and that it is an economical problem or housing would have happened a long time ago. She feels King
City is ahead of a lot of cities in the valley and maybe the county. She feels that the federal standards
with the right design would work. She doesn't feel that the washer, dryer needs to be in the ordinance.
She thinks it needs to be project by project. Federal requirements have a few wash tubs and clothes lines
as well to meet the needs because that is what the employees are used to. Parking spaces she feels
needs to match the current ordinance at 1 % spaces per unit. On page 7 she would like to see metal and
concrete as a use for building materials and not limit it to wood, brick, stucco and siding which may keep
other projects from being built. They are not planning on using either one but would like to see in the
ordinance not to be limited.

Commissioner Lee wanted to know if there has been any thought in using repurposed mobile homes.
Mr. Salcido stated that the mobile homes wouid have a hard time meeting the federal requirements.

Suzie Rava stated that we need to keep it economically feasible. She stated to not rule out any project
that wants to come in.

John Baucke representing Smith Monterey, stated they have noticed that there is a housing shortage.
The ordinance is not clear on what it is trying to accomplish, H2A, Ag housing, multi-family use. He feels
there needs to be clarification to what the housing is going to be, permanent, temporary? They see
different standards and no clarity. How are the conversions happening into units? Needs more direction
on standards for “good neighbors”. It has a good start but there needs to be some work done.
Commissioner Barbree wanted to know if we could have separate ordinance for H2A and domestic?

Community Development Director explained that originally that there were two ordinances but it got to
confusing.

Suzie Rava feels that domestic and H2A needs are the same so they felt it could go under one umbrella.
Clarification from Planning Commission on what they would like to see was: Keep 50ft., take out washer
and dryer, parking spaces to same as now 1 ¥ spaces, should be open to metal and concrete. Needs to
be more work on the ordinance and be more specific.

Commission would like it to be consistent with H2A.

PC Regular Meeting April 17, 2018 3



Make the map clearer on what areas would be designated for Seasonal Employee Housing.

Mr. Baucke also spoke t the density conversion language that states “tell the City 60 days after the
conversion”. He feels this may need to be changed.

8. Regular Business- None
10. Planning Commission Report —
11. Director Reports- None
12. Written Correspondence— None

13. Adjournment
There being no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

David Nuck Erica Sonne
Planning Commission Chairperson Planning Commission Secretary
City of King City of King

PC Regular Meeting April 17, 2018 4
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item No. 7 ( A)
REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: MAY 15, 2018

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: DOREEN LIBERTO BLANCK, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMEN'&'5
DIRECTOR

RE: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, ZONING CODE AMENDMENT -

SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 2018-225 and
Resolution No. 2018-226.

BACKGROUND

On April 17, 2018, the Planning Commission (Commission) conducted a workshop to gain
input on the Public Review Draft Seasonal Employee Standards (Standards) and
associated documents, The Commission requested a few changes to the Standards.
Since the April 17" workshop, staff has had conversations with public members
recommending further clarification. Staff is recommending the Commission consider
staff's changes based on additional public input. (Reference Table 2.)

DISCUSSION

The City is experiencing a serious shortage of housing of all types. This can be seen in
extremely low vacancy rates and difficulties of finding housing for those that are
displaced. Low income individuals are the most seriously impacted. The City is pursuing
a comprehensive effort to address this problem at all levels. Agricultural employee
housing was identified as part of the special needs in the City’s adopted Housing Element.
In striving to implement the Housing Element and meet the community’s special needs,
Seasonal Empioyee housing standards have been prepared. The City participated in a
Farmworker Housing Study for the Salinas and Pajaro Valley. The Draft Action Plan
(Ptan) released in April 2018 states that 47,937 additional units of farmworker housing
are needed to alleviate critical overcrowding in farmworker households. One Goal of the
Plan is to produce 5,300 permanent affordable farmworker housing units over the next
five (5) years to stabilize the agriculture workforce in the Salinas and Pajarc Valley



PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING
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Region. City staff believes that with the proposed changes to the General Pian and
Zoning Code, King City’s contribution to providing employee housing will exceed 1,000
units (including existing group facilities).

Based on staff's research, the City is taking an innovative step and leadership role in
addressing this need. Staff was unable to identify other jurisdictions that have
implemented similar comprehensive ordinances. The proposed Ordinance is designed
to facilitate an effort to address this need through the following means:

1. It identifies specific new areas where seasonal employee housing can be
constructed. In the past, concerns have been expressed from local agricultural
businesses that no adequate sites existed.

2. It streamlines the process for approving seasonal employee housing projects. By
proposing and adopting the recommended Ordinance, the City will eliminate the
need for applicants submitting seasonal employee housing projects for
consideration to apply for a General Plan amendment, zone change, or costly and
lengthy environmental review.

3. It creates agreed upon standards to avoid the need to negotiate and deliberate
such requirements through a lengthy process for each conditional use permit.

4. It provides flexibility to design projects to meet different and changing needs for
each applicant.

Two (2) additional important goals were established in designing the recommendations:

1. To ensure housing constructed will provide a quality living environment for its
tenants.

2. To provide flexibility that is essential for projects to be modified in the future as
housing needs and programs changed. This is essential to ensure projects are
viable in the long-term and do not become future slums.

Other projects were reviewed in designing the standards. While the Ordinance is not
designed based on any other single project, components of other projects were utilized
to determine standards that are designed to be reasonable and the minimal level
necessary to avoid overcrowding and functionaiity of each project. In an effort to promote
development of new housing, please note that the proposed standards are less stringent
than those that have been applied by the County or other jurisdictions in this area.

There have also been a number of references to Federal H-2A standards during the
process of drafting and reviewing this Ordinance. It is important to note that these are
standards for temporary housing of workers - not standards for construction of new
housing projects. Therefore, they can be useful in looking at some issues, but are not
relevant to the overall intent of the proposed Ordinance. It is also important to keep in
mind that the proposed Ordinance is intended to address both H-2A and domestic
workers. Therefore, H-2A standards alone could create limitations on the use of and
future conversion of projects that are essential for the long-term interests of the
community and property owner.
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Currently, Table 1 identifies the facilities currently available for agricultural employee
housing within and adjacent to the City. Table 1 does not include agricultural employee
beds located in single-family homes or hotels.

Table 1
Project - Number of Beds
Collegeville (C;Strlﬁ:)tly, @310 beds and will expand to @500 beds
SHG (218 First Street) (C;l::trl:?:)tly, 214 beds and approved to expand to 364 beds
Crown Court Apartments
(220 First Street) Currently @100 beds
Total: | Current Total: 624 beds. Future Total: 982 beds

As discussed during the April 17t workshop, staff recommends that Seasonal Employee
housing be permitted along certain property located along First Street as an “overlay
zone". (Reference Attachments 1 and 2.) The subject properties would have a “Dual
Land Use Designation”. The primary zone would be the existing Zoning District (e.g., H-
2 Zoning District). The Dual Land Use Designation (or overlay zone) would allow
Seasonal Employee housing subject to the standards outlined in Exhibit 3. (Exhibit 3
would be the newly created Chapter 17.79 (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards) of
the Municipal Code.) A property owner with a Dual Land Use Designation could develop
using their primary zone (e.g., HS Zoning District), develop Seasonal Employee housing
subject to the standards of Chapter 17.79, or do a mixture of both.

At the April 17" workshop, the Commission directed staff to make a few changes to
Exhibit 3. After conversing with public members, staff is recommendation a few
modifications, as outlined in Table 2.
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Table 2
Section No. PC Recommended Change ___Staff Recommended Change
Attachment 2 None Add the following sentence. “All submital

7.1.2, third bullet

requirements of a conditional use permit
and architectural review applications
shall be submitted with a specific plan.”

Attachment 2,
7.1.4, first bullet

None

Modify language as follows:

“Group living quarters or muitiple people
sleeping in one room shall include
comfortable living space with a

combination of sleeping area and
common area /shared space and
exterior and interior open spaces. *

Aftachment 3,
17.79.40

None

Add the following language:
“All _submittal requirements of a

conditional use permit and
architectural review applications shall
be submitted with a specific plan.”

Attachment 3,
17.79.60 A. (1)

Combine categories together as
follows:

Sleeping Area/Common
Area/Shared Space and require
100 square feet {rather than a
total of 120 square feet).

Combine Exterior Open
Space/Interior Leisure Area and
require 13 square feet.

Staff recommends increasing the 100
square feet to 110 square feet of.

17.79. 60 A. (3)

Attachment 3, None Increase the number of beds to 8 from 4

17.79.60 A. (2) and allow 40 square feet of floor for each
double bunk bed, rather than 50 square
feet.

Attachment 3, None Change parking requirement for

seasonal employee housing from 2
parking spaces to 1.5 parking spaces per
8 beds.

Change parking requirement for H-2A/H-
2B housing from 1 parking space to .75
parking space per 8 beds.

Attachment 3,
17.79.60 A. (7)

Change parking space requirement to
reflect §17.79.60 A. (3), and

Add the following statement,

"Bus/shuttle parking may be
considered in the convertible open
Sspace area.”
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In practical terms, these standards provide for three (3) key items:

1. The ability to provide a very small living room and small kitchen area in each unit
the building is designed as small apartment style units now or converted to such
in the future.

2. Areasonable open space area outside the units to avoid overcrowding conditions.
There have been concerns expressed regarding comparisons to the Tanimura and
Antle project with regard to open space requirements. Please note that none of
the recreation area requirements (soccer fields, etc.) of that project are being
proposed for the City's regulations. The only requirement is to ensure there is a
sufficient open space area between buildings.

3. Minimal parking and/or sufficient space to add parking necessary to meet minimal
standards if units were converted from H2A to apartments for domestic workers or
the general public in the future.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

An |Initial Study (IS) has been performed for the proposed project. Pursuant to the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Negative Declaration
(ND) has been prepared and is attached for Commission review and recommendation to
the Council. (Reference Attachment 7.) The public review period for the IS/ND A Notice
of Determination (NOD) will be filed following the City Council’s action.

Attachments:
Attachment 1 — Resolution of the City Council adopting a Negative Declaration pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Attachment 2 - Resolution amending the General Plan Land Use Element and Providing Objectives
and Policies Regarding Seasonal Employee Housing Standards.

Attachment 3 — Ordinance of the City Council Adding Chapter 17.79 and Adopting Seasonal Employee
Housing Standards.

Attachment 4 — Ordinance of the City Council amending the Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan to disallowing Farmworker Housing in the First Street Corridor (FSC) and General
Commercial (C-2) Zoning Districts.

Attachments 5 - General Plan Land Use Map [dentifying the Properties Along First Street with Dual
Land Use Category Allowing Seasonal Employee Housing.

Attachment 6 —Zoning Code Map Identifying the Properties Along First Street with Dual Land Use
Category Allowing Seasonal Employee Housing.

Attachment 7 — Draft Initial Study and Negative Declaration for Planning Commission consideration.
Attachment 8 — Planning Commission Resolution No. 2018-225 (CEQA)
Attachment 9 — Planning Commission Resolution No. 2018-226 (Project)

Attachment 10 — April 17, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report.



15 May 2018 (Planning Commission Public Hearing)

ATTACHMENT 1
RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KING CITY COUNCIL, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, ADCPTING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR GENERAL
PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. GPA2018-001, ZONE CHANGE
AMENDMENT CASE NO. ZC2018-001 AND ZONE CHANGE
AMENDMENT CASE NO. ZC2018-002

WHEREAS, the City of King (“City”) is in significant need of employees to help meet
the agricultural needs of the region;

WHEREAS, the City has been working on a citywide employee housing ordinance to
identify the appropriate locations to build employee housing and meet the goals of the
City’s General Pian Housing Element;

WHEREAS, the City processed General Plan Amendment Case No. GPA2018-001,
Zone Change Amendment Case No. ZC2018-001 and Zone Change Amendment Case
No. ZC2018-002 (“Project”) to help meet the housing needs of seasonal employees;

WHEREAS, an Initial Study was prepared for the Project, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) and it was determined that a Negative Declaration
should be prepared (Exhibit 1);

WHEREAS, on May 16, 2018 a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration was
circulated for comment from May 16, 2018 through June 5, 2018;.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Planning Commission of the City of King held a duly
noticed public hearing on the proposed Negative Declaration and Project and
recommended the City Council adopt a Negative Declaration;

WHEREAS, the required public notice has been given relating to actions to be taken by
the City Council with respect to the Negative Declaration and the Project; and

WHEREAS, on May 22, 2018, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on
the proposed Negative Declaration and Project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND DETERMINED by the City
Council of the City of King as follows:

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

2. The City Council has read and considered the Negative Declaration and finds on the
basis of the whole record before it that there is no substantial evidence the proposed

1



15 May 2018 (Planning Commission Public Hearing)

Project will have a significant effect on the environment.

3. That the Negative Declaration reflects the City Council's independent judgment and
analysis. |

4. That the Negative Declaration was prepared and considered in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”).

5. The City Clerk is the custodian of the records of the proceedings on which this
-decision is based. The records are located at 212 South Vanderhurst, King City.

8. Considering the record, the City Council finds as a whole there is no evidence that
the proposed Project will have a potential adverse effect on wildlife resources of
habitat upon which the wildlife depends.

7. The City Council finds that the initial Study/Negative Declaration prepared and
previously circulated for public comment from May 16, 2018 through June 5, 2018
is adequate, and adopts the Negative Declaration for the Project.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION WAS DULY AND REGULARLY ADOPTED by the
City Council of the City of King, State of California, at a regular meeting of the City Council
held on this 22th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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ATTACHMENT 2

RESOLUTION NO.__

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KING CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE LAND
USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN ADDING GOALS, OBJECTIVES
AND POLICIES REGARDING SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING AND
AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP BY ADDING A DUAL
LAND USE DESIGNATION (GPA CASE NO. 2018-001)

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 65358(a) authorizes the City
Council to amend the General Plan if it deems to be in the public interest; and,

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the City of King Planning Commission (“Commission™)
held a duly-noticed public hearing on proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA) Case
No. GPA2018-001, which amends the Land Use Element by adding goals, objectives and
policies regarding seasonal employee housing and amends the General Plan land use
map by adding Dual Land Use Designations, Zone Change text and map amendments,
Case No. ZC2018-001, which adds Chapter 17.79 to the Municipal Code — Seasonal
Employee Housing Standards, and Zone Change Case No. ZC2018-002 which amends
the text of the Municipal Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Pian by removing
farmworker housing as an allowable use in the FSC and C-2 Zoning Districts;

WHEREAS, after careful study .and completion of duly noticed public hearing, the
Commission adopts Resolution No. , recommending the City Council (“Council”)
approve GPA Case No. GPA2018-001, amends the General Plan Land Use Plan text
and map, attached as Exhibit 2;

WHEREAS, on May 22, 2018, the Council held a duly-noticed public hearing and
adopted Resolution No. approving General Plan Amendment Case No.
GPA2018-001;

WHEREAS, the General Plan Amendments were discussed fully with testimony and
documentation presented by the public and affected government agencies with all
persons given the opportunity to speak for and against the proposed project;

WHEREAS, the Council reviewed and analyzed the proposed GPA and determined it
is consistent with the California Planning and Zoning Laws (Ca. Gov. Code §§65000 ef
seq.) and the City of King General Plan; and

WHEREAS, on May 22, 2018, the Council adopted Resolution No. and
determined the Initial Study was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and a Negative Declaration could be prepared.
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WHEREAS, the Council finds that the proposed citywide GPA is justified to achieve
the objectives and policies of the General Plan in that:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND DETERMINED by the City of
King City Council does hereby resolve the following:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds the proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA)
Case No. GPA 2018-001 is consistent with the California Planning and Zoning Laws (Cal.
Gov. Code §§65000 et seq.) and King City General Plan.

