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A. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Baggett called the meeting to order at 9:01 A.M. 

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 
Art Baggett District I Present 9:00 AM 
Warren Gray District II Present 9:00 AM 
Mick Herman District III Present 9:00 AM 
Deni Smith District IV Present 9:00 AM 
John McCamman District  V Present 9:00 AM 

B. Pledge of Allegiance
Commissioner Gray led the pledge. 

C. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items
Persons wishing to speak on any item of interest within the subject matter or jurisdiction of the Commission 
that is not on the agenda.  

There was no public comment received. 

Recess into the Joint Meeting 
Baggett called for recess at  9:02  A.M. 

D. Joint Meeting with the Agricultural Advisory Committee
The Planning Commission left the Dias to join the joint meeting with the Agricultural Advisory Committee 
at  9:02 A.M. 

1. Planning
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Public Hearing:  A Resolution Recommending Board of Supervisors' Action on Williamson Act/Land 
Conservation Act Cancellation Application No. 2025-010, Timber Exclusive Zone Application No. 2025-
011, Parcel Merger Application No. 2025-009, and Lot Line Adjustment Application No. 2025-008; 
Susan J. Lewis, Karen L. Simmons, Julie A. Fouch and Mark D. Scott, Successor Co-Trustees of the 
Walter Scott Family Trust dated May 15, 1975, Applicants; 6800 Jerseydale Road, Mariposa. 

Steve Engfer, Planning Director, provided the Planning Commission and Agricultural Advisory Committee with 
the procedure for this item being presented and introduced Sarah Williams, Prior Planning Director,  who 
presented the project with a PowerPoint presentation.  

Williams noted that there are four parts to this project: 
• Williamson Act Contract Cancellation
• Rezone to Timber Exclusive
• Parcel Merger
• Lot Line Adjustment

Williams introduced Applicants, Julie A. Fouch and Mark D. Scott who were present to answer any questions. 
She noted that the applicants were requesting to immediately cancel a portion of the Williamson Act 
Contract (225-acre portion), and the contract is in non-renewal from 2018. The request to re-zone from the 
Williamson Act Contract to Timber Exclusive, which is the proposed alternative use of the zone. An 
alternative use is a requirement from the Williamson Act State law.  

Public comment received by Applicant, Mark D. Scott, who shared his family’s history and noted that he and 
his son were both Timber Operators and briefly explained the timber industries and spoke about timber 
harvesting on the property. Scott noted that the last time they used their property for cattle was in 2000. 

Public comment received by James Stead (Land Surveyor for the Applicants) in support of the project verified 
that the property is mostly forest land and shared that a registered professional, Forrester confirmed that the 
land had been burned; however, the land will still grow timber, and the forest setting will be retained even 
with the change and changing the property lines. This property will still be useable for Timberland with no 
detrimental problem by allowing it to become Timber Preserve.  

Reconvene as the Planning Commission 
Baggett called for recess at 10: 03 A.M. and reconvened as the Planning Commission at 10: 11 A.M. 

E. Action Items

1. Planning

Public Hearing:  A Resolution Recommending Board of Supervisors' Action on Williamson Act/Land 
Conservation Act Cancellation Application No. 2025-010, Timber Exclusive Zone Application No. 2025-
011, Parcel Merger Application No. 2025-009, and Lot Line Adjustment Application No. 2025-008; 
Susan J. Lewis, Karen L. Simmons, Julie A. Fouch and Mark D. Scott, Successor Co-Trustees of the 
Walter Scott Family Trust dated May 15, 1975, Applicants; 6800 Jerseydale Road, Mariposa. 



 
 
Prior to Baggett opening Public Hearing, Williams requested for the Commission to include a change to the 
Planning Commission Resolution to include language to finding #3  based on the Agricultural Advisory 
Committee additional findings. 
 
There was no public comment received.  
 
By motion of Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner McCamman, the Planning Commission 
adopted a resolution recommending to the Board of Supervisors action on Williamson Act/Land Conservation 
Act Cancellation Application No. 2025-010, Timber Exclusive Zone Application No. 2025-011, Parcel Merger 
Application No. 2025-009, and Lot Line Adjustment Application No. 2025-008; Susan J. Lewis, Karen L. 
Simmons, Julie A. Fouch and Mark D. Scott, Successor Co-Trustees of the Walter Scott Family Trust dated May 
15, 1975, Applicants; 6800 Jerseydale Road, Mariposa with findings and conditions that were included for the 
environmental determination and then it also includes the language to timber as far as agriculture 
production. Motion passed.  
 
