ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS
AGENDA ITEM III. A.






MLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM
SR FRESNO COUNTY

Report to the
Council of Fresno County Governments
by American Farmland Trust

December 2008

Ame rmland Trust







MODEL FARMIAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM
FOR FRESNO COUNTY

Table of Contents

1 Executive Summary
Acknowledgments

Introduction
History of the Project
Purpose and Scope of the Project
Broader Planning Context

6  Strategic Farmland: Identifying the Land
Fresno County Most Needs to Conserve for Agriculture
What is “Strategic Farmland™?
What Was Considered in Determining the Categories of Strategic Farmland?
Strategic Farmland Map
How the Map Was Made
What the Strategic Farmland Map Shows
How Should the Strategic Farmland Map Inform Local Land Use Decision Making?

10 Present Conditions and Trends:
What’s Happening to Fresno County Farmland and Why?
Urbanization of Farmland
Pattern of Development
Quality of Farmland Lost
Efficiency of Farmland Development
Rural Residential Development
Projected Growth and Loss of Farmland
Why Is This Happening?

17  Policy Recommendations

A New Paradigm for Efficient Urban Development

The Basic Challenge

Elements of the Model Farmland Conservation Program
A) Strategic Agriculture Reserve
B} Criteria for Expansion of City Spheres of Influence
C) Stewardship Council

Recommended Study of Additional Possible Elements

23 Final Observations
25 Appendix

Photo by Paut Zykofsky






MODEL FARMLAND CONSERVATION
PROGRAM FOR FRESNO COUNTY

Executive Summary

Fresno County, the nation’s leading agricultural county, relies on farmland. As its population
continues to grow, the prosperity of agriculture, and the entire community it supports, will depend
on striking a balance between urban development and conserving farmland. The California
Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley recognized this by awarding the Council of Fresno County
Governments a grant to design a model farmland conservation program, and American Farmland
Trust (AFT) was selected to help it do so. Over an 18-month period, AFT facilitated an effort by
public and private sector leaders to classify Fresno County’s farmland according to its significance
to agriculture, to document current conditions and trends affecting farmland, and to propose a set
of policies that responds to these trends by establishing a framework for effectively conserving the
county’s most “strategic” farmland. The elements of this model farmland conservation program
build on the principles of A Landscape of Choice and are intended to help implement the Blueprint
planning process that has been conducted simultaneously.

“Strategic” farmland is the land most likely to remain economically viable for high-value commercial
agriculture in the long term, given its inherent characteristics and surrounding conditions. The charac-
teristics used to classify farmland were: soils, availability of water, micro-climates, environmental
sensitivity and urban development pressure. Based on computerized mapping of these characteristics,
559,000 acres of Fresno’s 2.2 million acres of agricultural land were identified as the most strategic,
i.e., the land that should receive the highest priority for conservation, and the lowest priority for
non-farm development, as part of a broad strategy to sustain Fresno County agriculture.

One-sixth of Fresno’s most strategic farmland is located inside or within one-half mile of city spheres
of influence, highlighting the central challenge of minimizing the loss of this land by increasing the
efficiency of urban development. Between 1990 and 2004, about 21,500 acres of Fresno County land
were developed, one fifth of all the land developed

since the City of Fresno was founded more than 1 ' Increasing the efficiency of urban’

30 years ago. Because most development took place

'déVelopment is the single most important
on the edges of existing cities, 69 percent of all the

; ; thing Fresno County can do to conserve
land developed was prime or unique farmland, or the fand on which its agriculture industry
farmland of statewide importance. An acre of land o SRR
was developed for every 9.4 new residents, which was
somewhat more efficient than the 8.1 people per acre

in the San Joaquin Valley as a whole. But it was far less efficient than development in other regions of
the state, even those that are more suburban than urban, demonstrating that developing less land per

capita is entirely possible and that much of the farmland being lost in Fresno County is unnecessary.

“most depends.

If no change in current development patterns occurs, another 97,600 acres of land will be urbanized
in Fresno County by 2050, roughly doubling the current urbanized area. Of this, 67,350 acres

(105 square miles) is likely to be prime, unique or statewide important farmland and most, if not all
of that will be “strategic” farmland. Moreover, if rural residential development, which now occupies
roughly one quarter of all the developed land in the county, continues apace, another 55,000 acres
could be removed from agriculture.

Behind the loss of farmland is a gap between the well-intended plans of local governments and their
actual performance in living up to them. Nearly all city general plans call for avoiding the best farm-
land and developing land efficiently. But these plans are being frustrated by, among other things, a



combination of fiscal pressure to promote development imposed by state law—the fiscalization of
land use; the establishment of city spheres of influence that are expansive enough to accommodate
decades of new development (the average of the small cities is 41 years) even at today’s inefficient
rates; the failure of cities to measure how much of the best farmland is being developed in
comparison to what is necessary to meet their needs; and ultimately, by the lack of a compelling,
alternative vision of, and fiscal model for, how cities in the San Joaquin Valley should grow.

Given that most of the growing cities in Fresno County are located in the midst of its most strategic
farmland, increasing the efficiency of development is the single most important thing that can be done
to conserve the county’s irreplaceable farmland. The Model Farmland Conservation Program responds
to this challenge by proposing three basic elements:

» Establishment of a “Strategic Agriculture Reserve™ comprised of the highest categories of
strategic farmland, which should be conserved by a County policy of prohibiting most non-
farm development within it and by holding cities accountable for not encroaching upon it
unless it is necessary.

* Objective criteria for the expansion of city spheres of influence based on a demonstration
of genuine need in light of the imperative of developing land more efficiently. The density
benchmarks that emerge from the Blueprint planning process—the average now being
considered is 8 dwellings per acre—should be used to determine whether cities have less than
20 years of developable residential land within their spheres before any expansion may take
place. And any expansion should be limited to a 20-year supply of developable land. The
same kind of test would apply to unincorporated areas of the County designated for develop-
ment. General or specific plans would be amended to reflect the efficiency goals, and proce-
dures would be established to ensure accountability for their implementation.

* Creation of a Stewardship Council as a non-regulatory, public—private partnership to oversee
the progress of the Model Farmland Conservation Program and to conduct study of addi-
tional possible elements of the program, including but not limited to: new design and fiscal
models for urban growth, buffer areas between cities, alternatives for financing agricultural
conservation easements and options for discouraging rural residential development.

| Theulilmate challenge is to o Fresno County today resembles another California
. the potitical will to take action that witl
e truly effective. B

county that led the nation in agricultural production.
There, one large city and many smaller ones were
scattered over a vast fruited plain, sustained by the

farms and ranches surrounding them. It took only a
single lifetime for Los Angeles to be transformed into the poster child for urban sprawl. Local com-
munities there ignored or discounted warnings that agriculture was being piecemealed to death as
farm after farm was consumed by low-density subdivisions, freeways and parking lots. A decade ago,
A Landscape of Choice issued the latest wake-up call to Fresno County, calling for more efficient, less
auto-dependent communities that are more livable and conserve farmland. Yet, since then, little seems
to have changed as another 17 square miles of the best farmland on Earth have been lost. The time
for taking responsibility for effective acrion to conserve Fresno County’s farmland is running out.

The ultimate challenge is to summon the political will to make it happen.
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MODEL FARMIAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM
FOR FRESNO COUNTY

Introduction

Fresno County, California, is the leading agricultural county in the United States. In 2007, Fresna’s
farmers and ranchers produced $5.3 billion worth of crops, livestock and other agricultural prod-
ucts, topping the output of more than 20 individual states. Needless to say, agriculture is the back-
bone of Fresno County’s economy. And every bit of this bounty depends on the land. Land that, as
Will Rogers once famously noted, “They ain’t making any more of.”

As we near the end of the first decade of the 215t Century, agriculture in Fresno County, like the rest
of the global economy, is facing unprecedented challenges. “The outlook of the [local} agriculture
economy is one of uncertainty,” according to former Fresno County Agriculture Commissioner Jerry
Prieto, Jr. “While some commodity prices have slightly increased, others have either remained stag-
nant or even decreased in recent years. Energy, fuel, fertilizer, seed, feed, water, labor and regulatory
costs are at all time highs and take a dramatic toll on the profitability of agriculture.”’ In the face of
such uncertainty, the land that makes agriculture possible becomes more important than ever as the
one thing farmers and ranchers can continue to depend on—if the land itself is conserved.

“Conservation” means “to prevent injury, decay, waste

or loss of; to use or manage wisely.”” Fresno County In the face of economic uncertainty,
has wisely chosen to make a greater effort to conserve the land that makes agriculture possible
its farmland: to reduce its unnecessary loss to develop- becomes more important than ever,
ment, even as the population grows, adding mouths to S, -

feed as well as families to house. Seriking a balance

between urban growth and farmland retention is at the core of this challenge. American Farmland
Trust, the nation’s premier agricultural conservation organization, is privileged to have been asked to
help the nation’s number one agricultural county meet this critical challenge.

History of the Project

In October 2006, the California Partnership of Fresno County Governments (COG) to design
for the San Joaquin Valley adopted a and implement a Model Farmland Conservation
Strategic Action Plan that included recom- Program (MFCP) that would help achieve this
mendations for conserving important farm- goal and serve as an example to other counties
land as a strategy for maintaining agricultural in the Valley. Fresno COG turned to American
economic viability. In March 2007, the Farmland Trust (AFT) for assistance with this
Partnership awarded a grant to the Council project, because of its national experience in

1 fFresno County Agriculture Commissioner’s Report, 2007, p. ii.
2 Webster's College Dictionary, Random House, 1997,



designing farmland preservation programs and
because AFT helped facilitate the Fresno Growth
Alternatives Alliance that in 1998 produced A
Landscape of Choice: Strategies for Improving
Patterns of Community Growth, which recom-
mended principles and actions to balance urban
growth with farmland conservation.

Purpose and Scope of the Project

The purpose of the Model Farmland Conservation
Program project was to design a coordinated set
of local policies and tools that, when faithfully
implemented, will balance the need to accom-
modate future urban growth with the effective
conservation of the land and water resources
necessary for Fresno County agriculture to
remain economically viable. In so doing, the
project was also intended to create a model for
other jurisdictions in the San Joaguin Valley.

As conceived by AFT and a Steering Committee,
the project had three discrete parts, each
designed to build on the previous ones:

1. Identify and map the agricultural lands
that are the most important for the county
to conserve because of their relative
advantages for agricultural production.

2. Document and analyze current conditions
and trends affecting agricultural lands, as
well as public policies and other factors
that contribute to them.

3. Select a coordinated set of policies and
tools that will effectively conserve the
most strategic farmland for agricultural
use while accommodating urban growth.

Over a 20-month period, AFT staff worked on
these tasks in close cooperation with Fresno

COG, the project Steering Committee and an
Advisory Committee® broadly representative of
agriculture, development, business, environmen-
tal and local government interests. The Steering
Committee guided day-to-day project decisions,
while the Advisory Committee met on a
monthly basis to consider and recommend pre-
ferred directions and policy options. Together
with COG, AFT held public meetings to gather
additional public opinion and, along with the
Fresno County Farm Bureau, listened to those
of farmers at a series of breakfasts held at cafés
and coffee shops around the county.* We also
met with County supervisors, city managers and
elected officials to ensure that their viewpoints
were represented.

Broader Planning Context

The Model Farmland Conservation Program is
designed to supplement the more comprehensive
efforts that have been made and, ideally, will be
further expanded, to balance growth and agri-
culture in Fresno County. It was never intended
to be a stand-alone bulwark against the loss of
agricultural land. The program elements recom-
mended here will build on the general plans of
the County and its cities, on the principles of

A Landscape of Choice that have been adopted
by many local cities, and on the current
Blueprint planning process® that is intended ro
chart a new course for the type and direction of
urban growth in the county. The recommended
elements of the Model Farmland Conservation
Program should be considered tools for imple-
menting the decisions made through the
Blueprint process.

3 A roster of members of both cormittees can be found in the Appendix,

4 Summaries of these meetings can be found in the Appendix.

5 To learn more about the Blueprint and its own recommendations, see the Fresno COG Web site at hitp://www.fresnocoeg.org/docu-

ment.php?pid=187.



Strategic Farmland: ldentifving the Land
Fresno County Most Needs to Conserve
for Agriculture

All farmland is important to someone, especially
the farmer or rancher who owns it. But all
farmland is not created equally. Some land is
inherently more valuable and important to
agriculture than other land. So, when a balance
must be struck between keeping land available
for agriculture to feed a growing population,
and housing and meeting the other needs of
that population, it is important to identify the
farmland that should be the first priority for
conservation and the last priority for develop-
ment. The land, after all, cannot be moved,
while houses and other types of urban develop-
ment can be located in many different places.®

Some land is inherently more valuable
and important to agriculture than
. other land.

The first step in creating a Model Farmland
Conservation Program for Fresno County was,
thus, to identify the land the County most needs
to conserve. In doing so, we took a novel
approach. It built on the conventional notion of
“important” farmland, as defined by the state
Department of Conservation’s Farmland
Mapping & Monitoring Program (FMMDP),
which relies primarily on the productivity of
different soils. But it also reflects a wider range
of factors such as availability of water and
micro-climates that influence not only what can
be produced, but also the long-term economic
viability of agriculture — which is the ultimate
objective of farmland conservation. We call the
land singled out by this process “strategic farm-
land” because its identification itself represents a

key part of the strategy for maintaining agricul-
ture in Fresno County.” The term “strategic”
also implies that public policy at the highest level
of strategic decision making should recognize
and safeguard this land.

What is “Strategic Farmiland”?

The following definition of “straregic farmland”
guided our process of identifying it. It was
recommended by AFT and, after deliberation
and revision, it was adopted by the project
Advisory Committee.

“Strategic farmland” is the land most
likely to remain economically viable for
high-value commercial agriculture in the
long-term, given its inherent characteristics
and surrounding conditions, It is the land
that should receive the highest priority

for conservation, and the lowest priority
for non-farm development, as part of a
broad strategy to sustain Fresno County
agriculture.

This definition is focused squarely on the eco-
nomic viability of agriculture as affected both
by the characteristics of the land itself and by
what is happening around it. This concept is
novel, but not without precedent.? It is impor-
tant to note, too, that although this definition
implies that there 1s only strategic land and
non-strategic land, our approach divides Fresno
County land into four categories, from low to
very high, that identify its relative importance
to agriculture.

What Was Consldered in Determining the
Categories of Strategic Farmland?