SECTION 2. In accordance with the California Planning and Zoning Laws and the King
City General Plan, the City Council hereby makes the following findings for the approval of
General Plan Amendment Case No. 2018-001:

1. GPA Case No. GPA2018-001 will not be detrimental to the health, safety,
comfort or general welfare of the citizens of King City because it provides goals
and policies to establish safe and heaithy building standards for seasonal
employee housing.

2. The GPA is consistent with the City’s General Plan and will enable the City to
meet special housing needs, as identified in the Housing Element.

3. The GPA will not have a significant effect on the environment as illustrated in the
Initial Study, which shows there will be no significant adverse impacts.

SECTION 3. ADDITION OF SECTION 7 TO THE KING CITY GENERAL PLAN LAND
USE ELEMENT

The following shall be added to the King City General Plan Land Use Element.
7. SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING

GOAL: THE CITY SHALL ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF SEASONAL
EMPLOYEE HOUSING.

7.1OBJECTIVE: PROVIDE A VARIETY OF SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING
TYPES AND DENSITIES WHICH ARE INNOVATIVE AND ARCHITECTURALLY
COMPATIBLE WITH THE COMMUNITY.

POLICIES:

7.1.1 Support development of seasonal employee housing, inciuding H-2A
Temporary Agricultural Workers and H-2B Temporary Non-agricultural
Workers Visa Programs.

7.1.2 Encourage the use of seasonal employee housing by allowing dual land use
designations for specified planning area(s), subject to a use permit, as follows:

4
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A dual land use designation allowing seasonal employee housing in addition to
the uses ailowed by the primary or underlying zoning shall be the secondary or
alternative land use. -

The dual land use designation of seasonal employee housing shall generally
comply with the setback requirements for the primary land use
designation/zoning. If the secondary or alternative land use does not meet the
setback requirements, a specific plan may be submitted to vary those setbacks.
All submittal requirements of a conditional use permit and architectural review
applications shall be submitted with a specific plan.

o For areas subject to a dual land use designation, the City may allow
incidental uses associated with the primary land use along with the use of
seasonal employee housing provided the simultaneous use supports
residents within the mixed-use area.

o The specific plan shall encourage pedestrian and bicycle links between
mixed-use areas, as appropriate, to minimize vehicle traffic.

7.1.3 The City shall encourage a broad range of housing types and options for
seasonal employee housing, including:

714

Courtyard housing, consisting of an arrangement of stacked and/or
attached residential units around one or more common courtyards that
provide direct access to all units and-do not front a street.

Dorm style group living quarters.

Multiple family units, such as apartments, are residential structures
containing two or more residential units.

Multi-generational - housing which accommodate different generations or
households under the same roof.

Single resident occupancy (SRO) units which accommodate single persons
and typically consist of single rooms and shared bathrooms and may inciude a
shared kitchen and activity area.

Single-family units are dwellings that accommodate no more than one family.
Tiny houses are typically single-family units consisting of less than five-hundred
(500) square feet.

Seasonal employee housing shall have the similar architectural and design
standards as standard housing projects and be designed to compatibly integrate
into the neighborhoods in which they-are located, including, but not limited to,
architecture and landscaping. Additionally, seasonal employee housing shall
adequately provide for the following:

+ Recreational/leisure and resting areas, both within and outside of the
housing project, commensurate with the number of residents being

5



15 May 2018 (Pianning Commission Public Hearing)

accommodated by thefacility.
» Access to public facilities such as parks, recreational areas, libraries, and
shopping areas.
Appropriate parking areas or facilities.
Screening of outdoor storage of equipment.
Other information deemed necessary by the Project Review Committee.

7.1.4. The intensity of the development shall be determined as follows:
¢ Group living quarters or multiple people sleeping in one room shall include
comfortable living space with a combination of sleeping area and common

area /shared space and exterior and interior open spaces.

¢ A maximum density for seasonal employee housing shall be allowed up to
twenty-nine (29) dwelling units per gross acre.

7.1.5. The City shall establish provisions for conversions of seasonal employee housing
uses to other authorized uses to ensure building, architectural and other design
standards are met for the new, proposed use.

PROGRAM '
7.1.1.1 The City may prepare seasonal employee housing standards consistent with the
General Plan Goals and Policies.

SECTION 4. Based upon the evidence presented, both written and oral
testimony, and the above findings, the City Council hereby approves General Plan
Amendment Case No. 2018-001 by adding Section 7 to the Land Use Element text and
a Dual Land Use Designation to the General Plan Land Use Element map, map attached
as Exhibit 1.

SECTION 5. This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its
passage and adoption.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED on this day of 2018 by
the following rol! call vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:
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ATTEST

, STEVEN ADAMS, City Clerk
CITY OF KING

By:
MIKE LEBARRE, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:
SHANNON L. CHAFFIN, City Attorney
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP
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ATTACHMENT 3

ORDINANCE NO.__

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KING CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE
MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 17.79 AND ADOPTING
SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING STANDARDS AND AMENDING THE
ZONING MAP DESIGNATING A DUAL LAND USE DESIGNATION (ZC CASE
NO. ZC2018-001)

WHEREAS, the City of King (“City”) is in significant need of employees to help
meet the agricultural needs of the region;

WHEREAS, the City has been working on a citywide employee housing ordinance
to identify the appropriate locations to build employee housing and meet the goals of the
City’s General Plan Housing Element;

WHEREAS, the City has taken several measures to addressing employer
employee housing needs, including but not limited to, meeting with the agricultural
community to identify their housing needs, extended sewer service to Collegeville
(outside city limits), approved three-hundred and sixty-four (364 seasonal employee beds
at 218 North First Street), participated in and jointly funded a regional study on employee
housing; and

WHEREAS, after due study and consideration, it has been determined certain
standards should apply to seasonal employee housing to protect the health, safety and
welfare of all city residents, and the Zoning Code map should be amended identifying a
Dual Land Use Designation, consistent with the General Pian Land Use Map, , attached
as Exhibit 1.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF CITY OF KING
AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. FINDINGS.
The City Council hereby finds, determines, and declares as follows:

A. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by
reference.

B. The City is located in an agricultural area of Monterey County, and agriculture
is a major component of the City’s economy.

C. During certain peak agricultural seasons each year, the City experiences a
significant influx of temporary or seasonal workers or employees who reside in the City
for several months at a time for the purpose of engaging in agricultural or other seasonal
work in or near the City.
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D. The City desires to ensure adequate and safe Seasonal Employee housing, as
well as adequate and safe housing for all persons within the City.

SECTION 2. ADDITION OF CHAPTER 17.79 TO MUNICIPAL CODE
The following shall be added as Chapter 17.79 to the City of King Municipal Code.

Chapter 17.79. Seasonal Employee Housing.

The city adopts this ordinance, which shall be known as the “seasonal employee housing
ordinance.” When allowed in the applicable zone or as part of a dual land use
designation, seasonal employee housing is subject to the requirements of this ordinance.
Nothing in this ordinance shall prevent the ability to house domestic seasonal workers or
seasonal employees in other single-family that meet all other requirements and standards
for those- housing types and zones. Seasonal employee housing that is developed
pursuant to an approved existing specific plan in existence as of the adoption of this
ordinance are exempt from this chapter.

Section 17. 79.010 Purpose.

The purpose of this seasonal employee housing ordinance is to establish provisions
and standards to ensure adequate and safe living conditions of seasonal employee
housing in the city.

Section 17.79.020 Definitions.

“Common Area/Shared Space” means areas including kitchen, dining room, and
bathroom(s).

“Exterior Open Space” means a piece of land that is undeveioped and accessible
to, and useable by the occupants of the facility. This includes, but not limited to,
sitting areas, barbeque areas, sports fields, etc."

"H-2A Temporary Agricultural Workers Visa Program” is a federal program that
allows foreign nationals entry into the U.S. for temporary or seasonal agricultural work.
"H-2B Temporary Non-agricultural Workers Visa Program” is a federal program that
allows empioyers to hire foreign nationals to perform temporary non-agricultural services
or labor on a one-time, seasonal, peak ioad or intermittent basis.

"Housing and Community Development Department" or "HCD" means a department
within the California Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency that develops
housing policy and building codes.

“Interior Leisure Area” means an area designated and used for recreational activities
by the occupants of the facility. This includes, but not limited to, lounge, study, recreation
room, etc.

“Seasonal Employees” mean temporary and transitory empioyees intending to work ten
{10) months or less in the region. ,

“Seasonal Employee Housing” means seasonai employee housing that consists of any
combination of dwelling units, dormitories, or spaces that house temporary employees
who provide support to the agricultural industry. Seasonal employee housing does not
include a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast lodging or recreational vehicle park. A single-
family home serving six (6) or fewer farmworkers pursuant to Cal. Health & Safety Code
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Sections 17021.5 is exempt from this definition.

Section 17.79.30 Federal, State and Local Regulations.

Seasonal employee housing provided by the employer and maintained in connection with
the work or place where work is being performed must comply with all provisions of
federal, state and local regulations, as applicable, including Section 17008(a) of the
California Health and Safety Code. Seasonal employee housing not maintained in
connection with any workplace and provided by someone other than an employer shall
comply with all provisions of applicable local, state and federal laws.

Section 17.79.40 Seasonal Employee Housing.

(1) The General Plan aliows a Dual Land Use Designation for seasonal employee
housing, as shown on the General Plan diagram and zoning map. Use as seasonal
empioyee housing requires a conditional use permit and architectural review.

(2) Standards governing setbacks for the primary land use designation and
associated zoning shall apply to seasonal employee housing uses, unless a specific
plan is approved pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 17.33 that authorizes deviation
from the minimum requirements. All submittal requirements of a conditional use permit
and architectural review applications shall be submitted with a specific plan.

(3) Mixed-use projects consisting of the primary and secondary land uses of the dual
land use designations are permitted subject to approval of a specific plan, pursuant
to Municipal Code Chapter 17.33. All submittal requirements of a conditional use permit
and architectural review applications shall be submitted with a specific plan.

(4) In the event structures used for seasonal employee housing facilities are
proposed to be converted to some .other use, the facilities shall be subject to all
applicable zoning ordinance and other applicable ordinances or standards for the
proposed new use that are in effect at the time of approval of the proposed change
of use.

Section 17.79.50 Architecture and Design Standards.

(1) . Seasonal employee housing shall have the same architectural and design
standards as for other residential housing units and be designed to compatibly
integrate into the neighborhoods in which they are located, including, but not limited
to, architecture, landscaping, and outdoor space.

(2) Seasonal employee housmg designs shall provide comfortable living space for
each of the residents.

(3) First Street is the primary entrance to the City. Therefore, basic architectural and
design standards shall be included in projects along the First Street Corridor.
Consistent architectural design, including general building details, materials and color
tones shall be carried throughout all the buildings of a development site, subject to the
following guidelines:

10
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(2) Building Massing and Form: All building elevations facing public streets,
whether such elevations function as the front, side, or rear of the building, shall be
designed to avoid the appearance of the “back of the building”. These facades
shall be designed with materials, colors, details, textures and features that are
similar to the front facade. Blank walls are prohibited.

(b) Materials: In order to strengthen the traditional image of small town
deveiopment, wood, brick, stucco, and siding are the most appropriate materials
for buildings. Metal siding, metal facades, non-architectural exposed concrete and
mirrored or highly reflective glass or glazing are not permitted. Wall tiles and rock
facades are encouraged to provide horizontal and vertical articulation. Fence
materials and colors shall complement the building design.

(c) Colors:” Colors shall be selected in general harmony with the entire
development. There should be a minimum of three (3) complimentary colors.
Predominant building colors are encouraged fo be earth tones and light pastel
colors. Predominant building colors shall not include black or florescent colors.

(d) Security: Security of the site is required to be addressed in site design. The
applicant is required to submit documents that demonstrate the security measures
of the site design in relation to private, semi-public and public areas; by utilizing
natural surveillance, access control and proper maintenance. Security shall also
comply with the requirements of Section 17.79. 60 (A) (8) of this code.

(d) Lighting/glare: Use as seasonal employee housing shall require submission
and approval of an approved lighting plan. The lighting plan should consider
lighting schemes to create safe environments for pedestrians and motorists and
use of lighting as an integral design element which adds to the overall site plan
and building design.

(e) Landscaping: Landscaping is required as a tool to enhance and beautify the
site, and the building’s architecture and design. Native plant species should be
used with water efficient irrigation systems. Outdoor amenities such as patios,
plazas, water features and outdoor seating areas are encouraged. .
(f} Screening: Outdoor storage areas, generators, A/C units (including rooftop
units), and trash enclosures are required to be fully screened using approved
masonry fencing and landscaping.

(4) All projects should be designed using Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design (CPTED).

Section 17.79.60 Supplemental Requirements.
A. In addition to federal and State minimum standards, as well as City standards and the
requirements of this code, the following shall apply to all seasonal employee housing:

11
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(1) Minimum Living Space Per Bed/Seasonal Employee.
a. Sleeping Area/Common

-Area/Shared Space 110 Square Feet
b. Exterior Open Space/Interior
Leisure Area 13 Square Feet
¢. Laundry Facilities Washing and drying (W/D) machines shall

be provided at a minimum of 1 W/D per
eight (8) beds. If the proposed use
includes more than thirty (30) seasonal
employees, laundry trays/utility sinks are
required at a ratio of one per every thirty
(30) occupants.

(2) Beds Per Bedroom. There shall be no more than eight (8) beds per
bedrooms/seasonal employee There shall be at least forty (40) square feet of floor
space per bed/seasonal employee for each double bunk bed and at least fifty (50)
square feet for each bed/seasonal employee for each single-level bed.

(3) Parking. Seasonal employee housing shall include at least one and one-half (1.5)
parking spaces per eight (8) beds or per one (1) unit, whichever is greater, one (1)
parking space per caretaker unit, one-tenth (.1) guest parking space per eight (8) beds
or per one (1) unit, whichever is greater, and bus parking. For seasonal employee
housing where the employer is required by state or federal law to provide
transportation (such as H-2A and H-2B), the seasonal employee housing may utilize
the following parking ratio on a pro-rata basis for seasonal employees subject to
transportation requirements: at least three-quarters of a (.75) parking space per eight
(8) beds, one (1) parking space per caretaker unit, one-tenth (.1) guest parking space
per eight (8) beds and bus parking.

(4) Bus/Shuttle Circulation Plan. The project shail include a bus/shuttle circulation
plan identifying loading and unloading of seasonal employees. The circulation
_plan shall identify the location of overnight parking of buses/shuttles. If they are
parked onsite overnight, an appropriate screening plan shall be provided as a
condition of approval. Designated parking for food service delivery vehicles shall
be reviewed for accessibility, circulation and proper trash receptacles placed for
collection of any debris. Screening shall include, but not be limited to, a
combination of vegetation (e.g., frees, hedges), and walls/fences (e.g., decorative,
screen slats). ‘

(5) Bicycle Racks. Seascnal employee housing shall include secure bicycle parking

to accommodate bicycles. The number of racks, specific location and details to be
determined as part of the project application review.

12
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(6) Interior Leisure Area/Exterior/Family Units Open Space. Seasonal employee
housing shall identify the location(s) of all interior leisure area(s) and exterior open
space areas, including amenities.