RESULTS: APPROVED 
AYES: Commissioner Baggett, Commissioner Gray, Commissioner Herman, : Commissioner Smith, 
Commissioner McCamman 
NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
EXCUSED: None  

 

 Recess into the Joint Meeting  
The Planning Commission joined the joint meeting with the  Agricultural Advisory Committee at 10:19 A.M. 

 

F. Joint Meeting with the Agricultural Advisory Committee 
 

 

 1. Planning 

 Discussion and Preliminary Action on the Draft Development Code Update, Agriculture-Related 
Provisions 

Engfer provided an overview of the Title 16 and 17 Development Code Update and noted that the Planning 
Commission wanted to meet with the Agricultural Advisory Committee to discuss the Agriculture  related 
provisions of Title 17. Engfer then introduce Ben Goger, Senior Planner who presented Title 17 pertaining to 
Agriculture and related provisions. 
 
Goger noted that there were no changes in the agricultural resource areas that are in the development code 
from the General Plan and formal General Plan, but there is some nuance to the permitted uses in 
agricultural standards related to agritourism standards, which was a recommendation from the General Plan 
Strategic Implementation Study.  
 
Goger then spoke about Article 9 of the Development Code that has agriculture definitions and clarified that 
the definitions for agricultural and agrotourism were the same, but there are some new definitions for 
agricultural housing.  
 



 
 
Monica Neilson (Agriculture Commissioner) raised concerns about new nuisance language potentially 
infringing on the Right to Farm, biosecurity risks with agritourism and poultry operation.  
 
Williams assured Neilson that nuisance was currently in code in 17.108 and that the text was relevant to  the 
Agriculture Exclusive Zone, where unlimited agriculture was allowed. She clarified that the text only applied 
to those doing agricultural uses in Mountain Home Zone or the Mountain General Zone. Zones that are not 
specifically established for commercial agriculture, but the county has and will continue to allow the ag uses 
in other zones if it doesn’t become a nuisance.  
 
Also, Williams highlighted that the current text that is mirrored in the proposed text does provide the ag 
operator with some benefits if they have been established for a year or more from a future nuisance 
complaint, which is the right to farm in the current and proposed text.  
 
Goger continued with the presentation and noted that the code text for agritourism had more specificity for 
intensity of use than the old text, but many of the intentions of the old code text were the same.  
 
Goger noted that the proposed implementation measures from the General Plan Implementation Study were 
to establish certain thresholds and clarity for agritourism within the county and that’s where the new 
language was applied towards: 

• Agritourism Limited (a permitted use): are by right shall be limited to 15 guests a day with a 
maximum of 110 guests per week.  

 
•  Agriculture Agritourism Large (administrative use): Shall be a maximum of 35 guest per day, with a 

maximum of 250 guest a week.  
 

• Agritourism Unlimited (agritourism Use): 35 guests per day, with a maximum of 250 a week.  
 

Goger noted that the differences between Limited, Large and Unlimited were the intensity of the use. If a 
proposal came in requiring more intense use, then a conditional use permit would be applied.  

Goger than highlighted the proposed changes to the new definitions in Article 9 of the Development Code 
Update: Employee Housing  for agricultural employees: State mandate that allowed agricultural employees to 
live on agricultural properties that required a bona fide agricultural operation.  

Goger stated that the planning Commission has put forward a new code text to allow for use of recreational 
vehicles as temporary housing within agricultural lands and in residential lands.  

Also, a new code section for using recreation vehicles (RVs)on agriculture properties (during and intense 
agricultural season such as a grape harvest) that must be certified with the Environmental Health Compliance 
Unit. The RVs must be on agricultural lands and can be used for a 6-month period and removed after the 
season is over.  

Lastly, Goger highlighted that there were some languages in the new code that did not support the heritage 
crops and wanted to bring that to the Planning Commission’s attention in case it was a priority for the AAC.  

McCamman stated that the Planning Commission was concerned that they were creating standards or 
outlining requirements that were inappropriate in the ag industry and need the AAC’s input before those 



 
 
become regulatory; specifically, the language used towards numbers of days stayed, number of guests, and 
so forth are appropriate. McCamman shared that the Commission’s goal was to ensure that the Ag 
community continues to have a successful economic future and if this proposed provision limits the 
possibility of doing so, then we won’t move forward with it.  