In California, the FMMP is the standard method
of identifying “important” farmland. Though
the FMMP is one of the best systems of its kind

6 it is true that agriculture itself can move —as it has been forced to do every time farmiand has been developed. But the same advantages
and limitations that make farmland important to conserve also determine how successful agriculture will be on the land to which it moves,
All other things being equal, farmland that is inherently more suited to agricultural production because its soils are more fertile, its climate
more benign, its water more reliable and its envirenmental challenges less daunting, will produce higher yields and greater, more reliable
economic returns than land that is less suited. Not only the farmer, but also sodety benefits by maintaining agriculture on the most advan-
tageous farmland, rather than moving it to land that is less blessed by nature.

7 The term “strategic” is defined as “important or essential to, or forming an integral part of, a strategy.” Webster’s College Dictionary,

Random House, 2007.

& See the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment {LESA} system designed by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service.

p:f fwww.nires. usda.gov/programs/lesa/



in the nation, it does not capture all the factors
that influence the long-term economic viability
of agriculture. Its categorization of farmland is
based largely on soil characteristics.” Soils are a
critical factor in determining the agricultural
importance of land. Better soils generally pro-
duce higher crop yields with the same inputs
and, thus, strongly influence the economic
viability of agriculture. However, other factors
such as the availability and cost of irrigation
water are obviously important to the ability to
produce food in California. And still other
factors, like the presence of endangered species,
tend to inhibit agricultural production or make
it less likely that the land can continue to be
profitably farmed.

As part of the Model Farmland Conservation
Program strategy, we expanded on the FMMP
definition of important farmland to reflect the
influence of these other important factors. With
the advice and assistance of the project Steering

Committee, including former Agriculture
Commissioner Jerry Prieto and Farm Bureau
Executive Director Ryan Jacobsen, a list of more
than 20 characteristics of farmland was narrowed
down to six factors that the Committee deter-
mined to have the most significant influence on
the long-term economic viability of land for
agricultural use in Fresno County. Three of these
have a positive influence on agriculture: soil pro-
ductivity, good availability of low-cost water and
micro-climate. The other three have a potentially
negative impact on agriculture: environmentally
sensitive areas, fragmentation of land into small
parcels and urban development pressure.

How the Map Was Made

To make the map, we turned to Professor

Mike McCoy, director of the Information Center
for the Environment (ICE} at U.C. Davis, ably
assisted by three outstanding graduate students,'®
They are also providing computer mapping

How Strategic is the Land?™

% Wary High (5580

aren of Inflegnon
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9 See the FMMP Important Farmland map categories. hitp://www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/mccu/Pages/map_categories.aspx.

10 Evan Schenidt, Nathaniel Roth and Patrick Huber. For more information on ICE, see hitp://fice.ucdavis.edu/.
AFT also wishes to thank Kristine Cai of Fresno COG for providing additional computer mapping services.



services for the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint
and, thus, were familiar with farmland in the
region. For each of the six factors identified by
the Steering Committee, ICE-digitized spatial
data on a 100-meter square grid were obtained
from existing sources and entered into a comput-
erized, geographic information system (GIS)
database. The table in the Appendix describes
the specific data sets and how a range of values
(0 to 12 points} was assigned to each. The data
were then “layered” by the computer and, after
the land fragmentation layer was

reflected by practical factors that contribute

to, or detract from, its long-term economic
viability. Of the 2.2 million acres of agricultural
land in Fresno County, as documented by the
Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program,
only 25 percent falls into the “very high” and
“high™ strategic farmland categories. And of the
558,649 acres of this highly strategic farmland,
almost 16 percent—one out of 6 acres—is
located either inside or within one-half mile of
existing city spheres of influence.'?

.. 1 .
eliminated,"’ each of the remaining
five factors was given equal weight,

Fresno County Strategic Farmland

The points were then added to obtain

Classification | Acres | Inside or Within As Percent of Land

aggregate values for each tract, which Y2 Mile of Spheres.  in Classification
were then mapped on a scale from -

one to 60. The range of scores was Very High 234,105 40,608 17%

then divided into four categories:

very high (55+)~—i.e., the most strate- High 324,539 46,064 14%

gic farmland — high (50—5.4), medium Medium 1,192,369 34629 306
(35-49) and low {<35) points to

produce the final map. Low 687,749 N/A N/A

One factor that deserves special
mention is urban development
pressure. The assumption was made that land
now officially earmarked for future development
is not likely to remain economically viable for
agriculture in the longterm. The clearest indi-
cation of this is inclusion of land within city
spheres of influence, which are supposed to
indicate the build-out of urban areas for the
foreseeable future, Thus, what was, in effect,

a policy decision was made by the Steering
Committee to take agricultural land within exist-
ing spheres off the table from the standpoint of
agricultural conservation—even though it is
some of the most productive land in the county.

What the Strategic Farmland Map Shows

The Fresno Strategic Farmland Map shows the
relative importance of farmland to agriculture as

These statistics underscore the most dramatic
thing that the strategic farmland map shows:
Fresno County’s most significant farmland is
the most vulnerable to urban development.
Almost all the cities on the east side of the
County are virtually surrounded by the most
strategic farmland. The empirical evidence and
analysis that went into the map, thus, tend to
confirm the conventional wisdom that the so-
called “Golden Triangle” is, indeed, the most
important farmland in Fresno County—the land

Of the 2.2 miilion acres of agricultural”
tand in Fresno County, only 25 percent
falls into the “very high” and “high”
strategic farmiand categories.

1 Fragmentation of the land into small parcels was eliminated from the list of factors because it very dlosely resemnbled the urban develop-
ment pressure layer. This, in effect, resulted in “double counting” the influence of development pressure and, thus, unacceptably reduced

the relative weight given to the other factors,

12 These figures reflect an ICE analysis of the strategic importance of the land without discounting its value simply because it is located
within city spheres of influence. There are approximately 55,000 undeveloped acres within existing spheres, 84 percent of which would fail
into the "very high” and “high” strategic farmland categories, but for the policy decision to exclude it.




that agriculture can least afford to sacrifice if
Fresno is to retain its pre-eminent role in
American agriculture.'® This places a high
premium on finding ways for the cities to grow
efficiently and in specific directions where devel-
opment will do the least harm to the food pro-
duction resources on which the county, the state
and the nation depend. This is the greatest
challenge that the Model Farmland Conservation
Program must effectively address. As we shall
see, this conclusion is reinforced by the current
conditions and trends affecting farmland in
Fresno County.

How Should the Strategic Farmiand Map
tnform Local Land Use Decision Making?

The strategic farmland map itself is not intended
as a land use plan or, by itself, to have any legal
standing. It is intended as a general guide to both
private and public decisions about land use. And,
as described more fully in the recommendations
section, it is the basis for designating a Strategic
Agricultural Reserve as a key element of the
Model Farmland Conservation Program for
Fresno County.

13 The most strategic agricultural area of the county actually more resernbles a cornucopia—a horn of plenty— since itis not confined

simply to the area bounded by Highways 99 and 180 and the southeastern border of the county, but wraps all the way around the western

side of the City of Fresno.



Present Conditions and Trends:
What's Happening to Fresno
County Farmiand and Why7

The next step in designing a farmland con-
servation program is to understand the
background conditions and trends to which
the elements of the program must respond,
in effect, defining the challenge. To that
purpose, this section examines what is
happening to farmland in Fresno County
and attempts to explain why.

Urbanization of Farmiand

Acres Urbanized per Year

1,800
1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000

Acceleration of Land Development in Fresno County

800
600
400
200 -

1874-19%0

1990-2004

Between 1990 and 2004, Fresno County

lost 21,525 acres of agricultural land to urban
development.'® That is approximately one out
of every 3 acres of all the land developed since
the City of Fresno was founded 134 years ago.
The acceleration of development since 1290 has
resulted in a total of 110,897 acres of urbanized
land in Fresno County, the largest expanse of
any county in the Valley. The gannual loss during
this period of 1,539 acres or 2.4 square miles is
roughly equivalent to the area of downtown
Fresno bounded by the 99, 41 and 180 freeways
or to the entire City of Reedley.

The annual loss of 1,539 acres or

2.4 square mites is roughly equivalent

to the area of downtown Fresno bounded
by _t?ie’f9_9_,_ 41 and 180 freeways.

Pattern of Development

Most of the land developed in Fresno County
between 1990 and 2004 was located adjacent to
existing urban areas. By far, the greatest loss of
farmland was around the Cities of Fresno and
Clovis. But smaller cities appear to have grown
proportionately to their size. The city-centered
pattern of development in the county—which is

not atypical for the San Joaquin Valley or
California as a whole—has made for “orderly”
growth, but because many of the cities in the
county are located in the midst of the county’s most
strategic farmiand it has also resulted in the conver-
sion of a disproportionate amount of the land
Fresno County agriculture can least afford to lose.

The map at the top of the following page shows
new development between 1990 and 2004 in
yellow. Development before 1990 is light red. High
quality farmland (prime, unique and statewide
importance) is shown in green. Almost all of this
is also “strategic farmiand™ as we have defined it.
Dark gray areas are classified as “other” land,
inchuding fallow agricultural land and rural resi-
dential development. Lighter gray areas are non-
irrigated farmland or grazing land. The blue lines
are city spheres of influence in 2004." The map
at the bottom of page 14, using the same color
scheme, shows that during the same period the
smaller cities in the “Golden Triangle™ area grew
proportionately to their size.

Quality of Farmiand Lost

As noted above, not all farmland is created equally.
The quality of the land developed, in terms of its
agricultural productivity, can make a significant
difference in the impact on the agricultural capacity

14 This is the most recent period for which we have comprehensive statistics. All agricultural fand data in this report are from the Farmiand
Mapping & Monitoring Program of the state Department of Conservation. hitp://www.censrv.ca.gov/dirp/FMMB/Pages/index.aspx. They
are compiled and analyzed in a 2007 American Farmland Trust report entitled Paving Poradise: A New Perspective on Cafifornia Farmiand

Conversion, www.farmland.org/caiifornia.

15 these maps were prepared by the Farmiand Mapping & Monitoring Program for American Farmland Trust. An interactive version of a
map of the entire San joaguin Valley can be found in AFT's 2006 Web-based report entitled The Future Is Now: Central Valley Farmiand at the
Tipping Point. http://www.farmland.org/programs/states/futureisnow/threemaps.asp.



county is being disproportionately
targeted for development and its
conversion is having a similarly dis-
proportionate impact on the agricul-
tural capacity of the county.

The best land in the county
is being disproportionately
targeted for development,

The rate at which Fresno County
is developing its best farmland is
comparable to that of other San
Joaquin Valley counties, which
average 61 percent of all the land
developed. But Fresno has one of
the widest gaps between the per-

centage of development on the

of Fresno County. Avoiding the best land when best land and the percentage of all its land that
accommodating population growth is a key strat- is farmland of the highest quality. And neither
egy for farmland conservation. Fresno County nor the Valley as a whole is

Of the land urbanized in Fresno County during doing very well when compared with other

the 19902004 period, at least 58 percent was regions of the state. In the Sacramento Valley,
for example, only 34 percent of the land devel-

oped between 1990 and 2004 was farmland of
the highest quality. Statewide, the percentage
was 28 percent.

farmland of the highest quality— prime or unique

farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, as
defined by the state Department of Conservation.'®
This includes only land that was

directly converted from agricultural to
urban use. An additional 11 percent
(2,434 acres) of the land developed
during this period was high qualiey
farmland that was first taken out of
agricultural use, generally by ceasing
to irrigate it, and considered by the
Department of Conservation to be
“other” land before it was actually
developed for urban use. Thus, as
much as 69 percent of all the land
developed in Fresno County was
prime, unique or farmland of
statewide importance. By contrast,
only 31 percent of all agricultural
land in the county falls into these cat-
egories. Thus, the best land in the

16 pormal definitions of farmiand classifications used by the Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program can be found in The Future fs Now
at htip://www.farmland.org/programs/states/futureisnow/landclassificationsystem.asp .



Etfictency of Farmiand Development

As long as most development occurs on
the edges of cities and, thus, continues to
consume the very best farmland in Fresno
County, a premium will be placed on
developing the land as efficiently as possi-
ble, so as to minimize its impact on the
county’s agriculeural production capacity.

It is therefore worrisome that Fresno
County farmland is being developed so
inefficiently —one could argue,
wastefully—compared to what appears to
be reasonably necessary to accommodate

90%
80%
70%

High Quality Farmiand in the San Joaquin Valley

B As Percentage of Land Developed 1990-2004
#As Percentage of All County Agricultural Land

population growth. Between 1990 and

2004, an acre of land was developed for every
9.4 new residents of Fresno County.'” This figure
includes all land uses within the urban “foot-
print,” commercial, industrial and civic, as well
as residential development, because all these uses
consume farmland. (It does not include rural
development, which is covered in the next sec-
tion.) To get an idea of how spread out 9.4 peo-
ple per acre is, imagine two four-person teams
playing touch football in the Rose Bowl-—with
a referee and a small child holding the sideline
yardage marker,

Though recent development has been more
efficient than development prior to 1990, it has
not improved the efficiency of what is actually

on the ground by that much. In 1990, there were
6.3 people per urbanized acre in Fresno County.
By 2004, this had risen to only 6.9 people per
acre. The conclusion is that future development
will have to be considerably more efficient to
increase the overall efficiency of urbanization.

| Fresno County farmiland is being
| developed inefficiently compared to what
appears to be reasonable necessary io

accommodate population growth,

Fresno County is being developed somewhat
more efficiently than the San Joaquin Valley as

a whole, in which recent development has aver-
aged 8.1 people per acre. But compared

with other regions of the state, the San

Joaquin Valley is itself being developed
far less efficiently. For example, recent

development in the Bay Area (including

Efficiency of Development in the San joaquin Valley
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its outer suburbs but not including the
City of San Francisco} was 28 percent
more efficient than in the San Joaquin
Valley. In Southern California {includ-
ing Los Angeles), development was

88 percent more efficient and in the
Sacramento Valley, the state’s other
premier agricultural region, it was

52 percent more efficient,

7 This figure was calculated by dividing county population data from the U.S. Bureau of Census by the acreage of urbanized land from
the California Department of Conservation’s Farmiand Mapping & Monitoring Program. These data were used to permit a comparison
with other counties and regions in the state. The Council of Fresno County Governments uses a somewhat different method of calculating

urban density.
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development in the county. While this was
Efficiency of Development in California 1990-2004 an improvement over the previous trend,
rural residences continued to consume a

2 :6': huge percentage of all the farmland
< 14 . .
© removed from commercial agricultural use
T 120 &
T 100 in Fresno County.
£
S 80 To put the impact of rural residential
- p p
g 60 . . . ..
S a0 development in perspective, its efficiency
[ can be compared to that of urban develop-
@ B . -
= ‘ — - ment. Based on an estimated rural residen-
R o K - .
RO Coa‘:;é\,«oﬁ“ﬁ\p\e‘sco o‘»‘exoqﬁdwag\\\\" tial population of 23,0003 percent of
L 3 o 0 2 s :
ce: S 3‘05@0\01\0&@‘ bd,aﬁ\e e the county’s total population—and an

average lot size of 5 acres,'® in 2004 rural
residences in Fresno County occupied an
acre of land for every 0.6 people, making
it roughly 16 times less efficient than the average
urban development.