A. Interior leisure areas shall include:
» Media lounge area with sofas, chairs, televisions connected to
cables/satellite networks.
» Computer area with tables and chairs with a minimum of two (2) up-to-date
computers connected to wifi.
e Recreation room.

B. Exterior open space shall include iawn furniture, picnic tables, covered seating
area, recreational play area when possible.

C. Housing providing for children below the age of 'eighteen (18} shall include
children's play equipment. This housing shall include recreational areas for
activities such as soccer, basketball, baseball and similar uses.

(7) Convertible Open Space. For seasonal empioyee housing where the employer is
required by state or federal law to provide transportation (such as H-2A and H-2B),
additional open space shall be provided that can be converted to three-quarters (.75)
parking space per eight (8) beds or per one (1) unit, whichever is greater. This area
will preferably be landscaped and capable to being converted to parking in the future
(e.g., near existing parking lot), which shall be required at the time the project is
converted to housing other than H-2A or H-2B. The convertible open space is in
addition to the open space requirement in Section 17.79.60 (A) (1) (c). Bus/shuttle
parking may be considered in the convertible open space area.

(8) Security Plan. Seasonal employee housing shall address security measures such
as security cameras, security gates and fences, landscaping design and other
devices for crime prevention. Security cameras facing each public street frontage
are recommended.

(9) No Destructive Device or Weapons. To the extent that occupants of the seasonal
employee housing are non-citizens of the United States, such occupants shall not
possess, retain on premises, use or store any firearm, weapon or destructive
devices that can be used in a manner or similar to a firearm that includes but is
not limited to rifles, shotguns, pistols or destructive devices of any kind.
Destructive devices shail be defined for purposes of this condition as contained
within the United States Codes, 26 USC §5845.

(10)Caretaker. Seasonal employee housing shall include a full-time 24/7 caretaker
onsite when there is occupancy by seasonal employees. The application shall
provide a description of the caretaker’s housing arrangements.

(11)Provision of Access to Public Facilities. To the extent possible, seasonal employee
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housing should provide access to community facilities such as parks, recreation
areas, libraries, educational facilities and shopping areas. Access can be a
combination of walking, bicycling, bus or other methods, as deemed appropriate
by the city.

(12)Fencing. The parking areas shall be screened from public view by buildings, fences,
landscaping or terrain features. Fencing shall be reviewed as part of the architectural
review application.

(13)Report Conversion to Non-Seasonal Employee Housing. Within sixty (60) days, the
property owner shall report to the city the conversion to non-seasonal employee
housing.

(14)Rooms and Designated Areas. All rooms and designated areas shall be utilized for
approved uses only.

Section 17.79.70 Development Impact Fees.
Development impact fees shall be paid, as adopted by resolution of the city council.

Section 17.79.80 State Reporting Requirements.

Employee housing for five (5) or more employees is subject to the permitting requirements
of the California Housing Employee Act. The property owner shall obtain and maintain a
permit(s) with the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD),
pursuant to the Employee Housing Act and the California Code of Regulations. A copy
of the HCD permit shall be provided to the city Building and Safety Department within
fourteen (14) days of issuance or at the time of building permit application submittal,
whichever is earlier. ‘

SECTION 3. HELD INVALID OR UNCONSITUTIONAL

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this Ordinance is
for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction such
portion shall be deemed a separate distinct and independent provision of such Ordinance
and shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof.

SECTION 4. ALL OTHER ORDINANCES. .

Al other ordinances of the City of King or provisions of the King City Municipal
Code which are in conflict with this Ordinance are hereby superseded to the extent of
such conflict.

SECTION 5. SECTICN. EFFECTIVENESS OF ORDINANCE.

This Ordinance shall take effect and be in full force and effect from and after thirty
(30 days after its final passage and adoption. Within fifteen (15) calendar days after its
adoption, the ordinance or a summary of the ordinance, shall be published once in a
newspaper of general circulation by the city clerk.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Ordinance was passed, approved and adopted
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as an Interim Urgency Ordinance by the City Council after waiving reading, except by
Title, at a regular meeting thereof held on the th day of 2018, by the following
roll cali vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST

STEVEN ADAMS, City Clerk
CITY OF KING

By:
MIKE LLEBARRE, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:
SHANNON L. CHAFFIN, City Attorney
Aleshire & Wynder, LLP

l, | , City Clerk of the City of King, California, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and accurate copy of the Ordinance

passed and adopted by the City Council of the City of King on the date and by the vote
indicated herein.
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ATTACHMENT 4

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KING
AMENDING THE FSC ZONING DISTRICT OF THE HiISTORIC CORRIDOR
REVITALIZATION PLAN (AND BY REFERENCE THE C-2 ZONING DISTRICT IN THE
ZONING CODE) BY DELETING FARMWORKER HOUSING AS AN ALLOWABLE
USE (ZC CASE NO. ZC2018-002

WHEREAS, the City of King ("Clty”) is in significant need of employees to help
meet the agricultural needs of the region;

WHEREAS, the City has been working on a citywide employee housing ordinance
to identify the appropriate locations to build employee housing and meet the goals of the
City's General Plan Housing Eiement;

WHEREAS, the City has taken several measures to addressing employer
employee housing needs, including but not limited to, meeting with the agricultural
community to identify their housing needs, extended sewer service to Collegeville
(outside city limits), approved three-hundred and sixty-four (364 seasonal employee beds
at 218 North First Street), participated in and jointly funded a regionat study on employee
housing;

WHEREAS, after due study and consideration, it has been determined the best
location for employee housing is along portions of First Street and not necessarily within
specific zoning districts;

WHEREAS, there is no need to locate farmworker housing exclusively within the
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan and the First Street Corridor (“FSC”) or General
Commercial (“C-2") zoning districts; and

- WHEREAS, by disallowing farmworker housing in the FSC zoning district, it is also
being deleted in the C-2 zoning district by reference pursuant to Section 17.24.030 (9).

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF CITY OF KING AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: Section 4.7 (Allowed Land Uses and Permit Requirements) subsection
Residential is hereby amended by adding in alphabetical order the designation of
Farmworker housing as an unacceptable use as follows:

Land Use Type FSC VC VB
=ermverher Hensing cHR -- -
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SECTION 2: Section 4.10 (Glossary) subsection F, (Definitions) is hereby amended by
deleting in alphabetical order the definition of Farmworker housing as follows:

SECTION 3: All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with those sections
amended or added herein are hereby repealed.

SECTION 4: This ordinance shall become effective and in full force and effect at 12:01
a.m. on the thirty (30) day after its final passage.

PASSED ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS day of
, 2018.

Mayor Mike LeBarre, City of King
ATTEST:

City Clerk of the Council of the
City of King
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

General Information About This Initial Study and Negative Declaration
What’s in this document?

The City of King has prepared this Initial Study and Negative Declaration (1S-ND) which examines
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. The document describes the project,
which represent amendments to the General Plan, Municipal Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan permitting seasonal housing projects within designated areas of the City and
establishing criteria for the design, appearance and other features of the seasonal housing. The
project also includes the removal of farmworker housing as an allowable use within the FSC
Zoning District, and by reference the C-2 Zoning District except where use is designated an
allowable use by the overlay zone. Additionally, the General Plan and Zoning maps are amended
designating certain areas along First Street as within a Dual Land Use Designation which allows
seasonal employee housing in addition to the aliowable uses of the underlying zones.

The Negative Declaration (ND) also describes the existing environment that could be affected by
the project, potential impacts, if any, of the proposed project, and proposed avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures.

Purpose of the Initial Study

The City of King has primary authority for carrying out the proposed project and is the lead agency
under CEQA. The purpose of this IS-ND is to present to the public and reviewing agencies the
environmental consequences of implementing the proposed project and describe the adjustments
‘made to the project to avoid significant environmental effects or reduce them to a less than
significant level. This disclosure document is being made available to the public, and reviewing
agencies, for review and comment. There are no responsible agencies requiring review of this
document. The IS-ND is being circulated for public and agency review and comment for a review
period of 20 days as indicated on the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration (NOI). The
20-day public review period for this project begins on May 16, 2018 and ends on June 5, 2018.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT

The requirements for providing an NOI are found in CEQA Guidelines §15072. These guidelines
require the City of King to mail the NOI to the last known name and address of all organizations
and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing. No organizations or
individuals have made such a request in writing. In addition, the lead agency is required to notify
the general public by utilizing at least one of the following three procedures:

0 §15072(b)(1) Publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in the
area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice shall be
published in the newspaper of largest circulation in those areas, or

O §15072(b)(2) Posting the NOI on and off site in the area where the project is to be
located, or

O §15072(b)(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the
project.

Owners of such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized assessment
roll.

The City of King has elected to utilize the first of the three notification options. The NOI was
published in South County Newspaper The Rustler on May 9, 2018.
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

The NOI was posted at two prominent locations on and off site in the area where the project is
located for the entire 20-day public review period. The four locations where the NOI was posted
during the 20-day public review period are:

1. At City Hall, 212 S. Vanderhurst Avenue, King City, California

2. At the Monterey County Library, King City Branch, 402 Broadway, King City, California

3. At the door of Greyhound Ticket Office, 730 S. First Street, King City, CA 93930

4. Atthe Clock Tower wall, 218 N. First Street, King City, CA 93930

Electronic versions of the NOI and the CEQA document were also made available for review for
the entire 20-day review period through their posting on the following public agency web site:
http://www kingcity.com/city-departments/community-development-department/

What should you do?

* Please read this document. Additional copies of this document are available for review at
the City Community Development Department, 212 South Vanderhurst Avenue, King City,
California.

= Attend the Public Hearings. The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing on the
Initial Study and Negative Declaration on May 15, 2018 at City Hall, 212 South Vanderhurst
Avenue. The City Council is scheduled to review the Initial Study and Negative Declaration
on Tuesday, May 22, 2018 at the City Council Chambers, 212 South Vanderhurst Avenue

We welcome your comments. If you have any concerns about the proposed project, please
attend the Planning Commission and City Council Public Hearings The deadline for written
comments ends on June 5, 2018.

* If submitted prior to the close of public comment period, views and comments are
welcomed from reviewing agencies or any member of the public on how the proposed
project may affect the environment. Written comments must be postmarked or submitted on
or prior to the date the public review period will close (as indicated on the NOI) for the City’s
consideration. Written comments may also be submitted via email (using the email address
which appears below) but comments sent via email must also be received on or prior to the
close of the 20-day public comment period. to:

Attn: Maricruz Aguilar-Navarro, City Planner
Community Development Department

City of King

212 South Vanderhurst Avenue

King City CA 93930

Phone: 831-385-3281

Fax: 831-386-5968

Or you can send comments and/or guestions via email to: maguilar@kingcity.com

What happens next?
After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, the City Council may:

1} give environmental approval and approval of the proposed changes to the FSC Zoning
Criteria, or

2) require additional environmental studies, or
3) require changes to the project or deny the project, if there are issues that cannot be
mitigated.
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if the City Council approves the IS-ND and the Project those changes of the Municipal Code will
become effective 30-days after the second ordinance reading.
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Pian (Seasonhal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

I. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Title:

Lead Agency:

Case Number(s):

Project Location

Project Sponsor’'s Name
and Address

City Contact:

Seasonal Employee Housing

King City

City Hall

212 S. Vanderhurst Ave.
King City, CA 93930

GPA 2018-001, ZC 2018-001 and ZC 2018-002

Applies to certain property along
First Street, as reflected in
Exhibits 1 and 2, and to property
with FSC and C-2 Zoning
Designations.

City of King Phone: 831-385-3281

City Hall Fax:
King City, CA 93930

Rep: Steve Adams, City

Administrator

Doreen Liberto-Blanck, AICP Phone: 831.386.5923
Community Development Director
Maricruz Aguilar-Navarro, Phone: 831.386.5916

Assistant Planner
212 So. Vanderhurst Ave.,
King City, CA 93930

General Plan Designations: The proposed Seasonal Employee Housing Dual Land Use

Zoning:

01159.0005/468579.1

Designation is applicable to certain properties along First Street.
(Reference attached Exhibits 1 and 2.). The underlying General
Plan designations include: General Commercial (GC), Planned
Development (PD), High Density Residential (HDR), General
Industrial (Gl), and Highway Service Commercial (HSC).

The Municipal Code and the Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan
would be amended to remove “farmworker housing” as a permitted
use with a conditional use permit (CUP) in the FSC Zone in Table
4.7 “Allowed Land Uses and Permit Requirements and, by
reference, also removed from the C-2 Zoning District {(Reference
attached Exhibit 1).

The Seasonal Employee Housing Dual Land Use Designation is
applicable to the Planned Development (PD), Highway Service (H-
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

S), General Commercial (C-2), Industrial (M-2), First Street Corridor
(FSC) and Agriculture (A) Zoning Districts. The Municipal Code and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan would be amended to remove
farmworker housing as a permitted use with a conditional use permit
(CUP) in the First Street Corridor (FSC) and General Commercial
(C-2) Zoning Districts.

Description of Project:

The City of King proposes medifications to the General Plan text and map, Zoning Code text and
map, and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan. Proposed Municipal Code Chapter 17.79 would
establish seasonal employee housing standards. The General Plan and Zoning Code maps would
be amended to create a Dual Land Use Designation on certain properties located along First Street
(Project). Properties within the Dual Land Use Designation can either use their underlying zone to
develop the property, build seasonal employee housing, or develop a hybrid of both. The
Municipal Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan would be amended to remove farmworker
housing as a permitted use in the FSC and C-2 Zoning Designations. The proposed Dual Land
Use Designation applies to approximately fifteen (15) properties located along the First Street
corridor. The Project does not approve specific developments; it only provides standards for future
proposed seasonal employee housing.

Surrounding land uses and setting
Planned Land Use  Existing Zoning Existing Land Use

North Varies Varies Varies
East Varies Varies Varies
South Varies Varies Varies
West Varies Varies Varies

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement):

Response: No other agency approvals are necessary.
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Negative Declaration and initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
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Il. SUMMARY City’s Proposal:

The proposal (also described as “proposed project’) involves
the modification of the City’s General Plan text and map and the
Zoning Code text and maps to establish seasonal employee
housing standards and a Dual Land Use Designation along First
Street where seasonal employee housing could be constructed.
Chapter 17.79 would be added to the Municipal Code and
establish seasonal employee housing standards. Additionally,
the Zoning Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan would
be amended to remove farmworker housing as a permitted use.

The proposed changes will encourage a variety of seasonal
employee housing types utilizing innovative housing types,
landscaping and architecture that will be compatible with the
neighborhood and community. The proposal will, if approved,
create a “Dual Land Use Designation” that will allow seasonal
employee housing on certain areas along First Street.

The proposal also includes the removal of “farmworker housing”
as an allowable use within the FSC Zoning District (and by
reference, also from the C-2 Zoning District). Reference
Exhibits 1 and 2 for specific language and proposed map
changes.

The changes to the Zoning Code and General Plan are in
response to a need for additional housing to serve seasonal
employees and ensure that farmers and ranchers within and
near King City have an adequate workforce available to assist
them in producing vegetables, fruits and meats to serve the
needs of California and the nation.

The City participated in a Farmworker Housing Study (Study)
along with other jurisdictions. The Study found an astounding
47,937 additional units of farmworker housing are needed to
alleviate critical overcrowding in Monterey County. The Project
will help to address the need for farmworker housing in the City
and surrounding region. Some farmers have indicated that their
employees live several hours drive from the City, resulting in
long commutes and excessive transportation costs. The Project
will provide needed housing in close proximity to agricultural
empioyees work.

