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Vista Lucia Annexation 
Supplemental EIR Notice of Preparation 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 
The Vista Lucia annexation area (project site) is located on approximately 768 acres within 
the City of Gonzales’ Sphere of Influence (SOI) in Monterey County, immediately east of the 
existing City of Gonzales (City) city limits. Figure 1, Location Map, presents the regional 
location of the project site. 

Surrounding Land Uses 
The project site is bound by Fanoe Road to the west, Associated Lane to the north, Iverson 
Road to the east, and a large agricultural property owned by D’Arrigo Brothers to the south. 
Adjacent land to the north and east is in unincorporated Monterey County and has been 
highly modified by agricultural use; land immediately to the north is in an agricultural 
preserve. Associated Lane, an unimproved farming road on the northern boundary, is shown 
as a future major roadway in the City’s 2010 General Plan (General Plan). The D’Arrigo 
property on the south is also in active agricultural use, but is within the City’s SOI and is 
designated in the General Plan for future commercial and residential development. To the 
west are two single-family subdivisions, Canyon Creek and Arroyo Estates. To the northwest 
are farming operations shown as “Urban Reserve” in the General Plan. Two existing rural 
residences are located immediately adjacent to the project site. Figure 2, Aerial Photograph, 
presents the project site boundary and surrounding land uses. 

Existing Site Conditions 
The project site is comprised largely of agricultural land that is currently in agricultural 
production. Existing improvements include ancillary agricultural support structures, 
irrigation ditches, ponds and unimproved roadways. 

The site is relatively flat, ranging in elevation from approximately 250 feet in the southeast 
corner to approximately 125 feet in the northwest corner.  
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The project site is one of several locations the City identified as a future development area in 
the Gonzales 2010 General Plan (General Plan). According to the 2010 General Plan, AMBAG 
projections at that time showed “Gonzales growing to 23,418 people in the year 2035, an 
increase of about 14,393 over the current 2009 population of 9,025 persons.” To accommodate 
the anticipated growth, the City set aside “approximately 1,500 acres of additional land for 
residential growth, or enough land to accommodate a total City population of about 38,000.” 
The project site was included in the area the City set aside for growth. The project site was 
already within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary when the General Plan was adopted in 
2010, but outside of the SOI.  

In May 2014, the Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
approved the City’s request to include the project site as well as other properties within the 
SOI. When LAFCO approved the City’s request to expand the SOI, it acknowledged the need 
to annex property within the new SOI boundary to meet the City’s demand for housing.  

The proposed project is the first annexation since the SOI was expanded in 2014. There has 
been no new single-family residential construction in the City since 2006 and the most recent 
units constructed are the Fanoe Vista Apartments built in 2009, resulting in a net increase of 
25 apartment units. 

PROPOSED PROJECT 
Cielo Grande Ranch LLC c/o Pembrook Development (applicant) has submitted an 
application to the City requesting annexation and pre-zoning approvals for the project site. 
Both requests require approval from the City and Monterey County LAFCO. CEQA 
documentation for the project must be certified before the City Council and LAFCO can take 
action to approve the annexation and pre-zoning requests.  

The proposed annexation and pre-zoning actions are intended to facilitate future 
development of the project site with a master-planned urban community. Such future 
development would be the subject of a separate, future application package, with entitlement 
requests anticipated to include a specific plan and tentative maps(s). For purposes of 
evaluating the potential impacts of the current proposed annexation and pre-zoning 
requests, the applicant has prepared a conceptual land use plan for the site. It is on this land 
use plan and the proposed uses and development intensities that the impacts of the 
annexation and pre-zoning will be evaluated. The future entitlement requests will be subject 
to a separate, future CEQA process. It is assumed that CEQA documentation for the future 
entitlement requests will be tiered from the EIR being prepared for the current annexation 
and pre-zoning actions.  
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Conceptual Future Land Use Scenario 
The conceptual plan for the project site includes two major development areas, Village One 
and Village Two, that would be developed in phases. The Village One site encompasses 
approximately 410 acres, taking up the western half of the Vista Lucia property. The Village 
One Land Use Plan calls for approximately 1,861 single-family and multi-family residential 
units of varying densities; approximately one acre of neighborhood retail commercial use; an 
approximately 12-acre elementary school site; approximately 70 acres of community and 
neighborhood parks and open space; a one-acre Village Green; and a 2,2-mile broad 
pedestrian promenade system that interconnects neighborhoods within Village One and 
beyond. In addition, bike trails, ag buffers, dual use detention and drainage areas, and other 
open areas will be incorporated into the open space system.   

Village Two will have similar attributes on the remaining 358 acres but with approximately 
1,637 residential units (for a total of 3,498 units when combined with Village One). Village 
Two would also include an approximately six-acre Neighborhood Commercial/Mixed-Use 
center; a 12-acre elementary school site; an 18-acre middle school site; and approximately 76 
acres of parks, trails, promenades, drainage/detention areas, and other open space features. 
A drainage and agricultural buffer area will ring both Village One and Village Two along the 
west, north, and eastern boundaries of the project area.  

The City acknowledges recent state legislation which requires ministerial approval of 
accessory dwelling units. It is considered speculative to estimate the number of accessory 
dwellings that may ultimately be constructed within the site. Individual future lot owners 
would make their own decisions about whether or not to apply for accessory dwelling unit 
approvals from the City.  

Figure 3, Vista Lucia Conceptual Land Use and Zoning Plan, presents the locations of 
residential, educational, commercial, and recreational land uses, along with their associated 
points of access, general circulation pattern, and overall open space system. 

Using the California Department of Finance persons per household rate of 4.02 persons per 
household for Gonzales and the projected 2,498 residential units, future development could 
add up to 10,042 people to the City’s population. Based on the types of non-residential, 
employment generating uses proposed (Neighborhood Commercial/Mixed Use), it is 
projected that the project could add approximately 317 employees. 

APPROACH TO ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The City has determined that a supplemental EIR (SEIR) to the General Plan EIR should be 
prepared to assess the potential impacts of the proposed project. Though the current actions 
for which the SEIR will evaluate impacts are limited to annexation and pre-zoning, the SEIR 
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will be prepared within a sufficient level of detail that it is not only supplemental to the 
General Plan EIR, but can also be used to tier CEQA documentation for future project-
specific entitlement requests. For many environmental issue areas addressed in this SEIR, 
including transportation, this will require detailed analysis that goes beyond the level of 
detail commonly included in a SEIR. Additional CEQA documentation for future individual 
project approvals would be required if any of the conditions presented in CEQA Guidelines 
section 15162, Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations, are identified in the CEQA 
documentation for future individual projects.  

The SEIR will update the environmental setting and utilize project-specific information to 
determine if there are changed circumstances that lead to identification of significant impacts 
that were not identified in the General Plan EIR. The analysis will, in part, determine if the 
impacts and mitigation measures already identified in the General Plan EIR adequately 
address project-specific impacts. If conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 
occur (e.g. new or more severe significant impacts than previously analyzed), mitigation 
measures will be developed or modified to address them.  

The SEIR will evaluate in detail environmental topics for which there is potential that the 
General Plan EIR analysis of impacts and mitigation measures could be insufficient to 
address effects of the proposed project. For purposes of the proposed project, the following 
environmental impacts appear to have been adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR 
and will not likely be evaluated in detail in the SEIR: 

 Agricultural Resources; 

 Aesthetics;  

 Geology and Soils; and 

 Mineral Resources. 
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POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
Environmental topics that will be evaluated in detail in the SEIR are summarized below 
along with specific analysis considerations for each topic. 

Air Quality 
This analysis will be updated primarily to document changes in regulations that have 
occurred since the General Plan EIR was prepared and determine whether those changes 
create potential for the proposed project to result in significant impacts not previously 
identified in the General Plan EIR. 

Biological Resources 
Site-specific biological resources analyses will be reviewed to determine whether significant 
impacts may occur that were not identified in the General Plan EIR. Mitigation for those 
impacts, if any, will be identified. This analysis will also address changes in regulations and 
mitigation guidance identified by resource agencies. 

Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This analysis will document the findings in the applicant’s cultural resources report and 
historic resources evaluation, to identify if impacts would occur that are not identified and 
mitigated in the General Plan EIR. This section will also describe tribal consultation 
conducted by the City, as may be required. 