More than anything else Fresno County could
do, improving the efficiency of development
— consuming less land per capita—would do

the most to conserve the farmland on which The only thing that makes the extreme ineffi-

agriculture depends the most. ciency of rural residential development less of a
threat to Fresno County agriculture is the fact

Rural Residential Development that it has occurred primarily on less productive

land in or toward the Sierra foothills, where the
land is less critical to the production of high-
value crops. As shown in red on the map below,

The foregoing development statistics encompass
only commercial and industrial development,
civic and infrastructure development, and resi-
dential development up to a density

of six dwellings per 10 acres, the
equivalent of 1.5 acre lots. Rural
residential development on larger
lots is treated separately by the
state Department of Conservation.

In 2002, the first year for which
data are available, there were in
Fresno County, 37,930 acres of
rural residential development on
lots up to 10 acres. This increased
to 38,690 acres by 2004 when
rural residential uses comprised

26 percent of all land devoted to
all urban and residential uses in the
county. During the period between
2002 and 2004, rural residential
development accounted for 18 per-
cent of all urban and residential

18 Average lot size based on a 2000 statistical study by American Farmland Trust entitled Ranchettes: The Subtle Sprawl: A Study of Rural
Residential Developrnent in California’s Central Volley. 1t ignores rural residential parcels larger than 10 acres, of which there are a considerable
number in the Valley. The study was based on proprietary real estate industry data and has not been updated.



the two areas where rural residential develop-
ment was concentrated in 2004 were the result
of a deliberate choice to zone land for this pur-
pose. Though a significant number of rural resi-
dential parcels remain undeveloped in these
areas, the County has changed its policy to
discourage further development of this type.
Regrettably, these areas are now so subdivided
into small parcels that there is little hope that
they could be redeveloped at higher density.

Projected Growth and Loss of Farmland

If Fresno County continues to urbanize an acre
of land for every 9.4 new residents, and if the
urban population of the county increases by
918,900 as projected by the state Department of
Finance, an additional 97,600 acres of land will
be developed by 2050. That would

As the chart below illustrates, if present trends
continue, much of the land converted to future
urban uses will be agricultural land and most of
that is likely to be the county’s highest quality
farmland. Seventy-eight percent of the land
developed in Fresno County between 1990 and
2004 was agricultural land and almost 90 per-
cent of that— 69 percent of all land developed
—was prime, unique or farmland of statewide
importance, i.e., farmland of the highest quality.
If this trend continues, 76,400 acres of the land
urbanized by 2050 will be agricultural land and,
of that, 67,350 acres will be farmland of the
highest quality. Rural residential development
will claim an additional 42,900 acres of agricul-
tural land and, of this, about 18,150 acres is
likely to be farmland of the highest quality.?'

almost double the current urbanized
area.” Unless rural residential develop-
ment is curtailed, another 55,000 acres
of land could be removed from agricul-
tural use, based on an estimated 33,000
increase in the non-farm rural popula-
tion.”® This additional loss of farmland
could be reduced to 3,500 additional
acres, if the people that would have
moved into new rural residences are
instead housed in urban areas at the
current development efficiency. Thus, if
development trends do not change, the

Acres Developed
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Projected Development by 2050
by Category of Land Developed

Urban Rural Residential
Type of Development

#Development in 2004
# Other Agricultural Land

High Quality Farmland
# Non-Agricultrural Land

projected range of additional land con-
version in Fresno County by 2050 1s
between 101,100 and 152,600 acres.

If development trends do not change,
the projected range of additiona land
conversion in Fresne County by 2050 is '
between 101,000 and 152,000 acres.

The map on the following page shows in orange
the 2050 growth projection of the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint, assuming present trends con-
tinue.”” A comparison of this map to the strate-
gic farmland map shows that most of this new
growth would consume the land Fresno County
agriculture can least afford to lose. Indeed, the
Blueprint’s analysis shows that, of the projected

19 AFTs analysis closely maiches the projected 98,544 acre loss estimated in the Blueprint prepared by the Councit of Fresno County
Governments. San foaquin Volley Blueprint: fresno County Progress Report, p. 45 (November 19, 2008) The Blueprint calculation uses the
entire population increase, rather than just the urban population, but aiso assumes a higher urban development efficiency of 12.1 people

ger acre.

0 This assumes that the proportion of Fresno County residents living outside urban areas will remain roughly the same (12% according to
the U.S. Bureau of the Census) and that the occupants of non-farm rural residences continue to make up an estimated 23% of the total

rural population.

V This assumes that 78% of rural residential development will occupy agricultural land and that one-third of it will be on prime, unique or
statewide important farmland, The latter is an educated guess about the proportion of rural residential development that now occupies the

highest quality farmland.

San foaquin Valley Blueprint: Fresno County Progress Report, n. 5 supra, p. 45.




98,544 acres that will be con-
verted to urban use under its base
case scenario, i.e., a continuation
of present trends, 28,676 acres
would fall into the two highest
classes of strategic farmland.
Much of the rest, however, would
be land of equivalent agricultural
productivity that does not rank as
highly on our strategic farmland
classification system only because
it is located within existing city
spheres of influence.”

Why is This Happening?

In summary, Fresno County is

developing more farmland than

every other county in the San Joaquin Valley
except Kern. It is developing its best farmland
disproportionately. And it is developing it quite
inefficiently compared with other regions of
California. A continuation of the present trend
will lead to the loss of tens, and possibly hun-
dreds, of thousands of additional acres of what
is, in the final analysis, one of the world’s most
important—and irreplaceable—agricultural
resources.

This is all happening despite a strong local
awareness of the importance of farmland to
Fresno County and myriad official policy com-
mitments to conserving it. The Fresno County

general plan is illustrative of these commitments:

“The County sees its primary role to be
the protector of prime agricultural
lands....The plan secks to protect its pro-
ductive agricultural land as the county’s
most valuable natural resource and the
historical basis of the economy.... Plan
for the location and intensity of urban
development in a manner that efficiently
utilizes land area located within the
planned urban boundary.”**

The principal reason for the disparity between
official policy and actual performance in

conserving farmland appears to be the frustra-
tion of local government intentions to achieve
more efficient development. The reasons for this
are complex and certainly not uniform from city
to city. But, in general, they are driven by what
has been called the “fiscalization of land use.”

“The prificipal feason for the disparity =
between official policy and actual performance
in conserving farmland appears to be the
_frustfation of local government intentions to
achieve more efficient de_ve_lopmenf. '

The ability of local governments to raise property
taxes is limited by state law and, thus, they seek
revenue from new commercial development that
generates sales tax. Commercial development
tends to locate where there are enough
“rooftops” to support it, so cities are practically
compelled to embrace residential development as
well. And, because of the need for revenue thar
depends on development, cities are not in a posi-
tion to drive a hard bargain with developers.
Developers, in turn, are reluctant to propose
anything other than the kind of inefficient resi-
dential subdivisions that have predominated in
the market, 1.e., one story, single-family detached
homes on fairly large lots, accessible to the

23 4,

24 Fresno County 2025 General Plan (2000), Vision Statement, p. 8. Other local commitments can be found in the Appendix, Local
Government General Plan Policies on Conserving Farmland in Fresno County.
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community only via the automobile. Contri-
buting to developers” attachment to the status
quo is that there seem to be few successful,
alternative models of higher efficiency devel-
opment in the San Joaquin Valley market.

Reinforcing the trend toward inefficient
development are two additional phenomena.
First, local governments do not appear to
track what kind of development is occurring
or how efficiently or inefficiently it is consum-
ing farmland. They simply do not know the
extent to which their well-intentioned general
plans are being carried out. Because it is not
measured, it is not surprising that perform-
ance does not meet the expectations of policy.

 Local governments do nat appear to track
what kind of development is occurring or
how inefficiently it is consuming farmiand.

Second, city spheres of influence tend to be much
larger than necessary to accommodate a reason-
able amount of future development, particularly
in the smaller cities (all those except Fresno and
Clovis). Collectively, 45 percent of all the land
within the smaller city spheres remains undevel-
oped.”® On average, they have 44 years worth of
development capacity within their existing
spheres, assuming development occurs at the
average 1990-2004 efficiency of 9.4 people per
acre. The number varies widely among cities,
but only three of them have less than a 20-year
supply of developable land within their spheres.
Though there is no way to prove it, the exces-
sively large city spheres of influence almost cer-
tainly give the impression that there is “plenty
of land left” and, thus, that there is no urgency
to encouraging more efficient development.

City sphieres of influence tend to be much
larger than necessary to accommodate a
rea_san_aﬁ:?ie amount of future development.
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To some extent the expansion of spheres of
influence appears to have been a defensive strat-
egy employed by cities to gain more control over
surrounding land as well as the additional poten-
tial revenue it could generate when developed.”®
Owners of surrounding farmland, who tend to
be very influential in their communities, seldom
object to—and may welcome—being included
in the larger spheres because it can substantially
increase their property values in anticipation
that the land will ultimately be developed.

Increasing the efficiency of urban developrment
3 thé'sirzgie maost important thing Fresno
totxnty can do to conserve the land on which
its agr_i:{':uftu_re industry most depends. .-

As noted above, what makes all these tendencies
favoring low density development especially
troublesome in Fresno County is that the cities
where development is occurring are surrounded
by the very best, most strategic farmland. Thus,
increasing the efficiency of urban development is
the single most important thing Fresno County
can do to conserve the land on which its agri-
culture industry most depends. The following
section proposes a suite of policy tools intended
to counteract the tendency toward inefficient
urban development of strategic farmland.,

25 Source: Fresno Local Area Formation Commission, 2008. And see table, Current Development Capacity of Cities in Fresno County, in

the Appendix.

26 1t is not clear whether the extra cost of providing public services to additional development is taken inte consideration. for a compari-
son of the public service costs of low versus higher efficiency developrment, see Alternatives for Future Urban Growth in California’s Central
Valley: The Bottom Line for Agriculture and Taxpayers, American Farmiland Trust, 1995, available at bttp://www.farmiandinfc.org/docu-
ments/30361/FUTURE_URBAN_GROWTH _IN_CALIFORNIAS_CENTRAL_VALLEY.pdf .




Policy Recommendations

The following policy recommendations represent
the broad consensus of the project Advisory
Committee, The Committee was presented with
and considered many different policy options,
based on best practices and policies that have
been adopted by local governments in California
and elsewhere in the nation. (See the Discussion
& Decision Matrix in the Appendix.} All the
policies AFT recommended appear to enjoy sub-
stantial public support and would strengthen the
overall farmland preservation effort in Fresno
County. However, the Committee could not
reach agreement on some of them, mainly
because of the many details that needed to be
worked out. These are recommended for further
study and deliberation at the end of this section.
The suite of policies on which the Advisory
Committee generally agreed, and that they
helped shape through their good advice and
counsel, are recommended as the basic elements
of a Model Farmland Conservation Program for
Fresno County.

A New Paradigm for
Efficient Urban Development

The Model Farmland Conservation Program
provides new policy mechanisms for addressing
what appears to be the central challenge of
increasing the efficiency of development in cities
that are surrounded by the county’s most strate-
gic farmland. However, it is not intended to
stand alone as a strategy for conserving farm-
land. The extent to which this goal is reached
will depend on a broader effort to actually facil-
itate urban development that is not only more
efficient in using land, water, energy and other
resources, but that also results in more attrac-
tive, vibrant, desirable communities.

A Landscape of Choice recognized this larger
truth. Tt articulated three principles to guide
policies aimed at conserving farmland. One was
to “recognize the importance of agriculture and
the need to protect productive farmland.”
Another was to “utilize urban land as efficiently
as possible.” Both of these are reflected in

the Model Farmland Conservation Program

elements recommended here. The third principle,
however, speaks to the broader effort that must
be made, but that was beyond the scope of this
project—to “develop livable communities that
emphasize pedestrian or transit-oriented design.”

A new paradigm for urban growth would = =
combine innovative models of affordable
design and architecture that imprave livability,
with creative economic models that make it
possible for cities to finance adequate public
services without throwing open their doors to
Qi_i‘ts’.;a%_ly an)} kind of development.

Ultimately, what is needed in Fresno County is
not only a set of policy tools that establish
ground rules for the efficiency of development,
but also a new paradigm for urban growth that
combines innovative models of affordable
design and architecture that improve livability,
with creative economic models that make it
possible for cities to finance adequate public
services without throwing open their doors to
virtually any kind of development.

A decade ago, A Landscape of Choice began the
process of creating this new paradigm by offer-
ing sound direction to both local government
and the building industry on the physical plan-
ning and design of communities. However, it did
not address the fiscalization of land use that
contributes significantly to the momentum of
low density development. That is a more daunt-
ing challenge that, while beyond the scope of
this project, is certainly something all local
governments in Fresno County should come
together to address.

The Basic Challenge

A close examination of current conditions and
trends reveals that the central challenge of farm-
land conservation in Fresno County is how

to balance the continued growth of cities,
particularly those located in the area called the
“Golden Triangle,” with conservation of the
highly strategic agricultural land that more or
less surrounds them. An expanding population,
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a desire for greater economic opportunity and
amenities, and the financial burden placed on
cities by state revenue limitation measures, all
compel cities to grow. How they do so is the
key to conserving farmland, both by preventing
the unnecessary conversion of the land from
agricultural use and by making the best use of
that land which must be converted.

How cities grow is the key to conserving _
farmiand, both by preventing the unnecessary
ﬁ:onﬁ#’ers%on of the fand from agricultural use
and b}j rraking the best use of that larz_cf

_ w_hi_ch must be converted.