Some of the local seasonal employees are currently being
housed in local neighborhoods, resulting in overcrowding of
existing homes and apartments. The proposed “dual use”
designation will hopefully result in future construction of well-
designed comfortable housing for some of the several thousand
seasonal employees needed in our area.

The proposed changes will modify the General Plan and Zoning
Code to allow seasonal employee housing as a “dual use” within
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designated areas (i.e., Dual Land Use Designation). The Dual
Land Use Designation allows the choice to construct seasonal
employee housing in additional to the allowable uses of the
underlying zone.

Proposed Chapter 17.79 includes architectural and design
standards that ensure future seasonal employee housing
projects will be similar in appearance to standard housing. It
also provides minimum living space per bed/seasonal
employee, parking requirements, interior and exterior leisure
amenities, and architectural and design standards.

This Negative Declaration evaluates the potential impacts of the
proposed Project.
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
This section documents the screening process used to identify and focus upon environmental
impacts that could resuit from this project.

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry Air Quality

Resources
Biological Resource§ Cultural Resources Geology /Soils
Greenhouse Gas Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water
Emissions Materials Quality
Land Use/Planning Mineral Resources Noise
Population /Housing Public Services Recreation

Mandatory Findings of

Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Significance

Systems

IV. INITIAL STUDY ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:
{To be completed by King City, the Lead Agency for the project)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X | | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
significant uniess mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been
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avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

Signature of Preparer: Donald J. Funk, Principal Planner Date

EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST CATEGORIES

“No Impact” applies where the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved. For
example, if the project site is not located in a fault rupture zone, then the item asking whether the
project would result in or expose people to potential impacts involving fault rupture should be
marked as “No impact.”

“Less-Than-Significant Impact” applies where the impact would occur, but the magnitude of the
impact is considered insignificant or negligible. For example, a development which would only
slightly increase the amount of surface water runoff generated at a project site would be
considered to have a less-than-significant impact on surface water runoff.

‘Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less- Than-
Significant Impact.” Incorporated mitigation measures should be outlined within the checklist and a
discussion should be provided which explains how the measures reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. This designation is appropriate for a Mitigated Negative Declaration, where
potentially significant issues have been analyzed and mitigation measures have been
recommended.

“‘Potentially Significant Impact” applies where the project has the potential to cause a significant
and unmitigable environmental impact. If there are one or more items marked as “Potentially
Significant Impact,” an EIR is required.

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well
as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one
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or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is
required.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact” to a "Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-
referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration. Section 15063(c)(3}D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the

following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-
specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7} Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify the:
a) significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b} mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance
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Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and

Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT REVIEW

The following Initial Study Checklist form was based upon an analysis of the proposed project.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Slignificant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Incorporation
1. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic X
buildings within a state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or X
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the X
area?

Impact Discussion

1.a

1.b

1.c

1.d

First Street is an important entryway to the City and Pinnacles National Park. The views from
First Street are important. The amendments do not significantly change the intensity of the
proposed land uses already permitted in the existing zoning designations. The proposed
amendments to the Municipal Code and General Plan will not significantly change the
existing City's design review process and the changes are not projected to result in any
significant negative impacts on aesthetics. Proposed Municipal Code Section 17.79.50
Architectural Design Standards addresses the requirement that new projects will be required
to be designed to fit harmoniously into each location. Seasonal employee housing will be
designed to be similar to recently approved multi-family residential developments. Projects
will be required to meet minimum architectural and design standards and be reviewed by staff
and the Planning Commission.

Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will have no
impact on scenic vistas.

The proposed modifications of the General Plan and Zoning Code will not result in the
damage or blocking of scenic resources.

Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will have no
impact on scenic resources.

As mentioned in 1.a, the proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Code will
not change the existing City’s design review process. New seasonal employee housing
projects will need to meet minimum architectural and design standards.

Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will have no
impact on, nor degrade existing character of King City.

The proposed changes to the General Plan and Zoning Code do not modify existing criteria
that prevent glare and excessive light. All new projects will be conditioned to limit outside
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lighting for fixtures that do not glare or negatively impact areas off-site. Night-time glare and

light will not be an issue.

Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will have no

impact on glare.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed policies and ordinance addresses that the future seasonal
housing projects will complement existing neighborhoods and enhance scenic vistas.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
{1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmiand of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberiand (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

01159.0005/468579.1
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Impact Discussion:

2.a

2b

2¢

2d

2.e

The Proposed amendments are proposed for properties within existing urban developed
parts of the City and will not impact any farmland or convert existing farmlands within or close
to the City. The proposed amendments to the General Plan and addition of provisions for
Seasonal Employee Housing in the Municipal Code Chapter 17.79 will potentially increase
the availability of needed housing to serve seasonal employees. The provision of potential
seasonal employee housing will provide a net benefit for local farm and ranch owners by
encouraging additional farmworkers to live in close proximity to local farms and ranches. The
proposed change will be a positive impact on agriculture. In addition, the Housing Element
encourages the addition of farmworker housing.

Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will have no
impact on farmland. The new provisions will result in a probable increase in farmworker
employee housing to support farmers and ranchers in and around King City.

The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are not part of any Williamson Act
Contract. The removal of “farmworker housing” from FSC and C-2 Zones has no impact on
Williamson Act Contract lands. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are surrounded by existing commercial
and or residential developments. No timberlands are being impacted by the seasonal
employee housing nor by the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones.
Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are surrounded by existing commercial
and or residential developments. No timberlands are being impacted by the proposed Dual
Land Use Designation nor are any timberlands being impacted by the removal of “farmworker
housing®” from the FSC and C-2 Zones. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

As described in 2.a, the proposed amendments to the General Plan and addition of
provisions for Seasonal Employee Housing in the Municipal Code Chapter 17.79 will
potentially increase the availability of needed housing to serve seasonal employees. The
provision of potential seasonal employee housing will provide a net benefit for local farm and
ranch owners by encouraging additional farmworkers to live in close proximity to local farms
and ranches. The proposed change will be a positive impact on agriculture. In addition, the
Housing Element encourages the addition of farmworker housing. The proposed removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will be off-set by the addition of seasonal
employee housing in the proposed Dual Land Use Designation area. The proposed changes
will likely have a positive impact on retaining agricultural lands in and around King City.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation impact P
Incorporated
3. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the X
applicable air quality plan?
b} Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality X
violation?
c¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient X
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Imbact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated

lll. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the
significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations. Would the
project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which
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exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant X
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial X
number of people?

Impact Discussion:

3.2

3.b

3.c

3.d

3e

The EPA’s California Nonattainment/Maintenance Status for Each County by Year for All
Criteria Pollutants shows Monterey County having no nonattainments since 1997. In addition,
the proposed language changes to the General Plan Land Use Element and the addition of
Municipal Code Chapter 17.79 will not change the standards applying to the protection of the
public from dust or other air quality standard. In addition, the changes to allow farmworker
housing, if it is in the form of apartment units, is not anticipated to have any greater impact
than larger residential developments or commercial uses now permitted within the proposed
Dual Land Use Designation. The changes will not have or create a significant impact. Each
project will be required, through the Environmental Review Process and Permit Review, to
have provisions that prevent dust and other pollutants. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on air quality nor will impact the air
quality plan for the region. There would be no significant impact.

Monterey County has had no nonattainments since 1997. In addition, the proposed
amendments do not create any land uses that would have greater impacts than the
underlying zoning criteria. Further, trips will be reduced for certain seasonal employees that
are provided van or bus transportation to and from work sites. This will especially apply to
H2A workers who are required to be provided transportation. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no air quality impacts.

The proposed amendments promote the use of bus transit provided by employers, which
reduces emissions that impact air quality. The amendments will not result in construction or
operational emissions would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones
has no impacts on ambient air quality. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

As mentioned in 3.c, the proposed amendments promote the use of bus transit provided by
employers, which reduces emissions that impact air quality. The amendments will not result
in construction or operational emissions that would expose receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones
will not impact or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

The proposed amendments will result in potential housing projects that are not anticipated to
produce any objectional odors. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC
and C-2 Zones has no impact on odors. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Potentially | Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
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impact with Impact
Mitigation
incorporated

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified X
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in X
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the X
Clean Water Act {including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or X
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ' X
preservation policy or ordinance?

f} Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation X
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Impact Discussion:

4.a

4b

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact sensitive habitat areas. The amendments do
not significantly change the intensity of the proposed land uses already permitted in the
existing zoning designations. The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are in
locations that are devoid of any significant vegetation or habitat areas and are surrounded by
existing developments. There are no creek or wetland areas proposed within the proposed
seasonal employee housing areas. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the
FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact sensitive habitat areas. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact riparian habitat or other sensitive habitat area.
The amendments do not significantly change the intensity of the proposed land uses already
permitted in the existing zoning designations. Each future project will entail an evaluation of
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4.c

4.d

4e

4.f

the specific project impacts prior to approval. The primary significant riparian habitat areas in
the City are along and near San Lorenzo Creek and the Salinas River. The Salinas River is
also an important corridor for the migration of Steelhead to and from the Pacific Ocean and
the upper watershed and tributaries of Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties. The areas
proposed for seasonal employee housing are located in locations that are devoid of any
significant vegetation or habitat areas and are surrounded by existing developments. Further,
the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact riparian
areas. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact wetlands. The amendments do not significantly
change the intensity of the proposed land uses already permitted in the existing zoning
designations. In addition, the areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are do not
include wetlands, ponds, lakes or rivers. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from
the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact wetlands. There will no significant impact on areas
designated as 404 on riparian or wetland habitats.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact the migration of fish or other species The
amendments do not significantly change the intensity of the proposed land uses already
permitted in the existing zoning designations. Additionally, the areas proposed for seasonal
employee housing are not wetlands, stream or river corridors. No federally protected
wetlands exist on or near the site. The migrations of native resident or migratory fish (such as
Steelhead along the Salinas River corridor) and other wildlife species and with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors will not be impacted. Nor are native wildlife
nursery sites within or near the project area. There are no creek or wetland areas proposed
within the proposed seasonal employee housing areas. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact migratory species. Therefore, there
would be no significant impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact trees or woodlands. The amendments do not
significantly change the intensity of the proposed land uses already permitted in the existing
zoning designations. The City does not have a tree ordinance. In addition, the areas
proposed for seasonal employee housing have been degraded due to previous urban and
farm uses and do not contain significant not habitat or rare or endangered species. The
migrations of native resident or migratory fish (such as Steelhead along the Salinas River
corridor) and other wildlife species and with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors will not be impacted. The Proposed Project area does not conflict with any
ordinances or local policies protecting biological resources. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact trees or woodlands.
Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

There are no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat-conservation plans within the City. The proposed
amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan will
not significantly impact sensitive habitat area. The amendments do not significantly change
the intensity of the proposed land uses already permitted in the existing zoning designations.
The proposed project area does not conflict with any ordinances or local policies protecting
biological resources. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones will not impact any Habitat Conservation Plan or other local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

01159.0005/468579.1 18



Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the .
significance of a historical resource as defined in X
"15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to X
"15064.57
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological X
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred X
outside of formal cemeteries?

5.a

5.b

5.¢c

The proposed amendments to the Municipal Code, General Plan and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact historical resources. The amendments do not
significantly change the future intensity of development. Additionally, the areas proposed for
seasonal employee housing are located in previously developed properties (urban uses and
farmlands) and the area is devoid of any significant known historical resources. Each future
development will entail a separate evaluation of historic resources. Further, the removal of
“‘farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact any historical resource.
Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact archaeological resources. The amendments do
not significantly change the future intensity of development. Additionally, the areas proposed
for seasonal employee housing are located in previously developed properties (urban uses
and farmlands} and the area does not have any known significant archaeological resources.
The region was populated with indigenous peoples from the Tribe known as Salinan, which
extended from the upper reaches of the Salinas River watershed in San Luis Obispo County
to near Monterey Bay. Each future development will entail a separate evaluation of
archaeological resources. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-
2 Zones will not impact any archaeological resource. Therefore, there would be no significant
impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact paleontological resources. The amendments
do not significantly change the future intensity of development. Additionally, the areas
proposed for seasonal employee housing are located in previously developed properties
(urban uses and farmlands) and the area does not have any known significant
paleontological or unique geologic sire or resources. Each future development will entail a
separate evaluation of paleontological resources. Further, the removal of “farmworker
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housing® from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not impact any paleontological resource.

Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

5d The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact burials. The amendments do not significantly
change the future intensity of development. Additionally, the areas proposed for seasonal
employee housing are located in previously developed properties (urban uses and farmlands)
and the area does not have any known burial sites. Each future development will entail a
separate evaluation of burials. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC
and C-2 Zones will not have any impact on any burials. Therefore, there would be no

significant impact.

Impact Discussion:

The areas proposed for the seasonal employee housing are predominantly within developed areas
of the City. There are no known archaeological, historic or paleontological resources on the
designated areas. The proposed changes do not change the potential intensity of development.
The development of each future project will be evaluated for potential impacts on cultural
resources and the projects will be required to protect any significant resources as a condition of the

individual projects.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impagt Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death X
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priclo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued hy the State Geologist for the area or based X
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geolegy Special Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liguefaction? X
iv) Landsiides? X
b) Resuit in substantial soil erosicn or the loss of topsoil? X
c) Be located on a geslogic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a resuit of the project, X
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- X

1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
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substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal X
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of waste water?

Impact Discussion:
6.a.i The proposed Project will not affect geology or soils. Further, the removal of “farmworker

housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any impact on exposing persons to
earthquakes. Buildings will continue to be required to meet the requirements of the seismic
location which depends on soil conditions. proximity of ground water, potential for ground
motion and other factors. Certain buildings, such as hospitals and schools, are required to
meet stricter structural criteria as defined by the building code.

The valley is generally described as having quaternary deposits according to the State of
California Department of Conservation "Geologic Map of California." Quaternary means
"belonging to the geologic time, system of rocks, or sedimentary deposits of the second
period of the Cenozoic Era, from the end of the Tertiary Period through the present,
characterized by the appearance and development of humans and including the Pleistocene
and Holocene epochs." (Source: Free Dictionary website.) The Salinas Valley is made up of
primarily alluvial soils deposited over time by the periodic flooding processes of the Salinas
River and its tributaries. In this sense, flooding is normal and beneficial process in which soils
are built up in valley floors.

The City of King is located in the Salinas Valley between the Santa Lucia and Gabilan
mountain ranges which is a broad basin filled with several thousand feet of sediment. The
City is within close proximity to numerous fault lines, the most prominent being the San
Andreas east of the City and the Rinconada to the west. According to the AMBAG 2035
MTP/SCS and RTPs for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz EIR, Section 4.7 Geology
and Soils Section, Monterey County "is susceptible to high levels of groundshaking due to the
numerous active faults which pass through or border the area. The portions of Monterey
County with the highest susceptibility to ground-shaking are the lower Salinas Valley
(northward from the City of Gonzales), the peninsular area from Carmel to the Santa Cruz
County line, and in the southeast around Parkfield." According to the EarthquakeTrack.com,
in 2013, there were 754 earthquakes of magnitude 1.5 or larger in the region near the City of
King, with 63 earthquakes within the past month (at the time of the preparation of this Initial
Study). Most of those earthquakes have occurred east of Gonzalez, Soledad, Greenfield and
City of King in clusters along the San Andreas Fault which parallels the Salinas Valley.

Future major earthquakes in or near the City of King appear likely. Local building standards
require each structure to be designed to meet building code standards. There are no
significant impacts.