Energy 
This analysis will be updated to reflect current practice in evaluating energy impacts in light 
of recent CEQA case law and heightened attention to energy use in relation to greenhouse 
gas effects; issues that were not as pertinent when the General Plan EIR was prepared. 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
This analysis will be updated to reflect current practice in evaluating GHG impacts, 
particularly in light of the substantial evolution of state legislation and regulations pertaining 
to climate change since the General Plan EIR was prepared. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This analysis will be updated to reflect considerations specific to the conceptual land use 
types being proposed in order to determine if impacts identified in the General Plan EIR 
would remain less than significant. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 
This analysis will be updated to document regulatory changes and changes in the 
environment that have occurred since the General Plan EIR was prepared. The analysis will 
make reference to the City’s Conceptual Drainage Master Plan‑Proposed Developments within 
Sphere of Influence, City of Gonzales. 

Noise 
A noise analysis will be prepared to update information in the General Plan EIR to ensure 
that impacts and mitigations associated with future development of the project site with the 
conceptual land use plan land uses are adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic 
A vehicle miles traveled analysis will be conducted to evaluate baseline vehicle miles 
traveled, year 2030 vehicle miles traveled under the General Plan, and the change in vehicle 
miles traveled, if any, that would occur from future development of the project site. The 
General Plan EIR does not address vehicle miles traveled impacts given that SB 743, which 
requires this analysis, was only recently enacted.   

Public Services 
This section of the EIR will include updated information about the need for new public 
facilities (police, fire schools, parks) and whether the analysis of impacts in the General Plan 
EIR adequately addresses the changed conditions. 

Water Demand and Sewer Generation 
This analysis will update the analysis in the General Plan EIR utilizing the City of Gonzales 
Existing City Plus Sphere of Influence Water Master Plan and the City of Gonzales Existing City 
plus Sphere of Influence Wastewater Master Plan, as well as a SB610 water supply assessment to 
be prepared as an input to this SEIR. 



 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA         Gavin Newsom, Governor 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
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March 17, 2020 

 

Matthew Sundt 

City of Gonzales 

P.O. Box 647, 147 Fourth Street 

Gonzales, CA 93926 

 

Re: 2020039056, Vista Lucia Annexation Project, Monterey County 

 

Dear Mr. Sundt:  

 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project 

referenced above.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code 

§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that 

may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code 

Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).  If there is substantial evidence, in 

light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared.  (Pub. Resources 

Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).  

In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are 

historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).  

  

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014.  Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 

2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal 

cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect 

that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is 

a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21084.2).  Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural 

resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)).  AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice 

of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on 

or after July 1, 2015.  If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or 

a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1, 

2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).  

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements.  If your project is also subject to the 

federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal 

consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 

U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.  

    

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are 

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early 

as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and 

best protect tribal cultural resources.  Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as 

well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.   

  

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with 

any other applicable laws.  

  

 

 

 
 

CHAIRPERSON 

Laura Miranda  

Luiseño 

 

VICE CHAIRPERSON 

Reginald Pagaling 

Chumash 

 

SECRETARY 

Merri Lopez-Keifer 

Luiseño 

 

PARLIAMENTARIAN 

Russell Attebery 

Karuk  

 

COMMISSIONER 

Marshall McKay 

Wintun 

 

COMMISSIONER 

William Mungary 

Paiute/White Mountain 

Apache 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Joseph Myers 

Pomo 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Julie Tumamait-

Stenslie 

Chumash 

 

COMMISSIONER 

[Vacant] 

 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

Christina Snider 

Pomo 

 

NAHC HEADQUARTERS 

1550 Harbor Boulevard  

Suite 100 

West Sacramento, 

California 95691 

(916) 373-3710 

nahc@nahc.ca.gov 

NAHC.ca.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

 

oprschintern1
3.20



Page 2 of 5 

 

AB 52  

  

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:   

  

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:  

Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public 

agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or 

tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have 

requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:  

a. A brief description of the project.  

b. The lead agency contact information.  

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation.  (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).  

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is 

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).  

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).  

  

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 

Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report:  A lead agency shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 

(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, 

mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).  

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).  

  

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe:  The following topics of consultation, if a tribe 

requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:  

a. Alternatives to the project.  

b. Recommended mitigation measures.  

c. Significant effects.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation:  The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:  

a. Type of environmental review necessary.  

b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.  

c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.  

d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe 

may recommend to the lead agency.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process:  With some 

exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 

included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency 

to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10.  Any information submitted by a 

California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a 

confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in 

writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).  

  

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document:  If a project may have a 

significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of 

the following:  

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.  

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed 

to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on 

the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).  

  

  



Page 3 of 5 

 

7. Conclusion of Consultation:  Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the 

following occurs:  

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on 

a tribal cultural resource; or  

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot 

be reached.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).  

  

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:  Any 

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 

subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable.  (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).  

  

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation:  If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 

agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 

agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 

substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 

lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 

Code §21082.3 (e)).  

  

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:  

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:  

i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural 

context.  

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 

appropriate protection and management criteria.  

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values 

and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.  

ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.  

iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.  

d. Protecting the resource.  (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).  

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally 

recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect 

a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold 

conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed.  (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).  

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave 

artifacts shall be repatriated.  (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).  

   

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource:  An Environmental 

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be 

adopted unless one of the following occurs:  

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.2.  

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise 

failed to engage in the consultation process.  

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources 

Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21082.3 (d)).  

  

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:  Requirements and Best Practices” may 

be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf  
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SB 18  

  

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 

consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of 

open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3).  Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research’s “Tribal Consultation  Guidelines,”  which  can  be found online at: 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf.  

  

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:  

  

1. Tribal Consultation:  If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a 

specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC 

by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government 

must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal.  A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 

request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.  (Gov. Code §65352.3  

(a)(2)).  

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation.  There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.  

3. Confidentiality:  Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and 

Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information 

concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public 

Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction.  (Gov. Code §65352.3 

(b)).  

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:  Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:  

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures 

for preservation or mitigation; or  

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes 

that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or 

mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).  

  

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 

tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 

SB 18.  For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands 

File” searches from the NAHC.  The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.  

  

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments  

  

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends 

the following actions:  

  

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 

(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search.  The records search will 

determine:  

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.  

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.  

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.  

  

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.  

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 

immediately to the planning department.  All information regarding site locations, Native American 

human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and 

not be made available for public disclosure.  

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 

appropriate regional CHRIS center.  
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3. Contact the NAHC for: 

a. A Sacred Lands File search.  Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the 

Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so.  A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for 

consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 

project’s APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the 

project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation 

measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) 

does not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for 

the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)).  In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 

certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 

should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains.  Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 

subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 

followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and 

associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: Nancy.Gonzalez-

Lopez@nahc.ca.gov. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez 

Staff Services Analyst 

 

 cc:  State Clearinghouse  

 

 







 

Gavin Newsom, Governor 

David Shabazian, Director 
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April 10, 2020 

VIA EMAIL:  MSUNDT@CI.GONZALES.CA.US 

Matthew Sundt 

City of Gonzales 

Community Development Director 

147 Fourth Street 

Gonzales, CA 93926 

 

 

Dear Mr. Sundt: 

CITY OF GONZALES, NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE VISTA LUCIA ANNEXATION PROJECT, SCH#2020039056 

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection 

(Division) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) for the Vista Lucia Annexation (Project).  The Division monitors farmland conversion 

on a statewide basis, provides technical assistance regarding the Williamson Act, and 

administers various agricultural land conservation programs.  We offer the following 

comments and recommendations with respect to the proposed project’s potential 

impacts on agricultural land and resources. 

Project Description 

Cielo Grande Ranch LLC c/o Pembrook Development has submitted an application to 

the City requesting annexation and pre-zoning approvals for the project site.  

Annexation requires approval from both the City Council and Monterey County Local 

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  The proposed annexation and pre-zoning 

actions are intended to facilitate future development of the project site with a master 

planned urban community.  The project site is one of several locations the City 

identified as a future development area in the Gonzales 2010 General Plan. 

The proposed project site is located on approximately 768 acres within the City of 

Gonzales’s Sphere of Influence, immediately east of the existing city limits.  The site is 

generally bounded by Fanoe Road to the west, Associated Lane to the north, Iverson 

Road to the east, and a large agricultural property to the south. 