The success of the Model Farmland Conservation
Program should be measured by the extent to
which it achieves the following objectives:

e Urban growth will be directed away from
the most strategic farmland to the fullest
extent possible;

* Efficiency (density) of urban development
will be significantly increased to minimize
the per capita conversion of highly strate-
gic farmland;

» Rural residential will be eliminated or
greatly reduced, particularly on highly
strategic farmland;

* Land speculation will be discouraged by
stable urban growth boundaries, helping
to ensure that farmland remains afford-
able for commercial agriculture;

* An adequate supply of affordable water
for agriculture will be secure; and

* Progress toward these outcomes will be
continuously tracked to ensure accounta-
bility for results.

Elements of the Model
Farmiand Conservation Program

To achieve these objectives, the Model Farmland
Conservation Program proposed here has three
main elements:

1. Designation of a Strategic Agriculture
Reserve accompanied by a policy of dis-
couraging non-agricultural development
within it;

2. A set of objective criteria for expansion of
citv_spheres of influence and unincorpo-
rated development districts into the
Reserve; and

3. A non-regulatory, public-private
Stewardship Council to oversee the pro-
gram and promote accountability for its
effective implementation.

In addition, we recommend further study of
policy options considered but not resolved by
the project Advisory Committee.

A) Strategic Agriculture Reserve

The purposes of this element are to clearly
identify the agricultural land in Fresno County
that in the long term is most likely to sustain
high-value commercial agricultural production,
and to prevent unnecessary development. As
documented in the section on Strategic Farmland,
this critical land base was identified by analysis
of various key factors influencing long-term
economic viability of agriculture: soils, water,
micro-climates, environmental sensitivity and
urban growth policy. The principle upon which
this element rests is that successful land conser-
vation depends on identifying the land that is to
be conserved. As A Landscape of Choice put it,

A conscious planning effort to direct
growth away from our best farmland... must
be undertaken in order to minimize the
impact of future development. Specifying
agricultural areas to be protected and areas
available for future growth will provide
consistency for both farmers and develop-
ers in accommodating population increases
and economic development.®’

27 A Landscape of Choice, Fresno Growth Alternatives Alliance, 1998, p. 25.
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The following provisions should be part of an

intergovernmental agreement among the County

and all affected cities, committing them to
uphold its purposes and terms.

1) There is hereby established a Strategic

Agricultural Reserve (“Reserve”) consisting
of all agricultural land scoring 50 points
or higher {dark and light green} on the
60-point scale used to determine the land
that has the greatest long-term potential
value to Fresno County agriculture. This
land is shown in dark and light green on
the Strategic Farmland Map. This Reserve
consists of approximately 559,000 acres
(25 percent) of the county’s 2.2 million
acres of agricultural land. It excludes

all land within existing city spheres of
influence and existing zones or districts
designated for non-agricultural use in
unincorporated areas, which are the
preferred location for non-agricultural
development. In accordance with element
B, below, any land subsequently included
within city spheres of influence or within
unincorporated development zones or dis-
tricts under County jurisdiction, will be
removed from the Reserve. It is the inten-
tion of the Model Farmland Conservation
Program that the removal of land from the
Reserve shall be minimized through effi-
cient use of land in all areas designated
for development.

Non-agricultural development is not
permitted within the Reserve, unless it is
for a use that is not compatible with urban
settlement and there is no feasible alterna-
tive location outside the Reserve where the
purpose of the specific development pro-
posal could be achieved. The County shall
make a finding to this effect, supported by
clear and convincing evidence, before
approving any such development. This pro-
vision shall not prohibit private residences

or other structures and appurtenances
that are an integral part of a commercial
agricultural operation.

3) Transportation and other public construc-
tion projects are permitted within the
Reserve only if there is no feasible alterna-
tive to locating them there,”® and if their
impact on agricultural land is minimized.
As noted below, formal mitigation of the
impact of such projects, as well as of the
impact of residential and other develop-
ment, should be studied as a way to
strengthen this policy.

B) Criteria for Expansion of City Spheres of
Influence and Unincorporated Development
Zones and Districts into the Strategic
Agriculture Reserve

The purpose of this element is to balance the
anticipated growth of urban areas and the
conservation of the most strategic agricultural
land by requiring justification for, and limitation
on, the expansion of spheres of influence and
development districts within unincorporated
areas. The principle on which this is based is
that the expansion of developable areas should
be premised on a demonstration of genuine need
in light of the imperative of developing land
more efficiently. A Landscape of Choice also
addressed this issue:

The ability to protect prime farmland and
the natural resources necessary for agricul-
tural production is intricately linked to our
pattern of urban growth. Compact growth
patterns and infill development will slow
the pace of farmland conversion on the
urban edge.?”

The Blueprint, as an expression of community
consensus on the shape of future development,
is the benchmark against which development
efficiency should be measured. A fiscally
sustainable model for more compact, less

28 The intention is not to discourage muiti-modal transportation corridors in the Reserve, such as these being considered by the Metro
Rural Loop. But in recognition that such projects can, and often do, have growth-inducing impacts, the planning of such projects should
incorparate deliberate and effective measures to minimize both their direct and indirect impacts on agriculture,

29 4 Landscape of Cheice, supra n.1, p. 25.
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automobile-oriented urban development will be sphere of influence is proposed to be
critical to achieving greater efficiency.”® The expanded, multiplied by 20 and divided
following criteria should be applied: by the average residential density
(DUfacre) established by the Fresno

1) Cities may expand their spheres of influ- .
County Blueprint as the benchmark for

ence, even if it would remove land from the

Strategic Agriculture Reserve, only if and the city.*”

when they meet the following criteria. b} Notwithstanding the availability of land

a) There is less than a 20-year supply of tor residential purposes, the supply of
land suitable for residential development land suitable for commercial, industrial,
purposes within the city’s existing sphere civic and other non-residential purposes
of influence. The adequacy of the existing is inadequate, as demonstrated by clear
supply of residential land will be calcu- and convincing evidence, to meet reason-
lated as follows. able demand for such development for

20 years.

1) Supply — The acreage of undeveloped
residentially designated land within the ¢) The amount of additional land to be
sphere, including any land under a included within the expanded sphere of
Williamson Act contract and any land influence does not exceed the amount
in rural residential parcels of 5 acres or required to provide a 20-year supply of
larger. The acreage shall not include land for residential and other purposes,
any land located within a county other using the above method of calculation,
than Fresno County where the city has and the city has not expanded its sphere
no jurisdiction over development. of influence within the last § years.

i) Demand ~ The amount of land d) The city has prepared a specific plan, or
required by the state Regional Housing amended its general plan, for the area to
Needs Assessment (RFINA) to be zoned be included within the expanded sphere of
for residential use at the average den- influence.** The plan must include -

sity established by the Fresno County
Blueprint as the benchmark for the city
or an amount of land determined by
the following Alternative Demand
Calculation, whichever is greater.

1) Goals, policies and procedures to
achieve an actual build-out of residen-
tially designated land thar on average
meets the Fresno County Blueprint
benchmark for that city. This must

i1) Alternative Demand Calculation ~ The include a method for evaluating indi-
average annual number of residential vidual proposals for residential devel-
units developed in the city over the opment on parcels 10 acres or larger
previous 10 vears, including any units to determine whether, considering the
under construction at the time the cumulative impact of all residential

30 Though it is beyond the scope of the Model Farmland Conservation Program, the design and implementation of such a model should
be a high priority for the Councii of Governments and its constituent jurisdictions.

3T 1t cities wish to permanently preserve land for agricultural use within their spheres of influence, for example, as buffers cor for the pro-
duction of locally grown food, arguably this land should be excluded from the amount of jand available for development. Care should be
taken in designating this fand that it does not encourage “leapfrog” development that isclates parcels of farmland.

32 The Alternative Demand Calculation may be expressed by this formula:

Avg Res Units Developed 10 ¥ears 20

Bluepring

Avg Res Density

It is anticipated that the Blueprint may establish lower density benchmarks for smaller cities than for farger ones. For example, if the overali
density recommendation of the Blueprint is an average of 8 dwelling units per acre (Di/ac), the benchmark for smaller cities might be in
the range of 6 DUfac. The current average residential density throughout the county is about 4 DU/ac,

33 The Advisory Committee discussed the idea of expediting the annexation of land into cities. If this would encourage more efficient
urban development, it deserves further consideration.
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developments approved by the city
since the most recent expansion of its
sphere of influence, the city will be able
to meet its Blueprint residential density
benchmark. If the approval of a resi-
dential development proposal would
not enable the city to meet its bench-
mark, the city must adjust its specific
plan to increase residential density in
another location so that build-out under
the plan will meet the benchmark.

i1} A requirement that all new develop-
ment be contiguous to existing
developed lands and that it include
appropriate spatial and/or vegetative
buffers within the developed area
(rather than on adjacent agricultural
land) for the purpose of minimizing
conflicts between non-agricultural and
nearby agricultaral uses. Special excep-
tions to the contiguity requirement may
be granted, if the city determines that
they are necessary and that any new
development will not have an adverse
impact on agriculture.

ii1) A right-to-farm ordinance that is at
least as protective of agricultural opera-
tions as the County right-to-farm law.
It should apply to all agricultural land
within the jurisdiction of the city.

iv} A requirement that all new develop-
ment must have an adequate supply of
water and will implement effective
water conservation measures.

2) These criteria, including but not limited to

the average density benchmark established
by the Blueprint, shall also apply to the
County and all special districts that propose
to expand existing development zones or
districts in unincorporated areas that would

remove land from the Strategic Agricuiture
Reserve. The maximum amount of land that
may be included in the expansion of such
zone or district shall be the minimum
amount necessary to fulfill the specific
purpose for which the expansion of a zone
or district is proposed, as supported by
clear and convincing evidence. In no case
shall this amount exceed a 20-year supply
of land based on the applicable Blueprint
density benchmark.

3) Absent other considerations that would

independently warrant disapproval, the
Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) should approve the expansion

of city spheres of influence and of unincor-
porated development zones and districts,

if it finds that the foregoing criteria have
been met.**

C) Stewardship Council

The purpose of this element is to provide inde-
pendent oversight of the Model Farmland
Conservation Program to encourage accountabil-

ity by all entities whose performance is key to its

success. The stewardship example of the Fresno

Business Council, one of the partners that pro-
duced A Landscape of Choice, is the model for

this recommendation.

35

1) There is established a Stewardship Council to

2

provide advice and counsel to the County,

cities and LAFCO on the implementation of
the Model Farmland Conservation Program.
The Council will have no regulatory authority.

) The Council should be composed of at

least 15 experienced and respected commu-
nity feaders who are broadly representative
of all the interests with a stake in farmland
conservation.>® It is recommended that the

34 The intention is that these criteria, designed explicitly to balance farmland conservation and urlsan expansion, should supplement,
but not supplant other criteria and procedures for appraving the expansion of spheres of influence, Ideaily, any additionai farmland
conservation criteria and procedures LAFCO may adopt will be consistent with the letter and spirit of these recommendations.

35 See FBC's Guiding Principles for Civic Transformation at hitp://www.fresnobe org/about/values.

36 The Advisory Committee discussed the optien of expanding the existing Agricultural Land Conservation Committee created by the
Board of Supervisors. This deserves consideration as fong as it would result in an independent body that is broadly representative of
both the private and public secior. It was also suggested that the Council be abte to establish subcommittees to oversee particular
aspects of the Model Farmiand Conservation Program and to study specific additional elements. To be effective, the Coundil must be

adequately staffed and funded.
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following interests be represented on the
Council: County Supervisors, city elected
officials, city managers, County and city
planners, Agriculture Commissioner, Council
of Fresno County Governments, LAFCO,
service districts in the unincorporated area
of the county, school districts, Fresno County
Farm Bureau and other representatives of the
agriculture community, the development and
building industry, and the environmental and
conservation comimunity.

3} The Council should meet periodically, at
least twice a year, to review progress in
implementing the Model Farmland
Conservation Program. It shall report at
least once a year in writing to the public on
such progress; any deficiencies in the pro-
gram and any issues that are in need of reso-
lution; and recommendations for improving
the program. It shall also have primary
responsibility for conducting studies of addi-
tional program elements that could improve
the Model Farmland Conservation Program.

Recommended Study of Additional
Possible Elements of the
Model Farmland Conservation Program

Finding ways to finance city services without
resorting to development as a “cash cow™ is the
most important thing Fresno County could do to
maximize the chances of success of the Model
Farmland Conservation Program. Several other
important issues and ideas deserve further exam-
ination as possible additional elements that
could also strengthen it. We therefore recom-
mend that the Stewardship Council undertake

a study of these issues as soon as possible and
complete it within one year.

1) Models and incentives for attractive, mar-
ketable higher-density development in cities.

The more cities can encourage development
that reflects “higher density, improved
design and greater diversity,” the longer
they can postpone expanding their spheres
of influence and, thus, conserve agricultural
land. The two main obstacles to higher-
density development seem to be questions

about whether it will “fit in” and the risks
that developers may take if they propose
something other than what has already
proven acceptable to consumers.

2) Formal buffer areas between urban areas

and between these areas and strategic
agricultural lands.

The Land Buffer Task Force has been
studying this idea, but needs to get beyond
abstract concepts. This could perhaps best
be accomplished in the context of specific
proposals for establishing buffers between
and around cities. Several pilot programs
should be undertaken to explore the practi-
cal options for establishing buffers.

3) Methods of financing permanent conser-

vation easements and long-term conserva-
tion agreements.

Most successful farmland conservation pro-
grams in the nation combine limitations on
urban development with affirmative
measures to enable landowners to recover
equity from their property without develop-
ing it. The voluntary sale of conservation
easements has proved especially popular
among landowners as a means of accom-
plishing this. Various methods of financing
easement purchases are being used in
California. Among those that deserve
further study are mitigation requirements
and fees for farmland conversion and
public finance measures such as bonding
and tax increments.

4 Methods of discouraging further rural resi-

dential development and its impact on land
prices and agricultural operations.

Fresno County has a significant amount

of land devoted to very large-lot rural
residential development. Though the County
has taken fairly aggressive measures to
discourage subdivision of land for new
“ranchettes,” there appears to be a signifi-
cant inventory of land that is already ripe
for this kind of development. Both this
potential and additional policies to prevent
or discourage it should be examined.



Final Gbservations

It wasn’t that long ago that another
California county led the nation in
agricultural production. At the time, it
looked very much like Fresno County,
with one large city and many smaller
ones surrounded by some of the best
farmland in the world. It seemed
impossible that its expansive, fruited
plain—in which farms enriched the
cities and vice versa--—could ever be
transformed into an endless landscape
of urban sprawl. But that is exactly

L

o b A

what happened within the span of a
single lifetime.