Clarifying questions and comments were provided by the AAC members for Staff and Commissioners.  

K. Williams (AAC Member) noted that they have the Williamson Act Contract that they must abide by and 
what is being presented does not apply to the Williamson Act Contract, and asked if the Commission and 
Staff are referring to Ag Exclusive land without the contract?  

Baggett noted that zoning can’t violate the contract, that the Commission have not covered this section, and 
the items being presented are a draft from staff for the AAC input before the Commission review.  

Engfer reassured the AAC that these are only code provisions that won’t change the rules of procedure for 
the Williamson Act or AE Zone.  

Toso asked for clarification regarding the use of RVs’ and camping trailers being used for housing as being 
state mandated to ensure that housing was provided for farm workers and stated that it was a normal 
practice that family members worked on the land and was rare that contract labor was used.  Toso stated 
that direction would be to stay to the minimum standards that meet State law requirements.  

Goger provided clarification stating that there is a new state mandate for the Employee Housing Act that is a 
mandate that needs to be incorporated into our plan. Goger explained that agricultural housing can be a 
bunkhouse that houses up to six different individuals on an agricultural site or that’s associated with a bona 
fide agricultural operation. 

Nielson noted that most of the operators in the County use farm labor contractors, not permanent 
employees and wanted to know if housing was for permanent or labor contractors.  

Goger stated that housing could be provided for both permanent employees and labor contractors, but 
needed to be with a bona fide agricultural operation, and that housing can be provided on site or off site for 
the operation with proof that they worked for the operation. 

Toso raised concerns regarding agritourism as he did not see that limits on agritourism on contracted land 
and noted that it should clearly define and suggested staying with the minimum. Toso noted that he saw in 
the State code that the property owner can have agritourism on contracted land but does not determine 
what the rules are.  

S. Williams noted that the Mariposa County rules for the Williamson Act allow recreation that does not 
involve permanent structures and stated that  property owners who wanted to do agritourism the activities  
could only be a nature hike, photography hike outside of contracted land and that this rule was set in place 
from 2010.  

Toso raised concerns regarding AB1156 with the solar utility exclusion and noted that it felt like they’re 
putting solar ahead of the Williamson Act Contract, liability issues, biosecurity and safety issues. Toso shared 
that the committee needs to be very cautious with this because the California business is doing great and 
that he Chair the International Trade for National Cattlemen’s Beef association, and every fed animal that 



 
 
goes through the lines was worth $415.00 to the producer on export market and that can’t be compromised. 
He then expressed that he didn’t want to prevent someone from making additional income, but he didn’t 
want to risk damaging a seventy-billion-dollar beef industry.  

Staff reassured the AAC that the provision will not affect the Williamson Act Contract. William provided 
detailed information pertaining to codes (17.100.20 F) to determine whether or not agritourism or any other 
uses would be allowed.  

Baggett suggested moving 17.100.20 F to the introduction and include purpose so the reader can easily find 
the information.  

S. Williams shared a previous discussion about agritourism on AE land where the concerns of some of the 
operators involved bio security issues . She then informed the AAC and Commission that there are three 
levels of agritourism (permitted, administrative use permit, and conditional use permit), and the only way an 
operator would have an ability on contracted lands the operator would have to address the decision makers 
about the proposed agritourism event to determine which permit would be required.  

S. Williams reiterated the operator can have any recreation if it’s a proposed recreation use that involves no 
permanent facility.  

A discussion occurred regarding bio security for poultry operations on AE land raised by Nielson. Nielson 
noted that there should be documentation set in place for visitors in poultry operations. Williams confirmed 
that the requirements were set in code requiring a substantial additional setback between any proposed 
agritourism operation and an existing poultry operation. The Commission requested that Planning staff meet 
with the Agricultural Commissioner to discuss best practices for Agricultural sets back and bio security to 
Agrotourism operations.  

A discussion occurred regarding the immediate cancellation and penalty from the cancellation of the 
Williamson Act Contract and Rules of Procedure for the implementation of the Williamson Act, 10-150,  

Insurance industry representative, Cory raised serious  concerns regarding agritourism being excluded from 
farm liability policies, and that the County needed to consider the legal and financial exposure.  