Department Comments 

The City has outlined mitigating policies, actions, and goals in its 2010 General Plan.  The 

Department thinks that the implementation of Conservation and Open Space Policy 4.2 
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and implementing action 4.2.1, as well as, Conservation and Open Space Policy 4.3 

and implementing action 4.3.3, would be beneficial to agricultural conservation.   

 Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly and 

indirectly from implementation of the proposed project. 

 Impacts on any current and future agricultural operations in the vicinity; e.g., 

land-use conflicts, increases in land values and taxes, loss of agricultural support 

infrastructure such as processing facilities, etc. 

 Incremental impacts leading to cumulative impacts on agricultural land.  This 

would include impacts from the proposed project, as well as impacts from past, 

current, and likely future projects. 

 Implementation of the City’s policies, actions, and goals as outlined in the 

Conservation and Open Space section of its 2010 General Plan.  

 Proposed mitigation measure for all impacted agricultural lands within the 

proposed project area. 

Although direct conversion of agricultural land is often an unavoidable impact under 

CEQA analysis, mitigation measures must be considered.  In some cases, the argument 

is made that mitigation cannot reduce impacts to below the level of significance 

because agricultural land will still be converted by the project, and therefore, 

mitigation is not required.  However, reduction to a level below significance is not a 

criterion for mitigation under CEQA.  Rather, the criterion is feasible mitigation that 

lessens a project's impacts.   

All mitigation measures that are potentially feasible should be considered.  A measure 

brought to the attention of the Lead Agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible 

based on its elements.  The Department suggests that the City consider the adoption of 

an agricultural land mitigation program that will effectively mitigate the conversion of 

agricultural land. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Report for the Vista Lucia Annexation project.  Please provide this 

Department with notices of any future hearing dates as well as any staff reports 

pertaining to this project.  If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 

contact Farl Grundy, Associate Environmental Planner at (916) 324-7347 or via email at 

Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Monique Wilber 

Conservation Program Support Supervisor 

DocuSign Envelope ID: BBB18613-8DE1-4491-9ED1-69BD684C7EC2

mailto:Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov


 

 

April 10, 2020 

Matthew Sundt  
Community Development Director 
147 Fourth Street 
Gonzales, CA 93926 

via email: msundt@ci.gonzales.ca.us 

RE:  Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report for the Vista Lucia Annexation 

Dear Mr. Sundt: 

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the Regional Transportation Planning and 
Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County. Agency staff have reviewed the Notice 
of Preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Vista Lucia Annexation. 

The project requests for annexation and pre-zoning of approximately 768 acres into the City of 
Gonzales for a master planned urban community within the City of Gonzales’ Sphere of 
Influence. The project anticipates adding a total of 3,498 residential units, in addition to three 
schools, community parks, open space features and a pedestrian promenade. Agency staff offer 
the following comments for your consideration:  

1. Please evaluate bicycle and pedestrian safety and access at the US 101 and 5th Street 
interchange as part of the SEIR. 
 

2. The Agency supports the development of a detailed traffic impact analysis to inform the 
SEIR about the impacts to local and regional road networks.  
 

3. The Agency supports the use of Intersections Control Evaluations (ICE analysis) to inform 
intersection design and when major modifications to intersections are considered. The 
Agency encourages the development of roundabouts to support traffic flow and the 
safety of cyclists and pedestrians. 
 

4. The Agency supports integration of bicycle trails within the development and 
encourages consideration of safe bicycle and pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
land uses. The integration of Complete Streets design in the project area can support 
comfortable and safe travel of bicyclists and pedestrians.  
 



https://tamcmonterey.sharepoint.com/Shared Documents/Work Program/Env Doc Review/2020 
Documents/Gonzales Annexations/Sundt - Vista Lucia NOP SEIR.docx 

5. Consideration should be given to the installation of electric vehicle charging stations, as 
new construction provides an opportunity to install this needed infrastructure.   
 

6. The Agency recommends coordination with Monterey-Salinas Transit when considering 
transit connections to and from the project site. Monterey-Salinas Transit’s Designing 
for Transit Guideline Manual should be used as a resource when considering potential 
future transit access to the project site.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. If you have any questions, 
please contact Madilyn Jacobsen of my staff at (831) 775-4402 or madilyn@tamcmonterey.org.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Debra L. Hale 

Executive Director 

 

 



MONTEREY COUNTY   

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
Carl P. Holm, AICP, Director 

 

  LAND USE & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT | PUBLIC WORKS & FACILITIES | PARKS  
1441 Schilling Place, South 2nd Floor 
Salinas, California  93901-4527   
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April 14, 2020 
 
City of Gonzales Community Development Department 
Attn: Matthew Sundt, Community Development Director 
147 Fourth Street 
Gonzales, CA 93926 
 
RE: Comments on the Vista Lucia Annexation NOP 
 
Dear Mr. Sundt, 
 
Thank you for providing the County of Monterey with an opportunity to review and respond to 
the NOP for the Vista Lucia annexation. RMA-Planning comments are provided below and 
comments received from RMA-Public Works Development Services and the Environmental 
Health Bureau are attached.  
 
Existing Site Conditions  
The County suggests the following be discussed in the existing site conditions section of the 
SEIR: 

• The City of Gonzales and County of Monterey Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
recognizes the importance of maintaining and protecting agricultural lands. The project 
described in the NOP is for annexation and pre-zoning of approximately 768 acres 
within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary/Sphere of Influence (OGB/SOI). As such, the 
Environmental Setting section of the SEIR should fully describe the current agricultural 
land use designation of the affected parcels as well as identify adjacent properties 
currently within agricultural preservation.   

 
Project Description 
The County suggests the following be discussed in the project description section of the SEIR: 

• Figure 3 – Vista Lucia Conceptual Land Use and Zoning Plan of the NOP identifies 
agricultural buffer areas along the northern, eastern, and southern boarders of the project 
site. Therefore, staff suggests the SEIR clearly describe these areas as well as their 
purpose (e.g. consistency with the City’s General Plan and the City and County MOA).  

 
Potential Environmental Impacts 
The County suggests the following be discussed in environmental impact section of the SEIR: 

• Agricultural Resources. The NOP states that the General Plan EIR adequately 
addresses agricultural resources impacts. As such, it is unlikely the SEIR would discuss 
the topic in detail. To ensure transparency and disclosure, staff suggests General Plan 
policies and mitigation measures adopted to address agricultural impacts that would be 
applicable to the project should be identified and discussed. In addition, infrastructure 
improvements necessary to serve development allowed by pre-zoning should be 



  

introduce, as well as potential impacts to agricultural lands to the west those 
improvements may cause. 

• Public Services. Staff suggests the public services impacts include analysis of any 
County Services in the area that may be affected by development allowed by the pre-
zoning.  

• Wildfire. CEQA Guidelines require analysis of impacts associated wildfires. As such, 
staff suggests the SEIR include a wildfire impact discussion.   

• Cumulative Impacts. County staff received NOPs for both the Puente del Monte and 
Vista Lucia Annexations. Thus it is highly probably that both annexations could occur 
simultaneously. Therefore, staff suggests any cumulative impacts be clearly discussed 
and analyzed.  

 
As noted above, please see the attached comments provided by RMA-Public Works and the 
Environmental Health Bureau. Thank you for providing the County an opportunity to review and 
comment on the NOP. We look forward to reviewing the SEIR when completed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Anna V. Quenga 
________________________ 
Anna V. Quenga, Senior Planner 
RMA-Planning 
(831) 755-5175 
quengaav@co.monterey.ca.us 
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April 14, 2020 
 
 
City of Gonzales 
Attn: Matthew Sundt 
P.O. Box 647, 147 Fourth Street 
Gonzales, CA  93926 
 
 
Subject:  Vista Lucia Project, Monterey County 
  
 
Dear Mr. Sundt, 
 
The Monterey County RMA-Department of Public Works has reviewed the Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Vista Lucia project. 
The RMA-DPW appreciates the opportunity to comment as is very interested to know about the 
project’s potential impacts to the surrounding traffic circulation network. 
 
We offer the following information and recommendations to aid you with the environmental 
review process: 

 Any mitigation measure(s) proposed by the project should conform to regional planning 
documents, such as the Monterey County General Plan and TAMC’s Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

 The methodologies used to calculate the Levels of Service (LOS) should be consistent with 
the methods in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual.   