6.a.ii The proposed Project will not affect geology or soils. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones wili not have any impact geclogy or soils or safety of
persons due to ground shaking. Buildings will continue to be required to meet the
requirements of the seismic location which depends on soil conditions. proximity of ground
water, potential for ground motion and other factors. There are no significant impacts. Certain
buildings, such as hospitals and schools, are required to meet stricter structural criteria as
defined by the building code.

8.a.iiThe proposed Project will not affect safety due to liquefaction. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones wili not have any impact on safety due to
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liquefaction. Buildings will continue to be required to meet the requirements of the seismic
location which depends on soil conditions. proximity of ground water, potential for ground
motion, liquefaction and other factors.

6.a.ivThe proposed project will not affect safety due to landslides. Further, the removal of

6.b

6.c

6.d

6.e

“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any impact safety due to
landslide risk. Buildings will continue to be required to meet the requirements of the seismic
location including landslide risk.

The proposed amendments would not significantly increase the impermeable surface area of
the site to a degree that is greater than the underlying allowable uses for each site. Each
project will be required to design and implement appropriate erosion control and sediment
control measures and reduce potential or soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Required landscaping
of the site and use of appropriate construction techniques such as watering, planting,
bioretention basins and other Best Management Practices would ensure that the impact is
below a level of significance. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and
C-2 Zones will not have any impact on soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Therefore, the impact
would be less-than-significant.

The proposed amendments would not significantly increase geologic hazards to a greater
degree than the underlying allowable uses for each site. The areas proposed for seasonal
employee housing would not result in landslides due to the flat terrain of the properties. The
Proposed Project would not induce geologic or soil instability on or offsite. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any impact on
landslide or other geologic hazard. Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant.

The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are located in previously developed
properties (urban uses and farmlands) The proposed amendments will not change the
intensity or requirements for building design applicable to the underlying allowable uses for
each site. The buildings that would be constructed, would be required to include structural
measures that would provide stability regardless of soil type. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any significant impact on
expansive soils or safety of buildings or persons. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
result in substantial risks to life or property.

The areas proposed for seasonal employee housing are located in the City and will be
required to connect to the City sewage system. No on-site septic tanks will be allowed.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result have negative impacts on sewage disposal.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:
None necessary. The proposed language changes will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
reenhouse gases?

Impact Discussion:

7.a

7.b

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not significantly impact greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of primary concern from land use projects
include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20). Construction
related activities resuiting in exhaust emissions may come from fuel combustion for heavy-
duty diesel and gasoline-powered equipment, portable auxiliary equipment, material delivery
trucks, and worker commuter trips. Operational GHG emissions would result from motor
vehicle trips generated by the residents and visitors, including trips by busses providing
transportation to and from work sites, as well as on-site fuel combustion for landscape
maintenance equipment,

The proposed amendments do not change the ultimate intensity allowed by the underlying
zoning designations. Further, buses and vans used by employee residents of the seasonal
employee housing projects will serve to reduce trips and thereby reduce projected future
GHG emissions.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) signed into law in September 2008,
required statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB32 established
regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve this goal and provides guidance to
help attain quantifiable reductions in emissions efficiently, without limiting population and
economic growth. In September of 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 was signed by the Governor, to
establish a California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.

The GHG emissions resulting from the future projects would be evaluated at the time of the
permit request for each project. The GHG emissions are not expected to exceed the levels
that would be produced by uses already permitted in the underlying zoning categories and
therefore would not substantially hinder the State’s ability to attain the goals identified in SB
32. Thus, the construction and operation of the project would not generate substantial
greenhouse gas emissions, sither directly or indirectly, which may be considered to have a
significant impact on the environment, nor conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases and is
therefore considered to have a less than significant impact. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any significant impact on
GHG. No mitigation measures are required.

The City has adopted policies to reduce Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Placing
seasonal employee housing in relatively close proximity to the farms around the City will
result in fewer and shorter trips to the work sites, thereby reducing vehicle emissions. The
proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Code adding seasonal employee
housing do not conflict with City’s policies to reduce GHG emissions. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones will not have any significant impact on
GHG. Impacts will not be significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -
Would the project:

X

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g} Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose peaple or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, inciuding
where wildlands are adjacent o urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

impact Discussion:

8.a The proposed amendments will not have significant impacts on hazards of transport and
disposal of hazardous substances. The use of hazardous substances during normal
construction and residential activities is expected to be limited in nature and will be subject
to standard handling and storage requirements. Accordingly, impacts related to the transport
and disposal of hazardous substances are considered less than significant. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts hazardous
substances including transport and disposal. No mitigation measures are required.
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8.b

8.c

8.d

8.e

8.f

As described in 8.a, the proposed amendments will not have significant impacts on hazards.
The use of hazardous substances during normal construction and residential activities is
expected to be limited in nature and will be subject to standard handling and storage
requirements. Accordingly, impacts related to the release of hazardous substances are
considered less than significant. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC
and C-2 Zones has no impacts on hazardous substances. No mitigation measures are
required.

There are no public schools within one-quarter mile of the areas proposed for seasonal
employee housing. There is an existing private un-licensed un-permitted school located
approximately one block (about 500 feet) west of First Street, near the existing Farmworker
barracks at 218 N. First Street. The proposed amendments won't create hazardous
conditions that are any different that uses already permitted in the underlying zoning
designations. The typical project implementation of seasonal employee housing
development includes usual grading operations which would result in short-term diesel
exhaust emissions from on-site heavy-duty equipment and would generate diesel particulate
matter (DPM) emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment required for site grading.
However, because of the dispersive properties of DPM, and the distance from any sensitive
receptors to the future project sites, the impacts on those receptors would be less than
significant. Further, operation of the future seasonal employee housing projects do not
propose a use that involves activities that would emit hazardous substances or waste that
would affect a substantial number of people and is therefore considered to have a less than
significant impact. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on hazardous substances. No mitigation measures are required.

The proposed amendments to permit seasonal employee housing will not have a significant
impact on hazardous sites. Further, a search of the Envirostar Geotracker website indicates
no sites are within the proposed Dual Land Use Designation area. The location of each
future project is not known at this time. To ensure that no subsurface contamination has
occurred, each future development site will be evaluated for the potential for subsurface
pollution at the time of permit review. The proposed area for seasonal employee housing is
not indicated as being located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites. While no exiting data indicates contaminants, each future project will be evaluated
prior to issuance of permits. That analysis could involve soil tests and/or tests of existing
structures for contaminants or hazardous materials and mitigation measures would be
implemented prior to grading and construction. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing”
from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on hazardous substance sites. Therefore,
there is no significant impact.

The proposed amendments will not have any impacts on airports. Further, the area
proposed for seasonal employee housing is not within an airport land use plan or where
such a plan has been adopted. The project site is not within two miles of a public or private
airport or airstrip or public use airport. The proposed project would not result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on airports. Therefore,
there is no significant impact.

The proposed amendments will not have any impacts on airstrips. The area proposed for
seasonal employee housing is not within an airport land use plan or where such a plan has
been adopted. The project site is not within two miles of a public or private airport or airstrip
or public use airport. The proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from
the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on airstrips. Therefore, there is no significant
impact.
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8.9 The proposed amendments are not anticipated to impair implementation of or physically
interfere with any City emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Roadway
networks for escape are not being impacted by development of any of the areas designated
for seasonal employee housing. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC
and C-2 Zones has no impacts on evacuation plans. Therefore, there are no significant

impacts.

8.h  The potential sites for future seasonal employee housing are primarily located within existing
urban built-up areas. There are no forest areas in or adjacent to the City. However, fire
protection will be required in each future project, including, where required by code, fire
sprinkler systems and other protective measures. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on wildland or other fire hazards.

Therefore, there are no significant impacts.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Wouid
the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
lanned uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-gite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
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insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h) Place within a 100-year flocd hazard area structures ' X
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding X
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

Impact Discussion:

0.a

9.b

9.c

9.d

9e

The proposed amendments will have no significant impacts on water resources. Additionally,
water for future development in the seasonal employee housing areas would not rely on
groundwater wells as a potable water source. Potable water for this project will be treated
water from the California Water Service Company (Cal Water). The project will not violate
water quality standards with respect to potable water. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on water resources. Therefore, there
are no significant impacts.

The proposed amendments will not significantly impact water resources. The proposed uses
will not have significantly greater water use than the uses allowed under existing underlying
zoning designations. Additionally, the proposed Dual Land Use Designation area may
contain existing wells that will only be used for agricultural purposes, not for potable water
for seasonal employee housing. There are no new wells proposed, and for that reason the
creation of the Dual Land Use Designation will not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. The project will not create water uses that
are significantly different from the existing base underlying zoning districts. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on
groundwater supplies. Therefore, there are no significant impacts.

The proposed amendments do not modify future drainage. The changes will not, by
themselves, cause significant changes to surface hydrology. Drainage will generally remain
within its historical pattern. By existing City standards contained in the Municipal Code,
storm water runoff discharge points will not change from the pre-project to post-project
condition and there is no diversion of storm water from one watershed to another. Further,
the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on
drainage. The proposed project’s impacts associated with altering the existing drainage
patterns of the site are less than significant.

The proposed amendments will not result in any significant changes in land coverage or
runoff as compared with the underlying zoning districts. Run-off would not exceed planned
stormwater drainage systems capacity. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented during construction and permanent BMPs for ultimate compieted projects to
reduce impacts to stormwater drainage systems. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on drainage or the course of any
stream or river. Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant.

The proposed amendments will not result in any significant changes in land coverage or
runoff as compared with the underlying zoning districts. The capacity of existing systems are
adequate to handle the expected runoff. Each project will be required to have adequate
capacity of on-site bioretention basins or other measures that will help maintain runoff at
existing levels. Also, the proposed amendments would not substantially degrade water

01159.0005/468579.1 27




Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

9.f

9.9

9.h

9.i

9,

quality because the future projects will be required to comply with provisions of Municipal
Code Section 17.56.100. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-
2 Zones has no impacts on water runoff. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts.

As described above, the proposed amendments will not result in any significant changes in
land coverage or runoff as compared with the underlying zoning districts. Run-off would not
exceed planned stormwater drainage systems capacity. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) wouid be implemented during construction and permanent BMPs for ultimate
completed projects to reduce impacts to stormwater drainage systems and improve water
quality of runoff. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones
has no impacts on water quality. Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant.

The proposed seasonal employee housing areas are not located within a 100-year floodway
or flood hazard area. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on flooding, floodways or floodplains. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

The proposed seascnal employes housing areas are not located within a 100-year floodway
or flood hazard area. The project would not impede flood waters or cause flooding to occur
on adjacent properties. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on floodways or flood hazards. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

The proposed seasonal employee housing areas are not located in area identified as at risk
from flooding due to levee or dam failure. Further, the removal of ‘farmworker housing® from
the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on persons in flood hazards or areas of dam
failures, levees or other similar facilities. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The proposed seasonal employee housing areas are located inland with no substantial
bodies of water nearby other than San Lorenzo Creek. The designated areas are not located
in the floodway. Therefore, the risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow is
considered to be low. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on areas of risk of inundation. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

No mitigation measures are required.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentiaily Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation impact P
Incorporated
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING -
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? X
b) Conflict with any applicable iand use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project X
{including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
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adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c) Contlict with any applicable habitat conservation plan X
or natural community conservation plan?

Impact Discussion:

10.a

10.b

10.c

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts on dividing the community.
Additionally, the proposed areas for seasonal employee housing are generally located
adjacent to or near other existing developments and would not divide an existing community.
Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts
on physically dividing the City. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan are consistent with the City's policies that encourage the development of
affordable housing. The proposed Dual Land Use Designation area allows construction of
seasonal employee housing, which furthers the intent of the General Plan Housing Element.
Currently, based upon statements of local farmers and ranchers, there are insufficient
quarters for seasonal employees in and near King City. Farm owners indicate that they bus
farmworkers from long distances to work the local farms. The lack of existing housing for
seasonal employees has produced pressures on existing housing within the City, including
potentials for overcrowding. The removal of farmworker housing from the FSC and C-2
Zoning Districts will not negatively impact housing for farmworkers because additional
seasonal employee housing will be provided along First Street.

In addition, the following Housing Element Goal #3 and Policy #4.3 apply to the proposed
change to the proposed changes to the Zoning Code for the addition of Seascnal Employee
Housing:

Housing Element Goal 3: To meet the housing needs of special groups of City
residents, including a growing senior population, large families, single mothers,
farmworkers, homeless, seniors and the disabled.

Housing Element Policy 4.3 Encourage housing opportunities for those residents
who have special housing needs, such as farm workers, large families, elderly,
disabled persons, and other identified special needs groups.

The proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Code will expand the areas
within the City where seasonal employee housing could be developed. Further, the removal
of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on housing because
the dual use provisions of the proposed amendments will add new housing opportunities for
seasonal employees. Therefore, there will be no significant negative impact.

The proposed amendments will have no impact on conservation plans. Further, the areas
proposed for seasonal employee housing would not conflict with any habitat conservation
plan or natural community plan. The nearest habitat areas, San Lorenzo Creek and the
Salinas River, will not be impacted by proposed uses in the proposed seasonal employee
housing areas. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones
has no impacts on any conservation plan. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

! Significant | Significant Significant Impact !
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Impact

with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Impact

11. MINERAL RESOURCES -
Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availahility of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availabiiity of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general pian, specific plan or other land use plan?

Impact Discussion:

11.a The proposed amendments have no impact on mineral resources. The proposed seasonal
employee housing areas are located within or adjacent to existing developed areas of the
City. No mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state
have been identified. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on mineral resources. Therefore, there would be no significant

impact.
11.b

The proposed amendments have no impact on mineral resources. There are no locally

important mineral resource recovery sites delineated on a local plan, specific plan, or
general plan in the vicinity of the proposed seasonal employee housing areas. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on mineral

resources. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

ievels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
It_he project?

Less Than
Patentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
12. NOISE -
Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local general X
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive X
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise X

01159.0005/468579.1

30




Negative Declaration and Initial Study, Proposed Amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code, and

Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan (Seasonal Employee Housing Standards/Dual Land Use Designation)

d} A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels X
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the X
project expose people residing or working in the project

area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in X
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Impact Discussion:

12.a

12.b

12.¢c

12.d

12.e

12.f

The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan will not create any noise levels that exceed those levels identified in the
Municipal Code Section 17.56.030 since no specific projects are being approved.

As noted, the proposal does not approved any specific development projects. At the time
development applications are submitted, staff will address specific noise issues using City
standards, such as the Noise Element. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from
the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on noise. Therefore, there are no significant
impacts.

The proposed General Plan Amendment, Zoning Code Amendment and Historic Corridor
Revitalization Plan do not approve development projects and therefore, would not create
any groundborne vibration levels that would be perceptible, damaging, or otherwise
disturbing to nearby noise-sensitive land uses.

The proposed standards require that future projects are subject to discretionary review and
noise will be addressed at that time. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the
FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on groundborne vibration. Therefore, there would be a
less-than-significant impact.

The proposed General Plan Amendment and Zoning Code Amendment will not create any
permanent noise levels that would be perceptible, damaging, or otherwise disturbing to
nearby noise-sensitive land uses. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the
FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on ambient noise. Therefore, there would be a less-
than-significant impact.

The proposed seasonal employee housing standards will not create any temporary or
periodic ambient noise levels that would be perceptible, damaging, or otherwise disturbing to
nearby noise-sensitive land uses. The seasonal employee housing is similar in nature to
other multi-family residential uses that typically do not create excessive noise levels. Further,
the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on
temporary or periodic noise. Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant impact.