!ﬁ s'e'_gfné_d impossible that this expansive,
fruited plain-~in which farms enriched
the cities and vice versa-—could ever be
transformed into an endless landscape of
urban sprawl.

That county, of course, was Los Angeles. A half
century ago, when L. A. was still the nation’s top
agricultural county, local officials there were
being warned:

The Los Angeles area is undergoing a major
transition. The change is from rural to
urban, from country to city, from agriculture
to industry, from barn to skyscraper. Areas
where urbanization is only beginning may
wish to give agricultural zoning careful
consideration for more orderly and logical
development.

Crop Acreage Trends for Los Angeles County
and Southern Califoruia, Published by the
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors,
June 1955

The warning, of course, went unheeded with the
result that agriculture has all but disappeared
from the Los Angeles area. While one can argue
that what has replaced it is better or much
worse, one thing is for certain: Los Angeles
farmland—it is now an oxymoron—will never
again feed the nation and the world.

Los Angeles in 1915 bears a striking resemblance to fresno County today.

Today, there are fewer fruited plains to feed

the world’s growing multitudes and, arguably,
California’s Central Valley is the most significant
one on Earth— with Fresno County at its very
heart. It has become a moral imperative that we
conserve the farmland that produces the abun-
dance necessary to sustain humankind. The
responsibility to do so rests on those who have
the most to say about the future of that land.
And the time for exercising this responsibility is
running out.

It has become a moral imperative that
we conserve the farmland that produces
the abundance necessary to sustain
 humankind.

To encourage us to act without delay, we have
the benefit of hindsight and of history, which
vividly remind us of what can happen if we fail
to recognize that seemingly incremental changes
in small communities, such as those that once
existed around Los Angeles, can eventually result
in the total transformation of an entire landscape.
Closer to home, we have the recent history of land
use in Fresno County itself as an object lesson.

In 1998, A Landscape of Choice was a break-
through in foresight and wisdom. Its recommen-
dations, had they been fully implemented, would
have transformed the region into a model of
what is now called “smart growth,” balancing
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urban expansion with farmland conservation.
But initial enthusiasm for the consensus achieved
in principle eventually waned and little appears
to have changed. The “choice” Fresno County
actually made, perhaps by default, was the status
quo: to continue to allow cities to grow out into
the countryside, consuming an acre of the world’s
best farmiand for every nine new residents. As

a consequence, since the publication of A
Landscape of Choice, at least 11,300 additional
acres {17.6 square miles} of Fresno County farm-
land have been lost, much of it unnecessarily>’

Today, as a new generation of Fresno County
leaders considers a new Model Farmland
Conservation Program, the ultimate challenge
remains —to summon the political will to take
action that will be truly effective,

The ultimate chailenge remains to summon
the political will to take action that will be
truly effective.

37 Source: Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program, data from 1998 to 2006 (latest year available).
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Roster of Steering Committee Members

Rick Ballantyne, Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission

Keith Bergthold, City of Fresno Planning Department

Tony Boren, Council of Fresno County Governments

Lynn Gorman, Fresno County Planning Department

Ryan Jacobsen, Fresno County Farm Bureau

Will Kettler, Fresno County Planning Department

Jerry Prieto, Jr., Fresno County Agriculture Commissioner {now retired)
Barbara Steck, Council of Fresno County Governments

John Wright, City of Clovis (now retired)

Roster of Advisory Committee Members

Hon. Judy Case, Fresno County Supervisor, District 4

Hon. Phil Larsen, Fresno County Supervisor, District |

Hon. Rico Aguayo, Councilman, City of Fowler

Chris Acree, Sierra Club

Lee Avers, Treetops Project

Rick Ballantyne, Fresno Local Area Formation Commission
Keith Bergthold, City of Fresno Planning Department

Tony Boren, Council of Fresno County Governments

Lynn Gorman, Fresno County Planning Department

Ryan Jacobsen, Farmer and Executive Director, Fresno County Farm Bureau
Ralph Kachadourian, City of Sanger Planning Division

Will Kettler, Fresno County Planning Department

Holly King, Farmer, Great Valley Center

Don Pauley, City of Kingsburg

Mike Prandini, San Joaquin Valley Building Industry Association
Jerry Prieto, Jr., Fresno County Agriculture Commissioner (now retired)
Jeff Roberts, Granville Homes

Darrell Schmidt, Fresno Local Area Formation Comimission
Barbara Steck, Council of Fresno County Governments

Fred Swanson, Kearney Agriculture Center

Kathy Wood

John Wright, City of Clovis (now retired)

A.J. Yates, Farmer, Former Deputy Secretary, CDFA

Staff for Steering and Advisory Committees

Todd Sobrado, Council of Fresno County Governments
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Factors and Data Used to Calculate Strategic Farmland Values

Factor

Data Set

Soil Productivity

Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program important farmland data. Ponts
awarded as follows:

Prime Farmland = 12

Farmland of Statewide Importance = 10

Unique Farmland = 8

Farmland of Local Importance = 6

Grazing land = 4

Urban land =0

Water Availability and
Cost

No empirical, countywide water data are available. As a proxy, Agriculture
Commissioner Jerry Prieto and his staff mapped the county based on personal
knowledge of water availability and cost. Their findings were reviewed by
members of the agriculture community at meetings throughout the county.
Points awarded as follows:

Good water availability and affordability = 12

Marginal water = 6

Grazing land or no water = 0

Micro-climate

The one very high value crop grown in Fresno County that requires a special
micro-climate is citrus. Thus, this layer focuses on this crop. Department of
Water Resources crop data (2000) were used to identify areas where citrus is
now grown. 1990 PRISM data were used to determine the median values for
January low temperature, July high temperature, annual precipitation and
relative humidity in these areas, which was assumed to define the optimum
micro-climate for citrus crops. PRISM data for all other areas were then
compared to the optimum conditions, with aggregate scores recalibrated to a 0
to 12 pomt scale with the highest scores representing the most strategic land
from the standpoint of citrus production.

Environmental
Sensitivity

This layer combined data for vernal pools (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
Holland series), other wetlands (National Wetlands Inventory) and endangered
species (California Natural Diversity Database). Vermal pools and wetlands
were all given a score of 0. The likelihood that endangered species are present
was given a score of from 12 (little or no probability of endangered species) to
0 (very high probability). The three factors were added and the aggregate score
was recalibrated on a 0 (most environmentally sensitive) to 12 (least
environmentally sensitive) scale.

Urban Development
Pressure

FMMP 2002 data were used to identify areas already developed for non-
agricultural uses. Current 2008 city spheres of influence were identified using
Council of Fresno County Governments data. All land within current spheres
of influence was assumed to be earmarked for future development and, thus,
not likely to remain in agricultural use. Points were awarded as follows:

Land already developed or within existing spheres = 0

All other land = 12
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Local Government General Plan Policies on Conserving Farmland in Fresno County

Fresno County (General Plan, 2000)

“The County sees its primary role to be the protector of prime agricultural lands ... The plan seeks to
protect its productive agricultural land as the county’s most valuable natural resource and the historical
basis of the economy.” Vision Statement, p. 8

“The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated areas for agriculture use and shall direct urban
growth away from valuable agricultural lands to cities, unincorporated communities and other areas
planned for such development.” Agriculture & Land Use Element, Policy LU-A.1, p. 2-11

City of Clovis (General Plan, 2006)

“It is recognized that agriculture is important to the City, and the Central Valley region as a whole,
reflected in the retention of selected prime agricultural lands.” Agriculture, p. 6-9

“Clovis intends to achieve a community that balances open space and productive agricultural lands with
urban uses.” Land Use Element, p. 2-2

“Support continued agricultural use of prime agricultural lands within the region where it can be sustained
at an operational scale.” Land Use Element, Goal 7, p.2-9

City of Fowler [Unavailable]

City of Fresno (General Plan, 2002)

“Work cooperatively with the local agricultural industry to conserve prime farmland and respect its
importance as Fresno County’s base economic resource.” Purpose and Goals #16, p. 3

“California’s Central Valley is one of the world’s premier growing regions, and the economy of this area
is based primarily on agriculture. The 2025 General Plan contains major policy direction aimed at
protecting the Fresno area’s valuable productive agricultural land from premature and inappropriate
development.” Resource Conservation Element, Direction 3, p. 128

“Plan for the location and intensity of urban development in a manner that efficiently utihizes land area

located within the planned urban boundary ... while promoting compatibility with agricultural uses
located outside the planned urban area.” Resource Conservation Element, Policy G-5-b, p. 137

City of Kerman (General Plan)

“Agriculture is the primary industry in the Kerman area ... agriculture should be encouraged in the
Kerman area. Further, land use policies that minimize the impacts between urban and agricultural uses
should be promoted.” p. 2-3

“Increase overall residential densities in the City of Kerman so as to require less urbanization of
surrounding agricultural lands.” Policy 3
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City of Kingsburg {General Plan)

“Exclusive agricultural zoning shall be continued outside the boundary of future urbanization ... The
protection of agricultural lands outside of the urban pattern depicted by the General Plan shall be
reinforced by firm city policies not to permit the extension of sewerage and water service.” p. 18

“Consideration should be given to the following factors: Agricultural preservation policies identifying

prime agricultural lands within the Sphere of Influence, including provisions for guiding growth away
from such lands.” p. 125

City of Orange Cove (General Plan, 20035)

“Maintain Orange Cove as a small, agriculturally-oriented city surrounded by farmland. To the extent
possible, ensure that Orange cove is surrounded by agricultural land zoned for large parcel agriculture.”
Land Use Element, Issue Two: Growth Management, Goal 1, p. 2-19

“Promote Smart Growth planning principals to discourage urban sprawl and premature urbanization of
agricultural land.” Land Use Element, Goal 111, p. 2-20.

“Land use policies that minimize the impacts between urban and agricultural uses should be promoted.”
Land Use Element, Issue Nine: Agricultural Lands, p. 2-41

City of Parlier (General Plan, 1998)

“The premature conversion o f producing agricultural lands to urban purposes 1s discouraged.” Major
Policies, Standards, #2, p. 2-2

“An additional issue is the preservation of prime agricultural lands and the prevention of the premature

conversion of such lands to urban uses. Parlier is surrounded by prime agricultural land and much of the
local economy is based on agriculture.” Land Use Element, Policies and Standards, # 5, p. 4-4.

City of Reedley (Specific Plan, 2001)

“Urban growth shall be planned and executed in a manner that mininmzes the impacts on agriculture and
the consumption of agricultural land.” Goal #3, p. 3-2

“Protection of Farmland - A primary goal of the plan is to preserve agricultural land that surrounds the
community.” Issue # 1, p. 3-4

City of Sanger (General Plan, 2003)

“The people of Sanger envision [a] community separated from surrounding jurisdictions by agricultural
land preserved in perpetuity.” p. 1-3

“Because most of the Sanger planning area 1s made up of prime agricultural land, urban expansion cannot
occur without conversion of prime agricultural land; however, preservation of the Sanger's agricultural
resources is a community priority.” p. 7-5
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City of Selma (General Plan, 1997)

“Selma 1s located 1n one of the most productive agricultural regions of California. The economy of Seima
is primarily based on agniculture ... Therefore, the City must carefully protect agricultural lands, while
providing for the growth necessary to sustain a vibrant community.” Land Use Element, p. 16

“To the fullest degree possible, prime agricultural land shall be preserved for agricultural uses only;
Policy 3.6 Agricultural lands which currently produce, or have the potential to produce, specialty crops for

which the area is uniquely suited, shall be protected from encroachment by urban uses.” Open Space and
Conservation Element, Policy 3.5, p. 5
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Current Land Development Capacity of Cities in Fresno County

Years of Capacity

Annual | At Current | At County

Land In Acres Axerage Agerage
Land in Sphere Estimated |Curent City Developed Local Efficiancy
Land in City| Sphere of | Outside 2008 People Per | Avg Annual | @& Current | Efficiency | 1990-2004
City Limits Influgnce | City Limit | Population §Acre (FPA)] Popl lner | City PPA | 6.5 FPA) | 8.4 PPA)
Clovis 14 552 20,249 5,397 84,289 6.3 3222 507 1 18
Fowler 1,603 4 474 2871 5573 345 19 55 52 141
Selma 3,243 8,289 5,046 23,266 72 480 E7 5 99
Kingshurg 1,789 4,319 2,230 11,259 6.3 254 40 55 83
Firebaugh 2368 3411 1,043 50612 28 134 46 22 73
Farlier 1,423 2847 1,524 13326 8.4 273 29 52 53
Sanger 3,550 GBS 3,223 25 404 7.0 a03 116 28 37
Mendota 2096 2853 803 9,768 47 237 51 16 32
Loalings 3812 5,154 1.342 19064 5.0 408 g2 16 3
Reedley 3208 4723 1514 25 5R7 80 504 7B 20 24
‘San Joaguin 718 962 Py 4 D62 57 92 17 15 24
Kerman 2061 3o 1,031 13,980 5.7 B67 99 10 15
Orange Cove 1,150 1541 491 10,775 9.4 352 41 12 12
Huron 1041 1,170 129 7554 7.3 156 21 3] g
Fresno 71 A7S 100415 28,940 486,171 65 7,315 1,075 27 37
Smaller Cities 28,155 48 554 21,489 176,370 63 4 632 748 29 43
All Cities 114 452 170 318 55 836 56,830 6.6 15229 2304 24 34

Sources: Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission, U.S. Census of Population
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Fresno Model Farmland Conservation Program

Discussion & Decision Matrix

Challenges & Causes
of Farmland Loss

Potential Conservation
Strategies & Solutions

Examples

Population Growth

Anticipated population growth is
projected to require the development of
almost 100,000 acres by 2050 at current
build-out densities. (Fresno COG
Blueprint Base Case Scenario, 2008)
This would include 30,000 acres of high
quality farmland outside existing
spheres of influence that 1s considered

1 highly strategic for agriculture. (Most to
the rest of the land that would be
converted is also high quality farmland,
but is within spheres and 1s unlikely to
remain in agriculture. Our definition,
thus, considers it less strategic from the
standpoint of conserving farmland by
limiting development.)

1t is not population growth per se, but
how it is managed that will determine
how much strategic farmland is lost and
how long it will take to build out all the
land within existing spheres of influence.