 The Traffic Study should identify mitigation measures for all traffic circulation impacts on 
County roads. The significance criteria for County roads is described as follows: 
o Signalized Intersection: A significant impact would occur if an intersection operating at 

LOS A, B, C, or D degrades to E, F. For intersections already operating at unacceptable 
levels E, a significant impact would occur if a project adds 0.01 during peak hour or 
more to the critical movement’s volume-to-capacity ratio.  If the intersection is already 
operating at LOS F any increase (one vehicle) in the critical movement’s volume-to-
capacity ratio is considered significant. 

o Unsignalized Intersections: A significant impact would occur if any traffic movement 
has LOS F or any traffic signal warrant is met.   

o Road segment: A significant impact would occur if a roadway segment operating at A 
through E degrades to a lower level of service of E, or F. If a segment is already 
operating at LOS F any increase during peak hour (one vehicle) is considered 
significant. 



  

 The EIR/ Traffic Study should address the project’s impacts on all county, regional, and city 
roadways.  The geographic area covered in the scope of the traffic study should be of 
sufficient size to adequately identify all of the project’s impacts.  

 In developing the cumulative scenarios for the traffic forecasts, trip distributions and traffic 
analysis, should be consistent with regional traffic model projections, i.e. AMBAG model. 
Analysis should be conducted using both operational trip distribution and vehicle miles 
traveled.   

 At a minimum the following project scenarios should be analyzed: Existing Conditions, 
Existing plus Project, Background, Background plus project, Cumulative No Project, and 
Cumulative plus Project. 

 The report should address the needs and benefits of providing pedestrian/ bicycle facilities.  
The project should also strive to provide carpool/ vanpool and other alternative modes of 
transportation that will reduce the peak demand on roadways in the project area.  

 The traffic report should disclose all projects’ access points and analyze the effects on 
county, cities, and regional roadway systems. 

 In order to identify the project’s potential impacts to the roadway system, the proposed 
Transportation / Traffic analysis for the EIR will require: 
 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) for the following intersections: 

o Iverson Rd / Fifth St 
o Iverson Rd / Associated Ln (Vista Lucia Pkwy) 
o Vista Lucia Pkwy / Fanoe Rd 

 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) for the following road segment: 
o Iverson Rd from Associate Ln (Vista Lucia Pkwy) to Fifth St 
o Associated Ln (Vista Lucia Pkwy) form Iverson Rd to Highway 101. 

 The report should develop a pavement analysis report which identifies the impact to existing 
roadways and proposed mitigation alternatives for the following segments: 

o Iverson Rd from Vista Lucia to Puente del Monte project limit 
o Johnson Canyon Rd (Fifth St) from Fanoe Rd to Iverson Rd 
o Associated Ln from Vista Lucia project limit to Highway 101 

 Furthermore, the report needs to consider traffic for all planned developments within the 
vicinity of the project. The analysis shall use the latest HCM methodologies (please refer to 
the County of Monterey’s guide for the preparation of traffic impact studies). 

 If approved the annexation should include the Iverson Road and Associated lane (Vista Lucia 
Parkway) right-of-way adjacent to areas being annexed. 

 
Thank you for considering our comments.  We also look forward to reviewing and commenting 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  Should you have any further questions please call 
Chad S. Alinio at (831) 755-4937 or Armando Fernandez at (831) 755-4873. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chad S. Alinio, P.E. 
Senior Civil Engineer 
 
Armando Fernandez, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
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                                     COUNTY OF MONTEREY 

                                                      HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

                                          MEMORANDUM                         ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH BUREAU 

 

 

 
Date:       April 13, 2020 

 

To:     Anna Quenga, Project Planner 

 Monterey County RMA-Planning Department 

            

From:  Matt Krenz, Senior REHS   

       Environmental Health Bureau, Environmental Health Review Services  

 

Subject:    Vista Lucia Annexation- Notice of Preparation 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced Notice of Preparation.  

 

The Environmental Health Bureau (EHB) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the 

above-referenced Vista Lucia Annexation Notice of Preparation (NOP).  Our agency will serve this 

project as a trustee agency and there will be permits that will be required by the EHB, but the timing 

of those would be unknown until the project moves forward.   

 

The development as proposed will require all homes / businesses to be connected to the existing 

sewer system that is currently regulated by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(CCRWQCB) and subject to Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. R3-2006-0005.   The City of 

Gonzales will need to work with the CCRWQCB to determine if the existing sewage system has 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the increased wastewater demands from the project.  Additional 

requirements may be imposed by the CCRWQCB.  Based on review of the NOP, it appears the city 

is in dialogue with the CCRWQCB for this aspect.   

 

The project as proposed will require connection to the public water supply for the City of Gonzales.  

The State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (SWRCB-DDW) is the 

administering agency for this permit. The City of Gonzales will work with the SWRCB-DDW to 

amend their current state-regulated water system permit to accommodate the increase in water 

demand.   Based on the NOP review, it appears that the city is in dialogue with the SWRCB for this 

aspect.  Contact Cheryl Sandoval at (831) 755-4557. 

 

The project as proposed could be situated on soil that may have had historical pesticide and fertilizer 

usage as well as possible fuel storage.  The City of Gonzales should as part of this process consult 

with licensed professionals to evaluate historical site usage and identify possible areas of concern, 

and address possible contamination in an approved manner under all applicable Federal and State 

Laws.   Contact Randy McMurray at (831) 796-1269. 
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All construction and demolition activities associated with the project will be required to incorporate 

a state-mandated written Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Program as required by 

state law.  The start point for this process is with the Monterey County Resources Management 

Agency.  The applicant can contact (831) 755-5025 at the appropriate point to begin this process. 

 

The Consumer Health Protection Services Section will require a plan check process including an 

operating permit for any food facility proposed to be constructed.  If any employee housing becomes 

part of the project then the Service Section will also work with the applicant to appropriately permit 

possible employee housing in the project boundary.  Contact Marni Flagg at (831) 647-7863.  

 

The Solid Waste Management Services Section and the Planning Evaluation and Policy Unit have no 

comment. 

 

EHB does not foresee the need to be included in project scoping meetings. 

  

If you require further information please contact me at (831) 755-4724 or 

krenzmt@co.monterey.ca.us 

 

Thank you, 

 

Matt Krenz, Senior Environmental Health Specialist 

Monterey County Health Department 

Environmental Health Bureau 

(831) 755-4724 

krenzmt@co.monterey.ca.us 

 

Cc by email: 

 

Ric Encarnacion, Assistant Director, EHB 

Rob Durham, Management Analyst III, EHB 

Nicole Fowler, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, EHB 

Roger Van Horn, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, EHB 

Cheryl Sandoval, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, EHB 

Marni Flagg, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, EHB 

Randy McMurray, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, EHB 

mailto:krenzmt@co.monterey.ca.us
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 
April 16, 2020, via email 
 
Matthew Sundt, Community Development Director  
City of Gonzales 
 
Matthew, 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Notices of Preparation of draft SEIRs for the planned Vista 
Lucia and Puente del Monte annexations within the city’s existing (2014) LAFCO-designated Sphere of 
Influence. The comments in this letter are intended to apply to both NOPs. 

LAFCO appreciates the early outreach and consultation that the City and its consultants have provided on 
this project. LAFCO, as CEQA responsible agency for this proposal, will have regulatory authority for future 
boundary changes related to these projects. It is in this role that LAFCO will be commenting on the projects’ 
draft SEIRs, when available.  

Potential impacts to agricultural resources 

Development of the project would include conversion of potentially hundreds of acres of designated Prime 
Farmland, and other agricultural lands, to urban uses. The NOPs list agricultural resources as environmental 
topic that was adequately addressed in the 2010 General Plan (GP) EIR and will likely not be evaluated in 
detail in the new SEIRs. The GP EIR and, by extension, the addendum prepared in 2014 for GP amendments 
and the sphere of influence amendment, categorized the project’s impacts to ag resources as less-than-
significant. However, based on a change of circumstances since 2010 (i.e., adoption of the City-County MOA 
in 2016, establishing standards for agricultural mitigation and buffering), it appears possible that this impact 
should now be considered as being potentially significant and warranting adoption of feasible mitigation 
measures.   