The proposed amendments allowing seasonal empioyee housing areas are not located
within an airport land use plan or located within two (2) miles of an airport. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on airport or
airport noise. Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant impact.

The proposed amendments allowing seasonal employee housing areas are not located near
an airstrip. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has
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no impacts on airstrip noise or noise created by airstrips. Therefore, there would be a less-
than-significant impact.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not result in the generation of noise from the
proposed uses and therefore will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING -
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes X
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing X
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating X

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

impact Discussion:

13.a The proposed amendments to the General Plan, and Zoning Code will not significantly
impact population or housing. The proposed addition of seasonal employee housing is
anticipated to increase the availability of housing for local farmworkers and other seasonal
employees, thus resulting in improving the availability of affordable housing within the City.

All of the potential building sites within the area proposed for a dual land use designation for
seasonal employee housing have existing access to roadways, utilites and other
infrastructure.

In addition, seasonal employee housing is encouraged within the Housing Element.
Furthermore, seasonal employee housing is acutely needed within and near King City to
provide housing for those working in agriculture. The proposed amendments will improve the
availability of affordable and well-designed housing to serve seasonal employees who work
in and near the City. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on population growth. Impacts will be less than significant.

13.b The proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Code will increase the
avalilability of housing for local farmworkers and other seasonal employees, thus resulting in
improving the availability of affordable housing within the City. It will also free-up existing
housing in the City for full-time residents. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from

the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on housing because the existing farmworker
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housing located on First Street is proposed to be permitted based on the proposed dual use
provisions for seasonal employee housing. Impacts will be less than significant.

13.¢c As described above, the proposed amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Code will
increase the availability of housing for local farmworkers and other seasonal employees,
thus resuiting in improving the availability of affordable housing within the City. It will also
free-up existing housing in the City for full-time residents. Further, the removal of
‘farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts because the proposed
dual use provisions will permit the existing housing development located on First Street
north of Broadway Street. It will not displace persons living within the City. Impacts will be

less than significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
14. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically aitered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically aitered governmental facilities, the
construction of which couid cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
i. Fire protection? X
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ii. Police protection? X
fii. Schools? X
iv. Parks? X
v. Other public facilities? X

Impact Discussion:

14.a.i The proposed amendments would not create more intensive development than the
underlying zoning designations. Therefore, the amendments do not increase the demand
for fire protection services. Each project will be reviewed individually at the time of the
application for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and conditions to for fire protection will be
established at that time. It should be noted that buildings may be required to provide fire
sprinkler systems as specified by fire standards. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on fire protection. Therefore, impacts
would be less-than-significant.

14.a.ii The proposed amendments would not create more intensive development than the
underlying zoning designations. The projects are anticipated to reduce overcrowding now
being experienced in other parts of the City due to a lack of adequate housing for seasonal
employees. The current overcrowding in residential neighborhoods brought about by a lack
of seasonal employee housing sometimes may result in police or health issues. Each project
will be reviewed individually at the time of the appilication for a specific plan or CUP, and
conditions to for police protection will be established at that time. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on police protection.
Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

14.a.iii The proposed amendments will result in some additional school children when families of
seasonal employees are included in such housing. Not all seasonal employee housing is for
single-men. Often, seasonal employees need housing for their wives and children. Such
developments may be required to pay applicable school fees at the time of building permit
issuance. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no
impacts on schools. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

14.a.iv The proposed amendments will not require significantly greater recreational uses than
those residential uses that are currently allowed under the existing criteria. The proposed
Seasonal Employee Housing standards require exterior open space and interior leisure area
to be incorporated into projects., This requirement will ensure that impacts on existing City
facilities will be less than significant. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the
FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on recreational facilities.

14.a.v The proposed amendments will not require significantly greater public services than those
ruses that are currently allowed under the existing criteria. There may be an insignificant
increase in visitors to the City Library. The potential increase in visitors would be minimal
and would not require extension of facilities or resources. No other impacts to public
services are anticipated. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on other public facilities such as sewer treatment plant, water
treatment plant, library or other facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant

Proposed Mitigation Measures:
None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
15. RECREATION --
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational X
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational X

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the enviranment?

Impact Discussion:

15.a The proposed amendments will not impact recreational services because the proposed
regulations require exterior open space and interior leisure area to serve the residents of the
proposed seasonal employee housing developments. It is anticipated that large facilities
may be required to provide on-site recreation facilities for the farmworker residents. Further,
the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on
recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

15.b

The proposed amendments not resuit in recreational facilities that would, in themselves,

create a significant effect on the environment. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing”
from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on recreational facilities or the impacts of new
recreational facilities on the environment. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass X
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management X

program, including but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures or other
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standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location X
that result in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) X
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, X
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such

facilities.

Impact Discussion:
16.a The proposed amendments are not expected to impact existing or proposed circulation

systems nor conflict with any plans, ordinances or policies related to the circulation system.
Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant. The planned Multi-modal Transit Center
(MMTC) is proposed near the center of the areas being proposed for seasonal employee
housing. This MMTC facility can provide access to trains, buses and other modes of transit
for the occupants of the seasonal employee housing. The projects will be mutually benefited.
Pedestrian access will not be impacted. Future sidewalk extensions will be constructed
along the frontages of the proposed sites. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from
the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on the circulation system. Impacts will be less than
significant.

16.b The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts on congestion.
Furthermore, the future uses created by the proposed changes to the General Plan and
Zoning Code allow seasonal employee housing which are not projected to create any
significant traffic problems or congestion. Some seasonal employee housing facilities, such
as H-2A projects, will provide bus transportation for occupants, reducing vehicle trips.

Future uses, including the seasonal employee housing that would be permitted within the
dual-use districts will continue to be required to meet all access and parking requirements of
the City. New standards for off-street parking will address parking needs of any future
seasonal employee housing project. The code will reflect the variation in parking needs for
the various different types of seasonal housing projects. Some projects will be similar in
nature to other housing if employees and their families have personal transportation verses
other projects where employers or others provide bus or van pool transportation for the
residents. The regulations wili reflect the type of use requiring parking and adapt the number
of parking spaces accordingly. The changes are not anticipated to create significant impacts
to traffic or the street system.

According to the 2010 Traffic Study conducted for the Downtown Addition Specific Plan,
nearby roadways experience good Level of Service (LOS). First Street and Lonoak Road
has LOS of A and B for AM and PM Peak Hour. First Street and Division has AM and PM
Peak Hour LOS ranging from A to C. First Street and Pearl also has LOS ranging from A to
C. First Street and Broadway has LOS of A and B as does the intersection of Metz Road and
Bitterwater Road. Development of seasonal employee housing is not expected to cause
significant changes in the LOS for any of these intersections.
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Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts
on congestion. Therefore, the impacts will be less than significant.

16.c Seasonal employee housing that would be created by the proposed changes to the General
Plan and Zoning Code are not projected to create any significant air traffic issues. The local
airport does not, at this time have any commercial airlines. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on air traffic. Air traffic
impacts will be less than significant.

16.d The proposed amendments will not result in any significant new roadway construction or
increase any hazards. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2
Zones has no impacts on hazards at intersections or other traffic or rcadway impacts.
Impacts wili be less than significant.

16.e The proposed amendments will not have significant impacts on streets or bus service.
Furthermore, they will not result in a blockage of a major arterial and bus services would not
interfere with emergency access. Emergency access will not be blocked or affected. Further,
the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on
streets or bus service. Therefore, there will be no significant impact.

16.f The proposed amendments wiil not have any significant impact on adopted plans or
ordinances related to transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities. In fact, the proposed
amendments will result in the provision of bus or van transportation for residents living in H-
2A housing, which will likely result in a positive impact on reduction of street congestion.
Residents are expected to walk, bike and use transit while living at the facilities. City
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities will not be impacted by the proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning
Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan. The future residences will not decrease the
performance or safety of City transit and circulation facilities. Further, the removal of
“farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on transit, bicycle or
pedestrian facilities. Therefore, there will be no significant impact.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts. Transportation
and street system will not be significantly impacted.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
impact Mitigation Impact P
incorporated

17. Tribal Cultural Resources.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
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sacred place, or object with cuitural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California X
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in

Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in
its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria X
set forth in subdivision (¢} of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe. |

Impact Discussion:

17.a

17.b

The proposed amendments will not have a significant impact on tribal culturai resources.
There are no known listings in the California Register of Historic Resources or local register
of historic resources within the areas proposed for seasonal empioyee housing. Any future
designations would be evaluated at the time of issuance of a discretionary permit (e.g.,
specific plan, CUP). The local Tribe(s) will be notified of future pending projects. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on Tribal
lands. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

The proposed amendments will not have a significant impact any resource of any California
Native American Tribe. There are no known archeological or known tribal sites within the
areas proposed for seasonal employee housing. The City will notify the local Salinan Tribe of
pending environmental determinations for future proposed projects. If there are no Negative
Declaration or EIR proposed, the City should notify the Salinan Tribe prior to issuance of a
discretionary permit {e.g., specific plan, CUP). Further, the removal of “farmworker housing”
from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on resources of any California Native
American Tribe. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated

18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Wouid
the project;

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Confrol Board?

b} Require or restiit in the construction of new water or
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wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which couid cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitiements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Impact Discussion:

18.a

18.b.

18.c

18.d

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on sewage treatment or
sewage service. The sewage treatment service needs created by proposed amendments for
seasonal employee housing are not projected to be any greater than the uses already
identified in those zones. The capacity of the sewer plant will not be significantly affected. No
non-compliance of RWQCB resulting from the proposed amendments is contemplated. The
change will be less than significant. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the
FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on sewage lines or treatment. Impacts will be less than
significant.

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on the City's sewage
treatment plant sewage service. The sewer service needs created by proposed amendments
for seasonal employee housing are not projected to be any greater than the uses already
identified in those zones. Extensions of wastewater sewer lines may be required for some of
the properties within the dual iand use designations. Further, the removal of “farmworker
housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on the City sewage treatment piant.
The change will be less than significant. Impacts will be less than significant.

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on storm drainage or storm
drainage systems. Each future project will be required to provide on-site percolation and
biorientation basins or other similar measures that result in no-net increase in runoff of storm
water. They would also be responsible for constructing any needed extension or expansion
of storm drainage systems where deemed necessary by the City Engineer. Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on storm
drainage. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The water supply and service needs caused by the proposed amendments for seasonal
employee housing are not projected to be any greater than the uses already identified in the
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18.e

18.f

underlying zones. The change will be less than significant. Fire water supply is also required
for buildings. Each project will be evaluated for the construction of utility systems that meet
the needs of the proposed facility.

Water for the area within the proposed Dual Land Use Designation is provided by Cal Water.
From the 2010 Water Management Plan for Cal Water Service: "The water supply for the
King City District is very reliable. Even in drought years there has always been sufficient
supply to meet demand. Because of the reasons outlined earlier, Cal Water makes the
assumption that an adequate supply will be available to its customers in all years. According
to well level records, the groundwater level has been consistent over time." Further, the
removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on water or
water supply. Impacts are less that significant.

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on sewage treatment or
sewage service. There is anticipated capacity within the City Wastewater Treatment Plant
for additional wastewater generated by the proposed seasonal employee housing projects.
The amount of wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would not be substantial.
Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts
on sewage or sewage treatment. Therefore, there would be no significant impact.

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on landfill capacity. The
proposed seasonal employee housing is similar to uses allowed in the base zoning districts
and is not anticipated to generate a substantially different amount of solid waste than would
be generated by uses permitted in the base zoning designations. Solid waste from the
proposed seasonal employee housing projects would be transported off-site to the Salinas
Valley Solid Waste Authority. The Authority operates two transfer stations (Joion Road
outside of King City and Sun Street in Salinas) to consolidate waste and transfer it to
Johnson Canyon Landfill outside of Gonzales. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing”
from the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on solid waste. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

The proposed amendments will not have any significant impact on solid waste. Solid waste
from the future uses is not anticipated to be significantly greater than the solid waste
produced by other uses permitted in the base zoning categories. The solid waste from the
proposed future seasonal housing projects would be disposed of in compliance with federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations. Further, the removal of “farmworker housing” from
the FSC and C-2 Zones has no impacts on solid waste. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact.

Proposed Mitigation Measures:

None necessary. The proposed amendments will not have any significant impacts.
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Vl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE ( Cal. Pub. Res. Code §15065)

A project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require a focused or full
environmental impact report to be prepared for the project where any of the following conditions
occur (CEQA §15065):

Significant | Unknown | Potential Not Impact
Potential | Significant | Significant | Reviewed in
Significant And Previous
Mitigated Document

Potential to degrade: Does the project have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or X
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of & rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
Califomia history or prehistory?

Cumulative: Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively considerable?
(Cumulatively considerable means that incremental
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in X
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

Substantial adverse: Does the project have
environmental effects, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or X
indirectly?

a. The proposed amendments to the General Plan, Zoning Code and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan do
not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below seif-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. It is
possible during grading and construction activities that unknown cultural resources may be unearthed, which
may result in a potentially significant impact. Implementation of the mitigation measures for Cultural
Resources would ensure the proposed project would not eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory.

b. The proposed changes will not result in storm-related runoff pollutants. During construction related
activities of land uses permitted under the amendments, the proposed changes would have the potential to
generate storm-related runoff pollutants. Future projects will be required to prepare a plan that addresses all
potential pollutants, including but not limited to soil erosion and sediment, and that plan shall be followed
during grading and construction as well as maintained for the entire term of the use of the properties within
the District. Other measures to address the protection against all subsurface and surface pollution shail be
implemented during construction and for the full duration of the use of the properties.

c. The proposed amendments that could potentially result in construction dust and equipment exhaust
emissions, and noise wiil be required to reduce dust and emissions to reduce substantial adverse effect on
human beings to less than significant levels.
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EXHIBIT 1
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND GENERAL PLAN MAP

Resolutlon No.
Seasonal Employes Housing Regulstions  Giéneral Plan
Appliceble to Atea Designated Dual Land Use Designation
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EXHIBIT 2
PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENTS AND ZONING MAP
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ATTACHMENT 8
RESOLUTION NC. 2018-225

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KING PLANNING CCMMISSION
RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT A NEGATIVE
DECLARATICN FOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO.
GPA2018-001, ZONE CHANGE AMENDMENT CASE NO. ZC2018-001
AND ZONE CHANGE AMENDMENT CASE NO. ZC2018-002

WHEREAS, the City of King (“City”) is in significant need of employees to help meet
the agricultural needs of the region;

WHEREAS, the City has been working on a citywide employee housing ordinance to
identify the appropriate locations to build employee housing and meet the goals of the
City's General Plan Housing Element;

WHEREAS, the City processed General Plan Amendment Case No. GPA2018-001,
Zone Change Amendment Case No. ZC2018-001 and Zone Change Amendment Case
No. ZC2018-002 (“Project”) to help meet the housing needs of seasonal employees;

WHEREAS, an Initial Study was prepared for the Project, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA") and it was determined that a Negative Declaration
should be prepared (Exhibit 1);

WHEREAS, on May 16, 2018 a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration
was circulated for comment from May 16, 2018 through June 5, 2018;

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2018, the Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public workshop on the Project to accept public input; and

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
the proposed Initial Study/Negative Declaration and Project, and after receiving public
input, adopted Resolution No. 2018-225, which recommended the City Council adopt a
Negative Declaration after the public review period has ended.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND DETERMINED by the
Planning Commission of the City of King as follows:

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

2. The Planning Commission has read and considered the Negative Declaration and”
finds on the basis of the whole record before it that there is no substantial evidence
the proposed Project will have a significant effect on the environment.