“Conservation” maans net only keeping
the best farmiand pndeveloped, but alvo
making the wisest, maost efficient vse of

Farmlard ther sill be developed,

Development Efficiency

The average build-out density of urban
development in Fresno County and its
cities since 1990 is only about 9 people
per gross acre. This contrasts with 12
people per acre in Stanislaus County
and 20 in Sacramento County. (Paving
Paradise, 2007) Obstacles to more
efficient development include uncertain
market demand, resistance to higher
density from existing communities, lack
of public transportation options, rigid
zoning classifications, regulatory
constraints, lack of local government
commitment and support. (Landscape of
Choice, 1998; San Joaguin Valley
Growth Response Study, 2002)

Increase residential densities and
commercial FARs, reduce street widths
and parking requirements, promote
mixed-use transit-oriented development,
urban infill and retro-fitting. Landscape
of Choice includes many
recommendations. San Joaguin Valley
Growth Response Study, Phase III
(2004) suggested that compact housing
could increase from 4 to 11 percent of
households by 2034, In 20035, the City of
Fresno adopted a new mixed-use
development ordinance that may help
increase commercial land use efficiency.
(Fresno Municipal Code, Sec. 12-105-R)
Its 2002 general plan aims fo increase
residential efficiency from about 4 units
per acre to 6-7 units. Solutions for
smaller cities may be different than for
City of Fresno.

Sacramento Council of Governments
Blueprint and implementation; proposed
City of Fresno SEGA.
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Cities Surrounded by Strategic
Farmland

The fact that so many cities are located
in the midst of the county’s most
strategic farmland, particularly in the
so-called “Golden Triangle,” poses
perhaps the biggest challenge to the
conservation of farmland. (Strategic
Farmland Map, 2008) Most of these
cities want to grow, but do not want to
grow together. (Land Buffer Task Force
Survey, 2008) Their spheres of
influence are large enough to
accommodate anticipated development
through 2050 at moderately higher
densities than exist today. (Fresno COG
Blueprint Scenario, 2008) Most cities
desire land buffers of farmland to
separate them from their neighbors, but
are unsure about how to establish them.
(Land Buffer Task Force).

No-build buffer areas around cities, ¥ to
I mile wide, just outside spheres of
influence. (There are about 70,000 acres
within ¥ mile of existing spheres,
147,000 acres within one mile, per
Fresno COG analysis) Many options for
configuring, establishing and, if
necessary, terminating limitations on
development within buffers. For
example, could require developers inside
spheres to mitigate by acquiring
conservation easements or long-term
agreements in buffer zone; offering
landowners in buffer zone financial
meentives for such agreements,
Agreements could piggyback on 20-year
Williamson ag security area contracts
(which offer 35% property tax
abatements) with an additional
compensation package including greater
local tax abatement, annual cash
payments, bonds or tax-free securitizable
contracts, etc. Termunation of
agreements could occur afier minimum
30-year period and/or if and when
conditions related to build-out of sphere
are met, possibly as determined under a
city-county MOU.

To add additional value, both to growers
and communities, these buffers could
become local food belts devoted
primarily to production for direct
consumer sales.

Building setbacks and physical buffers
such as windbreaks and other plantings
between new development and farmland
outside spheres to minimize potential for
conflicting land uses. Should be placed
omn the land to be subdivided, not the
farmland to remain in agriculture.
County general plan Program LU-A.C
requires county to issue guidelines for
setbacks & buffers.

Urban growth boundaries established by
clected officials and/or ballot measure,
typically of limited duration, e.g., 20
years

Easements acquired by AFT on west
side of City of Madera and by Monterey
Conservancy outside spheres of
Gonzalez, King City and other Salinas
Valley cities; Boulder, CO

Proposed specific plan for City of
Fresno Southeast Growth Area.

Stanislaus County; Monterey County

Napa, Sonoma, Ventura, Fairfield,
Stanislaus
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Land Price Inflation

Most strategic farmland is zoned to
allow one dwelling on a 20-acre
minimum parcel. This was apparently
designed to accommodate small farms
on land with good soils and abundant
water. But it now works at cross-
purposes with keeping land in
agriculture where demand for large-lot
rural residences inflates the price of
farmland to levels that commercial
agriculture cannot afford. (American
Society of Farm Managers & Rural
Appraisers, 2007 Agricultural Land
Values Report)

Increase minimum lot size for
development in strategic agricultural
areas to at least 40 acres to reflect
modern agricultural viability needs.
County general plan (LU-A.6) permits
this to “ensure viability of agricultaral
operations.” County general plan
Program (LU-A.B) calls for county to
evaluate “minimum parcel sizes
necessary for sustained agricultural
productivity.”

Switch to area-based allocation zoning
wherein residential development
entitlement is still based on minimum
acreage, e.g., 20 ac per dwelling, but
there is also a maximum lot size, e.g., 2
acres. This should separate the
residential value of the property from its
agricultural value, keeping the land
affordable for farming. This will work
best with a requirement that the
remainder of the property, 18 acres in
the example, be placed under
conservation casement to prevent further
subdivision. A potential drawback is
that this may encourage more rural
residences than large-lot zoning, since
building Iots presumably will be less
expensive. See Ranchettes, below, for
potential counter measures.

Sacramento County (40 ac); Stanislaus
County {2 DU per 40 ac); Marin County
(60 ac)

Area-based allocation zoning is fairly
common on the East Coast, e.g.,
Montgomery County, MID); Lancaster
and York Counties, PA

Rural Ranchettes

One-fourth of all land now devoted to
developed uses is in rural residential
parcels of 1% to 10 acres, and there 1s
almost certainly more land in larger
ranchettes. Steps have been taken to
discourage further rural residential
development, but there remains a large
number of potential large-lot rural
development parcels. Creation of small-
acreage homesites and gift-deeded
parcels to family members on
agriculturally-zoned land, while
mtended in the short term to support
family farming operations, may
contribute in the long term to land
fragmentation.

Lot configuration and road frontage
requirements

Required clustering of rural residences

Transfer of development credits,
possibly with density bonus, into
specifically-designated “ranchette”
zones

Impact fees proportional to higher cost
of providing county services to remote
residences

Revise rules governing creation of
additional family homesites on strategic
farmland

Sutter County

Montgomery County, MD

A5-3




Land Use Patterns that Perpetuate
Exclusive Reliance on Automobile
Transportation

Fresno County and its neighbors in the
San Joaquin Valley are fundamentally
replicating the spread-out, auto-
dependent land use-transportation
relationship of Southemn California that
consumed most of the fammland in Los
Angeles and Orange Counties.

Metro Rural Loop (MRL) is being
planned as a multi-modal transportation
system that will significantly reduce the
consumption of strategic farmland by
taking less land for rights-of-way and by
serving as a magnet for more efficient,
transit-oriented development. In fact,
preservation of designated strategic
farmland between transportation
corridors is part of the concept. To
successfully achieve its goals, MRL may
require a comprehensive county-cities
agreement to maintain the land use
status quo while the system is being
designed and implemented.

MRIL right-of-way acquisitions to be
mitigated with accompany conservation
easements on neighboring land.

City of Fresno Southeast Growth Area
(SEGA) is being planned around transit-
served neighborhoods

County-city agreement in Yolo County

Twin Cities metropolitan land use-
transportation agreement

Agricultural Economy

The market price of many ot Fresno
County’s leading crops has been flat for
years, while the cost of production has
risen. Growers need additional options
and opportunities to increase their net
income — without selling land for
development that could jeopardize
neighboring agricultural operations.

Agriculture elements in all city general
plans

Explore green payments and credits for
ecosystem services such as carbon
sequestration, air and water quality
improvement, etc.

Expand the market for locally-produced
food and other niche markets

Payments or tax credits to offset cost of
environmental compliance, e.g., diesel
retrofit

Promote agri-tourism

Strategic plan for agriculture

Stanislaus County

AB 32

Capay Valley Grown, Yelo County

EQIP

Loudoun County, VA

San Diego County, State of Maryland
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Water

Irmigation water supplies are
increasingly problematic and costly.
Surface water is interruptible and forces
greater reliance on more costly ground
water sources. Groundwater is
unregulated and is being drawn down in
some places, making pumping it even
more expensive. Urban demand for
both surface and ground water also has
the potential to make agricultural water
more costly and less reliable.

CEQA assessment of impacts of new
development on water usage, availability
and quality; mitigation fees for
permanent diversion of water to urban
uses that 1s not recharged; additional
water storage; agricultural and urban
water conservation

Funding for Conservation Options

There is now no real source of funding
for conservation easements or other
payments as mcentives for making long-
term commitments of land to
agricultural use. To the extent such
measures are to be used, e.g., in
establishing land buffers, a source will
be needed.

Funding from established federal and
state programs is available but amount 1s
not large compared with demand from
established programs. Requires
establishment of private land trust.

Locally-established conservation district
funded with sales or other tax increment

Farmland mitigation requirements and/or
fees on new development and/or future
land transfers

Federal Farm & Ranchland Protection
Act

California Farmland Conservancy
Program;

Sonoma Open Space District

Yolo, San Joaquin, Stanislaus Counties;
cities of Stockton, Mateca, Tracy,
Lathrop, Davis & South Livermore;
Martis Valley
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Summary of Discussion at
Agricultural Producer Meetings

To sample the opinions of agricultural producers as input for the Fresno Model Farmland Conservation
Program, AFT and the Fresno County Farm Bureau hosted six breakfast and lunch meetings at cafes and
coffee shops in Caruthers, Fresno, Kerman, Reedley, Sanger and Selma on January 16-18, 2008. These
notes document highlights, general themes and shared sentiments of a majority of participants. A total of
27 farmers and ranchers participated.

Significant 1ssues 1dentified by farmers included growth pressure and nuisance complaints from new
neighbors, competition for land and water, water quality and profitability.

Growth Pressure and Nuisance Complaints

Farmers identified growth pressure as a significant threat to agriculture, saying that the “majority of cities
are going full blast into development.” Some participants were concerned that the proposed high-speed
rail will result in more urban growth. Others report that city councils’ efforts to extend urban-spheres-of
influence have led to the annexation of farmland, even properties under the Williamson Act.

Growth pressure comes in many forms and from many sources. School siting was brought up as a
considerable problem because schools may locate wherever they choose. Not only does this consume

a lot of farmland, but it increases nuisance complaints and drives more growth into rural areas. As a result,
farmers have to adapt their normal agricultural practices, such as no longer being able to spray during

the day.

Farmers reported that the construction of highway 180 to I-5 cut across ranches. They pointed out that
people coming out from the city of Fresno to build big houses find out they don’t like commuting into the
sun in the morning and back into the sun in the evening. Though few people commute to the Bay Area,
people are retiring from there and moving to Fresno to buy 20 acres of farmland. This type of
fragmentation has changed the character of the area with small hobby ranchettes, less community feehng,
an increase in rented properties and abandonment of active ranchland. These patterns appear to drive
farmers to sell out, especially near the urban edges.

A new gas line from Visalia to run the PG&E power station will consume many acres of land with
overhead power lines, eliminating almonds, walnuts and other tree crops, which can’t be grown under
the lines.

Much of the growth pressure is fragmented, characterized by many participants as “leapfrog
development.” Several farmers expressed concern about the Metro Rural Loop proposal, suggesting that
every intersection will become a magnet for development and will engender more leaptrog development.
Furthermore, ranchettes, some retaining almond production or vineyards on 5-acre deeded parcels, are
squeezing out into the Kingsburg area.

To fix past ranchette development will be expensive and difficult, and farmers in many regions expressed

frustration that even when protective zoning laws are m place, there 1s no local follow-up on new houses,
trailers and modular homes, even if they are violating zoning.
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Competition for Land

1t 1s not just that the cities are growing, but that the expansion 1s occurring on the most productive soils.
As one farmer said, “urban growth is taking the best ground we have.” According to on participant,
growth around Sanger, “the fruit basket of the world,” 1s all occurring on prime and unique farmiand.

Land speculation is driving up property values and making land less affordable for agricultural production.
As one farmer said, “The price of land is what kills us.” Participants cited developers from Southern
California buying good farmland at high prices and an mflux of foreign investors buying strategic
locations around towns speculating that future expansion will increase land values. This speculation
already has increased adjacent land values, not only making it harder to buy land but also harder for
farmers to say “No” to selling.

Higher land values also increase property taxes. The taxable value of properties fluctuates based on
commodity sales. Farmers report that values go up immediately in a good year but take a long time to go
down during bad vears. The say that the Williamson Act helps but it is not a cure all. Some said the
Williamson Act doesn’t have much effect except for rangeland. Others worried that the Williamson Act
will be gone in five years because every governor says he’s going to cut the program. Furthermore,
farmers report that little of the farmland around cities is under the Act because the benefits are not great
enough. They said the land 1s more valuable without it, and they can make up the difference in taxes when
they sell.

Land around urban areas has a higher tax base than on the western side of the county. Farmers farther out
did not cite taxes as much of a problem, but those around the cities did. In particular, farmers reported
dramatic increases in the school tax rate, which they argued did not seem right because “trees and vines
don’t go to school.”

Competition for Water

Competition for water was cited as an even greater threat than competition for land. Land with water gets
developed first. The cities have their arms out, want to grow and increase their tax base, with the result
that water contracts have been pinched for too long. Farmers’ frustration 1s summed up by the statement
that “water flows towards money.” Many farmers believe that if urban areas want the water, they have the
power and money to take it. There 1s also concern that aggregate mining on the east side of the county
could take a lot of water from agriculture.

The supply of water for irrigation is a complex and emotional issue. On average, there has been less snow
resulting in less melt water overall. On the west side of the county, an estimated 30 percent of the water
allocation goes to support fish habitat. In addition, dams and reservoirs originally put in to provide water
for farmers now are being used for new development. As one farmer noted, there are too many “straws”
being put into the rivers and reducmg the available water supply. Farmers feel that they are already
conserving water but new policies will require more conservation. They also begrudge that any water they
conserve ends up going to urban use.

Urban expansion not only limits water supply but also diminishes water quality. Farmers report that urban
growth on the east side of the county is degrading the aquifers “downstream”™ farther west. Urban water
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demands are drawing down the water table and changing the local hydrology, as evidenced by the City of
Fresno sinking into a large bowl.

While Fresno County has some of the best water in the world, that quality 1s threatened by lack of
recharge, overdrawing from surface and aquifer supplies, and the introduction of contaminants. The water
has always been alkaline but is becoming increasingly acidic as more is pumped from the river. Since
alkaline water is better for fruit this is a problem for this large industry. Without surface water recharge,
the water table is dropping. In the western part of the county water quality i1s more problematic with salt,
boron and selemum contamination, and even a little bit of radioactivity.