State LAFCO law provides that “Among the purposes of a [LAFCO] are discouraging urban sprawl [and] 
preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands.” Accordingly, LAFCO of Monterey County has adopted 
local policies that address impacts to, and preservation of, agricultural lands.  LAFCO’s consistent practice, 
in keeping with the adopted policies, has been to require that a city annexation application include a specific 
agricultural mitigation proposal, at the time of submitting the annexation application to LAFCO, to offset the 
project’s impacts to agricultural lands. Such a proposal would most commonly consist of working with a land 
trust and the County of Monterey to place permanent conservation easements on other agricultural lands in 
the vicinity. 

In summary, in order to comply with LAFCO’s adopted policies, the projects evaluated in the draft SEIRs 
should each include a specific preservation/mitigation proposal, whether or not the agricultural mitigation is 
also required as a CEQA matter.  We strongly encourage the City to consult with the County, as the other co-
equal party to the MOA, to develop a project-specific ag mitigation strategy, as well as a plan for addressing 
the projects’ needs for ag buffers, prior to completing the draft SEIRs. Note: some of the ag buffer locations 
shown in Vista Lucia figure 3 (e.g., Iverson Rd) appear they should be considered permanent rather than 
temporary as currently labeled, in that lands on the other side of the buffer are outside the SOI and are likely 
to continue in ag production indefinitely.  

Other matters relevant to LAFCO’s statutory mandates and policy conformance 

Potential phased annexation approvals: Annexation is generally appropriate for lands that have an expected 
buildout of approximately five to seven years.1 Lands with a longer expected buildout (five to twenty years) 

 
1 “LAFCO, in furtherance of its objectives of preserving prime agricultural land, containing urban sprawl, and in providing 
a reasonable assurance of a city/district’s ability to provide services shall consider the appropriateness of phasing 
annexation proposals which include territory that is not within a city/district’s urban service area and has an expected 
build-out over a period longer than five to seven years.” (LAFCO of Monterey County Policies and Procedures, p. 31, 
emphasis added). 



are appropriate for being placed with the sphere of influence and designated as an “urban transition area” until 
such time as development becomes more imminent.2  Please include in the project description an evaluation 
of the anticipated buildout of the project (based, for example, on recent annual construction/absorption of 
new residential units). We encourage the City to develop a phased annexation approach, beginning with 
annexing only the subareas most likely to be built in the near term, and to include a phasing plan in the SEIR 
or in the annexation application. 

Public services: LAFCO has a statutory role in helping to ensure that new development can feasibly provide 
the necessary public services.3 Implementation of the projects evaluated in the SEIRs will likely entail major 
investments in infrastructure improvements and expansions. A robust discussion of anticipated facility 
impacts and needs in the SEIR Public Services sections, accompanied by supporting financial analysis in the 
annexation application, will provide support for LAFCO staff’s evaluation of the proposal when we make 
recommendations to our commission.  

Water demand: LAFCO has a statutory and policy interest in minimizing overdraft in the Salinas Valley 
groundwater basin. This proposal’s compatibility with the plans prepared by the Salinas Valley Basin 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act will be an 
important consideration for future discussions prior to the Commission’s consideration of this proposal.   

LAFCO locally adopted policy conformance: We request that the draft SEIRs include an analysis of the 
proposals’ conformance to the full set of LAFCO’s adopted policies, to the extent such analysis is possible 
with the information currently available about anticipated future development of these sites. I can provide 
examples of similar analyses (typically in table format) from other recent proposals, if needed.  

Thank you for your attention to the matters identified in this letter. Please continue to keep us informed 
throughout your process. We look forward to continuing to work with the City on these future annexation 
proposals. As always, please feel free to contact me at mcbaind@monterey.lafco.ca.gov or 754-5438 if you have 
any questions, or for further discussions. 

 

Very sincerely yours – 

/s/  

Darren McBain 
Principal Analyst 

CC: Ron Sissem and Stuart Poulter, EMC Planning Group 

 

 

   

 
2 An urban transition area is an “area within the Sphere of Influence of a city or an urban service district which is not 
programmed for urban facilities or utility extensions within the next five years. This area will most likely be used for 
urban expansion within approximately five to twenty years.” (LAFCO of Monterey Co. Policies and Procedures, p. 8). 
3 Among other considerations, State Law specifies that LAFCO must consider “the ability of the newly formed or 
receiving entity to provide the services that are the subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency of 
revenues for those services following the proposed boundary change.” (Government Code section 56668, emphasis 
added). 

mailto:mcbaind@monterey.lafco.ca.gov
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EMC Planning Group Inc. 1 

Vista Lucia Project EIR 
Revised Notice of Preparation 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING 
The Vista Lucia Project site is comprised of approximately 768 acres within the City of 
Gonzales’ Sphere of Influence (SOI) in Monterey County, immediately east of the existing 
City of Gonzales (City) city limits. Figure 1, Location Map, presents the regional location of 
the project site. 

Surrounding Land Uses 
The project site is bound by Fanoe Road to the west, Associated Lane to the north, Iverson 
Road to the east, and a large agricultural to the south. Adjacent land to the north and east is 
in unincorporated Monterey County and has been highly modified by agricultural use; land 
immediately to the north is also in an agricultural preserve. Associated Lane, an unimproved 
farming road on the northern boundary, is shown to be a future major roadway west of the 
project site in the City’s 2010 General Plan (General Plan). The property on the south is also 
in active agricultural use, but is within the City’s SOI and is designated in the General Plan 
for future commercial and residential development. To the west are two single-family 
subdivisions, Canyon Creek and Arroyo Estates. To the northwest are farming operations 
shown as “Urban Reserve” in the General Plan. Two existing rural residences are located 
immediately adjacent to the project site. Figure 2, Aerial Photograph, presents the project site 
boundary and surrounding land uses. 

Existing Site Conditions 
The project site is comprised largely of agricultural land that is currently in agricultural 
production. Existing improvements include ancillary agricultural support structures, 
irrigation ditches, ponds and unimproved roadways. 

The site is relatively flat, ranging in elevation from approximately 250 feet in the southeast 
corner to approximately 125 feet in the northwest corner.  



Vista Lucia Project EIR Revised Notice of Preparation 
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The project site is one of several locations the City identified as a future development area in 
the Gonzales 2010 General Plan. The General Plan includes AMBAG projections which at 
that time, showed “Gonzales growing to 23,418 people in the year 2035, an increase of about 
14,393 over the current 2009 population of 9,025 persons.” To accommodate the anticipated 
growth, the City set aside “approximately 1,500 acres of additional land for residential 
growth, or enough land to accommodate a total City population of about 38,000.” The project 
site was included in the area the City set aside for growth. The project site was already 
within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary when the General Plan was adopted in 2010, but 
outside of the SOI.  

In May 2014, the Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
approved the City’s request to include the project site, as well as other properties, within the 
SOI. When LAFCO approved the City’s request to expand the SOI, it acknowledged the need 
to annex property within the new SOI boundary to meet the City’s demand for housing.  

The proposed project is the first annexation and development project proposed since the SOI 
was expanded in 2014. There has been no new single-family residential construction in the 
City since 2006. The most recent units constructed are the Fanoe Vista Apartments built in 
2009, which included a net increase of 25 apartment units. Three accessory dwelling units 
were built in 2020/21.  

PROPOSED PROJECT 
Cielo Grande Ranch LLC c/o Pembrook Development (applicant) has submitted an 
application to the City requesting annexation, pre-zoning, specific plan, and two tentative 
map entitlement approvals for the project site. The annexation and pre-zoning requests 
require approval from the both the City and Monterey County LAFCO, while the specific 
plan and tentative map approvals require only City approval. Combined, the two tentative 
maps include 389 residential lots. They represent the first two of several future development 
phases identified in the specific plan. The project EIR must be certified before the City 
Council and LAFCO can take approval actions.  

The proposed annexation and pre-zoning actions are intended to facilitate future 
development of the project site under the jurisdiction of the City. The specific plan provides 
guidance for how the project site would be developed over an assumed 20-year time 
horizon.    
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Land Use Plan 
The specific plan includes a land use plan and land use summary for the project site. The 
project includes two major development areas, Village One and Village Two, that would be 
developed in phases. The Village One site encompasses approximately 410 acres, taking up 
the western half of the Vista Lucia property. The Village One Land Use Plan calls for 
approximately 1,861 single-family and multi-family residential units of varying densities; 
approximately one acre of neighborhood retail commercial use; an approximately 12-acre 
elementary school site; approximately 70 acres of community and neighborhood parks, open 
space, and detention areas; a one-acre Village Green; and a 2.2-mile broad pedestrian 
promenade system that interconnects neighborhoods within Village One and beyond. In 
addition, bike trails, ag buffers, and other open areas will be incorporated.   