3. That the Negative Declaration reflects the Planning Commission’'s independent
judgment and analysis.



4, That the Negative Declaration was prepared and considered in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (*CEQA”).

5. The City Clerk is the custodian of the records of the proceedings on which this
decision is based. The records are located at 212 South Vanderhurst, King City.

6. Considering the record, the Planning Commission finds as a whole there is no
evidence that the proposed Project will have a potential adverse effect on wildlife
resources of habitat upon which the wildlife depends.

7. The Planning Commission finds that the Initial Study/Negative Declaration prepared
and previously circulated for public comment from May 16, 2018 through June 5,
2018 is adequate, and recommends the City Council adopt the Negative Declaration
for the Project, after the public review period has ended.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION WAS DULY AND REGULARLY ADOPTED by
the Planning Commission of the City of King, State of California, at a regular meeting of the
Planning Commission held on this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS: .
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION




ATTACHMENT 9

RESOLUTION NO. 2018-226

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KING PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE GENERAL PLAN TEXT
“AND MAP AMENDMENT CASE NO. GPA2018-001, ZONING CODE TEXT

AND MAP AMENDMENT CASE NO. ZC2018-001 AND ZONING CODE
AMENDMENT (INCLUDING AMENDMENT TO THE HISTORIC CORRIDOR
REVITALIZATION PLAN) CASE NO. ZC2018-002 REGARDING SEASONAL

EMPLOYEE HOUSING

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2018, the City of King Planning Commission (“Commission”)
held a duly-noticed public workshop at which time public input was accepted on the
proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA) Case No. GPA2018-001, which amends the
Land Use Element by adding goals, objectives and policies regarding seasonal employee
housing and amends the General Plan land use map by adding Dual Land Use
Designations, Zone Change text and map amendments, Case No. ZC2018-001, which
adds Chapter 17.79 to the Municipal Code — Seasonal Employee Housing Standards,
and Zone Change Case No. ZC2018-002 which amends the text of the Municipal Code
and Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan by removing farmworker housing as an allowable
use in the FSC and C-2 Zoning Districts (“Project”);

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission held a duly-noticed public hearing on
the Project at which time public testimony was accepted and considered; and

WHEREAS, after careful study and compietion of duly noticed public workshop and
public hearing, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 2018-226, recommending the
City Council (“Council”) approve GPA Case No. GPA2018-001, which amends the
General Plan Land Use Plan establishes goals and policies related to seasonal employee
housing and adopts a Dual Land Use Designation on the General Plan Land Use Map,
attached as Exhibit 1, approves ZC2018-001, which establishes seasonal employee
housing standards and adopts a Dual Land Use Designation on the Zoning Map, attached
as Exhibit 2, and approves ZC2018-002, which amends the Zoning Code and Historic
Corridor Revitalization Plan by removing farmworker housing as an allowable use in the
FSC and C-2 Zoning Districts, attached as Exhibit 3.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND DETERMINED by the City of
King Planning Commission that based upon the evidence presented, both written and oral
testimony, the Planning Commission hereby recommends the City Council approve
Generaf Plan Amendment Case No. GPA2018-001,attached as Exhibit 1, Zoning Case
Amendment, Case No. ZC2018-001, attached as Exhibit 2, and Zoning Case
Amendment, Case No. ZC2018-002, attached as Exhibit 3.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED on this 15" day of May 2018 by the
following roll call vote:



AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE:  APRIL 17, 2618
TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS CF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: ~DOREEN LIBERVO BLANCK, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
RE:  WORKSHOP ON SEASONAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING STANDARDS

RECOMMENDATION:

luct a public workshop on & draft Seasonal
Employes Housing Ordinance and Resolution; 2) accept public inpuf; and 3) provide staff
direction on any requested changes.

Staff racommends the Planning Commission: 1) cond

BACKGROUND:

Housing of seasonal employsés ("S8easonal Employees”) has been a concem throughout the
state for several years. - Overcrowded and unsanitary conditions In Seasonal Employee housing
have become common in the City due to low wages of such employees and high rents resuiting
from low vacancy rates of rental properties. Farmers and other agricultural employers often
experience a iack of permanent employees available to them in or around the City. Staff has
been meeting with local agricultural business owners and representatives to identify ways more
Seasonal Employes housing can be provided in the city. Additionally, the City has participated
with other Salinas Valley jurisdictions on ways o resolve the housing issue and Jointly funded a
regional study. Finally, staff has visited other seasonal employee housing projecis to view site
and building design examples. O

The purpose for this. workshop is to gain public input and have the Planning Commission
provide staff direction regarding the aftached Public Review Draft Seasonal Empioyes Housing
Standards (Draft Review Standards). It is important to note that the Draft Review Standards are
intended fo begin a dialogus regarding the housing needs for seasonal employees and do not
recommend staff’s final recommendations.

The Draft Review Standards are prasented as foliows:

fothiblk 1 — Resolution amending the General Pian Land Use Eiement and Providing
' Objectives and Policies Regarding Seasonal Employee Housing Standards.

Exhidit Z — Ordinance of the City Council Adding Chapter 17.78 and Adopting Seasonal
Employee Housing Standards.
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Exhibit 3 — Ordinance of the City Council Disallowing Farmworker Housing in the First
Street Cormridor (FSC) and General Commercial (C-2) Zoning Districts.

Attachments 1 and 2 — General Plan and Zoning Maps Identifying the Properties Along
. First Street with Dual Land Use Category Allowing Seasonal Employse Housing.

DISCUSSION

The City is experiencing a serious shortage of housirig of all types. This can be seen in
extremely low vacancy rates and difficuities of finding housing for those that are displaced. Low
income individuals are the mast serfously impacted. The City is pursuing a comprehensive
effort to address this problem at ail levels. Agricultural employee housing was identified as part
of the special needs in the Gity's adopted Housing Element. It is also a critical need for the
City's economic health since agriculture is the primary economic driver for King City, which is
being significantly impacted by labor shortages. In siriving to implement the Housing Element
and meet the community's special heeds, Seasonal Employee housing standards have been
prepared for review and comment as part of tonight's workshop.

As illustrated in the attachments, steff recommends that Seasonal Employee housing be
permitted along certain property located along First Street as an “overlay zone". (Reference
Attachments 1 and 2.) The subject properties would heve a "Dual Land Use Designation”.
The primary zone would be the existing Zoning District (e.g., H-2 Zoning District). The Dual
Land Use Designation (or overiay zone) would allow Seascnal Employee housing subject to the
standards outlined in Exhibit 2. (Exhibit 2 would be the newly created Chapter- 17.79
(Seasonal Employee Housing Standards) of the Municipal Code.) A property owner with a Dual
Land Use Designation couid develop using their primary zone {e.g., H-2 Zoning District},
develop Seasonal Employee housing subject to the standards of Chapter 17.79, or do a mixture
of both.

The bv,erall purpose of the proposed standards is to establish a process in order fo better
streamline the process to consider new project proposals. Three specific objectives were
followed:

1. To make the standards reasonable in order to avoid unnecessary project costs;

2. To provide quality housing that will be compatible with the community and adjecent
neighborhoods, while providing a quality living environment for the tenanits; and :

3. To make the site designs flexible so they can adjust to future changes In seasonal
employee needs and programs In order to prevent projects from becoming obsolete.

Staff will provide a more detailed update during the workshop.

The workshop is part of the outreach effort to gain public input. Coples of the Seesonal
Employee Housing Standards have been distributed to Individuals Involved in the employee
housing process over the last few years.
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Attachmenits:.
Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2
Exhibit 3
Attachment 1
Attachment 2
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Item No. g ( A )
REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: MAY 15,2018

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: DOREEN LIBERTO BLANCK, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR

RE: ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION CASE NO. 2018-013 - MILLS

RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN MANUAL

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 2018-228.
BACKGROUND

On August 30, 2005, the City Council adopted the Mills Ranch Specific Plan and Mills
Ranch Design Manual. The Design Manual includes architectural and design standards
for the Mills Ranch Specific Plan. Nino Homes, owner of the Mills Ranch development,
wants to make modifications to architecture, color and site layout of a few of the house
models contained in the Design Manual. (Reference Exhibits 1 and 2.). Staff believes
the changes are minor, and therefore, a Specific Plan amendment is not needed. Nino
Homes submitted an architectural review application for the Planning Commission
consideration.

DISCUSSION

The Mills Ranch Specific Plan was adopted in 2005. The Design Manual was adopted
with the Specific Plan. Nino Homes is requesting to make several changes to the
architecture, color, and site layout of a few of the house models. Exhibit 1 compares the
home elevations adopted with the 2005 Design Manual and the proposed changes. The
houses shown on the top of the page are the approved home elevations and the houses
shown on the bottom of the page are the proposed changes. Exhibit 2 shows the
proposed new colors. Table 1 outlines some of the proposed changes to each elevation.
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Table 1
Elevation Changes |
Lane Plan A Colonial Victorian Spanish Revival
Changes Remove second story | ¢ Modify gable. e  Change window
balcony. s Remove window near styles.
Remove 2 columns. door.
Lane Plan B Arts & Crafls Colonial Spanish Revival
Changes Modify gable. ¢« Remove windows on No obvious change.
roof.
Lane Plan C Colonial Elevation Victorian Elevation Spanish Revival
Changes Change to front door | No obvious change. No obvious change.
entrance.
Cottage Plan A Spanish Revival Arts & Crafts
Changes Remove chimney. ¢+ Remove chimney.

Add window near
front door.

»  Add window near
front door,

Cottage Plan B

Spanish Revival

Arts & Crafts

Colonial

Changes

Remove chimney.
Reverse design.

Remove chimney.
+ Reverse design.

Remove chimney.
Remove second story
balcony.

Reverse design.

Cottage Plan C Arts & Crafts Colonial Victonan
Changes Remove chimney. » Remove chimney. Remove chimney.
Reverse design e Change to front door Modify gable.

No windows near entrance. Reverse design.
front door. » Remove balcony on
second floor.
» Change windows on
second floor.
*  Modify gable design.
Village Plan A Arts & Crafts Spanish Revival Victorian
Changes Remove chimney. » Remove chimney. Remove chimney.
Modify roof elevation. | ¢  Modify window Modify gable design.
designs. Add columns near
front patio.
Village Plan B Spanish Revival Ars & Crafts Colonial

Changes

Remove chimney.
Reverse design.

e Remove chimney.

» Reduce number of
columns in front of
house.

¢ Reverse design.

Remove chimney.
Reverse design.
Add window shutter
on second story.

story.

shuttles).

Orchard Plan Arts & Crafis Spanish Revival Victonan
Changes Remove chimney. Remove chimney. Modify door entrance.
Reduce number of Change window Delete window on
windows on second designs {e.g., remove gable.

Change window
locations near
entrance.

Orchard Plan

Spanish Revival

Arts & Crafts

Alt. Spanish Revival

Changes

Remove chimney.
Add shutters to
second floor window.

Remove chimney.
Remove window near
entrance.

Remove chimneys.
Modify entranceway.
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One obvious difference is that chimneys are no longer being shown on some of the new
home elevations. Additionally, in a few of the housing elevations, second story baiconies
have been eliminated and some lot layouts have changed.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The amended changes to the Design Manual will not create any significant adverse
environmental impacts. As such, the activity has no potential for resulting in either a direct
or indirect adverse physical change in the environment, and is not a “project” under CEQA
Guidelines 15378. Therefore, no further review is required by CEQA.

Attachments:
Exhibit 1 - Proposed Amended Home Designs
Exhibit 2 — Proposed Amended Color Board
Exhibit 3 - PIKning Commission Resolution No. 2018-228

o [l Bhouek

Doreen Liberto, AICP, MDR, ACR, Community Development Director

-Submitted by:




EXHIBIT 1

Nino Homes at Mills Ranch.
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch
COTTAGE PLAN A
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch
COTTAGE PLAN B
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch EXTERIOR#I

| SPANISH REVIVAL _ COLOR
SPANISH REVIVAL oo

Paint Scheme #1

PAINT COLOR 1A PAINT COLOR 1B

EXHIBIT 2
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Color Master 4/2018



Nino Homes at Mills Ranich EXTERIOR # 2
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Paint Scheme #2

PAINT COLOR 2A PAINT COLOR 2B
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch EXTERIOR # 3

COLOR

Paint Scheme #3

PAINT COLOR 3A PAINT COLOR 3B
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Paint Scheme #4
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Nino Homes at Mills Ranch
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Paint Scheme #5
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Paint Scheme #6
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PAINT COLOR 6A PAINT COLOR 6B

PAINT COLOR 6C PAINT COLOR 6D

Color Master 4/2018
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PAINT COLOR 8A PAINT COLOR 8B

PAINT COLOR 8C PAINT COLOR 8D

& NINO HOMES

=EE] WWW.NINOHOMES.COM

Color Master 4/2018



Nino Homes at Mills Ranch EXTERIOR #
(COLONTAL REVIVAL- COLOR
COLONIAL REVIVAL SCHEME

Paint Scherme #9

ok .
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Paint Scheme #10
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Paint Scheme #11
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Color Master 4/2018
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Paint Scheme #12
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Color Master 4/2018
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VICTORIAN

Paint Scheme #13

PAINT COLOR13A

Color Master 4/2018

PAINT COLOR 13B
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Paint Scheme #14
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EXHIBIT 3

RESOLUTION NO. 2018-228

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KING PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE NO. AR2018-013 AND DETERMINING CHANGES
TO THE MILLS RANCH DESIGN MANUAL ARE IN SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE

WITH THE 2005 MILLS RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN AND MILLS RANCH DESIGN

MANUAL

WHEREAS, on August 30, 2005, the City of King Planning Commission
(Commission) recommended the City of King City Council (Council) adopt the Mills Ranch
Specific Plan and Mills Ranch Design Manuai;

WHEREAS, on August 30, 2005, the Council accepted the Commission's
recommendation and adopted the Mills Ranch Specific Plan and Mills Ranch Design
Manual;

WHEREAS, the Mills Ranch Design Manual contains the architectural and design
standards for the Mills Ranch Specific Plan;

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2018, Nino Homes submitted amended changes to the Mills
Ranch Design Manual house elevations, lot layouts and colors, as shown on Exhibit 1
and Exhibit 2;

WHEREAS, the proposed amended changes to the Mills Ranch Design Manual
will not create any significant environmental impacts and has no potential for resulting in
either a direct or indirect adverse physical change in the environment, and is not a
“project” under CEQA Guidelines 15378; and

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission, after reviewing the staff report,
proposed amendments and accepting testimony, determined that the proposed changes
do not result in any substantial change to the Mills Ranch Specific Pian or Mills Ranch
Design Manual and a Specific Plan Amendment is not necessary, approved Architectural
Review Case No. AR2018-013 and found that AR2018-013 is not a project under CEQA
Guidelines 15378.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND DETERMINED by the Planning
Commission of the City of King that a Specific Plan Amendment is not needed to change
the Mills Ranch Design Manua!l because the proposed changes are in substantial
conformance with the 2005 Mills Ranch Specific Plan and Mills Ranch Design Manual, and
approves Architectural Review Application Case No. AR2018-013.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION WAS DULY AND REGULARLY ADOPTED by the
Planning Commission of the City of King, State of California, at a regular meeting of the
Planning Commission held on this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:



NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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ltem No. 8 (B)

DATE: MAY 15, 2018

TO: HONORABLE CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: DOREEN LIBERTO BLANCK, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR;

BY: SCOTT BRUCE, PRINCIPAL PLANNER

RE: ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW FOR CUP CASE NO’S 2016-008, 2016-009,

2016-010, 2016-011, 2016-012, CUP 2017-008. 2017-009, 2017-010

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission: 1) review individual ARC resolutions; 2)
receive public comment; and 3) adopt the attached Resolutions approving ARC 2018 -
004 through 2018-011, inclusive.