After discussion, staff will consider incorporating biosecurity, solar policy, and fire risk to the agriculture 
related provisions.  

Baggett called for recess at 11:53 A.M out of the Joint meeting with the Agricultural Advisory Committee. 
 

 Reconvene as the Planning Commission  
The Planning Commission reconvened at the Planning Commission at 12:00 P.M. 

 

G. Discussion and Actions  
 

 

 1. Planning 



 
 
 Action to Approve Mariposa County 7th Cycle Housing Element Administrative Draft and Authorize 

Staff to Submit the Draft to the California Department of Housing and Community Development 
Department for 90-day Review. 

Goger presented the 7th cycle Housing Element. As mandated by the state, the Housing Element has a 30-
day review period, and Goger reminded the Commission they had been presented the Housing Element on 
May 2, 2025, so we are at the end of that 30-day period and are preparing to submit the Housing Element to 
the State’s Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). 

 Goger explained there were some minor changes from the document that was presented on May 2nd. Those 
changes were recommended by McCamman. Another item that was added was a new program to support 
tribal housing, program 5.7. This program is similar to program 5.2 which supports non-profits. This 
completes the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Section. 
 
Goger brought attention to program 4.2 which is to monitor and understand short term rental growth in the 
community. The proposed Housing Element will continue this program per the direction from the Short-Term 
Rental Study. Staff is focusing on administrative improvements as directed.  There is still a belief that the 
market will naturally level out without government interference. Goger did note that a quantified objective 
has been added to program 4.2 is to maintain no more than 10% of the housing stock in short term rental 
use. Goger asked if this is acceptable to the Commission. 

McCamman showed concern that the market should control the number of short-term rentals in the county, 
not the Commission.  

Baggett agreed the market will drive it. Goger agreed to strike the line, but there will likely be some back-
and-forth with HCD because we are approaching a percentage that is greater than normally accepted in 
communities. The county’s consultant for the Housing Element recommended staff look at other gateway 
communities and see where they are setting their short-term rental limit and do the same. Baggett 
recommends removing the 10% cap on short-term rentals because no one from Yosemite West or Wawona is 
concerned. McCamman agreed that since 25% of houses in the community are second homes, it doesn’t 
make sense to limit short term rentals. Baggett continued his agreement by saying that very few houses are 
currently available in the market and people are not building houses so we should let the market continue. 
Goger conceded to remove the provision from program 4.2. 

Engfer thanked the Commission for their guidance and reiterated that HCD may have comments on the 
revision. Baggett mentioned some grammatical mistakes that should be fixed before the Housing Element is 
submitted to the state. 
 
By motion Commissioner Herman, seconded by Commissioner Smith, the Planning Commission approved 
Mariposa County 7th Cycle Housing Element Administrative Draft and authorized staff to submit the draft to 
the California Department Of Housing And Community Development for 90-day review. Motion Passed.  
 
RESULTS: APPROVED 
AYES: Commissioner Baggett, Commissioner Gray, Commissioner Herman, : Commissioner Smith, 
Commissioner McCamman 
NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 



 
 
EXCUSED: None  

 

H. Commissioner Reports  
Next meeting will be a CCAC joint meeting on June 27. Engfer said that he hopes to have the Draft 
Development Code available more than 7 days before the meeting. The meeting will focus on only one item: 
code compliance. The July 11th was reserved as a backstop to clean up any additional items or other review 
that need to occur with a list of all of the changes to the code from preliminary actions. Baggett would like to 
receive the Development Code in sections instead of one large document a week before the meeting. 
 

 

I. Information Items 

Engfer shared an appeal for Happy Goat’s Conditional Use Permit went before the Board of Supervisors, and 
the Board took tentative action to deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s action on the 
Conditional Use Permit. A final resolution to deny the appeal is slated for June 17, 2025.  

 

J. Future Agenda Items 
• May 30, 2025 Planning Commission Draft Minutes  

 
 

K. Adjournment 

There  being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 12:15 P.M.  
 

  

 Respectfully submitted, 
  

 
ART BAGGETT, Chair 
Mariposa County Planning Commission  

  
 
SOPHEA CRAIGHEAD, Secretary 
Mariposa County Planning Commission  

 

 

Note: Full audio recordings of the minutes are available from the Planning Department by request or online:  Agendas & Minutes | 
Mariposa County, CA - Official Website 
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