Village Two will have similar attributes on the remaining 358 acres. A total of approximately 
1,637 residential units are planned, for a total of 3,498 units when combined with Village 
One. Village Two would include an approximately six-acre Neighborhood 
Commercial/Mixed-Use center, that when combined with the Village One retail commercial 
use, would enable up to 120,000 square feet of commercial building square footage. A 12-acre 
elementary school site; an 18-acre middle school site; and approximately 82 acres of parks, 
trails, promenades, drainage/detention areas, and other open space features are also 
proposed. A drainage and agricultural buffer area will ring both Village One and Village 
Two along the west, north, and eastern boundaries of the project site.  

The City acknowledges recent state legislation which requires ministerial approval of 
accessory dwelling units. It is considered speculative to estimate the number of accessory 
dwellings that may ultimately be constructed within the site. Individual future lot owners 
would make their own decisions about whether or not to apply for accessory dwelling unit 
approvals from the City.  

Figure 3, Vista Lucia Project Land Use Plan, presents the locations of residential, educational, 
commercial, and recreational land uses, along with their associated points of access, general 
circulation pattern, and overall open space system. 

Based on the 4.40 persons per household figure in the City of Gonzales 2015-2023 Housing 
Element and the projected residential capacity of 3,498 units, the proposed project could add 
approximately 15,391 people to the City’s population. Based on the projected 
retail/commercial use building capacity of 96,000 square feet and an employment density of 
one job per 550 square feet of retail/commercial building capacity, the proposed project could 
generate approximately 175 new jobs. 

The proposed project would trigger the need for several off-site improvements, including 
constructing a new segment of Fanoe Road, and widening existing roads (Fanoe Road and 
Associated Lane) as has been planned for by the City. Improvements to the U.S. Highway 
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101/North Alta Road interchange would also be required. The preliminary improvement 
concept for the interchange will be included in the EIR. Reasonably foreseeable potential 
impacts resulting from constructing the interchange will be described based at the level of 
information available, with detailed environmental analysis to be conducted by Caltrans as 
part of its interchange design and approval process. 

APPROACH TO ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The City has determined that a EIR should be prepared to assess the potential impacts of the 
proposed project. If the City and LAFCO were to approve the project, no further CEQA 
documentation would be required for individual future projects developed consistent with 
the specific plan unless any of the conditions presented in CEQA Guidelines section 15162, 
Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations, were to occur.  

Where appropriate, the EIR will reference information in the General Plan EIR. In some 
cases, the analysis of impacts in the General Plan EIR may, in whole or part, be largely 
adequate to address project-specific impacts. For purposes of the proposed project, the 
following environmental impacts may be adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR and 
consequently, may not be evaluated in detail in the EIR: aesthetics, geology and soils, and 
mineral resources. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
Environmental topics that will be evaluated in detail in the EIR are summarized below along 
with specific analysis considerations for each topic. 

Air Quality 
The potential for the proposed project to generate criteria air pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants with potential to cause significant impacts will be the focus of this analysis. Air 
emissions will be modeled and compared to thresholds of significance.    

Biological Resources 
Though the vast majority of the project site is in agricultural production and has been 
substantially modified, the potential presence of protected biological resources will be 
evaluated to determine whether significant impacts may occur. Mitigation for those impacts, 
if any, will be identified.  
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Cultural and Tribal Resources 
This analysis will document the findings in the applicant’s cultural resources report and 
historic resources evaluation, and a supplemental historic evaluation to be prepared to 
identify potential impacts This section will also describe the City’s tribal consultation process 
and outcomes. 

Energy 
This analysis will be updated to reflect current practice for evaluating energy impacts in light 
of recent CEQA case law and heightened attention to energy use in relation to greenhouse 
gas effects. Sources of energy demand will be identified and quantified. Project features and 
mitigation measures that affect energy demand will be noted.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The greenhouse gas analysis will include a quantified emissions inventory for the project, 
describe the City’s adopted climate action plan, identify whether the proposed project is 
consistent with the land use and growth assumptions in the climate action plan, describe 
measures in the climate action plan that are applicable to the proposed project, and identify 
mitigation measures, as needed, to ensure the project is implemented consistent with the 
climate action plan. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Potential impacts related to historic/current hazardous materials conditions within the site 
will be of particular relevance. This analysis will make reference to prior environmental site 
assessment analyses and updated environmental site assessment analyses that have been 
prepared by the applicant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 
The analysis will make reference to the City’s Conceptual Drainage Master Plan‑ Proposed 
Developments within Sphere of Influence, City of Gonzales as a basis for examining potential 
storm water management and quality issues.  

Noise 
A noise analysis will be prepared to assess whether new stationary and mobile-source s have 
potential to exceed noise compatibility standards in the General Plan and standards 
contained in the Municipal Code.   

Transportation and Traffic 
A vehicle miles traveled analysis will be conducted to evaluate baseline vehicle miles 
traveled, year 2030 vehicle miles traveled under the General Plan, and the change in vehicle 
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miles traveled that would occur with the proposed project. The analysis and impact 
determination will be based on guidance provided in the Office of Planning and Research’s 
“Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA”.   

Public Services 
This section of the EIR will assess the need for new public facilities (police, fire schools, 
parks) and address, to the extent possible, whether constructing and operating such facilities 
could result in significant impacts.  

Water Demand and Wastewater Treatment 
Project effects will be examined with reference to the City of Gonzales Existing City Plus Sphere 
of Influence Water Master Plan, the City of Gonzales Existing City plus Sphere of Influence 
Wastewater Master Plan, and a SB 610 water supply assessment to be prepared for the project.  















 

 
October 1, 2021 
 
 
 
Matthew Sundt 
Community Development Director 
City of Gonzales 
P.O. Box 647 
Gonzales CA 93926 
msundt@ci.gonzales.ca.us 
 
Re: Vista Lucia Revised NOP; SCN 2020039056 
 
Dear Matthew: 
 
I write on behalf of LandWatch Monterey County to comment on the September 13, 2021 Notice 
of Preparation (“NOP”) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Vista Lucia Project 
(“Project”).  
 
LandWatch remains committed to supporting a diverse range of housing options for local 
working families – apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and small-lot single family homes. 
A broad range of options make it possible for people in the Gonzales community and greater 
Salinas Valley to live and work in the same community, start as renters and move up the 
economic ladder, and also to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate climate impacts. 
To be affordable to Gonzales’ local working families, which according to census data make ~ 
$65,000, most of the housing will need to be multifamily and compact.  
 
The Vista Lucia Project is one of two specific plans the City is current considering. Together, the 
plans are vastly oversized – twice the housing needs that AMBAG has forecast for the next 
30 years. The Vista Lucia Project proposes to convert 768 acres of prime farmland to 3,500 
dwelling units. It will be followed by the Puente Del Monte project that proposes to covert 
another 550 acres of prime farmland to 2,600 more dwelling units.  
 
Together, the projects would convert 1,318 acres of prime farmland into 6,100 dwelling units, 
quadrupling the size of the City. 
 
In this context, LandWatch has the following comments on the NOP for the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Vista Lucia Project. 
 
1. Public scoping meeting. The NOP states that there will be no public meetings to gather 

comments, citing COVID-19. This violates CEQA, which requires such a meeting for any 
project that includes more than 500 housing units. (14 CCR § 15206(b), 15082(c)(1).) The 
Governor’s State of Emergency Proclamation and Executive Order N25-20 did not relieve 
the City of public meeting obligations, but merely permitted such meetings to be held via 
teleconferencing, requiring the agency to make such “public meetings accessible 
telephonically or otherwise electronically to all members of the public seeking to attend and 
to address the local legislative body or state body.” (EO N-25-20, ¶ 11.) Furthermore, even 
that provision was suspended June 30, 2021. (EO N-08-21, ¶ 1.) LandWatch repeats its 
previous request for notice of this mandatory scoping meeting. (14 CCR § 15081(c)(2).) 
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2. Project objectives in NOP project description. The NOP fails to identify the Project’s 
objectives. An NOP must include the Project description; and a statement of objectives is 
required as part of a project description. (14 CCR §§ 15082(a)(1)(A), 15124(b).) The 
objectives are critical to the formulation of alternatives. (14 CCR § 15124(b).) An important 
purpose of early public consultation or scoping is to identify alternatives. (14 CCR § 
15083(a).) Failure to include the Project objectives in the NOP is a prejudicial error because 
it denies the public the opportunity to propose alternatives for evaluation in the Draft EIR 
that are consistent with the Project objectives. The City should reissue the NOP with the 
project objectives provided. 