BACKGROUND:

In September 2016. the City Council (Council) approved an amendment to the City's
Zoning Code and to the East Ranch Business Park Specific Plan (ERBP-SP), authorizing
expansion of land uses related to Medical Cannabis. As a result of that action, Indoor
Cultivation under artificial or mixed light, Medical Cannabis Nurseries, Manufacturing and
Testing are allowed in the M-1, M-2 and M-3 Districts and in the ERBP. Since that time,
the Code has been amended twice (June and August 2017) and a number of Permits
have been approved through the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Operations Permits
processes.

The Planning Commission’s primary role in the process is to make a determination
regarding the CUP, including architectural review. Community Development Staff has
been tasked by the City Manager with reviewing and evaluating the Application for
Operating Permit and the Building Department will approve the appropriate building
permit.

The Planning Commission has reviewed and approved eight (8) Commercial Cannabis
CUP requests in the period from March 2017 to the present. Architectural Review was
included as a portion of each one of those presentations, discussions and approvals.
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The purpose of this action is to formally adopt by Resolutions architectural reivew and

approval as included as part of the CUP approvals.

ARC and CUP approvals correlate as indicated below:

ARC 2018004
ARC 2018005
ARC 2018--006
ARC 2018--007
ARC 2018-008
ARC 2018-009
ARC 2018-010
ARC 2018-011
ARC 2018-012

CUP 2016--012
CUP 2016--008
CUP 2016-014
CUP 2016--009
CUP 2016--010
CUP 2017--008
CUP 2017--009
CUP 2017--010
CUP 2016--011

DISCUSSION:

The Planning Commission is designated to conduct architecture review. Architectural
information was included as part of the CUPs on the above projects. Each of these cases
included a description of the changes to the existing structure and / or new construction
as appropriate. Building elevations, colors, materials, height and floor area were included.
Also included were site plans which addressed landscape treatment of the grounds.

At each CUP Hearing, the Planning Commission adopted a Resolution and made
Findings of Fact which inciuded the architectural information as presented in the Staff
Report.

As noted above, the purpose of this item is to formally adopt the determination of the
Planning Commission as the Architectural Review Committee in conformance with
Section 17.050.020 of the King City Municipal Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE:

Architectural review is a Ministerial action by the Planning Commission, formalizing a
previous architectural finding as is therefore Categorically Exempt per Article 19 Section
15300.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Hear the item, invite public comment and approve the item as presented.

2. Deny the item. If the Planning Commission wishes to deny the CUP, the item needs
to be continued, directing Staff to return with a Resolution of Denial.

3. Provide alternative direction to Staff.
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MAY 15, 2018

PAGE 3 OF 3

EXHIBITS:

e Resolutions 2018 — 217 through 2018 — 224 & 2018-227, inclusive

Exhibits are available for public review at front counter, City of King City Hall, 212,
South Vanderhurst, King City, CA

Submitted by: “(%aw\amuw 9@6‘(

SCOTT BRUCE, PRINCIPAL PLANNER

Approved by: e DGWM Lo Vb\(UﬂLk/

DOREEN LIBERTO-BLANCK, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR



RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 217

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING,
APPROVING ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-004 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO.
CUP 2018-012)

WHEREAS, on November 15, 2016 King City Cultivation submitted an application to aliow
Medical Cannabis Cultivation (CA Type 3A) in eight (8) new structures and Medical Cannabis
Nursey (CA Type 4) in a structure two (2) new structures located north of San Antonio Drive and
East of Metz Road, (Project) at 135 San Antonio Drive in the East Ranch Business Park Specific
Plan (ERBPSP);

WHEREAS, on June 06, 2017 the Planning Commission {Commission) adopted Resolution No.
2017-178, approving CUP Case No. 2016-012,

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-012.

WHEREAS, the approved use is consistent with the General Plan and is allowed in the East Ranch
Business Park - Specific Plan (ERBP-SP) with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit
(Ordinances 2017-745 and 2017-746, August 22, 2017);

WHEREAS, the approved project conforms to the requirements of Chapter 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, COA and Resolution for CUP Case N0.2016-012 are adopted by
reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-012 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-008 based on the
following findings of fact and Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved use {cultivate cannabis for medical purposes, including
nursery) is in accordance with the description, process and standards provided in the

Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at the public hearing.



2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.

3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation of (LI} Light Industrial, the standards of ERBP-SP and the
underlying (L-1) Zoning District because it includes fencing, architectural elements and
other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-004 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-012.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018-018

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING,
APPROVING ARCHIECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-005 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO.
CUP 2016-008)

WHEREAS, on December 22, 2016, Boutique Unlimited submitted an application to allow
Cuitivation of Medical Cannabis in an existing structure located at 151 Airport Drive (Project).

WHEREAS, on May 16, 2017 the Planning Commission {Commission) adopted Resolution No.
2017-176, approving CUP Case No. 2016-008;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-008;

WHEREAS, the approved use is consistent with the General Plan (LI} and is allowed in the M-1
District with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (Ordinance 2017-745 and 2017-746, August
22, 2017)

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Section 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Resolution and Conditions of Approval for CUP 2016-008 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-008 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-005 based on the
following findings of fact attached Exhibits 1 and 2 {Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved use {(cultivate cannabis, amended to include
manufacturing and distribution) is in accordance with the description, process and
standards provided in the Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at

the public hearing(s).
2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,

improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation (LI) Light Industrial and the uses and standards of the
underlying {M-l) Zoning District because it inciudes fencing, architectural elements and
other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-005 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-008.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 219

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-006 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 2016-014)

WHEREAS, on November 13, 2017, Boutique Unlimited submitted application to allow Cannabis
Cultivation (CA Type 3B), Nursery (CA Type 4), Manufacturing Level 2 (CA Type 7) and Distribution
/ Transportation {CA Type 11) in an new structure, located at 325 Airport Drive (Project)

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2017 the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 2017-203,
approving CUP Case 2016-014;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-014;

WHEREAS, the approved uses are consistent with the General Plan and are allowed in the M-1
District with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit {Ordinances 2016-728 and 729, September
27, 2016 2017-745 and 746, August 22, 2017).

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Chapter 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Conditions of Approval and Resolution for CUP 2016-014 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. Al processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-014 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-006 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the Commercial Cannabis Use (Cannabis cultivation and nursery,
manufacture cannabis oils and related products, cannabis distribution) is in
accordance with the description, process and standards provided in the Application
Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at the Public Hearing.



2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the surrounding
area and / or the City.

3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General Plan
Land Use Designation of (LI) Light Industrial and the M-1) Zoning District because it
includes fencing, architectural elements and other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-006 in conformance with the Staff Report, Conditions
of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-014.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 220

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMIiSSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-007 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 2016-009)

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2017, The Tribe Companies LLC and on September 12, 2017 King City
Cultivation submitted applications to allow Cannabis Cultivation (CA Type 3B) in two (2)
greenhouse (with one ancillary structure each and Manufacturing Level 2 (CA Type 7) with
Distribution / Transportation (CA Type 11) in two (2) new structures located on Industrial Way north
of the Mesa del Rey Regional Airport.

WHEREAS, on October 17, 2017 the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted Resolution
No. 2017-195, approving CUP Case No. 2016-009;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-009;

WHEREAS, the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and is allowed in the East Ranch
Business Park — Specific Plan (ERBP-SP) with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit
{Ordinance 2016-745, August 22, 2017).

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Chapter 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Conditions of Approval and Resolution for CUP 2016-009 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be instalied per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in cenformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-009 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review-permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-008 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved use ((cultivate cannabis, manufacture cannabis oils and
related products, distribution) is in accordance with the description, process and
standards provided in the Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at

the public hearing.



2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.

3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation (Gl) General Industrial and the Uses and Standards of the
(M-3) Zoning District because it includes fencing, architectural elements and other
features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-008 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-009.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the folijowing vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST.
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 221

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARHCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE NO.2018-008 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP
2016-010).

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2017, The Tribe Companies LLC submitted an application to allow
Cannabis Cultivation (CA Type 3B} in four (4) greenhouses, with ancillary structures, for a parcel located
at the northeast corner of Don Bates Way and East San Antonio Drive (150 Don Bates Way) (Project);

WHEREAS, on October 17, 2017 the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted Resolution
No. 2017-196 approving CUP Case No. 2016-010;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-010;

WHEREAS, the approved use is consistent with the General Plan and is allowed in the East Ranch
Business Park — Specific Plan (ERBP-SP), (Ordinances 2017-745 and 2017-746, August 22, 2017);

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Chapter 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Resolution and Conditions of Approvat for CUP Case No. 2016-010
are adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to he provided prior tofconcurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-010 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-008 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved use (cultivate cannabis) is in accordance with the
description, process and standards provided in the Application Package as reviewed

by Staff and presented at the public hearing.

2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morais and general weifare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation of {L.I) Light Industrial, the standards of ERBP-SP and the
underlying (L-1) Zoning District because it includes fencing, architectural elements and
other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE T HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-008 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-010.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018-222

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-009 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 2017-008)

WHEREAS, on October 3, 2017, MD BioDesign submitted an application to allow Commercial
Cannabis Use: Manufacturing Level 2, (CA Type 7); in an existing structure located at 991 Industrial
Drive (Project)

WHEREAS, on December 05, 2017 the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted Resolution
2017-201, approving CUP Case No. 2016-008;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-008;

WHEREAS, the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan (Gl) and is allowed in the M-3
Zoning District with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit {(Ordinances 2017-745 and 2017-
746, August 22, 2017);

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Section 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Conditions of Approval and Resolution for CUP 2017-008 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued In reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2017-008 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-008 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the Commercial Cannabis Use (Manufacture and Distribution (by
amendment)) is in accordance with the description, process and standards provided in the
Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at the Public Hearing.

2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the surrounding
area and/ or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General Plan
Land Use Designation of (G1) General Industrial and the underlying (M-3) Zoning District
because it includes fencing, architectural elements and other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-009 in conformance with the Staff Report, Conditions
of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-008.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:

ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 223

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-011 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 2017-010)

WHEREAS, on October 31, 2017, King City Farms LLC submitted application to allow Cannabis
Cultivation (CA Type 3B)and Nursery (CA Type 4} in greenhouses and Manufacturing Level 2 (CA
Type 7) with Distribution / Transportation (CA Type 11} in an existing structure with addition, located
at 325 Airport Drive (Project);

WHEREAS, on December 05, 2017 the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 2017-202,
approving CUP Case No. CUP 2016-011.

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-011;

WHEREAS, the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and is allowed in the East Ranch
Business Park — Specific Plan (ERBPSP) with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit
(Ordinances 2017-745 and 746, August 22, 2017).

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Chapter 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Conditions of Approval and Resolution for CUP 2017-010 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2017-010 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-011 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the proposed use (Cannabis cultivation and nursery, manufacture cannabis
oils and related products, cannabis distribution) is in accordance with the description,
process and standards provided in the Application Package as reviewed by Staff and
presented at the pubiic hearing.

2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,
improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the surrounding
area and / or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General Plan
Land Use Designation (LI) Light Industrial and the Uses and Standards of the ERBP
Specific Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-011 in conformance with the Staff Report, Conditions
of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2017-010.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018-224

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-010 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 2017-009)

WHEREAS, on September 7, 2017, Elite Molecular, LLC submitted an application to allow
Commercial Cannabis Uses: Cultivation (CA Type 3A); Nursery (CA Type 4) Manufacturing Level
2, (CA Type 7); Distribution and Transportation (CA Type 11) in an existing structure located at 101
Airport Drive {Project)

WHEREAS, on October 17, 2017 the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 2017-199,
approving CUP Case 2017-009,

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2017-009;

WHEREAS, the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan (LI) and is allowed in the M-1
Zoning District with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (Ordinances 2017-745, and 2017-
746 August 22, 2017);

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Section 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code; )

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, and Conditions of Approval for CUP 2017-009 are adopted by
reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1;

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval (COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/or
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any building
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

5. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2017-009 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-008 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved uses (Cultivation, Nursery, Manufacture and Distribution /
Transportation) are accordance with the description, process and standards provided in

the Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at the public hearing.
2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,

improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation of (LI) Light industrial and the Uses and Standards of the Light
Manufacturing (M-1) Zoning District because it includes fencing, architectural elements
and other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-010 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2017-009.

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018- 227

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF KING, APPROVING
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CASE 2018-012 (CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. CUP 201 6-011)

WHEREAS, on January 19, 2017, Golden State Sciences submitted an application to allow
Manufacturing of Medical Cannabis in an existing structure located at 190 San Antonio Drive East
Ranch Business Park Specific Plan (ERBPSP)

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2017 the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted Resolution No.
2017-172, approving CUP Case No. 2016-011:;

WHEREAS, the Commission considered the architecture and landscaping as part of their review
of CUP Case No. 2016-011:

WHEREAS, the approved use is consistent with the General Plan (LI) and is allowed with the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit in the East Ranch Business Park Specific Plan (ERBPSP)
(Ordinance 2017-745 and 2017-746 August 22, 2017);

WHEREAS, the proposed project conforms to the requirements of Section 17.03 of the City of King
Zoning Code;

WHEREAS, the Staff Report, Resolution and Conditions of Approval for CUP 2016-011 are
adopted by reference;

WHEREAS, architectural review of the Project is a ministerial action and is Categorically Exempt
per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Article 19, Section 15300.1:

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission included the following conditions of approval {COA)
as part of the architectural review approval:

1. Architecture and Landscaping will be installed per the Application Package.

2. All processes and interior construction/building improvements, security/operating
procedures will be in conformance with the CUP/ Application Package, as submitted and/for
as conditioned and with City of King Zoning Code Chapter 17.03 (Commercial Cannabis
Activity).

3. Power and Water are available and are required to be provided prior to/concurrent with
building construction.

4. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.50.050, if construction in accordance with the
drawings and sketches approved under this chapter has not commenced within one year
after the date of the approval, then the approval shall immediately expire and any huilding
permit issued in reliance thereon shall be deemed canceled and revoked.

9. All previous COA of CUP Case No. 2016-011 are incorporated by reference.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2018, the Commission considered the architectural review permit, staff
report, COA, and other relevant information and approved AR Case No. 2018-012 based on the
following findings of fact Exhibits 1 and 2 (Building and Landscape).

1. The purpose of the approved use (commercial cannabis manufacture and discribution)
is in accordance with the description, process and standards provided in the

Application Package as reviewed by Staff and presented at the public hearing(s).
2. The proposed architecture and landscaping will not be detrimental to the property,

improvements, health, safety, morals and general welfare of persons in the
surrounding area and / or the City.



3. The proposed architecture and landscaping is consistent with the intent of the General
Plan Land Use Designation (LI} Light Industriai and the uses and standards of the
ERBPSP and the underlying (M-I) Zoning District because it includes fencing,
architectural elements and other features.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of King
approves Architectural Review Permit Case AR 2018-012 in conformance with the Application Package,
Staff Report, Conditions of Approval, and Resolution that were a part of the approval of CUP 2016-011,

This resolution was passed and adopted this 15th day of May 2018 by the following vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

DAVID NUCK, CHAIRPERSON

ATTEST:
ERICA SONNE: SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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