Farmers also mentioned other water issues. The depth of water for lagoons is driving out dairy Water from
the sewer farm is high in nitrates and phosphates and is currently pumped back to farms. It 15 good water
but can’t be used for much except alfalfa for horses. If this water supply has to be cleaned up for urban
use, it will have to be put in a very expensive treatment plant. Water is getting more expensive as
competition increases. There 1s concern that agricultural water will be metered. As one producer put it,
“Once you open that barn door no telling where it stops.”

Agricultural Economic Viability

The economic viability of agriculture in Fresno County is affected by a variety of issues, from the prices
received for commodities to the costs of environmental compliance. While specifically mentioned less
often by farmers, agricultural viability 1s inherently tied to the other issues already mentioned, the
competition for land and water supply. For example, many farmers sell farmland to buy other farmland to
keep in business, and if they aren’t going to make money on the property, they are going to sell it.

Environmental compliance and environmental constraints impact farmers. State and federal environmental
regulations related to water and species protection are driving up costs and seem unfair to the farmers.
They feel that they are running out of energy and water and that “hard core, radical environmentalists
don’t want any agriculture.” There is regulatory uncertainty; they don’t know what 1s going to turn up in
the future, or even in the next few years. Another environmental requirement is the need to retrofit all
trucks to meet air quality standards. Farms close to town can have trouble with spraying, since wind can
only be blowing in certain direction at certain speed, so as a consequence farmers are quitting. Farming
near a school is more difficult because of drifting spray. There are limitations on spraying because of a
neighbor’s swimming pool. Any time they spray, people in a new settlement next door have to be notified.

The financial dynamics of day-to-day business operations affect agricultural viability. Many farmers have
and need other income to supplement farming. As for global competition, farmers did not think that
NAFTA has been much of an issue since the off-season crops are not competing with peak harvest season
crops. They feel that farmers are subsidized overseas much more substantially. Food safety 1ssues have
been more prevalent. Farms can’t hire kids to work because of liability and labor laws, and then when
“they get old enough to work they don’t want to!” It will be a challenge to get the next generation into
farming If the next generation does not come into farming, farms will consolidate and become bigger,
buying out the smaller family-owned and operated farms. Low commodity prices combined with high
input costs, such as fuel, are resulting in low net profits. This 1s a general issue among all commodities.
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Participants

Shelly Abadjian
Guadalupe Alvarez
Marvin Caprelian
Joe Coelho

Jim Couto

Russel Efird
Robert Gonzales
Dan Habib

Donna Hacker
Mickey Kennison
Sukwinder Kular
John Mighazzo
Richard Milton
Jim Montross
Randy Pennebaker
John Pestorich
Carter Pierce

John Renn
Margaret Sandbothe
Fred Schnitzler
Jamie Silva

Ron Silva

Judy Snavely

Bob Snavely
Betty J. Spitze

D. & Betty White
A.J. Yates
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Summary of Discussion at Public Input Sessions

To sample public opinion on issues relevant to the Model Farmland Conservation
Program, American Farmiand Trust and Fresno COG organized a senies of public mput
sessions, including a series of six small roundtable meetings targeting the County’s major
agricultural interests, and two larger public meetings. This document highlights the
discussion among about 60 participants at the two public meetings held in Parlier and the
City of Fresno on January 16-17, 2008. At the meetings, participants were asked about
what farmland should receive the highest priority for conservation, their vision for the
future of Fresno County, the challenges to be faced in achieving that vision, and solutions
to those challenges.

Strategic Farmland

Each meeting opened with a presentation of maps depicting characteristics of Fresno
County’s farmland: soil fertility, water availability, micro climates, environmentaily
sensitive areas, rural land most at risk from fragmentation, and land most likely to be
converted to urban development. Following the presentations, participants were asked to
rank the factors that they felt should be used in prioritizing farmland conservation. The
number of votes tallied from both meetings is shown in the chart below.

Rank>| 1st | 2nd | 3ed | 4th | S5t | 6 | 7th | 81 | 9
Sots 26 13 ) £ 4 1
Water 1% 21 11 4 0 1
Urban Pressure 7 3 10 5 13 16
Microchmate 4 4 10 13 9 12 1
Env. Sensthivity 2 5 9 20 9 8
Fragmentation 0 b 7 6 17 15 3

When the raw totals are weighted (9 points for 1%, 8 for 2", etc.), soils and water emerge
as the leading factors (400 points+) with urban pressure, micro-climate and
environmental sensitivity each ranking slightly lower (300+ points), and land
fragmentation scoring somewhat lower than that. Because the scores were all relatively
close, the factors were given equal weight in compiling the strategic farmland map, with
the exception of land fragmentation.

Exploring the Issues

Participants heard from AFT California Director Edward Thompson, Jr., and from Fresno
County Agriculture Commissioner Jerry Prieto, Jr., who described the land use changes
currently occurring in Fresno County. Following the presentations and a round of
clarifying discussion, participants were asked to consider three questions and to share
their responses with the group:

+  What is your vision of the future for Fresno County?
+ What do you see as the major challenges for achieving your vision?
+  What are possible solutions for addressing these challenges?
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Vision for the Future

When participants were asked to describe their vision of the future for Fresno County, a
number of common themes emerged.

Development should be compatible with farming

Preserving the county’s agricultural heritage while accommodating growth — thus,
sustaining the viability of family farming — was a vision voiced by many. Greater urban
density, growth as infill rather than greenfields development, and other proven smart
growth strategies were seen as ways to relieve the development pressure on farmland and
prevent fragmentation. Effective community planning, good public transportation
systems, clearly defined growth boundaries that ensured adequate distance between
development and agriculture, and educated local officials and deciston makers who
would enforce the boundary designations were also envisioned.

Natural resources should be protected

Protecting the integrity of the agricultural resource — preserving production yield while
being respectful of the other natural values of the land — was another goal for many, who
felt an inherent stewardship obligation in living on the best farmland in the nation. As one
participant stated, “The good Lord gave us these soils, water, and land to farm, and they
should be protected and farmed in perpetuity for all mankind.”

Farming should remain economically viabile

For most participants, preserving the agricultural resource also meant maintaining it as an
economic engine for the county. Sustaining farmland production also meant the ability to
transport in an environmentally viable manner. Some saw effective public education that
built an appreciation among all Fresno County residents for the benefits to local
agriculture, ensuring that farming remained an absolute for county prosperity. Economic
viability and a supportive public were also part of the vision for ensuring a next
generation of farmers, where young people could afford to enter and remain in farming
because the community valued good food over a cheap food policy. Compensation of
farmers for open space and ecosystem values was also envisioned, tied to the will of the
consuming public to support agriculture and preserve and support small communities.

Agriculture seen as an issue of national security

A final aspect of the agricultural vision was the idea that agriculture in the Central Valley
is a strategic national asset. The federal and state governments should help sustain local
agriculture for future generations to make sure the nation can feed itself. This would
include a commitment to preserve the land, keep local agriculture viable against global
competition and make sure regulations on agriculture are reasonable. People also wanted
to strengthen the voice that the Valley has in Sacramento and Washington, D.C.
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Challenges

Participants were asked to describe the challenges they saw to achieving the vision. Not
surprisingly, the challenges mirrored many of the vision elements. Again, a number of
common themes emerged.

Population growth and urbanization

Increasing population — by some estimates, 50 million people in California by 2050 — was
seen as the real challenge to sustaining viable agniculture. With a million or more people
expected to move into the Valley, the question of where to put them loomed large.
Urbanization was seen as nearing the tipping point to where cities are too close together,
accelerating the disintegration of agriculture in between. If prime agricultural land is
preserved, development could move into the ranch lands in the foothills, resulting in
people spending more time 1n their cars.

Environmental issues

Another concern is that urban growth i1s diminishing environmental quality. Air and water
quality issues are not adequately considered in land use planning. But some saw
incompatible farming techniques as contributing to the degradation of land and water.

Lack of planning

With a dynamic urban rural interface, peopie found it increasingly difficult to know
where the boundaries of growth should be, but agreed that mtegrated strategic planning
was lacking. Planning is occurring in the context of current circumstances, rather than
with the future in mind. For example, the Metro Rural Loop is supposedly based upon a
100-year plan, but without solid projections of transportation needs that far out i time.
The location of schools was also seen as problematic. School districts are not engaged in
the planning process, they can locate wherever they want and become magnets for
residential development.

Lack of political will

Poor planning was seen as closely tied to the lack of local political will to address the real
issues — lots of talk, but little meaningful action on sustaining agriculture. Current
decisions are made piecemeal, without an integrated, holistic approach. So urban
boundaries keep encroaching on the best quality farmland. Land is lost through these
small variances because weak local officials and legislative bodies don’t have a strong
legal basis for stopping development. “Fiscalization” of land use — balancing budgets
based on sales tax generation and impact and developer fees — was seen as another
shortcoming. Disruptive leadership transitions were also seen as problematic.
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Uncoordinated regulation

Another challenge is uncoordinated regulations, the result of too many entities making
policies independently of one another. As such, regulations were seen as more likely to
hinder rather than help agriculture’s ability to remain economically viable. Too little
attention 18 being paid to avoiding unintended consequences of regulation. Given that
farmland near growth areas is valued significantly higher for development than for
agriculture, some farmers whose costs increase due to regulations may prefer to sell out.
One example of regulation that helps farmers keep in business is land use regulation. But
some see if as a denial of their right to sell land for development.

Increasing economic challenges

Some saw regulations as hurting local growers’ ability to compete against foreign
competition, noting that in 2005, the U.S. became a net importer of food for the first time
i 1ts history. As growers try to keep up with applicable regulations — labor law,
environmental law, permits — as well as other growing costs of doing business, farm size
needs to increase so growers can afford specialized advice in each of these areas.
However, increasing farm size may be more difficult as land becomes subdivided mto
smaller and smaller parcels. Others saw big consolidated operations as a problem, taking
over the smaller farms and depressing prices in an effort to out-compete imports. And all
saw lower commodity prices as a disincentive for keeping land in agriculture.

Lack of public support

Low prices were also seen as a sign of the public’s lack of appreciation of agriculture.
People don’t make the connection between the farm and their food, so they don’t
understand the importance of preserving agricultural land and buying local. The lack of a
world class farmer’s market in Fresno County was seen as evidence of this. As a result,
the county 1s losing its next generation of farmers — current farmers are getting out of
agriculture and young people not getting in.

Solutions

Given the vistons and challenges articulated by participants, they were asked to describe
potential solutions that the County could employ for sustaining agriculture.

Preserve the resource

Preserving the best quality farmlands — those with good soils, water access, economic
viability — while keeping land affordable for growers was a priority for participants.
Holistic planning was called for to drive large, integrated solutions that addressed all the
Valley’s resources, including land, air, and water. Reducing the number of governmental
entities having a say in what can or cannot be done was also called for, as was
challenging government to more effectively use tools that improve land use decisions.
One tool cited was the Rural Valley Lands Plan that Tulare County has used since the
1970s to assess whether land is ready to be developed for urban uses. Mitigation
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strategies were also encouraged, such as protecting an acre of agricultural land for each
acre of land developed.

Embrace new holistic development models

Reinforcing the belief that solutions must be holistic, participants called for a bigger
vision for the Valley’s future development with a political commitment to implement it.
One goal was to provide certainty to the development community, cities, and towns that
the governments can provide needed services while ensuring farmers that they have a
future in farming. This will require planning to be better and more consistent — for
instance, considering all aspects needed to maintain and support agricultural viability —
coupled with elected and appointed officials willing to stay the course and support plans
for the long term. Effective buffers between urban and agricultural uses were called for;
One idea was to establish permanent visible development boundaries through site-
appropriate plantings.

Greater optimism was also called for. Rather than saying why things won’t work, leaders
were asked to identify core factors, figure out what needs to happen to achieve desired
goals, and plan accordingly. Coordinating the Model Farmland Conservation Program
with the Blueprint process and creating transferable and replicable processes was
encouraged. Suggestions included embracing proven “smart growth” strategies such as
increased infill, compact development that builds up instead of out, laws to guide school
placement consistent with agricultural priorities, and enhanced transportation planning.

Educate the public

Education was seen as a key strategy for creating the public will to devise and sustain
needed changes. Citing recycling as a model of how people’s behavior can be changed
for the better, a campaign was called for to raise awareness of local agricultural issues
and reshape perceptions and priorities. Maps were seen as an effective way to
demonstrate where farmland should be and where development should go; the maps
could also serve as a tool in building the political will to stick to designated boundaries.
The education campaign could also support “buy local” initiatives and help create mnterest
among young people to pursue careers in agriculture.

Create new incentives for growers

Improving incentives for growers was a topic that generated many proposed solutions.
Financial incentives took the form of direct compensation to growers for eco-services, tax
breaks and credits for such things as effective land conservation and revising property
taxes based on the number of people living on the property. Other solutions included
changing land use policies to create incentives for retail agriculture, and giving farmers
new ways to market and increase profitability on the demand side, such as more farmers’
markets, rather than making bigger farms the only means to being economically viable.
Other economic incentives might include co-ops and communal farming and ownership.
Participants also called for continuation of the Williamson Act, increased use of
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conservation easements, and legislation that maintains the right to farm and preserves
farmland by eliminating zoning variances.

Innovate

Participants called for time and energy to be spent in identifying new ways of doing
things such as preserving resource lands, improving water storage and conservation, and
enhancing ground water development, developing green energy from methane digesters
using dairy waste and improving farming techniques to be more environmentally
sustainable. New strategies for public involvement in decision making, and reconfiguring
how cities can raise additional revenue to get away from the fiscalization dilemma were
also recommended. A citizens’ movement was proposed to develop a world class system
of farmers’ markets, including zoning revisions to reduce barriers to markets and farm-
based revenue from agri-tourism. Innovations were also sought to reduce on-farm costs,
generate creative financing approaches to allow new farmers to enter agricultore, and
improve transportation technology to mitigate air quality impacts.
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INTRODUCTION
THE PURPOSE OF THE 2009 LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

The Fresno COG, in coordination with our member agencies, has established a 2009
Legislative Platform that reflects the current priorities of the Fresno COG in state and
federal legisiative matters. The Legislative Platform represents a unified voice when
communicating legislative priorities to our state and federal legislators as well as to
relevant state and federal agencies. It also provides guidance todhe Fresno COG staff

The goal of the Legislative Platform is to have a documer
legislative priorities of our region that will direct advocac
areas such as air quality, transportation mobility, and regi
ultimately contribute to an improved quality of life throughout Fresno

e that outlines the
fot:improvements in
y that will

ABOUT THE FRESNO COG

Our Role:

The Council of Fresno County Goveri
together mayors, city council membe
issues for Fresno County. Since its i ;
as the transportation planning, coordinatir
Fresno COG functions as both the state

nts, better known as Fresno COG, brings
id-county supervisors to work on regional
969, Fresno COG has primarily acted
ing agency for Fresno County.
ated Regignal Transportation Planning
's Metrapolitan Planning Organization.