 
3. Project description – project objectives in DEIR: Without waiving objections to the failure 

to set forth Project objectives in the NOP, LandWatch urges the City to include the following 
objectives in the Project description in the draft EIR: 

 
a. to provide affordable housing;  
b. to provide housing for the existing workforce in Gonzales and vicinity;  
c. to balance the distribution of housing sites affordable to lower and moderate income 

families so that it is not concentrated in a single location; 
d. to provide housing suited for all income levels in proportion to the AMBAG Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation; 
e. to avoid becoming a bedroom community to Salinas, the Monterey Peninsula, and 

Silicon Valley; 
f. to discourage low density suburban development with separate or car-dependent 

commercial services; 
g. to protect agricultural land and minimize urban encroachment onto farmland; 
h. to manage GHG through compact urban form and by minimizing vehicle use; 
i. to perpetuate a competitive development environment in which the urban growth 

area land is owned or controlled by a variety of interests. 
 
 These objectives are intended to fulfill express policies of the City’s General Plan. 
 
4. Project description – description of units by affordability and tenure: The DEIR must 

describe the housing units by their type (e.g., detached single family residential unit (SFR), 
attached SFR, town home, condominium, apartment), their projected affordability level 
(lower income, moderate income, workforce, market rate), and their tenure (rental or 
purchase) in order to support an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Housing 
Element and regional housing needs allocation (RHNA). The ability of the project to 
accommodate the City’s RHNA is critical because it represents more than half of the City’s 
planned future residential development over the next 25 years. If the project cannot 
accommodate its proportionate share of the City’s RHNA over its projected buildout, then 
the City will need to annex additional land elsewhere.   

 
The DEIR must also make a reasonable projection of the number of parcels zoned for 
single family residential use that will be developed as duplexes and/or lot-splits under SB 9. 

 
5. Phasing plan: The Specific Plan or its DEIR must provide a phasing plan that is sufficiently 

detailed to support determinations whether buildout of the project’s revenue producing units 
(e.g., residential units paying impact fees) will be enable funding of the water supply, 
wastewater, transportation, and drainage infrastructure required to mitigate project impacts. 
This will require assessment of market absorption of new units and a phasing plan for the 
construction of necessary infrastructure.  
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6. Alternatives: The DEIR must assess a reasonable range of alternatives focused on 

avoiding or reducing significant impacts. Because it is likely that the project as proposed will 
cause or contribute considerably to significant impacts to transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and agricultural resources, the alternatives evaluated should address 
these impacts.  

 
First, the DEIR should evaluate a reduced scale alternative that would reduce the project 
size by 50%, which is closer to being consistent with actual housing needs for Gonzales 
over the next 25 years, particularly in light of the expected Puente Del Monte Specific Plan 
and approved residential development projects in Salinas and Soledad.  
 
Second, the DEIR should evaluate an increased density alternative that would require at 
least 40% of the residential units to be on sites zoned for a minimum density of 20 units per 
acre. This will ensure that the City is in position to meet its RHNA commitments without 
having to annex additional territory and provide a better match of housing to available jobs.  
 
Third, the DEIR should evaluate an alternative that combines a 50% reduction in scale with 
a requirement that 40% of units be zoned for a minimum 20 units per acre.  
 
Each of these alternatives would reduce impacts to transportation, air quality, greenhouse 
gas, and agricultural resources. 

 
Sincerely, 

Michael D. DeLapa 
Executive Director 
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Matthew Sundt 
Community Development Director 
City of Gonzales 
P.O. Box 647 
Gonzales, CA 93926 
 
Dear Mr. Sundt: 
 
COMMENTS FOR THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP)-VISTA LUCIA PROJECT, GONZALES, 
CA 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5, Development Review, 
has reviewed the Vista Lucia Project which proposes annexation and pre-zoning 
actions intended to facilitate future development of the 758-acre project site. Caltrans 
offers the following comments in response to the NOP: 
 
1. Caltrans supports local development that is consistent with State planning priorities 

intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and 
promote public health and safety. We accomplish this by working with local 
jurisdictions to achieve a shared vision of how the transportation system should and 
can accommodate interregional and local travel and development. Projects that 
support smart growth principles which include improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit infrastructure (or other key Transportation Demand Strategies) are 
supported by Caltrans and are consistent with our mission, vision, and goals. 

 
2. As a result of Senate Bill (SB) 743, effective July 2020 Caltrans replaced vehicle level of 

service (LOS) with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for identifying 
transportation impacts from local development. Additionally, the Caltrans 
Transportation Impact Study Guide (TISG) replaces the Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, 2002) and is for use with local land use projects. The 
focus now will be on how projects are expected to influence the overall amount of 
automobile use instead of traffic congestion as a significant impact.  

 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/
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3. Employing VMT as the metric of transportation impact Statewide will help to promote 
Green House Gas (GHG) emission reductions consistent with SB 375 and can be 
achieved through influencing on-the-ground development. Implementation of this 
change will rely, in part, on local land use decisions to reduce GHG emissions 
associated with the transportation sector, both at the project level, and in long-term 
plans (including general plans, climate action plans, specific plans, and transportation 
plans) and supporting Sustainable Community Strategies developed under SB 375. In 
addition to any site-specific access or safety concerns with the project, it is likely that 
the Caltrans correspondence will focus attention on meeting overall VMT reducing 
goals. 

 
4. Due to COVID-19, Caltrans policy on collecting traffic data has changed until further 

notice. Traffic analysis conducted for all projects on the State Highway System (SHS) 
are now required to use traffic data collected before March 13, 2020 to avoid 
abnormal traffic patterns. Traffic analysis and data usage will need to meet Caltrans 
standards of sound engineering justification and source documentation of historical 
traffic data. Additional information can be found at 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations. 

 
5. All work in, on, under, over, or affecting State highway right of way is subject to a 

Caltrans encroachment permit. Depending on the complexity of the project 
improvements requiring an encroachment permit, Caltrans Oversight may be the 
more appropriate avenue for project review and approval by Caltrans. The District 
Permit Engineer has been granted authority by Caltrans to make this decision. 
Please consult with the District Permit Engineer to determine the most appropriate 
Caltrans project permitting system.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed project. If you 
have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please 
contact me at (805) 549-3157 or email christopher.bjornstad@dot.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Chris Bjornstad 
Associate Transportation Planner 
District 5 Development Review 
  
 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations
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LAFCO of Monterey County 
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 
 
October 13, 2021, via email 
 
Matthew Sundt, Community Development Director  
City of Gonzales 
147 Fourth Street 
Gonzales, California  93926 
 
Subject: Revised Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the Vista Lucia project  
 
Matthew, 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a draft EIR for the planned 
Vista Lucia annexation project within the city’s existing (2014) LAFCO-designated Sphere of Influence. 
LAFCO appreciates the early outreach and consultation that the City and its consultants have provided 
on this project. LAFCO, as CEQA responsible agency for this proposal, will have regulatory authority for 
future boundary changes related to these projects. It is in this role that LAFCO will be commenting on the 
projects’ draft SEIRs, when available.  

Potential impacts to agricultural resources 

Development of the project would include conversion of potentially several hundred acres of designated 
Prime Farmland, and other agricultural lands to urban uses. The current NOP appears to silent on the 
subject of agricultural resources as a potential environmental effect of the project. In April 2020, in a 
previous NOP comment letter on what was then planned as a Supplemental EIR for a previous version of 
the current project, LAFCO staff provided the following feedback. The information below remains 
applicable to the current proposal. 

The NOPs list agricultural resources as environmental topic that was adequately addressed in the 2010 
General Plan (GP) EIR and will likely not be evaluated in detail in the new SEIRs. The GP EIR and, by 
extension, the addendum prepared in 2014 for GP amendments and the sphere of influence 
amendment, categorized the project’s impacts to ag resources as less-than-significant. However, based 
on a change of circumstances since 2010 (i.e., adoption of the City-County MOA in 2016, establishing 
standards for agricultural mitigation and buffering), it appears possible that this impact should now 
be considered as being potentially significant and warranting adoption of feasible mitigation measures.   