Organization:
A 16-member Policy Board gives Fresno COG policy direction. The Board consists of
the mayors from.each of the 15 incorporated cities in Fresno County and the Chairman
Ao Cou ard of Supervisors. Fresno COG offers each of these agencies
ether on a level playing field to discuss and resolve
r quality issues that go beyond their own jurisdictional

Regional Profi
Fresno County s classified as an urban county (despite many rural characteristics) and
is located in the Central:San Joaquin Valley within the state of California. Fresno County
is the first most populeus county and second geographically largest county in the San
Joaquin Valley, encompassing approximately 8,000 square miles. With $5.3 billion a
year in commercial crop production it is the nation’s leading farm county. The January
2008 population of 931,100 places Fresno as the tenth most populous of the 58
California counties and the City of Fresno is the sixth most populous city in the state,
with a population of 486,200. There are fifteen incorporated cities and the county
contains a federally-recognized urbanized area - the Fresno Clovis Metropolitan Area —
with a January 2008 population of 670,000.



GENERAL PRINCIPLES

« Protect and enhance current funding levels for transportation-related programs.

« Continue to advocate for transportation-related improvements in state and
federal legislation.

» Continue to coordinate advocacy efforts with our local and regional partners to
advance common goals and shared interests that will contribute significantly to
an improved quality of life for Fresno County residents.

MEMBER AGENCY PRIORITIES

» Advocate for legislative priorities that are ig
throughout the year by our local membel
Fresno COG Policy Board.

ified as regional priorities
encies:and agreed upon by the

ONE VOICE ADVOCACY EFFORTS

« Support Federal Surface Transportation Program an 5009 Federal
appropriation requests for Fresno COG One Voice prejects and priorities.

¢ Continuetop
through the

VALLEY VOICE ADVOC

« Support Federal Surface Transportation Program authorizations and FY 2008
Federal appropriation requests for the San Joaquin Valiey Regional Policy
Council’s Valley Voice projects and priorities.

« Continue to pursue state support for the projects and policy issues identified
through the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council’s Valley Voice efforts.

TRANSPORTATION

Funding - Federal

« Actively participate with Caltrans and other interests on the development of state
and national consensus principles and priorities that will be favorable to the
Fresno County region for the next Federal Surface Transportation Program due
to be enacted in 2009,



Funding - State

Funding — Local

Highway 99 as an Interstate

Support legislation to implement and fund the remaining provisions of
Propositions 1B (state transportation bond), 1C (state affordable housing bond),
and Proposition 84 (state water and parks bond) that will maximize Fresno
County’s regional share of funding.

Protect Proposition 42 (Transportation Congestion Improvement Act) and other
transportation funds from being diverted to other purposes:in the state budget.

Support full dedication of gasoline sales taxes to tran
practice of directing gasoline “Spillover” funds to th
used for other purposes. )

rtation and oppose the
General Fund to be

i

Support efforts to reward self-help counties in funding programs an 1 policies.

Support legislation that lowers the threshold required to pass transportation
initiatives to 55%.

Support legislation that includes the
partnerships, and other innovative finan

projects.

r

.design/build, public/private
: ortation infrastructure

Continue to support efforts to designate State Route 99 through the Central San

Valley as a federal interstate.

Support Amtrak as a complimentary service to the high-speed rail system.

Support the San Joaquin Valley as a test track for high-speed rail and support
the location of a maintenance station in Fresno County.

Support federal funding for the development of the high-speed rail system in
California, including full funding for high-speed rail projects as authorized under
the Amtrak Reauthorization bifl, HR 2095 (2008).



Goods Movement

Support goods movement legislation that includes the San Joaquin Valley region
as a recipient of any new port container fees collected at the California ports to
mitigate the emissions associated with freight movement to and from the ports
through the Valley. Additionally, ensure that exporters of valley agricultural
products do not carry an unfair burden of any port fees that may be enacted.

Support including the Central Valley Trade Corridor in legi
Goods Movement funding and programs.

Advocate for funding through Proposition 84 and other sources, fo adequately
assist Regional Transportation Planning @ encies and local governments in

implementation of SB 375. |

&

Advocate for expansion of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

streamlining for transportation projects that are consistent with a Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

Advocate for local agencies to be able to use the EIRs and EIS prepared for the
Regional Transportation. Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy when
performing project-level CEQA analysis for transportation projects. This will
reduce the analytical burden and cost for transportation projects and eliminate
duplication of effort.

Blueprint Planning

-

Support consistent and ongoing funding in the state budget for the development,
implementation, and update of regional blueprints.



« Support consistency with regional blueprints as a major factor in allocating bond
funds from state agencies and in developing legislation and state policies
on climate change.

AIR QUALITY

s Seek the establishment of a new San Joaquin Valley designation as an Air
Quality Enterprise/Empowerment Zone at the state and federal level.

WATER QUALITY, SUPPLY, AND RELIABILITY FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY

« Support the California Partnership for the Sa
Supply, and Reliability advocacy efforts.
adequate quality water supply to sustain.
agricultural sector, while protecting a

heir mission is to ensure a reliable,
high guality of life, and a world-class
ncing the environment.

CLEAN, RENEWABLE ENERGY

 Support the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley's Energy
Development advocacy efforts. Their mission is to prémote energy use

efficiencies and adoption of clean, renewable energy technologies to ensure a
reliable supply,grov :

veconomy, and improve air quality.

E

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

ansportation and other types of infrastructure funding
osal for an economic stimulus package.

» Promote the inclusion‘of
in any state and federal pr

CALIFORNIA PARTNERSHIP FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY

» Support efforts to establish through Executive Order and/or statute, the California
Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, and to provide a continuing stream of
funding for its existence.

PROCESS STREAMLINING

» Support legislation and/or administrative reforms to streamline the federal and

state government's project delivery process and to eliminate unnecessary and/or
duplicative requirements.
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2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201
Fresno, California 9372 1

Telephone [559) 233-4148 + FAX: (559) 233-9645
Website Address: www.fresnocog.org

DRAFT
January 29, 2009

President Barack Obama
Transition Team

Mr. John Podesta

451 6" Street NW
Washington, D.C., 20001

RE: Recommendation for Mr. Jose Antonio Ramirez to position of USDA Rural
Development State Director

Dear Mr. Podesta:

At its January 29", 2009 meeting, the Council of Fresno County Governments’ Policy
Board unanimously voted to submit this letter of recommendation for Mr. Jose Antonio

Ramirez for appointment to the position of USDA Rural Development State Director,
based in Davis, CA.

Mr. Ramirez, in his capacity as City Manager of the city of Firebaugh, California, serves:
on the Council of Fresno County Governments’ Policy Advisory Committee. He is
currently chair of this Committee of fifteen city managers and Fresno County
representatives which reviews issues regarding transportation, air quality, infrastructure
and water facing Fresno County and makes recommendations to the Policy Board that
consists of Fresno County mayors, councilmembers and supervisors. Mr. Ramirez
works closely with local and state officials on many projects and has earned a
reputation as someone who is willing to take on public policy chalienges in a
collaborative and consensus oriented manner.

Your adminisiration and our State and communities would be well served under the
capable leadership of Mr. Jose Antonio Ramirez in the position of USDA Rural
Development Director for the State of California. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely

Trinidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman
Council of Fresno County Governments
Mayor, City of Kerman

Member Agencies: The cities of Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Fresno, Huron, Kerman,
Kingshurg, Mendota, Orange Cove, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaqguin, Sanger, Selma & Fresno County
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POTENTIAL CARRYOVER ADVOCACY ISSUES FROM 2008 "ONE VOICE" PROGRAM

PRIORITY IN PART OF

2008 OTHER 2009 2009
ADVOCACY {SSUE R EST ey
FQUES ONE VOICE LOBBYING PRIQORITY
PROGRAM EFFORTS
HIGH-SPEED RAIL Support the following points in Catifornia High-Speed Rail:  [#7 Priority

1. Support annual appropriation of Proposition 1A funding
through the state budget.

2. Support the San Joaquin Valley as a test track for high-
speed rail and support the location of a maintenance station
in Fresno County.

#2 Priority from 2008 One Voice was to *Maximize Fresno County's regional share of Proposition 18, Proposition 1C, and Proposition 84 bond monies”. The
programs within these bond measures that we focused on including Proposition 1B's Goods Mavement Emissions Reduction Program, Trade Corridors
Improvement Fund, and State and Local Partnership Program have been resclved in 2008 as welt as Proposition 1C's Housing Bond Program and Proposition
84's Local and Hegionat Parks Program. However, under SB 375, we would suppost using Proposition 84 bond monies o offset the potential costs to MPOs and
Local Gevernments to associated with implementation.

#5 Priority from 2008 One Voice was "Supporting Establishing the San Joaguin Valley AHordable Housing Trust". The trust was established in 2008 so this has
been resolved.
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ADVOCACY ISSUE

REQUEST

PART OF
OTHER 2009
LOBBYING
EFFORTS

2009 PRIORITY

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY BLUEPRINT
PLANNING PROCESS

Provide as information only in packets.

Information Only

FRESNO COG 2009 LEGISLATIVE
PLATFORM

Provide as information only in packets.

Information Only

COMMENTS...
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2009 FRESNO COG’S SACRAMENTO “ONE VOICE”
TRIP PARTICIPANTS
AS OF 1/21/09

Amarpreet Dhaliwal, Mayor, City of San Joaquin

Julia Hernandez, Mayor Pro Tem, City of San Joaquin
David Karstetter, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Kingsburg
Victor Ruiz, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Sanger

Esther Gonzalez, Councilmember, City of Orange Cove
Alan Bengyel, City Manager, City of Orange Cove
David Elias, City Manager, City of Fowler

Preston Prince, Executive Director, Housing Authorities

Juan Garza, Superintendent, Kings Canyon Unified School District

. Ron Hudson, Deputy Superintendent, Kings Canyon Unified School District

. Mark Garza, Site Director. Kings Canyon Unified School District

. Erik Valencia, Public Relations, Kings Canyon Unified School District

. Tony Boren, Executive Director, Council of Fresno County Governments

. Barbara Steck, Deputy Director, Council of Fresno County Governments

. Jennifer Dansby, Transportation Planner, Council of Fresno County Governments
. Marla Day, Executive Assistant, Council of Fresno County Governments

. Steve Samuelian, Consultant, California Consulting, LLC.
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California Consulting, L1 C
Fresno COG January, 2009 Report

Federal Economic Stimulus Package: Our office has participated in several
meetings and conference calls regarding this topic over the last month. We are
working with the Cal-Trans federal representative in Sacramento and also with
Valley Congressional Offices on this important issue. We are involved with the
development of the state implementation language that will require a bill if and
when federal money is approved and appropriated. We have e-mailed several
update memo’s on this topic over the last few weeks. We continue to participate
in the conference calls with state and federal officials regarding this topic.
Recently, a Fresno COG One Voice meeting was held at the COG office. Most of
the discussion centered around the federal economic stimulus package and
California Consulting and COG Executive Director Tony Boren provided an
update. Estimates are that $30 billion will be distributed nationwide for state
highway and transportation needs. California expects to receive $3 billion of that
fund. The state implementation bill will determine the process for distribution of
the $3 billion. There are essentially 3 alternative methods for distribution of these
dollars and all three have been outlined in previous e-mail memo’s sent out by
California Consulting, LLC. The federal House bill has now been introduced and
we sent out the text of the bill as well as a summary of the highlight of the bill as
well. See previously sent e-mails.

One Voice: We are developing a proposed list of legislative issues for the Fresno
COG “One Voice” trip. A meeting has been scheduled in January to further
develop and finalize the list before it is submitted to the Policy Board for final
approval. We continue to work with Jennifer Dansby of the COG staff who is
coordinating this effort in conjunction with our Office and doing a great job. Tony
Boren, Jennifer, and Steve Samuelian presided over a “One Voice” committee
meeting last week held a the COG office. Another similar meeting is planned for
February to finalize the issues list.

Budget: We have been in close communication with the Governor’s Office,
Senate Majority Leader Dean Florez’s Office, and Assembly and Senate
Republican Leaders Villines and Cogdill’s Offices regarding the state budget.
Several update memo’s have been e-mailed out over the last month. Steve
continues to be in regular communication with the Valley legislative offices, both
staff and Members. The Governor released his latest budget proposal on
December 31, 2008. Our office e-mailed out a memo detailing the Governor’s
proposal. The special session is still in existence to deal with the current year
budget deficit, although no agreement has been reached. Steve also met
personally this month with Senate President Pro-Tem Steinberg and Assembly
Speaker Bass. “Big 5 is meeting with all parties participating. The meetings
continue and discussion and dialogue are ongoing.



Prop. 84: The guidelines for the important Prop. 84 grant are in the process of
finalization. A memo with the specifics was recently sent out by our office. A
member of our staff attended the workshop about this key parks and recreation
money that will become available in April, 2009. See memo sent out in December
regarding guidelines.

Prop. 42 and Prop. 14: We continue to advocate for preservation of these two

important programs. Given the current budget crisis we need to press hard (now
more than ever) to make our voices heard to preserve Prop. 42 and Prop. 1A. We
continue to lobby policymakers on this issue in all of our meetings at the Capitol.

Childcare: We organized a trip to Sacramento to meet with State Superintendent
Jack O’Connell. The COG delegation was composed of COG Chairman Trinidad
Rodriguez, and Mayor Victor Lopez as well as others. The group outlined several
concerns regarding childcare in the rural communities and several follow up items
came out of the meeting. Our office is coordinating the follow up and subsequent
meetings with the State Superintendent and his staff to implement the agreements
forged at this important meeting. A conference call (follow up to the meeting with
the Superintendent) has been scheduled with the Cal. Department of Education
Child Care Director for later this month. The call will include COG members and
California Consulting.

Water: There continues to be discussion of a possible water bond in 2009. We
are actively involved in this issue and will continue to monitor this important
issue as developments transpire.

Senator Florez: Our very own Senator Dean Florez was elevated to the rank of
Senate Majority Leader. This is a victory for the Valley and Florez joins two
other Valley legislators Dave Cogdill and Mike Villines in leadership roles. The
Valley now has three articulate and capable leaders representing us i leadership
roles in Sacramento. Congratulations to Senator Florez on the well deserved
elevation to Senate Majority Leader.