State LAFCO law provides that “Among the purposes of a [LAFCO] are discouraging urban sprawl 
[and] preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands.” Accordingly, LAFCO of Monterey County 
has adopted local policies that address impacts to, and preservation of, agricultural lands.  LAFCO’s 
consistent practice, in keeping with the adopted policies, has been to require that a city annexation 
application include a specific agricultural mitigation proposal, at the time of submitting the 
annexation application to LAFCO, to offset the project’s impacts to agricultural lands. Such a proposal 
would most commonly consist of working with a land trust and the County of Monterey to place 
permanent conservation easements on other agricultural lands in the vicinity. 

In summary, in order to comply with LAFCO’s adopted policies, the projects evaluated in the draft 
SEIRs should each include a specific preservation/mitigation proposal, whether or not the agricultural 
mitigation is also required as a CEQA matter.  We strongly encourage the City to consult with the 
County, as the other co-equal party to the MOA, to develop a project-specific ag mitigation strategy, 
as well as a plan for addressing the projects’ needs for ag buffers, prior to completing the draft SEIRs.  
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Other matters relevant to LAFCO’s statutory mandates and policy conformance 

Potential phased annexation approvals: Annexation is generally appropriate for lands that have an 
expected buildout of approximately five to seven years.1 Lands with a longer expected buildout (five to 
twenty years) are appropriate for being placed with the sphere of influence and designated as an “urban 
transition area” until such time as development becomes more imminent.2  Please include in the project 
description an evaluation of the anticipated buildout of the project (based, for example, on recent annual 
construction/absorption of new residential units). We encourage the City to develop a phased annexation 
approach, beginning with annexing only the subareas most likely to be built in the near term, and to 
include a phasing plan in the EIR or in the annexation application. 

In the Executive Officer’s report for an information item at the June 28, 2021 regular LAFCO meeting 
(agenda item 12), staff reported to the Commission, in part, that: 

“Anticipated future proposals by Gonzales, if approved in their entirety by LAFCO, would more than 
double the City’s main developed area (+115% increase). The proposals could also have the effect of 
dramatically increasing the number of housing units somewhere on the order of +308%; presumably 
with a roughly similar increase in terms of population size.  
Proposed city expansion of this magnitude touches on fundamental questions regarding LAFCO’s role 
in  providing for city growth to occur in an orderly, measured, and step-by-step way. Based on informal 
discussions with City staff, market trends in recent years suggest that Soledad and Gonzales can each 
‘absorb’ approximately 100 to 150 new housing units per year.  
If accurate, these figures suggest that the two cities’ annexation proposals would represent a land 
supply for residential development adequate for somewhere in the range of 20 to 60 years of growth. 
Staff notes that, for both cities’ proposals, the proposed additional residential units are far greater than 
the projected housing need through the year 2045 according to the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) most recent Final Draft 2022 Subregional Growth Forecast, prepared in 
November 2020, excerpts of which are provided as Attachment 4.   Somewhat similarly, the land-use 
advocacy nonprofit organization LandWatch Monterey County has pointed out that either one of the 
Gonzales proposals would more than meet the city’s foreseeable growth needs, and that the proposed 
development is of a type and density that is mismatched to the community’s needs. LandWatch has 
also provided similar comments to Soledad. Letters from LandWatch to both cities are included in 
Attachment 5. 
Annexation of such a large supply of future development lands potentially conflicts with LAFCO’s 
adopted policies that treat annexation as being appropriate for lands that will be developed within 
five to seven years. Lands beyond that approximate timeframe for development may be more 
appropriate for deferral of annexation. Lands with a longer expected buildout could be placed with 
the sphere of influence and designated as an Urban Transition Area until such time as development 
becomes more imminent. 
In addition, the City-County MOAs for Soledad and Gonzales appears to recognize the 
appropriateness and desirability of phasing future annexations. In each of the MOAs, Section 4, 
Development Phasing & Annexations states: 

• “[T]he timing of annexation applications submitted for consideration by LAFCO will be based 
upon the approval by the City of a Specific Plan, which includes a phasing plan, a plan for 

 
1 “LAFCO, in furtherance of its objectives of preserving prime agricultural land, containing urban sprawl, and in providing 
a reasonable assurance of a city/district’s ability to provide services shall consider the appropriateness of phasing 
annexation proposals which include territory that is not within a city/district’s urban service area and has an expected 
build-out over a period longer than five to seven years.” (LAFCO of Monterey County Policies and Procedures, p. 31, 
emphasis added). 
2 An urban transition area is an “area within the Sphere of Influence of a city or an urban service district which is not 
programmed for urban facilities or utility extensions within the next five years. This area will most likely be used for 
urban expansion within approximately five to twenty years.” (LAFCO of Monterey Co. Policies and Procedures, p. 8). 

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/103275/637600401182130000
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services and public facilities and financing plans that demonstrate compliance with LAFCO 
Standards.” (emphasis added) 

LAFCO staff strongly encourages the City to consider the above information when shaping the EIR’s 
Project Description section, as well as future plans for submitting annexation applications to LAFCO.   

Public services: LAFCO has a statutory role in helping to ensure that new development can feasibly 
provide the necessary public services.3 Implementation of the projects evaluated in the SEIRs will likely 
entail major investments in infrastructure improvements and expansions. A robust discussion of 
anticipated facility impacts and needs in the SEIR Public Services sections, accompanied by supporting 
financial analysis in the annexation application, will provide support for LAFCO staff’s evaluation of the 
proposal when we make recommendations to our commission.  

Water demand: LAFCO has a statutory and policy interest in minimizing overdraft in the Salinas Valley 
groundwater basin. This proposal’s compatibility with the plans prepared by the Salinas Valley Basin 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act will be 
an important consideration for future discussions prior to the Commission’s consideration of this proposal.   

LAFCO locally adopted policy conformance: We request that the draft EIR include an analysis of the 
proposal’s conformance to the full set of LAFCO’s adopted policies, to the extent such analysis is possible 
with the information currently available about anticipated future development of these sites.  

Thank you for your attention to the matters identified in this letter. Please continue to keep us informed 
throughout your process. We look forward to continuing to work with the City on these future annexation 
proposals. As always, please feel free to contact me at mcbaind@monterey.lafco.ca.gov or 755-5302 if you 
have any questions, or for further discussions. 

 

Very sincerely yours – 

/s/  

Darren McBain 
Principal Analyst 

 

 

   

 
3 Among other considerations, State Law specifies that LAFCO must consider “the ability of the newly formed or 
receiving entity to provide the services that are the subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency of 
revenues for those services following the proposed boundary change.” (Government Code section 56668, emphasis 
added). 
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October 11, 2021 

To: Responsible/Trustee Agency 

Re: Addendum to Revised Notice of Preparation for the Vista Lucia Project EIR  
(State Clearinghouse Number 2020039056) 

On behalf of the City of Gonzales (City), this letter serves as an addendum to the 
Revised Notice of Preparation for the Vista Lucia Project EIR (State Clearinghouse 
Number 2020039056) (“Revised NOP) that was received by the State Clearinghouse on 
September 14, 2021, and circulated to responsible/trustee agencies.   

The Revised NOP did not include a date and time for conducting a scoping meeting 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(c)(1). The purpose of this addendum is to 
specify a scoping meeting date and time and to extend the Revised NOP comment 
period accordingly.  

The City of Gonzales will conduct a scoping meeting for the Vista Lucia Project EIR as 
follows: 

Date: Thursday, October 28, 2021 
Time:  6:00 PM 
Location: City of Gonzales City Council Chambers, 117 Fourth 
Street, Gonzales, California. 

The public may also attend the scoping meeting via Zoom at: 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86286074710 
Webinar ID: 862 8607 4710 

The current comment period for the Revised NOP is September 14, 2021 to October 13, 
2021. Because the October 28, 2021 scoping meeting will be held after the end of that 
period, the City of Gonzales is extending the comment period to October 29, 2021 to 
ensure that comments received at the scoping meeting will be considered in formulating 
the scope of the EIR.  
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Please forward comments no later than October 29, 2021.  

Matthew Sundt, Community Development Director 
City of Gonzales 
P.O. Box 647 
147 Fourth Street 
Gonzales, California 93926 
msundt@ci.gonzales.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

Ron Sissem 
Principal 




